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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Wednesday, June 2, 1993

The House met at 2 p.m.

Prayers

STATEMENTS PURSUANT TO S. 0. 31

[Translation]

NATIONAL ACCESS AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. Guy Saint-Julien (Abitibi): Madam Speaker, in
June 1989, our Prime Minister, the Right Hon. Brian
Mulroney, signed the official declaration for National
Access Awareness Week, inviting all Canadians to make
this week a special event and improve the quality of life
in their communities.

Since then, communities across Canada have improved
access to public places, services and facilities for persons
with disabilities. However, much remains to be done to
eliminate all barriers encountered by the disabled, who
are entitled to take an active part in the daily life of their
community and to have access to the same basic services
as the rest of the population.

The impact of National Access Awareness Week
should last throughout the year.

AT

TIOXIDE CANADA

Mrs. Shirley Maheu (Saint-Laurent— Cartierville):
Madam Speaker, Tioxide Canada, a company that pol-
lutes the waterways of Quebec with no apology what-
soever, has just been fined $4 million, which is peanuts.
The company heaved a sigh of relief, because it was
expecting a fine of $36 million as well as prison terms for
some of its board members. What a difference a fine
makes.

Why does the government not impose sentences that
would deter effect polluters? Although Environment

Quebec now has two cases pending against Tioxide
Canada, the Crown merely rapped the company’s
knuckles. The Conservative government had a moral
obligation to go to the wall on this. This is certainly no
way to clean up our environment. The federal govern-
ment must wake up and impose sentences that will make
all polluters think twice. Tomorrow, it will be too late.

* ok ¥

THE ABB PLANT

Mr. Marcel R. Tremblay (Québec-Est): Madam Speak-
er, I was delighted to hear that ABB, a high tech
company in my riding, has taken another step to make its
Quebec plant one of its most important condenser
manufacturing units in the world.

® (1405)

Since it opened in 1991, the Quebec plant has been
growing steadily and will double its capacity for the
production of condensers by the first quarter of 1994, to
supply the North American market.

ABB employs about 2,700 people in more than 35
plants in Canada and has annual sales of about $1 billion.
It is involved in many activity sectors including the
production, transmission and distribution of electric
power, industrial automation, steam generating systems,
robotics, measuring instruments, environmental technol-
ogies, telecommunications and high-speed trains. The
people of Quebec are proud to be part of the technology
boom generated by ABB’s experts.

* k%
[English]

SMALL BUSINESS LOANS

Mr. Robert D. Nault (Kenora—Rainy River): Madam
Speaker, the Royal Bank announced discounts of 10 per
cent on service charges for small businesses. The major
financial institutions continue to miss the point. Figures
from October 1991 to October 1992 show that the value
of small business loans by the big six banks increased by a
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modest 3.8 per cent, compared with a 12 per cent
increase for loans to large corporations.

In the same period 450,000 new jobs were created by
small business. By contrast, large organizations cut
96,500 people from their payrolls.

Most will know that last year the financial institutions
increased their service charges, in some cases by 400 per
cent. Now they want us to believe they are doing us a
favour by reducing service charges to small businesses by
10 per cent. They control the majority of lending to
business. Given that position, they are not just responsi-
ble to their shareholders, they are responsible to the
country.

The big six have two choices: Change their ways or get
ready for the onslaught of new banks in this country.

QUEEN ELIZABETH II

Mr. Doug Fee (Red Deer): Madam Speaker, today is
the 40th anniversary of an historic event. On June 2,
1953 our sovereign, Queen Elizabeth II, was crowned
Queen of Canada and took an oath to govern the
peoples of Canada and her other realms according to
their respective laws and customs. In response to this
oath parliamentarians, new citizens and those entering
into the Queen’s service take a reciprocal oath of
allegiance to Her Majesty.

Four days prior to her coronation the Queen issued a
proclamation under the Canadian Royal Style and Titles
Act officially adopting the title of Queen of Canada,
thereby fulfilling the dreams of the Fathers of Confeder-
ation who often referred to Queen Victoria as the
Queen of Canada.

I would like to quote two famous Canadians, one a
Conservative and one a Liberal, who lived a century
apart. Sir George-Etienne Cartier said that the monar-
chy was the essential element of the Constitution and
Vincent Massey said: “The monarchy is essential to us.
Without it as a bastion of Canadian nationality, Canadian
purpose and Canadian independence we could not
remain a sovereign state”.

God save the Queen.

VISITORS’ VISAS

Mr. Dan Heap (Trinity—Spadina): Madam Speaker,
today’s edition of The Ottawa Citizen highlights the
frustrations faced by Canadians with relatives still resid-
ing in their former countries such as Lebanon, Guyana,
and India, to name a few.

Many of those relatives would like to visit Canada
before the death of loved ones and not just for burial
ceremonies. The government seems to assume that
everyone applying to enter Canada from a country with
civil unrest or poverty will stay illegally even when the
applicant has a spouse, two children and a family
business back home.

Canada is now home to over four million foreign-born
people, representing 16 per cent of the population. I call
on the Minister of Employment and Immigration to
review the duty of overseas officers in deciding to issue
or not issue visitors’ visas. Let us have fair and equal
treatment.

TRANS-CANADA HIGHWAY

Mr. Bill Casey (Cumberland— Colchester): Madam
Speaker, the new Government of Nova Scotia has
announced that it will review the route for the new
Trans-Canada Highway. I believe that the government is
obligated to do this review as it campaigned on that
promise and would be criticized if it did not follow
through.

Having said that, I am very concerned about the
people who are so very much affected by any change in
this route. People’s lives, homes, and businesses will all
be destabilized during this review. As well, a lengthy
delay would result in more tragic accidents on the
present Trans-Canada Highway.

I urge that the new government consider all points of
view from all the communities involved. I also urge the
people who are affected to make their points of view
known to the provincial department of transport.

I trust that we can take the politics out of this decision
and choose the best route for all Nova Scotians. I pledge
to do all I can to work with the new government to help
resolve the issue.
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SMALL BUSINESS LOANS

Mrs. Diane Marleau (Sudbury): Madam Speaker,
according to a government press release on small busi-
ness: “Loans to small businesses in Canada will become
more accessible as a result of the significant changes to
the Small Businesses Loans Act”.

A constituent of mine applied to a local bank for a loan
under the program. The interest on the loan would have
been about 7 per cent. He has long been known in
Sudbury as a hard worker and for his dedication and
commitment to his customers. He offered his personal
home as collateral. However the bank in question turned
him down.

 (1410)

Despite the bank’s failure to help him he established
his business by mortgaging his house. However he is
paying an interest rate of 13.25 per cent, more than
double what it should be costing him. That is unfair.
Despite all of that his business is doing well and is
already creating a number of jobs.

I want to make the point that the banks deal in a very
heavy-handed way with small businesses. How many
others have the banks turned down across this country?
How many others have not established their businesses?
How many jobs have not been created?

Madam Deputy Speaker: I regret that the member’s
time has expired.

HEALTH

Ms. Dawn Black (New Westminster —Burnaby): Mad-
am Speaker, access to abortion services remains uneven
across the country.

Fourteen hundred abortions are performed on Cana-
dian women in American border states because of lack of
access in parts of Canada. Women in the Atlantic
provinces, the north and those outside urban centres
spend a great deal of money and time to travel for this
simple medical procedure.

When they do reach a clinic they are often forced to
walk through a barrage of picketers who harass them.
While they were in power both the Liberals and Conser-
vatives significantly cut funds for family planning educa-
tion, thus increasing the need for abortion.

S. 0. 31

I ask the health minister to make RU-486 available in
Canada, as it is in the U.S,, and for the government to
reverse its policies of economic and social inequality
which rob many women of the choice to have children
and of the right not to have children.

* kK

POVERTY

Hon. Alan Redway (Don Valley East): Madam Speaker,
a United Nations committee has criticized Canada for
not dealing with domestic poverty.

The UN has also criticized Canada for not spending
enough on foreign aid to fight poverty in the Third
World. The UN High Commissioner for Refugees has
criticized Canada for not accepting more poor refugees,
especially severely disabled refugees.

Another UN agency, the International Monetary
Fund, has criticized Canada for not reducing our deficit
and our debt fast enough. We might find some of the
necessary resources in our defence budget but the UN
Security Council keeps asking Canada to provide more
of our military and its equipment for UN peacekeeping
forces.

If we are going to address all of these very laudable
concerns in the short run, we certainly have our work cut
out for us.

PATRONAGE

Mr. John Harvard (Winnipeg—St. James): Madam
Speaker, the endless parade of patronage and sleaze
continues.

We have seen the baby-sitter get an appointment. We
have seen the barman get an appointment. We have seen
the barber get an appointment. Even the barber’s wife
got a little gift from the Mulroney-Charest-Campbell
cabinet.

Now we hear that former Tory MP Jim McGrath has
received a plum patronage posting. McGrath has been
given a three-year appointment to the National Trans-
portation Agency.

The Canadian people are sick and tired of this kind of
sleaze and nepotism. They are sick to death of the old
ways of the Conservative Party.
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The Prime Minister may like to think that he is
protecting the defence and environment ministers from
the inevitable backlash. However that will not happen.
These Order in Council appointments were made by the
Governor in Council, meaning the cabinet.

The defence and environment ministers are part of
that cabinet. They said yes to patronage for Tory flacks,
hacks and bagmen. However on election day Canadians
will be saying a loud no to them.

* k%
[Translation)

NATIONAL ACCESS AWARENESS WEEK

Mr. Vincent Della Noce (Laval-Est): Madam Speaker,
from May 31 to June 6, Canadians all across the country
will celebrate National Access Awareness Week, which
promotes a fundamental value of our society: equal
opportunity for all citizens. Based on community partici-
pation and partnership among the disabled and various
sectors of activity, this national week is meant to be a
special opportunity to emphasize the active participation
of the disabled in the life of our society.

In Canada, tangible progress has been made in the
quality of life and social and economic integration of the
disabled, but much still remains to be done. Today I call
upon my colleagues to take an active part in National
Access Awareness Week and thus to promote the full
and complete integration of the disabled in Canadian
society. Access is more than a wish; it is a right for 4.2
million disabled Canadians.

* ¥ X
[English]

SHOWBOAT

Mr. Howard McCurdy (Windsor—St. Clair): Madam
Speaker, the musical Showboat is a period piece which
depicts blacks in the minstrel show tradition.

A new, supposedly updated, production in North York
has evoked heated controversy and division among black
and Jewish communities in spite of claims that Afro-Ca-
nadians’ sensitivities are being addressed.

In Toronto to deliver a lecture named after Garth
Drabinsky, the show’s producer, William F. Buckley
entered the dispute. He said that Jews have a right to be
sensitive because of the Holocaust, and he is right. But
according to him blacks who suffered over 200 years of

slavery, 25 million dead in the Atlantic crossing, 100
years of second class citizenship, lynchings and showboat
stereotypes are described as preposterous to express
their sensitivity.

o (1415)

What could be more destructive to an historic alliance
between two communities, both of which have suffered,
than this racist trivialization of the sufferings of one by
comparison to the other?

If the voices of the Buckleys are the price for Show-
boat, Mr. Drabinsky, it is not worth it.

* ¥ %

DIRECT AIR LINKS

Mrs. Beryl Gaffney (Nepean): Madam Speaker, in the
nation’s capital we have the Ottawa Lynx baseball club,
the Ottawa Senators hockey club, an advanced technolo-
gy sector and many industries with a large market to the
south. Yet we have a government and a transportation
minister that are incapable of approving a direct air link
from Ottawa to the American market, and in particular,
Pittsburgh and Chicago.

Ottawa was the only city in Canada excluded from the
original Canada-U.S. air treaty in 1974. As someone said
recently, the Minister of Transport should crawl out from
under this desk.

Yesterday we heard this same minister has awarded
direct air service from his hometown to Pittsburgh. I say
shame on him.

The lack of air links is costing the Ottawa region $500
million annually. People from Ottawa and its environs
have no choice but to throw this government and this
minister out of office in the next election.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

[Translation]

TRADE

Hon. Jean Chrétien (Leader of the Opposition): Mad-
am Speaker, my question is for the Acting Prime Minis-
ter. This morning in Washington, the Prime Minister met
President Clinton and, after lunch, the Prime Minister
said that he did not agree with the President of the
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United States on sanctions to strengthen the parallel
accords.

If the Canadian government does not agree with the
President of the United States on the kind of sanctions
proposed to solve the problems, could the minister tell
us what other sanctions will be put forward or what other
sanctions the government is proposing, so that when we
have agreements, there will be penalties for those who
break them?

[English]

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, I think the point the Prime Minister was
making was a point that the Minister for International
Trade has made on several occasions. The trade deal is
the trade deal.

Now the question on a parallel accord respecting the
environment and labour codes should have mechanisms
for ensuring compliance and so on, but those mecha-
nisms should not effectively undermine the accomplish-
ments of the trade deal.

The Americans have put a position on the table,
negotiations are going on and we will see where those
negotiations end up. Canada’s position is very clear. We
do not want to undermine the benefits of the trade deal
by adopting inappropriate conclusions on the parallel
accord.

Hon. Jean Chrétien (Leader of the Opposition): Mad-
am Speaker, it is not a very convincing argument put
forward by the minister.

We would like to know the position of the government
at the negotiations at this time. If we need to have some
rules governing the environment and the labour condi-
tions, we would like to know exactly what kind of
penalties this government is proposing to make sure that
every one of the partners will respect the conditions
agreed upon.

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, those are under active consideration and active
discussion.

There is a whole myriad of ways in which we can
achieve compliance and have dispute resolving mecha-
nisms and so on. Our position is simply that whatever we
do on the parallel accord side should not have the effect

Oral Questions

of undermining the benefits of the free trade agreement
and that remains our position.

Hon. Jean Chrétien (Leader of the Opposition): Mad-
am Speaker, the hon. member talks about myriad solu-
tions, but why can the government not pick one of them
and tell us what it is? It does not have a myriad; it does
not have one.

We would like to know because it is very important.
The President of the United States said that the
Americans will not proceed with the NAFTA deal if they
do not have an agreement on the environment and
labour conditions.

I would like to know from the minister the position of
this government in the light of the sanctions proposed by
the American government.

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, I am sure the hon. member would think we
were not very responsible if we were negotiating in
public in terms of Canada’s position.

* (1420)

I would remind the hon. member that we have a whole
range of international agreements, including agreements
with the United States, bilateral agreements on acid
rain, on Great Lakes clean-up and so on, all of which
have in them performance criteria and all of which have
what was viewed at the time as sufficient teeth to ensure
compliance by both sides.

That is the kind of thing we are looking at rather than
something that interferes with benefits of the trading
arrangements.

BOSNIA

Hon. Lloyd Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre): Mad-
am Speaker, in the absence of the minister of external
affairs and the minister of defence, I will put my question
to the Acting Prime Minister.

Members of my caucus have asked me to express on
their behalf and on behalf of their constituents the sense
of outrage that we feel about the continuing slaughter
that is going on in Bosnia and the indifference of the
United Nations and the member states to the horrible
conditions there.
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The Prime Minister after his meeting with the Presi-
dent of the United States this morning said that new
action in Bosnia must be authorized by a new Security
Council resolution.

There is a Security Council resolution being consid-
ered by the Security Council this afternoon. It reads:
“UN troops will be authorized to take necessary mea-
sures, including the use of force, to stop attacks against
civilians”.

I ask the government: Does Canada support this
resolution?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, first of all I want to say that everybody on this
side of the House and indeed all reasonable Canadians
are outraged at what is going on in the former Yugoslav-
ia and the atrocities being committed where innocent
civilians and women and children are the victims.

The hon. member is correct. The discussions are under
way at the Security Council. The Prime Minister dis-
cussed the subject extensively with President Clinton this
morning. He made it very clear that he felt the United
States should be actively engaged along with the Euro-
pean allies in seeking to find a solution.

We have always taken the position that UN action is
required. We are concerned about unilateral action. We
are concerned about adopting a resolution that is imple-
mentable because the safety and security of our troops
are first and foremost.

Since the Security Council has not yet reached a
conclusion on these particular discussions, it would be a
bit premature for us to be making a judgment on them.

We can be sure that Canada is inputting. The Prime
Minister through the President and the Secretary of
State for External Affairs spent 45 minutes talking to the
foreign affairs minister for Russia. We are doing every-
thing we can on the diplomatic front.

Hon. Lloyd Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre): Mad-
am Speaker, I am sure that all these discussions are
taking place, but what has not taken place is a clear
articulation of the Canadian position on this important
resolution. That is missing.

Members of Parliament and their constituents would
like to know. When we have UN relief workers being
shot at, when we have troops standing by while genocide
takes place, while we have the whole situation deterio-
rate into a mess, we believe that Canada because of our
background and our reputation has the responsibility to
take a stand on these issues.

I ask the minister again: Are we going to support the
resolution being debated this afternoon at the Security
Council authorizing UN troops in Bosnia to take action
to stop attacks against civilians and to stop the slaughter?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, I am a little confused by the hon. member’s
argument because he says that Canada should take a
position quite independent of any position anybody else
takes.

Of course, he realizes that if every country did this, no
resolution would be possible. We can only find resolution
by working together in discussion. As he points out, the
UN now has it actively under discussion. I would be very
surprised if Canada did not agree with the final resolu-
tion.

The final resolution has not been adopted. We stated
our position quite emphatically. We believe it must be
united action. We believe that unilateral action of the
kind that was earlier proposed by the Clinton administra-
tion would not work. We believe that it is unrealistic to
propose military action to which our troops could not
possibly respond because of the numbers and equipment
and the terrain in Yugoslavia and so on. All of those are
being factored in. The discussions are under way. Canada
as usual is being sought out for advice. We are looking
for a consensus. We are not standing in isolation adopt-
ing our own position for the rest of the world to accept or
reject.

® (1425)

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Howard McCurdy (Windsor—St. Clair): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Minister for Science.

The other day the president of the National Research
Council appeared before the parliamentary committee
on industry, science and technology. He warned that if
the present pattern of budget cutbacks continues at NRC
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that NRC would experience once more the crisis it
experienced in 1990-91 with cutbacks in personnel,
cutbacks in research programs and a complete demoral-
ization of the scientific staff there.

My question to the minister is as follows. What kind of
research and development policy is it that would deci-
mate one of our most prestigious research institutions
and will he indicate to this House that the government
will embark on a plan to ensure that the crisis the
president of NRC predicts will not happen?

Hon. Tom Hockin (Minister for Science and Minister
of State (Small Businesses and Tourism)): Madam
Speaker, my hon. friend is taking licence with what the
head of the NRC said the other day. He did not use the
word decimate. He did not use any of the verbs the hon.
member has just used. This government has cut back
grants and contributions and cross-government pro-
grams 10 per cent here, 15 per cent there, sometimes
even more in some operating programs.

When it comes to science those levels of cutbacks have
not happened. In fact the cutbacks have not occurred.
We are going to have more than zero per cent growth in
contributions. They are going to be 1.5 per cent in the
coming year.

This shows there is a preference in this government for
helping research and development, for helping science
and technology, plus the IRAP announcement which is
an important part of the National Research Council.

Eighty-three million new dollars will go to the NRC to
administer the IRAP for the next five years. This is an
immense increase. Instead of having 225 officers in the
field bringing discoveries in the laboratory to industry
and to commercial prospect we will now have 300.

These are things the government has done in a time of
restraint. They underline far better than any rhetoric the
commitment of the government to science and technolo-

gy.

Mr. Howard McCurdy (Windsor—St. Clair): Madam
Speaker, every time I ask this minister a question about
any particular issue on science, he just shops through the
market to find anything he can find without answering
the question.

The fact of the matter is the president of the National
Research Council said that the situation in 1990-91

Oral Questions

would be repeated if there is not change and that was a
crisis.

The next question I want to ask is a supplementary for
the same minister. In view of the fact that the parliamen-
tary committee also praised the National Centres of
Excellence Program, proposed that it be continued and
that its funding be increased, we now hear from a variety
of sources that there are plans to cut the funding from
$250 million to $125 million.

I would like the minister to explain how the govern-
ment can justify cutting by half the funding for a program
that represents the most significant and successful new
initiative by this government.

Hon. Tom Hockin (Minister for Science and Minister
of State (Small Businesses and Tourism)): I thank my
hon. friend for the compliment because when we
brought in the National Centres of Excellence, his party
and he in particular fought the program. They said it
would be better to give the money to the granting
councils and let them decide where this money should

go.

Instead we said something very creative. We said that
we want to identify the 15 most excellent research
opportunities in Canada, link them up with industry,
build these centres and make them strong. We put that
program in place beginning in 1989 and it is now under
review. The parliamentary committee has complimented
it and feels the program is working well. It thinks some
changes should be made.

We are doing a peer review as well. These are the
people who are the real scientists in the field. People in
industry are doing their review of this program. The
Prime Minister is committed to this program which will
remain permanent. Whether we can maintain the same
level of funding or not is a difficult question. Govern-
ment is having to cut back. We are inviting the provinces
to participate more than they are. We are inviting
industry to participate more than it is. We will soon see
what the level of funding will be.

o (1430)

Mr. Howard McCurdy (Windsor—St. Clair): Madam
Speaker, the hon. minister comes rather late to his
expertise in science. I hope he will not again repeat the
unmitigated falsehood that this member opposed the
National Centres of Excellence Program. I did not.
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Mr. Oberle: Yes, you did.

Mr. McCurdy: Give me the proof. My next question is
for the same minister.

In view of the yet undenied cutbacks in the national
Centres of Excellence funding and in view of the
projected cutbacks in NRC and the crisis that precipi-
tates, are we to understand it is now government policy
as suggested in its prosperity initiative report to de-em-
phasize research and development—and I am not so sure
the minister knows what that is—in favour of the
begging, borrowing and stealing of technology from
elsewhere?

Most people, most scientists he may eventually meet,
would see it as a prescription for the destruction of our
capability to advance in technology or anywhere else
involving science.

Hon. Tom Hockin (Minister for Science and Minister
of State (Small Businesses and Tourism)): Madam
Speaker, my hon. friend knows, but he does not want the
House to be reminded of it, that this government in its
stewardship of the public purse has had to cut back a
number of programs.

Certain programs have not been cut back at the same
level as others. One is grants to provinces, to persons
and to individuals. The other field is aboriginals. Anoth-
er field of federal government spending that has not
been cut back nearly as much is science and technology.
Science and technology, if anything, has been indulged in
the over-all priorities of this government and we are
going to continue to do that.

* k%

EMPLOYMENT

Ms. Albina Guarnieri (Mississauga East): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Acting Prime Minister.

Today Carleton University has once again reminded
Canadians of the truth, that their government has
mastered the politics of illusion. The authors of How
Ottawa Spends reveal that this government’s tangled web
of technical trickery has silently robbed Canadian chil-
dren and their families of more than $4 billion since
1986.

Will the minister explain how he expects to hide the
darkest years for Canadian children with even more
rhetoric of Brighter Futures?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I understand that pub-
lication was released. It is an interesting publication
because it covers one-half of government operations.

It talks about spending. It does not talk about taxes
and tax levels. It does not talk about income. It does not
talk about the problems Canada has both provincially
and federally with its deficits. It does not talk about the
problems we have in the country.

I want to point out in no uncertain terms the changes
that have happened in the social field over the last nine
years. For example, old age security, GIS and SPA have
gone from $11.4 billion to $20.2 billion. These are for
senior citizens. There has been an average annual
increase of 6.6 per cent over that period of time. Canada
Pension Plan has gone from $4.2 billion to $14.6 billion,
an increase annually of 14.8 per cent. Child benefits have
gone from $3.9 billion to $5.1 billion, an average increase
of 3 per cent each and every year over the last nine years.

I could go on and on. Maybe in answer to a supplemen-
tary question I could continue my list.

Ms. Albina Guarnieri (Mississauga East): Madam
Speaker, it must be Groundhog Day again because the
government cannot see its shameless shadow.

The government already wears the dunce cap in the
G-7 when it comes to unemployment, but today we
learned that our savagely high jobless rate masks the fact
that 16 per cent of Canadian workers are looking for
full-time jobs but cannot find them, leaving a record
number to rely on part-time work.

Will the Minister of Employment and Immigration tell
the over two million Canadians who cannot find full-
time work why, when it comes to job creation, this
government calls in sick?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I understand why the
hon. member only asks one question every two weeks. It
takes her that long to write it, obviously.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.
® (1435)
Mr. McDermid: If she can be cute so can L

Obviously those at the meeting of the OECD at the
present time where a number of countries are repre-
sented, including Canada, are seized with the world-
wide problems of unemployment and job creation. The
problem is that at the same time they are wrestling with
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debt and with very serious economic problems in all
countries. It is something they are discussing.

It is unfortunate the employment end of things lags
recovery. As recovery comes employment follows unfor-
tunately later than recovery. Employment will improve
over the next period of time, albeit not as fast as we all
would like. It is not just a Canadian problem; it is a
world-wide problem.

[Translation]

Mr. Mark Assad (Gatineau—La Liévre): Madam
Speaker, my question was for the Minister of Finance,
but since he is not available, I will direct it to the Acting
Prime Minister or the Deputy Prime Minister.

One of the Conservative government’s worst mistakes
was its obsession with monetary policy, which worsened
the economic situation, witness the 13.4 per cent unem-
ployment rate in Quebec. The outlying regions are the
most affected by business shutdowns, which lead to job
losses.

When will the minister correct, improve or change his
regional development policy in order to stem the flood of
job losses? He could certainly do something.

[English]

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I might remind the
hon. member—and I believe he was part of it—on Bill
C-91 that was brought forward in the House to help with
the job situation especially in the province of Quebec he
voted against it. I want the record to show that. Any time
we have tried to help the employment situation that hon.
member has voted against it, and I want the record to
show that. It is very important the people of Quebec
understand that.

Second, the construction industry is one industry
where we feel that jobs can be created. Housing afford-
ability today is as good as it has been in 25 years. We have
also brought in programs to assure low down payments
so young couples can buy their homes. We have lower
interest rates which have to do with the fight the
government has put on to assure that we get lower
interest rates and lower inflation so savings are not eaten
away and for the creation of jobs. We have assured that
RRSPs are used for housing.

Oral Questions

We have done a number of things to improve the
situation. If the hon. member took time to study the
reports that are coming out, he would know that Canada
is poised to have the best record in 1993 and 1994 in
recovering from the recession.

[Translation]

Mr. Mark Assad (Gatineau—La Liévre): Madam
Speaker, I pity the audience which just heard his answer,
because it is far from the answer needed for the question
I asked. While the minister gives all sorts of explanations
that have nothing to do with the question, unemploy-
ment goes up and the hope of finding a job goes down.
As students arrive on the labour market this summer,
the problem will get even worse.

Madam Speaker, I repeat: When will the minister
present a real economic recovery plan for the outlying
regions which suffer more than all other parts of the
country?

[English]

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, the employment situa-
tion is one that we are concerned about.

I am sure the hon. member would be pleased at seeing
the reports that came out today. The one from Burns Fry
Limited said its leading indicator of Canadian economic
activity rose 3.1 per cent, its highest level since March
1990, and that the help wanted index which tends to be
an early indicator of new hiring increased by 9.2 per cent
in May, the largest increase we have seen in four years.

All the signals are very positive and we feel very
confident that as this year progresses we will see im-
proved employment opportunities in Canada.

* ok ¥
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YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody— Coquitlam): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Justice. I see
he is back from his campaigning and in his seat among his
caucus.

As the minister is aware, we in the NDP believe that
society should take tough measures against violent
crime, but as a society we must balance this approach by
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putting in place a program to prevent crime in the first
place.

The minister is aware there was a meeting last week of
the provincial attorneys general in Quebec City. I under-
stand they recommended not only a review of the Young
Offenders Act but a process that would bring communi-
ties together for a discussion of the whole juvenile justice
system.

Did the minister receive recommendations from the
meeting of the attorneys general? If so, what was his
response to them?

Hon. Pierre Blais (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada and Minister of State (Agriculture)):
Madam Speaker, at this meeting last Friday I mentioned
to my provincial counterparts that we were contemplat-
ing different amendments to improve the Young Offend-
ers Act.

Obviously with the time we have before us it would be
very difficult to table legislation. However they agree. I
suggested that maybe we could table a proposal, a white
paper or something similar. I am contemplating this
possibility to ensure that Canadians will be capable of
making their point and being part of the consultation
process. I will make a final decision in a very short time.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody— Coquitlam): Madam
Speaker, the minister will know that I rose in the House
a month ago and put before him a resolution from the
village of Belcarra in my riding of Port Moody— Coquit-
lam. They called for a public review of the youth justice
system, not just a bill but a public review of the youth
justice system.

At that time 400 municipalities in Canada had agreed
to it. There are 12 more in British Columbia, bringing
the total to about 136. There are another 400. Now there
are 536 municipalities and the provincial people.

I call upon the minister on behalf of our party to show
some leadership on the national level and hold a
national, non-partisan inquiry into the youth justice
system. Why not announce that now before the end of
this Parliament?

Hon. Pierre Blais (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada and Minister of State (Agriculture)):

Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague knows that at this
very moment in committee I think we have eight justice
bills being looked at by parliamentarians here and in the
other place.

The proceeds from crime bill will be here in a couple
of days. We have the stalking legislation on which some
of the member’s colleagues are working on a daily basis.
We also have the child pornography legislation. We have
taken a lot of major steps in the protection of society.

I understand what my colleague is saying about the
Young Offenders Act. I think we amended the Young
Offenders Act last year. I will make public in a few days
what are the intentions of the government in this area. I
share with my colleague that this is an ongoing concern
in the population and we will address it.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mrs. Marlene Catterall (Ottawa West): Madam Speak-
er, my question is for the Minister of State for the
Environment.

Yesterday environmental groups gave the Minister of
the Environment failing grades for breaking the environ-
mental promises made at the earth summit just one year
ago. It is a miserable record: no sign of the law to
guarantee the safety of Canadian drinking water, no
legislation to prohibit the wholesale export of Canadian
water, no national plan to freeze greenhouse gas emis-
sions, no action to protect old growth forests and
constant cuts to green plan funds.

When will the minister get back to his desk and
campaign for his first responsibility, the environment?

Hon. Mary Collins (Minister of Western Economic
Diversification and Minister of State (Environment) and
Minister Responsible for the Status of Women): Madam
Speaker, I am really glad my hon. colleague raised that
question.

The report the Sierra Club provided was interesting. I
actually felt that it really had not done its homework. I
do not think it attended the meeting on Monday when
our Canadian ambassador for environment and sustain-
able development, Mr. Campeau, brought out the report
card on what we have done on the UNCED follow-up.
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We have met our commitments. We are the first
industrialized country to ratify the climate change con-
vention and the biodiversity convention. We are already
implementing both of those and we are developing
national plans. We have been the lead in the develop-
ment of the United Nations Conference on High Seas
Fisheries, a very critical component.

One of the most important things which is often
forgotten is that the Minister of the Environment,
concerned about the dynamics of the UNCED follow-
up, convened a meeting in April bringing together 12 of
the environment ministers from around the world repre-
senting most of the industrialized countries. From that
he has created a real political push to ensure that the
meeting of the UN Commission on Sustainable Develop-
ment to be held in June will indeed be a success.

Mrs. Marlene Catterall (Ottawa West): Madam Speak-
er, my supplementary question is for the same minister.

Lots of meetings, lots of press conferences, lots of
words and not much action. When the environmental
ambassador does what he is supposed to do, he paints a
rosy picture of Canada’s inaction.

The major piece of environmental legislation of this
Parliament, the Environmental Assessment Act, was
passed a full year ago and has still not been proclaimed.
Now we know that other cabinet ministers are hacking
away at the regulations that will put teeth into protecting
the environment.

Will the minister please get back to his real job, fight
off the ambush from his cabinet colleagues and make
sure the Environmental Assessment Act gets proclaimed
and not gutted?

Hon. Mary Collins (Minister of Western Economic
Diversification and Minister of State (Environment) and
Minister Responsible for the Status of Women): Madam
Speaker, again I am sure my hon. colleague will remem-
ber that the bill came back from the Senate with a
number of recommendations. It asked that they be
implemented before the act was proclaimed.

One is the development of all the regulatory require-
ments. Doing things in the real way, the open and
transparent way, we went through a major consultative
process.

Oral Questions

We have just received the report from that stakehold-
ers group and we will be using that. We will be working
with colleagues toward the ultimate proclamation of the
act and the implementation of the regulations.

Hon. Chas. L. Caccia (Davenport): Madam Speaker,
my question is for the same minister.

A year ago at the United Nations Conference on the
Environment and Development the Minister of the
Environment and the government declared climate
change a top priority.

Yesterday environmental groups released a report
card giving the government and the minister a D as in
dismal on the follow-up to climate change.

Can the minister tell us when Canada will release its
detailed national action plan to stop global climate
change and explain the delay?

Hon. Mary Collins (Minister of Western Economic
Diversification and Minister of State (Environment) and
Minister Responsible for the Status of Women): Madam
Speaker, again perhaps those who prepared the report
overlooked some of the tremendous number of activities
that we have taken in the past year with respect to the
climate change convention.

Not only were we the first country to ratify it but we
will also have this month the publication of our first
national report on climate change which has come about
as a result of multisectoral discussion.

In fact I attended the recent meeting of environment
ministers. We are now working with the energy ministers
for a plan this fall to ensure that we are working together
to achieve our objectives federally and provincially.

Just think of some of the other things we have done:
the tree planting program, the energy efficiency pro-
gram—

Madam Deputy Speaker: I think we are getting into a
speech. The hon. minister may have the possibility to
continue on a supplementary.

Hon. Chas. L. Caccia (Davenport): Madam Speaker, I
can see that the level of rhetoric is pretty high on the
government side but it is not backed up by action.

At the same conference in Rio the government also
signed a biodiversity convention. However the govern-
ment and the minister have failed to say one word on



20210

COMMONS DEBATES

June 2, 1993

Oral Questions

probably the most important biodiversity issue in Cana-
da.

Does the minister agree that Canada’s ecological
integrity and in particular that of the Pacific Rim
National Park depend on the ecologically rich Clayoquot
Sound forests or not?

Hon. Mary Collins (Minister of Western Economic
Diversification and Minister of State (Environment) and
Minister Responsible for the Status of Women): Madam
Speaker again I am glad my colleague raised the question
of the biodiversity convention.

Here Canada was in a leadership position. We were
the first industrialized country to sign it and the first
country to ratify it.

e (1450)

We are now working with a national biodiversity plan
and with colleagues in the development of new national
parks. Not long ago I signed the Haida Gwaii agreement.
We recently announced the new park in the Yukon.

We are proceeding with every component of our
biodiversity strategy, all those that are within—and I ask
my hon. colleague to listen to this—within federal
jurisdiction.

THE ECONOMY

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Yorkton—Melville): My ques-
tion is for the Acting Prime Minister.

A couple of days ago the Minister of Finance met with
his provincial counterparts here in Ottawa to discuss the
problems of the economy. The provincial ministers made
it clear that they have done what they can to keep the
deficit in check at the provincial level. They now want
help from the federal government on the monetary side
in terms of interest rates.

I want to ask a question in light of statements made by
the Quebec finance minister, Mr. Levesque, and the
Ontario treasurer, Mr. Laughren, and in light of the fact
that the government has had a high interest rate policy
for a number of years which has helped ruin the
economy. Will the minister now use his authority with
the Bank of Canada to lower interest rates further in this

country in order to help stimulate the economy and
create jobs for all Canadians?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I think that points out
more poignantly than any other words could why the
NDP will never ever form a national government in this
country.

Those interest rates are not dictated by the govern-
ment and the hon. member has been around here long
enough to know that. If he is truly interested in finding
out how things work, he should go to committee this
afternoon and hear John Crow, the Governor of the
Bank of Canada.

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Yorkton—Melville): Madam
Speaker, the minister of finance in Quebec has asked the
federal government to intervene. The treasurer of On-
tario has asked for the same thing. Other provincial
ministers have done the same thing.

Why does the government not use its authority and ask
the Bank of Canada to lower interest rates in this
country?

It was recently pointed out that the real interest rate in
the United States federal reserve is some zero per cent;
in Canada the real interest rate is about 4 per cent. Why
does the government not intervene to reduce the gap
between real interest rates in our country and the United
States which would create jobs in Canada?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, again the hon. member
is way off base. I was at those meetings of finance
ministers and I did not hear the finance minister of
Quebec or the treasurer of Ontario ask the government
to intervene. I did not hear them ask that.

I did hear them say that we have debt and deficit
problems. We do not have that under control yet. They
all admitted that and that they have to continue to fight
that. They also indicated they wanted to see growth and
job creation in this country, as we all do and they believe
we are on the right track to that.

However, neither of those individuals requested direct
intervention in the Bank of Canada by the Government
of Canada. Therefore, the hon. member is totally wrong
in his question.
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GOVERNMENT APPOINTMENTS

Mr. Don Boudria (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell):
Madam Speaker, my question is for the Acting Prime
Minister.

On four separate occasions in recent days my col-
leagues and I have raised the issue of Mr. Arni Thors-
teinson’s appointment to the board of directors of the
Bank of Canada 16 days after his companies defaulted on
mortgages, making Canadians liable for up to $6 million
worth of debt.

Why did the government neglect to tell us that Arni
Thorsteinson was moonlighting as the president and
chairman of another Crown corporation, Petro-Canada
Limited? What is he going to do about it?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, Mr. Thorsteinson was
on the former board of directors of Petro-Canada. When
Petro-Canada was privatized Petro-Canada Inc. held the
responsibility of managing the debt of Petro-Canada and
to make sure that the debt was erased. He has done an
excellent job and as a matter of fact paid a dividend
cheque from defeasance fees to the Government of
Canada for their accounts over the last year.

For the hon. member to stand up here and make that
silly accusation is totally unparliamentary and unbecom-
ing of him as a member of this House.

Mr. Don Boudria (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell):
Madam Speaker, that sounds like the comments the
Prime Minister made last week, two days after another
minister said that we were right in asking the questions
and quite right in asking for the person’s resignation.

o (1455)

Yesterday the Minister of Public Works said in re-
sponse to a question: “After all, the opposition quite
properly pointed out some difficulties. Upon consider-
ation of them, it does appear that it is not appropriate for
Mr. Thorsteinson to continue with this appointment”.

I want to ask the minister if it was so inappropriate for
this person to hold public office yesterday, why is it so
appropriate today?

Oral Questions

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, Mr. Thorsteinson has
been in this job for some time and has done a good job.
The job at Petro-Canada Inc. is winding up and there-
fore I have no regrets whatsoever that Mr. Thorsteinson
ran Petro-Canada Inc. He did an excellent job and his
record speaks for itself.

NATIONAL DEFENCE

Hon. William Rompkey (Labrador): Madam Speaker,
my question is for the Acting Prime Minister.

In May I raised a question with him about an expendi-
ture of $43,000 for the Somali board of inquiry which will
last 90 days. I was wrong. The cost of the inquiry is more
like $225,000 including furniture, computer equipment
and renovations.

When there is empty office space in this town and
computers not in use, how can the government justify
spending $225,000 on an inquiry that lasts 90 days?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member was correct when he said he
was wrong.

He said that the commission spent $43,000 buying
furniture. Wrong. The furniture was valued at $43,000
and they have rented it for the duration of the inquiry.

He said that computer equipment has been bought.
He is partially right. The computer equipment is some-
thing DND has had in its acquisition program. It has
been purchased, will be used by the inquiry and then will
become part of DND’s inventory to look after its needs.

Every step of the way, care is being taken by the
commission and by DND to ensure the inquiry is done in
the most cost-efficient manner possible. I think the hon.
member should give credit to the integrity of the people
involved. He should recognize they appreciate it is the
taxpayers’ money and they are acting responsibly.

Hon. William Rompkey (Labrador): Madam Speaker, I
appreciate that it is taxpayers’ money and I appreciate
that care should be taken to control the expenditure
involved. Bearing that in mind let me ask the minister:
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Why was the $150,000 awarded without any tender at all?
Why was that done?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, I am not sure what contract he is talking about.

An hon. member: The computers.

Mr. Andre: The hon. member should allow me to
answer because in fact what happens in respect to
computers, given the government’s requirements and
needs for many of these, a broad general request for
proposal is made to the suppliers. Based on the econom-
ics and the best deal possible, an agreement is signed
that the government will purchase from that supplier the
computers as they are needed.

In fact a competition, a tender if you will, was held but
it was for the broad general purchase of these. As I say,
DND requires them and has purchased them. DND is
allowing the inquiry to use them and they will then
become part of DND’s stock as something that is
needed. They are not a special purchase and it was not
contrary to Treasury Board guidelines.

CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION

Mr. Simon de Jong (Regina—Qu’Appelle): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Communica-
tions.

I have a letter dated May 21, 1993 from the president
of the CBC, Mr. Gérard Veilleux, to the minister. In the
letter the president stated that the budget cuts to the
CBC announced in the April budget would “jeopardize
our ability to meet our mandate”.

I also have a letter sent by Mr. Paul Racine, assistant
deputy minister, communications, to Mr. Tony Manera,
senior vice-president of the CBC. This letter shows that
the Department of Communications is preparing to set
up an in-house task force of bureaucrats to review and
cut back the CBC’s mandate and services.

My question to the minister is—

e (1500)

Madam Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I think it
would only be fair for the Speaker to hear what is being
said without screams from both sides of the House.

Mr. de Jong: Madam Speaker, thank you for reminding
some hon. members about proper decorum in the
House.

Will the minister refer the question of the CBC’s
mandate and finances to the Standing Committee on
Communications and Culture where it can be studied in
an open and participatory forum rather than by a closed
door committee of bureaucrats?

Hon. Perrin Beatty (Minister of Communications):
Madam Speaker, I am a bit surprised at this question.
The hon. member is a member of parliamentary commit-
tees. He knows that the parliamentary committees are
masters of their own fate and can look into any matter
whatsoever within their mandate.

Certainly any time that annual reports are produced,
any time that estimates are produced, Parliament can at
least have the scope to look at anything it wishes to look
at.

If he asks me if it is more difficult for the CBC to meet
its mandate under a period of restraint, or course it is. If
he is asking if the mandate of the CBC is under review,
of course it is. He is well aware of the fact that the CBC
itself is undertaking a review of its mandate and taking a
look at a whole repositioning exercise, that he should be
well aware of, to ensure that the public broadcaster is
able to discharge its responsibilities in serving Cana-
dians.

The hon. member will also be well aware of the fact

that the Canadian taxpayers are providing a subsidy of
over $1 billion a year to the CBC to assist it in doing that.

[Transiation]

COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Gilles Duceppe (Laurier—Sainte-Marie): Madam
Speaker, my question is directed to the Minister of
Communications. Bell Canada has indicated to the
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CRTC that it intends to go ahead with a new 911
emergency calls service. This service will be a slightly
improved version of the former emergency calls system.
However, the new service will be far more expensive.

For instance, for the Montreal Urban Community, the
cost per line per month would be 47 cents, including
taxes, instead of the present rate of 9 cents. This 500 per
cent increase would mean an additional expense of $5
million for the MUC alone.

In Quebec, the new rates would be at least 35 per cent
higher than those in Ontario, while a dedicated emer-
gency calls service would exist only in Ontario. My
question is this: does cost-effective federalism mean a
500 per cent increase for taxpayers in the Montreal area,
rates that are 35 per cent higher in Quebec than in
Ontario, not to mention the services which will be
unavailable to us?

[English]

Hon. Perrin Beatty (Minister of Communications):
Madam Speaker, as the hon. member is well aware, as he
indicated himself, the proposals that were made by Bell
Canada were made to the CRTC. It is the CRTC which
has the responsibility of doing that.

For him to suggest that there is somehow an unfair-
ness here and for him to try to feed on fears of
interprovincial rivalry of one sort or another is very
unfair. He should be well aware of the fact that at the
present time there is a significant subsidy going the other
way across the border between Ontario and Quebec. For
him to suggest that somehow Quebecers would be better
served by breaking up Confederation, he certainly mis-
leads Quebecers in suggesting anything of the sort.

* k¥

HEALTH

Mr. J. W. Bud Bird (Fredericton— York—Sunbury):
Madam Speaker, I have a question for the Minister of
National Health and Welfare or his parliamentary secre-

tary.

The provincial government in New Brunswick has
recently introduced a new provision with respect to
medicare services when citizens are outside of Canada
for more than 90 days. After that time, medicare
payments will not be applicable for services obtained
outside the country. Citizens have been advised to take

Privilege

out private health insurance coverage for such contin-
gencies.

As well, the New Brunswick government has reminded
residents that medicare coverage could lapse for citizens
who are outside the province or the country for more
than 182 days.

My question is whether or not the principle of modifi-
cation of medicare coverage touching on absence from
the province as I have just expressed is consistent with
extra billing and user fees as have been previously found
inconsistent with the Canada Health Act? Are these
provisions with respect to temporary absence legitimate
under the health act?

Madam Deputy Speaker: I think the question has been
put. We are getting into a speech. The hon. parliamenta-
ry secretary.

Mrs. Barbara Sparrow (Parliamentary Secretary to
Minister of National Health and Welfare): Madam
Speaker, the Canada Health Care Act requires each
province to insure its residents for necessary health
services.

It also has five criteria that are set down. When you
are dealing with the authority of residency within a
province, each province has the jurisdiction within that
area. Some provinces have six months but I do see that
New Brunswick, Quebec and Ontario are looking at
three-month periods and that is within their jurisdiction.
Do not conflict that with user fees.

* ¥ ¥
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PRIVILEGE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH ISSUES —SPEAKER’S RULING

Madam Deputy Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on
a question of privilege relating to the alleged premature
disclosure to the media of the sixth report of the
Standing Committee on Health and Welfare, Social
Affairs, Seniors and the Status of Women, a report
concerning the blood transfusion system in Canada.

I will first attempt to summarize the events which have
led to today’s ruling. On Tuesday, May 25, the hon.
member for Delta, who also chairs the subcommittee on
health issues, raised a question of privilege concerning
the apparent leak of his subcommittee’s draft report.
The hon. member for Delta expressed his concern about
the report’s effect being damaged by a premature re-
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lease. This matter was pursued further by the hon.
member for Winnipeg North who demanded an apology
from the hon. member for Don Valley North for having
accused him of releasing the report. The hon. member
for Don Valley North subsequently offered an apology
and also asked that the Chair investigate this matter; she
further intimated that the list of persons who could have
released the report was very short and in doing so, made
specific reference to the hon. member for Halifax. The
next day, May 26, the hon. member for Halifax rose on a
question of privilege to request that the hon. member for
Don Valley North rectify the unfortunate impression left
by her statement of May 25. The hon. member for Don
Valley North responded that no specific inference was
intended and she reiterated her request for an investiga-
tion of the alleged leak.

In this ruling, I will deal with what I believe to be the
two components at issue here: firstly, the breach of
privilege resulting from the premature disclosure of a
committee report and secondly, the very serious nature
of conclusions arrived at and expressed during these
interventions.

As members are aware, committee work must not be
impeded by lack of trust or integrity. Over the years,
there have been quite a number of cases brought to the
attention of the Chair where alleged leaks of confiden-
tial committee information had taken place. In order to
summarize the practice which has evolved in such cases,
allow me to refer to a case which took place in 1987.

[Translation]

In 1987, the hon. member for Kenora—Rainy River
disclosed the content of some proceedings of the Stand-
ing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development which was sitting in camera. Later on, the
matter was brought before the House through the report
submitted by that committee. On the same day, a
question of privilege was raised by the hon. member for
Selkirk—Interlake. The Chair held that the question was
sufficiently serious to ask the House to give its opinion
on the matter. The House then referred the matter to
the Standing Committee on Elections, Privileges and
Procedure, which concluded that the conduct of the
member was contrary to the usage and practice of the
House. Some time thereafter, the hon. member for
Kenora—Rainy River apologized to the House.

[English]

In keeping with our practices, it is therefore essential
that the committee itself first review the situation and
look at all aspects of the concerns raised by the hon.
members. If it sees fit, the committee may then report
the matter to the House. In this way, if the Chair judges
that a prima facie breach of privilege has occurred, then
the hon. members of the House can decide whether the
question should be referred to the Standing Committee
on House Management for further consideration.

[Translation)

The premature release of committee reports hampers
the continued work of committees and puts the trust that
exists between committee members at risk. Qur demo-
cratic system is based on the very principle of trust and
such incidents can only undermine the parliamentary
regime by which we are governed.

[English]

Finally, the second element at issue here is one that
needs to be addressed with great prudence. The Chair
need not remind all members that gratuitous inferences
made at the expense of individuals in this Chamber or
outside can have devastating repercussions, be they
founded or not.
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Personal accusations have no place in the House of
Commons. Dignity must prevail at all times and it is my
duty to uphold it in this place.

I want to thank all members for their patience and I
am confident that members will demonstrate their usual
good judgment and respect for one another in dealing
with this matter.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[Translation]

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS

Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Madam Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to
table, in both official languages, the government’s re-
sponse to 11 petitions.

[Editor’s Note: see today’s Votes and Proceedings.]
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[English]
BILL C-122

REPORT OF LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

Mr. Bill Attewell (Markham—Whitchurch—Stouff-
ville): Madam Speaker, I have the honour to present, in
both official languages, the report of the legislative
committee on Bill C-122, an act to amend the customs
tariff, textile tariff reduction.

COMMUNICATIONS AND CULTURE

THIRD REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. J. W. Bud Bird (Fredericton—York— Sunbury):
Madam Speaker, I have the honour to present, in both
official languages, the third report of the Standing
Committee on Communications and Culture in relation
to violence on television.

This report arises from two orders of reference from
the House, one in November as a result of a petition
presented to this House by Virginie Lariviére of Quebec
containing more than 1.3 million signatures expressing
concerns about violence on television in Canada, and
another on February 12, 1992 arising from a motion by
the hon. member for Regina—Wascana calling for a
review of media portrayal of violence in Canada, espe-
cially with respect to women and children, and seeking
better ways to protect innocent Canadians while not
unduly restricting freedom of expression.

In response to these two orders of reference our
committee has made a series of recommendations. They
call for voluntary regulation and control of television
portrayal of violence by the broadcasting industry and
individual Canadians, measures to empower Canadians
with a wider selection of education information about
media literacy with new technology to control television
sets and channels, and a new national classification
system for television programming and video films. All
of this will help Canadians with a better quality of choice
for television programs on behalf of themselves and their
children.
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I would particularly like to pay tribute to the hon.
member for Outremont for his work in chairing the
subcommittee that drafted this report.

[Editor’s Note: See today’s Votes and Proceedings.]

* ok

COPYRIGHT ACT

MEASURE TO AMEND

Hon. Bob Kaplan (York Centre) moved for leave to
introduce Bill C-442, an act to amend the Copyright Act.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order
68(2), the motion is deemed adopted.

Mr. Kaplan: Madam Speaker, under the Canadian
Copyright Act, which follows a British precedent several
hundred years old, the copyright of documents which are
issued by the government including statutes, for exam-
ple, are the private property of the Crown. Anyone who
copies them theoretically and legally is responsible to
pay a royalty for them.

This is inconsistent with the practice in most other
countries and the purpose of this proposed law is to
abolish the Crown copyright and make public documents

public property.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Mr. Kaplan moves that the
bill be now read the first time and printed.

Pursuant to Standing Order 69(1), the motion is
deemed adopted.

Bill read the first time and printed.

P %

CANADA WATER EXPORT PROHIBITION ACT

MEASURE TO ENACT

Mr. Nelson A. Riis (Kamloops) moved for leave to
introduce Bill C-443, an act to prohibit the export of
water by interbasin transfers.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order
68(2), the motion is deemed adopted.

e (1515)

Mr. Riis: Madam Speaker, this bill has the enthusiastic
support of the member for Okanagan—Similkameen—
Merritt and the member for Prince George—Bulkley
Valley.
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We have introduced it in response to 43,000 petition-
ers and after extensive public consultation. People are
expressing their concern that our water, especially in the
case of the North Thompson River, ought not to be for
sale.

This act is necessary due to the government’s failure to
recognize that our water resources are in jeopardy due to
its haste to ram the North American free trade agree-
ment through Parliament. International resource man-
agement and international legal affairs experts have
concluded that, because the government has failed to
negotiate specific exclusions for the bulk export and
transfer of water in both the free trade agreement with
the United States and the North American free trade
agreement with Mexico and the United States, water is a
trade commodity as identified in these two agreements
and under the GATT becomes a legitimate export
commodity out of Canada into both the United States
and Mexico.

Literally thousands and thousands of British Colum-
bians, supported by people across the country, have
indicated that they want this legislation passed before
Parliament recesses to safeguard our freshwater rivers
and lakes.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Mr. Riis moves that the bill
be now read the first time and printed.

Pursuant to Standing Order 69(1), the motion is
deemed adopted.

Bill read the first time and printed.

Mr. Riis: Point of order, Madam Speaker. There have
not been consultations and I wonder if you would find
there is unanimous consent in the House that this matter
be referred to the appropriate standing committee as
soon as possible.

May I seek that unanimous consent?

Madam Deputy Speaker: Does the hon. member have
unanimous consent?

Some hon. members: No.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Obviously there is no unani-
mous consent to send this bill to committee at this time.

COMMUNICATIONS AND CULTURE

THIRD REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. J. W. Bud Bird (Fredericton—York— Sunbury):
Madam Speaker, arising from the presentation a few
moments ago of the report by the Standing Committee
on Communications and Culture with respect to televi-
sion violence I would like to present the following
resolution:

Whereas this House received a petition on November 18, 1992
from Ms. Virginie Lariviére of St-Polycare, Quebec, containing 1.3
million signatures expressing serious concerns about violence on
television in Canada and calling for government action to address the
moderation of such violence; and

Whereas such petition was referred to the Standing Committee on
Communications and Culture for study and report which has been
tabled in this House today;

That this House, as one important measure to contribute to the
over-all reduction of violence in Canadian society, calls on all
Canadians to exercise their utmost influence in all reasonable ways to
control and diminish the portrayal of violence on Canadian television
screens; and

That this House call for initiatives to be taken jointly by the federal
and provincial governments and the industry to develop a universal
film, video, and television program classification system for Canada.

Mr. David Dingwall (Cape Breton—East Richmond):
Madam Speaker, there has been some consultation with
the Official Opposition, particularly the hon. member
for Mount Royal, and the Official Opposition wishes to
give its consent to this motion.

Mr. Nelson A. Riis (Kamloops): Madam Speaker,
there have been consultations. I must say on behalf of
the New Democrat caucus that we enthusiastically sup-
port this resolution. As a matter of fact, we would like to
see it go a lot further but this is a first step.

Mr. Alex Kindy (Calgary Northeast): Madam Speaker,
I do support this initiative. It is an excellent one and I
think the independents are certainly in favour of it.

[Translation]

Mrs. Pierrette Venne (Saint-Hubert): Madam Speak-
er, I want to say that we in the Bloc quebecois were also
consulted and that we support this motion.

I may add that once again, we were only given the
English version of the motion. I would appreciate it if
from now on, we could have it in French as well.
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Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Madam Speaker,
about the document that was produced in English, I
would like to explain to the hon. member that the
document was prepared at the last minute and unfortu-
nately, there was no time to have it translated. Howev-
er, I promise to have it translated as soon as possible.
Meanwhile, the government is delighted with this show
of support and will make it unanimous.

o (1520)

Madam Deputy Speaker: The Chair concludes that the
hon. member for Fredericton— York—Sunbury has the
unanimous consent of the House to present his motion.

[English]

Mr. Bird: Madam Speaker, I believe the resolution was
presented in both official languages.

[Translation)

Madam Deputy Speaker: A French version was laid on
the Table, and I am sure we can get this copy to the hon.
member for Saint-Hubert right away.

Mrs. Venne: Madam Speaker, when I said we gave our
consent, it was for a motion that was available to me only
in English. I know that according to the Standing Orders,
motions are always tabled in French and English, but
only the English version was available when I spoke.

[English]
Madam Deputy Speaker: We do have this motion in
two versions. The House has heard the terms of the

motion. Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the
motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Motion agreed to.

PETITIONS

WATER DIVERSION

Mr. Nelson A. Riis (Kamloops): Madam Speaker, once
again it is an honour to present a petition on behalf of a
large number of petitioners. There are now more than
43,000 individuals who are concerned about maintaining
sovereignty over our fresh water.
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The petitioners ask the Government of Canada to
ensure that water is identified as an exempt category in
the North American free trade agreement and in the
FTA as well.

VIOLENCE

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale —High Park): Madam Speak-
er, it is an honour for me, pursuant to Standing Order 36,
to table the following petition signed by close to 500
residents of the greater Toronto area.

They wish to draw to the attention of the House the
fact that incidents of crime involving violence are becom-
ing more and more frequent, each incident of violence
harms the public and there would be fewer such inci-
dents if certain legislative measures were taken.

Therefore the petitioners call upon Parliament to
enact legislation pertaining to all crimes involving vio-
lence that would result in much tougher sentencing,
little or no parole and a decrease in the age limit of the
Young Offenders Act.

It is fitting that I have the honour to table this petition
at the same time that the television classification motion
was just passed.

SERIAL KILLER BOARD GAME

Mr. Russell MacLellan (Cape Breton—The Sydneys):
Madam Speaker, parents and grandparents in my riding
are seeking a ban on the serial killer board game. The
game comes with a body bag, 25 babies and 4 serial killer
figures. The object is to commit murder and the person
with the highest body count becomes the winner.

This game is not in the best interests of children and in
the wrong hands could become dangerous and suggestive
to easily impressionable young people.

I am from an area that just had three murders at a
McDonald’s restaurant in the very recent past. I ask the
House to consider this and to urge the Government of
Canada to ban the sales of the serial killer board game.

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

Mr. Al Horning (Okanagan Centre): Madam Speaker,
I am pleased to present four petitions with 118 names
from Oscar Kleppe, John Semple, Angus Morrison and
I.J. Dayton on behalf of a group of constituents of mine
who humbly call upon Parliament to enact legislation
which would allow a referendum of the people, binding
upon Parliament, to accept or reject two official lan-
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guages, English and French, for the government and the
people of Canada.

CHRISTINE LAMONT AND DAVID SPENCER

Mr. Svend J. Robinson (Burnaby—Kingsway): Madam
Speaker, I have three petitions to present. My first
petition is signed by hundreds of residents of British
Columbia.

It notes that two young Canadians, Christine Lamont
and David Spencer, who were sentenced to 28 years each
in a Brazilian prison, have suffered grave miscarriages of
justice. There have been a number of riots in the
compounds in which they are held which threaten their
health and safety. The only relief available for their
punishment is to request expulsion.

Therefore, the petitioners call upon Parliament to
urge the Prime Minister to request the Government of
Brazil to expel Christine Lamont and David Spencer and
return them to Canada in accordance with Brazilian law.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. Svend J. Robinson (Burnaby—Kingsway): Madam
Speaker, the second petition notes that in October 1985
the subcommittee on equality rights of the justice com-
mittee submitted a unanimous report to Parliament
recommending that the Canadian Human Rights Act be
amended to prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation in all areas of federal jurisdiction.

* (1525)

The petitioners go on to note that despite repeated
promises the government would act on this commitment
and despite calls by the Canadian Human Rights Com-
mission for the government to act on this commitment,
no action has been taken.

Therefore the petitioners call upon Parliament to
ensure the government acts to bring forward immediate-
ly an amendment to add sexual orientation to the
Canadian Human Rights Act as a prohibited ground of
discrimination.

NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Mr. Svend J. Robinson (Burnaby—Kingsway): Madam
Speaker, I have a petition which is signed by hundreds of
residents of the cities of Burnaby and Vancouver on the
subject of the proposed North American free trade
agreement.

This petition points out that NAFTA has resulted in
even greater trade concessions being demanded of Cana-
da. It refers to the problem of bringing on to the market
generic drugs and points out that NAFTA cannot be
remedied through renegotiation.

Therefore, the petitioners call on the House to reject
the proposed North American free trade agreement and
recommend to the government that it use the termina-
tion clause to end the Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agree-
ment.

GORE BAY-MANITOULIN ISLAND AIRPORT

Mr. Maurice Foster (Algoma): Madam Speaker, I have
the honour to present seven petitions today. They are
signed by 225 people from throughout Manitoulin Island.

The petitioners express their concern that the govern-
ment plans to automate the weather station at the Gore
Bay-Manitoulin airport later this fall. They express
concern that services to navigators and the general
public will be sharply reduced by that automation.

I note the Minister of State for Transport is in the
House today. We have been making representations to
her. I am sure that these petitions will only reinforce
those representations.

NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Mr. Maurice Foster (Algoma): Madam Speaker, I have
the honour as well this afternoon to present a petition
signed by more than 100 constituents of the hon. mem-
ber for Renfrew— Nipissing—Pembroke who has been ill
and in hospital. He is making a great recovery and has
been back in the House at least once. He has asked me
to present this petition on his behalf.

This petition deals with the impact of the planned
North American free trade agreement. The petitioners
are concerned about a loss of jobs, the impact on the
environment and the impact on government indepen-
dence.

I present these petitions on behalf of the member for
Renfrew—Nipissing— Pembroke.

YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT

Mr. Brian O’Kurley (Elk Island): Madam Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36 I have the honour and the
privilege to present a number of petitions today on three
separate issues.



June 2, 1993 COMMONS

DEBATES 20219

The first is related to the Young Offenders Act. There
are a number of petitions including the names of over
2,000 people in the communities of Sherwood Park, Fort
Saskatchewan, Bruderheim, Tofield, Nisku, Beaumont,
Ardrossan and in and around the Edmonton area.

The petitioners call upon Parliament to strengthen the
Young Offenders Act or replace it with legislation that
will be a stronger deterrent to youth crime. They are
most concerned with repeat violent young offenders and
recommend harsher penalties, including work camps. In
cases of dealing with theft or property damage they
suggest financial repayment to the victims.

UKRAINIAN CANADIANS

Mr. Brian O’Kurley (Elk Island): Madam Speaker, my
second petition deals with the acknowledgement and
redress for injustices committed by the Government of
Canada against Ukrainian pioneer settler communities
during and following the First World War.

It includes the names of approximately three dozen
petitioners from the Edmonton area. They call upon
Parliament to give a succinct timetable for resolving this
important redress issue.

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

Mr. Brian O’Kurley (Elk Island): Madam Speaker,
there are two final petitions. One is on behalf of Mr.
Alec Saruk of Lamont who calls upon Parliament to
provide for a referendum on the Official Languages Act.

This would allow a referendum that is binding on
Parliament to accept or reject two official languages,
English and French, for the government and the people
of Canada. The second petition is from a number of
people in the Edmonton area and it is with regard to the
same issue.

®(1530)
UKRAINIAN CANADIANS

Mr. Stan J. Hovdebo (Saskatoon—Humboldt): Madam
Speaker, it is my honour and duty to present a petition
on behalf of a number of constituents.

The Prime Minister indicated in October 1992 the
intention of the government to settle the claim of
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redress to the mutual satisfaction of both the govern-
ment and the Ukrainian community.

These petitioners call upon Parliament to urge the
government to act on the unanimous motion of the
House of Commons of September 27, 1991 and settle the
acknowledgement and redress issue to the satisfaction of
the Ukrainian Canadian community and the govern-
ment.

TAXATION

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Madam Speak-
er, I have the honour to present a petition on behalf of
several petitioners.

They ask the government to review its tax regulations
and laws, particularly as it affects parents who have
special needs children. These parents are often directed
by their family physicians to place them in special
facilities that incur additional costs.

These parents feel, and I support their request, that
there are often significant additional costs which they
cannot deduct from their income. They want the govern-
ment to review the situation.

[Translation]

I think that is an entirely legitimate request.
[English]

SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HUMANITIES RESEARCH COUNCIL

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Madam Speak-
er, the second petition I have the honour to present is
from petitioners who point out that our greater chal-
lenges in Canada are really our social problems. These
problems include inequity, poverty, unemployment, et
cetera.

They point out that we need strong social science
research to determine the causes and propose solutions.
They feel that the current arrangement of the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council is an appro-
priate one.

They ask that this proposed merger be set aside and
that the government study this question, consider the
implications and then decide at some future date.

[Translation]

That is another legitimate request I support.
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CHRISTINE LAMONT AND DAVID SPENCER

Mr. George S. Rideout (Moncton): Madam Speaker, it
is my pleasure to introduce a petition under Standing
Order 36 relating to two people who are in a Brazilian
prison.

The petitioners call upon Parliament to urge the Prime
Minister to request the Government of Brazil to expel
Christine Lamont and David Spencer and return them to
Canada in accordance with Brazilian law.

OFFICIAL LANGUAGES

Mr. George S. Rideout (Moncton): Madam Speaker, I
have a second petition which it is my obligation to
present. It concerns a referendum with regard to lan-
guage.

CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD

Mr. Vic Althouse (Mackenzie): Madam Speaker, I have
the honour to present a number of petitions, mostly from
farmers along the eastern side of Saskatchewan.

In their opinion the Canadian Wheat Board has played
a vital role in the orderly marketing of Canadian wheat,
barley and oats since its inception. They note that the
Minister of Agriculture’s proposal to remove barley from
the jurisdiction of the Wheat Board is another step
toward dismantling the board.

They call upon the government to keep barley under
the jurisdiction of the Canadian Wheat Board and to
actively support the marketing of other crops by the
Canadian Wheat Board.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Lyle Dean MacWilliam (Okanagan— Shuswap):
Madam Speaker, I have a petition with regard to the
introduction of competition in the long distance tele-
phone market as well as the passage of Bill C-62 and the
regulation that would take place under the provisions of
that bill.

These petitioners are opposed to the disruptive effects
of the introduction of long distance competition and the
deregulatory effects of this bill.

They ask the Minister of Communications to engage in
substantive consultations with all segments of Canadian
society regarding the market impact of this deregulatory
environment.

TRADE

Mr. Lyle Dean MacWilliam (Okanagan—Shuswap):
Madam Speaker, the second petition I have the honour
to present is from petitioners who are concerned about
the impact of the North American free trade agreement
and the restrictions being placed upon Canada’s federal,
provincial and territorial governments now and in the
future.

They ask the government to reject the proposed North
American free trade agreement and recommend to the
government that it use its termination clause to end the
Canada-U.S. Free Trade Agreement.

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT

Mr. Lyle Dean MacWilliam (Okanagan— Shuswap):
Madam Speaker, the final set of petitions I have the
honour to present concerns the changes to the Unem-
ployment Insurance Act.

These petitioners, from throughout British Columbia,
are concerned about the impact of these changes. They
call upon the House to reject the amendments made to
the Unemployment Insurance Act, particularly with
respect to the appeal process for employees and the
difficulty that has caused with respect to dismissal.

* (1535)
CHRISTINE LAMONT AND DAVID SPENCER

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody— Coquitlam): Madam
Speaker, I have the honour to present a petition signed
by 1,425 people from the lower mainland of British
Columbia.

They point out to this House and the government that
Christine Lamont, whose family lives in the area where
the signatures come from, and David Spencer will be
rotting in a Brazilian jail for 28 years.

They request the Canadian government ask for the
expulsion of these two people to Canada to get them out
of that jail, which it could do. This petition is from 1,425
people from Langley, Surrey, and Aldergrove, B.C.

* ¥ %
[Translation]

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

(Questions answered orally are indicated by an
asterisk.)
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Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Madam Speaker,
question No. 524 will be answered today.

[Zext]

Question No. 524—Mr. Taylor:

Does the government have employees in the riding of The
Battlefords— Meadow Lake and, if so, (a) how many and what is their
primary place of employment (b) are any positions designated as
bilingual and, if so, (c) how many vacancies have occurred in both
unilingual and bilingual positions and how many of those have been
filled?

Hon. Gilles Loiselle (President of the Treasury Board
and Minister of State (Finance)): The government has
157 Public Service employees in the riding of The
Battlefords-Meadow Lake. Four of these employees are
in bilingual positions and 153 are in unilingual English
positions. These employees are mainly located in Battle-
ford, North Battleford and Meadow Lake.

In Public Service recruitment in Saskatchewan in 1992,
the 36 new recruits were appointed to unilingual posi-
tions.

Madam Deputy Speaker: The question mentioned by
the parliamentary secretary has been answered. Shall the
remaining questions stand?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[English]

MOTIONS FOR PAPERS

Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Madam Speaker, 1
would ask that all notice of motions for the production of
papers be allowed to stand.

[Translation)

Mr. Duhamel: Madam Speaker, on February 12, 1993 1
gave notice of question No. 472, which reads as follows:

[English]

What is the total number of Aboriginal women employed in a
legal capacity within (a) the Department of Justice (b) other federal
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departments (c) crown corporations and governmental agencies and
(d) human rights commissions?

According to a Standing Order of this House the
government is allowed 45 days to answer such a question.
It has now gone beyond 100 days.

[Translation]

Now I am as reasonable and patient as the next person,
but quite frankly, this is going a bit far.

[English)

I recall another such question that took 400 days. It
was on the spending of GST revenues. I cannot wait that
long. We are coming to the end of the session. I am
becoming increasingly frustrated because these ques-
tions have been asked by constituents of mine and I
cannot provide them with an answer. I want to do so and
I want to do so in the immediate future.

Can I please have some assurance that these answers
will be supplied to me within the next couple of days?

[Translation]

Mr. Langlois: Madam Speaker, I have made a note of
the hon. member’s concerns, and I will see to it that his
question is answered as soon as possible; I hope within a
matter of days.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Shall all notices of Motions
for the Production of papers stand?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[Translation]

SUPPLY

MAIN ESTIMATES 1993-94—VOTE 1

Madam Deputy Speaker: Today being the last allotted
day in the supply period ending June 23, 1993, the House
will, as usual, proceed to consideration of a motion to
concur in a supply bill.

In accordance with recent practice is it agreed to have
the bill distributed now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
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[English)

Hon. Frank Oberle (for the President of the Treasury
Board) moved:

That Vote 1, in the amount of $65,974,000 under Treasury
Board — Program expenditures, in the Main Estimates for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1994, (less the amount voted in Interim
Supply), be concurred in.

Mr. Bill Kempling (Parliamentary Secretary to Presi-
dent of the Treasury Board and Minister of State
(Finance)): Madam Speaker, I am honoured today to
speak to the matter of full supply for the main estimates
for the fiscal year 1993-94.

° (1540)

This year the main estimates total $161.1 billion.
Through these estimates the government is seeking
Parliament’s approval for $48.9 billion in new spending
authority. The remaining $112.2 billion represents statu-
tory payments that have received previous parliamentary
approval.

These main estimates, as well as those tabled in the
previous eight years, reflect the government’s commit-
ment to eliminating waste and inefficiency, as well as
divesting activities and organizations that no longer serve
a vital public need in order to reduce costs and strike a
proper balance between Canadians’ demands for federal
services and their ability as taxpayers to pay for them.

In this regard much has been achieved over the past
eight years. Program spending has been held to 16.7 per
cent of Canada’s gross domestic product for the past two
years as compared to 20 per cent in 1984.

Since 1984 the growth in program expenditures, in-
cluding Public Service salaries, has averaged only 3.7 per
cent per year as compared to an average inflation rate of
4 per cent per year. This translates into a net real decline
of 2.6 per cent.

These achievements illustrate the government’s com-
mitment to increased efficiency through the rigorous
control of expenditures as well as the implementation of
many innovative management practices. This govern-
ment has maintained and will continue to maintain
careful stewardship over taxpayers’ dollars. We are
leaders in this area, as is demonstrated by our long
record of success.

The year over year increase of .4 per cent in the main
estimates is the outcome of an annual review of the
requirements for all 137 programs delivered by 111
departments, agencies and Crown corporations appear-
ing in the estimates. This increase can be divided into
two broad categories: adjustments to statutory items,
which amount to a net increase of $423 million or 74 per
cent of the year over year growth, and changes to voted
items, which amount to $149 million or 26 per cent of
the year over year growth.

Statutory spending this year is $112.2 billion, or 70 per
cent of the total estimates. Spending in this category
includes such things as major federal transfers to Cana-
dians in respect of old age security, guaranteed income
supplement and unemployment insurance benefits;
transfers to the provinces under equalization programs
for health, education and social assistance; general
Public Service programs; and public debt charges

Voted spending, approved annually by Parliament,
amounts to $48.9 billion in these estimates. This reflects
an increase of .3 per cent over last year. The major factor
underlying the growth in the voted portion of the main
estimates is the continuing requirements of items funded
initially through the 1992-93 supplementary estimates.

Items approved through the 1992-93 supplementary
estimates and included in the 1993-94 main estimates
reflect the incorporation of new policy and workload
increases announced or identified after tabling of the
1992-93 estimates. In addition, these Main Estimates
include the additional costs of collective agreements as
extended by the Public Sector Compensation Act.

On a consolidated basis the budgetary main estimates
will increase by only .4 per cent for this upcoming year.
Four main areas account for 82 per cent of the total
allocated budgetary spending: public debt charges ac-
count for nearly 25 per cent; social programs for 38 per
cent; fiscal arrangements for close to 12 per cent; and
defence spending for 7.3 per cent.

Social programs are the largest component of over-all
spending for 1993-94 with the federal government di-
recting over $61 billion or, 38 per cent of its planned
spending, in this area. The government will continue its
efforts to ensure the health and well-being of all
Canadians. Help is directed to those in greatest need
through programs of assistance to the economically and
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socially disadvantaged including the jobless, unskilled
persons with disabilities, seniors and immigrants as well
as aboriginal people, veterans and children.

e (1545)

The Departments of Employment and Immigration,
National Health and Welfare, Indian Affairs and North-
ern Development, Canada Mortgage and Housing Cor-
poration and Veterans Affairs account for nearly 99 per
cent of the spending in this sector. For 1993-94, program
spending will amount to $120.9 billion with growth being
kept at about a 1.7 per cent increase over last year.

This growth is due in large part to increased benefits
being paid out under old age security, unemployment
insurance, fiscal equalization and the Canada assistance
programs. The remaining growth is the result of in-
creased spending on aboriginal people and veterans,
supplemental income support, payments to fishermen
and plant workers in the northern cod fishery of New-
foundland and the investment in public infrastructure.

The spending programs for 1993 and 1994 are well
within the limits set out in the spending control legisla-
tion that was approved by this House in 1992. The
December economic and fiscal statement announced the
government’s intention to change the unemployment
insurance program. As a result of the passage of Bill
C-113, the government is expected to generate savings
of $850 million in 1993-94 alone. However this bill was
approved after the main estimates were tabled and
therefore these savings are not reflected in the estimates
of 1993-94.

The December statement also announced reduced
funding for transportation subsidies, the Public Utilities
Income Tax Transfer Act and grants in lieu of taxes to
municipalities. These measures are expected to generate
significant savings, however they cannot be included in
the estimates as the changes to the statutory authorities
had not been approved at the time of the tabling of the
main estimates.

The recent budget measures announced by my col-
league, the Minister of Finance, will see significant
changes to the way in which government does business.
Streamlining will become necessary in many areas of
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government and tough decisions will be made regarding
the discontinuation of discretionary programs. We, as
Canadians, can no longer afford some of these. Esti-
mates tabled in the next few years will no doubt prove to
be testimony to the positive impact resulting from this
budget. We will be able to live within our means at that
time.

Expenditure management has already forced depart-
ments and agencies to face increasing demands for their
services with fewer available resources. Reductions in
available moneys within the operations and maintenance
budgets have been an element of the restraint measures
announced in every budget since 1985. This has resulted
in reductions to the purchasing power of operating and
maintenance budgets of an ongoing program in the order
of 30 per cent since 1985.

Canadians have expressed the desire for governments
to spend less, spend smarter and be more efficient.
Perhaps this feeling has never been stronger than at the
present time. Tackling this country’s deficit through
spending cuts has become a number one priority of
governments within Canada. Transfer payments contin-
ue to account for most of the growth in the main
estimates. For this upcoming year transfer of payments
will increase nearly $1.4 billion. Increasing costs in
unemployment insurance, Established Program Financ-
ing, the Canada Assistance Plan, payments to provinces
as well as transfers to seniors accounts account for nearly
all the growth in this area.

In the 1993-94 estimates $42.6 billion, or 26 per cent of
total budgetary expenditures is for transfers to persons.
Of this $42.6 billion, unemployment insurance and
transfers to seniors account for over $20 billion. The
Minister of Finance announced a 10 per cent cut to
transfer payments for selected programs in his Decem-
ber statement. Savings as a result of this initiative are
expected to reach $779 million in 1993-94 with $644
million being reflected in these main estimates.

Cutbacks in government expenditures have not only
originated from reducing transfer payments to individu-
als and provinces. The more severe reductions have been
made in government operating expenditures.
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Between 1992-93 and 1993-94 transfers to persons and
provinces increased by 1.7 per cent whereas total capital
operating expenditures by government departments will
decrease by 0.8 per cent.

Notwithstanding the extent of recent government
cutbacks, the Government of Canada remains com-
mitted to the green plan. Although a 10 per cent
reduction in green plan funding was announced in
accordance with the December economic statement,
green plan funding increased by $64.7 million over the
planned 1992-93 levels. Other changes to green plan
funding levels in the estimates stem from the February
1992 budget which saw the reallocation of moneys for
future years.

Expenditure control initiatives are not limited solely to
placing fiscal restraints on current operations. We are
also restructuring. As a result of the February 1992
budget close to 40 agencies have been wound up, merged
or consolidated. It is estimated that $56.6 million will be
saved in 1993-94 due to this rationalization.

The concept of cost recovery and user fees is becoming
increasingly popular as a means of collecting government
revenues to pay for services that benefit only a small
portion of the population. At the same time such an
initiative removes the obligation from taxpayers to invol-
untarily pay for services they do not use. With the
pressure on this country to reduce its deficit primarily
through lowering the government expenditures and not
through tax increases, the government is placing the
emphasis on supporting higher priority programs that
benefit all Canadians.

By adopting user fees and cost recovery, the govern-
ment is attempting to provide an improved service it
might not otherwise be able to afford and ensures the
best use is made of scarce resources. This will also foster
a more service oriented market-based sensitivity in
government as it becomes more attentive to its clients
needs.

To assist departments with the implementation of user
fees, several pieces of legislation have been introduced
and approved by Parliament over the past few years.
With this renewed interest, the amount of money re-
ceived annually through user fees has doubled to well
over $3 billion in the last eight years. It is expected that
this trend for revenue generation will continue.

The initiatives I have outlined are only a sampling of
the many initiatives the government is currently promot-
ing. It is committed to reforms that will continue to
assure a high quality of service to Canadians at a
reasonable cost.

Finally the 1993-94 main estimates now before the
House are representative of a government serious about
restraint and reform in order to benefit all Canadians.
Given our success to date I know we are on the right
track. I am confident Canadians will welcome the
changes we are initiating and considering for the future
in the areas of cost reduction and enhanced program
delivery.

These initiatives will be pursued in a manner that will
allow us to organize and operate government programs
to ensure continued prosperity for all Canadians.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I want to ask a broad question with one specific.
I do not expect the hon. member to be able to answer the
specific but I will bring it forward anyway.

I wonder how serious the government really is in
cutting fat and costs in terms of looking at things. It
seems to me it cuts things that are embarrassing. It cut
the Law Reform Commission, the Court Challenges
Program and anything that could politically embarrass it
and it says that is cutting the fat. It does not cut anything
that is not embarrassing that is fat.

The hon. member said the government tried to cut
back. In what serious way did it try to cut back? How did
it seriously look at these programs?

I know the provincial governments are dealing with
this. I know the minister of finance in British Columbia
personally and I know the provincial treasurer in Ontar-
io. They have had to go through department after
department cutting back and looking at what was really
essential and trying to preserve what really helped
people.

® (1555)

I was looking through this briefly. There are billions
and billions of dollars of expenditures. I see something
called the Northern Pipeline Agency on which we spent
$469,000. I know personally that the Northern Pipeline
Agency was set up under a previous Liberal government
in the 1970s to supervise the building of the pipeline that
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was supposed to come down from Alaska and the
Mackenzie Delta to the lower 48 states.

We never built the pipeline but here we are in 1993,
the Northern Pipeline Agency is still there and it is
costing my constituents in Port Moody—Coquitlam and
the other taxpayers in Canada $469,000. Is the govern-
ment really serious about cutting back or not? When I
see things like a Northern Pipeline Agency which is a
hold-over from some bygone era I wonder if it is really
serious.

I do not expect the hon. member for Burlington to be
able to identify one expenditure and have all the facts.
He might have that but I do not know. What is the
process of seriously cutting back programs that are
extraneous and not cutting back the programs that really
affect people?

Mr. Kempling: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for
his question because when I was in the opposition I used
to ask the same sort of question. I remember vividly
when we closed down an agency that was established
during World War I at the time of the Halifax explosion
when a number of ammunition ships exploded. A num-
ber of people were killed and terrible damage was done.

I recall that our leader at the time was Mr. Stanfield. It
was in the 1970s so from 1917 to 1973, I believe, this
agency kept working. It had offices, personnel and
letterhead. It submitted annual reports and finally it
closed down. I think the member realizes that once we
start something it is very difficult to close it down.

I remember when the Northern Pipeline Agency was
established. I think I had some long talks with the Hon.
Mitchell Sharp who headed the agency for a time. It
served a purpose but like a lot of things it was hard to
close down.

I guess every department of government has been
clawed through by Treasury Board to see what changes
could be made. We have closed down agencies and
something in excess of 40 government departments as I
recall, saving billions of dollars and we continue to do
this. We have released about 12,000 public servants
through attrition and the closing down of departments.
We got rid of more than 20 Crown corporations and
about 80,000 employees have ceased to be a liability of
the government.

Supply

On the other hand we have done many other things
that we cannot cover in a short speech in the House of
Commons. I ask the hon. member to reflect back on the
pension legislation we passed a few months ago where
we used to carry the government portion of pension
liabilities as part of the national debt. All those pensions
are now self-funding. The government puts its portion
in, the employees put their portion in and those pension
funds are now supervised by a board. That is an ongoing
thing and over the years it will dramatically help us look
after those pension accounts. It is something that should
have been done years ago but it was not. Do not ask me
why it was not done, it just was not done.

* (1600 )

We have made tremendous progress in a few years
against a spending estimate that is down now but has
been very high, in the billions of dollars, over the past
number of years. We are going to continue to do the very
best we can.

Mr. Waddell: Mr. Speaker, I am just going to add one
thing. It is a comment the member will appreciate
perhaps in the spirit in which it is intended.

When I was a young member 14 years ago and came to
the House, Tommy Douglas had just retired but he was
around in the lobby and in the House. I asked him about
the estimates once and he told me that all the estimates
of all the departments would go through the whole
House.

He said he used to come into the House and spend his
time listening to and taking part in that debate. That is
how he learned about Canada. He had learned about
fisheries and Indian issues. He said it was a great
learning experience.

It is tough for us now. When I look at this I see that I
know bits and pieces through committees that I have sat
on. I knew the pipeline from the energy committee and
my experience in the north. However there are a lot of
areas that I do not know.

This is not a question but just something I want to pass
on to the House and to the hon. member. Perhaps the
older method of doing things when we actually went
through things department by department in the whole
House was where we could get an overview rather than
having 30 committees and being able to go to only one of
them.
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I would ask the hon. member to look today at the
Northern Pipeline Agency and tell me maybe at some
other time whether it really is doing any work. Is
Mitchell Sharp still there? Who knows? He was quite
a great parliamentarian.

I will have to take the hon. member’s word. He is
trying to cut back with the exception, perhaps, of this

agency.

Mr. Kempling: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member tweaked
my memory. I remember Tommy Douglas vividly. He was
a great parliamentarian.

The member refers to the procedures about the
estimates coming before the House. Actually it was one
of the tests of a minister’s ability to get his spending
estimates through the House. He would bring his esti-
mates into the House and he had to stand in his place in
Committee of the Whole and get his estimates passed. If
he had an easy time going through with the House and
gave reasonable answers then he was considered to be a
pretty good minister.

However I think the volume of expenditures has
moved so greatly that time just does not permit it. Maybe
we should be looking at a procedure that allows that to
happen again. I know it is difficult to get into the
estimates.

A few years ago we had a gentleman from Treasury
Board or the Auditor General—one or the other—who
was going member by member through the estimates
saying: “What can we do to explain this to you that will
make it easier?” A manual was going to be issued.

Then the estimates became so big. There are the
supplementaries. If a manual is put on top of that then
there is so much paper that it is very difficult to digest it
all in the course of the year.

[Translation]

Mr. Douglas Young (Acadie—Bathurst): First of all,
Mr. Speaker although I would like to say it is a pleasure
to take part in this debate on the motion for concurrence
in the Main Estimates for the current fiscal year, for me
and for the Canadian public the pleasure is not unadul-
terated.

[English]
I must say that in listening to the parliamentary

secretary it is a major problem, as raised by my friend
who spoke previously in questions and comments, that

the estimates now seem to go through the process in a
very odd kind of way.

If we look at what actually is done in committee with
estimates, it is very little. I find it rather sad that in this
House, and in other arenas related to the parliamentary
process, people will discuss matters of $100,000 or $1
million.

I do not want to be equated to C.D. Howe and what is
a million. We all know that every dollar is important. It
seems there is a lot more focus and a lot more interest
on the kinds of amounts of money that we can under-
stand and grapple with. Those are the things we pursue.
Yet hundreds of millions and even billions of dollars are
spent with very little public scrutiny and very little public
understanding.

* (1605)

It seems to me that if we are going to recognize our
obligation as parliamentarians to restore confidence in
the Canadian political system and try to overcome the
cynicism that is out there, then we are going to have to
be far more effective in dealing with these kinds of
measures.

Today we are talking about $161 billion in spending.
We talked about this since the budget process was
initiated. People in committee, special interest groups
around the country, individuals, organizations and those
in sectors of our economy that are affected by increases
and decreases and changes in the spending patterns of
the government have had their say. However, I want to
spend a little bit of time today trying to put the notion of
spending and taxation and the financial activity of gov-
ernment into perspective.

There is a little quiz that I developed. I use it in
various ways when I go to high schools and universities
and speak to groups that are preoccupied with the debt
and deficit. If we are speaking today of the government’s
expenditure plan involving some $161 billion, then we
are at the same time talking about the fact that the
government will only raise somewhere in the neighbour-
hood of $125 billion to $130 billion. This leaves a
shortfall of $30 billion.

As I was saying to my colleague from Hamilton
moments ago, it is a pathetic commentary on our system
and our society that we can talk about $161 billion as
though we knew what we were talking about. For
example, in speaking with young people, and some not so
young who are preoccupied with debt, they are con-
cerned about the debt because they know it is a tremen-
dous burden on their future. They know that the kinds of
opportunities that will be made available to them will not
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be the same kinds of opportunities available to me and
my generation when we were growing up. They know
that governments of every political stripe, provincially
and federally, for many years have mortgaged the future
of many of our young people.

At the same time, people not quite so young are
concerned about whether or not the investments they
made in their futures and their senior years will pay off.
Will the Canada Pension Plan survive the changes in our
society and the changes in Canada’s financial situation?
Will medicare, unemployment insurance and the social
safety nets be kept in place? Will an economy in Canada
be capable of making sure that happens? There is a great
deal of unease out there.

Here we have politicians and bureaucrats and many of
them have never made a payroll or been involved on
Friday afternoon with the bottom line and whether it is
red or black or something to which they ever had to pay
attention. Yet they have a great deal to say about huge
amounts of money.

When I go into these fora such as high schools,
universities, community colleges, community groups and
so forth I try to use examples that I hope will help them
to understand what some of us are so glib about as we
talk about these enormous expenditures. For example
the national federal debt is somewhere in the neighbour-
hood of $480 billion. That is a lot of money. I am sure
that every Canadian understands that $480 billion is a lot
of money, but let us turn it on its head and try to use—I
know some members in this House were always opposed
to metric—a simple exercise to see if we can, as Cana-
dians, get a notion of what we are talking about.

Take $4.80. It may buy a big Mac, a coke and a side
order of French fries. This is something that Canadians
can cope with. Take $48. Father’s Day is coming up so
maybe we will take dad out to a reasonably good
restaurant and buy him a beer or maybe a not too
expensive bottle of wine. One can have dinner for two
and it is a pleasant evening out. Take $480. This may be a
weekend at a good hotel celebrating a couple’s anniver-
sary. Take $4,800. Maybe we will get a trip to Florida for
$4,800. A couple takes off and spends a few weeks in
what they hope will be the sunshine in an exotic area in
the United States or in the Caribbean.

Supply
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How about $48,000? For $48,000, one might think
about buying a Cadillac, a Lincoln or some other luxury
car, but we are starting to talk some money at $48,000.
My colleague from Ottawa says that would buy a summer
cottage.

With $480,000 we are talking about a luxury home in
one of the very exclusive neighbourhoods in the major
cities of Canada. I think Canadians whether they live in a
bungalow or in a so-called mansion can grapple with
$480,000.

Let us talk about $4.8 million. That is a lot of money
and it is a big number. I think most Canadians would say
that we are starting to get out of their league with $4.8
million.

But what about $48 million? How many thousand
dollars are there in $48 million? How many $2 bills are
there in $48 million? What could I buy with $48 million?
We hear about these huge lotto opportunities that arise
every now and then. In my view $48 million is really
beyond the pale for most Canadians.

Then we talk about $480 million and we are a long way
from the big Mac, coke and French fries. However, at
$480 million we are still talking peanuts in the context of
the fiscal situation of Canada.

We could talk about $4.8 billion. Now we are into the
stratosphere. Politicians talk about that when they say
that helicopters are only around $5 billion, which is $4.8
billion plus a few hundred million. It is a long way from
my big Mac at $4.80.

Then we talk about $480 billion. How many hundred
dollar bills are there in $480 billion? How many thousand
dollar bills? How many SkyDomes are there in $480
billion? Let us do the exercise. Let us say SkyDome costs
roughly $480 million. It just happens to be a figure that
works out. How many SkyDomes could we have in
Canada if we were able to use the national debt for
purchasing? We would probably have 1,000 of them.
Imagine that communities of 200 and 300 people in
Canada would have a SkyDome if we took the debt and
transferred it.
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What is incredible about this is that collectively, the
economists, the politicians and the bureaucrats have
moved into jargon, systems, programs and processes that
have fostered the cynicism of Canadians who say: “I do
not think they know what they are talking about. I
cannot understand it, but as I watch them perform and
as I see what is happening to my country, I do not really
think that any of us really have a grasp of this”.

Surely there has to be a way. The point I want to make
in this presentation is we must restore integrity to the
system. I cannot let this pass. I want to be very serious
because we are dealing with a very important problem
when we talk about the understanding of Canadian
taxpayers in the estimates process and how much money
we are spending.

Today in the “Report on Business” in The Globe and
Mail 1 see: “Bureaucrat warns of tax revolt. Canadians
may be driven offshore, finance official tells MPs”.

This official, David Dodge, is now the deputy minister
of finance. He was the assistant deputy minister of
finance when I sat on the finance committee and we
went through the goods and services tax exposé. This is
the chap who assured Canadians that the goods and
services tax was the only way to go, that it was the right
thing to do and was a model that would be followed by
nations around the world.

The Australian government just used the GST to get
itself re-elected. For those who did not follow the
Australian election, they used Canada as an example of
what happens to governments that bring in GST. Of
course, the opposition in Australia was suggesting it
might just do that.

I want to point out that if there is real cynicism and
frustration on the part of Canadians, here is a senior
bureaucrat, the top bureaucrat in the Department of
Finance suggesting that there might be a tax revolt. He
was the architect and the most staunch defender of the
goods and services tax, which has been described by the
Canadian Federation of Independent Business as the
nightmare on Main Street.

o (1615)

The CFIB talks about the only way to deal with the
GST. I quote: “The Canadian Federation of Independent
Business will try to play a constructive role in the

ongoing reform of Canada’s sales tax system and will go
to the membership for a fresh mandate when a new
government is formed and new options are presented to
the Canadian public. A new sales tax initiative requires
political leadership and a new spirit of co-operation
between all the political and economic partners”.

Certainly that is the answer to the GST morass, but to
have the senior bureaucrat in the Department of Fi-
nance go further and say that it would be very difficult to
raise personal income taxes, he says: “Whether we can
go higher is up to you as politicians”.

We have to come to grips with the fact that Canadians
are really questioning the integrity of the system. They
are asking us as politicians. They are going to be very
aggressive in asking us over the next few months when
we go out on the hustings as some of us try to get elected
and many others across the country will try to get elected
for the first time.

There is no doubt that Canadians understand that in a
time of financial crisis resources have to be well man-
aged. I do not think that anybody in the country is
interested in having anyone point to the NDP govern-
ments of Ontario, Saskatchewan, British Columbia or
the former Liberal government or the current Conserva-
tive government on the federal scene and say: “They did
a terrible job”. We all know that. Everybody is just trying
to do the best job they can to try to get the country back
on track.

What I want to suggest today falls directly into what
was said by my colleague from the NDP in terms of the
estimates process here and the response of the parlia-
mentary secretary.

If we are going to have any chance of convincing
Canadians that they have to continue paying taxes and
have to continue dealing with the cutbacks in services
and programs, they are going to have to buckle down.

Governments are going to have to be extremely
serious and very up front with what they are going to do.
We are going to have to establish measurable goals.
Political parties and governments are going to have to
tell Canadians where they expect to be based on their
policies and programs within a certain period of time.
Those goals will have to be measurable. The systems to
report on those goals will have to be transparent.
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There has been work done in trying to develop an
accountability process that Canadians and parliamen-
tarians can understand. Looking at the estimates and
the Public Accounts, volumes of material are available.
All of it is there, if you can find it. However, I defy most
Canadians to ever try to get to the bottom of it, even
in following one very focused line of thought. It is very
complex. It is very difficult.

Surely with the electronic and information technology
available now we should be able to deal in the account-
ability process in a very transparent way. Tell Canadians
what is going on. That process of accountability has to be
relevant. It has to be reliable. It has to be understand-
able. It has to be consistent. If we set those goals and we
set our objectives and if we do not meet them, we have to
tell the Canadian people why.

For example if there is a spending program in Canada
and there is a huge crisis in the west for grain farmers
and it throws everything off the track, I think Canadians
understand that, but they want to be told: “This is why
we are not meeting our deficit objectives. This is why we
cannot do what we said we would do. It is because we are
taking care of the farmers”. Or it could be the Atlantic
fishermen or a major crisis in the automotive industry
which changes the picture.

In order to do that, it is going to take a lot of
co-operation in this place. When we talk about account-
ability, we are going to have to talk about how we reform
this place. How MPs participate in the process and the
kind of input we have in preparing the spending plans as
opposed to dealing with historical facts when we come
back on Public Accounts.

When the estimates are deemed to have been passed
tonight anyway no matter how much we talk here today,
does anybody really think we could move an amendment
to change one penny in the spending plans of govern-
ment?

We may have to create a hybrid system from the
traditional British parliamentary system of democracy
and the systems in the United States and other jurisdic-
tions, but surely we have a responsibility to move in that
direction. This would demonstrate to Canadians that we
are serious about trying to get our house in order and
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that we are going to share the information. That is
essential if Canadians are going to understand what we
are trying to achieve.

* (1620)

Part of that process we have to deal with and that I
want to raise in this discussion of the estimates today is
that traditionally we have had Auditors General report
on the spending of government and deal with the
accountability process.

The processes in various departments are checked to
see if the job is being done properly. Much of that is
historic. It is long after the fact. It is after the accoun-
tants and the specialists in the Auditor General’s office
have gone into departments. Then a report is produced,
usually in October or November of each year.

I know my following recommendation is going to mean
amendments to clarify existing legislation. However it
seems to be the kind of thing Canadians would agree
with. In other jurisdictions, the Auditor General reports
on a timely, periodic basis. In other words when the
Auditor General finds out what is going on in a specific
area and has concerns and observations to make, that
information should be tabled. Then parliamentarians
and Canadians would regularly find out exactly what is
going on with the expenditure of taxpayers’ money.

In Britain there are some 40 reports a year by the
Auditor General and Comptroller General. The office
over there is combined. It is not a question of saying to
the government 40 times a year: “Well, we have got
you”. Generally speaking, the fact the information is
brought forward regularly rather than for political parti-
san reasons does result in better administration of the
public money. On a regular basis, far more quickly than
what occurs in Canada now, British parliamentarians and
the British people are made aware of problems discov-
ered by the Auditor General.

We believe that Canadians understand the debt and
the deficit in terms of the challenge it presents and that
it is a serious problem. Overwhelming debt and huge
continuing deficits will destroy any future this country
might have. Members, whether they are Liberals, Con-
servatives, NDP, Reform or Bloc Quebecois will have to
deal with that reality.
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As we proceed over the next few years, politicians
should be committed to looking at every government
program and policy on a zero base. We should justify
everything we do.

We should be saying to people: Certainly we want to
ensure that there is free universal access to medicare.
Certainly we want to ensure the integrity of the Canada
Pension Plan. Certainly we want to make sure that
unemployment insurance and support for the unem-
ployed is there. Sure we want manpower training. Yes,
there will be transfers to the provinces, but are they
being administered efficiently? Is everything being done
to make sure they are viable and rational programs?

Sacred cows no longer are going to be tolerated in this
country. Canadians will insist on transparency in the
system, accountability on the part of governments and
parliamentarians. They are not going to insist because
they feel that we need to be held to task. They know that
without transparency and accountability the problems we
are in now will be exacerbated in the future.

We have talked about doubling the debt in the last
seven or eight years. We can talk about all the reasons
for it, but that is not relevant. What do we do about the
debt and the deficit in the future?

I hope when we next address the estimates in this
House, both Canadians and parliamentarians will have a
much better understanding of what this process is all
about.

[Translation)

Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Employment and
Immigration): Mr. Speaker, I would like to say, first of
all, that in addition to being relevant, the comments by
the hon. member for Acadie—Bathurst went well be-
yond what we usually hear in this House.

[English]

I want to congratulate the member for his insightful
purview of the debt problem we have in this country and
the positive suggestions he made.

The hon. member described in plain, ordinary terms
the dangers of pursuing a course of deficit and debt
increase. Ultimately it is always the Canadian taxpayer
who at the end of the day has to pay the note. Unfortu-
nately for too long governments at all levels have looked

to not just the grandchildren but unborn Canadians to
pay the price of these programs we have today.

°(1625)

I am sure the government, the President of Treasury
Board and the Minister of Finance would want to look at
the proposal to have the Auditor General report more
regularly as is done in Britain.

However, when we talk about goals, in the latest
budget the Minister of Finance set as a goal the
reduction of the deficit to .9 of 1 per cent by the end of
this fiscal framework, which is the next five years. That is
a goal, but is that a goal the hon. member shares?

Some people were looking at the latest budget in
which it is being proposed that government spending be
reduced by $30 billion. That is a serious amount of
money over a period of five years and the impact it will
have. What does the hon. member say about that goal? Is
that not the kind of goal he is proposing?

The other remarks by the hon. member are very
relevant to what this government has been pursuing. The
hon. member was not partisan in his comments and I do
not want to be partisan either. For a period of eight years
now since being given its mandate in 1988, I cannot
believe every measure proposed by the government to
cut expenditures, to cut the deficit, has been opposed by
everyone on that side of the House who is not a member
of this party.

I took it that he was calling for Canadian men and
women and young Canadians to be part of and to
understand the process. On every measure proposed, the
Leader of the Opposition and the leader of the NDP
stand in the House to condemn every step. Maybe I am
wrong, but how can the hon. member advocate what he
rightly points out should be done? We do not seem to be
able to live through it and to see it happen.

[Translation)

Mr. Young (Acadie—Bathurst): Mr. Speaker, first of
all, on the subject of deficit reduction, I think everyone
agrees that we should try and reduce the deficit by every
means at our disposal, and the government’s objectives
certainly have their merits.

However, having been the finance critic for some time
now, I can say that, for various reasons, the government’s
objectives have not been met, and especially its long-
term plan for deficit reduction. If I remember correctly,
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according to its forecast at the time, by now the deficit
should be less than $20 billion. However, we all know
that this year the deficit will probably go over $30 billion.

I understand the minister’s concern about trying to
find ways for government to reduce its operating costs.
Many of the votes we were discussing today, for instance,
involve statutory requirements representing up to 70 per
cent of the vote.

[English]

I understand the problem of the minister. I understand
the problem of the government.

When I talk about reform of this place I think the
nature of opposition has to be looked at. The automatic
knee-jerk reaction to everything proposed by the gov-
ernment is bad. Very little support for most initiatives of
government is an inheritance of the British parliamenta-
ry system where all members on one side vote one way
and most members on the other side vote another way. I
think it is something that needs to be questioned.

I want to address the problem that was raised by the
minister in terms of how we deal with some of the
initiatives of the government designed to reduce expen-
ditures. This is where I think we run into a problem with
the off-loading.

® (1630)

Fundamental to any hope of re-establishing fiscal
integrity is a tripartite national conference involving the
federal government, the provincial ministers of finance
and the municipalities. I do not think there is any future
for the country in terms of dealing with the $700 billion
we have in the public debt without sitting down in a very
serious and structured way to deal with the problem of
national public debt.

To exclude the city of Toronto and to include New
Brunswick, to exclude the city of Montreal and to
include Manitoba, to exclude the growing, burgeoning
city of Vancouver and to include Prince Edward Island in
my view in talking seriously about tax reform is non-
sense.

Perhaps the minister will take this as a suggestion, as
would any government that wants to be serious about
debt reduction and eventually the elimination of the
deficit. It is childish to speak about reducing the debt so
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long as we are running a deficit. I do not care how we
apply funds or what jargon we use.

The member for Mississauga North was chairman of
the finance committee at the time the mayor of Van-
couver, the first time I heard the proposal put forward,
talked about the implications of off-loading. Just chang-
ing responsibilities from one level of government to
another will not change anything.

One recommendation I would make is to develop a
program, a beginning, not call people in, put on the
television lights and have them posture about who are
the good guys, who are the bad guys, who is paying the
price, how municipal infrastructure needs to be paid for,
and all the rest of it. All the people who represent the
interests of the taxpayers—whether federal, provincial
or municipal the tax bill goes to the same taxpayer—
should sit down together to find out how we can deal
with what people perceive, other than lack of jobs, as
being the single most important problem in the country,
that is the fiscal morass we are into with the debt and the
deficit.

One recommendation would be for a national confer-
ence on debt management involving the three levels of
government.

Mr. Howard McCurdy (Windsor—St. Clair): Mr.
Speaker, it is a pleasure to have an opportunity to speak
on the last supply day in debate on the government’s
estimates. Quite frankly this is the dying gasp of a tired
government. For eight years or nearly nine the govern-
ment has pursued a neo-conservative agenda which has
been expressed in a variety of ways and has caused a
great deal of harm to our country. It has created great
doubts about the future of the nation, caused a great
deal of unemployment and caused a great deal of misery.
Increasingly there are indications of civil strife as ex-
pressed by the demonstration that took place on the Hill
last Saturday.

There is a preoccupation, not an unreasonable preoc-
cupation, with the deficit. However, one thing all of us
here and across the nation ought to recognize is that the
deficit is a specific result of an over-all thrust, an
ideological thrust imposed upon this nation. It has been
the borrowing of a neo-conservative perspective best
represented by George Bush, Margaret Thatcher and
the Prime Minister which says that government is best
that does the least, most particularly that government is
best that does the least for the vast majority of people in
favour of allowing transnational corporations to go
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where they want, to invest where they want, to build
factories where they want and to move jobs where they
choose.

® (1635)

Not since the Depression have the corporations had
such power and freedom as what is evolving now under
the umbrella not only of the free trade agreement but
also under the prospect of NAFTA which will make it
worse. As one of my colleagues indicated earlier, the
American domination of GATT makes it as much a
contributor to the over-all international application of
neo-conservatism that is causing so much harm and so
much damage.

The deficit is just a part of the result of this over-all
agenda. One of the things that is not clear is when this
agenda began to be applied. In fact that agenda began to
be applied in the 1970s when the Liberals rejected what
many would have considered a sincere effort of tax
reform advocated by Mr. MacEachen. It instead moved
to change tax policy to provide a lesser burden on
corporations. The result has been a much smaller pro-
portion of tax revenues paid by corporations and a much
larger proportion paid on the basis of personal income
tax and other sources.

It also introduced changes in the tax system which
benefited not just corporations but those who are
wealthy and rich and who have a good deal more
influence than ordinary Canadians. The result of this,
quite frankly as was found by Statistics Canada, was a
considerable budget shortfall. Deficits began to mount as
expenditures began to mount in the face of the depres-
sion of the early 1980s.

It should be recognized that during the recession of
the early 1980s there was another contributing factor.
That was a high interest rate policy that began to
contribute as significantly as a revenue shortfall.

The combination of this was the accumulation of a
debt of approximately $200 billion as a result of Liberal
policies favouring corporations and the rich at the
expense of ordinary Canadians.

An inflation fighting increase in interest rates, a
pattern which has continued to this day, is based on the
notion that the appropriate way to fight inflation is to

generate unemployment by means of high interest rates.
As we recall interest rates mounted to 22 per cent.

Then came the Conservative government that contin-
ued this pattern of favouritism toward the large corpora-
tions and the wealthy. Then we also had Mr. Crow,
confronted with burgeoning unemployment and inflation
as well, choosing once again that characteristic approach
of trying to fight inflation on the backs of the unem-
ployed.

There is one thing that has to be recognized and it was
demonstrated by Statistics Canada in its study. From
1975 until now, the burgeoning debt and continuing
deficits were a result specifically of favouritism toward
those corporations and the wealthy. That went to the
extent that 44 per cent of the present debt is attributable
to the shortfall in revenue resulting from that favourable
treatment for those best off in our society.

 (1640)

As well, it should be noted that 50 per cent of the
accumulated debt is a result of interest rates on the debt.
It was as a direct result of the high interest rate policy of
the Liberals as well as that of the Conservatives. It was
the high interest rate policy that raised the value of the
dollar and cut back on exports. It was the high interest
rate that generated, according to a WEFA study, some
400,000 unemployed all by itself.

We talk about the deficit which has become an excuse
for this government not to undertake initiatives that
would have created jobs and a new knowledge based
economy that this country must achieve if it is to
compete internationally. However, that is only part of
the equation. The other part of the equation is the
unemployment it generated. This is unemployment in
addition to that generated by high interest rates alone. It
has to be emphasized that unemployment was deliber-
ately incurred by the Bank of Canada under Mr. Crow
specifically to keep inflation under control at the ex-
pense of the most powerless in our society.

We then had the other part of the corporate agenda
which is the free trade agreement. As a result of the free
trade agreement, according to numerous studies, it
generated something in the order of 350,000 unemployed
by itself.

It must be clear that if we have unemployment and
closed factories that—
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Mr. Speaker, on a point of order in midstream here.
It is somewhat distracting to have a member carrying
on a conversation with one of the pages at his feet. Is
it okay for me to proceed?

As a result of the free trade agreement, some 350,000
additional unemployed were generated as a direct result
of a government that saw the free trade agreement as an
appropriate initiative within the context of a neo-conser-
vative agenda. However, the over-all result is obvious. If
we have unemployment then we have people who are
not paying taxes. If we have closed factories then we
have businesses that are not paying taxes. Furthermore,
if we have a situation of unemployment then govern-
ment has to pay out a good deal in terms of social
support systems of various sorts to those who have
become unemployed and that is a burden.

In fact, for every unemployed individual, $17,000 in
costs are incurred. If we look at the level of unemploy-
ment right now $27 billion is taken out of the coffers of
the government.

What is clear is that we are confronted with a situation
in which the government is attacking social programs and
we have various Conservative candidates contesting with
one another to see who can propose the sharpest cuts in
medicare, in unemployment insurance and in our social
programs which have benefited Canadians.

This neo-conservative agenda, which did not achieve
so much success before the Depression, continues to
repeat the mistakes of the Depression.

o (1645)

The last time corporations and international financiers
had so much power was just before the Depression. That
era was also the last period during which we did not have
the kinds of social programs that we have now to support
those who have suffered as a result of the excesses of
international financiers and corporations who then, as
now, have the freedom to go where they choose for the
lowest wages, weakest social programs, poorest health
and environmental standards are poorest and where the
tax burden is the least for those corporations. It wants to
complete the story.

The consequences are inevitable. We see it around the
world. It is that this approach contains within it the seeds
of its own destruction. If this continues—the transna-
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tional corporations being able to go where they want for
the least cost, least burden and least responsibility—then
who will buy their products? Who will protect them
against the masses of unemployed, powerless, excluded
and alienated?

The deficit on the one hand is a result of a policy of
favouritism that ignores the responsibilities of nations. It
is supported by trade arrangements that seem to say that
governments have no responsibility and that corpora-
tions will not address their responsibilities. The deficit
fundamentally is a problem of revenues and it is a
problem of unemployment. It is a problem of an arrange-
ment that makes it impossible for the government, that
ought to serve people, to act in ways which will serve
people.

If there is to be an answer to it then it is not to be
found in a continuation of the policies of this govern-
ment and it cannot be found in the policies proposed by
the Liberals. The Liberals are part of the problem. It was
the Liberals who began the deficit and the neo-conserva-
tive agenda continued by this government.

There must be a change and that change is to be found
in a renewal of the social democratic approach which
recognizes that if we are going to have prosperity then it
has to be on the basis in this new global economic world
of empowering people. It has to be based on investment
in our nation. It has to be based on the kinds of measures
that the New Democratic Party has specifically proposed
in order to put people back to work.

Here is what we will find if all of our program is
implemented. The deficit will cease to be a problem for
exactly the reasons that we outlined earlier. People will
go back to work. Revenues will be once again generated.
The cost to government of unemployment will be elimi-
nated. To speak of that, it has to involve an abrogation of
the free trade agreement. It has to involve a setting aside
of NAFTA. It must involve changes in monetary policy.
It must involve a decrease in interest rates because each
decrease in interest rates generates jobs and at the same
time it also cuts back on the deficit.

Today, according to the government’s own papers, the
deficit contributes directly to the level of interest rates.
The deficit is the cost of paying the interest rates on the
debt.
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The Liberals would not abrogate the free trade
agreement. God knows what they would do with NAF-
TA. We would abrogate and we would introduce initia-
tives to create jobs.

* (1650 )

The result is that the deficit over the period of a New
Democratic government will be all but eliminated. The
deficit will be eliminated and then we can begin to work
on the cutting back of the debt.

What does this program involve? First of all it involves
an infrastructure program that will prepare our nation
with the grounds and the means of transportation, the
electronic highway, and the scientific and educational
infrastructure that we need. It will create 130,000 jobs
immediately and prepare the way for subsequent eco-
nomic development.

We propose a national investment fund which would
encourage small and medium sized businesses, new
businesses, to get off the ground. We project that would
create 200,000 new jobs.

We propose a national child care program. It is part of
our initiative from day care to doctorates to provide
training and education for Canadian workers. That
would create 70,000 jobs.

We would establish a national council on education to
make our educational programs throughout the nation
more in accord with our economic goals and to ensure
equity and real accomplishment by students in the work
place. In order to fund training in industry we would
have a grant levy system to pay for it.

We would increase research and development, double
IRAP funding, increase funding for the granting councils
and find better methods than are presently used now to
encourage industry to do research and development in
house.

We would undertake initiatives to ensure that our
natural resources are processed here to produce jobs in
Canada rather than elsewhere.

By doing this the problem of the deficit would be
addressed in the only way it can be addressed. That is by
putting people back to work. We would create a country
in which the government once more has the capacity and
will to ensure that we have a sense of community in
which we understand as Canadians that government is
the means by which we express our responsibility to
another. We propose to give people not a hand out but a
hand up. That is how the deficit would be addressed, not

on the backs of the unemployed but by creating employ-
ment.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I want to congratulate the hon. member on an
excellent speech and the fact that he actually dealt with
the deficit in a way in which the country could live with.
It is a way of putting people back to work in order to
tackle that deficit. He has dealt with both problems,
unemployment and the deficit, in a passionate way as he
usually does.

I want to make a couple of comments and I want to ask
him a question. The member who spoke previously
quoted an article in the paper today about a Mr. Dodge,
who is now a deputy minister of finance. Mr. Dodge goes
on in the letter to say that the taxpayers are on the edge
of a revolt and they do not want to be taxed any more.
He wrote that even though Mr. Dodge made a lot of the
taxes they are going to revolt against.

He goes on to talk about the Bank of Canada. He says
that despite the pessimistic predictions, the Canadian
economy in 1988 grew very strongly. The bank kept the
screws on. The bank kept its monetary policy and high
interest rates and kept going. He said that even for 1989.
Then he says: “The banks squeezed harder but the
reaction in the form of slowing in the wages and prices
really did not show up until 1991”. He was talking about
southern Ontario.

Then he says, and this is the understatement of the
decade: “We did make some mistakes, all of us, and that
caused the adjustments problem”. The adjustments
problem meaning 12 per cent unemployment, 20 per
cent or 25 per cent unemployment among young people,
poverty, hardship, a growing deficit, Canada being rolled
toward the position of a Third World country and
recession in the country. It is an adjustment problem.

This is the kind of thing we face in dealing with the
banks.

* (1655)

The second point I want to make, and the hon.
member for Windsor said this, is that the Liberals were
part of the problem. I was here in the early eighties when
the Liberals had a National Energy Program. In commit-
tee I learned they gave out $13 billion, in 1970s money, in
the form of PIP grants, petroleum incentive grants, on
the Canada lands and in Alberta. For $13 billion in
grants to oil companies they only took one tanker out of
the north. It seems to me the origin of our national debt
was the Liberal regime of the period. That was where it
started getting out of hand.
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Today the government’s expenditures and revenues
are about equal. The shortfall is in debt payments. The
member talked about high interest rates. Normal Cana-
dians say that they are going down, that they are about
5 or 6 per cent on their mortgage so that is great.

What does the hon. member mean when he says that
interest rates are still too high and that one of the
problems caused by this government right now with
regard to the debt is in the monetary policy? Could he
comment on that?

Mr. McCurdy: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for
the question.

Yes, we are talking about real interest rates. That is
the difference between the cost of borrowing and the
increase in the CPIL.

The fact is that right now and for this past decade for
the first time our interest rates have been as high as they
were during the Depression. That is very interesting.
Only in the last Great Depression, and I mean the
thirties, were real interest rates as high as they are now.

Not since the thirties has there been such unencum-
bered freedom for transnationals and financiers to ad-
vantage themselves. There are so many parallels
between now and then that it ought to cause us all to
wonder. Did we not learn from the Depression that we
cannot have a world in which the selfish greed of
corporations can be pursued without limits, controls or
regulations because inevitably that will be at the expense
of the vast majority of people. That cannot go on.

Right across this world, across this land and across
Europe we are seeing the results of it as unemployment
mounts. All other statistics indicate economic growth,
whether it be GDP, inventories or any of those things
that this government cites, but the fact of the matter is
that unemployment continues to mount.

Germany, a nation that has had an unemployment rate
of 4 per cent or less for many years, today has an
unemployment rate of 12 per cent. That is the inevitable
result of a system in which corporations are free of any
obligations to any nation. A policy such as that which has
generated the deficit, which favours corporations as the
Liberals did to an extreme and as the Conservatives are
doing now to an equal extreme, is a policy that means
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devastation for too many, as we see now, and that must
change.

Mr. Joe Comuzzi (Thunder Bay—Nipigon): Mr. Speak-
er, I want to compliment the hon. member from Windsor
on the speech he just gave. During his work career I
know that he was a teacher at the university I attended. I
thought he would have taken some of the economic
courses for which the University of Windsor is noted.

I was interested in his remarks with respect to how he
anticipates he could bring the budget we are discussing
here today under a zero deficit and start paying off the
debt.

* (1700)

It appears to me that on the one hand what he is saying
should be applied, but to the Government of Ontario.
On the other hand, perhaps what we should be doing is
consolidating his thinking in respect to the creation of
jobs and the reduction of the deficit with respect to what
this government across is doing for the whole of Canada
and what he is proposing should be done by this govern-
ment.

Given the realities of governments, which Premier
Rae is beginning to realize today, how does the member
propose putting those philosophical issues that he pro-
pounded here today in this House and apply them to the
province of Ontario? The province of Ontario is the
economic generator for Canada and if we could get
Ontario going again then certainly we could get Canada
going again.

Mr. McCurdy: Mr. Speaker, as the hon. member
indicates, I did once teach him but I failed. I took all of
those economic courses at the University of Windsor and
I guess he failed there too.

Ontario is a classic example of the subtlety with which
the neo-conservative agenda has succeeded. I am not
talking about the cuts in transfer payments to the
provinces. I am not talking about the increased burden of
social assistance payments that have been imposed upon
the provinces. I am not talking about the inequity of this
federal government in its treatment of Quebec versus
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Ontario with respect to the payment for the cost of
immigration and refugees. I am talking about a situation
in which high interest rates and a burgeoning debt, which
have resulted partly from that and are partly due to the
fact that the Liberals had a secret debt that they left
behind when Premier Rae came to office.

Its freedom is considerably limited if there is not some
kind of co-ordination of monetary policy and fiscal policy
between the federal and provincial governments. The
province does not control monetary policy. It does not
control the high interest policy. All of the provinces are
burdened with that.

One thing that is important to understand is that the
degree of freedom of any province, and especially
Ontario, is significantly affected by the free trade
agreement. It is well known that Ontario lost nearly
300,000 industrial jobs from the free trade agreement
alone, certainly a significant portion of them, and 397
plants went down south.

[Translation]

Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of Employment and
Immigration): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour for me to
participate in the debate on the main estimates for
1993-94. This budget shows this government’s commit-
ment to control spending and to implement measures
that will lead to major gains in efficiency. Of course, we
must continue to strive to deliver as efficiently as
possible the services that Canadians want. We are now in
a period requiring changes, and I submit to you that
Canadians are ready to support the government in its
efforts to make this transition successfully.

You will find in these main estimates many savings that
should make it possible to achieve the measures an-
nounced in the budget of February 1992 and the Decem-
ber economic and fiscal statement. In making these
savings, the government has made significant progress in
disposing of activities, agencies and organizations that no
longer meet an essential public need. This practice is
compatible with our philosophy of maintaining a fair
balance between the demands for federal services from
Canadian citizens and our ability as a country to pay for
these services through the tax revenue which we collect.

o (1705)
[English]

We have recorded numerous achievements in the area
of expenditure management over the past eight years.
Allow me to provide you with a few examples.

Program spending has been held at 16.7 per cent of
Canada’s gross domestic product for the past two years
compared to 20 per cent in 1984. During the same period
the growth in programs spending, including Public Ser-
vice salaries, has averaged only 3.7 per cent per year as
compared to an average inflation rate of 4 per cent per
year. This translates into a net real decline of 2.6 per
cent:

In the 1991 budget a commitment was made to
introduce legislation that would limit programs spending
for the next five years. The Spending Control Act has
been approved by this House and the spending plans
outlined in these main estimates are well within the
limits set out in that piece of legislation. In fact the
Minister of Finance has announced that the limits under
the act will be further reduced to bring them in line with
the reductions set out in our recent budget.

These examples clearly demonstrate the government’s
commitment to restraint and improved efficiency. Care-
ful stewardship of taxpayers’ dollars is being and will
continue to be exercised through the rigorous control of
expenditures as well as the implementation of innovative
management practices.

Since taking office in 1984 our record in that regard
has been one of success. In keeping with this tradition
these estimates for 1993-94 will live up to the high
expectations that Canadians have set for this govern-
ment.

This year the main estimates total $161.4 billion and
through these estimates the government is seeking
Parliament’s approval for $48.9 billion in new spending
authority, of which some $13.9 billion of interim supply
was granted earlier through Appropriation Act No. 1 of
1993-94. The remaining $112.2 billion represents statu-
tory payments that have been granted previous parlia-
mentary approval.

The growth in the main estimates of 0.4 per cent is the
outcome of a number of decisions and factors affecting
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the budgets of all 137 programs by 111 departments,
agencies and Crown corporations appearing in the esti-
mates. This growth can be divided into two broad
categories: adjustment to statutory items, which amount
to a net increase of $423 million or 74 per cent of the
year over year growth, and changes to voted items which
amount to $140 million or 26 per cent of the year over
year growth.

Canadians have indicated that they want governments
to be more frugal in their spending, make smart invest-
ments that will provide a multiple pay-back, avoid
expensive future costs and improve efficiency so Cana-
dians receive more value for their tax dollar.

To this end the government continues to carefully
scrutinize resource requests by federal government
agencies. We must meet the challenges of restraint and
serving Canadians in the best way possible to ensure that
spending takes place only where Canadians need or want
to receive services.

 (1710)

The Minister of Finance in his latest budget an-
nounced a series of initiatives that will bring about
significant reductions in expenditures and contribute to
lasting efficiencies in government programs and services.
A total of $30 billion was announced in spending cuts
and other measures. The cost of government will be
reduced in 1993-94 as a result of the cuts in operating
budgets by $12 billion annually by 1997-98. Program
expenditures will be restrained in many areas, including
defence spending and operating subsidies.

The reduction in grants and contributions for 1993-94
as announced in the December economic statement will
be maintained with further and deeper reductions com-
ing in future years. Expenditures on social housing will
not be increasing in future years but will remain at the
current level of approximately $2 billion a year. Funding
directed toward shelters for victims of violence, housing
on Indian reserves and persons with disabilities will
continue as planned. Ongoing expenditure restraint has
left government departments with approximately 30 per
cent less purchasing power than was available to them in
1985.

Given that the cuts outlined by the Minister of
Finance will continue through 1997 and 1998, tough
decisions will be necessary regarding the future of
programs that we Canadians may no longer be able to
afford. In addition to the expenditure reductions an-
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nounced in the budgets, the restructuring of government
is an imperative toward achieving increased government
efficiency. Since 1984 we have been pro-active in this
area. Twenty Crown corporations have been sold or
dissolved and 40 more government organizations have
been wound up, merged or consolidated. Considerable
savings are possible through a continued emphasis on
government restructuring and streamlining.

Cost recovery and user fees have been actively pro-
moted by this government for the collection of revenue
for services that benefit a small portion of the popula-
tion. This system removes the obligation from taxpayers
to involuntarily pay for a service which they do not use.
With the implementation of user fees the government
will maintain services that might otherwise be elimi-
nated. Simply put, those who benefit the most from the
service should contribute the most. The end result of
cost recovery and user fees has been the fostering of a
more service-oriented, market-based approach to con-
ducting government business.

[Translation]

In the past eight years these user fees contributed
greatly to helping the government maintain service
delivery. Since 1985 the funds collected annually through
this payment system have doubled and are now well over
$3 billion.

e (1715)

With the current spending cuts, public service manag-
ers and organizations have to deal with stable, or in many
cases increasing, demand at the same time as available
resources continually decline. Managers have had to try
to achieve this balance creatively, sensitively and con-
structively. To deliver programs in this new environment
our managers have had to be more innovative and
examine their workplace in order to be more efficient.

I think this has resulted in increased team-work and
co-operation within the Public Service, as our employees
understand their essential role in Canada’s competitive-
ness on world markets. Dedicated and competent federal
employees throughout the country and in missions
abroad serve Canadians in such fields as health and
safety, consumer protection, regional industrial assis-
tance, aid to native people, scientific and technological
assistance, foreign aid, representing and protecting our
interests abroad, protecting people and property, pro-
tecting taxpayers through the fair and efficient adminis-
tration of the Income Tax Act and customs and excise
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legislation and of course in the whole delivery of social
programs.

As an employer, the government wishes to recognize
this important contribution public servants have made by
considering and implementing many new ideas to better
meet Canadians’ needs and in that way with that quality
of service to bring the government closer to the people.

The government continues to give priority to the
adoption of innovative management practices. Since it
took power it has implemented a wide range of measures
to improve operations management. Many recent initia-
tives flow from Public Service 2000, the major renewal
exercise announced by the Prime Minister in 1989.

In the past year tremendous progress has been made
under PS 2000. Legislation to reform the Public Service
was passed by Parliament and the system of operating
budgets now applies to all government departments and
organizations.

[English]

As of January 1993, 12 special operating agencies have
been formally established with two more expected to
receive approval shortly. These agencies, while operating
within the structure of the Public Service, have been
granted special flexibilities in order to manage them-
selves in a similar fashion to private sector businesses.

The rationale for establishing these agencies is to
improve the quality of service to Canadians through the
ability to respond quickly to changes in client needs. The
Canadian public’s expectations of its governments are
changing. There is an increasing demand for simpler,
quicker and more sophisticated access to government
services and information. The government will continue
to ensure that Canadians receive a high quality of service
while at the same time operating within the resources
available.

To do this we will continue to rely on the commitment
displayed by Public Service employees in serving their
clients. We are also committed to removing obstacles
encountered by Canadians in dealing with the govern-
ment. Our clients should find government services easier
to use and more accessible. These goals will primarily be

achieved through the restructuring of government oper-
ations and continued training of our employees. With
this in mind several government initiatives are currently
under way.

Standards of services are being developed across
government departments through client consultations: a
single window concept of delivering government ser-
vices. This initiative would see several government
departments working together to provide a broad range
of services at a single point of service delivery.

Canadian business service centres are currently being
tested in Edmonton, Winnipeg and Halifax. These
centres are designed to provide the business community
with quick, accurate information on government ser-
vices, programs and information at a single point of
service. In total, 18 federal departments and agencies are
participating in this initiative.

Hours of service are being examined with the aim of
becoming more client-oriented and flexible to meet
changing client needs. A single business registration
number is being tested this year. This number would in
some instances replace up to two dozen different num-
bers currently used across government departments.
Departments are also reviewing the forms with the twin
goals of eliminating unnecessary paperwork and adopt-
ing a more user friendly design. Electronic procurement
is becoming widely used within government operations
and investment in new technology and employee training
will continue to ensure an efficient and effective Public
Service for the future.

* (1720)

The message of this government is clear. We are
serious about restraint and to this end we have acted on
the wish of taxpayers for greater reductions in govern-
ment spending.

The continuation of government reform is necessary.
We must implement new approaches to organizing
government operations in order to deliver the services
most desired by Canadians. The measures that were
announced in the recent budget and in the December
economic statement clearly indicate our commitment to
sound fiscal management and to reducing the demands
on the Canadian taxpayer.
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Mr. Joe Comuzzi (Thunder Bay—Nipigon): Mr. Speak-
er, I want to ask the minister some questions with
respect to the department for which he is responsible.

His department as we know is twofold, immigration
and employment. He and I have talked many times about
our thoughts on immigration. We have asked many
questions in this House about the immigration problems
this country is facing and the horrendous costs that some
of those decisions his government has made are adding
to this terrible deficit that we are all trying to come to
grips with.

I want to concentrate my questions to the minister
today on the area that involves employment. As he was
making his remarks just a few moments ago on the
amounts of money he is requesting to administer his
department, the thought just occurred to me that if we
could get our economy in some kind of shape, we could
create the jobs necessary because it is on his department
of employment that the whole country rises and falls.
Sometimes he has no control over the amount of
expenditure because of the situation and the tragic
condition of our economy.

I would think if his government could create these
necessary jobs, which I give credit to him for trying to do
even though it is simply not working, that the deficit of
our country then would come under some kind of
control. The very amounts that he is talking about in the
expenditure for unemployment is the very amount that
this country is in deficit on a national basis.

The creation of employment is really twofold. First we
have to look after those people who are entering the
work force on an annual basis, the students and those
who are coming into the work force for the first time.
Unfortunately during this economic period we also have
to take care of those people who find that they no longer
have a marketable skill and therefore find it necessary to
be retrained.

It is in that first instance that I ask the minister why we
have not used the technology available to us in Canada
in order to enhance that position where we can handle
those who are coming into the job market for the first
time but more particularly those who need retraining.
That involves the unskilled, the issue of upgrading and
the issue of the retraining program itself.
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The minister and I both know how costly this is to his
department this year. I am appalled that we have not
used the technology that is available to us in order to
enhance that program.

e (1725)

This past weekend I visited friends in one of the
northern United States which has the same problems as
we have. They have developed, using the technology
available to them, a communication network. It has 67
university campuses, college campuses and high school
campuses within the state, which is a little smaller than
Ontario. It has connected those electronically. It will be
providing to those citizens who need upgrading of skills
the ability to receive that knowledge in their homes. It
will be providing a training program for those who want
to enhance their present skills because we know that it is
always cheaper to keep a job than creating a new one.

The third item it is going to be progressing with is the
ability to take those people whose jobs are now redun-
dant and retrain them for the jobs of the future. Using
the technology that we have available in the marketplace
we can offer those services at a much lower cost than we
are presently paying.

I ask the minister if his department has considered this
or if he would like to meet with me afterward to pursue
the use of this technology to upgrade and retrain our
work force.

Mr. Valcourt: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member points to
what is a very important and crucial part of the challenge
that all Canadians are facing. This has to do with the
necessity of having a framework in this country that
allows youth and workers who are displaced by techno-
logical change to be able to retrain and acquire the skills
and the knowledge they need to be active participants in
this economy.

The hon. member will recall that this government,
with the changes that we made to the Unemployment
Insurance Act, has activated some of these passive funds
that were used to give income support and to try to
activate them to help unemployed Canadians.

I would point out to the hon. member the fact that in
this fiscal year we will be spending $2.4 billion under the
UI developmental use portion of that training program
which is a 400 per cent increase from two years ago.
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Furthermore, out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund
we will be spending $1.6 billion on some of those training
programs. The challenge, which is one we collectively
share as Canadians, is divided among all levels of
government. We all know that education and training is a
provincial matter in the sense that they are responsible
for those institutions.

Through our spending power, yes, we try to help and
be helpful and actually at the federal level we spend
nationally 73 per cent of all moneys that governments
spend for training. It is spent by this department.

The learning component of the prosperity initiative
and this private sector group led by Mr. McCamus and
Mrs. Marie-Josée Drouin consulted with over 6,000
Canadians in 186 communities, with every business
group and union in Canada that were interested in
participating and they came up with this plan. One of
their recommendations was the electronic highway.

What the hon. member saw in that northern state of
the United States of America is exactly what we will be
able to do with that infrastructure project which my
colleague, the Minister for International Trade and
Science and Technology, announced following the De-
cember economic statement. That electronic highway
will allow us and our partners in the private sector and
the provinces to be able to disseminate a lot more skills
and knowledge to those displaced workers and to those
Canadians who want to acquire the skills and knowledge
that will allow them to become active in the labour
market.

 (1730)

I think it is a valid point that the hon. member has
raised. It is one that we have acted upon and it is one
that I will encourage many, many more Canadians to
look into. Gone are the days where one level of govern-
ment some place could fix it. This is a matter for all of us
at all levels, and we as Canadians individually—parents,
children, educators, leaders in communities—must work
together in trying to give us the kind of work force that
can succeed in this global economy. These are not buzz
words, this is the reality. We must be prepared to do that,
and that is what the prosperity action plan calls for,
partnerships, which we are encouraging.

I will close on this note. When we look back to
December’s economic statement and the most recent
budget where we announced cuts of $30 billion over five

years, one department, mine, employment and immigra-
tion was not cut in terms of its training budget. Quite to
the contrary, in December we increased spending in
order to meet that exact challenge that the hon. member
has referred to.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Robert Gauthier (Ottawa—Vanier): Mr.
Speaker, I would have liked to put a question to the
minister or comment on his speech, but in any case, I
appreciate his supportive comments. He said, in refer-
ring to the speech by the hon. member for Acadie—Ba-
thurst, that it was an excellent idea to have the Auditor
General of Canada table specific reports in the House,
from time to time, so that members would be more
aware of the general state of government operations. I
agree this is a very good idea. In fact, I introduced a bill
in the House about a year and a half ago, which suggests
just that.

Now that I have the minister’s support, I will try and
persuade more ministers to back my proposal. Maybe
some day they will do it. I think it would let the Auditor
General of Canada do what he is supposed to do, in
other words, report from time to time to the House of
Commons, as an officer of the House, giving his views on
certain developments in the economics of government
operations.

Mr. Speaker, we have before us Bill C-134, if I am not
mistaken, which proposes to approve some $161 billion
in spending by the government for the coming fiscal year.

On February 25 this year, the Conservative govern-
ment tabled the Main Estimates, indicating the spending
plan for 83 departments and agencies for the 1993-94
fiscal year. This spending plan, based on the economic
and fiscal statement made by the Minister of Finance on
December 2, will require, as I said earlier, about $161
billion plus, with the Supplementary Estimates tabled on
May 25, another $414 million, so that the government’s
total expenditures for the current year add up to $162
billion, or at least that is what we are being asked to
approve today.

Mr. Speaker, prior to concurrence in the House, the
Estimates are examined in committee. Spending plans
are usually examined by parliamentary committees, and
at this important stage, all members, irrespective of their
party affiliation, can hold the government accountable to
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Canadians for the very substantial amounts of money
that it wishes to spend.

However, there is, in this case, a big difference
between theory and practice. In fact, because of its
majority, the government controls the election of the
committee chairmen, who are responsible for scheduling
meetings to consider the Estimates.

o (1735)

I must say I am extremely concerned and disappointed
when I see how some committee chairmen show so little
interest in considering the Estimates for their depart-
ments. I have some statistics which I could table or send
to anyone who is interested in the attendance of commit-
tee members or the interest of committees in reviewing
expenditures. In fact, the Public Accounts Committee,
which I have the pleasure to chair, is the only committee
chaired by a member of the opposition. All other
committees are usually chaired by a government mem-
ber.

Now if we look at the statistics for these committees,
they are really not impressive. We are talking about
major departments like Indian Affairs, Agriculture Can-
ada, Finance, Forestry and Fisheries, National Health
and Welfare, Social Affairs, Senior Citizens, Status of
Women, and I could go on with the Department of
Transport and Official Languages. These parliamentary
committees have shown very little interest in the main
estimates for their departments or agencies in the years
1991-92 and 1992-93.

As for the 1993-94 main estimates we are being asked
to approve today, the record is not particularly impres-
sive. The Standing Committee on Finance, for instance,
an important committee of the House which is responsi-
ble for examining the votes of the Department of
Finance and the Department of National Revenue,
representing a total of several billion dollars, did not
bother to examine the votes at all. This is indeed a sad
commentary.

The Energy, Mines and Resources Committee and the
Transport Committee, both very important, did not meet
once to examine the estimates. I think this is a major flaw
in our parliamentary system that affects the govern-
ment’s accountability to the House of the Commons. I
am sorry to say this, but it is irresponsible of members to
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criticize the government if they fail to provide for
thorough scrutiny of the government’s estimates, of its
spending plans.

Today, only the Conservative members of this House
are suicidal enough, if I may use the term, to vote in
favour of a motion like the one we have before us today,
a request for $161 billion, without prior review of the
impact of government spending plans. This is like giving
the government a blank cheque. I am not prepared to do
that, Mr. Speaker, even if I am in the opposition. I am
not prepared to give the executive, the Conservative
government in power today, a blank cheque for $161
billion without thorough scrutiny and without ensuring
that both transparency and accountability have been part
of the process.

I believe I have every reason to say this. When
considering the Public Accounts for the fiscal year that
has just ended, I saw that the tax provisions for foreign
corporations cost Canada hundreds of millions of dollars
in foregone revenue. No taxes were paid, even when
companies made sizable profits. They did not pay taxes
because of loopholes in our tax legislation. What they
are doing is not illegal, not against the letter of law, but
it is certainly against the intent of the law, as I see it.

According to the Public Accounts, the cost of imple-
menting the GST, which was prohibitive, totalled $1.7
billion, including $808 million in start-up costs and $900
million for transitional credits. The Prosperity Secretari-
at awarded 22 contracts for a total value of $3.3 million
without public tenders. This is very disturbing, but no
one queried this. Sixty-five million dollars in pension
payments went to recipients who were not entitled to
these payments. Extra amounts granted in 1989-90 for
the Canada Student Loans Program may cost us $39
million. Canadians do not realize this, but Canadian
students owe the Canadian government $1.088 billion. It
bothers me that we are being asked to approve a major
bill involving $161 billion and that the members of this
House did not take the time, in my opinion, to examine
this information carefully. Actually, the government is
asking us to hold our noses and vote for the bill. I am not
prepared to do that. In fact, the government wants to be
absolved of its sins without benefit of confession. In the
circumstances, I am certainly not prepared to support
this bill.
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If we examine the reasons for the government’s
mismanagement, we realize that the Conservative gov-
ernment has not been consistent. After the Throne
Speech, the budget is the first document that gives a
general view of the government’s policies. It reflects the
government’s financial position. Its impact on programs
and program management and the consequences for the
deficit and the debt are obvious.

The budget generally includes a collection of miscella-
neous statistical information and economic forecasts,
and during the past nine years we have been treated to
some examples of Conservative rhetoric. This informa-
tion is supposed to explain to Canadians, in simple terms
that are easy to understand, how the government’s
regulatory decisions, including the monetary policy of
the Bank of Canada—and Heaven knows its high inter-
est policy has done a lot of harm—as I was saying, how all
this helps to meet the objectives set by a good govern-
ment that makes decisions with the requisite transparen-
cy, in the general public interest.

During the past few years, the Auditor General has
elaborated on this subject in his reports, and especially in
his 1991 Annual Report, in which he suggested how the
government could communicate to the public, in a way
that is both informative and effective, the results of its
monetary and fiscal policies.

He recommended a “scorecard”. In fact, the Auditor
General suggested that the government prepare and
publish, as part of an annual financial report, a “score-
card” that would show Canadians the results of its deficit
reduction plan. These scorecards would compare actual
results with budget forecasts. It is too bad the govern-
ment never introduced this scorecard so that Canadians
would have a better understanding of the objectives and
the problems involved.

The hon. member for Acadie—Bathurst explained the
situation very well, and I think some members would do
well to read his speech. If the government had implem-
ented this recommendation by the Auditor General of
Canada, it could have avoided the catastrophic discre-
pancies in recent projections on the deficit. The govern-
ment has lost a great deal of credibility because it is
incapable of producing accurate forecasts.

For instance, in February 1991, the government pre-
dicted that the annual deficit for 1991-92 would be $30.5
billion. A year later, 11 months after the beginning of the
1991-92 fiscal year, the government announced that the
annual deficit would be $31.4 billion. However, when the
financial statements were published last fall, the real
deficit was up to $34.6 billion, a difference of more than
13 per cent between what was projected and the actual
figure, a difference of more than $14 billion in the
projections of the Department of Finance. With all their
experts and very sophisticated economic models, they
were unable to predict the size of the deficit. They have
all the necessary equipment, all the experts, but they
cannot give us the proper figures.

o (1745)

In the private sector, someone that incompetent would
be dismissed immediately. For eight years now we have
been putting up with this government that cannot
manage this national debt properly. I recognize the size
and magnitude of the debt; I admit that compound
interest is a problem. I know that a debt starts off easy,
but as it grows, interest on the interest adds to the
problem and costs dearly. That is the problem. However,
the government has not explained the size of the
problem to Canadians. Pressed to justify its predictions
that were far off the mark, the Conservative government
was never able to provide proper explanations that would
have improved its future projections and helped it avoid
making the same mistakes all over again.

To reduce the deficit, the Conservatives favoured
budget cuts, without first setting priorities. The govern-
ment did not understand that the deficit, employment,
economic growth, inflation, taxation and good manage-
ment are all inter-related and that co-ordinated, bal-
anced policies are required to get the country out of the
mess we are in.

Since the government has such a bad record in
predicting the budgetary impact of its poor decisions,
who can believe that this government is telling the truth
when it tells us that the deficit in 1997-98 will be $8
billion, according to the latest budget? I think that
projection is questionable. Besides, who would believe
the Conservative leadership candidates who are now
promising to wipe out the deficit in four or five years,
depending on which one you listen to, without bringing
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in new taxes or raising taxes? They should explain what
they mean. Many experts tell us that it makes no sense.

Obviously the government has lost control of the debt
when the deficit estimates are so far off. Debt manage-
ment is disastrous now. There has not even been an
assessment of debt and debt management; it is important
that such an assessment be undertaken. In the Standing
Committee on Public Accounts recently we were told
that the Department of Finance was starting to think
that it would be good to review the debt program. It is
high time that this be done.

Over the years the government has borrowed over $70
billion from the federal employees’ pension fund without
knowing the impact of such a decision on future budgets.
By applying this policy blindly, the government does not
know if this borrowing is cost-effective or if this policy
costs hundreds of millions of dollars. No one has
evaluated the impact of this borrowing. Mr. Speaker, $70
billion is a lot of money.

With questionable financial management, the Conser-
vative government is mortgaging the future of several
generations of Canadians. In the Ottawa region alone, in
my region here, 62,311 people were collecting unemploy-
ment insurance or welfare in April 1993, up 4,400 or 7.6
per cent from last year. This is 11.6 per cent of the labour
force in the National Capital Region. With the present
government, there are 1,581,000 unemployed people and
2,723,000 on welfare; 12,333,000 Canadians are working
but they can hardly have confidence in the future when
the news is not good, the debt is too high and the
government is run so badly.

With a tax rate bordering on 40 per cent, the citizens of
Ottawa— Vanier, my riding, like all other Canadians, are
fed up with being milked by the government. They want
actual figures, reasons, simple, clear and specific infor-
mation. They want to know how their money is managed.
They want the government to account for how it collects
and spends their dollars. That is clear. In fact, they want
an honest government. The legacy which this govern-
ment is preparing to leave is too far from these objec-
tives to be what Canadians could consider to be good
financial management.

Supply
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[English]

The Conservative record of fiscal mismanagement will
go down in history as a great failure. Nine years after the
Tories took over the budgetary reins, the national debt
has soared to more than $450 billion. During their tenure
the Tories have added at least $260 billion to the bill that
we and our children must pay. Time and time again the
Tories have missed their mark on debt management.

The question to be put: how can we afford this
government? I think Canadians will demonstrate soon,
this year, that this exorbitant government must be put
out to pasture. The failure of the Tories to manage the
debt has made many Canadians extremely cynical about
their federal government.

More than one-quarter, 26 per cent of government
spending, now goes to service the debt. That is up from
20.5 per cent in 1984. The size of our debt has led to a lot
of talk in recent months about the debt crisis. It is
important to put this in context.

While we must reduce the debt we are carrying as a
nation to lessen the burden on taxpayers and the
constraints on government, we need not fear that the sky
will fall down tomorrow. There are other ways.

As long as we can demonstrate ably to investors that
our country is worth investing in, Canada will not be
shunned by its lenders. Confidence in our future goes a
long way to encourage and reassure investors. However
we must show these investors as well as Canadians that
both provincial and federal governments are taking the
necessary steps to control spending and that deficits
must be reduced.

The Tories have neglected accountability which ex-
plains much of the current cynicism Canadians feel
about their political system.

Today we are more vulnerable to the whims of interna-
tional investors because the percentage of the federal
debt owed to foreigners has grown from 11 per cent in
1984 to 23 per cent today. Again we must be assured—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Order, please. The
hon. member’s time has expired.
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[Translation]

Mr. Nic Leblanc (Longueuil): Mr. Speaker, I listened
carefully to the speech made by the hon. member from
Vanier. In my opinion this was a very interesting speech.
The hon. member described rather accurately the beha-
viour of the Conservatives, that is the government,
regarding the debt. Of course that debt started to grow
under a Liberal government of which my colleague was a
member. In fact it can be said that this debt started to
grow about 20 years ago.

Nevertheless, the hon. member made a pretty accu-
rate description of the problem but he forgot in my
opinion, to elaborate a bit on the actions necessary to
reduce that debt. We the members of the Bloc Quebe-
cois believe that the main reason for this debt is bad
management, primarily the result of overlapping juris-
dictions of the provinces and the federal government.
That aspect was overlooked by the hon. member for
Ottawa— Vanier.

In fact, the experts of the Bélanger-Campeau commis-
sion concluded, and these findings were supported by
other experts from France and Great Britain, that this
overlapping between Quebec and Ottawa alone amounts
to some $2.5 to $3 billion a year in unnecessary adminis-
tration costs. Moreover, we do not see all the conse-
quences and losses of this mismanagement, which has a
negative impact on government revenue, and I am only
referring to overlapping between Quebec and Ottawa.

However if you look at all the other provinces this
overlapping may represent $10 to $12 billion in operating
costs, not to mention of course the losses due to this
inefficient system. Again, the hon. member for Ottawa—
Vanier did not mention this aspect.

I would appreciate his opinion on this. It is all right to
describe what is going on but solutions must also be
suggested. The solution that we, Bloc Quebecois mem-
bers propose is a decentralization of powers. Quebec
must absolutely manage its affairs according to its own
priorities. This way, we will help this country, whose
debt, as we just learned, is considered by the United
Nations experts to be equal to that of developing
countries.

o (1755)

I'am asking the hon. member for Ottawa— Vanier to at
least suggest some solutions, since he was a member of
that Liberal government for a while.

Mr. Gauthier: Mr. Speaker, solutions do exist. The
problem of duplication between levels of government is
a major one and we must resolve it. I think that the hon.
member for Acadie—Bathurst has come up with a novel
idea today that we should consider seriously. He has
suggested that the three orders of government—federal,
provincial and municipal—work together to reduce this
national debt which could be as high as $575 billion
altogether.

He has suggested that, since all of them have steward-
ship obligations—this may not be the best word to
describe the idea I want to convey; anyway, governments
have to account for the money collected from the
taxpayers and the expenses made on their behalf—some
kind of balance should be reached. To shift responsibili-
ties as we have been doing for the past few years from
the top, federal level to the provinces, which in turn shift
the load onto the municipalities, is no solution because
there are some very important players or participants
involved. There are cities like Toronto, Montreal, Van-
couver and other major cities that have a larger popula-
tion and economy than some provinces but are not
involved in setting the monetary or economic policies of
this country.

We Liberals have proposed a trilateral conference, so
to speak, to bring together the main stakeholders at the
federal, provincial and municipal levels so that, together,
we can find a solution. It is a matter of stewardship. It is
a matter of collective will to solve our problem without
passing on to the next level of government, down the
line, so to speak, social and financial costs it cannot
afford.

[English]

Mr. Fred J. Mifflin (Bonavista— Trinity— Conception):
Mr. Speaker, first I want to compliment my hon. and
learned friend from Vanier who indeed has an estab-
lished reputation in this House for accountability of
government, both in government and in opposition. I
believe that in municipal politics and as a school trustee
he also established that reputation for accountability. I
very much appreciate and respect the points he has
made.
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I was going to ask him to elaborate on some other
measures he might have. I know that time is short, but
I just want to make one comment before that.

I learned here this evening and had it confirmed that
the training budget in Canada right now through UIC
and the Minister of Employment and Immigration is $3.8
billion. I look at how that money is spent versus the job
development programs which have meant a great deal
for my riding.

I see the member for Burlington who will remember
the difficulty we went through when those job develop-
ment programs were removed. That initiative had given
the opportunity for those people who did not have work
to get involved in programs. It was a major initiative for
communities. It has now been taken away and has given
way to $3.8 billion in training programs. I think one has
to look at the effectiveness of that. It bears very close
watching.

Perhaps in the time remaining my hon. colleague from
Vanier could give us indications of some of the other
areas of accountability for the over-all management of
the public debt he may have in mind.

Mr. Gauthier: Mr. Speaker, I am interested in the
question because tomorrow morning in the Standing
Committee on Public Accounts we are looking at chapter
9 of the Auditor General’s report. It deals exactly with
the effectiveness of these employment and immigration
programs. If he wants to come and participate in this
great experience with the department and its experts, I
would be more than pleased to receive him.

The question is one of accountability. Maybe it is a
buzz-word, but it is a very important word for Canadians
today. Accountability as far as I am concerned is the
obligation to explain how one has used one’s responsibil-
ity. That is what accountability is: responsibilities and the
way you use them. Accountability is only meaningful
when used in tandem with authority and responsibility.

e (1800)

I know it may be heavy stuff for some people. However
if we do not understand that governments must be
accountable to us for the way they spend and intend to
spend our money, then there is absolutely no way that
any government can operate or that any country can
work.

Supply

I am saying that we have not had accountability as a
direct reaction of this government to the people of
Canada. I plead with governments in the future. I know
our Liberal government when we do form the govern-
ment will be fully accountable to Canadians on all
aspects of public finances.

Mrs. Dorothy Dobbie (Parliamentary Secretary to
Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs and Minis-
ter of State (Indian Affairs and Northern Development)):
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to engage in
this debate. This is a topic that is a grave one to all
Canadians. It should be of tremendous interest to all the
members in this House.

I want to begin by dealing with a couple of issues. I
would like to point out that the main estimates this year
show that federal spending will rise only marginally by
1.5 per cent. This is lower than the growth rate, the cost
of living and so on. This is the lowest growth rate in
decades. It underlines our firm commitment to cutting
waste and to improving efficiency in providing full value
for every tax dollar spent.

At the same time the move to contain spending creates
a real management challenge for us. It is difficult to
make these kinds of changes, for example how can
government deliver services effectively to Canadians
with tight resources. It means we have to change the way
we do things and take different approaches.

One of the ways in which we are responding to this
challenge is through the Public Service managers. They
must be as committed and resourceful as they can
possibly be and need the tools to be flexible and
innovative in the work place. I believe they are that
resourceful and that committed and that they do have
the tools, particularly since the spending estimates, they
will have the guidelines and the leadership to show them
the direction we want to take.

Let me first sketch very briefly the reasons that we
need management ingenuity to ensure that Canadians
continue to be as well served as they have in the past, but
even more critically, to ensure that we are well served in
the future as we go through these very difficult times.

The April budget extended and deepened the spend-
ing reductions that flowed from last December’s eco-
nomic statement. Together these measures will give us
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about $7.5 billion in savings over the next five years in
government operations.

A key element of this spending restraint package is the
freeze on employees’ salaries for the next two years.
Currently salaries account for about 55 per cent of the
operating costs of the federal government.

The total employment in the Public Service is expected
to drop by 16,500 by the year 1997-98 in order to
accommodate the needs of the budget restraint. A good
portion of this reduction will be handled through retire-
ments and resignations. Nobody on this side of the
House wants to create hardship for the many valuable
public servants who have served us so well over the
years.

Even though we are going to try to do what we can
through attrition and through these measures, unfortu-
nately there is no doubt that some people will find
themselves looking for some other kind of work. That is
one of the sad things, but it is true.

The government will have to provide services, no
question about it, with fewer staff in a climate of very
rapid change. That means that the way we do things has
to change. Doing things the same old way is just no
longer possible. We must find innovative new ways. We
must be adaptable. We must be flexible.

Those are the things that will be essential to ensure
that we can cope with the challenges of the very real
budgetary restraints that all governments in Canada
face.

That brings me to my second point. There are instru-
ments available for managing change in this new, leaner
Public Service that is currently under development. One
of them is the initiative to reform the Public Service
known as PS 2000. That has been an important step
toward equipping managers to be more innovative,
flexible and accountable. As the hon. member has just
pointed out it is an issue that is necessary in a democratic
society.

o (1805)

In this initiative managers have been given greater
flexibility and more authority as well as responsibility and
accountability for their decisions. They have more free-
dom to deploy staff. That makes it possible to make

practical decisions rather than bureaucratically-driven
decisions. This means that decision making has moved
down to the shop floor and that we are reducing layers of
management when it comes to making some small but
essential decisions in order to move the business of
government along in a very efficient way. It also helps to
remove some constraints that in the past have had the
tendency to stifle creativity which then creates some job
dissatisfaction. Obviously out of that flows ineffective-
ness.

There are other benefits as well to PS 2000, but I want
to focus now on operating budgets to illustrate the kind
of change that is taking place in the Public Service.
Change is needed for us to meet these challenges that
are being created by the very necessary budget restraints
that must happen in the next few years.

Operating budgets were implemented across the Pub-
lic Service on April 1 of this year. There are some very
fundamental and interesting changes. Under this operat-
ing budget approach managers will receive a set amount
of money for the year to cover wages, operating expendi-
tures and minor capital expenses. Operating expendi-
tures would include utilities, materials, supplies, goods
and services and the kinds of things they would generally
have to purchase in the orderly conduct of their business.
Some minor capital items might include furnishings,
machinery or other equipment needed to operate an
efficient administration.

This may not seem like much to you, Mr. Speaker, but
this really is a significant change in the federal Public
Service. To get a feeling for what kind of change this is
and what it means, I think we should look back for a
moment at the way things used to be done.

Since 1970 the Treasury Board has controlled the
number of person years and the amounts of salary dollars
that departments are entitled to. A person year for those
who do not know is the equivalent of employing one
person for one full year. It is one of the ways we measure
productivity and employment activity here in Ottawa.

When the government started to reduce the work
force in 1985 person-year controls really made it difficult
to respond to the demands for cost-recovered services
because a very structured and bureaucratic system had
been set up. It was also an impediment to joint initiatives
with the private sector, so clearly we needed to be more
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flexible in our approach to doing the business of govern-
ment.

The value of operating budgets is that managers will
now look at the total cost of providing a program or
service and not just the person years involved. The
amount of money received will no longer depend on the
number of people in a department. Managers will now
have to use the measurement in a more business-like,
productive and effective manner. They will be able to
decide what the best mix of human and other resources
will be to get the job done.

Those are the kinds of thoughtful decisions that have
to be brought to bear on the business of government if
we are going to achieve the goals we have set for
ourselves and the even tougher goals that may be set for
us in the coming years.

This means we will have increased efficiency and most
importantly, and I say this to my hon. friend who has just
finished speaking, increased accountability because I
think he is quite right. Accountability must go hand in
hand with authority or there is no hope for the people.

Managers will also be asked to focus their thinking on
cost effectiveness and not just slash and burn cost
effectiveness because nobody benefits from that. There
must be very carefully thought out methods of reducing
the cost of the Public Service and ensuring that the
operations of government are managed in a way that
gives the best value for the tax dollar invested by each of
the taxpayers. That should ultimately reduce the over-all
cost of government.

Perhaps if the Public Service is totally and fully
committed to this, as I know it is, it will help us find ways
to reduce programs or perhaps even do away with
programs without doing any harm to the citizens of this
country who expect their tax dollars to be spent wisely
and well.

e (1810)

Mr. Speaker, I think you will see that this is one way
we can approach government to make the budget go a
little bit further in a way that does not create any
tremendous pain for any particular group. The frame-
work for this is largely in place and we should see a new,
creative and more effective management developing
over the next few years.

Supply

I just want to turn briefly to another point and that is
the quality of our Public Service, managers and em-
ployees. I must say that in my experience here for the
past five years and based on a reference point of my
experience in the private sector for over 20 years, I have
to commend many of our public servants who do a
tremendous job. They are very dedicated and committed
to the people of Canada and to being professionals and
providing a professional service.

I know it is difficult for many people in the Public
Service right now. So many things are changing and the
opportunity to look forward to a lifetime steady job with
some security is no longer as available to us as it once
was. For people in the Public Service this is a very large
change. I think it creates some strong sense of instability
and perhaps in some cases even fear.

I believe we should commend all the members of the
Public Service for the work they have done and the way
they have conducted themselves through these difficult
times when there is so much insecurity all around us. I
know they have shared in the sacrifices that all Cana-
dians are making and have had to make in order to bring
the budget deficit into line. Perhaps we will have to make
even more sacrifices in the future as we begin to tackle
the deficit and make sure we do away with it completely.

The Public Service has shown imagination and ingenu-
ity in this challenging period and I am very proud to
mention some recent examples. For example, there is an
award for innovative management that has been created
by the Institute of Public Administration and Coopers
and Lybrand. For the first time, perhaps because of these
new attitudes that are being generated, the federal
government Public Service was among the finalists. The
departments of fisheries and oceans and supply and
services were selected as two of the five finalists for their
very creative and innovative ideas and their new ap-
proaches to doing things in a more efficient manner. I
think that points to the commitment and dedication of
these people to making sure the dollars we have are
spent in the most effective way and their understanding
that these are difficult times for everybody.

Last year in this House we passed legislation creating
National Public Service Week, so we do appreciate the
work that public servants do. During that week in
mid-June Canadians will have an opportunity to recog-
nize the accomplishments of Public Service employees. I
want to commend all Public Service employees for the
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great dedication with which they have served their
country and this government over the past number of
years.

The main estimates before the House are tangible
proof of the government’s serious approach to financial
management. Although we have managed to take a very
large chunk out of the deficit, particularly with regard to
the operating deficit which has been turned around in
the past nine years, there is still a great deal to do.

Perhaps now more than ever before Canadians are
willing to help us do this because attitudes have changed
immeasurably over the last few years. I think people now
understand they have a say and should be saying what
they believe governments should be doing, rather than
perhaps being the passive recipients of programs and
expenditures created by politicians for interests that may
not be entirely beneficial to the general public.

I think people also know that we now have to separate
what we want from what we need because there is no
more money left for the kinds of luxuries we allowed
ourselves over the past two decades. I would say in
pointing this out that we have all been responsible and
not just any particular government or regime. The world
has been on a spending spree for a couple of decades and
now it is time to pay the piper. I believe Canadians are
telling us in no uncertain terms they are ready. They
understand that tough decisions must be made to get the
deficit wiped clean from the slate and put the operating
surplus to work creating funds that will create choices for
people in the future.

o (1815)

So these main estimates are a very good step in the
right direction and obviously are one of the first steps in
the second phase of this government’s plan to turn
around the economy of Canada and make it viable and
vibrant to ensure that Canadians have future choices
available to them.

I think the next step will be a preparation in our own
minds, as one of my colleagues across the way said in an
earlier speech this afternoon, to critically examine every
single thing we do and every single penny we spend. I
think all our programs and expenditures must be put to
some acid tests and they are quite simply: Does this
program deliver the kind of benefit that it was expected
it would deliver to Canadians? Is there a measurable
benefit from this expenditure or not? Does the program
provide full value for the money that is being expended?

Frequently there are programs in place and after a few
years one wonders why they are still operating but it is
politically difficult to perhaps make the decision to stop
them.

Finally, is this something we really need or is it just
something somebody wants in terms of expenditure?
Programs that cannot meet that acid test or expenditures
that do not meet that acid test will have to be ended if we
are really going to get serious about dealing with this
deficit.

In a year from now I hope that I will be standing here
dealing with the main estimates and saying that because
of the good work that was done in 1993 we are now able
to proceed with the next step and take even larger
chunks out of the deficit and bring more rationalization
to government. One of the ways that we can do this of
course is by changing the way we do things now. We have
to be prepared to take an absolutely critical look not just
at what we are spending but at how we are spending
money. Perhaps we should take a look at the way
government operates and be prepared to make some
structural changes to bring some rational thinking to
bear on the way government operates.

I believe that there is also a greater role for members
of Parliament, as one of my colleagues opposite also said
earlier this afternoon, to be involved in this critical
examination of government expenditure. It seems to me
that every member in this House should find one of his
most important tasks to be the critical examination of
government expenditures and helping the policy makers
and the cabinet to discover the kinds of changes that
need to be made in the coming budget processes.

Obviously that is what we are here for. We are here to
ensure that Canadians get full value for their dollars.
Part of our job is to act as a watch-dog over government
expenditures and to ensure that the money being spent is
for Canadian priorities and not just for the priorities of
some politicians.

We must also be careful to examine not just where our
dollars are spent but how we spend them. Are they being
spent in the most cost efficient manner? When some-
body puts together a set of specifications for public works
or for some other product we are buying are those
specifications based on what is cost effective and will do
the job or are they based on some other criteria that does
not respond to the public need right now? I think there
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are dollars to be shaved off in the way we spend money
as well as where we spend it.

Finally we must be prepared to question the status quo
in absolutely every area. I think we can learn a great deal
by looking at something like the New Zealand model
where in fact it was understood that unless some major
structural changes took place to government that that
government would go into bankruptcy. One of the things
it did was to shave off 11 per cent of its operating costs in
one year by setting up a contract between a minister and
his deputy. That contract was based on the ability to
deliver productivity throughout the year rather than to
meet a budget target that might have been set artificially
or had grown over the years because of artificial cost of
living criteria.

I will close by saying that we have to be flexible and we
have to be imaginative. Our managers and our manage-
ment have to be the same way. I am pleased with what I
see already and I am convinced that Canadians will
expect more in the coming years and that they will
continue to be well served.

* (1820)

Mr. Jean-Robert Gauthier (Ottawa—Vanier): Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to note that the member for
Winnipeg South agrees that one of the important issues
is accountability. Maybe I could add stewardship which I
think I mentioned in my speech a few minutes ago. By
stewardship I mean the action of elected officials to
judiciously examine every expenditure made against the
capability or the capacity of Canadians to pay. I think
that has to be made more public and more prevalent in
our system.

I would like to make one comment on Public Service
2000 on which my friend from Winnipeg South made
some remarks. I agree that the objective to give manag-
ers more powers to manage is a reasonably good objec-
tive. The difficulty with that is that there is absolutely no
accountability to Parliament by managers. In Public
Service 2000 if there is one weakness in the whole system
it is that managers will have more powers but they will
not be accountable to the elected representatives of this
House for the use of that power. I find that to be a weak
link in the whole system.

Supply

I want to ask my Progressive Conservative friend a
question about something that was suggested in this
House which I alluded to in my remarks and that is the
need for more concerted efforts of all levels of federal,
provincial and municipal governments to co-operate and
to meet regularly to discuss this over-all national debt
that we have to face.

As she knows, her government has off-loaded a lot of
responsibilities—if I may use that word—onto provincial
authorities and they in turn have off-loaded onto
municipal authorities. It could be social welfare pro-
grams or housing or whatever.

I want to ask her if she would agree with the idea of
having a federal-provincial-municipal conference-the
large cities with the provinces and the federal govern-
ment—to come to grips with the magnitude of the
deficit. I am told the deficit is close to $575 billion. That
is the total of federal, provincial, and municipal debt
right now. We are accumulating debt at a rapid pace
across this country.

I think there is a clock in Vancouver that ticks at some
$63,000 every minute. It comes to about $100 million a
day. In 10 days there is $1 billion added to the debt. The
compound interest on the debt—paid interest on inter-
est—is one of the difficult problems we have to face.

I am asking her specifically if she would support such
an initiative, for example calling a tripartite federal-pro-
vincial-municipal conference to discuss our debt prob-
lems and how to address them.

Mrs. Dobbie: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my hon.
colleague. I think that is an innovative thought to bring
all three levels of government together. I know that
certainly today, although the federal government col-
lects the most in taxes over all because we have the most
people to tax there is no question that the second largest
level of government is the municipal level. Cities have
become the dwelling places of many Canadians and they
have huge administrative problems.

The member is right. When one level of government
says that there will not be any more increases the next
level of government passes that down and there is always
somebody at the end that gets squeezed and it is
generally the cities.
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I would agree that to bring people together to deal
with this issue in a non-partisan way with the same goal
is going to be helpful, but I think it is a short term
solution. That should not mean that we should not do
this. I think it is an excellent idea.

I do believe that we need to go one step further. This is
not something new that has just happened to us. This has
been around for a long time. Because we have three
levels of government we tend to forget that there is only
one taxpayer and there is a lot of competition between
those levels of government and the taxpayer usually ends
up carrying the can on this.

I think part of the reason for that is because this is a
federation and we have to deal with it but nevertheless
that does not mean to say that we cannot find some long
term solutions.

I would go one step further from what my hon.
colleague has suggested to say that I think we must set
up a mechanism in this country to systematically deal
with these budget issues, but more to deal with the
dismantling of trade barriers and to deal with the
negotiation of national standards in education and
health and on labour mobility on a very wide front. I
think it is the responsibility of the federal government to
take the leadership in doing that.

® (1825)
[Translation]

Mr. Nic Leblanc (Longueuil): Mr. Speaker, the hon.
member for Winnipeg South gave a lengthy explanation
of what the government has done and that it has talked
with public servants to obtain agreements to cut govern-
ment spending and program spending in order to im-
prove the financial situation.

In the latest budget tabled on April 26, 1993 on page
19, if we look at program spending, for example, we see
that the government did not decrease program spending
but increased it. From 1992-93 to 1993-94 the increase is
about $3.1 billion. The next year, the increase is again
$3.1 billion. In 1995-96 it is $1.5 billion. This means that
over the next five years, although the hon. member tells
us that arrangements have been made to improve man-
agement and to lower program spending, it goes up by
about $12.5 billion. That is not peanuts; it is billions of
dollars, a $12.5 billion increase in program spending. The

hon. member would have us believe that spending has
been cut, but the opposite is true.

The government claims that it can lower the deficit,
but it is doing so by raising revenues and not by cutting
spending. It will raise its revenues by over $41 billion in
the next five years. Where will it get the money? From
the taxpayers’ pockets again. Canada is already bank-
rupt. How do you think it will get $41 billion more in the
next five years?

I do not know where the hon. member got her
information, but I am getting mine right from her
government’s document, the one from the Minister of
Finance dated April 26, 1993. Even worse, at the same
time as it increases spending and revenues, the federal
government continues to cut transfers to the provinces.
It provides less service than before. As the member for
Ottawa— Vanier said earlier, the provinces are forced to
pass their deficit on to the municipalities. Despite all
that, the government will continue to spend even more
and thus increase its deficit. That seems rather unrealis-
tic.

That is why I asked the hon. member for Ottawa—
Vanier if he thought he had found the miracle solution,
thinking that public servants would cut spending. No
way! The government does not have the will to really run
the country. In the budget we see that spending is still
being allowed to rise instead of—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): In all fairness I
must give the floor to the hon. member for Winnipeg
South.

[English]

Mrs. Dobbie: Mr. Speaker, I think my colleague and
friend has made some very good points.

It says in the budget, and the spending estimates
reflect this, that we expect to increase expenditures by
1.5 per cent each year. I guess the argument we would
have is should expenditures increase at all? Some people
are saying that all expenditures should be frozen at 1993
levels and I think a very good case could be made for
that.

My friend also asked a question as to where the
revenues are going to come from to cover the increase of
some $12.5 billion he has added up according to last
year’s budget. They will not come from the taxpayers. At
least not in this budget. They will come from the growth
in the economy we projected to be around 2.9 per cent.
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That is a fairly reasonable projection when some econo-
mists are suggesting our economy will grow by 3.5 per
cent to 4 per cent over the next few years.

I absolutely agree with the hon. member that we must
be very careful not to increase the cost of programs and
not to add new programs at a time when people are
crying out for us to reduce the over-all cost of govern-
ment and to get rid of the deficit and begin working on
the debt.

Hon. Chas. L. Caccia (Davenport): Mr. Speaker, it is
not an issue of innovation as the member for—

o (1830)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): I would appreciate
it if the hon. member would indicate to the Chair
whether he will be splitting his time.

Mr. Caccia: Mr. Speaker, I understand there were
indications we are splitting the time.

I submit that it is not a matter of innovation and
flexibility as the hon. member for Winnipeg South has
attempted to convince her audience to believe it is for
debate here today.

If you review the performance of this government
which this bill allows us to do today, in its request for
funds the issue before us today is an issue of broken
promises. It is an issue of broken faith. It is a matter of a
government which preaches one way and acts in a
completely different manner.

Let me give some examples to illustrate this. This
government, when speaking abroad particularly, expres-
ses great concern on certain issues. For instance on the
issue of climate change, the Government of Canada in
Bergen three years ago, in Geneva two years ago and in
Rio last year, said that this question of climate change is
a top priority.

As we speak here today, having made these grandiose
statements abroad, there is no plan yet before us, no
matter how the minister of state for the environment
camouflaged today in Question Period her answers, on
how Canada will stabilize let alone reduce carbon diox-
ide emissions.

Take biodiversity. Canada goes abroad and claims its
full commitment to protect biodiversity. When the first
issue comes up in Canada on the question of the
protection of biodiversity, in the Clayoquot area on the

Supply

west coast, there is not one word from the ministerial
benches of this government. Total silence.

Therefore the future of Clayoquot is seen by decisions
by the provinces whereby the government knows very
well that the Clayoquot forest could be made part of the
Pacific Rim National Park and therefore an extension of
an already existing federal presence in terms of protec-
tion of biodiversity.

Take the major flop in fisheries. We go abroad. We
agree to hold conferences. But when it comes to cod and
the protection of our fisheries offshore and beyond the
200-mile limit, all we can agree upon and all we can
show a muscle on is to agree to have another conference.

Take forestry where we are more concerned about
public relations in Europe than in improving our cutting
practices. Take sustainable agriculture where the review
on the reform of pesticides policies has been completely
ignored by this government despite a very fine set of
recommendations produced by a commission two years
ago.

Take the question of aid to developing countries. One
year ago in Rio this government pledged to increase its
aid to .7 per cent of its gross national product. What does
it do eights months later at home? It reduces aid. Not
only does it reduce aid but it reduces aid to the poorest
of the poorest countries; to Tanzania, Rwanda, Ethiopia,
Kenya, Uganda, Madagascar, Burundi. Not only that but
it also turns CIDA, the Canadian International Develop-
ment Agency, into a self-serving commercial agency.
What hypocrisy if you compare the statements of this
government with its actions.

Let us turn our attention to the domestic scene.
®(1835)

The government professes its desire to strengthen
Canadian unity and what does it do? It produces the
ill-fated Meech Lake agreement. Not having learned
from that experience, it produces the Charlottetown
agreement. Thank God the majority of Canadians saw
through that smoke and mirrors and shot it down in
flames. This government at home promises jobs. How
does that jibe with 11 per cent unemployment? How
does it jibe with increasing numbers of young people
coming out of our educational institutions? They are
facing years of unemployment because there is not one
opportunity to find a job because the government is
cutting its programs. It is cutting employment opportuni-
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ties. It is not creating jobs for the young people who are
coming onstream in the labour market.

At home this government promised the sacred trust
for our social security system. Yet it did not take it long
to start cutting social spending in reducing and almost
virtually suspending social housing. I will go into that a
little bit later if time permits me in outlining the findings
of the United Nations human rights committee that has
just produced a study on Canada’s performance in
relation to human rights in relation to poverty, social
spending, the phenomenon of food banks and the home-
less. I will come back to that if time permits.

This government professes and proclaims that it will
abide by its own environmental impact assessments. Yet
it adopts policies which run counter to the recommenda-
tions made by the environmental impact assessment
panels on the Oldman Dam, Rafferty-Alameda, Pearson
International Airport and the latest, brightest idea,
namely the link with Prince Edward Island which I will
refrain to comment on because of lack of time and
because I do not want to be sidetracked from the major
items before us. I will say that it is one with the most
asinine proposals that has ever come across the floor of
this House of Commons.

On free trade, this government having proclaimed to
respect the will of the majority, having come out of the
1988 election with a majority of seats in the House of
Commons but with a minority of popular votes on the
side of the Progressive Conservatives with the majority
of the combined votes for the Liberal and the NDP Party
expressing their opposition to the free trade agreement,
proceeded and adopted it. Flowing from that, of course,
now we have the NAFTA which is being rammed
through in the fifth year of this Parliament when the
mandate has run out and even before an agreement has
been finalized by both the governments of the United
States and Mexico.

This government has strangled provincial budgets. It
has cancelled the Court Challenges Program, the Eco-
nomic Council of Canada, the Science Council of Cana-
da, the Institute for International Relations, the Ocean
Institute and the Law Reform Commission. As I men-
tioned earlier, this government has suffocated the activ-
ity of the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. It

has fought unemployment on the backs of those who
receive unemployment insurance by reducing benefits. It
has shown a lack of attention to federal-provincial
agreements. For instance, the agreement between Cana-
da and Ontario has not been renewed since 1991. It has
reduced rail transport despite all its commitments to
improve transportation and energy ratios.

This government, despite its commitments in theory to
improve environmental standards and performance, has
an energy policy which, if one were to be charitable at
the most, fits in the 19th century. It continues to provide
subsidies for outdated megaprojects and engages in
outdated energy policies. This government has deformed
the Canadian tax system, changing it from a progressive
system into a regressive one by imposing a number of
sales taxes which affect more the lower incomes than the
higher incomes. The tax system today in Canada is a
disgrace. It is making the rich richer and the poor poorer.

* (1840)
An hon. member: Not true.

Mr. Caccia: The minister says: ‘“Not true”. I challenge
him to rise in the House and give us evidence to the
contrary. It is a sham what has become of Canada under
the Tory legislation in the last eight and a half years. In
the government’s dying days it is incumbent upon us to
put these matters on record when it is seeking money for
its functioning until 1994. By that time this government
will no longer be in power.

Mr. Jean-Robert Gauthier (Ottawa—Vanier): Mr.
Speaker, my friend from Davenport always makes good
sense and always addresses the issue of environmental
questions with a lot of vigour and conviction.

He mentioned a report of the United Nations dealing
with poverty, homelessness and food banks. I would like
to hear him comment on the relationship between the
report of the United Nations on human rights and
Canadian poverty, homelessness and food banks.

Mr. Caccia: Mr. Speaker, I am extremely grateful to
the member for Ottawa— Vanier for raising this ques-
tion. Certainly it is important to put on record the views
of an independent, neutral body that has studied the
situation in Canada among other things. I am going to
read from the document itself. Under the heading
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“Principal Subjects of Concern” and referring to finan-
cial resources and the like it stated:

—considering Canada’s enviable situation with regard to such
resources, the Committee expresses concern about the persistence of
poverty in Canada. There seems to have been no measurable progress
in alleviating poverty for the last decade, nor in alleviating the severity
of poverty among a number of particularly vulnerable groups.

The next item stated:

—the Committee is concerned about the fact that, according to
information available to it, more than half of the single mothers in
Canada, as well as a large number of children, live in poverty.

It referred to the Progressive Conservative Party and
stated:

The State party has not outlined any new or planned measures to
remedy this situation. Of particular concern to the committee is the
fact that the federal government appears to have reduced the ratio of
its contributions to cost sharing agreements for social assistance.

We know that. The next item stated:

The Committee received information from non-governmental
organizations about families being forced to relinquish their children
to foster care because of inability to provide adequate housing or
other necessities.

This is how we look abroad. It further stated:

The committee is concerned that there seems to exist no
procedure to ensure that those who must depend entirely on welfare
payments do not thereby derive an income which is at or above the
poverty line.

The next item dealt with food banks, as the hon.
member already hinted at:

A further subject of concern for the Committee is the evidence of
hunger in Canada and the reliance on food banks operated by
charitable organizations.

I wish members from the Conservative Party were still
here to hear that. I quote again from the same docu-
ment:

The Committee learned from non-governmental organizations of
widespread discrimination in housing against people with children,
people on social assistance, people with low incomes, and people
who are indebted. Although prohibited by law in many of Canada’s
provinces, those forms of discrimination are apparently common. A
more concerted effort to eliminate such practices would therefore
seem to be in order.

Supply
The next item was:

The Committee notes the omission from the Government’s
written report and oral presentation of any mention of the problems
of homelessness.

The Committee regretted that there were no figures available
from the Government on the extent of homelessness, on the number
of persons evicted annually throughout the country, on the lengths
of waiting lists or the percentage of houses accessible to people with
disabilities.

o (1845)

The next one was:

Given the evidence of homelessness and inadequate living
conditions, the Committee is surprised that expenditures on social
housing are as low as 1.3 per cent of government expenditures.

It continued:

The Committee is concerned that in some court decisions and in
recent constitutional discussions, social and economic rights have
been described as mere “policy objectives” of governments rather
than as fundamental human rights.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): The time for
questions or comments has now expired.

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Mr. Speaker, I
appreciated my colleague’s comments. He drew to our
attention the government’s failure with respect to social
programs by quoting a neutral third source, not opposi-
tion parties, talking about inadequacies in terms of
health, food and homes. He also pointed out the inade-
quacies and the failings of the government with respect
to living up to its commitments in the area of the
environment, controlling the deficit, the debt, and the
creation of jobs. It is really unfortunate he did not have
more time, for which I am partially responsible because
we are splitting the time.

I want to talk not only about the government’s failings
but about the performance of the government. For the
past nine years the Conservatives have shamelessly
promoted themselves as the masters of economic policy.
The image however is at odds with reality. As recent
counts show the economic record of the Conservative
government has been one of unremitting disaster.

On April 14 the Canadian Conference of Catholic
Bishops released a report condemning the high level of
unemployment that continues to plague Canada. A few
days later Canadians received news of an International
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Monetary Fund report stating that future economic
growth could stall due to the Tories’ inability to control
the deficit. Each in its own right is a condemnation of the
Conservative stewardship of the Canadian economy.

The Catholic bishops’ report said: “Widespread unem-
ployment is a gaping wound in Canadian society”. Urging
the government to assume responsibility over the prob-
lems of unemployment, the report states: “As long as job
creation is not a firm priority in Canada our current
social crisis will only worsen”.

These are the kinds of messages that the Catholic
bishops were sharing with this government, with political
parties generally, and with Canadians. With 1.6 million
Canadians unemployed and a further 2.3 million Cana-
dians underemployed it is clear a solution to this prob-
lem is not a priority to the Tories. If it is they have failed
miserably. Moreover the unemployment problem is
largely the result of the Conservatives’ misguided fiscal
policy, a poor mix of programs that has stifled economic
growth and seriously reduced job opportunities.

In its report on Canada’s fiscal situation the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund told the government to get its
house in order. The report suggests that the federal
deficit and our growing debt pose serious problems to
the strength of the Canadian dollar and as a result could
undermine our already fitful recovery from the reces-
sion, fitful recovery because it is up and down; it is not
consistent.

The IMF’s cautionary tale is one the government has
heard many times before. Judging by its performance up
to and including its latest budget, it is one that it is
unable to act upon, to hear or to understand. Over the
past almost nine years the Conservative governments
have forgotten that their priority is to reduce the deficit.
They have run up annual deficits of over $30 billion. The
problem is clear. This is a government that does not
practise what it preaches or, if it does, it is unable to do
what it wants. This is a government that is prepared to
spend over a number of years $5.8 billion on cold war
style helicopters and willingly approve, I might add, an
aimless tour of Europe by a Prime Minister with some
time on his hands who wants to make sure he does not
get in the way of the leadership race or embarrass
anyone, at a cost to Canadian taxpayers of $50,000 per
day.

o (1850)

Because of the Conservatives’ inability to control the
deficit our debt according to the IMF will rise to $553
billion by 1996-97 or $55 billion higher than the govern-
ment had forecast in its 1992 budget; not $55 million but
$55 billion or $55,000,000,000 more than it had forecast
in 1992. Yet accuracy in budgets has never been its strong
suit. After nine years of Conservative fiscal insights that
were misguided and unrelenting promises to reduce the
burden, the debt has increased from almost $168 billion
to nearly $460 billion.

When the Conservative leadership hopefuls, the Min-
ister of the Environment, the Minister of National
Defence and others say they will get rid of the deficit in
four or five years, no one is being fooled; no one believes
them. I will quote Jeffrey Simpson of The Globe and
Mail. 1t is a particularly pertinent and insightful quota-
tion with respect to the Minister of the Environment, the
Minister of National Defence and others saying that they
could get the deficit and the debt under control in four
or five years. Mr. Simpson said: “The candidates served
up bromides and illusions”. He added: “A promise to slay
the deficit monster in four or five years is an implicit
admission of failure”.

Only one thing is clear. Canadians can no longer
afford the high cost of Conservative economics. Change
is required. In short, Canadians need a government and
a leader with the vision and the knowledge to get the
Canadian economy back on its feet.

The objective of the Liberal government will be to
reduce the deficit substantially as a percentage of the
gross domestic product from 5.2 per cent to 3 per cent
and to shrink the public debt as a percentage of the gross
domestic productivity. Meeting this objective will require
sound management, unwavering discipline in our expen-
ditures, tough choices and, above all, new priorities.

[Translation]

The present situation is a clear indication that the
government’s budget and estimates are not doing a thing
to meet the needs of Canadians today. At this very
moment, 11.6 per cent of Canadian men and women who
want to work are unemployed. They say nearly 3 million
people, 2.2 million people, will get their food from food
banks this year, and 2.7 million will be on welfare. Nearly
five million people are living below the poverty line.
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Most are women and more than one million are chil-
dren.

In 1984 when this government came to power the debt
was a little less than $168 billion. The government said it
was going to control the deficit and the debt. At the time
the deficit was over $30 billion. Since then, there has
been a deficit every year, with one exception I believe,
but even then there were some doubts, because it went
over $30 billion. The debt which was nearly $168 billion
now stands at $468 billion. Obviously their policies are
not working.

We must not forget that when the government talks
about expenditure control it never says it transferred its
expenditures to the provinces, which have done the same
to the municipalities, universities, colleges and hospitals.
So this is not a responsible approach.

® (1855)

It seems my time is running out. That is too bad
because there is a lot more I wanted to say. Mr. Speaker,
I am sure you will agree it is high time we had an
election, elected a new government and tried new
policies that provide an innovative response to the real
problems of Canadians. What are those real problems?
Well, the first one is job creation, to give some hope to
Canadians who feel utterly lost and think the country is
out of control and the government is not working, or
working very badly. I am now ready for questions.

[English]

I thank you and I am now willing to entertain ques-
tions.

Mr. Bill Blaikie (Winnipeg Transcona): Mr. Speaker, I
would start with a few remarks about the nature of
supply. Supply is an ancient and honourable term for the
procedure by which the government is supplied with
money in order to carry out its programs and do the
things governments do.

This is the last day for the main estimates but I think it
is also an opportunity to reflect on how insignificant the
whole issue of supply has become in the House of
Commons. At one time that was one of the main
functions of the House of Commons and of course in
theory it still is. It goes all the way back to the Magna
Carta when the king could not raise taxes or spend
money without the permission of Parliament.

Supply

Up until 1969, and it still exists in some legislatures in
Canada, the government had to bring all its estimates
before the entire House of Commons. If the opposition
was in the mood it could make cabinet ministers answer
questions down to the last detail of their expenditures.
Members of Parliament were able to find out a great
deal of detail and were also able to put a considerable
degree of pressure on cabinet ministers. It was a time
when members of Parliament were able to get certain
things done for their constituents in return for speedy
passage of estimates or whatever.

That practice ceased to exist in 1969 when the Liberal
government of the day imposed a series of reforms
unilaterally and not by consensus. One of those reforms
was that the estimates would be considered by commit-
tee. When I first came here that was still a reasonably
lively element of what went on around here although it
certainly had its limitations. In the spring ministers
would appear before committees to answer for their
estimates and of course it would be a time when they
would also have to answer for any other matters that
came within their jurisdiction.

The press used to attend these meetings and it was an
opportunity to see an exchange between the opposition
members or for that matter government backbenchers
and cabinet ministers about government policy and
expenditures. Then of course the estimates were
deemed to be passed by a certain date in any event.

To a great extent this has fallen out of favour and
practice. Even when it was being practised more routine-
ly than it is now the ministers always knew they had to
put up with the meetings. They knew there was no
chance the estimates were not going to be approved.
They knew the committee could not really change the
estimates. So it was just a matter of killing time until the
questioner used up his or her time or the minister, as was
often the case, used up the questioner’s time. I am sure
the member remembers when the minister would just
take up time with the questioner, the 10 minutes would
expire and that would be it. The scrutiny of the estimates
would be over.

® (1900)

I was the health critic for a while in the early 1980s.
The budget for health and welfare was in the billions and
billions of dollars and I had 10 minutes to question the
Minister of National Health and Welfare on that and
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maybe another 10 minutes if I was lucky and could
schedule another meeting.

One of the problems we have is that this whole notion
of supply, accountability and examination of the esti-
mates is not as significant or meaningful as it was even a
short while ago and even then it was not as significant
and meaningful as it was early on.

That is not my main purpose this evening. My main
purpose is to talk a little bit about the general economic
and financial situation the government finds itself in and
has put the country in. There is a great deal of debate
everywhere about the question of deficits and debt.

I want to submit tonight that to speak about this
problem without going to the heart of the matter—and I
will try to explain what I mean by the heart of the
matter—is to fundamentally mislead Canadians about
what has been going on for the last 15 to 20 years.

A deficit can come about in a number of ways. It can be
created by spending beyond a certain steady level of
income. There can be a steady level of spending and if
measures are taken that have the effect of reducing
revenues, the result is a deficit. The government is very
fond of giving Canadians the impression that the deficit
is the result of overspending on such things as social
programs for instance.

I want to submit to you tonight that the deficit is not
caused by overspending on social programs because if we
look at spending on social programs in relation to
over-all spending, the GDP and a number of other
things, it has not grown in the way the government wants
Canadians to believe. A series of governments going
back to the Liberal governments in the 1970s have
successively and systematically forfeited the revenues
that might otherwise have come to the Government of
Canada through various tax measures.

When we talk about debt and deficits, it is important to
have a sense of history. It is important to know that as far
back as 1972, the NDP through its leader at that time,
David Lewis, was calling attention to the fact that the
public treasury was then being built by the corporations.
In 1972 the campaign slogan of the NDP was “Corporate
Welfare Bums”. It was trying to call attention to the fact
that some of us spend a lot of time worrying about what

ordinary people who are forced onto social assistance
might be getting for nothing and not worrying at all
about what the corporations are getting in the form of
government assistance.

So often it seems that the kind of system we have here
is a kind of socialism for the rich and capitalism for the
poor. The rich are lined up at the public trough without
apology because, of course, when they want money it is
just to create a good business climate or it is an incentive.

* (1905)

It is not welfare but a corporate incentive. When
ordinary people need money just to get food to eat that is
welfare, pejoratively understood and pejoratively spoken
about. When the corporations manage to be on the
receiving end of public money, public assistance, then
that is called an incentive. As far back as 1972 the NDP
was calling attention to what we then called corporate
welfare bums. Corporate welfare bum-ism has reached
new heights since David Lewis first called attention to it
in 1972.

In 1972 we still had not had a number of the Liberal
budgets of the 1970s which, if the truth were told, were
responsible in large part for the deficit. They were not
entirely responsible because we cannot discount the high
interest rate policies of the early 1980s and a number of
other things. We cannot discount the fact that the
current government has not seen fit to close a lot of
those tax loopholes. If we are trying to develop an
historical perspective we have to go back to those Liberal
budgets in the 1970s, budgets that were wrongly predi-
cated on a vision of never-ending growth, on a vision of
our economy as an economy that would never sputter.

Joe Greene, a Liberal Minister of Energy at one point,
predicted that there would be oil for 500 or 600 years. It
is symptomatic of the age that despite warnings from
groups like the Club of Rome and others that things
were not as rosy as governments of the day thought it
was our policies were based on this fallacy that there
could be, and this fallacy is still prevalent today in many
forms, an economy based on the need for infinite growth
in a finite world. That is a problem that in some sense I
do not think any party has come to terms with.
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This will be a problem as long as we have models of
economic growth or economic activity which presuppose
that there must be a certain kind of growth in order for
good things to happen, in order for the poor not to be
poor. The hope that people invest in growth is that if we
get enough growth then the poor will somehow become
not poor without the rich having to share, that growth
will somehow solve the moral problem that is at the root
of our economy.

We will always and will increasingly have an even more
serious problem with the poor, not only in our own
country but globally speaking, unless we face up to this
flaw in our way of thinking, unless we face up to the fact
that we are not going to be able to feed, clothe and
shelter the entire world frugally unless somebody who
has a lot gives something up. That is a difficult question
for people to face.

Going back to the historical overview of the deficit-
debt problem, it seems to me that we laid the founda-
tions for our current deficit-debt problem in the 1970s
when we had these unwarranted expectations. We then
had the high interest rate policies of the early 1980s.
Although that may have been in some way related to a
larger global situation it was nevertheless a fact that the
exceedingly high interest rates that we had here in
Canada in the early 1980s were self-inflicted. It was a
policy choice.

You may argue, Mr. Speaker, that it was absolutely
necessary. You certainly did not argue that at the time,
but you might argue it now. However these are policy
choices that have been made by Canadian governments.
Those high interest rates at that time, according to a
Statistics Canada study released a year and a half or so
ago, are 50 per cent responsible for the debt that we
have.

e (1910)

Social programs were only 6 per cent responsible and
44 per cent was a result of revenue forgone as a result of
tax expenditures, tax loopholes, shelters or whatever we
want to call them.

In 1979 the Conservative government of the member
for Yellowhead released a tax expenditure account. It
was the first time that this had been done. If I remember
the figures correctly, at that time it showed that for 1979,
perhaps it was 1978, the total tax expenditure account,

Supply

taxes not collected by the Government of Canada, was
$32 billion. That year the deficit was $14 billion.

The money the government did not collect in 1979 was
twice the deficit for that year plus $4 billion. Not all tax
expenditures are bad things. Into the tax expenditure
account went the child tax credit and various other
things. It is not as if all tax expenditures are intrinsically
evil or something like that.

The fact is that over the years that has piled up. A lot
of those tax expenditures were needless tax expendi-
tures. They were tax expenditures that were basically
give-aways to the corporate culture in this country, the
members of whom are very good at criticizing others
when they are on the receiving end of public moneys but
not so good at scrutinizing themselves when it comes to
the way in which they receive assistance from the public
treasury. They like to call them incentives rather than
welfare.

This is the root of the problem. We have a revenue
crisis in this country, not a debt crisis. The debt is a
symptom of the larger problem of the revenue crisis
created by some of the things that I have talked about
here. I have not had time to go into the detail of it.

The revenue crisis is further complicated by unem-
ployment. When we have policies that deliberately
create unemployment we increase our revenue problem
by removing people from the tax rolls and putting them
on UI or welfare. There are a variety of ways in which
people who are not working cost the country a lot of
money. There is no willingness on the government side
to recognize this.

High unemployment helps drive high public debt.
Unemployment is not free. One estimate we are aware
of shows that in 1992 each unemployed worker cost the
federal government an average of $2,200 in forgone
income tax, $730 in reduced federal sales taxes, $730 in
forgone pension and UI contributions, $6,700 in unem-
ployment insurance benefits claimed and $2,300 in the
federal share of new welfare claims.

Each unemployed worker costs provincial or territorial
governments $1,150 in forgone income tax, $850 in
reduced provincial sales taxes and $2,800 in the provin-
cial share of new welfare claims. That is an example of
what I am talking about and why we say that the root
cause of the problem is forgone revenue and policies
which deliberately create unemployment or tolerate
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unemployment in the name of some other economic
goal.

We are not going to solve our fiscal problems until we
are committed to solving them, not through the current
kind of policies that the government is following but
through the creation of employment.

That is why we brought forward a jobs plan. That is
why we have agreed with so many others across this
country who have called for a municipal infrastructure
program to get Canadians working, building and doing
the kinds of things that we need for our future.

°(1915)

It is not a question of spending so much as it is a
question of investment in Canada’s future. That would
be money spent wisely and it would be money spent in a
way that would enable these Canadians who are actually
a drain on the public treasury to become once again a
boon to the public treasury.

Ms. Mary Clancy (Halifax): Mr. Speaker, it is indeed a
great pleasure for me to rise in this House today to puta
question to my hon. friend and colleague, the member
for Winnipeg Transcona. On the last supply day of this
current session we are dealing with a figure somewhere
in the realm of $161 billion. We are looking at a country
in crisis. We are particularly looking at a crisis in the
provinces and the municipalities of this country because
of the way in which this debt has been off-loaded by this
government on to provincial and municipal govern-
ments.

I know that my hon. friend from Winnipeg Transcona
has great sympathy for provincial governments, and
probably in particular for those governments in Ontario,
which Heaven knows needs our sympathy, Saskatchewan
and British Columbia. It has been advocated today by
numerous members of the Liberal Party who have
spoken in this debate that a tri-level conference of
federal, provincial and municipal governments be con-
vened to deal with a number of the problems that this
off-loading of the debt has created.

I would consequently ask my hon. colleague from
Winnipeg Transcona if he and his party would agree with
this idea as it is one measure with which to clarify, deal
with and receive the contribution from those various
levels of government. Some people have merely agreed
upon provincial input but, coming as I do from Atlantic

Canada, we are prepared to say, shocking as it may be to
some, that the questions that arise from the problems of
Toronto with over two million people are at least as
important as those that arise in Prince Edward Island
with approximately 125,000 people. I would ask for the
hon. member’s comments on this suggestion by the
Liberal Party.

Mr. Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, I certainly do not see any
harm and I can see a lot of potential merit in the idea of
having such a conference. However it would have to be a
conference that was attended by the federal government
with an open mind because part of the problem is that
they are not short of representations made to them in
the past and just recently by provincial governments and
municipalities. It is a good idea but it may be that this
government has passed the point where it will listen.

The municipalities have repeatedly called for spending
on the municipal infrastructure in this country. I met
with the Union of Manitoba Municipalities and it has all
kinds of things that need to be done and that money
could be spent on.

The government is fond of saying that people could
not run a household like it runs the government. That
may be true but the fact is that it often misrepresents
how it is running the government.

When we add up our monthly finances we do not lump
our 25-year mortgage into what we owe for the month of
January because we make distinctions between money
that is borrowed for long-term purposes and will come
back to us in the form of assets and future benefits and
money that is just spent for immediate purposes. One of
the distinctions this government seems unable to make is
the difference between those two kinds of moneys. It is a
distinction that the municipalities in particular have been
able to make.

I think all provincial governments are in a bind, not
just the ones governed by New Democrats. The fact is
that the provincial governments do find themselves in a
situation that is quite different from the federal govern-
ment because the provincial governments do not control
fiscal and monetary policy. The provincial governments
do not theoretically control the Bank of Canada. The
provincial governments do not have the ability to initiate
new tax measures as the federal government does. If
they do initiate some new tax measures often the effects
of these are vitiated by the fact that a neighbouring
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province tries to take advantage of the fact that they
have initiated a certain tax measure.

®(1920)

Their hands are tied in many respects in a way that the
federal government’s hands are not. That is why it is so
absolutely crucial that we get some leadership from the
federal government. In the meantime provinces can be
different one from another in how they deal with the
off-loading and what they decide to do with that fact,
what they choose to cut and how they choose to cut it. I
think provincial governments will have to come to be
judged not by the fact that they were forced to cut back
but how they went about it and what they cut back.

Mr. Lyle Dean MacWilliam (Okanagan—Shuswap):
Mr. Speaker, I have a question for my colleague, the
member for Winnipeg Transcona.

With respect to the whole situation of level of taxation
we often hear the concern, and it is a legitimate concern,
that Canadians are overtaxed. When we look at the level
of taxation in Canada as compared to the two dozen or so
nations in the OECD we find that Canada is right about
in the middle. Over all we do not pay excessive taxation.
It is when you look at how much taxes individuals pay
compared to the corporate sector where you find the
discrepancy. Individual Canadian taxpayers pay a very
heavy amount whereas corporate Canada pays very little
in comparison when you look at the percentage break-
down.

Going back to the 1950s corporations and individual
taxpayers shared about an equal amount in terms of the
over-all tax revenues collected, about 50-50. Ever since
then the level of income tax that individuals have to pay
has gone from about 50 per cent almost up to 90 per cent
whereas the level of taxes that the corporations pay has
gone down steadily from that level of 50 per cent to
approximately 10 per cent.

The discrepancy is very large and has been one that
has been magnified or exacerbated by the policies of this
government.

I wonder if the member for Winnipeg Strathcona
would like to comment on this very real discrepancy we
see in the level of taxation.

Supply

Mr. Blaikie: Mr. Speaker, I think the member makes a
good point that the relationship between corporate and
personal income taxes in this country is way out of
whack. At one point, as I think he mentioned, it was
somewhat in the neighbourhood of 50-50, 50 per cent
corporate, 50 per cent from personal income tax. Now
personal income tax makes up far and away the largest
share of that kind of tax and the corporations are down
to around 10 per cent or 15 per cent and it gets lower all
the time. Again this is a trend that had its beginnings
with Liberal budgets in the 1970s. It is a trend that has
not stopped.

It is a trend that this government has not been willing
to put a stop to either in terms of corporate tax rip-offs
or tax breaks and also in terms of the breaks that have
been given to the very wealthy in this country as a result
of a deliberate self-conscious policy on the part of the
government.

The present Minister for International Trade, formerly
the Minister of Finance, said in his first budget the
problem with Canada is that we do not have enough rich
people. He has succeeded in making some people rich
but he has done that by making a heck of a lot of other
people a lot poorer than they were and he has done that
by changing the income tax system so that the people in
the top percentage pay a whole lot less than they would
have had we kept the system that was in place when they
came to power.

As far as Canadians being overtaxed, obviously certain
Canadians are being overtaxed in relation to other
Canadians. The middle class in this country, those who
play by the rules and pay the bills in this country, are the
ones who are being taxed to death. They are the ones
who cannot afford the accountants and the lawyers to
figure out how not to pay taxes. They are the ones who
basically this government and this country depend on in
order to finance the workings of Canada. They are the
ones who are overtaxed. But even they have to keep in
mind, and I think we all have to keep in mind, that when
we compare ourselves to some other countries, particu-
larly to our neighbours to the south, that when we figure
out our tax burden here we are also figuring into it the
cost of our health care.

® (1925)

I know that many Canadians will go across the border
and they will notice that the taxes on liquor are next to
nothing and the taxes on this or that are next to nothing
and they say: “Wow, terrific. Why can’t we have a tax
system like the Americans?” What they do not realize is
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that the average family of four in the United States pays
somewhere in the neighbourhood of $300 or more per
month for health care insurance. That is for health care
coverage that does not compare to what we get through
our taxes. Of course that does not even take into account
the 35 million Americans who do not have any coverage
at all.

You have got to do this kind of mega accounting or
macro accounting when you talk about tax burdens.
Canadians have coming to them a social wage in the
form of medicare and other things that they pay for
through their taxes that many of these other countries,
particularly the United States which is said to have a
lower tax burden, simply do not have.

Hon. Roy MacLaren (Etobicoke North): Mr. Speaker,
the budget tabled in March was the final budget of this
government. As such it served as an appropriate epi-
logue to nine years of Conservative rule. It was similar in
intent to the December 1992 financial statement, that is
it was not directed primarily at Parliament or even the
Canadian people generally but rather at foreign lenders.

The main purpose of the budget of March, as in the
previous financial statement last December, was to
reassure those increasingly jittery foreign lenders that
the government has Canada’s fiscal well-being firmly in
hand. That of course would be no easy task.

Since this government took office in 1984 the national
debt has almost tripled. The debt and deficits of the
provinces have ballooned almost beyond recognition and
the Minister of Finance has been consistently unsucces-
sful in meeting his own relatively modest deficit targets
year after year.

Even less easy has been the government’s task of
convincing Canadians that it has finally achieved the
kind of fiscal sanity for which it was elected or for which
it claims to have been elected in 1984. Suddenly, if
belatedly, the public at large has become seized with the
magnitude of Canada’s debt problem. It will be a major if
not the major issue in the forthcoming federal election
with party leaders as well as provincial premiers vying
with each other to assure the Canadian people that they
know best how to tame the debt and the deficit. Instead
of competing in spending promises as was the case in
past decades, instead of promising the Canadian people

more and more, the leaders of tomorrow will be compet-
ing in reduction promises.

The government’s credibility problem is rooted in the
fact that it is once again relying on exceptionally san-
guine economic forecasts to mask a debt and deficit
problem which it appears again powerless to resolve.

As outlined in the recent budget the government is
basically assuming that Canadian output will rapidly
build momentum during 1993 underpinned by solid
export gains and further interest rate reductions.

® (1930)

During this period it is suggested that sustained
economic growth of nearly 4.5 per cent will coincide with
inflation at about 1.5 per cent. That would be a truly
remarkable performance, not just in relation to our
major economic partners, but in relation to Canada’s
more pedestrian record over the last decade.

Short-term interest rates will remain around 5 per
cent, a mere 70 basis points above the U.S. levels.
Long-term government bond yields will drop to 6 per
cent and stay there. A combination of export led growth,
low real interest rates and continuing low inflation will
allegedly be sufficient to move the deficit below its $35
billion high water mark.

Never has the government’s perennial tendency to use
optimistic assumptions to generate longer term fiscal
dividends been more evident than in its 1994-98 projec-
tions. A more cautious and realistic forecast would yield
much less favourable fiscal results.

For example, the deficit could be stuck around $30
billion in a world of 3 per cent growth with modestly
higher interest rates. Without revenue increases arising
out of significant growth and low inflationary pressures,
the proposed freeze on inflation adjusted spending will
likely prove inadequate to address the government’s
serious fiscal imbalance. A multi-year freeze on actual
program spending is needed to ensure that the official
deficit forecast is realized.

The weakness of the government’s approach to the
debt and deficit problem over the last nine years is really
twofold. First, in seeking to balance its escalating bud-
gets, the government essentially opted for what it be-
lieved was the politically more expedient route of tax
increases rather than spending reductions.
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Since 1984, Canadian taxpayers have been subjected
to no less than 38 separate tax increases, including the
GST, amounting to almost $1,900 per household. Having
once enjoyed, along with such countries as the United
States and Japan,, one of the lowest per caput tax rates
of OECD members, Canadians now have the dubious
distinction of being among the most overtaxed people
in the industrialized world.

The government’s repeated boast that excepting inter-
est payments on the debt, as if you could leave that aside,
it has finally achieved an operating surplus is technically
true. But it is one which has been bought at the expense
of a crushing tax burden on Canadians. In an era when
international competitiveness depends so much upon
raising the levels of domestic savings and investment, the
central thrust of the Conservative economic policy has
been to tax increasingly the earnings of Canadians rather
than promoting investment.

We have in these past years reached the point where
tax-based solutions are no longer a realistic policy option
both economically and politically for any future Cana-
dian government. As the deputy minister of finance said
only yesterday, if personal income taxes are raised much
higher, the government risks driving Canadians “off-
shore or out of the formal economy”.

Although it is true that the government has refrained
from new tax increases over the past year, largely
because it has left itself without any real choice in this
matter, total tax revenues will stay close to 18 per cent of
our gross domestic product for the foreseeable future.
That is nearly two percentage points above the levels
prevailing during the economic boom of the mid-1980s.

* (1935)

Moreover, provinces such as Ontario, British Colum-
bia, Saskatchewan and Newfoundland have taken advan-
tage of the lull to boost aggressively their own tax
demands.

In following this path of least resistance the govern-
ment did not counter inflation at its root, the stated
objective of its economic policy. Rather, it fuelled it by its
own excessive spending and by its all too frequent tax
increases.

It was left to the Bank of Canada to attempt to combat
inflation with the single tool, or I should say sledge-ham-
mer available to it: high interest rates. This in turn

Supply

helped to place Canada in a vicious circle of higher debt
service charges as interest rates went up, higher deficits,
higher taxes, higher inflationary pressures and deeper
recession.

Perhaps the most worrisome effect of this vicious circle
that the government created for itself is the rapid
escalation in Canada’s foreign indebtedness which now
stands at over $200 billion.

As Canada’s foreign borrowing has ballooned, Cana-
da’s deficit on current transactions with the rest of the
world exports, imports, cross-border flows of investment
has grown to 4.2 per cent of our gross domestic product.
This is a level which is unsustainably high.

To illustrate this point let me underline that from 1985
to 1992 net payments of interest and dividends on our
foreign debt increased by 74 per cent compared to a 43
per cent increase in our nominal gross domestic product.
It is obvious that sort of increase in our foreign indebted-
ness cannot continue indefinitely.

There is of course nothing right or wrong a priori with
foreign borrowing. What matters is why we borrow and
what we do with the money we borrow. For instance, we
may want to borrow because we see profitable invest-
ment opportunities that can procure for us a return in
excess of the interest to be paid on the borrowed money.
In such a case, incurring a current account deficit is then
simply sound economics.

That is precisely what frequently happened in Canada
in the 19th and early 20th centuries. Arguably it also
underpinned investment booms and natural resources in
the 1950s and 1970s and to a lesser extent, the public
investment boom of the 1960s.

Despite relatively high levels of debt during those
periods Canada’s economy still performed well when it
came to job creation and growth. Largely that was
because the debt was amassed for productive investment
in building highways, mines and pipelines. We and the
foreigners recognized the extraordinary investment op-
portunities of the times in physical and human capital.
Foreign borrowing was probably the best decision to
make in those circumstances.

Foreign deficits can also reflect shortages of domestic
savings that send the country borrowing abroad even if
domestic investment is not so buoyant by past standards.
Borrowing then serves to maintain consumption at high
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levels relative to our own income. As the saying goes, we
are then in danger of living beyond our means.

It seems probable that the current account deficit
explosion of 1985 to 1992 is in the latter category. Unlike
investment booms of the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s the spurt
of domestic investment of the last five years was much
less intense. Two-thirds of it was in housing as opposed
to productive plants, equipment and structures.

Most important, over-all domestic investment has
experienced a long-term decline. The late 1980s invest-
ment peak is about the same magnitude as the early
1970s investment trough. National savings are even more
depressed. At 15 per cent of gross national product in
1992 they stood at the lowest point since the Great
Depression.

* (1940)

Part of the problem is with the recession induced
collapse of corporate and government saving. Even the
1989 savings peak at 20 per cent of our gross national
product was at a historically low level comparing unfa-
vourably with the 24 per cent average rate of saving of
the early 1970s. The savings decline like the investment
decline is a long-term not a short-term phenomenon.

It should be noted that all of this also carries a
significant financial market risk as well. Lower interest
rates are part of the official solution to the deficit
problem. If federal and provincial governments show no
sign of decreasing their demand for offshore borrowing,
unfortunately international investors already sensitized
to exchange rate risks because of last year’s extraordi-
nary turbulence in currency markets, are likely to view
the absence of meaningful fiscal improvements as adding
to concerns over the credit quality of domestic securities.
This raises the risk premium on such investments and
limits the potential for durable interest rate relief.

The second weakness of the government’s approach to
Canada’s debt problem is really the first writ large. If the
government has found it politically difficult to reduce
spending over the last nine years, it is largely because it
has failed to develop a comprehensive plan for restruc-
turing and redefining the way in which government
operates in this country.

After all, this issue concerns more than some abstract
figures termed “the national debt”. It is about the size,

the role and the efficiency of government, a sector
which, as many competitive experts all too easily over-
look, now accounts for no less than 50 per cent of
Canada’s gross domestic product. It is about the alloca-
tion of resources in a way which promotes productive
investment and physical and human capital rather than
the kind of spiralling consumption we have witnessed in
Canada over the last decade.

Instead of devising ways in which government might
work better and smarter, to borrow from the Clinton
lexicon, the Conservatives chose to leave the old struc-
tures and programs in place while attempting to cut and
trim around the edges. The fact that the deficit remains
stuck at $35 billion after nine years of such trimming
underscores the real limits to this approach.

The first priority in tackling the debt crisis should have
been to attempt to engineer a national solution to what
is manifestly a national problem. Without real and
binding co-ordination between Ottawa and the prov-
inces, there was simply too much scope for unproductive
shifting of spending among governments or for wasteful
duplication of activities and conflicting policies.

The Conservative government offered up instead a
unilateral reduction in provincial transfer payments,
accompanied by pious admonitions that the provinces
should follow Ottawa’s lead in getting their fiscal houses
in order. Faced by a sudden shortfall in revenues the
provinces predictably reacted by ratcheting up their own
deficits and occupying any tax room vacated by the
federal government.

Another obvious target for reform was the bewildering
and overlapping web of individual transfers and tax
exemptions which has passed for a comprehensive social
safety net for the last three decades. Even those aspects
of our social security system that are more targeted have
tended to evolve as ad hoc political and social expedients.
It has been an accumulation over time of responses to
special demands and not a co-ordinated approach to
human resource development.

The present system of tax deductions and exemptions,
for example, has often proven to be a less than successful
means of targeting social assistance, if only because
benefits tend to rise with the increase in income, often
turning such provisions into tax shelters and loopholes.
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Nor was the existing collection of selected transfers
designed with considerations of efficiency in mind. On
the one hand most social welfare programs incorporate
few incentives to work. On the other hand they deny
income support to one group in society particularly
deserving of help but largely overlooked by the present
system: the working poor.

® (1945)

Increasingly, Canada is funnelling scarce resources
into a social security system which is not just obsolescent,
but to a degree unsustainable. The point here is that we
need to restructure fundamentally the way in which
social services are delivered, possibly along the lines of a
negative income tax.

The government’s economic fiscal and monetary poli-
cies of the past years have left Canada in a situation that
is increasingly difficult. With interest rates higher than
economic growth rates and the Canadian economy
recovering, even while overseas economies remain in a
slump, it seems unlikely that the normal growth rates
and cycles in the economy will solve this problem.

The challenge will be there for the next Government
of Canada.

Mr. John Manley (Ottawa South): Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague for his address this
evening. Tonight’s ultimate votes go to the centre of
parliamentary democracy. This is when we vote on
supply for the government.

I have been doing a little study of the supply that was
granted by Parliament over the votes of the opposition in
a previous fiscal year. In fact I recently received some
information by way of the Order Paper which I would
like to give to my colleague. He may have some com-
ment on it.

In April 1992 I asked what the cost was of the public
opinion polls that had been commissioned by the govern-
ment opposite for the year 1991-92 and what the purpose
was of those polls. The government spent over $5 million
on frivolous public opinion polling.

Supply

I would just like my colleague to be aware of what
some of the ridiculous expenditures were from a govern-
ment that goes around the country spewing forth propa-
ganda about fiscal responsibility and how it wants to take
care of the taxpayers’ money.

The government spent, for example, $140,000 evaluat-
ing a special income assistance program by way of public
opinion poll through Agriculture Canada. It spent
$200,000 checking out the attitudes and perceptions of
farmers concerning federal agricultural policies and
issues facing the industry by way of public opinion poll.

It conducted a poll to find out whether or not people
in Atlantic Canada know about the Atlantic Canada
Opportunities Agency. It had money for that in these
tough, tough times.

Let us see what else we have in here. Immigration
Canada spent $452,427 trying to find out what Canadians
thought about various immigration issues.

I suggest to the government that it might want to
consider having the odd election more frequently. It
would soon find out what Canadians thought about it and
its policies.

Out of Energy, Mines and Resources the government
spent $15,000. What for? To test new R-2000 logos. That
is just a little bit below the minimum wage for a year for
some people living in Canada.

This is the kind of thing this government, which is
seeking our support for its spending estimates, has found
time to do. I have only gone through a few pages of a
very long report.

I know there are other questions and comments so I
would like to give my colleague from Etobicoke North
the opportunity to comment on the fiscal prudence of
public opinion polling on an enormous scale by the
government opposite.

Mr. MacLaren: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member draws
our attention to a significant problem in the way in which
this government has engaged in profligate spending
during its eight or nine years in office. The example he
has cited is only one of many that could be pointed to
with regard to the excessive use by government of
outside consultants, and in this case public opinion
pollsters.
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The instances he has brought to us this evening raise
two fundamental questions. One is the desirability of any
government engaging in such widespread and basically
irresponsible public polling and having followed that
extravagant route, not sharing with the taxpayer the
results of its polling which the taxpayer has paid for.

The basic problem is whether this sort of extravagance
can be justified in any way. Quite clearly it is one of the
instances that the Auditor General should examine.
Such instances should be a matter for concern on the
part of all taxpayers as we consider the ways we govern
ourselves.

I can hardly believe there are any Canadians who
would think their taxes should be spent in the way the
hon. member from Ottawa has just described. I welcome
his taking the occasion this evening to draw our attention
to this sort of irresponsible extravagance that has marked
the whole term of office of the present government.

[Translation)

Mr. Nic Leblanc (Longueuil): Mr. Speaker, I listened
earlier to the hon. member for Etobicoke North who
made a nice speech on what the government did wrong
which lead to the current deficit and government ineffi-
ciency. I want to point out to my Liberal colleague that
his own party was in charge of managing the affairs of the
nation for many years, from 1972 to 1984, and that during
this period the Liberal government spent more than it
could afford to. Today we know very well the main cause
of this situation. It is the centralizing Liberal government
which generated those terrible deficits by creating a
climate of confrontation between the provinces and the
federal government.

The Conservative government made the same mis-
take. Last year, for the first time in the history of
Canada, a department of education was set up, in spite of
the fact that education is a provincial matter. Duplica-
tion of management activities between the provinces and
the federal costs over $10 billion a year.

The Liberal member who wants us to believe that
there are ways of improving the administration of this
system while at the same time maintaining a climate of
confrontation between the federal government and the

provinces would only perpetuate what the Conservatives
do and what the Liberal government did before.

I wonder if the hon. member will ever learn that the
only way to succeed, to steer Canada away from bank-
ruptcy, assuming it is not already too late, is to
decentralize. Only then will we be able to reduce
expenditures and make all these operations more effi-
cient. What do the hon. member and the Liberal Party
propose to improve the economic situation of the coun-

try?
[English]

Mr. MacLaren: Mr. Speaker, I do not know whether
my friend who has just asked me the question wishes to
engage in a pot calling the kettle black type of conversa-
tion. He was a Conservative for some years and presum-
ably in that role endorsed the extravagant spending
practices of the present government.

* (1955)

I think it is idle to spend a lot of time addressing the
question of what one government or another did in some
years past. What we are debating tonight is the govern-
ment’s supply measures. We are addressing the practices
of this government over recent years.

If the member wishes to speak of centralization or
decentralization I think that he is posing the problem in
the wrong terms. Surely he or any Canadian taxpayer
would want to see the elimination of duplication and
interprovincial barriers to the free movement within our
own country of goods, services, people and capital. I do
not think it is beyond the wit of the government of the
day or indeed of parliamentarians to eradicate the
myriad of ways in which we engage in extravagant
duplication between two and indeed three levels of
government. If we seriously addressed the question of
interprovincial trade barriers we would make real prog-
ress in the reduction of excessive government spending.

Mr. Pat Sobeski (Cambridge): Mr. Speaker, it is
unfortunate that the questions were long because the
member for Etobicoke North talks about the past and I
wanted to ask him a question. I will put it on the record
and I am sure he will respond.

For every $3 in spending cuts in Bill Clinton’s budget
there is an increase of $1 in tax, while the budget of the
last finance minister gave no tax increase and then cut
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spending. I was curious to see how the member for
Etobicoke North would have responded to that.

I really admire the member for Ottawa South but I
cannot go back to 1984 because neither he nor I were
here to talk about past records. He brought forward
some numbers and I am sure if I were to go back to the
1968 to 1984 period I would easily find similar examples
of probably even greater extravagance.

Between 1979 and 1984 government spending by the
Liberals increased by 13.8 per cent. We were also into
high inflationary times and the inflation rate was 8.6 per
cent, so during that period the Liberals managed to
spend at a rate of over 5 per cent of the rate of inflation.

Meanwhile between 1984 and 1992 there were controls
on spending by this government. During that period the
inflation rate averaged 4.4 per cent and yet program
spending increased by only 3.7 per cent or less than the
rate of inflation. All the provincial budgets increased
their spending by 7.2 per cent against an inflation rate
average of 4.4 per cent, so their spending was 3 per cent
above the rate of inflation. Everything has to be mea-
sured against a norm and the rate of inflation is a good
way to do it.

Since coming to office this government has taken solid
action to reduce government spending because the time
has come for governments to start living within their
means. Major house cleaning was required and this
government had the courage to do it.

The government has turned a large operating deficit—
and that is the difference between revenues and spend-
ing on programs of the early eighties—into a substantive
operating surplus. What does that mean? In 1984 the
government was bringing in $71 billion in revenue but it
was spending $87 billion on program spending. Then it
had to pay $22 billion on the interest so we were running
a $16 billion deficit just on services. Imagine bringing in
$71 and spending $87. A household cannot exist like that
but the Liberal government had the capacity then to
borrow and so it borrowed the $16, paid $22 interest and
then we ended up with a $38 billion deficit.

Supply
(2000 )

Today government revenues are $120 billion. Leader-
ship candidates of this party are saying if we cannot live
with $120 billion we can reallocate and get our priorities
right. They are saying that is enough for a government to
exist on. But our program spending is only $115 billion,
so now we are running a surplus. Members are quite
correct that the total debt has increased and the carrying
charge on the interest is some $40 billion today. That
results in the $34 or $35 billion deficit that we have heard
talked about today.

How do we try to compare those types of numbers?
The period of 1969-70 is significant in Canadian history
because it was the last time the federal government
balanced its budget. As a percentage of gross domestic
product 14.7 per cent was spent by the government on
program spending. By 1984-85 it had risen to 19.5 per
cent of GDP. Of course GDP is like family income
because it is the income of the nation. Spending rose by
almost 5 per cent but the government revenues did not
so the result was an imbalance.

This government has taken spending from 5 per cent
better than the rate of inflation to almost 1 per cent
below the rate of inflation and now in 1991-92 program
spending represents only 16.7 per cent of GDP. With that
trend we are getting back to the stage as in the late fifties
and sixties when governments got their spending down to
14 per cent of GDP. That is the direction this country has
to move in and we are moving in that direction.

There have been spending controls. The member
opposite for Ottawa South was a member with me on the
finance committee when we were putting through a
piece of legislation on spending controls. The hon.
member and I in the finance committee travelled to
Washington to review the Gramm-Rudman recommen-
dations to control the American budget. There was the
belief in Canada that the Americans were tremendously
successful in containing their deficit. We went down and
talked to the people in Congress and their support staff
and clearly the Gramm-Rudman report was a failure.

It was a failure for two reasons. They tried to establish
a target on spending and I think the projections were low
on spending. They also projected targets for revenue and
I think they were optimistic. The Americans wanted to
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reduce their deficit to zero with that difference and they
had to keep moving the targets. It just did not work
because again they over-estimated revenue and under-
estimated their expenses.

We came back from the U.S. with the recommenda-
tions because I have learned to listen. Occasionally
members opposite do have good suggestions and the
member for Ottawa South recognized it was a good
suggestion. He gave some advice that the Tories on the
committee accepted, just as I am sure the Minister of the
Environment is listening carefully to backbenchers like
myself as he projects to keep spending within the $120
billion envelope he has promised. We will see that
transform over the next five years. I know I will be here
for that.

® (2005)
An hon. member: Over the next four years.

Mr. Sobeski: Over the term of the government. I know
the member for Ottawa South will be in Ottawa. Wheth-
er he will be sitting in the House remains to be seen.

We put a control on spending, a 3 per cent cap. We had
good debate and we came up with a piece of legislation.
When the current finance minister was looking at the
budget to put controls on spending—and the member
opposite might correct me if I am wrong—I believe our
inflation rate was hovering around the 3 per cent to 4 per
cent rate.

Inflation is now down to 1.5 per cent from 2 per cent.
Therefore it was logical for the finance minister to say:
“If inflation is down to 1.5 per cent, let’s bring down the
spending control caps to 1.5 per cent or 1.7 per cent”.
That simple action of cutting spending over five years by
1.3 per cent was accompanied by good fiscal manage-
ment, prudence and a finance minister who said no when
backbenchers or members opposite came forward and
said to spend money. When the finance minister says no
it represents a future savings of $7.5 billion which then
carries forward each year into other budgets. I think that
is significant.

For the benefit of most people out there, the Spending
Control Act is not the sacrificial lamb. It is not the
$15,000 study that the member for Ottawa South pointed
out. There are sacrificial lambs people would like to see
cut but the real savings are built upon policies like the
Spending Control Act.

We have also reduced programs in the area of defence
spending. There were reductions in the December eco-
nomic statement and the April 1993 budget that alone
total $5.9 billion over five years. This is in addition to the
cuts made in successive budgets since 1989. The cumula-
tive effect of the cuts from 1989 to 1997 will be about $14
billion. What it means for DND is that it has to start
establishing priorities, putting its priorities in order. The
government feels it is enough money to do the job. It just
has to establish its priorities.

The funding for the green plan originally was $3 billion
over five years. Again because programs have to be
reduced and all departments have to share their portion
of the burden, it has now been spread over six years
instead of five.

We have had changes to the unemployment insurance
where the average benefit was frozen in the 1992
economic statement and in the 1993 budget. That will
save employees and employers contributing to the UI
fund some $4.5 billion over the next five years. There
have also been changes to permit eligibility. This is the
voluntary quitters program that has been referred to.
Again that will save over five years $2.7 billion from the
premiums employees and employers have to pay into the
unemployment insurance fund.

We have also seen cuts to grants and contributions.
For example, grants to businesses and special interest
groups were mentioned in the 1993 budget. Grants to
most organizations and interest groups will be cut by 10
per cent in 1993 and 1994. They will be cut by a further 15
per cent in 1995 and by 20 per cent a year thereafter.
Business and interest groups and individuals have also
seen their grants cut up by $75 million in the past year
and $125 million this year.

* (2010)

The hon. member for Mount Royal asks whether it
gives one great pleasure to do this. No, it does not. There
is no great pleasure in going to the taxpayers of Ottawa
South and asking if they want $125 million in taxes to be
used to pay for programs the member for Mount Royal
wants. It is painful to do that. That is all taxes are; it is
moving it from one taxpayer’s pocket over to another
taxpayer’s pocket. The allocation that takes place is the
difficult part.
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I admire the member for Mount Royal for her
consistency. When I say there were cuts to cultural
subsidies she is well aware of them. Research Council
grants have been cut. I give her credit; she is always
pointing out to the government the importance of these
sectors. I admire her for her consistency and I appreci-
ate it. Certainly I witnessed it during the NAFTA debate
when we saw many changes to the Copyright Act and
the Patents Act. She made a tremendous contribution.
The people in the cultural industry and probably even
the bureaucrats in the federal department appreciate it.
I digress.

We have also seen programs eliminated. The petro-
leum incentive program of 1986-1987 resulted in savings
of $1 billion a year. We have seen cost recovery mea-
sures. Governments provide services and it was deemed
that if a service were provided to somebody or a licence
issued then there should be a fee for recovery. We are
seeing the fees for visitor visas and other immigration
services increased. This will bring an extra $100 million
into the Treasury each year. It is just paying for the cost
of providing the service.

We are seeing better management of Canada student
loans. Because of the high default rate the government is
now collecting money from delinquent student loans,
which is recovering over $40 million a year from the $1
billion that students owe.

We are seeing management improvements with, for
example, the direct deposit of Public Service pay and
pension cheques. Although very small it represents a
savings of almost $1 million a year just by doing some-
thing simple like direct deposit.

We have seen profit making Crown corporations being
asked to return more to their shareholder, the govern-
ment. In 1990-1991, for example, we saw $150 million
returned.

We have seen the inflation allowances for departmen-
tal capital and operating budgets being limited. This will
result in savings of $1 billion between now and
1994-1995.

We have seen privatizations. We have seen the shares
of Air Canada being sold to the public. That brought
$707 million to the Treasury. We have seen the sale of 30
per cent of Petro-Canada, Teleglobe Canada, Canada
Air, de Havilland, CNCP Telecommunications and CN
Hotels. The list goes on.

Supply

We have seen the budget for CMHC social housing
frozen. We have seen CBC frozen. We have seen VIA
Rail subsidies reduced. We have seen caps on transfers
to the provinces. Yet in the last budget the finance
minister did not reduce the transfers to provinces.

I have tried to demonstrate quickly in the limited time
available what the government has done. I thank you,
Mr. Speaker, for listening very patiently during my
20-minute presentation.

(2015)

Mr. John Manley (Ottawa South): Mr. Speaker, I
listened with a great deal of interest to my friend from
Cambridge. He was quite right in saying that we worked
together on the finance committee when we reviewed
the spending control legislation.

He failed to mention that the unanimous report that
the finance committee prepared on that was in large part
rejected by the government. It was not followed. We,
members from all parties, made recommendations that
would have tightened the Spending Control Act but they
were ignored.

I would like to take him back to the answer that I
received from the government a while ago on my Order
Paper question concerning the fiscal year 1991-92. I
asked: “What was the total cost of all public opinion
polls conducted or commissioned by any department?
What was the purpose of each?”

The member made one reference to the fact that I was
talking about amounts of $15,000. Indeed I did refer to
one for $15,000 to test the R-2000 logo. I do not know
about the member for Cambridge but my parents always
taught me that if we look after the pennies the dollars
will look after themselves.

I have a stack of paper that I received from the
Government of Canada about public opinion polling and
I am disgusted by it. I want to ask the member why we
have to go through nine years of Tory government awash
in rhetoric about cutting the deficit when this kind of
thing is still going on in 1991-92.

Let me give a few further examples. The Minister of
External Affairs spent $159,751 for two public opinion
surveys. This is a 1991 update on Canadian public
opinion on foreign policy and international relations.

Then there is the Minister of Finance. This one is nice
and succinct. He is the one who goes around preaching
to us about the deficit. He spent $226,800. Why? The
survey was to assess public awareness on fiscal and
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economic issues and economic attitudes and opinions
before and after the budget. That is from the Minister of
Finance who was talking to us about tightening our belts.

What did the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and the
Minister for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency,
the former Minister of Finance, spend? He spent
$204,985 in that year. He wanted an environmental
omnibus survey on fish and seafood consumption. This is
a report including one customs survey, a survey of public
opinion with regard to seals and sealing, cost and income
surveys of fishermen and data surveys of commercial
fishing licences on both coasts.

I have more. They just keep going and going. I am sure
the member for Cambridge is anxious to get on his feet
and distance himself from a government that would
waste taxpayers’ money, the hard-earned money of
people in his constituency and mine, on frivolous pur-
suits like these.

Mr. Sobeski: Mr. Speaker, I will make three points.

One of the things we learned during this Parliament
was the desire of Canadians to be consulted. When we
have a country that has 27 million people and is 4,000
miles long a government cannot be criticized for consult-
ing.

As usual the hon. member brings out a long list. That
last one works out to one-third of one cent per Canadian
to study the attitudes with regard to the fisheries
business and get information on it. If the hon. member is
suggesting that Canadians do not want to spend less than
one cent per Canadian to improve the fishing industry I
do not know where he is coming from.

My final point is that he has a report before him. I was
wondering whether there was an appendix attached
which would explain the cost to the taxpayers of his
request to dig up all this frivolous information.

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Mr. Speaker, I rise to make a brief comment and
ask a question of the member about a very important
program that this government is now endangering.

*(2020)

I am referring to the Forest Resources Development
Agreements with the provinces. The April 26 budget of
the Minister of Finance said that this government is now
shelving those agreements between the federal govern-
ment and the provinces, which have done wonders in
terms of reforestation, silvicultural work and research
into forest concerns, and it is also doing so in the mining
sector and in a number of other areas.

I have two brief comments with regard to the Forest
Resources Development Agreements. My information
on this does not come from any of the letters I have
written. It comes from the government’s estimates. The
budget of the Minister of Finance talks about how it
intends to do away with these agreements because they
are generally in areas of provincial jurisdiction.

Yet I would like to refer the member to the estimates
for Forestry Canada for 1992-93. It says the very opposite
on page 54, that most of these agreements have now
been funded in areas of exclusive federal jurisdiction, in
research, wood lots and other areas. It is particularly
disappointing to the people in constituencies across the
country and those resource dependent communities,
over 300 of them are dependent on the forest industry
alone, that the message from this government is that it
does not care about forestry.

Does the member think that this decision by the
government, which is in the estimates, is a prelude to
eliminating the Department of Forestry?

Mr. Sobeski: Mr. Speaker, I cannot answer that ques-
tion. The hon. member knows that in the Charlottetown
accord a part referred to the six sisters. It talked about
returning housing and forestry to provincial jurisdiction.
However I cannot speak with any knowledge as to what
would happen.

The member raises a very valid point. I do not dispute
the numbers that he has put on the record at all because
he did carefully read from the budget. I found it
interesting that after the budget the finance minister was
criticized because he did not cut deep enough.

After the budget there are always a number of
receptions that take place. I went to one where I was
greeted by a group of businessmen, eight or nine strong,
who stood as a group and criticized the government.
They asked: “Why did you not cut deeper?”’ When I
broke away from that group and stood by myself some-
one from the mining industry came over to me. The
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mining ERDA grants were cut the same as forestry. Tam
not sure to what extent but they were both cut back.

Mr. Gardiner: When they expire.

Mr. Sobeski: When they expire, as the hon. member
says. I was now one on one with this individual from the
mining industry. He was part of the group that was
condemning this government for not cutting deep
enough but when it was one on one he asked: “Why are
you picking on my industry?” That is the difficulty the
finance minister has. We have to take a look at a wide
range of programs and establish our priority. In this case,
the mining sector and the forestry sector were cut back.

There are always cutbacks. One of my favourite groups
was the Economic Council of Canada which suffered the
same fate in a previous budget. These are worthwhile
organizations. There are grants that are very effective
for industries but when it comes time to cut back the cuts
do hurt. That is the best that I can respond to the
member’s question.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): We switched
speakers because the hon. member for Etobicoke North
had an engagement that he had to attend. The hon.
member for Cambridge allowed him his time. Therefore
the hon. member for Cambridge was next and now we
must get back to the routine again. Therefore I will go to
the hon. member for Hochelaga—Maisonneuve and
then I will go to the hon. member for Mount Royal on
debate. The hon. member for Hochelaga—Maison-
neuve.

e (2025)

[Zranslation]

Mr. Allan Koury (Hochelaga—Maisonneuve): Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate this opportunity to participate in
this debate on the estimates.

Based on this year’s budget, total expenditures should
rise by only 1.5 per cent, a tiny increase, which goes to
show how much attention is paid to the two major
challenges facing the people of Canada and their govern-
ment. More than ever, considering the size of our debt
and the ever increasing debt service charges we have to
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pay, the people of Canada are expecting their govern-
ment to keep spending under control.

It was with that in mind that the Spending Control Act
received royal assent in 1992. This Act provides for
expenditure ceilings which will ensure that between
1991-92 and 1995-96, program expenditures will not
exceed the levels projected in the 1991 budget, except in
specific circumstances. It also allows these ceilings to be
adjusted downwards yearly. I can assure you, Mr. Speak-
er, that the expenditure plans contained in this these
estimates are well under those required by law.

During that five-year period in an all-out effort to
reduce the deficit by $30 billion, $7.5 billion in savings
are planned just in government spending.

To achieve this while at the same time providing
Canadians with the services they have the right to
expect, the government will continue to streamline its
operations to reduce its operating costs while improving
its efficiency. That is why certain functions have been
eliminated and certain service points closed. For in-
stance, External Affairs will be closing down nine mis-
sions, including three embassies, while the number of
immigration centres will be brought down from 64 to 51,
22 of which will be relocated with Canada Employment
Centers.

With the operating budget system in place throughout
the federal Public Service since April 1, 1993 managers
are now invested with greater decision-making authority.
With budgets covering wages, operating expenditures
and minor capital expenditures, managers can chose the
most efficient combination of resources to achieve their
program objectives and meet the needs of their clients.

As indicated in the budget, there will be a $300 billion
cut in operating budgets as well as reserves for contin-
gencies and new initiatives in 1993-94 and further cuts in
1994-95 to reach $1.2 billion in 1997-98. Together with
the wage strategy and the budget cuts instituted in the
December 1992 statement this should allow for total
savings of $1 billion in 1993-94, growing to $2.1 billion by
1997-98, which means that over the course of this
five-year financial framework savings will amount to
over $7.5 billion.
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Needless to say, because of these drastic cuts in
operating budgets the Public Service needs more than
ever to adapt, to innovate and to improve its efficiency.

* (2030)

It can be said today that the Public Service is at the
forefront of new technologies in the field of information,
for example as regards EDI, the electronic data inter-
change, as well as secondary technologies such as bar
codes. EDI is already being used for collecting GST and
source deductions, for electronic filing of GST and
taxpayers returns, as well as to replace documents at
point of entry. Moreover, as early as June 30, thanks to
the Fast track initiative of Supply and Services Canada,
suppliers will be electronically linked to federal depart-
ments and agencies which will help cut costs for the
public sector and its suppliers, as well as improve the
competitiveness of our business sector on world markets.

We are also innovating on other fronts, including the
provision of services. For example, the Public Service has
set up as a pilot project three service centres for
Canadian businesses where business people can readily
get accurate information on services and programs
provided by the main federal departments and agencies.
This is the case with the Edmonton service centre where,
among other things, one can inquire about Supply and
Services’ tender process. In addition to representing 14
federal departments and organizations, as well as some
provincial and municipal services, the Winnipeg centre
also represents several business groups, industries and
university groups. The fact that all these public organiza-
tions get together to provide in a single location the
services required by their clients is the logical and
desirable result of the implementation of the single
window concept.

The single window concept, which was first mentioned
in the 1992 budget, has become the InfoCentre initiative
of the Government of Canada. An infocentre allows
several departments to provide, in one location, informa-
tion, publications, forms, interviews, etc., to clients who
are not necessarily business people. For example, you
can go to an infocentre to have a lost government
cheque replaced. The Cornwall InfoCentre maintains
the infosource index which provides all the available
information on programs offered by federal departments

and agencies. Under the authority of Employment and
Immigration, 129 infocentres already provide services on
behalf of eight departments, including the Department
of National Revenue, Veterans Affairs, Health and
Welfare, and the Treasury Board Secretariat.

The special operating agencies, a concept which dates
back to 1989, also illustrate the efforts of the government
to manage its operations like the private sector. These 12
agencies, soon to be 16, are operational services which,
while remaining within their respective departments,
operate more according to the standards of the private
sector. Many Canadians have already noticed an im-
provement in the service provided by the Passport
Office, which was one of the first special operating
agencies.

In view of such changes, public servants have had to
show great adaptability. I would recall here that they,
like all other Canadians, are participating in the deficit
reduction effort, but that they are brilliantly meeting the
many challenges they face. Thus, for the first time since
the Institute of Public Administration of Canada and
Coopers and Lybrand have awarded the Innovative
Management Prize, the federal Public Service was
among the finalists. The Department of Fisheries and
Oceans, as well as Supply and Services, were chosen for
their innovative ideas and were among the five finalists.

* (2035)

To make the contribution of public servants better
known and to thank them, the government passed a bill
which received royal assent on June 4, 1992 and insti-
tuted National Public Service Week, which will take
place from June 13 to 19 this year. To highlight this event
the government will give its annual awards of excellence
and its annual prizes for employment equity. It will also
be an opportunity for the departments to organize
activities like awards ceremonies, conferences on better
management practices, exhibits in shopping centres and
visits to schools. More than ever, it is important to show
that the Public Service can be proud of its employees.

I will close with these few words: the main estimates
before the House are real evidence of how seriously the
government takes its financial management. Everything
is being done to reduce the cost of running the federal
government and thus to reduce our deficit; also, every-
thing is being done to give Canadians the services they
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demand in the most innovative, creative and economical
way.

Mr. Nic Leblanc (Longueuil): Mr. Speaker, the hon.
member for Hochelaga—Maisonneuve has spent a good
part of his speech explaining that the government has
undertaken with its officials a process which has led him
to believe that the government is actually going to
reduce its spending. He referred to government spend-
ing for previous years and for years to come.

I would like to point out to him that with respect to
spending restraint, if he refers to page 21 of the 1993
budget tabled on April 26, it says the exact opposite:
spending is expected to increase by about $3.6 billion
next year, $3.1 billion the following year and so on for a
total increase of $12.5 billion over the next five years.
That is quite substantial, a $12 billion increase over five
years. The hon. member would want us to believe that
the government is cutting back when in fact its spending
is increasing. All he has to do is read his finance
minister’s budget speech. It is very clear.

When he talks about deficit reduction, what he is
really talking about is an increase in revenue because
government revenue will indeed increase from $122
billion to $163 billion relative to spending. I would like
the hon. member to check what his finance minister said
in his statement to begin with. I for one believe the
Minister of Finance, but apparently the hon. member
does not because he is not even referring to the 1993
budget speech. I would like the hon. member for
Hochelaga—Maisonneuve to tell me at the same time
how he plans to achieve this deficit reduction. He knows
full well as a member from the province of Quebec that
one of the best ways of reducing the deficit is to start by
avoiding duplication.

* (2040)

We know there have been detailed studies on the
subject. The cost of duplication is between $2.5 and $3
billion a year, just because of administrative overlaps
between the federal government and the province of
Quebec. Managers in the Quebec Finance Ministry do
the same as their counterparts in the Department of
Finance in Ottawa. The same applies to managing
economic development and manpower, with managers
doing the same thing at the federal and provincial levels.
It costs between $2.5 and $3 billion a year, just in
administration costs. And let us not forget how ineffi-
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cient all that is. So, my first question is this: does the
hon. member believe what he is saying or what the
finance minister from his own party has put in writing in
his budget?

Mr. Koury: Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Longueuil
says that we did not cut expenditures. If you look
carefully, you will see that you are including previous
deficits. I think you are mistaken when you say that. You
will notice that cuts were made in practically all depart-
ments. You should try and see that. Do not look only at
the documents.

I think you selected certain figures. I can tell you that
Quebec receives about $4 billion more than it sends to
the federal government. So do not tell me that you are
getting short-changed.

As far as duplication is concerned, it is normal to have
a federal finance minister because he oversees what is
done in every provincial finance department across
Canada. There are also other departments that are very
important if we want to be more efficient. Look also at
some of the provincial departments and you will see that
there is no duplication there. I think those departments
are important.

Mr. John Manley (Ottawa-South): Mr. Speaker, I
think the hon. member from Hochelaga would agree
with me that the real waste in Quebec is all the money
spent by the Bloc Quebecois to seek political indepen-
dance for Quebecers, when those same Quebecers are
really seeking jobs. That is what I call waste.

I would like to ask a question of the hon. member from
Hochelaga about the Conservative record of fiscal man-
agement. He made a speech on public finances and, as I
said earlier, I requested some pretty complete and
complex information about this government’s manage-
ment and I received a lot of data.

I asked for specific information on the cost of opinion
polls ordered by various departments. I will give the
member some examples on which he may want to
comment. The Minister of State responsible for Fitness
and Amateur Sport requested a survey on the Task Force
on Federal Sports Policy. Two contracts were awarded
for a total of $75,000, although the actual amount paid
was a bit less than that. Two other contracts were signed.
The first one at $34,430 was for a telephone survey and
the other one at $14,000 was for a survey of young
athletes.
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The list goes on. Polls were made for Forestry.
Another one made for Indian Affairs cost $150,974, and
so on. Earlier, the hon. member for Cambridge said that
these expenditures were not important, because they are
not very substantial. For my constituents and maybe
those in Hochelaga, those amounts are not so insignifi-
cant. They are in fact quite extraordinary since the
Minister of Finance keeps saying that we have to cut the
deficit.

I would like to hear what the hon. member has to say
about that.

Mr. Koury: Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to be able
to answer my colleague’s question. I believe in consulta-
tion across Canada. People told us that we did business
without consulting them; well, now we do business after
having consulted them. I think that is quite important. It
costs less to consult that way than to go door to door and
to have groups travel from one end of the country to the
other.

It is quite important to ensure that people make their
views known. The only way is to spend a few cents and
not dollars as you say. It adds up to dollars, but if you
take the total picture, instead of spending millions and
hundreds of millions of dollars for crossing the country
by plane to consult one and all, it is much better to
consult as we are now doing; it costs less and the people
are consulted. I sincerely believe that it is an appropriate
and important way to do so.

[English]

Mrs. Sheila Finestone (Mount Royal): Mr. Speaker, I
rise to take a look on behalf of my constituents in Mount
Royal from the towns of Cote St. Luc, Hampstead,
Mount Royal and the areas of Snowdon and Cote des
Neiges to kind of examine with their eyes the estimates
that the government has tabled, the vote on the supply to
government and what it implies for them.

I certainly would like to share with the people of this
House and the population at large some concerns I have
about the cultural sector because it is an important

industry. It has important revenue potential. I think that
its vitality whether at the federal level, the provincial
level or the municipal level has a growth potential that is
vital to Canada regardless of language and regardless of
where one lives in this country.

If we look at what the Tory finance minister has done
and what the Tory thinking has been, we have seen them
follow the same destructive path over the past eight and
a half years. The trickle down economic philosophy that
allows for market forces only without some sense of
responsibility for government to enable the direction of
the market forces has been pretty apparent. If one looks
at the fact that we have focused on fighting this supposed
deficit which was created by the poor management for
the most part of this government one wonders about the
manner in which this government has chosen to address
the needs of a society that is in a serious state of
recession, some of it brought on by this government’s
policies.

It should rebuild this country, help people have a sense
of hope, help people face the future with a sense that
someone cares and someone is listening out there.

[Translation)]

The surveys to which my colleague referred, the hon.
member for Hochelaga—Maisonneuve said cost only a
few cents. For me, $5 million is not a few cents, it is an
impressive amount.

® (2050)
[English]

Therefore I would say that protecting our society,
maintaining our culture and respecting the Canadian
historical development are all key and important mat-
ters.

Estimates define the financial format, the financial
face, the thinking of a government. If you look at what
this government has done, it has once again spawned a
budget that desperately tries to achieve zero inflation
and zero deficit. In actual fact the gap is far more serious
and is far from zero. It lacks any kind of respect for
Canadians and how they are facing everyday life for the
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most part. The rich get richer and it quickly impoverishes
most people in our society.

We have had to face, as I have said, the worst recession
since the thirties. We are drowning in a national debt
that is now upward of $490 billion.

From the time of Confederation to 1984 our total debt
was under $200 billion. From 1984 until now, nine years,
it has more than doubled. It is over $450 billion. Who did
it? This government that does not even know how to
manage. It has managed to more than double the
national debt since it came to power.

When I hear about these great Tory managers who
have not been able to do anything other than double the
debt, and certainly have not managed to reduce the
deficit, I would ask, along with the 38 tax increases, how
come all my constituents, and I am sure all theirs too,
want to know where all those tax moneys are going.

We have become the most overtaxed nation in the
industrial world. That is what it states in the OECD. It is
not me speaking. I did not look at those figures. I am
telling you what the figures say and what the internation-
al world is saying. These numbers are real. They have
hard, concrete impact on Canadians and on Canadian
families and to many people who are struggling in my
riding.

I want to know when this government will stop its
stubborn pursuit of zero inflation and start to care about
the unemployed people trying so desperately to find
work in an economy that has been ravaged by enormous
lay-offs in the private and public sector and non-stop
bankruptcies in the small and medium sized business
sector.

The budget is deadly silent on the whole question of
job creation. There are no training programs that have
been implemented for workers, no transition mecha-
nisms from old jobs to new and no training for the 1.5
million unemployed in our country let alone addressing
those 2.6 million Canadians who are on welfare. It is a
disgrace for thousands of Canadians who have to join
them every week.

Unemployment in my riding is staggering and particu-
larly in the visible minority sector and among young
people, people who are fighting discrimination every day,
trying to enter a work force that still shrinks every day
because of this recession.
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What is there in this budget to give them hope except a
wait and see and, as I said, trickle down philosophy? I
would suggest that in the line-ups at the food bank,
which we should be closing not opening and enlarging,
not many of those tummies are going to be filled with the
kinds of policies we have seen from across this floor. Not
too many new homes are going to be built. The waiting
list for social housing gets longer all the time. Those
who are suffering from a disability are also finding it very
difficult.

If this is how we are going to build the program of
prosperity I would hate to think of what is really going to
take place because it is really a program of austerity. For
the millions of unemployed, studies have estimated that
there could be a savings to the government. For every
one million people who are employed we would save $25
million. Therefore, if this government is really serious I
would suggest that it sit down, figure out some kind of a
vision for the future and put people back to work so that
they can get off welfare and unemployment insurance
and demonstrate through their will to work that they can
make this economy grow. That is how to make this
economy grow and how to make the wheel turn.

This Conservative government came to power but-
tressed by a single message: less government.

You do not have to write him his questions. Believe me
he has been in this long enough he can write his own
questions. Excuse me, Mr. Speaker, I could not help but
note the sort of crib note that is being written over there.

 (2055)

Little did Canadians know that less government meant
less for themselves. Due to the inaction of the Tories the
indelible impression that is imprinted on the minds of
Canadians is that government is not working for them. I
can say nothing is truer than that.

The government has no comprehensive plan that aims
to encourage investment in research and development,
no long-term strategy designed to create jobs, no blue-
print which proposes to revive the economy in an equal
way.

The Liberal Party has some very good plans and I
suggest that they could be very helpful in putting people
back to work. We shared them with this government. We
have offered all kinds of help to this government but this
government is not willing to put Canadian people back to
work and that is a shame.
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Rather than concentrate on the measures that would
help improve the economy from infrastructure through
youth programs these Tories have cut funding to social
housing. They have cut out so many things it is a
disgrace.

As a matter of fact while waiting for my turn to speak
this evening I was looking through a book called How
Ottawa Spends, published in the interest of a more
democratic Canada. The edition comes out every year.
This is the 1993-94 copy. These are not my facts and
figures; they come from there. They are quoted also by
The Toronto Star. They point out that the Tory govern-
ment has used the policy of stealth to siphon billions of
dollars from the country’s social programs with minimal
political costs. For that I would say they are rather
shrewd: how to write pretty packages but do not look to
the contents because they are weak or empty.

The program spending has been constrained, frozen,
or reduced in social housing, legal aid, unemployment
insurance, health care, social insurance, and post-secon-
dary education among other areas. This is what these
authors have said. They say the Mulroney Conservatives
have fundamentally changed some foundations of mod-
ern social policy in Canada, terminating the family
allowance program, abolishing the universality of the
Old Age Security plan and ending federal contributions
to the unemployment insurance scheme. I am quoting
from Michael Print, James Rice and Ken Battle.

The result has been damaging to the social safety net
and weakening to the bonds of nationhood. I think we
are going to pay very seriously for these very short-
sighted measures.

Somewhere by the way amidst this muddle of tax
controls and empty promises we have lost track of the
cultural and social institutions that have come to identify
us as Canadians. What else would really identify us as
Canadians over time?

I would like to see what the government has done in its
spending estimates and in particular those relating to the
ministry of communications and culture.

I do not want to repeat myself ad nauseam but maybe it
might get through the thinking of this government when
I say that culture is the way we live wherever we live, it is

whatever language we speak, it is how we eat, it is how
we dress, it is how we go to work, it is how we play, it is
how the games are involved, as well as it is the visual
arts, the plastic arts, the music, the dance, the songs, it is
pop culture, modern culture, as well as the traditions
that have come in. It certainly includes an expression of
multiculturalism, the diversity that is this country. In the
French language and in French Quebec there is diversity
as there is in francophonie across Canada, the same way
there is in English, anglophone, and allophones.

The very essence of our national identity and the
bedrock of our national sovereignty and pride is the way
this expression is made. It gives meaning to the lives of
every Canadian. It enriches the country socially, politi-
cally and economically.

I would suggest that the increased globalization and
advanced technologies that are tearing down national
borders, creating what Canadian economist Marshal
McLuhan aptly called the global village, has become a
reality.

The industries that manufacture the messages and
imagery that creates the national and international
cultural atmosphere has grown greatly in size and
breadth and productivity capability over the last 50 years.
New technology, satellites, semi-conductors, microchips,
fibre optics, digitization are driving these industries at a

dizzying pace.

This is industry, like agriculture is industry, like fishing
is industry. Cultural matter is industry. It is big bucks. It
is big money and it could be a big earner in Canada if we
would get our act together and figure the whole thing
out. It is also what helps to identify us in the world.

* (2100)

They are expanding cultural industries, they are merg-
ing, transnationalizing and becoming a significant com-
ponent of the global economy. They have had a more
powerful impact on our children and grandchildren than
either World War I or World War IIL.

We deposited a study today on the implications of
violence on television that demonstrates the pervasive-
ness of this medium and the importance it has in our
lives and the variety of issues that can be addressed
through this medium.
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To meet these challenges we need more than ever
national commitment to cultural development. Without
a commitment the Canada we know and love and are
so proud of will not survive.

Past Liberal governments put a lot of policies into
place which the government then went about systemati-
cally cutting. We put in Canadian content regulations for
radio that are known to have fostered the domestic pop
music industry.

Bill C-58 provided a tax break for business advertising
in Canada so that we developed a magazine industry.
They were instrumental through tax incentives, Cana-
dian content regulations, the creation of the National
Film Board and Telefilm Canada. We have encouraged
through these mechanisms growth of the Canadian film
and television industry.

We have created the Canada Council which has been
desperately crying for more money which they funda-
mentally need if we want to build a base and grow in our
artistic endeavours. They have been the key to nurturing
creative talent in the performing and visual arts.

As a result of these far-sighted initiatives, film mak-
ers, writers, artists, designers, architects, musicians and
performers today are winning international acclaim. Yet
what have we done?

After 35 years of sustained achievement in the arts and
winning all kinds of awards in every field of artistic
endeavour, the majority of our artists have had to survive
on a shoe-string. The Conservatives come in here and
cut, cut, cut. They are drastic cuts. They have been the
deepest in indirect subsidy cuts which were in place for
most of the eighties through such programs as the capital
cost allowance in film and the postal subsidies in publish-
ing.

For example, the GST and postal subsidies cutbacks
have taken away some $200 million in the past year, a far
larger figure than the $19 million publishing program
announced by the Minister of Communications last year.
When the loss of such programs were factored in, the
cuts from 1984 to last year amounted to 24 per cent while
defence spending rose 38 per cent.

A year ago our standing committee talked to and
expressed our real alarm at the evidence that Canadian
investment in these cultural industries had been dimin-
ishing in real terms. We called for a halt to that trend.
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We recognized the potential for growth and identity and
waving the Canadian flag with a sense of pride. We said:
“Increase it S per cent per year”.

What have we done? The April budget continues to
cut and extend all the cuts for an additional three years
to 1997-98. Program cuts of 10 per cent to grants and
contributions for 1993-94 and 1994-95 will remain as
announced in the December economic statement.

However the cuts will be further increased to 15 per
cent and 20 per cent for every year thereafter. This will
result in a total cut of $246 million over the next five
years. I think that is disgraceful.

The budget also hits the CBC, cutting $50 million from
its budget in 1994-95 and $100 million a year for each
year thereafter. Obviously they do not like public broad-
casting.

It is also interesting to note that the government is
making cuts to cultural spending at 10 per cent over the
next two years as compared with an operating cut of 3
per cent for government expenditures. A great example.
The Canadian Conference of the Arts points out that the
government imposes a standard of restraint upon the
cultural sector that it is not even willing to impose on
itself.

I was very distressed to learn recently that the govern-
ment is continuing to ravage Radio-Canada Internation-
al, RCI, which is our international voice to Europe,
South America, the Middle East and Japan. It reaches
about 10 million listeners, including Canadians overseas.
It is a Canadian voice to our people overseas. It is the
link. It is the promotional tool. It is the economic and
social values that are being cut.

* (2105)

RCI which used to be controlled through the Depart-
ment of External Affairs, which at least selected its
languages, has now been transferred. In 1990 its funding
was taken over by External in the amount of $13 million.
It was declared to fall under grants and contributions.
Therefore the RCI budget will be cut by 10 per cent in
1993-94 and 1995. It will be cut 15 per cent by 1995-96
and 20 per cent for every year after that. With an annual
budget of less than $13 million these cuts are going to be
the death of Radio—Canada International.

We are smaller than Holland. We are smaller than
Finland. For goodness sake, do we not have any sense of
pride in reaching the people, such as Canadians who are



20276

COMMONS DEBATES

June 2, 1993

Supply

working overseas and our soldiers who are out there
around this world? No.

The heartless, cold-blooded member has no care
whatsoever about this. We merged Canada Council and
SSHRC. We cut Canada Council which is so important to
the lifeblood, the growth and development of a pool of
talent for Canadians.

By the way, the cost which was not supposed to be very
much to move, renegotiate the lease, change the com-
puter system and negotiate the labour contracts is in
excess of $9.2 million, more than $500,000 annually for
this great saving by putting SSHRC and Canada Council
together. It was a marriage they did not want. They had
undertaken a divorce and now the Tories are forcing this
remarriage. Thank goodness the Senate put in an
amendment that might make some sense. It might force
this government to review a very stupid undertaking.

I will conclude. I have lots more I could say but, Mr.
Speaker, you have told me that this is the end of the line.
It is the end of the line for many of us with this
government. It is the end of the line hopefully as far as
the people of Canada are concerned. We can wave
bye-bye like Madam Denis did to the Prime Minister as
he tried to cut old age security: “Bye-bye, Charlie
Brown”, “Bye-bye meés amis”. That is the end of this
government hopefully and not soon enough.

[Translation)

Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Mr. Speaker, I will
be brief, because there are a few other members with
questions for the hon. member for Mount Royal as well.

First of all, I would like to say to the hon. member for
Mount Royal that the electoral district of Manicouagan,
on the north shore of the St. Lawrence, east of Baie-
Comeau, extends as far as Blanc-Sablon and includes
the towns of Fermont, Schefferville and the Inuit villages
on Ungava Bay. In Manicouagan, we have people who
work in iron ore mines, forestry and fisheries. These are

all people who work day in, day out to earn a living and
pay considerable amounts in taxes to the Government of
Quebec and the federal government. Perhaps the hon.
member for Mount Royal should know more about a
riding like mine where people work very hard to pay
taxes and support the federal government’s programs.

I would like to get back to a remark by the hon.
member for Mount Royal that between 1867 and 1984,
the federal deficit was $200 billion. I would like to ask
her, and I will have another question as well, what the
cumulative deficit was in 1980 and what it was in 1984,
when her party lost the election and we Conservatives
took over. I will give her a chance to answer this question
in a minute.

I would also like to point out that when the Conserva-
tives came to power in 1984 the federal government had
an operating deficit of $16 billion, which means that the
Liberals were borrowing $16 billion every year to pay the
groceries. I may point out that in 1989-90 the federal
government’s operating deficit, the difference between
total revenues from taxes, customs duties and taxes on
corporate profits, and government expenditures, which
was $16 billion in the fall of 1984, at the end of the
1984-85 fiscal year had been replaced by an operating
surplus of about $10 billion in 1989-90. So, between
1984-1985 and 1989-1990, our government has turned
around the government current account from a $16
billion deficit to an operating surplus of over $10 billion
in 1989-1990. The surplus even reached $14 billion and I
can tell you that at the end of the 1992-1993 fiscal year,
even in times of recession, the government current
account still shows a $9 billion surplus, which means that
since 1989-1990 our operating budget has been in the
black not in the red as it was under the Liberals in
1984-1985 when we were swept into power.

e (2110)

I will conclude by putting a second question to the hon.
member for Mount Royal. She should remember that in
1976, 1977 or 1978, some time maybe before she came
here, but surely at least at the time that she came here,
the political party she belongs to and which then formed
the government put in place a price, profit and expense
control policy to try to contain the then galloping
inflation. In the end it did not work. I would like to ask



June 2, 1993

COMMONS DEBATES

20277

her to tell us what kind of policy her government put in
place at that time to control inflation. She and her
colleagues complain about our interest rate policy,
aimed at lowering inflation, but what did her government
do in 1979 to try to fight inflation and control its
increase?

Mrs. Finestone: Mr. Speaker, I will answer. Do not
worry. I took note of the remarks and I can assure him I
will answer in due course.

First of all, I know the member for Manicouagan. You
came to the committee on culture and you came to mess
things up regarding Bill C-62. I remember pretty well
where you are coming from, where your interests are,
and I will never forget what you did either.

But regarding Manicouagan, I can tell you that I have
toured this area and that I know it fairly well. I have a
niece who has been working as a school teacher in
Blanc-Sablon for the last four years. It is beautiful where
you come from. I went fishing there and I enjoyed the
locals. I know a few of the Cree who live there as well as
their chief and a few women.

Regarding your questions on inflation and what we did
beween 1976 and 1978, I can tell you that we created
jobs. You know, jobs, jobs, jobs. It is us, the Liberals, who
created the jobs. Not only did we create jobs, but go and
ask ordinary Canadians if they had a better life in the
sixties and the seventies than now. Did they keep more
money in their pocket than they do know?

I must tell you that they felt much better then, even
during the recession in 1981 and 1982 when we went
through a world-wide recession, whereas the one we are
in now is the direct result of the government’s policies
and that makes all the difference in the world.

[English]

Ms. Margaret Mitchell (Vancouver East): I would like
to congratulate the member on her very passionate
speech on a very important subject. I would like to ask
her, since I have a special interest as she knows in
multiculturalism, to relate a little bit about multicultur-
alism and Canadian culture generally.

We know that part of our culture and our ethics in
Canada is to respect diversity. But it seems to me that
regardless of which ethnic group or which language
group or which region of Canada we come from, we still
must have some kind of common bond which is Canada,
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which is greater than the sum of all of us. It is very hard
to describe what that is.

I wondered if she would like to make a stab at saying
whether or not Canada has a distinct culture and what
this might consist of. Also what can we be doing to more
effectively promote a distinct Canadian culture?

e (2115)

Mrs. Finestone: Mr. Speaker, I visited the riding of the
hon. member for Vancouver East and had a very good
time in that area. We had some fun together. Her
question is one that would take time to examine because
it has many parts to it.

With the development of a proper distribution and
marketing responsibility held in the hands of Canadians,
we could improve the visibility and the star-making
potential the Americans are so good at.

One must recognize that our screens, whether it is
theatre, television or video, have less than 5 per cent of
any Canadian content yet we have more talent per
square inch in Canada than almost any other country in
the world.

I guess by our regional nature we have in the making—
and I would put it that way—we are in the making of an
extraordinary cultural expression indigenous to our-
selves. It is not old enough yet to have passed all the
tests of time.

It is certainly there in the field of creative writers as we
win prizes all around the world, in French and English.
Certainly we win in the field of song and in the field of
dance. Of course we have on the French side some
extraordinary creative works which have gained world
prominence.

It is hard to say that it is strictly Canadian but it is an
amalgam of the region in which one lives. Canada is a
regionalized country as well. Whether one is of a visible
minority or white but with a diversified background,
which is found in all shades of the spectrum, there is an
approach that expresses a sense of sensitivity, tenderness
and care that is particular to Canada. It differs from the
rest of the world.

One hears it expressed in song, in music and in writing.
Our great expanse of geography and territory, the grand
north, the cold weather, all those factors play into it.
Now I am getting into a whole philosophical trend and I
do not want to do that right now.
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Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale—High Park): Mr. Speaker,
just before coming to the Chamber I had a call from
Patrick Lyons of the alumni at Woodsworth College,
University of Toronto. He was calling the alumni to raise
funds because he said that this had been the lowest
funding the University of Toronto had had in 10 years.

I wanted to ask the hon. member whether the Quebec
post-secondary institutions are faced with the same
critical problem of the federal government reducing
transfer payments to post-secondary institutions. What
implications will this have on our future as Canadians?

Mrs. Finestone: Mr. Speaker, with the cuts in transfer
payments right across the land, of course there has been
cutting in the post-secondary educational field. It has
impacted right across this country.

The implications are in a globalized world of economic
development and growth where technology, excellence
and value added are the keys. If we do not develop the
intellectual capacity of our students at this point so that
we can became increasingly more competitive, we are
doing and rendering a disservice unto ourselves. That is
what this government has done. It has rendered Cana-
dians a disservice in this manner.

Mr. John Manley (Ottawa South): Mr. Speaker, my
colleague has been expressing concern about cuts. She
no doubt will want to look for areas in which cuts can be
made and I have some suggestions for the Department
of Communications that perhaps she would agree with.

Does the hon. member think that this government that
talks about deficit reduction was wise to spend $30,000
on public opinion research in the Department of Com-
munications? This was to check key indicators estimating
the economic impact of copyright violation.

There were public opinion surveys on programs such
as an audience reaction to the film Nurses, a study of
pre-recorded video cassettes in health and social ser-
vices sectors in Quebec, a study of the use and purchase
of pre-recorded video cassettes in the francophone
educational market of Ontario. Is this a good way to
spend our scarce cultural and communications dollars?

e (2120)

Mrs. Finestone: No, not at all. I thank my hon.
colleague for all the information he was able to bring
about this supposedly competent, careful, caring govern-
ment and the fact that for $5 million we did not get
anything of much value at all.

Mr. Darryl L. Gray (Bonaventure—iles—-de-la-Made-
leine): Mr. Speaker, it is soon to be nine years that I have
had the honour and privilege of representing my constit-
uents in the House of Commons. And I am still aston-
ished to listen to the Official Opposition.

With all due respect—because we do all respect in this
great Chamber—I am astonished to listen to the hon.
lady speak about government cuts and government debt
when $200 billion was spent by the Liberal Party up to
1984 having assumed government with zero national
debt.

The hon. member has the audacity to speak about the
mean Tories trying to get the debt under control. I
understand how my constituents feel when they listen to
debate in the House of Commons. One side stands up
and the other side contradicts it. They mislead the
people with the mention of cuts in culture and communi-
cation.

The national debt we inherited in 1984 was $200
billion. Had we not had to pay just the accumulated
interest, today we would have an extra $40 billion to $50
billion to help all those interest groups and departments
of which the hon. member has spoken.

The hon. member said it was $200 billion and that we
have doubled it. If I recall correctly in 1984 the Liberal
Party left an annual deficit which was very close to $40
billion. We have tried just to continue to pay the interest
on the waste of the previous government. If my calcula-
tions are correct, and they quite often are, speaking as a
small ¢ Conservative, had the Liberals remained in
power our national debt today with their programs and
policies would be in excess of $700 billion. That is a very
conservative estimate.

When talking about government expenditures, the
hon. member has mentioned that the Liberal policy prior
to 1984 was jobs. They did create jobs in my constituency.
It was called the national picnic table project. You
worked for 10 weeks either building picnic tables or
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cutting bushes. The young men and women who worked
on the projects received no job training, only to get their
10 weeks in stamps, no job formation. To keep in line
with the times, $200 billion was squandered with nothing
in return but a make work project.

We have dealt very efficiently in trying to cut our
expenditures since 1984. As my hon. colleague from
Manicouagan has stated, we have cut government expen-
ditures and government operations and turned them into
a surplus.

Canadians realized in 1984 that votes could no longer
be purchased by wasting money. Votes could not be
purchased by making false promises. Fiscal restraint had
to be brought into order. That is what we began in 1984
and we continue today.

With the main estimates for 1993-94 and with the
budget of the Minister of Finance we attempted to meet
two goals, two important challenges for Canadians: the
challenge of restraint and the challenge of reform.

® (2125)

After the 1984 election it was very difficult when the
Progressive Conservative government said it must im-
pose some types of restraints. It was very difficult and
very unpopular. The former manufacturing tax was
hidden and no one knew what they were paying so we
introduced the goods and services tax. It was very
unpopular but very open.

We listened today to the Official Opposition with great
interest on this side of the House with regard to what its
tax policy is. At one point its hon. leader said it would
scrap the GST. Next time around the hon. Leader of the
Liberal Party said the Liberals would study it for two
years. Then there was another statement that said
perhaps that tax should be hidden.

They were thrown out in 1984 partly because the tax
was hidden and Canadians wanted to see what they were
paying up front. The final part of the party platform is
that it will go to an all-party committee. The Liberals
have formed the government for most of our over 126
years of existence and they have never listened to anyone
but themselves. What would ever make Canadians
believe they would listen to anyone except their own
group?

We have continued in the ways of restraint, a very
difficult problem and very difficult for all Canadians.
During the past eight years this government has sold or
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dissolved 20 Crown corporations and has wound up,
merged or consolidated another 40 government organi-
zations. This is a remarkable record and one we are
continually striving to improve upon. Nonetheless this
government is not content to dwell on its past successes.
Rather we are thinking about the future.

In 1992 this House approved the Spending Control
Act, legislation significantly limiting program spending
for the next five years. Be assured the spending plans
outlined in these main estimates are well within the
limits prescribed by that act. In fact the Minister of
Finance has announced that the limits within the act will
be trimmed even further in order to bring them into line
with the reductions set out in our recent budget.

Canadians have said time and again that we must cut
our spending and that they want more bang for the buck.
We have been doing that. We have responded with a
total of $30 billion in spending cuts within the last budget
and a reduction in the cost of government by $1.2 billion
by 1997-98. This is in response to what Canadians have
told us must be done. These are difficult steps to take
and as I stated earlier many times unpopular. We must
demand that taxpayers get value for their dollars.

To continue on with the spending estimates, the Prime
Minister initiated Public Service 2000. I would imagine
that on many occasions the Public Service is not always in
love with the politicians and perhaps vice versa. Public
servants are doing their part. They realize that they too
are on the payroll of all Canadians. They are being asked
at the same time as everyone else to produce more with
fewer dollars. They are implementing new ideas and
making limited dollars work harder for the benefit of all
Canadians.

The government is also working toward removing the
obstacles that block Canadians from dealing easily with
the Public Service.

[Translation]

In French, we have the term guichet unique.
[English]

The single window concept will allow several services
to be attained at the same place. This is a very innovative
idea with much less cost to Canadians who need both
services and information with regard to the federal
government. Canada’s public servants are working hard-
er to establish a more client-centred environment in
order to serve all Canadians. Our government is dedi-
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cated to making a Canadian system work and making our
system work with limited resources.

We have mortgaged our grandchildren and children to
come. This cannot be continued. It must be known, and
all Canadians widely accept it, that we must do more
with fewer tax dollars.

o (2130)

In her closing remarks the hon. member talked about
cuts in several departments. Choices must be made.
Choices will have to be made by all Canadians and by
governments as to what can be afforded, what we can pay
and what we cannot pay. I believe strongly that all
Canadians wish to participate in government operations.
All Canadians wish to contribute in their own way, be it
physical, intellectual or monetary. All Canadians must
be required to contribute to the betterment of the
well-being of our society.

It is indisputably clear to every member of this House
that this government has had the courage of its convic-
tions and has established an unswerving course toward
fiscal responsibility. We are a government that will live
within its means and in this way provide a secure future
for all Canadians.

The budget reductions found in the main estimates
before us today are only one of many steps toward a
more prosperous tomorrow and the removal of the
burden of the national debt from the backs of those to
follow us.

We have had a passion for reform and many times
have been criticized for not going far enough. It is very
difficult to make drastic cuts without influencing some
sector of our society.

In the early eighties there was a horrible recession. In
the late seventies I was building a house and the interest
rate on my mortgage was 22.75 per cent. The excuse by
the government of the day at the time was that it was a
hard recession and we needed the high interest rates.
Like all Canadians, I paid the price. We borrowed from
Central Mortgage and Housing at 22.75 per cent.

We have just come through a very difficult, very long
and very hard recession. For those Canadians who follow
Canadian government and Progressive Conservative
policy we have had two years of a difficult world-wide
recession and our interest rates today are about 6 per
cent. As a non-partisan member of this House, there has

to be something right there. The previous recession was
not judged to be as severe as the recession we have just
come through. Yet interest rates then were 22.75 per
cent and now they are 6 per cent. Our policy must have
something going for it.

A Canadian family paying a $500 mortgage with
interest rates 10, 12, or 14 points below what they were
under the Liberals when we were coming out of a mild
recession is saving in excess of $50 per month. I should
take the opportunity to congratulate the President of the
Treasury Board and our Minister of Finance for our
sound fiscal policy.

It becomes difficult when we debate in the House of
Commons, as Canadians listen, who is going to do what.
Our party has the fiscal policy, the fiscal will and the
political will. We have shown it in the past and we will
continue to do so in the future. No, program parties and
false promises will not fly with Canadians in the next
election campaign.

Canadians have put the challenge to us, the govern-
ment, and we have risen to the occasion. With the
estimates tabled here today our government will truly be
providing more for less. Moreover, we will be steadfast
in our commitment to control spending, eliminate waste
and contain the cost of government.

These main estimates are a reaffirmation of this
government’s long established tradition of responsible
stewardship of Canada’s finances. As we continue to-
ward the year 2000 we have laid the basis and we will
continue to do the groundwork for a better, safer and
richer Canada.

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Mr. Speaker, I will be brief. I appreciated
listening to the hon. member’s comments. I have a
question for him about the estimates for Forestry Cana-
da, which I have in my hand. I served on the forestry
committee with my colleague and I know he is concerned
about the future of our forests in Canada.

®(2135)

The estimates outline some of the highlights of Forest-
ry Canada for all different parts of the country including
British Columbia and Quebec. The forest agreements
have helped a considerable amount in my province and
in the member’s province. I would like to ask the
member, knowing his concern about this particular issue,
the concerns he might have about the government’s
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announcement that when these agreements expire they
will not be renewed.

I know the member has some concerns about the
resource communities that are dependent on forestry
and mining. I wonder if he could give us some indication
in what direction we might be going in this regard. I have
a sense, maybe misplaced, that what we might be looking
at in this Parliament before the next election is a change
in the cabinet line-up and in particular the Minister of
Forestry or maybe doing away with that department. I
wonder if the member has any particular insights into
that and also some of his concerns perhaps about the
expiry and eventual doing away with the forest agree-
ments.

Mr. Gray (Bonaventure—iles-de—la—Madeleine): Mr.
Speaker, my colleague asks about the forestry programs
we have in place, particularly in British Columbia and
the province of Quebec. One of the difficulties, as has
been stated at first ministers’ conferences, is the duplica-
tion of programs.

One of the suggestions made and I think widely
accepted is to eliminate duplication in jurisdictional
powers among the ministries. In the long run it would be
better to have a division of these powers so that the
provinces know what they are doing, what they are
responsible for, and the federal government knows what
it is doing. We do not need two bureaucracies.

As my hon. colleague knows, and I can speak with
more authority coming from the province of Quebec, the
Minister of Forestry in the province of Quebec, the hon.
Mr. Albert Coté, has asked for some time now to have
exclusive provincial power over forestry. This is one
solution, but the solution is not 100 per cent fair because
we have to go through the transition period.

I would tell my colleague it is difficult with the cutting
in the different departments. The only way we can arrive
at a solution is to increase taxes and cut government
spending. People are taxed enough. We can only cut so
much. The forestry area has been asked to absorb the 10
per cent cuts like other departments.

It becomes difficult but I believe that by working with
the provinces, the federal government and the forestry
sector in our own provinces we will arrive at a solution.
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Again as I mentioned earlier in my speech we must learn
to do more with less dollars.

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborough—Rouge River): Mr.
Speaker, I listened to the hon. member and I heard him
say that his government was committed to living within
its means. I am sure I heard that.

I know that the hon. member this evening will rise in
his place and vote in favour of estimates and a govern-
ment financial program that involves a deficit of some
$38 billion. That is not living within one’s means. I would
have to admit that the government and Parliament have
failed to live within their means for a whole lot of years.

Having said that, I want to point this out to the
member and ask for his comments. One of the major
functions of this place, of this Parliament, is to approve
and appropriate every single dollar that is spent by
government. We authorize the tax and the expenditure.
That procedure is called estimates.

* (2140)

Every year the estimates are brought into the House
and placed with committees that are supposed to review
the estimates and make comment. If I am not mistaken,
not one committee of this House has completed its
function in reviewing the estimates in this critical year
and not one committee has reported back to the House
on the estimates in this critical year.

I will premise my question to the hon. member by
saying that this party has made some reform proposals to
help this place do its job better in dealing with estimates.
I am asking him what he has done, what he will do as a
backbencher in that party, what his government has done
or what it will do to reform this place and permit
Parliament through its work appropriating and authoriz-
ing government expenditures?

Mr. Gray (Bonaventure—iles—de—la—Madeleine): Mr.
Speaker, to go back to my earlier remarks, I mentioned
that we passed the Spending Control Act, one of the acts
passed to control government spending.

With regard to my hon. friend’s comments about the
individual committees and the estimates, it is a well
known fact with the committee reform brought in by this
government that committees have much more power
than they had in the past.
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I am not in a position to speak on behalf of all
committees but there is a window that is open for all
committees to study estimates. At the same time all
committees have an opportunity to invite and look at
any types of legislation they so desire.

With the votes coming tonight in the House of
Commons, my hon. friend should realize that in all
committees there are three official parties and if any one
member for any party including the government side, but
usually it happens in opposition, uses delaying tactics in
the committee then of course we run out of time.

I not sure if that answer is sufficient to my hon.
colleague but of course when we get into the vast
amount of expenditures it is very difficult to get down
$4.80 or $480 as his hon. colleague spoke about this
afternoon. It is very difficult when you start questioning
every expenditure.

I would assume it was the good will of the government
that brought in committee reform and government
reform. As we get ready to sit and form the next
government we will again become more and more
independent and give all members of the House more
authority in questioning how we spend Canadian tax
dollars.

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale—High Park): Mr. Speaker, I
am sure the hon. member was present in 1983 until the
Prime Minister was elected leader of the Conservative
Party. The leader then predicted he could reduce the
deficit to about $3 billion by the year 1990. In fact, by the
year 1990 the deficit was 10 times that to the tune of
$30.5 billion.

He was in caucus. He supports the leader. What
happened? Why did he not insist in caucus that his
leader live up to the promise made during the leadership
race?

Mr. Gray (Bonaventure—Iiles-de-la-Madeleine): Mr.
Speaker, I was indeed at the convention in 1983 and the
good Lord willing I will be in 1993. I guess it would not be
fair to say who I am supporting but we know that the
province of Quebec has been known to produce some
great statesmen.

When we took the reins of power, we might be excused
in saying the books were not the same. We have

introduced more measures of restraint than the former
Liberal government did since Confederation.

My hon. friend mentions $3 billion. We cut govern-
ment spending. We stopped frivolous spending. We
moved into job creation and job training, something that
was never done before. We went through a world-wide
recession with a $30.5 billion deficit while they went
through boom years with a $40 billion deficit.

* (2145)

We went through the worst recession known since the
1930s and came out with a 6 per cent interest rate. They
went through a mild recession with an interest rate of
22.75 per cent. That is good sound fiscal policy.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I will be Charestable, I mean charitable and ask
him a short question.

In 1975, the time of the last balanced budget in
Canada, the deficit was $55.8 billion. In 1993 the present
deficit is $458 billion. Would the member tell the House
the names of the two political parties that were in power
in the years between 1975 and 19937

Mr. Gray (Bonaventure —Iles-de-la-Madeleine)): Mr.
Speaker, one of the parties was not the New Democratic
Party. It had one opportunity in Ontario and we see what
it has done in three short years. Thank God for that.

As I explained earlier with the $200 billion deficit, the
accumulated debt we received in 1984 and the accumu-
lated interest on it, we have brought the annual deficit
down to $30 billion. If the Liberals had stayed in power
we would now owe today in excess of $700 billion.

We are down in government operations and spending
to a surplus of $9.7 billion which is something that was
never seen until the Grits got hold of a zero deficit and
squandered $200 billion. Another 10 years of Tory
government sound fiscal policy and everything will be
under control.

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Yorkton—Melville): Mr. Speak-
er, I want to say a few words in this debate today. We
have a bit of time before 10 o’clock p.m. for my friend
from Okanagan—Shuswap if that is okay with the Chair.

I believe the debt and deficit problems in this country
are now getting very serious. Let us look at some of the
basic facts. In 1975 which is only 18 years ago the national
debt was some $55.8 billion and the annual interest
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payments on that debt were $3.9 billion. Eighteen years
later after nine years of Conservative government and
nine years of Liberal government the national debt had
gone from $55.8 billion up to $458 billion. That is $458
billion in 18 short years. Our interest payment now on
that debt per year is no longer $3.9 million but is $39.5
billion. It is 10 times as high as it was some 18 years ago.

This debt is being run up for two or three major
reasons by Liberal and Conservative governments. It is
being run up because for many years we have not had a
proper jobs policy where we put all our energies and
imaginations to work to create long-term jobs for the
Canadian people. The best way to pay down a debt is to
have jobs for the people of this country.

Second, in the last four or five years, particularly
between 1988 and 1991, we have had a high interest rate
policy in this country. The bank rate has been much
higher than it should have been, particularly for short-
term interest rates in Canada. As a result we are now
paying billions and billions more in interest on our
national debt. Our national debt is much higher because
of high interest rate policies.

At times the bank rate in this country was 5 per cent
higher than the bank rate of the United States. When
that happened the economy slowed down which created
more unemployment. We had higher interest payments
on the national debt, municipal and provincial debts and
personal and business debts right across this country.

For those two reasons in particular we have seen in
this country a national debt that is now much higher than
it should be. We have a national debt that is the
second-worst of the G-7 countries and almost the worst
in the OECD. That is the legacy of the Conservative
government across the way. That is the legacy it has left
us after nine long lean years in power.

Another reason why we have a large debt in this
country is that we have had a tax system that is very
unfair. Wealthy people have been getting many tax
breaks for family trusts. Large corporations have many
different loopholes. There is exemption for capital gains
outside of the family farm, the residence and small
business. There have been exemptions for entertain-
ment. There have been many, many exemptions. On the
revenue side we are collecting less money than we
should because of tax breaks for wealthy people.

Supply
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At the same time there have been hand-outs for the
wealthy. In the last budget, tabled only a month or so
ago, there was some $3.3 billion in subsidies for business
and much of that was for large business. Over the years
we have seen many, many hand-outs by the government
to their large business friends such as the Reichmanns,
Olympia & York, the Campeau Corporation and many
other corporations. They built their ivory towers, their
huge buildings and many of them were very unproduc-
tive. Now they are in massive debt as well. But many of
these things were built because of hand-outs and really
corporate welfare for the rich. For those reasons we
have a very serious problem now with our national debt.

Why address the problem? First of all, this debt costs
us a lot of money in terms of workers. We did some
calculations the other day and found, for example, that
the average Canadian worker with a spouse and two
children, earning the average wage in this country, ends
up costing the Canadian government a lot more money if
he or she is unemployed. The average worker will cost
the federal government some $2,200 in forgone income
tax, $730 in reduced federal sales taxes, $730 in forgone
pension and unemployment insurance contributions,
$6,700 in unemployment insurance benefits claimed, and
some $2,300 in the federal share for new welfare claims.
That is the average cost of one worker being unemployed
to the federal government in this country, a worker who
made the average salary with a spouse and two depen-
dants.

For the provincial governments this is what that
average will cost: $1,150 in forgone income tax, $850 in
reduced provincial sales taxes and $2,800 in the provin-
cial share for new welfare claims.

If you add that up, Mr. Speaker, the total cost for the
average unemployed worker in this country for the
federal and provincial governments in a year is $17,500.
That person is not paying the income tax he or she would
be paying, that person is not paying the sales tax GST or
other excise taxes they would be paying if they were
working. That person in turn is drawing either unem-
ployment insurance benefits or welfare from one of our
provincial or territorial governments.

What a human waste, just in terms of the dollars and
cents that worker costs this country and loses this
country in terms of being unemployed. This does not
even include the human cost, the human misery of
someone walking the unemployment lines in this coun-
try, trying to find a job and applying time and time again
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and being turned down time and time again by employ-
ers. The human cost is not even measurable but that is
the cost of the policy of the government across the way.

Why address the debt, the human costs, the cost to the
government and the cost to the country? We should also
address the debt because it threatens the government’s
ability to act. When one-third of our tax dollar, when
one-third of our budget goes to pay the interest on the
national debt that leaves very little money to pursue
employment and social programs.

A large part of the debt is owed to wealthy people and
when the deficit goes up in many cases it is a transfer of
wealth to the wealthy, creating more inequality and
inequity.

Why address the debt? If we do not address the debt
we are not going to get the bankers off our backs. And
when the bankers are on our backs we are not going to
have the money to create new social programs. We are
not going to have the money to protect our social
programs, the Canada Pension Plan or the medicare we
have today. Those are the reasons why we have to
address the debt.

We must address the debt because more and more of
our debt is now being held offshore by foreigners. Some
22.5 per cent of the federal debt today is held by
foreigners. A few years ago it was well under 10 per cent
of the federal debt being held by foreigners but today
more of that money is going out to Paris, Zurich, New
York and Chicago. There might be some wealthy Repub-
lican in Phoenix, Arizona driving a Cadillac who is
clipping his coupons and making money off a provincial
government or the federal government of this country.

Finally, on the provincial level, some 35 per cent of the
debt is now owed to foreigners.

® (2155)

There are many things we can do. We can be spending
more wisely, spending money on job creation, bringing
down interest rates, cancelling things such as the heli-

copter program, cutting out many of the subsidies for big
business in this country.

Those are things we can do. If we do not do it we are
going to see Conservative governments in the future
attacking social programs. We are already seeing Preston
Manning talking about this across the west, attacking
social programs, old age pensions, the Canada Pension
Plan and eventually medical care.

Those are some of the reasons why we should be
addressing the debt. I would like to leave the rest of my
time for my friend from Okanagan.

Mr. Lyle Dean MacWilliam (Okanagan—Shuswap):
Mr. Speaker, I do thank my colleague for the opportuni-
ty to share the time with him, because this is a very
important matter of debate.

The fact is that for the last four years we have found
ourselves in the midst of the Canada-U.S. Free Trade
Agreement. What we have found is a nation that has
been racked by a protracted recession, a nation that has
been burdened by a spiralling national debt and a nation
that has experienced a painful and extended restructur-
ing of its economy.

There has been a growing sense of desperation in this
country. There is a sense that something must be done to
free us from the kind of economic straitjacket that
threatens to strangle our economy and also our ability to
control our national destiny.

In the past four years we have witnessed a dramatic
decline in job creation in Canada. The increase in the
number of unemployed in this country has exceeded
530,000. The national unemployment rate has climbed to
an unprecedented high of 11.6 per cent. There are 1.6
million Canadians out of work.

This recession is different from other recessions. The
fact is that a substantial number of the jobs that have
been lost will not come back. They are gone for good.
Sixty to 70 per cent of the jobs in Canada’s manufactur-
ing sector are gone for good because the plants have
simply closed up and moved south of the border. That
has been the reality of the free trade agreement.
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Since the FTA has come into effect our industrial base
has been seriously eroded in virtually every sector. We
see factories all over Canada curtailing operations,
being abandoned, moving south of the border, or simply
being converted to distribution and storage functions.
The most immediate effect of the free trade agreement
has been the deindustrialization of Canada.

As Peter C. Newman said a while back in Maclean’s,
we are about to become the only country in recorded
history to actually reverse the traditional evolution from
underdevelopment to a manufacturing economy.

In the list of the top 13 industrial powers in The
Economist registered in 1991, Canada stood dead last. Its
position has not changed much since then in terms of its
economic output. By May of last year we had lost over
568,000 jobs in our goods producing sector since the free
trade agreement was signed.

In 1980 Canadian manufacturers served some 73 per
cent of our domestic market but by 1991, to show how it
has changed, that percentage was down to some 56 per
cent. Something has clearly gone wrong with our nation-
al economy.

We all know that the bottom line of the production of
any economy is its gross domestic product. That is simply
the total value of all goods and services that are
produced. When we look at information from StatsCan
in the three years before the free trade agreement came
into effect our GDP grew by an average of 12.5 per cent.
In the three years subsequent to the FTA coming in that
growth had virtually collapsed to a minuscule 0.1 per
cent growth.

The question has to be asked: what is going on?
Canada was supposed to have benefited from free trade.
The agreement was supposed to have opened up new
market opportunities. We were supposed to have gained
access to that great American market. What it turns out
to be is that the FTA is really more about where new
investment was going to locate rather than in obtaining
any greater access to American markets.

Canadians were repeatedly told that the free trade
agreement would produce new investment, new jobs and
greater economic activity. What they were not told was
that it would all be south of the border.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): It being ten
o’clock, it is my duty pursuant to Standing Order 81(16)
to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith every
question necessary to dispose of the business of supply.

Supply

The question is on the motion of the President of the
Treasury Board respecting Vote 1. Is it the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): All those in favour
of the motion will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): All those opposed
will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): In my opinion the
yeas have it.

And more than five members having risen:

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Call in the mem-
bers.

* (2220)
And the division bells having rung:

Madam Deputy Speaker: Before proceeding with the
taking of the division on the motion, I would like to tell
the House that our Speaker was released today from the
hospital.

Some hon. members: Hear, hear.

Madam Deputy Speaker: He will be recuperating in
British Columbia for a few weeks. He asked me to thank
each and every one of you for your prayers and for your
good wishes. He hopes to see us all very soon.

The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to
on the following division:

(Division No. 504)

YEAS
Members
Anderson Andre
Atkinson Attewell
Belsher
Bernier Bertrand
Bird Bjornson
Blackburn (Jonquiére) Blais
Blenkarn Bosley
Bouchard (Roberval) Brightwell
Cadieux Casey
Chadwick Chartrand
Clark (Yellowhead) Clark (Brandon —Souris)
Clifford Cole
Collins Cooper
Corbeil Cate
Couture Danis
Darling DeBlois
de Cotret Della Noce
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Greene Guilbault McGuire Mifflin
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Hicks Hockin Nault Nowlan
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Larrivée Lewis Tobin Vanclief
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Lopez MacDonald (Rosedale) Wappel Young (Acadie—Bathurst)—88
MacDougall (Timiskaming —French River) MacKay
Malone Marin
Mastin (Lineol) o PAIRED MEMBERS
Mayer s McCrc‘ath Berger Charest
McDermid McKnight Copps Dick
McLean Merrithew Edwards Halliday
Monteith Moore Hopkins Turner (Vancouver Quadra)
Nicholson Oberle Vézina ‘Walker
O’Kurley Paproski
Plourde Porter e (2225
Redway Reid ( )
Reimer Ricard r 4
Richardson Robitaille Madam Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.
Roy-Arcplm Sa%n!—]ulicn
i S Hon. Gilles Loiselle (President of the Treasury Board
Soetens Sparrow and Minister of State (Finance)) moved:
Stevenson Tardif
Tétreault Thacker That the Main Estimates for the fiscal year ending March 31,
Thompson Thorkelson 1994, laid upon the table Thursday, February 25, 1993, except the
Trembl é E Tremblay (Lotbinié : . P : : Y v P :
S (C2upnceeBet) v;;mD:ng”e it items disposed of earlier this day and less the amounts voted in
Vankoughnet Vien Interim Supply, be concurred in.
Vincent Weiner 8
White _ Wilbee Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
Wilson (Swift Current—Maple Creek —Assiniboia) h . 9
Winegard Worthy—127 House to adopt the motion?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
NAYS Some hon. members: On division.
Members Motion agreed to.
Fulmanc alfhause SUPPLEMENTARY ESTIMATES (A)
Anawak Angus
Arseneault Assad
eENaitiy(Wiaitipes Scutt Centie) il Hon. Gilles Loiselle (President of the Treasury Board
Bellemare Benjamin Cite & :
Bevilacqua Black and Minister of State (Finance)) moved:
Blaiki Boudri . 7
B,Z;,:;h B::w_:a That the Supplementary Estimates (A) for the fiscal year ending
Caccia Catterall March 31, 1994, laid upon the table Tuesday, May 25, 1993, be
Clancy Crawford concurred in.
Dingwall Duceppe
Duhamel Ferguson 5 s
Serde 2 Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
Fontana Foster House to adopt the motion?
Fulton Funk
Gaffney Gagliano .
Gardiner Gl Some hon. members: Agreed.
Grey (Beaver River) Guarnieri gy
Harb Harvard Some hon. members: On division.
Harvey (Edmonton East) Heap
Hovdebo Hunter .
Jordan Keyes Motion agreed to.
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Mr. Loiselle moved that Bill C-134, an act for granting
to Her Majesty certain sums of money for the Public
Service of Canada for the financial year ending March
31, 1994, be read the first time and printed.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order
69(1), the motion is deemed adopted.

Motion agreed to and bill read the first time.

Mr. Loiselle moved that the bill be read the second
time and referred to Committee of the Whole.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.

Motion agreed to, bill read the second time and the
House went into committee thereon, Mr. Paproski in the
chair.

The Deputy Chairman: Order. House in Committee of
the Whole on Bill C-134, an act for granting to Her
Majesty certain sums of money for the Public Service of
Canada for the financial year ending March 31, 1994.

Shall clause 2 carry?

Clause 2 agreed to.

The Deputy Chairman: Shall clause 3 carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

Clause 3 agreed to.

The Deputy Chairman: Shall clause 4 carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

Clause 4 agreed to.

The Deputy Chairman: Shall clause 5 carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

Clause S agreed to.

The Deputy Chairman: Shall clause 6 carry?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Supply
Some hon. members: On division.
Clause 6 agreed to.
The Deputy Chairman: Shall Schedule A carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.
Schedule A agreed to.
The Deputy Chairman: Shall Schedule B carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.
Schedule B agreed to.
The Deputy Chairman: Shall clause 1 carry.

Mr. David Dingwall (Cape Breton—East Richmond):
Mr. Chairman, can the President of the Treasury Board
give assurances to this House that the bill is in the usual
form of a supply bill with no additions or no alterations?

Hon. Gilles Loiselle (President of the Treasury Board
and Minister of State (Finance)): Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to inform the hon. member and the House that
the form of this bill is the same as that passed in the
previous years.

Clause 1 agreed to.

The Deputy Chairman: Shall the preamble carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

Preamble agreed to.

The Deputy Chairman: Shall the title carry?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

Title agreed to.

Bill reported.

Mr. Loiselle moved that the bill be concurred in.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.
Motion agreed to.

M. Loiselle moved that the bill be read the third time
and passed.
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Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.
Motion agreed to, bill read the third time and passed.

* %k

 (2235)
[Translation]

CANADA LABOUR CODE
MEASURE TO AMEND

The House resumed from Tuesday, June 1, consider-
ation of Bill C-101, an act to amend the Canada Labour
Code and the Public Service Staff Relations Act, as
reported (with amendments) from a legislative commit-
tee:

Madam Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order
45(5)(a), the House will now proceed to the taking of the
deferred division on Motion No. 3 at report stage of Bill
C-101, an act to amend the Canada Labour Code and
the Public Service Staff Relations Act.

The House divided on Motion No. 3, which was
negatived on the following division:

(Division No. 505)

YEAS
Members
Allmand Althouse
Anawak Angus
Arseneault Assad
Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre) Bélair
Bellemare Benjamin
Bevilacqua Black
Blackburn (Jonquiére) Blaikie
Boudria Breaugh
Brewin Caccia
Catterall Clancy
Crawford Dingwall
Duceppe Duhamel
Ferguson Finestone
Flis Fontana
Foster Fulton
Funk Gaffney
Gagliano Gardiner
Gauthier Grey (Beaver River)
Guarnieri Harb
Harvard Harvey (Edmonton East)
Heap Hovdebo
Hunter Jordan
Keyes Kilger (Stormont —Dundas)
Kindy Kristiansen
Langan (Mission —Coquitlam) LeBlanc (Cape Breton Highlands —Canso)
Leblanc (Longueuil) Lee
MacAulay MacLaren
MacWilliam Maheu
Manley Marchi B
Marleau Martin (Lasalle — Emard)
McCurdy McGuire

Mifflin Milliken

Mitchell
Nunziata
Ouellet
Peterson
Pickard
Rideout
Robinson
Rompkey

Skelly (North Island —Powell River)

Stewart
Vanclief
Waddell

Young (Acadie —Bathurst)—89

Anderson
Atkinson
Beatty
Bernier
Bird

Blais
Bosley
Brightwell
Casey
Chartrand

Clark (Brandon—Souris)

Cole
Cooper
Caote
Danis
DeBlois
Della Noce
Dobbie
Dorin
Epp
Feltham
Fontaine
Friesen

Nault
Nystrom
Parent
Phinney
Proud
Riis
Rocheleau
Saint-Julien
Speller
Tobin
Venne
Wappel

NAYS

Members

Andre
Attewell
Belsher
Bertrand
Bjornson
Blenkarn
Bouchard (Roberval)
Cadieux
Chadwick
Clark (Yellowhead)
Clifford
Collins
Corbeil
Couture
Darling
de Cotret
Desjardins
Domm
Duplessis
Fee
Ferland
Fretz
Gibeau

Gray (Bonaventure— fles-de-la- Madeleine) Greene

Guilbault
Hawkes
Hockin
Holtmann
Horning
Jacques
Jelinek
Joncas
Kempling
Langlois
Lewis
Loiselle
MacDonald (Rosedale)
MacKay
Marin
Masse
McCreath
McKnight
Merrithew
Moore
Oberle
Paproski
Porter
Reid
Ricard
Robitaille

Scott (Victoria—Haliburton)

Siddon

Soetens

Stevenson

Tétreault

Thompson

Tremblay (Québec-Est)
Valcourt

Vankoughnet

Vincent

‘White

Harvey (Chicoutimi)
Hicks
Hogue
Horner
Hughes
James
Johnson
Jourdenais
Koury
Larrivée
Littlechild
Lopez

MacDougall (Timiskaming —French River)

Malone
Martin (Lincoln)
Mayer
McDermid
McLean
Monteith
Nicholson
O’Kurley
Plourde
Redway
Reimer
Richardson
Roy-Arcelin
Shields
Sobeski
Sparrow
Tardif
Thacker
Thorkelson
Tremblay (Lotbiniére)
Van De Walle
Vien

Weiner
Wilbee

Wilson (Swift Current —Maple Creek — Assiniboia)

Winegard

Worthy —125
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PAIRED MEMBERS Some hon. members: Agreed.
Berger Charest T8
Copps Dick Some hon. members: On division.
Edwards Halliday
H9Rkim Turner (Vancouver Quadra) -
Vézina Walker Motion agreed to.

Madam Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

Hon. Marcel Danis (Minister of Labour) moved that
the bill, as amended, be concurred in.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt this motion? The House adjourned at 10.44 p.m.

Madam Deputy Speaker: It being 10.44 p.m. the House
stands adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10 a.m.
pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).







20291

HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, June 3, 1993

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[Translation]

ACCESS TO INFORMATION ACT
TABLING OF REPORT OF INFORMATION COMMISSIONER

Madam Deputy Speaker: I have the honour to table
the report of the Information Commissioner for the
fiscal year ending March 31, 1993, pursuant to section 38
of the Access to Information Act.

[English]

Pursuant to Standing Order 32(5) this document is
permanently referred to the Standing Committee on
Justice and Solicitor General.

® kK

STATE OF CANADA’S FORESTS
THIRD ANNUAL REPORT

Hon. Frank Oberle (Minister of Forestry): Mr. Speak-
er, [ have the honour today to table, in both official
languages, the third annual report to Parliament on the
state of Canada’s forests. The year 1992 will be remem-
bered as a year of transition and an important threshold
in the history of Canadian forestry.

In March 1992 the many different groups with an
interest in our forests finalized a new national forest
strategy. A broad coalition of Canadians signed a new
national forest accord. In June I announced the selected

sites for a nation-wide network of model forests which
will be extended internationally. The work carried out in
these model forests will provide an invaluable stimulus
to the development and practice of sustainable develop-
ment in Canada’s forests.

It was also a year of change in markets for forest
products as consumers became increasingly concerned
over the environmental implications of their purchases.

Finally, 1992 will also be remembered as the year that
saw the issue of global forest management assume a new
profile on the international stage. These topics are
all-important features in my 1992 report to Parliament.

The report also includes updates on the series of
economic and environmental indicators developed by my
department to objectively measure the progress being
made by Canada’s forest community in improving envi-
ronmental quality and economic productivity.

The report presents new information on the national
forest account, which balances the additions and the
depletions made to our commercial forests over the last
10 years. The data in this account is very encouraging and
underlines our progress in revitalizing our most impor-
tant natural resource.

[Translation]

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS

Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to
table, in both official languages, the government’s re-
sponse to 14 petitions.

[Editor’s Note: See today’s Votes and Proceedings.]
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[English)]
ENERGY, MINES AND RESOURCES

THIRD REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Al Johnson (Calgary North): Mr. Speaker, I have
the honour to present the third report of the Standing
Committee on Energy, Mines and Resources.

This report recommends that the government engage
a private sector auditor to audit past oil and gas produc-
tion from the Indian lands. It also recommends that the
Auditor General do a value for money audit of the
federal government’s management of this aspect and
that the federal government quickly adopt the amend-
ments to the oil and gas regulations already negotiated
with the First Nations.

Finally, it recommends that the federal government
and the First Nations negotiate an early resolution of
the issue of transferring control over oil and gas re-
sources and/or revenues and that those negotiations be
based on the principle that with control goes responsibil-
ity.

As this is probably the last report of the standing
committee in this session I would particularly like to
thank the members who have participated for their

excellent work and the support that they have given to
the committee.

Also I would like to thank the clerk, Mr. Stephen
Knowles, and the researchers who have helped so much
in the preparation of this and other reports.

S

BILL C-116

REPORT OF SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE

Mr. Don Blenkarn (Mississauga South): Mr. Speaker,
I have the honour to present the report of the special
joint committee on Bill C-116, an act to provide for
greater certainty in the reconciliation of the personal
interests and duties of office of public office holders, to
establish a conflict of interests commission, to amend the
Parliament of Canada Act and to make consequential
amendments to other acts.

The special joint committee reports that Bill C-116
should not be further proceeded with.

I was the chairman of the joint committee studying Bill
C-43 last winter and spring. That committee reported to
the House last June. The unanimous report of that
committee included a draft bill. The essence of that
report was disclosure. The government received the
report and the committee felt that the government
understood the report.

Unfortunately Bill C-116 is a confusing bill that
attempts to resurrect Bill C-43. The committee unani-
mously believes the philosophy contained in Bill C-116
and Bill C-43, indeed the nature of the bill in total, is so
wrong as to create a situation where the committee
unanimously recommends to this House that Bill C-116
not be proceeded with.

Mr. Boudria: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. This is
perhaps one of the most unusual committee reports that
the House has been seized with in a very long time.

I would like to take the opportunity to indicate that
members of the committee from all sides of the House
were unanimous about this bill. I want to compliment all
members from all political parties and in both Houses
who worked on this unanimous report for the thorough
work they have done.

At the staff level we were fortunate to have the
highest calibre of experts we could get. In no way do I or
anyone else who sat on this committee hold any member
of the committee responsible for the demise of that bill.
The situation that we are living with today is an unfortu-
nate one, given the years that have been spent on this
issue by many members of this House.

BILL C-126

REPORT OF LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

Mr. Rob Nicholson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of Justice and Attorney General of Canada and
Minister of State (Agriculture)): Mr. Speaker, I have the
honour to present the report of the legislative committee
on Bill C-126, an act to amend the Criminal Code and
the Young Offenders Act, in both official languages.

This is the anti-stalking legislation which also makes
changes that give more protection to children. There
were half a dozen changes made at the committee, all of
which strengthened the bill.
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BILL C-85

REPORT OF LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

Mr. Doug Fee (Red Deer): Mr. Speaker, I have the
honour to present the report of the legislative committee
on Bill C-85, an act respecting the control of psychoac-
tive substances and their precursors and to amend the
Criminal Code, the Food and Drugs Act and the Pro-
ceeds of Crime (money laundering) Act and repeal the
Narcotic Control Act in consequence thereof, with
amendments, in both official languages.

* Kk %k
e (1015)

HEALTH AND WELFARE, SOCIAL AFFAIRS,
SENIORS AND THE STATUS OF WOMEN

SEVENTH REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE

Ms. Barbara Greene (Don Valley North): Mr. Speaker,
I have the honour to present the seventh report of the
Standing Committee on Health and Welfare, Social
Affairs, Seniors and the Status of Women, relating to a
study of elderly abuse.

The committee requests that the government table a
comprehensive response to the report within 150 days.

* kK

SCRUTINY OF REGULATIONS

NINTH AND TENTH REPORTS OF STANDING JOINT
COMMITTEE

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborough—Rouge River): Mr.
Speaker, I have the honour to table the ninth report of
the Standing Joint Committee on Scrutiny of Regula-
tions.

In this report the joint committee reaffirms its firm
opposition to the grant of individual exemptions from
the application of subordinate laws without express
authorization from Parliament. This practice was last
denounced by our committee in 1977 as being both illegal
and subversive of constitutional government.

The adoption of this report was prompted by the
apparent renewal by the executive of its claim to have
the power to dispense with the application of subordi-

Routine Proceedings

nate legislation in favour of individuals or in specific
circumstances. That authority can only expressly be
granted by Parliament.

The report refers to two cases in particular: a provision
of the Income Tax Act regulations and the 1990 Kemano
completion project guidelines order.

The committee also expresses its firm disagreement
with the recent obiter dicta in a ruling of the Federal
Court of Appeal which appears to endorse the execu-
tive’s claim to have such a power of dispensation.

I am disappointed at the apparent lack of attention of
that court to the constitutional principles outlined in our
report. They are the rule of law, the supremacy of
Parliament and the express prohibition of such exemp-
tions in section 12 in the 1689 Bill of Rights, which is a
corner stone of our Canadian Constitution.

I also have the honour to present the tenth report of
the Standing Joint Committee on Scrutiny of Regula-
tions. In this report the committee recalls that in its
response to a 1987 report by the joint committee, the
government had undertaken to introduce legislation to
retroactively validate certain otherwise invalid proclama-
tions issued under section 4 of the Indian Act.

The joint committee wished to draw the attention of
the House to the fact that it continues to regard the
proclamations as illegal and that the undertaking given
five years ago by the government remains unfulfilled.

We find it regrettable that the matters raised in the
sixth report remain unaddressed and would express the
hope that the government will in the near future and
without the need for further action by the committee
introduce legislation to retroactively validate these proc-
lamations and questions.

[Editor’s Note: See today’s Votes and Proceedings.]

PETITIONS

CHILD POVERTY

Mr. Rob Nicholson (Niagara Falls): Mr. Speaker, I
have the honour to present a petition signed by dozens of
residents of the city of Niagara Falls.
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These residents are concerned about the problem of
child poverty and its debilitating effect on children and
on all of society.

They ask this Parliament to reaffirm its commitment to
the elimination of child poverty by the year 2000, and I
certainly agree with that.

TAXATION

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Mr. Speaker,
the first petition I have the honour to present is from
petitioners who ask that child care deductions be deduct-
ible from income tax, particularly for families with
special needs children and especially for single parent
families.

Some children with disabilities require special facilities
and services and these can be extremely costly. These
petitioners believe, as I do, that the current laws are
unfair, insensitive and can be deemed discriminatory.

They ask that these be reviewed and they hope that
the government will do so. I think it is a laudable
request.

* (1020)

[Translation]

OLD AGE SECURITY

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Mr. Speaker, I
wish to present another petition. The petitioners ask that
the indexing of seniors’ pensions reflect the needs of that
age group. They indicate that indexing does not reflect
those people’s financial needs at this time. They find that
often seniors who receive pensions, even with the
supplement that is available to them, live in poverty. As
you know, many seniors live below the poverty line. They
say that many seniors are in a critical situation due to
lack of income.

[English]
SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HUMANITIES RESEARCH COUNCIL

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Mr. Speaker, in
this final instance, you will know that the Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council was created in 1977 to
respond to certain needs in Canadian society.

Some of our greatest challenges are issues such as
poverty, employment equity, and unemployment.

These petitioners ask that the current plans of the
government to merge the Social Sciences and Humani-
ties Research Council with the Canada Council be put
off. They ask that it be studied again and that a decision
be taken. I concur with their request.

L I 3

[Translation]

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Mr. Speaker, I ask
that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]
CURRENCY ACT
MEASURE TO AMEND

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill
C-124, an act to amend the Currency Act, as reported
(with amendments) from a legislative committee.

Hon. Doug Lewis (for the Minister of State (Finance
and Privatization)) moved that the bill be concurred in.

Motion agreed to.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): When will the bill
be read the third time? By leave, now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Lee: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, can I take it
that Bill C-124 was reported as amended and concurred
in? I did not detect that in Your Honour’s remarks.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): The hon. member
is right. The bill at report stage as amended is carried.

Mr. Lewis (for the Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)) moved that the bill be read the third time
and passed.

Mr. Don Blenkarn (Mississauga South): Mr. Speaker,
the purpose of this bill is to broaden the ability of the
government that holds approximately, if everything was
converted into Canadian dollars including our gold
holdings, about $20 billion worth of our assets.
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This would enable us to better manage those assets by
investing them not just in the restricted way that current-
ly is in the bill in assets of the United States. It would
enable us to purchase securities more broadly of German
or Japanese origin in order to increase the income from
the exchange fund.

The exchange fund is a very substantial bit of money,
$20 billion or so, and we have to borrow that money on
markets. It is important that as far as possible the
exchange fund carry itself. In that sense the government
is getting considerably better investment potential from
the exchange fund with the amended bill as now pres-
ented for third reading.

Two amendments were made in committee moved by
the Official Opposition and supported by the govern-
ment. The first amendment involves the publication in
The Canada Gazette of currencies eligible for exchange
fund investment and the designation of the criteria used
for the government and financial institutions.

We believe that making this information public will
underscore the point that Canada’s reserves are invested
only in the soundest of currency assets belonging to the
strongest economies in the world. It will further show
that the broadening of investment to include govern-
ment supported institutions poses no further additional
credit risks.

The second amendment involves publication in The
Canada Gazette of the minister’s agent and derivative
products held in the fund. It should be noted in this
context the Bank of Canada has been the agent for the
government since the exchange fund was created in 1954.
No change in this designation is contemplated nor do I
say desired. This clause does however provide for public
notice should there be any change in the future.

With regard to derivatives, a number of the main
derivative products are already spelled out in the bill.
However some additional flexibility is needed because
the capital markets are evolving quite quickly. We
believe it is important and appropriate to have a means
of communicating the evolving strategy of the govern-
ment in this area. I want to make it clear that in the case
of derivatives the highest quality credit standards will
continue to be maintained.
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This is an important bill and should substantially
increase the returns on the exchange fund. I think that is
good for all of us.

Mr. Derek Lee (Scarborough—Rouge River): Mr.
Speaker, my colleague from Mississauga South has done
a very good job in describing precisely what this bill now
involves with the amendments. I would only want to add
an explanation to his quite comprehensive remarks.

The thought behind the amendments which were
made at committee relate to the unfolding expansion in
the number of products and the type of investments that
the Bank of Canada as agent for the Government of
Canada would want to be in a position to use when it
dealt in the world financial markets in protecting the
Canadian currency.

The bill authorizes increased flexibility in terms of the
maturities of the instruments in which the bank may
invest as agent. It also appears to create greater flexibil-
ity in terms of designation of who may carry on this work
for the minister. In theory it can go beyond the Bank of
Canada but there is not any present intention to do that
as I understand it.

The number of products or financial instruments that
may be invested in will also be expanded. In the face of
that expansion of authority and flexibility we have asked
and obtained a statutory requirement of increased re-
porting back to the public through The Canada Gazette.
There would be publication of those ministerial designa-
tions of the units of account of agents and of the
derivative product or instrument in which the bank will
invest the Canadian or other assets that it has.

 (1030)

We are all hopeful that with this new flexibility the
Bank of Canada will maintain its traditionally very
conservative investment portfolio. I am sure it will and
that it has every intention of doing that and in so doing it
will advance the financial interest of the Canadian
taxpayer.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody— Coquitlam): On behalf
of the New Democratic Party I am pleased to rise to
support these amendments. They are technical amend-
ments. If they will help the Canadian currency in any
way, we are pleased to support them.
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I am a little less sure about helping the Bank of
Canada in any way, given as my hon. friend the chair of
the finance committee must have also noticed in yester-
day’s newspaper. I found it very interesting that accord-
ing to the newspaper, Mr. Dodge, who I believe is now
the deputy minister, said that the bank put the squeeze
on the Canadian economy because of the economy being
overheated, I think in 1988 and 1989, especially the
Ontario economy. It squeezed it a bit too much and put it
into a recession.

Those are not his words about putting it into a
recession, but his words were: “As a result of what the
bank did, there was an adjustments problem”. That
surely is the understatement of the decade. An adjust-
ments problem, meaning a major recession in Canada, 12
per cent unemployment, 25 per cent employment among
youth, a lot of hardship and poverty and tremendous
problems for the country.

We on this side of the House are not too keen about
the Bank of Canada’s track record in the last little while.
However, these are technical amendments and so we are
pleased to be able to agree to them. I will keep the rest
of the debate for later.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is the House ready
for the question?

Some hon. members: Question.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Motion agreed to, bill read the third time and passed.

SEIZED PROPERTY MANAGEMENT ACT

MEASURE TO ENACT

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill
C-123, an act respecting the management of certain
property seized or restrained in connection with certain
offences, the disposition of certain property on the
forfeiture thereof and the sharing of the proceeds of
disposition therefrom in certain circumstances, as re-

ported (with amendments) by the Standing Committee
on Justice and Solicitor General.

SPEAKER'S RULING

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): There are two
motions in amendment set down on the Notice Paper for
the report stage of Bill C-123, an act respecting the
management of certain property seized or restrained in
connection with certain offences, the disposition of
certain property on the forfeiture thereof and the
sharing of the proceeds of disposition therefrom in
certain circumstances.

[Tiranslation]

Motion No. 1, standing in the name of the hon.
member for Port Moody— Coquitlam, and Motion No. 2,
standing in the name of the Minister of Justice, will be
grouped for debate and voted on as follows:

(a) if Motion No. 1 carries, it will not be necessary to
vote on Motion No. 2;

(b) if Motion No. 1 is negatived, it will be necessary to
vote on Motion No. 2.

I shall now submit Motions Nos. 1 and 2 to the House.

[English]
MEASURE TO ENACT

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody— Coquitlam) moved:
Motion No. 1

That Bill C-123 be amended in clause 16 by striking out lines 7 to 9
at page 11 and substituting the following therefor:

“shall be credited seventy per cent to the Debt Servicing and
Reduction Account established by the Debt Servicing and
Reduction Account Act and applied thirty per cent to supplement
the funding of crime prevention programs administered in whole or
in part by the Attorney General.”

[Zranslation]

Hon. Marcel Danis (for the Minister of Justice)
moved:

Motion No. 2

That Bill C-123 be amended in Clause 16 by striking out lines 7
to 9 at page 11 and substituting the following therefor:

“shall be credited to such account in the accounts of Canada as is
prescribed.”
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[English]

Mr. Waddell: Mr. Speaker, this is the proceeds of
crime bill in which property from crime is forfeited to the
government. It deals with how that is to happen, how it is
to be shared with the provinces and so on.

I know the figures vary. One figure being bandied
about is $20 million. I have heard the figure $60 million
and others. [ will operate under the figure of $20 million.
It is a substantial amount of money.

[ am the justice critic in the New Democratic Party. We
are not opposed to the bill, but we are very much
opposed to what the government is going to do with the
proceeds of crime. We think the proceeds of crime
should go to crime prevention. That is what my amend-
ment is about. It is very simple. The proceeds of crime
should go into crime prevention, or at least part of it.

The government wants some money for debt reduc-
tion. It could put 70 per cent of the proceeds of crime
into debt reduction but keep a part of the money for
crime prevention. That is what my amendment says. The
reason, as I will explain in my speech, is very important
because it follows a principle set out in a unanimous
report of the justice committee of this House of Com-
mons called Crime Prevention in Canada—Towards a
National Strategy, dated February 1993.

Recommendation No. 3 of the report states that we
should spend some money on crime prevention and take
some money from the proceeds of crime. It is very
simple, but let us look at the bill and deal with the
technicalities. Clause 16 reads:

At the prescribed times, all amounts credited to the Proceeds

Account that are not shared pursuant to sections 10 and 11, less
such amounts as are reserved

(a) for future losses,

(b) to pay claims arisings from undertakings given by the Attorney
General pursuant to subsections 462.32(6) and 462.33(7) of the
Criminal Code, and

(c) for ongoing expenses,

shall be credited to the Debt Servicing and Reduction Account
established by the Debt Servicing and Reduction Account Act.

The government proposes to amend this point and put
them, as I understand it, into the general revenues.
Whether it is debt reduction or into the general reve-
nues, it still does not meet the test of the justice
committee. I have proposed a change to this clause. My
motion states that this money:
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“shall be credited seventy per cent to the Debt Servicing and
Reduction Account established by the Debt Servicing and Reduction
Account Act and applied thirty per cent to supplement the funding of
crime prevention programs administered in whole or in part by the
Attorney General”.

We are not interfering with the provinces. It is the
Attorney General of Canada. We in the NDP want the
government to commit some of the proceeds from crime
to crime prevention, and here is why.

The report I mentioned of the justice committee was
an all-party report. The committee was chaired by the
hon. member for Mississauga West. Recommendation
No. 3 reads:

The committee recommends that a share of the moneys forfeited as
proceeds of crime be allocated to crime prevention activities and that
the federal government allocate 1 per cent a year of the current
federal budget for police courts and corrections to crime prevention
over a five-year period.

At the end of five years, Canada should spend 5 per cent of the
current criminal justice budget on crime prevention.

The report clearly says that moneys forfeited as
proceeds of crime should be allocated to crime preven-
tion activities. My friends in the government say they will
do that, but will they do it? We cannot be sure. We do
not know. The amendment says a certain amount of
moneys will be allocated.

® (1040)

I draw attention to recommendations Nos. 1 and 2 of
the same justice report. I think this is a great report. It is
a great step forward in fighting crime in Canada. Here is
what it says:

The committee recommends that the federal government, in
co-operation with the provinces and municipalities, take on a
national leadership role in crime prevention and develop a national
crime prevention policy.

That is what I want to see, a national crime prevention
policy. Money is needed to pay for it, right? The
distinguished hon. member from Mississauga, the chair
of the finance committee who is in the House, keeps
telling the House: “Look at the money. You need money
to pay for these programs”.

The crime prevention policy should set out the follow-
ing principles and initiatives:
a. Crime prevention will be included in the mandates of the
federal departments

b. All levels of government are responsible for crime and they
must work together

Crime occurs in communities and priorities concerning
crime prevention are best determined at the local level.
The primary approach taken to prevent crime and create
safer communities entails a co-ordinated, multi-disci-
plinary effort to address the root causes of crime.
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Finally:

e. Prevention measures include law enforcement, community-
based policing, social development and reduction of criminal
opportunities.

Recommendation No. 2 which goes along with this
says:

The committee recommends the federal government, in
consultation with the provinces and territories and the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities, support the development of a national
crime prevention council.

The council’s job would be to promote safety, to
provide the federal government with advice and to
gather and analyse information.

We found that while the community of Coquitlam may
be doing some great stuff in community-based policing,
the community of Montreal did not know about it.
Whereas the community of Montreal may have been
doing some wonderful work in neighbourhood programs,
the community of Coquitlam did not know about it.

Therefore we want to bring them together. We do not
want to reinvent the wheel. We will do it through the
national crime prevention council.

As a matter of fact the present Minister of Justice who
has the right intentions and who is a good man has
started the beginnings of a national crime prevention
council. We have to give it some money. What better way
to do it than to earmark some of those moneys from the
drug dealers, criminals and so on. When we get that
money it should be put it back into crime prevention.

They also say that the national crime prevention
council should provide training, research, evaluation and
public education on the prevention of crime. That takes
money. They say that it should provide funding assis-
tance to local governments and community organizations
to implement safety initiatives.

In my own riding of Port Moody— Coquitlam a number
of people are involved in Block Watch and Crime
Stoppers. Even the insurance industry is now involved in
community programs. The local police, the social work-
ers, the teachers, everybody wants to get involved in
crime prevention and they are doing it on the community
basis. That is where it is really happening. They need
some funding.

Here is a way to get some funding:

f. include membership from federal, provincial and municipal
governments, and professionals and practitioners involved in crime
prevention

This is a great report of the justice committee. It is in
the right direction. It received critical acclaim in the
press. I will remind the government once again that
recommendation No. 3 says:

The committee recommends that a share of the moneys forfeited
as proceeds of crime be allocated to crime prevention activities

That is exactly what my motion does and that is why
the government should support this motion. It is the
litmus test of how much this government is committed to
crime prevention.

When the report came out some of the sceptics, the
media and various people in Canada said: “We do not
believe it. This government is actually doing something
right.” They said: “We will wait and see”.

They take one step forward and two steps backward.
That seems to be this government. Daniel Drolet who is
a distinguished journalist writing recently in The Ottawa
Citizen said the other day:

Some critics wonder how committed the government is to crime
prevention.

Now we have the answer. This is how committed it is.
It is missing an opportunity to show its commitment.

* (1045)

I see my friend in the House, the distinguished critic
for the Liberal Party. I look at the Liberal policy paper
on crime prevention. It says that the Liberal Party is
committed to money going for crime prevention. It also
cites with approval the justice committee.

I see reported in Vancouver Sun of June 1 my friend,
the member for Cape Breton—The Sydneys, the justice
critic of the Liberal Party quoted as saying this: “He
thinks it is a lousy idea to funnel the proceeds of crime
back into prevention”. He wants a separate budget. The
journalist asked: “When is that going to happen?” That
is a good question because it is not going to happen. I
hope the member for Cape Breton—The Sydneys and
the Liberal Party change their minds. Right now we have
the Liberal Party and the Conservative Party not wanting
to follow the unanimous report—
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Order, please. The
hon. member’s time has expired.

Mr. Waddell: Mr. Speaker, I thought I had 20 minutes
for this.

[Zranslation)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): I remind the hon.
member that as shown in the Projected Order of Busi-
ness and also in the Order Paper, speeches at report
stage are limited to 10 minutes. Therefore time is up.

[English)

Mr. Waddell: Mr. Speaker, I would make a request to
the House that I be allowed to take one minute to just
sum up. [ will not abuse it.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Waddell: They are in fine spirits, they give me
much more than I deserve sometimes.

In closing I will say this because I want to hear from
the hon. member from the Liberal Party and the govern-
ment. Perhaps they will accept my amendment.

The Ottawa Citizen has an editorial today saying the
Tories are missing a good investment, that this is a smart
investment. It says: “The committee recommended more
action to prevent crime. By identifying people at risk of
becoming criminals, kids in poverty and abusive homes
with bad schooling, governments can save on both crime
and punishment”.

I think the committee report was right. We have to
earmark that money. I only ask that it be 30 per cent of
the federal moneys, but it will be in there. It will be
earmarked and it will be a commitment to crime preven-
tion. It may not be historic but it will be important and it
will show that the government is prepared to take
seriously its own unanimous report of a House of
Commons committee.

I urge the members of the House to support this
amendment. I am not trying to delay the bill. I think the
bill could get through today. I would like to see a
commitment from the government. If T cannot get my
motion by some miracle and it does not pass, I hope the
government will give at least a verbal commitment from
the ministry that moneys will go to the crime prevention
because it is very important in Canada. Canadians want
us to fight crime and the way to fight crime is to prevent
it in the first place. The NDP says get tough with violent
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criminals, but we also say put money into crime preven-
tion, especially among young people and stop crime from
happening in the first place.

Mr. Russell MacLellan (Cape Breton—The Sydneys):
Mr. Speaker, I will speak on both the amendment of the
government and the amendment brought forward by my
friend from the New Democratic Party.

First I want to deal with the one from the government.
I am rather at a loss to explain why the amendment is
here. I would appreciate it if the Parliamentary Secretary
to the Minister of Justice could give some explanation.

With respect to the amendment of my colleague from
Port Moody—Coquitlam, he is certainly wrong when he
says we do not support his motion because we do. That
piece that he quoted from a Vancouver newspaper is
inaccurate. At no time did [ ever say that using the
proceeds of crime for crime prevention was a lousy idea.
He and I were both members of the Standing Committee
on Justice and the Solicitor General’s task force on
crime prevention.

(1050 )

We both supported the report. The report “calls for a
share of the moneys forfeited as proceeds of crime be
allocated to crime prevention”. Also in our party paper
on justice we advocate that some of the proceeds of
crime be used to fund drug education programs, arguably
another mode of crime prevention activity and crime
prevention.

As the hon. member knows, I supported him on his
motion in the legislative committee on using the funds
from the proceeds of crime for crime prevention. That is
fundamentally the thing to do. The misrepresentation
arose when I was trying to explain to the journalists what
the position of the government was. The position of the
government was that it does not favour this even though,
as the hon. member for Port Moody—Coquitlam has
said, it goes against the report of the standing commit-
tee.

The government says it does not want to do this
because it needs to be assured in a budget how much
money is applicable to crime prevention. It says that if we
did this from the proceeds of crime, it would be an
uncertain amount and we would not have any fixed
amount. If it is going to have a budget for crime
prevention, it should be allotted in the estimates and
should be something that everyone can rely upon.
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I can understand the government’s concern for want-
ing a fixed budget. However it is using that as a red
herring. We can certainly have a budget but use the
proceeds of crime for that budget. If the proceeds of
crime from some event do not match what is budgeted
for crime prevention, the government can supplement
the amount. There is no reason it cannot be done.

As has been said, communities want crime prevention.
This government used the standing committee’s report
on crime prevention as a linchpin for its symposium in
Toronto the first week of March. If it was good enough to
use as a linchpin for a symposium, why in the name of
heaven can it not adopt the report?

We heard ministers at this symposium speaking time
after time about how great a report this was and how we
needed to work for crime prevention. But there is no
commitment from the government for this report or for
crime prevention.

If the government wants to have a fixed amount in the
estimates, or whatever it wants to do, I can condone that
as long as it is doing something for crime prevention. But
it is not. It has not supported crime prevention in any
sense of the word other than to speak about it and to use
it as a means of glossing over the intentions and the
aspirations of people who were at the symposium.

That is not good enough. There has to be a commit-
ment. The amendment of the hon. member for Port
Moody—Coquitlam gives teeth to what the standing
committee says in its report. I support that because it is
the first thing we have seen in this House as a means of
having funding for crime prevention. If the government
has an alternative, then have the government put it
forward.

We in the Liberal Party are on record as having
supported entirely the report on crime prevention by the
standing committee. Why can the government not do
that? Why can the government not come forward with
tangible recommendations on the funding of crime
prevention? It says that it does not want to support this
amendment. Then fine, come forward with something it
does want to do to fund crime prevention. It will not do it
and you wonder what its intentions are. Does it really

support crime prevention at all? There is nothing tangi-
ble to show that it does. We in the Liberal Party want
something tangible and we are asking the government
for something tangible. We are supporting the hon.
member’s amendment.

* (1055)

Mr. Rob Nicholson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of Justice and Attorney General of Canada and
Minister of State (Agriculture)): Mr. Speaker, we are
dealing with two amendments to Bill C-123. This is the
proceeds of crime bill. It is a good bill. I believe it has
support on all sides of the House and I think justifiably
SO.

The proceeds of crime bill is part of our drug preven-
tion scheme. I believe, and I hope other members agree,
that one of the best ways to attack crime is to attack the
profits of crime. Bill C-123 fits into our strategy. It
provides an effective method for managing assets that
have been seized by the Crown. As well, it provides a
framework for sharing the proceeds of crime with other
law enforcement jurisdictions.

In my riding of Niagara Falls I heard this on a number
of occasions in response to questionnaires that I regular-
ly send out to the people. When I asked them this
question they said: “Yes, share it with the jurisdictions
that are on the front lines and are in the business of
seizing the proceeds of crime”.

This is a tremendous step in the right direction. It fits
in with all the other things the government is doing.
Members of the opposition can stand up and say: “We
are all in favour of crime prevention. We are tough on
crime but we just do not like the things that the
government is doing”. The government is doing an awful
lot in this area.

One bill that will come before Parliament in the next
couple of days that I hope will get the support of
everyone is the new anti-stalking legislation. It makes it
a crime for individuals who want to repeatedly follow and
communicate with individuals and put individuals in fear
for their safety. That is a step in the right direction. I
believe and hope that it will get the support of all hon.
members.
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However, this is just part of it. One of the other things
that we are doing, since this whole question of the
government’s crime prevention strategy has been raised
in the House this morning, is allowing for the first time
in Canadian law a prohibition order against people who
like to molest children. These are convicted paedophiles.
We now make it possible for a lifetime ban to be
imposed, keeping them from being anywhere near public
parks, swimming pools and other places where children
trequent.

As well, just last night, not even 12 hours ago, we
changed that bill again to affect those individuals who
want 1o participate in voluntary organizations. I am
thinking of things like the Boy Scouts and the Big
Brothers organizations. We put that in the bill.

All of these things are part of a larger strategy which is
to rebalance the system to make sure that victims are
protected and that the rights of law-abiding citizens are
considered at all times. I look at the proceeds of crime
bill as just part of that particular strategy.

The hon. member for Cape Breton—The Sydneys
says: “Why with the government motion are you chang-
ing the present provisions which state that the proceeds
of crime will immediately go to the debt servicing
reduction account”. This is a laudable goal by the way.
The taxpayers in this country are very interested in
things going to debt reduction. However he asks why we
are changing that to use the wording: “The proceeds of
crime shall be credited to such account in the accounts of
Canada as is prescribed”. This actually gives us some
flexibility. We can by regulation then decide if we want
different accounts or where we want it to go so that the
legislation does not tie our hands and say that it must
exclusively go into the debt servicing reduction account.

I will address the point the hon. member made. He
said this is the way we should fund crime prevention.
Make sure of a certain percentage. In his case the
amendment says 30 per cent.

e (1100)

Let us just look at 1992. Let us see how that would
work. The figure that was quoted this morning was that
the Crown seized $20 million in the profits of crime in
1992. This is not $20 million that we have in our hands to
decide what we want to do with it. That is not the case at
all. Most people would be aware that when assets are
seized we have to effectively manage those assets be-
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cause they are still the property of the individual from
whom they have been seized. The forfeiture is not final.
There are appeal processes. One example was given of a
resort seized by the government. We are still within the
appeal process and that has been several years.

In fact if we want to talk figures $2 million was
forfeited to the Crown in 1992. Consider using the
scheme of the hon. member for Port Moody —Coquitlam
where 30 per cent is directed toward drug prevention.

Mr. Waddell: No. To supplement.

Mr. Nicholson: To supplement. I will pick up with what
the hon. member for Cape Breton—The Sydneys said:
“If it goes down one year and up the other then the
government will just fill in”.

I have news for this House. I do not think it is news to
the members who sit on this side. We spend an awful lot
more on crime prevention than 30 per cent of $2 million
and we spend more than 30 per cent of the $20 million
figure that was quoted. Concerning the national strategy
on drug prevention, 70 per cent of those millions of
dollars committed to that is for reducing demand and
trying to get at the source of the problem.

There are many worth-while projects that all of us in
this House are aware of which are directed toward the
very laudable goal of crime prevention.

A scheme whereby the priority is set that in one year
we may have $50 million of assets that are forfeited to
the Crown and the next year it is $2 million or zero is not
what groups that are in this area would want. It would
add an uncertainty as to what they are going to get.

I know that in the land of the NDP, money is never a
problem but I believe the groups we are involved with—

Mr. Waddell: Ask the premier of Ontario.

Mr. Nicholson: I say that sincerely. I know there is no
problem ever with spending money and there is no
problem with cash.

I believe we have to plan these things in a manner that
is responsible and will be helpful to people who are
trying to work in this area and responsible to the
taxpayers who are paying us. Say that in one year the
Crown seizes $500 million and according to the NDP it is
$470 million. If that does not accord with what it is then
it says: “Just write a cheque for the extra $30 million. Top
it up. Just send the cheque out”.
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I do not think that is a good way to do it. I believe we
should evaluate each project that we get involved in to
make sure it does the job of reducing the demand for
drugs or that it is used for crime prevention. We should
be very careful without arbitrarily making up our minds
in advance as to how we are going to do this.

I am asking the House to reject the NDP amendment.
I believe the government amendment iS a more even-
handed approach to this in saying that it may be our
decision. We think we can make this amount go here to
supplement or replace whatever we have but at least it is
open-ended and we are not tying ourselves in with
legislation by insisting that it go to the debt reduction
account.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is the House ready
for the question?

Some hon. members: Question.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): All those in favour
of the motion will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): All those opposed
will please say nay.

Some hon. members: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): In my opinion the
nays have it.

And more than five members having risen:

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Call in the mem-
bers.

The House divided on the motion, which was nega-
tived on the following division:

Allmand
Anawak

Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing)

Bélair

Black

Brewin

Clancy

Crawford

Ferguson

Fontana

Fulton

Gagliano

Gauthier

Harb

Heap

Hunter

Keyes

Kindy

Langdon (Essex— Windsor)
Leblanc (Longueuil)
MacLaren
MacWilliam

Manley

Marleau

Nunziata

Peterson

Pickard

Riis

Skelly (Comox—Alberni)
Vanclief

Volpe

Wappel

Anderson
Atkinson
Beatty

Bird

Blais
Bouchard (Roberval)
Browes
Chartrand
Cole
Couture
DeBlois
Dobbie
Duplessis
Fee
Fontaine
Greene
Hockin
Horner
Jelinek
Jourdenais
Larrivée
Littlechild
MacDonald (Rosedale)
Marin
McDermid
Nicholson
Porter
Reimer
Richardson
Saint-Julien
Soetens
Tardif
Thorkelson
Van De Walle
Vien

Wilbee
Worthy —73

(Division No. 506)

YEAS

Members

Althouse
Arseneault

Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre)

Bellemare

Boudria

Caccia

Comuzzi

Duhamel

Flis

Foster

Gaffney

Gardiner

Grey (Beaver River)
Harvard

Hovdebo

Jordan

Kilger (Stormont —Dundas)
Langan (Mission —Coquitlam)

LeBlanc (Cape Breton Highlands —Canso)

Lee
MacLellan
Maheu
Marchi
Nowlan
Nystrom
Phinney
Rideout
Rompkey
Tobin
Venne
Waddell
Young (Acadie— Bathurst) —64

NAYS

Members

Andre
Attewell
Belsher
Blackburn (Jonquiére)
Blenkarn
Brightwell
Chadwick
Clark (Brandon—Souris)
Cote

Danis

de Cotret
Domm

Epp

Feltham
Fretz

Hicks
Holtmann
Hughes
Johnson
Langlois
Lewis
Loiselle
MacKay
Masse
Monteith
Oberle
Redway
Ricard
Roy-Arcelin
Sobeski
Stevenson
Tétreault
Tremblay (Québec-Est)
Vankoughnet
Weiner
Winegard
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PAIRED MEMBERS Soetens Sleyeason
Tardif Tétreault
p Thorkelson Tremblay (Québec-Est)
piSdcun Van De Walle Vankoughnet
Vien Weiner
Y (114 5 ) Wilbee Winegard
Worthy—73
Madam Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion nega- NAYS
tived.
: ¢ : Members
The next question is on Motion No. 2.
Allmand Althouse
5 Anawak Arseneault
[Translatzon] Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing) ~Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre)
Bélair Bellemare
T < Black Boudria
Mr. Tremblay (Québec-Est): Madam Speaker, I think Brewin Caccia
you will find there is unanimous consent for applying the  Giamtora S
results of the vote we just had to the government’s Fersuson R
amendment, but in reverse. Fulton Gaffney
Gagliapo Gardiner g
[English] B t i
Heap Hovdebo
. Hunt Jord
Madam Deputy Speaker: Is there unanimous consent  geyes. Kilger (Stormont —Dundas)
1 1 2 Kindy Langan (Mission —Coquitlam)
to apply the vote we JUSt had in reverse’ Langdon (Essex—Windsor) LeBlanc (Cape Breton Highlands —Canso)
¥ Leblanc (Longueuil) Lee
[Translation] MacLaren MacLellan
MacWilliam Maheu
Manley Marchi
Some hon. members: Agreed. Marlean Nowlan
Nunziata Nystrom
: Ouellet Peterson
Mr. Ouellet: Madam Speaker, I would like my vote on L e Bkt
. . . . . ul!
the second motion to be registered with the opposition.  Rompkey Skelly (Comox—Alberni)
Tobin Vanclief
e s v Ve Vol
The House divided on the motion, which was agreed t0  waddeu Wabpel

on the following division:

(Division No. 507)

YEAS

Members
Anderson Andre
Atkinson Attewell
Beatty Belsher
Bird Blackburn (Jonquiére)
Blais Blenkarn
Bouchard (Roberval) Brightwell
Browes Chadwick
Chartrand Clark (Brandon-—Souris)
Cole Coté
Couture Danis
DeBlois de Cotret
Dobbie Domm
Duplessis Epp
Fee Feltham
Fontaine Fretz
Greene Hicks
Hockin Holtmann
Horner Hughes
Jelinek Johnson
Jourdenais Langlois
Larrivée Lewis
Littlechild Loiselle
MacDonald (Rosedale) MacKay
Marin Masse
McDermid Monteith
Nicholson Oberle
Porter Redway
Reimer Ricard
Richardson Roy~Arcelin
Saint-Julien Sobeski

Young (Acadie —Bathurst)—65

PAIRED MEMBERS

nil/aucun
Madam Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

[English]

Hon. Pierre Blais (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada and Minister of State (Agriculture))
moved that the bill, as amended, be concurred in.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Some hon. members: On division.

Madam Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried
on division.

Motion agreed to.
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Mr. Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I think you may find
unanimous consent in the House to immediately proceed
with third reading of this bill.

Mr. Waddell: Madam Speaker, we would be prepared
to give our consent provided that either the minister or
the parliamentary secretary indicate that they would take
seriously the goal of putting proceeds of crime money
toward crime prevention in this country, which I think we
all agree to in this House because a parliamentary
committee, the justice committee, was unanimous.

If the minister or the parliamentary secretary could
give some indication I would be pleased to give unani-
mous consent.

Mr. MacLellan: Madam Speaker, to follow up on what
the member for Port Moody—Coquitlam has said, I
think it is important in light of the all-party support in
the standing committee report on crime prevention that
we have some commitment from the government on
exactly what it is going to do with the proceeds of crime.
The standing committee report calls for the proceeds to
go toward crime prevention. We want something from
the government to support that and to give us an
indication on this very important point.

Mr. Blais: My provincial counterparts and the munici-
palities, particularly at the symposium on crime preven-
tion last March, agreed on the direction we are going.
Negotiations are not yet completed but obviously I am
listening to the message I received today and I am very
sensitive to those opinions.

[Translation]

Mr. Kindy: Madam Speaker, I am astonished that after
the amendment proposed by the NDP was negatived,
members simply wanted the minister to promise that
these amounts may be applied to crime prevention. I
think that is unacceptable. Either he is prepared to
allocate these amounts to crime prevention, or I refuse
to give my consent.

[English]

Mr. Attewell: I wonder if we might hear from the
member for Mississauga West who is chairman of the
justice committee and has been very involved in this
issue.

Madam Deputy Speaker: The House was asked to
proceed with third reading of the bill. Consent was not
given. Is it still the idea of the hon. member for Calgary
that we cannot proceed with third reading? No, yes.
Would the hon. member please clarify his view? No, yes,
does not help me much.

[Translation]

Mr. Kindy: Madam Speaker, no, I do not give my
consent.

[English)
Madam Deputy Speaker: Consent has not been given.

* ok ok

MISCELLANEOUS STATUTE LAW AMENDMENT
ACT, 1993

MEASURE TO ENACT

The House proceeded to the consideration of Bill
C-125, an act to correct certain anomalies, inconsisten-
cies, archaisms and errors in the statutes of Canada, to
deal with other matters of a non-controversial and
uncomplicated nature in those statutes and to repeal
certain provisions of those statutes that have expired or
lapsed or otherwise ceased to have effect, as reported
(without amendment) from the Standing Committee on
Justice and Solicitor General.

®(1155)

Hon. Pierre Blais (Minister of Justice and Attorney
General of Canada and Minister of State (Agriculture))
moved that the bill be concurred in.

Motion agreed to.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): When shall the bill
be read the third time? By leave, now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. Blais moved that the bill be read the third time
and passed.

Mr. Rob Nicholson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of Justice and Attorney General of Canada and
Minister of State (Agriculture)): Mr. Speaker, Bill
C-125, the Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act 1993
is a technical bill which amends a series of federal
statutes. These amendments are not controversial. They
do not involve the spending of public funds. They do not
prejudicially affect the rights of persons and they do not
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create new offences or subject a new class of persons to
an existing offence.

The bill corrects anomalies, inconsistencies, archaic
expressions and errors in federal statutes and deals
exclusively with non-controversial matters.

The bill also repeals statutes that have ceased to have
effect. The provisions of this bill were submitted as
proposals to the House Standing Committee on Justice
and the Solicitor General and the Senate Standing
Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs last
February. Both committees have examined the proposals
and reported to the House and the Senate. Only propos-
als which have been unanimously approved by both
committees are entered into this bill.

Mr. Russell MacLellan (Cape Breton—The Sydneys):
Mr. Speaker, we did a pre-study in the Standing Com-
mittee on Justice and the Solicitor General on Bill
C-125. We noted the recommendations and made sug-
gestions. We had second reading and then went back to
committee and reviewed it.

My party and I find the bill acceptable. As the
parliamentary secretary has said, it is really of a technical
nature.

Mr. lan Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, on behalf of the New Democratic Party, we are
in agreement with what the parliamentary secretary and
the hon. member for Cape Breton—The Sydneys has
said. We are in agreement with this bill.

While I am on my feet I would just remind the hon.
member from Calgary of a good quote from Mick Jagger
of the Rolling Stones: ‘“You can’t always get what you
want, but sometimes you might just find you get what you
need”. Maybe he could ponder that a little bit with
respect to the proceedings in the House in the last few
minutes.

In any case, we are in agreement that Bill C-125
should go through. It is basically technical and cleans up
some statutes.

Mr. Alex Kindy (Calgary Northeast): Mr. Speaker, I
think if it is simply a bill to clean up statutes it is certainly
in order to pass it. I do not know what the justice
committee studied but apparently it made some correc-
tions. I suppose they are right.

Government Orders

In answer to what my friend from B.C. said, I think if
one has an amendment one has to believe in that
amendment. That amendment was defeated and we did
not get a commitment from the minister. A commitment
from the minister is not worth the paper it is written on
therefore I cannot support and give unanimous consent
to pass the bill.

As far as the present one goes, I have no problems
with its passage.

o (1200)

Mr. Don Boudria (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell):
Mr. Speaker, I want to use the next few moments to
bring something to the attention of this House while
speaking on Bill C-125.

A few moments ago we were debating Bill C-123. We
dealt with an amendment proposed by the hon. member
for Port Moody—Coquitlam and I believe the amend-
ment he was proposing to that bill was good. It was
worthy of support. I supported it and so did my col-
leagues.

All members of Parliament should remember that
there is a difference between a good bill and one that is
already good which we want to make even better. The
bill we were discussing at the time was already good and
we wanted to make it better. That amendment was
defeated but we still have to work on the premise that
the bill was good because we initially said it was.

I live in a riding where smuggling is a terrible problem.
It is taking a terrible toll on the constituents of my area.
My colleague for Stormont—Dundas who represents a
riding in Ontario that adjoins with mine told me of a
recent auction sale in Cornwall where 250 cars were sold
that had been seized because of smuggling at that port of
entry. The fines right now are so low that it is a farce and
we need to increase them. We need to do what is
necessary to cut down smuggling and hopefully even stop
it. Unless we get Bill C-123 passed in the very few days
left in this Parliament, we are not going to have that.

We saw the shootings in my riding not that long ago.
People were shooting at each other for control of that
trade. That is terrible and it is incumbent upon all of us
in the few days that we have left to pass that legislation
which is so vital. That unanimous consent was refused
earlier but I ask all colleagues in the House to take a few
minutes to pause and reflect. Just maybe common sense
will prevail and consent will be given. We will then
debate that legislation and do what is good for the
people of Canada and the people who I have the honour
and privilege to represent in this House.
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is the House ready
for the question?

Some hon. members: Question.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Some hon. members: On division.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Carried on division.
Motion agreed to, read the third time and passed.

Mr. Boudria: Mr. Speaker, I am going to do something
that is somewhat unusual. I am going to ask for unani-
mous consent that we revert to the bill that was denied
earlier. It is unusual for an opposition member to ask for
the unanimous consent to deal with a government bill
but I will do that now because of the reasons I have
already explained in this House. I hope that compassion
and common sense will prevail and we will be able to do
what I am asking.

Mr. Nicholson: Mr. Speaker, let me indicate to the
House the hon. member for Calgary is quite correct that
the motion from the member for Port Moody— Coquit-
lam was defeated. It specified a percentage of the
proceeds of crime that would go to crime prevention and
what would stay or otherwise, as directed by the govern-
ment.

The government motion that was concurred in by the
House actually opens up the possibility that the govern-
ment can direct the proceeds of crime to an account to
be decided upon by regulation. That is a change from the
original bill that indicated that all funds that came to the
Crown must go into the debt reduction account. We
made a change to that.

* (1205)

I did not get an opportunity but I should have touched
on the report of the standing committee. It had very
impressive recommendations. Certainly the minister has
an ad hoc committee looking at that. I expect we will
probably be getting recommendations as well from the
ad hoc committee that advises the minister as to where
and how the funds should be spent. I do not want the
House to be left with the impression that the door was

closed on this or that this was not an outstanding report
by the standing committee on justice.

I think the words of the hon. member for Glengarry—
Prescott—Russell should be heeded by the House. It is
an excellent bill, supported on all sides of the House and
the window of opportunity for passing something that
our constituents have been asking for is very small. I
hope all hon. members, in considering this request, will
give that unanimous consent so we can move to third
reading on this bill.

Mr. Kindy: Mr. Speaker, I was listening with interest to
the hon. member. My experience as a former member on
the justice committee is that if it is just left to regulations
and the bureaucracy, the advice is never going to be
followed to put the money in a fund to reduce our debt
or for crime prevention.

If we are serious about this matter and if the govern-
ment had been serious about this matter, it would have
accepted the amendment because it was a good amend-
ment. It was very simple for government members to
vote for it because it would have directed 70 per cent of
the funds to debt reduction and 30 per cent to crime
prevention. If the government is still serious, it still can
bring it back and have debate and so on therefore I
cannot give my consent.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Speaker, I think we have to recognize
that having been reported, there is no longer an option
to make further amendments in this room. The other
House can amend it if it so chooses. To even delay third
reading in no way provides an opportunity for the
government to amend the bill.

The only way we could do that is if by unanimous
agreement the House reverted to report stage. I am not
suggesting we do that. There comes a point in time in
which we have to recognize that we tried. We did not get
there, so let us move on with it.

I would encourage the hon. member to reconsider
whether or not he grants unanimous consent to allow us
to move this bill through third reading to get it into the
other place so it can be passed into law.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is there unanimous
consent?

Some hon. members: No.
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EXPLOSIVES ACT
MEASURE TO AMEND

Hon. Marcel Danis (for the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Resources) moved that Bill C-107, an act to amend
the Explosives Act, be read the second time and referred
to a legislative committee in the Natural Resources
envelope.

Mr. Lee Richardson (Parliamentary Secretary to Min-
ister of Transport): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to address
my colleagues in the House of Commons on the occasion
of the second reading of Bill C-107, an act to amend the
Explosives Act.

First enacted in 1914, the Explosives Act is an act of
public and worker safety which regulates the composi-
tion, quality and character of explosive, pyrotechnic
substances and articles which contain such substances.
The manufacture, importation, sale, purchase, posses-
sion and storage of such substances are also regulated
under the Explosives Act. Bill C-107 is a practical piece
of legislation with a very clear purpose and I will take a
few minutes to elaborate on that statement.

The proposed bill contains five principal provisions. To
begin with, the definition of an explosive has been
rewritten for greater clarity. Furthermore, dangerous
explosives being used for non-explosive purposes may be
brought under the act by regulation and innocuous
pyrotechnics that are best left unregulated or regulated
under other legislation may be excluded by regulation.

An example of a dangerous explosive that would be
pulled into the definition would be picric acid, a current-
ly unregulated substance that is more sensitive and
powerful than TNT. An example of a relatively harmless
pyrotechnic that would be excluded is a Christmas
cracker. In addition to improving the definition of an
explosive, authority is being sought for the exemption of
innocuous items in whole or in part from the provisions
of the Explosives Act or regulations.

* (1210)

The net effect of these changes will be to provide the
flexibility necessary for the tailoring of the degree of
regulation to match the explosive. Instances of overregu-
lation created by the current definition will be elimi-
nated.

Second, another provision of the bill will restrict the
possession of certain specialty explosives to particular
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individuals or groups. This will add an element of safety
to the handling and use of those materials, while at the
same time addressing the security issues associated with
their distribution. For example, the non-military posses-
sion or use of plastic explosives will be restricted except
in highly unusual circumstances in police explosive
disposal units.

There remains some existing entry and arrest powers
of inspectors and peace officers which are viewed to be
inconsistent with the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms and will be eliminated. At present inspectors
may enter private dwellings without even a suspicion of
wrongdoing and without a search warrant. This situation,
reminiscent of a much earlier era, is intolerable in the
1990s. In recognition of the current inappropriate au-
thority of inspectors, the changes being sought with this
legislation should permit only those powers of entry and
arrest which are reasonably required to protect the
public from immediate danger.

Another provision of this bill will allow for the
stipulation of particular conditions, licences, permits and
certificates which are designed to protect property, the
public and explosives workers.

Another point is it has been some time since these
penalties under the act have been updated. This bill
imposes increases in the fines for summary convictions
that essentially offset nearly two decades of inflation.
Additionally indictable offences with somewhat greater
penalties have been introduced for violations which are
of a serious nature.

Even with these proposed increases, the penalty struc-
ture remains less severe than that associated with other
public safety related legislation. This is reflected in the
long established consultative approach to regulating the
explosives industry that relies on prosecution as a last
resort.

In addition to the major provisions that I have just
reviewed there are other improvements contained in the
bill that merit discussion at this time. This bill also
addresses the need to apply safety markings to explosives
packages as well as to provide instructions for safe
handling, storage and use. Provision for safety related
markings and information is clearly of significant impor-
tance to the safety of shippers, handlers and end users of
explosives products.
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A further enhancement of regulatory authority in-
volves the provision for drafting safety standards for
explosives research and large-scale testing as well as for
factories and magazine locations. The objective is to
create a system that will require careful evaluation from
a safety perspective of all operations involving higher
risks such as research, testing and manufacture.

A provision to grant inspectors the power to direct the
taking of safety measures to remedy contraventions of
the act and regulations as it applies to the manufacture,
transportation, testing or storage of explosives or the use
of fireworks will enable such situations to be resolved
efficiently and effectively.

The final proposed change I would like to discuss at
this time pertains to charging fees for the testing and
authorizing of explosives as well as providing for the
recovery of costs associated with the disposal of explo-
sives forfeited to the Crown voluntarily or as a result of a
conviction of an offence under the Explosives Act. These
changes are felt necessary to eliminate an unfair cost to
the Canadian taxpayer.

Consultation is well known as an important exercise in
any legislative initiative. I am pleased to say that 44
different bodies were consulted with prior to the tabling
of Bill C-107. Federal, provincial and territorial depart-
ments, as well as police agencies who were known to
have a keen interest in this legislation, were consulted
not only directly but through correspondence and other
meetings.

The Canadian Explosive Distributors Association, a
private sector organization which represents the inter-
ests of Canadian explosive manufacturers and distribu-
tors, has had an opportunity to examine the contents of
Bill C-107. I am happy to say that they are in favour of
the proposed changes.

I would like to emphasize that these amendments if
passed by Parliament would not have any significant
impact on other businesses or private citizens. It is also
expected that competitiveness in the explosives industry
will be affected in a positive way in that the foundation
for regulation will be more clearly stated.

e (1215)

The modernization of the Explosives Act will provide
the platform necessary for the complete revision and

reform of the explosives regulations. This will result in a
regulatory system that is clear, concise and focused.

The proposed Bill C-107 will allow for a more efficient
and effective approach to the control of explosive and
pyrotechnic materials in Canada. Such modernization
initiatives will contribute to greater public safety with
respect to explosive items.

Surely the revisions contained in Bill C-107 are
beyond argument. It would be hard to imagine anyone
wanting to seriously challenge the proposed amend-
ments which were intended to update a low profile yet
important piece of legislation.

I trust that my remarks clearly illustrate that the
proposed revisions to Bill C-107 are entirely pragmatic,
realistic and beneficial and that they will be readily
accepted by both industry and consumers.

Mr. Rex Crawford (Kent): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to have the opportunity to speak on Bill C-107, the
legislation that regulates the composition, quality and
character of explosives in addition to their manufacture,
importation, sale, purchase, possession and storage.

Bill C-107 takes into account the significant changes
that have occurred in the past 20 years, including the
introduction of the charter of rights. It will bring the
investigatory and seizure powers into line with the
Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

It will also introduce other significant changes to the
regulatory structure. For example, it will provide for
restricting the use of certain specialty explosives to
specific persons or groups and will allow the minister
when issuing a licence to stipulate conditions for the
protection of the public and employees. In other words,
the legislation would greatly contribute to increased
safety conditions of Canadians working with explosives.

As the associate energy critic for my party, I am deeply
concerned about safety conditions in our mine sector in
general and in coal mining in particular.

For the past months the eyes of the country have been
focused on the Westray coal mine in Nova Scotia where
26 miners died tragically in an underground explosion on
May 9, 1992. Ever since coal was discovered in Pictou
county the price of mining there has been measured in
human lives.
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In recent memory alone there was the early morning
explosion in 1979 in Glace Bay where 12 men died. The
biggest disaster was at Springhill in 1891 when 125 men
and boys were lost in an explosion. The most miraculous
incident took place at Springhill again in 1956 where 36
miners were killed but 54 survived more than five days
underground.

The Pictou county mines have taken more than 244
lives to date in explosions. To this grim total another 26
names were added last year.

According to historical evidence more than 2,400 lives
have been lost in the Nova Scotia coal mines since 1867.
Miners died in floods, were asphyxiated, were crushed by
the falling rock and coal and were burned in fires and
explosions.

Better than anyone else, coal miners know the perils
of their profession. One of their remarkable historical
achievements has been their ability to enforce rules and
regulations to improve the safety of their work place.

It comes as a shocking surprise that safety concerns
voiced by miners at Westray were largely ignored by the
management. In the 12 months before the fatal explo-
sion in 1992 inspectors from the Nova Scotia labour
department recorded dangerous incidents and hazards in
22 reports. At the time of the blast the mine was
evidently under orders to bring in a safety plan to
prevent coal dust explosion.

Lethal levels of explosive methane gas and coal dust
and repeated problems with collapsing roofs were regu-
lar safety concerns at the Westray mine. Miners fre-
quently worked in dangerous conditions 24 hours a day, 7
days a week, as the mine struggled to meet production
quotas. Many coal mines operate five days a week
devoting the other two days to maintenance and servic-

ing.
® (1220)

Many experienced miners left Westray for safety
reasons. As one of them put it: “There were crews that
said their prayers of thanks every night when they came
up out of the mine. They had made it to another day”.

According to evidence seized by the RCMP many
reports written at the time by maintenance staff dealt
with safety problems. The statement obtained from the
employees further indicates that company officials were
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aware of safety concerns yet ordered employees to work
in hazardous conditions. At the approach of the disas-
ter’s anniversary, there are no real answers yet to what
happened, only more and more questions.

Another controversial case comes to mind in connec-
tion with safety measures at mine sites such as the Giant
Yellowknife gold mine where nine miners were killed in
a massive underground explosion last year. As a bitter
strike had been bubbling over for months there was
speculation that commercial explosives used in mining
operations were used in a booby trap. On September 1
dynamite was planted in a building used to pump fresh
air to underground workers. A week after, dynamite was
used to blow up a nearby television satellite dish.

Employees sought among other things improved safety
standards such as a ban on transporting explosives with
workers no matter how much time or money it might
save. The union claimed it believed the men were
travelling through the mine with 20-kilogram bags con-
taining powdered nitrogen mixed with diesel fuel and
two boxes of detonators. While the town lived in a state
of terror, confusion and anger for four months, the
company did not know if it had been missing any
explosives from its many underground depots because it
did not keep track of the powder once it was in the mine.

If the introduced legislation helps eliminate this sort
of negligence it would considerably diminish risks related
to dealing with explosives at the workplace.

In closing, I would like to emphasize that safety
conditions are among many other issues challenging our
vital mining sector. Mining today, which accounts for
about 4.4 per cent of Canada’s gross national product
and supports about 330,000 direct and indirect jobs, faces
serious difficulties because of existing federal-provincial
tax policies, environmental assessment and regulations
and problems of land access and security of tenure, all of
which create major investment uncertainty.

Mining exploration spending for instance is at its
lowest in a decade. It fell in 1991 to $646 million from
$751 million in 1990 and $1.3 billion in 1988. Generally,
reserves of many of Canada’s metals have dropped
significantly since the early 1980s. For instance proven
and probable reserves of copper, nickel and zinc were
almost two-thirds of those reported in 1981 while lead
was down to 60 per cent of its 1981 level.
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For the first time in recent history, mineral produc-
tion is exceeding reserve additions and opportunities for
mineral exploration and development continue to be
squeezed. Mineral exploration is of course high risk and
a high dollar is attached. It is very important that
mineral exploration in Canada be returned to high
levels to replace depleting reserves but this is only
possible if sufficient incentives are provided to attract
investment to the high risks of mineral exploration.
Without steps toward rejuvenating the Canadian miner-
al industry it faces a future in which its position as a
world class producer would be in jeopardy.

(1225)

Mr. John E. Cole (York— Simcoe): Mr. Speaker, I think
you will find there is consent to do all stages of Bill
C-107 including Committee of the Whole to complete
consideration of this bill today.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): The hon. members
have heard the terms of the motion. Is there unanimous
consent?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Carried.

Mr. Iain Angus (Thunder Bay—Atikokan): Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased to rise today to say a few words about
Bill C-107, an act to amend the Explosives Act.

The present Explosives Act has not been updated for
almost 20 years and this bill modernizes the existing act.
The main focus is on bringing investigatory and seizure
powers into line with the charter and clarifying and
modifying various provisions, including the definition of
explosives. Let me concentrate initially on just one
aspect of this bill as I think it presents a very real
concern.

It is a fact that Bill C-107 does not contain WHMIS-
style protection for workers handling explosives. The
government has given assurances that such concerns will
be addressed through the regulations of this bill. I would
like to explain this point by backtracking a bit.

In June 1987 amendments to the Hazardous Products
Act or HPA, were passed to establish the Workplace
Hazardous Materials Information System or WHMIS as
it is known in the work place.

WHMIS is a national system created to provide
Canadian workers with information on the proper handl-
ing of hazardous materials in the work place with the
purpose of reducing accidents, illness and injuries.
WHMIS is founded on a consensus reached by industry,
labour and the federal, provincial and territorial govern-
ments. WHMIS legislation came into force in October
1988.

As a condition of selling and importing hazardous
work place material the Hazardous Products Act re-
quires two conditions from suppliers. Suppliers must
label containers and they must provide hazard informa-
tion through detailed documents called material safety
data sheets or MSDS.

At the same time complementary federal, provincial
and territorial occupational safety and health legislation
imposes similar requirements on employers. Employers
are required to label hazardous materials used or stored
in the work place. They have to make material safety
data sheets available to workers and they are required to
provide worker education programs.

The Hazardous Products Act contains a number of
exclusions, one of which is explosives, thus explosives are
not covered by WHMIS protection. These exclusions
were required to be reviewed by a parliamentary com-
mittee, the Standing Committee on Consumer and
Corporate Affairs and Government Operations with a
report to be presented in April 1992.

Recommendations were developed on the basis of a
need to continue the exclusions and whether the objec-
tives of WHMIS were being met. When WHMIS was
implemented it was felt that explosives could be ex-
cluded because workers were protected by other legisla-
tion such as the Explosives Act and its regulations, the
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act and its regula-
tions, and provincial mining and labour acts dealing with
safety.

This was endorsed by the groups making representa-
tions to the standing committee but they wanted to
ensure that the explosives industry would comply. They
could not reach consensus on whether this was best
achieved by bringing explosives under the Hazardous
Products Act or amending the regulations under the
Explosives Act.
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The explosives manufacturers felt that hazards posed
by explosives were unique and best addressed outside
of WHMIS. The continuation of the exclusion with
amendments to the Explosives Act received support
from the chief inspector of explosives who noted that
specialized knowledge was required for the proper
administration of safety legislation.

The Canadian Labour Congress recommended that a
parallel hazard information system should not be created
for explosives. Others such as the Ontario Ministry of
Labour agreed saying that a single system under the
Hazardous Products Act would simplify administration
and enforcement.

There was disagreement however from some Cana-
dian explosives manufacturers. These manufacturers
recommended that WHMIS-type information for explo-
sives be provided under the Explosives Act. Bringing
explosives under WHMIS according to them could result
in less prominence being given to important information
and about the explosive characteristics of a product and
the possible confusion of different types of hazard
information.

Also these manufacturers felt that the explosives
branch of the Department of Energy, Mines and Re-
sources that currently regulates explosives would be best
to administer WHMIS-type provisions for explosives.
The different sectors agreed that worker protection was
needed for those handling explosives. It was how best to
provide that protection where there was a disagreement.

The choices are to either remove explosives from the
WHMIS exclusions, thus bringing it under the Hazard-
ous Products Act, or amend the regulations of the
Explosives Act, thus creating a separate system specifi-
cally for explosives.

®(1230)

Although consensus in the exclusion review process
was not reached, the standing committee did make a
number of recommendations for amending the explo-
sives regulations. The committee felt that while a consis-
tent national hazardous information system was
preferable to a proliferation of parallel systems, the
Explosives Act was the better vehicle for dealing with the
unique characteristics of explosives.

Government Orders

Two strong points support this. One is that the explo-
sives industry wishes to deal with a single regulatory body
and the other is that a great deal of expertise is necessary
to regulate explosives.

The recommendations of the standing committee are
that WHMIS-type labelling and material safety data
sheets be instituted for explosives; explosives continue to
be excluded from the provisions of part II of the
Hazardous Products Act and the recommendations of
the sectoral committee on explosives be implemented
under the Explosives Act and regulations.

The standing committee also dealt with another as-
pect. It was determined that there was potential for
problems to arise if explosives were regulated as hazard-
ous waste. According to the committee report the chief
inspector of explosives felt that the regulation of explo-
sives should be consistent throughout their life cycle.
Hazards could occur if explosives were shipped as waste
and therefore not subject to the safety measures identi-
fied in the Explosives Act and regulations. Thus the
committee made a third recommendation that sub-
stances and articles that are explosives within the mean-
ing of the Explosives Act not be classified as waste.

In a response dated May 12, 1993 to the standing
committee’s report, the government agreed to imple-
ment the latter two recommendations with assistance
from a tripartite working group made up of representa-
tives from industry, labour and occupational health and
safety regulators. However on the first recommendation
that WHMIS-type labelling and material safety data
sheets be instituted for explosives, the government
response states: “Only the intent of WHMIS and not the
existing formats can be adopted”.

I believe this intent must be reflected and strength-
ened in the regulations to Bill C-107. I hope that as we
enter into the clause by clause review in Committee of
the Whole the government will be able to respond
positively to this request.

Those are my comments at the moment. I may have
something more to add once we get to third reading later
today.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is the House ready
for the question?

Some hon. members: Question.
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it the pleasure
of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Motion agreed to, bill read the second time, and by
uninimous consent, the House went into committee
thereon, Mr. DeBlois in the chair.

The Assistant Deputy Chairman: House is in Commit-
tee of the Whole on Bill C-107, an act to amend the
Explosives Act.

Clauses 1 to 14 inclusive agreed to.
® (1235)
The Assistant Deputy Chairman: Shall the title carry?

Mr. Iain Angus (Thunder Bay—Atikokan): Mr. Chair-
man, on the title, I wonder if I can put a question to the
minister with regard to the request from the standing
committee which recommended that WHMIS-type la-
belling and material safety data sheets be instituted for
explosives. The government’s response which was dated
May 12 was that only the intent of WHMIS and not the
existing formats can be adopted.

I wonder if the minister can explain to the House why
it is not possible to take an already existing mechanism,
for example the forms that are provided under WHMIS,
and through regulations adopt them for explosives han-
dling for those workers who are exposed to it.

If the minister is not in a position himself to provide
that technical answer I wonder if he would undertake to
review the specific request of the standing committee
and, as it is drafting the regulations, see if there is a way
an existing form which is known and used well by people
can be adopted rather than trying to reinvent the wheel
so to speak to accommodate an existing act.

I wonder if the minister could give consideration to
accepting the recommendation of the standing commit-
tee’s report that asked that WHMIS-type labelling and
material safety data sheets be instituted for explosives.
As I remind the minister, it was only the intent that was
accepted.

Hon. Doug Lewis (Solicitor General of Canada): Mr.
Speaker, in my previous incarnation as Minister of

Transport I had some dealings with the issue of packag-
ing and transportation of dangerous goods.

My hon. friend makes an eminently sensible comment
when he suggests that I undertake to ask that any
regulations be written with the view of using existing,
well understood forms and I would presume wording.
Since the issue is really the safety of people, whether
they are workers on the job or workers trying to clean up
an accident, I have no difficulty whatsoever in giving the
undertaking of the government to keep the intent issue
in mind when regulations are being drafted.

Mr. Maurice Foster (Algoma): Mr. Speaker, since the
acting minister is the Solicitor General as well, I wonder
if this legislation would have been beneficial in prevent-
ing the kind of action that occurred in Giant Yellowknife
where a number of lives were lost. I wonder whether the
strengthening of the Explosives Act would be beneficial
in preventing that kind of incident again since he
obviously would be aware of the investigation and details
of that tragic event.

Mr. Lewis: Mr. Speaker, in my present incarnation as
Solicitor General I am not in a position to make any
comment on whether or not these changes would have
had any effect on the incident in Yellowknife mines.

Title agreed to.

Bill reported.

[Translation)

Hon. Doug Lewis (for the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Resources) moved that the bill be concurred in at
the report stage.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Motion agreed to.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): When shall the bill
be read the third time? With unanimous consent, now?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Mr. Lewis (for the Minister of Energy, Mines and

Resources) moved that the bill be read the third time
and passed.
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it the pleasure
of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Motion agreed to, bill read the third time and passed.

Mr. Langlois: Mr. Speaker, the House was so efficient
this morning that we have more or less finished consider-
ation of all bills on the Order Paper. I therefore suggest
we call it one o’clock. I also wish to give notice to the
House that after Question Period, at three o’clock, we
will call Bill C-128, on child pornography.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): Is it agreed?
Some hon. members: Agreed.

SITTING SUSPENDED
The Acting Speaker (Mr. DeBlois): The sitting of the

House is therefore suspended until two o’clock this
afternoon.

At 12.41 p.m. the House took recess.

AFTER RECESS
The House resumed at 2 p.m.

STATEMENTS PURSUANT TO 8. O. 31

[Zranslation)

THE HELP WANTED INDEX

Mr. Guy Saint-Julien (Abitibi): Madam Speaker, ac-
cording to Statistics Canada, the help wanted index is
one indication of economic recovery. The index went up
eight points in May, and StatsCan said yesterday that at
95, it was the index’s best performance since it dropped
to 85, which was 15 months ago.

A significant sign of future labour demand, the index
measures changes in the number of help wanted ads
published in 20 of our major urban centres. The help
wanted index has gone up 9 per cent in Quebec, and the
figures show a 17 per cent increase in Quebec between
May 1992 and May 1993.

[English)
CANADIAN CROSSROADS INTERNATIONAL

Mr. Francis G. LeBlanc (Cape Breton Highlands—
Canso): Madam Speaker, today we are pleased to wel-

SO 3T

come in the House of Commons a delegation of
international representatives from more than 25 coun-
tries here to participate with Canadian volunteers in
Canadian Crossroads International’s 1993 international
consultation.

These representatives and their counterparts across
Canada are part of a dynamic organization which is
giving a uniquely Canadian expression to the pursuit of a
goal which we all share, that of greater understanding,
harmony and equality among the world’s peoples and
cultures.

[Translation]

Every year, Canadian Crossroads International sends
some 300 participants to 30 countries, to work on
education, health care and community development
projects. The experience is unforgettable and is often the
beginning of what may become a lifetime commitment.

[English]

As a former crossroader to Zambia in 1975 I share
membership in this special family with our colleague, the
leader of the New Democratic Party, more than 3,500
Canadians and more than 1,000 citizens from developing
countries around the world.

Since 1970 Crossroads has received more than $18
million from the Canadian government for which the
volunteers expressed their gratitude this week.

This public support combined with private sector
donations—

Madam Deputy Speaker: Unfortunately I must inter-
rupt the hon. member as the member’s time has expired.

[Translation]

THE AUDIOTHEQUE

Mr. Marcel R. Tremblay (Québec-Est): Madam Speak-
er, I would like to wish the team at the Audiothéque du
Québec a happy 10th birthday. In 1983, this project was
designed, created and developed by Pierre Schram and
Sylvie Ouellet, who are visually impaired, as a Canada
community development project. The main objective was
to provide an audio information service for the visually
impaired.
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Ten years later, the Audiothéque has maintained that
focus by providing access to information found in
newspapers, magazines and folders; by helping the
visually impaired with their correspondence, and by
showing them how to use existing services and where
to find these resources.

The type of services now offered by the Audiothéque is
very diverse and covers all aspects of human activity. I
say three cheers for the Audiothéque team and its many
volunteers who are living proof that the volunteer spirit
consists in helping others and enhancing the well-being
of those around us.

[English]

PENDER ISLAND

Ms. Lynn Hunter (Saanich— Gulf Islands): Madam
Speaker, I would like to tell you a David and Goliath
story. David is the Pender Island residents who did not
want a communications tower erected on their beautiful
island. Goliath is Rogers Cantel, which went against the
wishes of local residents and local government, received
a building permit through dubious circumstances and
erected its tower. Now the decision rests with Communi-
cations Canada. Will the tower stay or go?

The department has asked the parties to resolve their
differences within 60 days before a final decision is made.
In the meantime, Cantel is using the tower because it has
already had assurances from the federal government
that the tower will be staying.

It has no incentive to bargain with the local folks.
After all, it knows the Conservative government, in true
Tory fashion, is already secretly on its side.

I raised this matter in the House only two days ago,
urging the minister to prevent Goliath from stamping all
over tiny David.

Unfortunately the minister chose to slip away and
issued a temporary licence, content that the profits of a
corporation would, as usual, triumph—

Madam Deputy Speaker: I am sorry but the hon.
member’s time has expired.

* ko ok

THE ECONOMY

Mr. Stan Wilbee (Delta): Madam Speaker, Canadians
have endured a great deal of change over the last while
but, as the latest economic reports show, we are begin-
ning to reap our just rewards.

Both the OECD and the IMF have forecast that
Canada will lead the G-7 in growth both in 1993 and
1994. As well, both organizations show that Canada’s
inflation rate of 1.8 per cent is one of the lowest among
all of the industrialized nations.

Other signs of improvement include the GDP, which
rose in the first quarter of 1993 by an amazing annual
rate of 4 per cent, and job creation, as 69,000 new jobs
were created in the same first quarter.

o (1405 )

The job creation is almost solely the result of the free
trade agreement, which in 1992 saw exports to the U.S.
reach a record high level of $122.3 billion. That is $19.6
billion more than it was in 1988.

The facts are clear. New jobs are being created and the
economy is on the rise. Canada is well on its way to new
prosperity—

Madam Deputy Speaker: The hon. member’s time has
expired.

SAFE GRAD

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (St. Boniface): Madam Speak-
er, high school graduations are upon us.

Graduating parties will be taking place throughout the
month. Students could choose to have an alcohol and
drug-free party, and that is an option I hope they would
consider. However they could also consider another
option, the Safe Grad program.

Safe Grad combines students’ graduation celebrations
with realistic measures to prevent accidents and other
problems associated with drinking and driving. It is a
student-run program that is geared toward the needs
and wishes of individual schools.
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The aim of the program is to enable graduates to have
their graduation parties but to ensure that others look
after transportation afterwards.

I am most impressed with the actions of the students
of Manitoba and their support for Safe Grad and would
like to take this opportunity to commend their actions.

I recommend it as an option to all Canadian students. I
would like to take this opportunity on behalf of all
members to wish all graduates a safe and happy gradua-
tion.

VIOLENT OFFENDERS

Mrs. Edna Anderson (Simcoe Centre): Madam Speak-
er, this past week the government introduced a new law
to protect the public from dangerous offenders. This
initiative is in response to the clear consensus among
Canadians that the government must have the power to
keep violent offenders in custody as long as their release
poses a serious threat to society.

This legislation makes it possible for the courts to
detain dangerous high-risk offenders beyond their origi-
nal sentences and prevent them from committing more
violent acts against innocent Canadians, especially wom-
en and children.

FINANCE

Hon. Lorne Nystrom (Yorkton—Melville): Madam
Speaker, over the past two days the hearings of the
finance committee have been very interesting.

Two days ago the deputy minister of finance, David
Dodge, stated that in retrospect the Bank of Canada
made some mistakes with its high interest rate, inflation
fighting policy. It began too late and went on for too
long.

Yesterday, when confronted with this evidence, the
Governor of the Bank of Canada, John Crow, disagreed
with David Dodge, the deputy minister of finance. He
said that he would have to have a talk with Mr. Dodge.

It is very unique to have the deputy minister of finance
saying something different from the Governor of the
Bank of Canada. Whose side is the government on? Who
speaks for the Government of Canada? Is it the Gover-

SL0::31

nor of the Bank of Canada, John Crow, or the deputy
minister of finance, David Dodge?

The time has come for the government to resign and
call an election so that we can have new ideas and a new
government that will put the people of this country back
to work.

INDIA

Mrs. Beryl Gaffney (Nepean): Madam Speaker, today
is the ninth anniversary of the military attack on the
Darbar Sahib, the Golden Temple.

All people abhor the ongoing communal violence from
which thousands of men, women and children have been
killed. Canada should encourage the UN Secretary
General to take an active role in the creation of a lasting
peace in India and in the Punjab.

The Canadian government should fulfil its stated
commitment to link aid to a recipient country’s record on
human rights. It is imperative that we seek non-violent
solutions to these problem areas.

When we are speaking about incidents at home or
abroad Canadians should be sending the message that
non-violent solutions must be found. The use of violence
to achieve political ends is totally unacceptable.

We must continue to encourage the Indian govern-
ment and all sides involved in the conflict to explore
avenues to bring about a peaceful resolution to the
ongoing violence.

THE GREAT LAKES

Hon. Alan Redway (Don Valley East): Madam Speaker,
considering that 25 per cent of all Canadians draw their
water from the Great Lakes it is shocking to learn from a
new study that in 1990 American manufacturing plants
pumped more than 680 million pounds of toxic chemicals
into the Great Lakes. That was down from 750 million
pounds in 1989 because of lower production brought on
by the recession.

The three worst offenders in the eight states bordering
the Great Lakes were the 3M Corporation in Minnesota,
GE Plastics in Indiana and Eastman Kodak in Rochester,
New York.
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Occidental Chemical Corporation of Niagara Falls,
New York, infamous for its association with the Love
Canal, the Hyde Park chemical dump, the S Area dump
and the 102nd Street dump, was not far behind.

Is it any wonder we are having trouble cleaning up the
Great Lakes?

* (1410)

CAMBODIA

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale—High Park): Madam Speak-
er, in spite of violence and intimidation the people of
Cambodia turned out by the millions last week to
participate in that country’s national elections.

These were the first free and fair elections in 14 years
of civil war in Cambodia. Despite the threat of disruption
by the Khmer Rouge this event paves the way for a new
constitution through elected government.

The hon. member for Brandon—Souris and I were
both proud to serve as electoral observers of UNTAC,
the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia,
but we were not the only ones from Canada participating
in this tremendous international effort. Over 330 Cana-
dians served as UN civilian volunteers, peacekeepers, or
as electoral officials supplied by Elections Canada.

In view of the fact that eight UN officials were killed
and another 32 were wounded before the election
commenced I call upon this House to salute the bravery
of all the Canadian women and men who put their lives
on the line in the name of humanity and democracy.

NATIONAL ACCESS AWARENESS WEEK

Mrs. Louise Feltham (Wild Rose): Madam Speaker,
May 31 marked the beginning of National Access Aware-
ness Week, a time to focus on the concerns and aspira-
tions of persons with disabilities.

National Access Awareness Week is a partnership,
involving the government, disabled communities, volun-
tary organizations, business and corporate Ssponsors,
committed to removing barriers for the 4.2 million
Canadians with disabilities.

National Access Awareness Week encourages commu-
nities to evaluate their levels of accessibility in the areas
of transportation, housing, employment, recreation and
education, to foster greater public awareness of existing
barriers and to take action to dismantle them.

As we observe this special week I invite all hon.
members to renew their commitment to a Canada in
which persons with disabilities are full and equal social
partners.

FORESTRY

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Madam Speaker, it takes a lot of work to change
old ways but it would seem that the B.C. government is
doing that with new forestry legislation.

The government is introducing a new forest practices
code and is building into its plans for the Clayoquot area
reduced clear cuts, public input into planning, a model
forest and a UNESCO biosphere reserve.

It is appropriate to raise this matter today given the
tabling of the forestry minister’s annual report to Parlia-
ment. Regrettably, at the same time the federal govern-
ment, by giving notice of its intentions to allow forest
agreements to expire, is taking a step backward in the
role it can play in the sustainable development of our
forests.

We are all making an effort to better manage our
forests and we ask the federal government to rethink its
plans for scrapping the FRDAs and to work toward
better forest management with all participants in our
forest community.

SAINT JOHN RIVER SOCIETY

Mr. JW. Bud Bird (Fredericton— York— Sunbury):
Madam Speaker, the Saint John River has frequently
been called the Rhine of America. It flows through
hundreds of miles of countryside in New Brunswick,
Quebec, and Maine. It binds tens of thousands of citizens
together in a state of international and intercultural
friendship.
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I want to recognize the formation of the Saint John
River Society which will celebrate the existence of this
wonderful resource and foster appreciation of its history
and its potential.

The inauguration of this society will be marked on
June 24, 389 years after the naming of the river by
Samuel de Champlain and Sieur Demonts.

* kK

THE ECONOMY

Mr. Girve Fretz (Erie): Madam Speaker, I would like to
read the following headlines: “Factory output climbs—
Canada leads industrial nations”, “Canada bucks global
economic trend”, “Canadian economic growth hits two-
year high”, and “Canada poised to top G-7 growth”.

It is no coincidence that the nine years preceding these
newspaper headlines contained the tough choices and
the real commitment to long-term economic prosperity
which today are so popularly criticized.

What evidence exists to persuade Canadians that our
economic strategy is on the right track? As we proceed
from a cyclical economic downturn which is global in
scope, growth in Canada’s manufacturing output is
stronger than that of any other major industrialized
nation. At 4 per cent Canada’s GDP growth has been
steadily rising since January 1991, and in the first quarter
of 1993 it was four times higher than that in the United
States.

With the prediction that the Canadian economy will
grow faster than that of any other major industrialized
nation the OECD said yesterday that recovery in Cana-
da—

Madam Deputy Speaker: I regret the member’s time
has expired.

o (1415)

STUDENT EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Mac Harb (Ottawa Centre): Madam Speaker, it is
graduation time again. Across Canada thousands and
thousands of students will graduate this year.

Many of those students will graduate with a debt load
of approximately $15,000 to $20,000. The job market that
existed 30 or 40 years ago is no longer there. Graduating
from high school or university is no longer the happy
occasion it used to be for family members, including the
grandparents.

Oral Questions

Take for instance what this government has done over
the past few years. Last year it increased by $3 million
the funds for the Summer Employment and Experience
Development program. That was a drop in the bucket
for a student unemployment rate at 18 per cent and
more.

This year the government has only added $5 million
which leaves the funding for the program at approxi-
mately $88 million. That is away below the 1985 figures.

Madam Deputy Speaker: [ am sorry, the hon. mem-
ber’s time has expired.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD
[English]

NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Hon. Roy MacLaren (Etobicoke North): Madam
Speaker, the United States administration has stated
that NAFTA will not be implemented without environ-
mental and labour side agreements enforced by trade
sanctions.

However yesterday after his meeting with President
Clinton, the Prime Minister stated that trade sanctions
are “totally unacceptable to Canada”. The logic of this
position is that Canada will either have to accept U.S.
demands or refuse to proclaim NAFTA.

My question for the Prime Minister is this. Is the
government prepared to walk away from NAFTA over
the trade sanctions issue? Yes or no?

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, what I indicated yesterday in Washington is that
we would not accept amendments to the North Ameri-
can free trade agreement that impinged upon the sover-
eignty of Canada. If my hon. friend is suggesting
something otherwise on behalf of the Liberal Party, then
he ought to tell the House of Commons if that is his
position.

I indicated we would not accept this and that I could
not understand the logic of anybody proposing that trade
sanctions be used with a view to destroying a dispute
settlement mechanism which is the causa causans of the
trade agreement in the first place. That being said, I
expressed the hope and the belief that this could be
worked out by way of negotiations and that appears to be
the case.
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President Clinton indicated to me yesterday and to
the media that he tully expected that NAFTA would
pass the American Congress.

Hon. Roy MacLaren (Etobicoke North): Madam
Speaker, I would be happy to answer the Prime Minis-
ter’s questions on another occasion. Today of course we
are asking the Prime Minister to explain to the Canadian
people what the policy of Canada is.

The Prime Minister must be aware that in the NAFTA
negotiations a year ago Canada proposed an investment
chapter which would have made any infringement sub-
ject to binding resolution. In other words, Canada itself
proposed trade sanctions, an idea which the Bush admin-
istration subsequently rejected.

Why has the government reversed its position on
sanctions? Why did Canada promote the idea of sanc-
tions last year only to state that they are unacceptable
today?

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): My hon.
friend is of course inadvertently distorting the position of
the government. That happens so infrequently with him
that I will not ask him to withdraw.

I do not know why he is so concerned about the
well-being of the United States in regard to this. It
seems to be quite able to look after itself—

Mr. Crawford: More so.

Mr. Mulroney: My hon. friend says more so. Then he
will be pleased to hear that Mickey Kantor, the United
States trade representative, a few hours ago in Paris said
that there was reason for optimism about resolving the
sanctions dispute. “We are making progress”, he told
American reporters at a private luncheon. “We have
narrowed our differences on this point”.

The hon. member can stop worrying about the Ameri-
cans, his friends. They are saying things are okay.

Hon. Roy MacLaren (Etobicoke North): Madam
Speaker, it is not a question of the Prime Minister
answering for the United States. The question we are
posing to the Prime Minister is: What is the Canadian
position?

o (1420)

Basically the government’s position has been that
nothing in the side accords impinges or influences the

treaty itself. That is why the government railroaded
NAFTA through the House of Commons. It pushed it
through the House of Commons without adequate
discussion by the Canadian people.

The government knows that only last month the
United States said that NAFTA would be modified and
interpreted by the environmental and labour side ac-
cords which are not yet negotiated.

Does the Prime Minister not recognize that this
confirms that NAFTA itself will be changed by the
negotiation of the two side accords? In those circum-
stances, why did he push NAFTA through the House of
Commons?

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, I pushed NAFTA through the House of Com-
mons because the House of Commons wanted to pass
the legislation.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. Mulroney: I walked into the House one day and
the House rose up at once and said: “We want to pass
NAFTA”. So we went ahead and passed NAFTA.

Yesterday President Clinton said on NAFTA: “I think
we can pass it with a very concerted effort, if the
Congress has some assurances on the environmental and
labour issues”. We are ready to provide assurances on
the environmental and labour issues. We are not ready to
provide assurances that could be construed as an im-
pingement on the sovereignty of Canada. We will not
surrender the sovereignty of Canada. This government
never has and never will.

[Translation]

Mr. Paul Martin (LaSalle—Emard): Madam Speaker,
my question is directed to the Prime Minister. It is
increasingly obvious that Canada was short-changed in
the free trade agreement with the United States. There
is plenty of evidence. Last week, it was durum wheat.
This week, it’s steel. Now that we know that the
Americans are manipulating the trade rules to a shock-
ing degree and that the Mexicans will be even more
opportunistic, why does the government not first negoti-
ate the same rules for all three partners before adopting
NAFTA?



June 3, 1993

COMMONS DEBATES

20319

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member from Montreal says that
Canada was short-changed in the negotiations with
Mexico and the United States. That should come as a
real surprise to the U.S. Congress. It is reluctant to
endorse and sign the free trade agreement, and so are
Ross Perot and the U.S. labour unions. They are saying
publicly in the United States that Canada was so clever
it obtained practically everything it wanted in these
negotiations, and so did Mexico. We say that we got
results that were good for us and for all three parties.
So my friend should know that in the United States,
the Americans are being accused of giving in too much
to the Canadians and the Mexicans, which should be
music to the ears of the hon. member for LaSalle—
Emard.

[English]

Mr. Paul Martin (LaSalle—Emard): Madam Speaker,
Mr. Perot was talking about Mexico, but I can under-
stand how this Prime Minister might get the countries
mixed up.

If you look at durum wheat or Canadian steel, the fact
is that the Americans are running roughshod over this
government.

In yesterday’s decision on wire rod, for example, the
Americans nailed Canada to the wall. But then miracle
of miracles, they exempted Trinidad because that country
was part of the Caribbean basin initiative.

This Prime Minister says he knows how to negotiate.
Why was it that even Trinidad in the CBI was able to
negotiate a better deal for its steel mills than was mighty
Canada in the free trade agreement?

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Now he
is picking on Trinidad. I tell you, Madam Speaker, with
these Liberals, nobody is safe.

Since the free trade agreement, Canadian exports to
the United States have increased by approximately 25
per cent. Our job creation is up as a result of many
billions of dollars of new exports to the United States.

® (1425)

Mr. Martin: Steel mills in Trinidad, Brian. That is the
question.

Mr. Mulroney: The fact of the matter is that most
countries would give their eye teeth to have a dispute
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settlement mechanism such as the one we have with the
United States of America.

It has served us extremely well. Canada has won more
disputes under the independent dispute settlement
mechanism than the United States has. It has been
extremely advantageous to us. It gives Canada an instru-
ment no one else has.

My hon. friend has some background in business. He
knows full well how advantageous the free trade agree-
ment is. He knows how advantageous the North Ameri-
can free trade agreement is.

Although it would not happen in my lifetime, if ever
the Liberals formed a government, long after I am gone
to the great beyond, decades and decades from now,
even the Liberals would rise up and support the free
trade agreement and NAFTA.

POVERTY

Mr. Chris Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing):
Madam Speaker, last week the United Nations released
its third report in as many months criticizing this govern-
ment’s social policies. That report harshly criticized the
government for making no measurable progress on
alleviating poverty or the severity of poverty.

My question is for the Minister of National Health and
Weltare. He will know that social groups and the poor
themselves have been saying the same thing. Now even
the government’s own advisory board, the National
Council of Welfare, has concluded in its report that:
“Clearly the federal government has contributed to the
financial plight of welfare recipients”.

Poverty is on the rise. The National Council of
Welfare, the government’s own advisory board, has said
that the government is part of the problem.

When will this government change its social and
economic policies? When will it become part of the
solution, rather than part of problem?

Hon. Benoit Bouchard (Minister of National Health
and Welfare): Madam Speaker, I could quarrel with the
results of those two reports but I will not. I will say that
there is no member in this House who is not concerned
about poverty in Canada. It is one of the reasons that last
year this government spent so much money on initiatives
relating to children.
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In the last budget we did not cut transfers to individu-
als who had those particular problems. However, Cana-
da, like all industrialized countries, has faced a recession
and has faced tough times in terms of jobs and so on.

As I believe we are now coming into a new reality, we
will continue to improve on what we have done. Once
again, as other countries have done, Canada must face
reality.

Even though I have great respect for the UN report, I
believe that it does not refer particularly to what has
been done in Canada since 1991.

Mr. Chris Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing):
Madam Speaker, it is not just the UN. The government’s
own advisory board has told the government that it is
part of the problem and not part of the solution. Surely it
is time the government listened to its own advisors.

The National Council of Welfare also said something
we all know as well, that social assistance rates across
Canada are far below the poverty line. I do not have to
remind the minister that the Canada Assistance Plan Act
requires social assistance rates to be adequate to ensure
the basic requirements of food, shelter, clothing, fuel
and so on.

Given the clear statement in the act, when will the
government take the necessary steps to ensure that the
basic needs of 2.8 million Canadians, men, women and
children are met? When will the government act to
reduce poverty rather than create poverty?

[Translation)

Hon. Benoit Bouchard (Minister of National Health
and Welfare): Madam Speaker, I will repeat what I said
earlier in English. The Government of Canada has
introduced a number of measures to try and deal with
the problem of poverty in this country, which has
increased—I agree with the hon. member—while bear-
ing in mind our current economic constraints.

As for the report by the National Council of Welfare, I
think the hon. member should explain that the Council
stresses a number of facts that relate directly to the
responsibility of the provinces. It is not up to the federal
government to do the provinces’ job, although the
federal government has continued to transfer increasing
amounts for social assistance.

Last year, for instance, over $7.3 billion was trans-
ferred, and these amounts are increasing steadily, but, I
repeat, always in proportion to our current ability to
meet these obligations, considering our budgetary con-
straints.

o (1430)
[English)

Mr. Chris Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing):
Madam Speaker, I am glad the minister finally recog-
nizes that poverty is on the increase in Canada. It is
about time this government recognized that.

If T can relate a slightly different question. The
minister will know about the controversy of poverty lines
being generated by his colleague, the chair of the
subcommittee on poverty. She wants to redefine poverty
rather than do anything to fix it.

The National Council of Welfare has said: “It regards
the Statistics Canada low income cut-offs as poverty
lines”. Will the minister take this opportunity to publicly
indicate that he accepts the view of the National Council
of Welfare and repudiates the view of the member for
Don Valley North?

Hon. Benoit Bouchard (Minister of National Health
and Welfare): Madam Speaker, first, if the member had
been in the House he would know that many times I have
said that poverty is a problem for this government. It is
not the first time I have said that.

Second, I do not want to deal with a report which has
not yet been tabled by the committee. When the report
is received, we will deal with it.

In the meantime I believe that we have to do the best
we can with regard to poverty in Canada. We have done
and will continue to do that in regard to that capacity
that we have to do something.

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS

Mr. Brian Tobin (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte):
Madam Speaker, my question is for the Prime Minister.

On two occasions in the last week the government has
denied any wrongdoing in the decision by the Minister of
the Environment to provide $200,000 in untendered
contracts to Mr. David Small, the minister’s current
leadership campaign manager.
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In addition to Mr. Small, I now have information that
at least five other contract employees in the Depart-
ment of the Environment’s green plan operations group
were involved in organizing a leadership campaign prior
to the leadership being called and while these five
additional employees were still on the public payroll.

What action is the Prime Minister prepared to take to
investigate this improper use of taxpayer dollars to
subsidize a Tory leadership campaign?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member is usually casting aspersions
and slurs without having the facts.

Individuals who work for the government on contract
or otherwise on their own time, after hours when they
are not working, are free to do whatever they want. They
can get involved in campaign activities on behalf of
Conservatives, Liberals or NDPers. There is no restric-
tion on that.

It is quite improper for the hon. member to slur these
admittedly unnamed individuals at this point and to
suggest there is something morally wrong with them
getting involved in politics in their own free time.

Mr. Brian Tobin (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte):
Madam Speaker, the minister would be interested in
knowing that in addition to Mr. Small, the campaign
manager who received the $200,000 contract, Mr. Tim
Ralfe, the director of communications for the Minister
of the Environment’s campaign, was also on contract.
Mr. Mitch Patten, the director of delegate tracking, was
also on a contract and three others I will not name here
and now.

I want to say to the minister it is very clear that an
entire campaign organization was being run out of the
Jules Léger building on the 14th floor in Hull in advance
of the leadership campaign and the minister knows that
is an improper use of taxpayer funds.

What action is the minister prepared to take to ensure
that the taxpayers see recovered funds improperly spent
without their consent or permission?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member is totally false in his accusa-
tion. I would ask him to read this week’s Maclean’s
magazine. He will see that when the Minister of the

Oral Questions

Environment got on a bus to go to Sherbrooke he still
had not made up his mind whether he was going to
announce his candidacy.

The moment he announced his candidacy neither Mr.
Ralfe nor Mr. Small had received any remuneration. I
have looked into the other members. The hon. member
is totally and absolutely false and irresponsible in his
accusations.

Mr. Don Boudria (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell):
Madam Speaker, my question is for the Prime Minister.
What we are talking about here is not what people do in
their spare time. We are talking about people getting
untendered contracts from this government against
Treasury Board rules and then going on, if not at the
same time, to work in the leadership campaign. That is
the issue.

* (1435)

Will the Prime Minister, in the last few days that he is
in office, for once stand on behalf of the people of
Canada rather than on behalf of Tory leadership hope-
fuls?

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): What I
would like to see in the last few days of this Parliament is
the hon. member acting responsibly. He keeps making
the totally false accusation that Treasury Board guide-
lines were violated. They were not.

He knows that Mr. Small’s contract was in respect of
the Rio summit and that as a result of the work he did
there the post-summit activities were also contacted to
him. He knows that in fact as soon as he assumed the
position with Mr. Charest’s campaign he ceased receiv-
ing any remuneration from the government. He also
knows if he is being fair and honest, that Mr. Charest
himself did not know until virtually hours before his own
announcement.

To suggest that the guidelines were broken is a totally
false accusation. To suggest there is something inappro-
priate here is to suggest there is something wrong with
that hon. member’s mind.

Mr. Don Boudria (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell):
Madam Speaker, only a week ago today the Prime
Minister made similar accusations against me. The
person about whom he had to retract later on was forced
to resign.
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I want to ask the person who is answering questions
now, the government House leader—

[Translation)

—is he denying today that the contracts were awarded
to Mr. Small in violation of Treasury Board regulations?
[s he telling us that awarding such contracts is a perfectly
legitimate procedure in this government? Is he telling us
that Treasury Board approves this kind of procedure? If
so, I suggest he talk to his colleague two seats down!

[English)

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): I am saying
again, as has been said in this House several times, that
the accusation by the hon. member of violation of
Treasury Board guidelines is false.

® ok ok

INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. Ray Funk (Prince Albert— Churchill River): Mad-
am Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development.

Last Friday the federal government unilaterally
dumped responsibility for 10,000 treaty Indian people
receiving social assistance from Indian Affairs on to the
provincial welfare system in Saskatchewan.

This move is causing organizational chaos, all kinds of
stress and anxiety for society’s most vulnerable families,
and amounts to a $25 million off-load on to the already
beleaguered taxpayers of Saskatchewan.

Can the minister tell us today that he is reversing this
utterly callous and irresponsible move?

Hon. Thomas Siddon (Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development): Madam Speaker, the govern-
ment has been trying to persuade the province of
Saskatchewan for over two years to accept the realign-
ment of constitutional responsibility for native social
services programming off reserve on the following basis.

All provinces have a responsibility under the Constitu-
tion for health and social services to all Canadians living
within their precincts. This has been upheld by the
courts. Of reserve the province of Saskatchewan has
responsibility for social services for aboriginal and non-
aboriginal persons without discrimination, and we intend

to use funding to enhance the programs on reserve to
the equivalent level.

Mr. Ray Funk (Prince Albert— Churchill River): Just
because the government has managed to off-load its
fiduciary responsibility on to other provinces does not
make it right in Saskatchewan, and especially not the way
it was done here.

My supplementary is for the Prime Minister. In the
last budget the government cut the budget for Indian
economic development by 28 per cent. It eliminated the
rural and native housing program for Métis people and
off reserve Indians and it failed again to address the
chronic housing shortage that has been well documented
in our Indian communities.

Therefore I would like to ask the Prime Minister if it is
the deliberate policy of this government to force Indian
people out of their communities by denying them jobs
and housing and then to shirk any responsibility for them
at all in the communities that receive them? Is this his
policy or does it just look that way?

Hon. Thomas Siddon (Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development): Madam Speaker, in terms of
the preamble to the question about off-loading, the
federal government pays 50 cents of every dollar contrib-
uted to health and social services for all residents in
Saskatchewan, notwithstanding the fact that it is a 100
per cent provincial responsibility.

In terms of the federal budget for aboriginal programs,
it now exceeds $5 billion. There was a $350 million
increase in the last budget. There is a $347 million
allocation to economic development, and the Interna-
tional Labour Organization—interestingly enough—rec-
ently found that Canada is one of the few nations in the
world that has made significant progress on behalf of
native peoples.

* (1440)

BOSNIA

Hon. Lloyd Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre): Mad-
am Speaker, I have a question for the Prime Minister.
The Prime Minister will know that yesterday on both
sides of the House there was an expression of how
heartsick Canadians are about the continuing slaughter
in the former Yugoslavia and in the lack of action by the
world community to stop that.
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Yesterday in Washington, after his meeting with the
President, the Prime Minister was suggesting that the
United States might be sending troops under a new UN
resolution. There is a new UN resolution presently
being looked at by the Security Council today and to
be voted on tomorrow which proposes:

That the UN would take necessary measures including the use of
force to stop attacks against all civilians.

Is this the kind of UN resolution that the Prime
Minister was referring to? Does Canada support this
resolution? Are we prepared to see the mandate of our
own troops in Bosnia be changed in order to be able to
protect civilians as this resolution suggests?

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, yes, we support the resolution which is present-
ly being debated before the Security Council because,
along with my hon. friend, I think most Canadians are
dissatisfied and dispirited with the lack of progress in
bringing to a halt this murderous civil war in the Balkans.

That being said, I just point out to my hon. friend that I
did not indicate yesterday that this resolution would be
required for the United States to dispatch troops. They
are quite capable of dispatching troops themselves with-
out a United Nations resolution. They might choose to
do so for example in Macedonia. That signal itself might
be deemed to be positive.

Clearly the ultimate resolution of this must come
through a new resolution from the Security Council of
the United Nations particularly in regard to countries
such as Canada which has already deployed thousands of
peacekeepers on the terrain in the former Yugoslavia.

We are supportive of what is going on at the United
Nations. The Secretary of State for External Affiars and
I continue to work very closely with our ambassador,
Madame Frechette, at the United Nations to see if we
can be helpful in this process.

Hon. Lloyd Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre): Mad-
am Speaker, with Canada’s support of this resolution and
looking at its potential or the fact that it will be voted
upon tomorrow, considering that there is only a week left
in this Parliament before we close for the Conservative
convention, can we get an undertaking from the Prime
Minister that the government will bring into the House a
clear resolution that will mandate a change in the
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responsibilities and rules of engagement of any Canadian
forces to fit this new resolution?

Does the Prime Minister agree that it would be very
important that before we authorized Canadian UN
peacekeeping troops to use force that it be approved by
the Canadian people through their Parliament?

Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, many of the important points contained in the
Security Council resolution today my hon. friend will
find in a speech that I made in London a number of
weeks ago in regard not only to the Security Council
action, but the role of the Government of Canada and
the Parliament of Canada might play in this.

We have some 2,500 peacekeepers on the ground now.
Their protection and their safety is the prime concern of
the Government of Canada. If there is going to be a
change in their assignment or if the United Nations or
any member thereof is going to undertake unilateral
action that could compromise the well-being of those
Canadians and other peacekeepers, we obviously want
this to go to the Security Council for a new resolution.

The only manner in which there can be a change in our
position is if it is blessed by the Security Council of the
United Nations.

My hon. friend’s position is not unreasonable. If we
have the opportunity and if it moves along, I would be
happy to consult both him and all members of the House
in regard to any changes because the well-being of our
troops there plus the effectiveness of Canada’s contribu-
tion is always enhanced with the benefit of parliamentary
consultation and debate.

FINANCE

Mrs. Diane Marleau (Sudbury): Madam Speaker, in
this country, the Minister of Finance, under the leader-
ship of the Prime Minister, is ultimately responsible for
monetary policy.

* (1445)

In the form of a deathbed repentance the top bureau-
crat of the Department of Finance has admitted that the
Bank of Canada’s high interest rate policy started too
late and lasted too long, in effect exacerbating our debt
and deficit positions.
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Why did the Prime Minister stand by and allow so
much damage? Is he prepared to demand a more
balanced approach?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I find the comments
coming from my hon. friend rather interesting. She says
that the government dictates the monetary policy of the
Bank of Canada when she knows full well that does not
happen.

The Bank of Canada runs the affairs of the country
through financial matters and the market dictates levels
of interest rates. We agree with the Bank of Canada in
getting interest rates and inflation down. They did that.

Governor Crow and the deputy minister of finance are
having an interesting debate right now. I guess hindsight
is 20/20. Anybody can go back and say they should have
done this or they should have done that. That is an
honest discussion on what has gone on in the past.
However we believe and the governor believes the
actions he took were the right ones.

I think we are finding that the results were right. The
reports coming out of the OECD today indicate that we
are poised for the best job creation, the best growth over
the next two years, the lowest inflation and the lowest
interest rates, all good signs for the economy. One of
these days the Liberals are going to wake up and say that
was the right thing to do.

[Translation]

Mrs. Diane Marleau (Sudbury): Madam Speaker, my
supplementary is directed to the same minister. Does the
minister share the opinion of the deputy minister of
finance that our monetary policy was too rigid and lasted
too long? If so, will he ask for a more flexible monetary
policy, because then it is easier to make changes once the
results are in? Yes, or no?

[English]

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I think the hon. mem-
ber is interpreting the words of the deputy minister
rather loosely, if I can put it that way.

What has gone on in the past was a decision that we
had to get inflation under control and that we had to get
interest rates down in order for us to get through the

recession and come out the other end on top. That is
exactly what is happening.

We can question till the cows come home whether the
move should have been done a month earlier or a month
later, whether we should have stayed on a month longer
or a month less. We can question that and the econo-
mists will have a field day with that over the next number
of years. They will discuss it in economics classes
throughout Canada and probably the world.

The fact is that we are coming out of the recession in
the best shape of any country in the G-7.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

Mr. McDermid: We are going to have the best job
creation of all the countries of the OECD and we are
going to have the best growth over the next couple of
years. That is what is important to Canadians. One of
these days the Liberals will wake up and realize that.

E I I 3

KEMANO PROJECT

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Madam Speaker, my question is for the Minister
of Justice.

After a year’s deliberation the Standing Joint Commit-
tee on the Scrutiny of Regulations has ruled in a report
tabled in the House this morning that cabinet acted
illegally in exempting the controversial Kemano water
diversion project from an environmental review.

This is part of a growing mountain of evidence that the
government has acted improperly in this case. It is a
growing scandal of monumental proportions.

Will the minister accept this report and finally admit
that their actions or lack thereof are threatening the
future of the Nechako River in northern B.C.?

Hon. Pauline Browes (Minister of State (Employment
and Immigration)): Madam Speaker, I wish to thank the
committee members for the report tabled in the House
today.

I understand the opinion expressed in that report
differs from that administered by the Federal Court of
Appeal which concluded the Kemano completion project
guidelines were valid. We also understand this case went
to the Supreme Court but it was not reviewed as the
request to be heard was denied.
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[ want to assure the hon. member that the govern-
ment will review the report and will report back to the
House of Commons as a result of it being tabled in the
House.

® (1450)

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Madam Speaker, my supplementary question is
for the Minister of Justice who refused to answer a
question the other day about a letter written by officials
in his department threatening or warding off the B.C.
Utilities Commission inquiry into this particular project
in British Columbia.

Will the Minister of Justice remove this threatened
gag order and finally release all the information on the
project, join with the B.C. government, and conduct a
full and proper review into the project?

Hon. Pauline Browes (Minister of State (Employment
and Immigration)): Madam Speaker, the Kemano proj-
ect has been under review within the court system for a
number of years. The Federal Court of Appeal has made
a decision on it. No other higher court has agreed to take
this particular case.

We now have before the Parliament of Canada the
report of the joint committee. The government will
review that report and report back to the House.

Kk ok
[Translation)

LANGUAGE MINORITIES

Mrs. Sheila Finestone (Mount Royal): Madam Speak-
er, my question is for the Prime Minister and concerns
the funding, development and promotion of arts and
culture for minority francophone communities.

We learned today that they receive only 50 cents from
the federal government for arts and culture for every
dollar other Canadian citizens receive on average. This is
my question: What will he do to correct this serious
injustice to French speaking Canadians living outside
Quebec?

Hon. Gerry Weiner (Minister of Multiculturalism and
Citizenship): I thank the hon. member for her question.
The minister is unfortunately away today on government
business. I know that she is a defender of the rights of
official language minorities throughout the country and I
am sure that she will answer the questions when she
returns to the House.
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Mrs. Sheila Finestone (Mount Royal): Madam Speak-
er, the Prime Minister is supposed to protect minority
languages and language rights throughout Canada. In
this regard, I ask the Prime Minister this: When will he
or his Minister of Communications recognize that there
are francophone communities outside Quebec? When
will he apply the spirit of the Official Languages Act
which was passed in 1988? Does he personally promise to
urge the Minister of Communications to meet the
French Canadian Cultural Federation in the next seven
days? They have been waiting for two years for a meeting
with this Minister of Communications.

Hon. Gerry Weiner (Minister of Multiculturalism and
Citizenship): As I said, I will raise the question with the
Minister of Communications later today, and I am sure
that he will answer the hon. member shortly.

* ok ok
[English)
EMPLOYMENT
Mr. Bob Speller (Haldimand—Norfolk): Madam

Speaker, in the absence of any minister responsible for
employment my question is for the Prime Minister.

The Prime Minister must be aware that Canada’s
youth are having an extremely hard time finding first-
time jobs. In fact the number of young people who have
never held a first-time job has gone up 53 per cent since
1989.

Why does the Minister of State for Youth not have in
his department a specific program or a strategy to put
these young people back to work?

Hon. Pauline Browes (Minister of State (Employment
and Immigration)): Madam Speaker, I am very pleased
to have an opportunity to respond to the question on
behalf of the Minister of State for Youth and as the
Minister of State for Employment and Immigration.

I think the hon. member has missed a lot in the last
few years. We have put in place a stay-in-school project
for young people to get information on getting skills and
training. We have also put in place literacy programs, the
sectoral councils and the apprenticeship programs work-
ing with the provinces. With the youth employment that
has been put in place in terms of 179,000 jobs last year
under the Challenge '92 program and the increase of $5
million for 1993 for youth employment, I think the
record shows that we have done a great deal in terms of
assistance for youth.
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Mr. Bob Speller (Haldimand—Norfolk): Madam Hon. Bill McKnight (Minister of Energy, Mines and

Speaker, that is why there is 20 per cent unemployment
among Canadian youth. This department and this minis-
ter have no specific labour market programs.

My question is for the Prime Minister. Young Cana-
dians have been hardest hit by this recession. In fact it
accounts for 84 per cent of net job losses since 1989.
What specific new programs or new ideas does the Prime
Minister have to help this crisis and to put young
Canadians back to work?

Hon. Pauline Browes (Minister of State (Employment
and Immigration)): Madam Speaker, besides the Chal-
lenge '93 project which is some $88 million in terms of
getting young people back to work and some 400 youth
employment centres across Canada, we have put in place
student business loans for young people to start busi-
nesses, the business drive for jobs in partnership with the
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association and federal hiring
of students within our own government projects.

I am very pleased with the number of young people
who have decided to start their own businesses. In North
America we have the first youth centre, New Ventures,
for young people to begin their own jobs. That is the kind
of work that we are doing in terms of young people
getting jobs by starting their own businesses.

[Translation)

MINING EXPLORATION

Mr. Guy Saint-Julien (Abitibi): Madam Speaker, my
question is directed to the Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources.

To stimulate mining exploration in Quebec, especially
in Abitibi, on May 10 I rose in the House twice during
Question Period to send a message, loud and clear, so
the minister would understand the current situation in
the mining and exploration industry in Abitibi.

Could the deputy minister come to Abitibi for a
one-day study session this month, to discuss the situation
in the mining and exploration industry in that area with
the Association des prospecteurs du Québec? Yes or no?

Resources): Madam Speaker, the deputy or the minister
would have to be deaf or absent not to recognize the
interest my colleague has in the mining industry within
his riding. I compliment him for that.

He would know, as others know, that Canada has one
of the most favourable regimes for investment in the
mining and exploration industry. As he also knows, the
federal income tax rules allow for 100 per cent write-off
for development and exploration. We have made that
assistance available because we recognize, as he does,
the importance of the mining industry.

We have also undertaken the Whitehorse mining
initiative in co-operation with labour, the mining indus-
try and our provincial partners to further encourage and
further develop this important activity.

As my colleague knows, the deputy minister has
indicated to me that he would be pleased to travel
anywhere to meet members of the mining industry and
particularly to the fine riding of Abitibi.

CANADIAN RADIO-TELEVISION AND
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Prime Minister. I would
like to welcome him back to the House. I saw him taking
off in a White House helicopter; he looked just like
George Bush.

In a very important ruling today the CRTC once again
allowed cable companies to take more money out of the
pockets of ordinary consumers to pay for Canadian
programming.

Given that the cable companies make three times
more profit than the broadcasting companies, and given
that his government has power to direct the CRTC, will
the government direct the CRTC to fully regulate the
cable companies and take some of the programming
money, the $300 million the CRTC wants, out of the fat
pockets of the cable companies, not out of the slim
pockets of the consumers?
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Right Hon. Brian Mulroney (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, first may I say that the last words I heard when
[ left Washington came from George Bush and he said:
“Give my affectionate respects to Ian Waddell”.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh.

* (1500)

Mr. Mulroney: I hope he is not watching this after what
the member just said, and I know he watches regularly.

I thank my hon. friend for his views with regard to a
CRTC decision. We will examine the decision very
carefully and give his views the careful consideration we
usually give them.

Mr. Waddell: I won some of it today, Brian.
| Translation]
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

WEEKLY STATEMENT

Mr. Alfonso Gagliano (Saint-Léonard): Madam
Speaker, since today is Thursday, could the government
House leader give us an indication what the business of
the House will be for the rest of this week and next
week?

|English)

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, I think we have agreement this afternoon to do
second reading of Bill C-128, Criminal Code amend-
ments dealing with child pornography.

Tomorrow we hope to pass the two Nunavut bills which
provide for the creation of the Nunavut territory and put
into effect the Inuit land claims in that territory. After
that we hope to complete Bill C-103, the Land Titles
Act.

On Monday we will begin with Bill C-101, the Canada
Labour Code, for third reading and Bill C-122, the
Textile Tariffs Act, and Bill C-121, the Canada Shipping
Act.

On Tuesday we would like to compete report stage of
Bill C-62, the telecommunications act.

Routine Proceedings

I will be in contact with House leaders with respect to
the rest of the week, but in all likelihood Wednesday
would follow with third reading of Bill C-62.

As for the other days of that week I would seek the
support of the House for the courtesy of adjourning next
Friday, a week tomorrow, as a result of the Progressive
Conservative leadership convention and would ask that
the House not sit that day.

Mr. Nelson A. Riis (Kamloops): Madam Speaker,
would the government House leader comment on the
possibility of the Yukon land claims act being introduced
before the Conservative convention a week Friday?

Mr. Andre: The drafting is ongoing with the active
participation of native groups from Yukon. I understand
it is literally a matter of days of defining some of the
details and then agreeing to them.

I will be meeting later this day with officials from the
Privy Council Office to see what progress has been made
on that bill. I am still hopeful. I have certainly been
putting what pressure I can on them to bring forward
that bill before we adjourn for the summer. I cannot be
more specific than that at this time.

Mr. McKnight: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order
to seek unanimous consent to table a report.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Is there unani-
mous consent?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

[English]

COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY PERMANENT
ENGINEERING BOARD

REPORT TO GOVERNMENTS OF CANADA AND UNITED
STATES

Hon. Bill McKnight (Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources): Mr. Speaker, I rise pursuant to Standing
Order 32(2) to table the report of the Columbia River
Treaty Permanent Engineering Board to the Govern-
ments of the United States and Canada for the period
October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1992.
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[English]
CRIMINAL CODE

MEASURE TO AMEND

Hon. Gerry Weiner (for the Minister of Justice) moved
that Bill C-128, an act to amend the Criminal Code and
the Customs Tariff (child pornography and corrupting
morals), be read the second time and referred to a
legislative committee in the Departmental envelope.

Mr. Rob Nicholson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of Justice and Attorney General of Canada and
Minister of State (Agriculture)): Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in the House today to speak on Bill
C-128. This bill amends the Criminal Code and the
Customs Tariff to specifically prohibit child pornography.
We are taking important steps to protect children from
sexual abuse and exploitation.

The government is responding to the calls of the
Canadian public to curb the flow of child pornography. I
share that concern.

 (1505)

As I stated at the National Symposium on Community
Safety and Crime Prevention held in Toronto in March,
children matter. They are the most vulnerable members
of our society. They are vulnerable to emotional, sexual
and physical abuse. Our children must have the opportu-
nity to grow up in safe, nurturing communities protected
from such abuse.

The purpose of a law specifically addressing child
pornography is to deal with the sexual exploitation of
children and to make a statement regarding the inappro-
priate use and portrayal of children in media and art
which have sexual aspects.

Our message is that children need to be protected
from the harmful effects of child sexual abuse and
exploitation and are not appropriate sexual partners.

By way of background, hon. members will recall that
the Supreme Court of Canada upheld the definition of
obscenity in the Criminal Code in its February 1992
decision in the Butler case.

In that decision the court was asked to determine the
constitutional validity of the current definition of what is

obscene as found in section 1638 of the Criminal Code.
This definition is intended to deal with material where a
dominant characteristic is the undue exploitation of sex,
or sex combined with one or more of the subjects of
crime, horror, cruelty and violence.

In the Butler judgment there is a clear statement from
the Supreme Court that pornography which contains
explicit sex and employs children in its production
qualifies as the undue exploitation of sex. As such its
production and distribution are prohibited by the provi-
sions currently in the Criminal Code.

What the Criminal Code does not currently prohibit is
the simple possession of child pornography, nor does it
contain specific statutory prohibitions against such por-
nography.

Members of this House will recall that two special
committee reports commissioned by the federal govern-
ment, the Badgley report in 1984 and the Fraser report
in the following year, recommended that there be
amendments to the Criminal Code to specifically prohib-
it child pornography. It was also recommended that such
amendments be limited to visual representations or
depictions of explicit sexual conduct involving persons
under the age of 18 years.

There was concern then and there is concern now with
the especially compelling nature of visual materials in
delivering a message.

More recently, in 1990 the special advisor on child
abuse to the Minister of National Health and Welfare,
Mr. Rix Rogers, recommended that legislation be intro-
duced to address the protection of children from the
harmful effects of pornography. This would include a
revision of the Criminal Code with harsher penalties for
using children in the production of sexually explicit
material.

Bill C-128 introduces those specific amendments to
the Criminal Code which address the problem of child
pornography. The proposed legislation includes a defini-
tion of child pornography and new offences for the
distribution, sale, production and possession of child
pornography based on this definition.

As I have stated, the production and distribution of
these forms of child pornography are currently prohib-
ited but their possession is not.
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While child pornography may not now be generally
available on a commercial basis in Canada, we know that
it is home-made by paedophiles who have communica-
tion networks and exchange clubs. These are persons
who share an interest in sexual activity involving chil-
dren and commonly exchange photographs they have
taken of children who have been the objects of their
abuse. These photographs and videos are palpable
evidence of the sexual abuse of these children.

By making simple possession of child pornography an
offence it is our intention to dissuade such activity. We
have been urged to take this step by many, including law
enforcement personnel who have seen the lack of an
offence for the simple possession of such materials as a
barrier to curbing the flow of child pornography.

e (1510)

In addition, by creating an offence for simple posses-
sion and introducing legal sanctions against the consum-
er, we attack any commercial market for these materials
such as videos, magazines or computer programs which
involve or depict children engaged in explicit sexual
activity and reduce the incentive for their production.

The definition proposed refers to a photographic, film,
video, or other visual representation whether or not it
was made by electronic or mechanical means that shows
a person who is or is depicted as being under the age of
18 years and is engaged in or is depicted as engaging in
explicit sexual activity.

Hon. members will note that the proposed definition
refers to a person who is or is depicted as being under
the age of 18 years. We have chosen to include depiction
of persons as being under the age of 18. That is because
failing to include depictions would be seen as failing to
address an issue of concern to many Canadians, that the
children not perceived as appropriate objects of sexual
interest including depictions in the definition serve to
prohibit pseudo child pornography, that is where adult
models are presented to appear as children which is
more openly distributed than other forms of child
pornography, but still nonetheless promotes the sexual
abuse of children.

It is important to protect children who directly suffer
the harms of sexual abuse and exploitation in the
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production of child pornography, but also others, by
denouncing the message that child pornography conveys
to the consumer of these materials: that children are
somehow appropriate sexual partners.

In limiting the proposed definition of child pornogra-
phy to visual representations, we have focused on those
materials which most clearly require or motivate the
sexual use and exploitation of children in order to
protect them from child sexual abuse and related harms.

Written materials will continue to be dealt with under
the current provisions of the Criminal Code, as upheld
by the Supreme Court of Canada decision in R. v. Butler.

Offences have been created for the production, distri-
bution and sale of child pornography which are subject to
terms of imprisonment to a maximum of 10 years. In
addition, the possession of child pornography is subject
to a term of imprisonment not exceeding five years.
These offences are hybrid. That is, they can be made on
an indictable or a summary conviction offence, depend-
ing of course on the circumstances of each particular
case.

The defence of artistic merit or an educational, scien-
tific or medical purpose in Bill C-128 is not one which
places a persuasive burden on the person charged with
one of the child pornography offences. The availability of
such a defence is important for ensuring that the reach
of the legislation does not extend to forms of expression
which the courts consider beneficial to society, such as
health education.

It is essential to include this defence in the proposed
legislation in order to protect the freedom of expression
rights which are clearly entrenched in the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. There may be materi-
als which depict children under the age of 18 which may
represent some artistic merit or for some other purpose
and, as such, deserve the protection of the Criminal
Code.

We have also introduced consequential amendments
to the Criminal Code which would serve to include the
child pornography offences in the definition of offence in
part VI of the Criminal Code so that the electronic
surveillance provisions will apply. In the definition of
enterprise crime offence of the Criminal Code they will
fall under the proceeds of crime provisions as well.
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As a consequential amendment to the Customs Tariff
Act the definition of child pornography will be incorpo-
rated in schedule VII to the tariff. This will provide
customs officials with the necessary authority to ban the
importation of these materials into Canada. This, of
course, will be bad news for those individuals who would
love to try to import this sort of material into the
country. We have seen to it that they will continue to
be blocked.

In summary, Bill C-128 will amend the Criminal Code
to include a specific definition of child pornography and
offences for the possession, production, distribution and
sale of such materials as defined. It would subject those
accused of these offences to greater penalties upon
conviction than those currently associated with the
obscenity sections of the Criminal Code.

® (1515)

We need to reinforce the message that children are in
need of protection, that they are not appropriate sexual
partners. Conduct which fosters and exploits the harm
and humiliation to which children are exposed must be
punished.

Bill C-128 supports the government’s commitment to
the well-being of children as outlined in the protection
component of the Brighter Futures initiative which was
announced by the Minister of National Health and
Welfare in April of last year.

This bill is yet another step in ensuring a brighter
future for all of Canada’s children. I urge the members
of this House to deal with this legislation expeditiously.
If and when this becomes the law of Canada, and I
believe it will, hon. members can take the satisfaction of
going home this summer knowing that this country is a
better place in which to live because we have criminal-
ized the possession of child pornography.

[Translation)
Mr. Langlois: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): The hon. parlia-
mentary secretary on a point of order.

Mr. Langlois: Mr. Speaker, if there is any time left
when we have completed second reading of Bill C-128
today, I would like to request the unanimous consent of
the House to proceed with third reading of Bill C-123
later today.

[English)

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Does the hon.
member have unanimous consent?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Mr. George S. Rideout (Moncton): Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to rise on Bill C-128. I guess we could say that it
is about time. There has been a flood of justice legisla-
tion over the last number of weeks. We are always faced
with time constraints in trying to get legislation passed
before Parliament is through for good and we are into an
election.

We on this side are faced with the conundrum of not
wanting to pass legislation in haste but at the same time
wanting to do something that is good. We faced that
dilemma with Bill C-126, the stalking bill. The commit-
tee met until last night at 10 o’clock to try to get a good
bill before Parliament and finished before the session is
over.

This is another example of a piece of good legislation
that probably needs some fine-tuning by committee. I
only hope the government will allow enough study of this
particular bill while it is in committee. I hope it will not
adopt the jackboot tactics it has used with other legisla-
tion, particularly Bill C-90, of trying to force legislation
that needs to be studied through in a matter of hours or
minutes.

That being said, we are supportive of this bill going to
committee and receiving the necessary study. I do not
think anyone would question that pornography has been
with us almost since the beginning of history, from the
time we learned how to draw.

We have seen the pornography industry grow from a $5
million industry in the seventies to a $10 billion business
today. That is reprehensible when one considers that
kind of money is generated from that kind of trade.

What is really even more reprehensible is the growth
in child pornography. For that we say to the government:
Good for you, that you are bringing this legislation
forward. One thing that is a little irksome is that in the
minister’s own background documentation it says that
the government has been urged to bring this legislation
forward since 1984. Here we are in 1993, in the dying
days of this Parliament, and now we are presented with
the bill.
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There are some complications in the legislation. This
is not easy legislation with which to deal. Pornography is
difficult to define and difficult to legislate so that it is not
struck down once the courts start to have their effect.

I am sure we have all been through the number of
different decisions and concerns. It was gratifying to see
that the Butler decision of the Supreme Court of Canada
opened the door to allow us to legislate in this area. It
allowed legislation on all pornography which is degrad-
ing, dehumanizing and violent. I do not think there is
anything more dehumanizing than child pornography.

I have some concerns as to whether the definition as
contained in Bill C-128 goes far enough. I will read
proposed subsection 163.1(1) of the Criminal Code into
the record because I think it is important:

163.1(1) In this section, “child pornography” means a
photographic, film, video or other visual representation, whether or
not it was made by electronic or mechanical means, that shows a
person who is or is depicted as being under the age of eighteen years
and is engaged in or is depicted as engaged in explicit sexual activity.

That definition is very broad and leaves it open for an
interpretation as to what constitutes explicit sexual
activity and how far that would go.

I am looking forward to hearing some evidence from
experts in the field as to how we could tighten up that
definition and describe what we are prepared to allow
and what we are not prepared to allow.

There are other sections in the legislation which are
positive. The parliamentary secretary referred to it. This
is going to be an interesting one because again in
proposed subsection 163.1(4) it says that every person
who possesses any child pornography is guilty of an
offence, either an indictable offence or a summary
conviction. It is going to be interesting to see how that is
going to be applied. I think it is a good idea and I am
hopeful that it can be effective. However it is a very
broad ranging situation as to what constitutes possession
and what type of offence will flow from that.

Again we see a very clear indication as to why the
committee needs to spend the time and effort to come
up with a good law. I know that in our deliberations on
Bill C-126 dealing with the anti- stalking legislation the
committee worked hard and made the changes that were
necessary to make good law.
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It seems that the opposition members are always stuck
with the responsibility of trying to improve on what the
government puts forward. They never really get it right
the first time. I think there are some loose ends in this
legislation that are going to require those types of efforts
from opposition members.

It is a good piece of legislation in general. There is
another excellent section on making child pornography
an indictable offence as well with a penalty not to exceed
10 years. This again is an excellent idea. It shows that we
take this thing seriously and that it is not a matter of a
summary conviction or a small sentence of a year or two.

When we in Parliament indicate that 10 years is the
maximum then we are signifying our concern with
respect to child pornography. We are signifying our
concern about all of pornography when we start on this
basis.

We on this side of the House are pleased really for two
reasons. First, it is here. I believe we will have enough
time to get the legislation through. Second, it is another
time in which the Conservative government has taken
one of the Liberal planks and has tried to adopt it before
we are the government.

A few weeks ago after I had introduced a private
member’s bill on anti-stalking, the government finally
came forward with some legislation. We had announced
our crime prevention platform. In it was included crime
prevention and anti-stalking legislation. Lo and behold
shortly thereafter the government came forward with
this type of legislation.

* (1525)

We did the same thing with respect to child pornogra-
phy that was a platform of the Liberal Party. Now this
government has come forward with child pornography
legislation.

I think that if we keep announcing our platform we will
finally see some good legislation starting to come from
this government but perhaps there is not enough time
left.

In any event I know that I am sharing my time with my
colleague from Dartmouth and for that reason I will
simply say that we are supportive of this going to
committee. We are supportive of giving the committee
enough time to really study this legislation to finally get
the legislation correct.



20332

COMMONS DEBATES

June 3, 1993

Government Orders

Mr. Ron MacDonald (Dartmouth): Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend my colleagues from Moncton and
Cape Breton—The Sydneys for the work that they have
done in their critic portfolios, not just recently but over
the last number of years, in dealing with issues such as
this.

Surely one of the issues that must seize all parliamen-
tarians and I guess all Canadians is the safety of our
children. Clearly one of the things that constitutes an
abuse or violation of the safety of our children is
pornography.

The Liberal Party and my friends from Moncton and
Cape Breton—The Sydneys have worked very hard and
diligently on this particular issue over the last number of
years. Indeed the Liberal Party policy position just a few
weeks ago clearly indicated some of the things we felt
should be done in the field of justice administration in
order to try to rectify some of the abuses that currently
are no longer acceptable and perhaps were never accept-
able to Canadian society.

I also want to commend my colleague from Saskatoon.
About a week ago he had a private member’s motion
before this place dealing with this exact subject matter. I
said in my speech at that point in time that it was
unfortunate that the partisan nature of this House does
not allow for members to seek unanimity on issues even
as important as this. It is an issue that I think all
members of the House would agree has to be dealt with
in an expeditious manner in this place.

Clearly one of the problems we have, as my colleague
said, is that there has been a number of pieces of
legislation which have been long overdue that were
brought in by the government in the last five days that
this Parliament sits.

It is very clear it is using these real issues, such as
stalking, child pornography and a whole host of justice
issues, to put pieces of legislation on the floor of the
House in the dying days of the Parliament. It will
probably not pass many—if any—of them and then it will
run a law and order platform in the upcoming election
campaign. If it does that then they should be condemned
and damned for it.

We are talking about fundamental changes to protect
our youth, our children, in this country. I do not know
why these changes were not brought forward a long time
ago.

We have heard from our critic, the member from
Moncton, and we will hear from the New Democratic
Party. There is a unanimity of opinion in this House that
this issue has to be addressed. There is a unanimity of
opinion in this House that a law dealing with stalking has
to be addressed.

The difficulty is when the government opposite de-
cides that it is much too busy doing other things and it is
only going to try to showcase at the end of a Parliament
some pieces of progressive legislation so they can run on
it. It is truly despicable.

I hope that the government opposite is serious about
pursuing this matter in a proper fashion and allowing the
committee to hold quick but detailed hearings on it so
that for once we can say that this Parliament has
produced some legislation which has corrected some
flaws in our laws and has protected the most vulnerable
in our society and that is our children.

I think everybody would agree that people who exploit
children for a sexual purpose and for profit are pretty
despicable and low lifes. There is no question. To take
the most precious of our resources, that is our children,
and to use them in that manner for profit or for whatever
other reason is simply despicable but it happens all too
often.

e (1530)

I was just reading something about pornography and
the increased availability of pornography. It clearly
indicates that there are tens of thousands of children per
year in Canada who are used by these unscrupulous—
and the word I am thinking about is not parliamentary—
individuals who sexually exploit young people and
juveniles for profit.

There may be some problems with the bill and I am
hoping that we will be able to deal with them quickly at
committee. I am not the justice critic. I am just an
individual who has real concerns because I have three
children. This is the type of legislation that has to be
passed.
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One of the things that concerns me is right at the
beginning of the bill and it deals with the definition of
child pornography. The definition says:

“child pornography” means a photographic, film, video or other
visual representation, whether or not it was made by electronic or
mechanical means, that shows a person who is or is depicted as being

under the age of eighteen years and is engaged in or is depicted as
engaged in explicit sexual activity.

That is the definition under this bill of child pornogra-
phy. I have a little difficulty with that and perhaps some
of the legal minds who will be looking at this in
committee will make me feel a little more comfortable.

It is not just enough to talk about explicit sexual
activity. There are people who prey upon young people
for profit and take pictures of our children in positions of
undress so that they can sell them to people who get
their sexual pleasure this way. I think the definition
should be broadened so that any exploitation or exploit-
ative measure that is meant to sexually stimulate other
individuals by way of the depiction should be considered
obscene.

The difference between the definition of pornography
and erotica is vastly different when we are not not
dealing with juveniles. When we are dealing with juve-
niles it is surely a much different situation. The defini-
tion of what is pornographic must be tougher when we
are dealing with juveniles than when we are dealing with
adults.

Clearly most of the provisions of this bill are laudable.
It is something with which we absolutely have to grapple.
There may be some technical things that we have to fine
tune. One of the things the opposition is hoping is that
the government will fully co-operate with us in allowing
this bill to go to committee and make available immedi-
ately all of the appropriate officials from the Depart-
ment of Justice so that we can get on with our business of
fixing this particular piece of the Criminal Code.

The other thing that has to be looked at seriously is the
issue of sentences. When we are dealing with sentences
for the production of this material and for the distribu-
tion of this material then a maximum sentence of 10
years is probably pretty appropriate. We must have a
sentence that is long enough to act as a deterrent to
those individuals who are intent upon exploiting our
children for sexual purposes and for profit.

I would like to once again say that our party and the
New Democratic Party, members of both parties, have
over the past number of years continued to raise this

Government Orders

issue. We have tried to put it on the front burner of the
government opposite when we are dealing with legisla-
tion.

Indeed, the former Minister of Justice, the pretender
to the Tory throne—

Mr. Nicholson: The next Prime Minister.

Mr. MacDonald (Dartmouth): The Minister of the
Environment might have something to say about that.
The former Minister of Justice, who likes to tout herself
as somebody who has been extremely progressive and
has brought forward all these pieces of legislation that
Canadians have long needed, told us back in 1990 that
the government was looking at it. It was a very complex
matter.

For anybody out there who wants to know why we have
had to wait from 1990 until the sixth last day of this
sitting to get the bill I want to show why. It is because
altogether this bill has four pages. It took this govern-
ment three solid years to put together a four-page piece
of legislation to try to stop the bottom dwelling, pond
scum who exploit our children sexually.

e (1535)

The Liberal Party on this side of the House, I know the
New Democratic Party, who will speak next, and I would
hope all members of the House will support this legisla-
tion as a priority, that we would have very quick hearings,
that the Minister of Justice would give us his assurance
today that he will treat this in an expeditious manner and
make available the appropriate departmental and justice
officials so that by the time this Parliament rises we will
have a bill that will put an end to the exploitation of our
children.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I acknowledge you and welcome you to the
chair. It is good to have an Albertan in the chair.

I am going to speak for 10 minutes and then let my
friend the hon. member for Saskatoon—Clark’s Cross-
ing, another westerner, speak for the remaining time.

I want to be quite plain. Since this government was
elected in 1984 there has been a special committee on
child pornography in 1984, 1985 and 1990 that recom-
mended that Ottawa address this issue. It was not until
May 13 of this year, with 24 days scheduled in Parliament
at that time, with the House supposed to finish on June
23 but now it may shut down before then, that the
government chose to introduce this bill.
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If one were a suspicious person one would think that
maybe the government is just doing this for a little bit
of window dressing and for a future election campaign.
However we will treat it as serious because it is a serious
matter that has to be addressed.

I would like to explain why we in the New Democratic
Party are supporting this bill, although we have some
questions and some concerns. [ have some concerns
because I am basically a civil libertarian and I worry
about the restriction of personal freedoms and especially
the freedom of the press and the print. However the real
question we have to examine concerns why most right-
thinking people are against child pornography.

The reason is that the victims of child pornography,
the children who are exploited to do this, can later
become abusers themselves. A professor in Simon Fraser
University’s department of criminology, Dr. Ezzat Fat-
tah, is a distinguished criminologist, and one of my
constituents, and has written extensively on this issue.
He shows how the victims become the criminals.

We in the NDP have set forward a policy, and I know
there is support in other places in this House. We would
get tough on violent crime and violent criminals but we
would also work toward crime prevention.

This bill encompasses both because I think it is
ultimately aimed at crime prevention. The Badgley
commission recommended such a bill, although I am not
sure it dealt with possession. The previous law did not
deal with possession and this bill does. The Fraser
commission recommended it. In a report to the ministry
Dr. Rix Rogers talked about protecting children.

I think all of us in the House feel that we want to
protect children and we want this matter dealt with.
There is not an industry in Canada or the United States.
It comes from offshore. This material is circulated
privately.

One of the statements that concerns me is a statement
by a metropolitan Toronto police officer. Sometimes the
police have been guilty of seizing too many things and of
being too zealous in these matters. However he made an
interesting statement. He said: “You cannot have child
pornography without having child abuse”. That is why we
are supporting this bill.

We have a whole slew of justice bills, about six bills.
They are all going into the committee. I was joking today
that I feel like I have the legs of a Texas line dancer,
going from committee to committee to committee. We
want to give this a hearing.

Remember what the former Minister of Justice said:
“Let us have inclusive justice”. Inclusive justice means
that people from all sides come in and discuss the bill, we
have a good hearing and then we get the best bill
possible. Then it will hold up in the courts and will not be
thrown out as unconstitutional.

o (1540)

I understand that the government can proceed on this
partly due to the Butler decision in the Supreme Court,
which clearly gives an opening for a law that deals with
child pornography. That is another reason that we are
supporting the bill.

I want to strongly draw it to the attention of the
House, and it might take a little bit of courage to do this
at this time, that there is a civil liberties angle to this. We
have to be careful not to restrict people’s right of
disseminating information, no matter how much we
dislike the information or what people are saying or
arguing. People have a right to argue positions and we
may not like them. I am not talking about visually
depicting child pornography. I do not think there is any
argument there. There is some argument with respect to
the written word and what different groups have been
advocating. This is a tough area. It is not in the bill and I
do not think it should be in the bill. Others may have
different viewpoints.

Alan Borovoy, who is the distinguished head of the
Canadian Civil Liberties Association, says that he sup-
ports the goal of protecting children but not the part of
the bill that covers adults who play the part of children.
He says:

It’s hard to fathom why in the world the government would want
to make it an offence to prohibit adult actors from portraying
youngsters.

He continues:

Once again, you have a bill aimed at sleaze that could wind up
imperilling legitimate materials, even works of art.
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I hope not, but I think we should call Alan Borovoy
before this committee and find out what more he has
to say about this and we should examine the clauses of
the bill.

Keith Kelly, who is the distinguished director of the
Canadian Conference of the Arts and the Writers Guild,
is concerned about the onus of proof in the bill. T will
quote what he says in The Toronto Star to Mr. David
Vienneau, a reporter for The Toronto Star. Mr. Kelly
says:

The defence of artistic merit exists but the burden of proof—and

that is a costly burden —would rest with the person who is charged. We
have some very real concerns about this.

Let us get him before the justice committee to tell us
what the matter is.

I want to hear from my hon. friend from Saskatoon—
Clark’s Crossing who has had a private member’s bill on
this and has done a lot of work on it.

However let me recap as NDP justice critic. We are in
favour of this bill. We are concerned about where it
impinges on the artistic community and freedom of
expression. Let us hear about that in the committee. We
want to have an inclusive process. We want to tackle
violent crime and at the same time we want to balance
that with dealing with crime prevention. All too often
the children, the victims of child pornography, end up
being abusers themselves. We have to protect those
children.

Mr. Chris Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing):
Mr. Speaker, [ am pleased to rise in support of the aims
and objectives of this bill to criminalize child pornogra-
phy and to make the possession of and all other activities
dealing with child pornography a crime.

I would like to thank the member for Port Moody—
Coquitlam and the member for Dartmouth for their
support of my private member’s bill. If that private
member’s bill had any small part to play in moving along
the government then I am pleased that has happened.

It is late in the parliamentary session but I do not think
that should prevent us from moving as quickly as possible
on this bill. Like my colleagues who have already spoken
I look forward to the passage of this bill. However I do
have a couple of concerns that I would like to raise and
have the government mull over. Hopefully in committee
we can expeditiously deal with the issues, hear witnesses
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on some of these complex points and make the bill an
even better bill. I will just briefly relate each one.

One that has been raised already is the issue of the
definition of child pornography. It is never easy to define
these subjects in pieces of legislation. I do think that we
should look very carefully at the restrictive definition
which, as has already been indicated, really narrows child
pornography to the depiction of explicit sexual activity.

® (1545)

I think the vast majority of Canadians would view
other areas than explicit sexual activity as pornographic
when children are involved. We should explore the
opportunity to expand that definition. At the moment I
think it is too narrow.

Another point which is worth exploring is the issue of
making importation or attempted importation of child
pornography a criminal offence. That is not the case
under this bill. It seems to me that it is not the case
under any other legislation either.

It is clearly the case that child pornography brought
into Canada if apprehended by the customs officers
would be confiscated, but it is not clear that anybody
would be committing an offence by importing or at-
tempting to import it. We should look at that.

Also the bill does not cover pornographic perform-
ances involving children. Perhaps we should look at that.

Last, what we have seen in Canada with regard
pornography but particularly with regard to child pornog-
raphy because of the underground nature of it, is that
new technology has enabled child pornography to be
imported into Canada and then moved around the
country very easily through the use of word processors
and video recorders.

We need a process—and it was a part of my private
member’s bill—whereby from time to time we review the
way in which child pornography is brought into Canada,
produced in Canada and circulated within Canada be-
cause of the opportunities which are generated by new
developments in technology. I suggest we do something
like that.

While T support the government’s intentions behind
this bill and the thrust of it, and I know that my
colleagues in the Liberal Party feel the same, there are a
few things we should look at. I look forward to exploring
those in the committee.



20336

COMMONS DEBATES

June 3, 1993

Government Orders

Mr. Speaker, I think you will find consent for the
following motion. I move:

That the motion for second reading of Bill C-128 be amended by
having the bill referred to the Standing Committee on Justice and
Solicitor General, rather than a legislative committee in the
Departmental envelope.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

Motion agreed to, bill read the second time and
referred to the Standing Committee on Justice and
Solicitor General.

SEIZED PROPERTY MANAGEMENT ACT

MEASURE TO ENACT

Hon. Gerry Weiner (for the Minister of Justice) moved
that Bill C-123, an act respecting the management of
certain property seized or restrained in connection with
certain offences, the disposition of certain property on
the forfeiture thereof and the sharing of the proceeds of
disposition therefrom in certain circumstances be read
the third time and passed.

Mr. Rob Nicholson (Parliamentary Secretary to Minis-
ter of Justice and Attorney General of Canada and
Minister of State (Agriculture)): Mr. Speaker I am
pleased to rise and speak on third reading of this bill.

Right off the top, I want to say I am not prepared to
apologize, nor is the Minister of Justice or anyone on this
side of the House, for the justice bills or the number of
them that are before the House.

The record of this Parliament will show that there has
been continuous government action taken in making this
country a better place and a safer place in which to live.
When people say: “My heavens, you are doing some-
thing with child pornography; you have wire-tap legisla-
tion”, I make no apologies for it at all. It is part of a
continuing process.

To my knowledge, there has not been one month in the
last four and a half years in which this Parliament has not
been seized with justice legislation. Most of my col-
leagues on this side of the House have welcomed that
and are very pleased to see it.

e (1550)

Hon. members will know that just the changes to the
Young Offenders Act alone were a considerable im-
provement over the provisions that prevailed in the
Young Offenders Act when we began this session of
Parliament.

Of course we have to react and we have to react
quickly. Some of the wire-tap provisions in the Criminal
Code were struck down by the Supreme Court of
Canada. At that point we did not simply throw up our
hands and say: “Well, that is it. We will not revisit this as
we do not want to upset somebody in the opposition
because we have so much in the area of justice”. We did
not say that. We said: “All right. If there is a problem
with one of the wire-tap sections, let us have a look at
it”, and we have changed it.

In the area of child pornography I hope members of
the House will support and expedite that. We have
already had a couple of attempts at it. It was very
difficult, quite frankly, to get that kind of co-operation to
move a bill on pornography through the House.

The bill before us now deals with the proceeds of
crime. It works in conjunction with a whole host of
initiatives and I mentioned the wire-tap legislation. I will
explain why we are bringing them in.

The people working against making Canada a wonder-
ful place to live, the people involved with crime in this
country, are very sophisticated. There is quite a bit of
money involved with these things. Therefore, should the
law be constantly updated and reviewed to make sure we
have the tools to effectively combat crime?

My answer and that of members on this side of the
House is that yes, Canadians want us to do that. This has
been confirmed in every questionnaire I have sent out in
my riding. I questioned people on a whole host of issues,
including crime prevention. I asked them what they
thought about the distribution of the proceeds of crime,
sharing it with law enforcement jurisdictions. Over-
whelmingly people said that it was a good idea.

So when my colleague, the Minister of Justice, intro-
duces a piece of legislation I can say that it certainly goes
with my complete blessing and full support. That is what
we have here. This bill which deals with the proceeds of
crime is a good one.
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When people ask me about crime prevention, I say
we must get at the profits from crime. That is one way
to help prevent crime. This was mentioned in the debate
on the previous bill. There is big money in pornography.
Let us get to the source of that.

This bill provides for effective management of assets
that are seized by the Crown. As well it gives us a regime,
aframework whereby we can share the proceeds of crime
with the law enforcement community. People may say:
“Well, you do not have the regulations”. Of course the
regulations are not there but we will work that out. It is
important for Parliament to state its intention to distrib-
ute the proceeds of crime in a fair manner.

Forfeiture and seizure is not an easy process. We had
the example of a skiing resort in Quebec that was seized
by the Crown at least three years ago. There is still an
appeal process going on. The ownership of that does not
preside with the Crown at the present time, but we have
an obligation to effectively manage it on behalf of the
individual from whom it was taken. We owe that individ-
ual an obligation until the case is decided one way or
another. If it is forfeited to the Crown, we need to have a
regime in place for the distribution of that.

This is one part of the government’s program but it is
an important part. As I say, for my money every month
since this Parliament was sworn in over four years ago,
we have been seized with justice issues. These issues
have the support of people in my riding of Niagara Falls
and a lot of ridings across the country.

o (1555)

I do not apologize for the fact that this Parliament is
spending time on this. Most Canadians worry about
these things and they are reassured when they see their
parliamentarians bringing legislation forward that will
help make this country a safer one in which to live.

Mr. Ron MacDonald (Dartmouth): Mr. Speaker, I will
be splitting my time with the hon. member for Moncton
who also has some things to say on this piece of
legislation.

I listened with interest to the introduction of the
remarks by my hon. colleague who is representing the
government on this legislation. Maybe he protests just a
little too much. He is unusually sensitive today to
observations by the opposition.

I think it was the New Democratic member who said
that some people would be cynical in wondering why the
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government waited until five days before probably the
end of its time in office before it came in with this law
and order series of legislation.

When trying to support his minister, the current
Minister of Justice, the hon. member indicated that he
has worked quite hard. There has been a bill a minute, a
bill a day, or something like coming into the House lately
dealing with justice reform.

It is too bad the former Minister of Justice was not as
diligent. The former Minister of Justice, every time I
read an article in the newspaper or Maclean’s, likes to
claim about all the tough work she has done in the
Department of Justice. It is just too bad she did not
suffer from the same work ethic the hon. member feels
the current Minister of Justice has as he brings these
bills in hand over fist, faster than a speeding bullet. But I
guess that is what happens when a minister’s eyesight is
focused on another seat to occupy in the House of
Commons.

Let us just say that Bill C-123 on the proceeds of
crime should have been here a heck of a long time ago.
This bill simply changes the legislation that has been on
the books since about 1989 dealing with the proceeds of
crime.

When somebody is convicted of trafficking in illegal
drugs, the assets would be seized and those assets would
be disposed of. The value of those assets or the assets
themselves would revert to the Crown.

Clearly this was an attempt by the Crown to get right
down to the root cause of this, as my colleague has said.
People who sell drugs or are engaged in child pornogra-
phy do so for a profit. If we could seize the profits then
that would be an additional penalty to the incarceration
or fine they would get under the law. It is about time that
this has happened.

It is not really the federal government. We make the
laws here. With the exception of the RCMP which is a
federal force, it nearly always goes to the municipal
police force. The municipal police force, which is con-
trolled and paid for by municipal taxes, hunts out these
low life and arrests them. It builds a case against them,
takes it to the courts and sees them properly prosecuted
and if convicted, incarcerated. It is the provincial and not
the federal government in most cases and the municipal
governments that bear the costs of the administration of
justice in these and other cases.
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The legislation of 1989 was good in its intent in that
it was seizing the assets or the profits of the criminal
activity. However, one would beg to ask why the value
of that would go over to the federal government and
not the provincial one.

Just to highlight my point, in my riding of Dartmouth
there are two police forces. There is the RCMP in the
county. It is woefully understaffed and that has caused
big problems with morale and its pursuit of the adminis-
tration of justice in keeping the community safe. It does
the best job it can with the resources it is given.

However, to give an idea of what the municipal police
forces are facing, in times of recession these types of
crimes go up. In times of recession there are more break
and enters. There is more violent crime. There is more
trafficking in drugs. There is an increase in all kinds of
criminal activity where there is a profit to be made.

In my riding of Dartmouth the current chief of police,
Chief McRae, and the former chief, Chief Cole, will tell
you that in the last two years because of cutbacks in
transfers to the provinces by the federal government and
then cutbacks in transfers from the provincial govern-
ment to the municipal government, they have had to
freeze their budgets.

* (1600)

They have frozen their budgets at $11 million over the
last two years but there has been no freeze on the crime
rate. The crime rate continues to accelerate but because
of the type of downloading of debt from the federal
government there has not been a corresponding increase
in the level of resources given to municipal police forces
like the police force in Dartmouth.

They tell me in Dartmouth that not only is crime going
up as resources are frozen but they are now absorbing
costs previously absorbed by the RCMP, the federal law
enforcement agency. In affect costs have been down-
loaded from the federal government to the provincial or
municipal level.

Budgets are frozen, crime is on the increase, there is
no money coming to help them from anywhere and even
the RCMP, which has seen its budget frozen over the last
few years is now talking about charging municipal police

forces user fees for forensic work. As budgets have been
frozen and other costs have continued to escalate Dart-
mouth has lost 13 officers over a period of two years
which is a 10 per cent reduction.

I called just before this bill came up and was told the
cost of undercover work, if it was contracted out, would
be $60 per hour per officer. Usually in drug undercover
work there are at least two officers required as well as a
patrol car. The work is not usually done during daylight
hours so overtime is paid in many cases.

The cost of law enforcement when it comes to trying to
break some of these drug rings and crack down on the
distribution and sale of illegal drugs in our communities
is excessive. In Dartmouth in the last year we have
statistics showing there were 108 trafficking charges in a
city of 68,000 to 70,000 people. There were 73 possession
charges and 181 people taken into custody.

They tell me in Dartmouth there has been a significant
increase in the level of crime since 1991, primarily
because of the economy and this government-made
recession, however there has been no increase in the
level of resources given to combat these crimes. This bill
goes somewhat in the direction of rectifying this.

Instead of the federal government getting the value of
the assets that are confiscated in cases of criminal
activity, particularly dealing with illegal drugs, some of
these proceeds will go down to the provincial and
municipal governments. They will not be going down to
the respective police forces but hopefully they will find
their way to the forces that are expending resources to
get rid of the low life that is infecting our communities
far too often.

This is the type of legislation that perhaps we should
have more debate on. We are at third reading so it has
gone to committee but there are some questions that will
probably still have to be asked. It is unfortunate that we
are pushing this through as quickly as we are but in the
dying days of the government, with six days left before
these guys opposite are kicked out of office for a good
long time, I guess they are trying their very best to at
least put it on the record that after nine years they did try
to address some of the serious flaws in the criminal
justice system.
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Mr. George S. Rideout (Moncton): Mr. Speaker, the
member for Dartmouth has really captured the spirit
of what is going on here. There is no question that in
the dying days of a dying government this type of
legislation will be put on the record with no hope that
it will ever be adopted.

I think we are fooling the government because we have
been working night and day in order to see some of this
legislation passed and see some progress. In this particu-
lar bill on the proceeds of crime I think we are all
supportive of what is going on.

I can tell the member for Dartmouth who really
captured the spirit of it, I know of what he speaks. I was
the mayor of Moncton a few years ago and I have a real
appreciation of what it is like to run a municipal police
force. I appreciate the costs associated with it and the
number of men and women needed on the force to just
try to stem the tide of crime. As the member from
Dartmouth has so eloquently said, throw in a govern-
ment-made recession and the cost escalates that much
more.

We were successful in Moncton in negotiating with the
provincial government on something completely differ-
ent. We had to look after traffic violations, speeders and
those types of people and all the fines went to the
province. We were able to negotiate with the province to
get some of the money from fines returned to the
municipality. It could be reinvested in our police forces
so they could arrest more speeders and use it for other
types of crime prevention.

* (1605)

I think that is what we have to be concerned about with
this legislation. There is no question that the legislation
has indicated that the minister can and does have the
power to distribute the proceeds of crime to other levels
of government.

The concern I have as I read the definitions and look
at what is going on is that this legislation just provides
the minister with authority. It does not make distribution
mandatory. It makes it questionable as to how this
money is going to be divided and whether it will actually
get down to the police force that is doing the work. I
think that is the critical thing.

If it just ends up in the general revenue of the
provincial or municipal government coffers and is not
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earmarked for crime prevention, investigation and all
the things that have to be done then I do not think we
are really serving the citizens properly.

I am sure each and every one of us has seen some of
the alarming statistics concerning the amount of money
that is now earned by the drug barons of the world and
the sophistication and type of equipment that is now
being used by elicit drug traders. If we are not going to
match that expenditure with similar expenditures within
our forces then we are going to face some very serious
problems.

They are simply going to dominate the situation by
sheer weight of wealth and they certainly have done that
in the past. At the same time we in government and
particularly at the federal government level have been
passing restraint on and on down the line until it gets to
the municipality that is not capable of providing or
having the resources to provide the proper equipment
for the police force. Yet we demand that those forces
arrest and control the situation.

We on this side are supportive of this legislation. We
are anxious to see it better defined so we know exactly
where the dollars are going. We want to see it earmarked
for use primarily against the drug traffic as well as on the
front lines. The troops on the front lines need the
resources to fight crime. That is why we are supportive of
this legislation.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Before I recognize
the hon. member for Port Moody—Coquitlam it is my
duty pursuant to Standing Order 38 to inform the House
that the questions to be raised tonight at the time of
adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for St.
Boniface—Student aid; the hon. member for Parkdale—
High Park—Crime prevention; the hon. member for
Okanagan—Shuswap—Trade; the hon. member for
Prince George—Bulkley Valley—Health care.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Port Moody—Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, the justice committee report, Crime Prevention
in Canada, says clearly in recommendation No. 3 that the
share of the moneys forfeited as proceeds of crime be
allocated to crime prevention activities.

This is the bill the government is presenting. It is about
forfeiture of moneys and property the police have been
able to get. It seems to me the government had a golden
opportunity to take the second step toward a national
program of crime prevention and that was to have a
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guaranteed means of funding crime prevention through
this mechanism. I think it would be supported by the
public. An editorial in The Ottawa Citizen said the
government missed a good investment.

The government did make an amendment to the bill
today which originally said that the moneys were sup-
posed to go to the debt reduction fund. Now it has left it
open and by regulation it can still go to crime prevention.

As I said to the hon. member for Calgary a few hours
ago quoting Mick Jagger: ‘““You can’t always get what you
want but you will find sometimes you might get what you
need”. What we need is money for crime prevention.
What we have is a clause that allows it to happen. I give
the parliamentary secretary his due here. He said today
that he would do his best to see that those moneys were
allocated for crime prevention and so did the Minister of
Justice. That is on the record here of the House of
Commons. He can rest assured that we will keep
reminding him of that particular record. Let us not lose a
golden opportunity. Let us get some funds to crime
prevention.

e (1610)

Before I sit down I want to add two more points. The
first point is that in terms of crime prevention and
moneys, the government should not forget that jobs and
employment are related to violence and crime. We are
seeing the beginning of youth violence in this country
and it is scary whether they are breaking into the
legislature in B.C. on an environmental process or
whether it is the Nazi youth here in Ottawa last week
against another group of youth who were protesting
against the Nazis. It is scary and it is beginning.

There is overwhelming evidence to show that there isa
strong connection between employment and crime, par-
ticularly violent crime. An extensive 1990 study of data
from the preceding 40 years prepared by the British
home office of the United Kingdom dramatically identi-
fied: “the profound importance of economic factors in
the determination of crime. A comparison of personal
consumption per capita, with both property and personal
crimes in Britain and other countries, revealed that the

significance of these factors goes beyond national bor-
ders”. It goes to Canada as well.

When the study examined unemployment rates it
found: “Growth in offences of violence against the
person was also found to be associated with growth in
unemployment during the previous year—the relation
was strong”. These are real studies. I have them and I
will show them to the House.

There is also evidence to show that Canadians under-
stand this connection and view crime prevention as a
broadly applied policy. While politicians in general
continue to subscribe to the myth of neo-Conservative,
tough on crime rhetoric, recent survey data suggests that
Canadians do not see an increasingly punitive justice
system alone as an effective defence against crime.

A survey done for the Canadian Sentencing Commis-
sion found that the most popular solution to crime was to
reduce the level of unemployment. In a poll regarding
the effective ways to control crime, 41 per cent of
Canadians said to reduce the level of unemployment; 27
per cent said to make sentences harsher; 13 per cent said
to increase the use of non-imprisonment sentencing
such as restitution to community service officers; 4 per
cent said to increase the number of police officers and 10
per cent said to increase the number of social programs.

The government, in its so-called law and order agenda
which is mainly full of rhetoric, is basically phoney and
on the wrong track. The right track is to be tough on
violent crime and criminals but at the same time balance
this with a crime prevention program. We must get at
people, particularly young people, before they become
criminals.

Did you see the news last night and the story from
Cape Breton about the 20-year old kid who murdered
the people in the McDonald’s? We wonder how we could
have reached that obviously disturbed person earlier and
perhaps helped him or the family or taken that person
right out of society if that was the necessary thing to do.
That is the real challenge for crime prevention in the
future. That is what I call getting tough on crime. That is
what I call being effective on crime. We owe it to the
kids.
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A kindergarten teacher could tell us about children
who could be in trouble in the future. We need to
intervene early and have programs for crime prevention,
but we have to fund those programs.

We in the NDP give our consent today to the third
reading of this bill so it gets through. We urge the
government to implement its promises to this House
today that money taken from criminal activities, from the
forfeiture of moneys from crime, go toward crime
prevention because crime prevention is the way of the
future.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Is the House
ready for the question?

Some hon. members: Question.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Is the pleasure of
the House to adopt the motion.

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Motion agreed to, bill read the third time and passed.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): It is my under-
standing that we can call it five o’clock.

SUSPENSION OF SITTING

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): If the hon. mem-
ber for Abitibi were here we could carry on, or I could
suspend the House.

Some hon. members: Suspend.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): I will suspend the
House to the call of the Chair.

Some hon. members: Agreed.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Maybe the Whip
can get a hold of the hon. member.

The sitting of the House was suspended at 4.16 p.m.

SITTING RESUMED

The House resumed at 4.25 p.m.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): Pursuant to
Standing Order 30(6) the House will now proceed to
consideration of Private Members’ Business as listed on
today’s Order Paper.

Private Members’ Business

PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS

[Translation]

STATUS OF WOMEN

MOTION FOR PAYMENT OF A SALARY TO WOMEN WHO
REMAIN AT HOME

Mr. Guy Saint-Julien (Abitibi) moved:

That, in the opinion of this House, the government should
consider paying a salary to women who remain at home.

He said: Mr. Speaker, we all know that, in 1991, I
received many petitions from men and women in my
constituency saying that a salary should be paid to
women who remain at home. I tabled the petition which
was deemed out of order because it requested an amount
of $12,000. Immediately following this refusal, and in
compliance with the procedure of the House of Com-
mons, I took the initiative of presenting the petition in
the form of a motion which read: “That, in the opinion of
this House, the government should consider paying a
salary to women who remain at home”. We all know that
the procedure of the House of Commons consists of a
draw. I was lucky last month, since my name was drawn.
Among the 21 motions which I tabled in this House, and
which are the result of consultations with my constitu-
ents about what can be done for my constituency, I chose
this particular motion.

We all know that most Canadian women spend at least
part of their life being at home full time. Almost half of
these women do not belong to the work force, and less
than one third of those who have preschool children hold
a full time job.

When it comes to raising children, Canadian parents
seem full of good intentions regarding work sharing.
However, for better or worse, work at home remains a
woman’s job.

Genetically, nothing predisposes women to house-
work. In practice, however, women do most of the
housework. That is why I am referring to “women who
remain at home” here, meaning mothers at home.

In Canada, women who stay at home work full time
and even do overtime. Studies show that they work
between 41 and 60 hours a week, depending on how
many children they have and how old they are. Women
at home are on duty 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Try to
find a more demanding job.
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These women work mainly at home. Their husbands,
children and other family members benefit most directly
from their work, but they are not the only ones. Thus,
paying a salary to women who remain at home would
stimulate the economy because they would spend this
money on basic necessities such as better food, more
durable clothes and so on.

Employers also benefit in other ways from women at
home. The fact that women at home run the household
and look atter the other members of the family makes it
easier for their husbands to devote all their energies to a
gainful, full-time job outside the home.

Finally, in a more general way, women at home
prepare the future in that they are raising the next
generation of citizens. To reproduce generation after
generation, we need a dynamic, healthy population.

What price should we put on the work of these women
who are on the front lines 24 hours a day to do
everything? It is estimated that if housework were
included in the gross national product, it would amount
to 35 or 40 per cent of the GNP, or at least $136 billion.

That is a lot of money. Yet women at home have no
way of converting this work into cash. Unlike other
workers in our socicty, women at home are not paid a
salary. And because they are unpaid, they have no days
off, no unemployment insurance and no accident, dis-
ability or sickness benefits. Even more serious in the long
run, they do not have a pension plan.

® (1630)

But like all other workers, women at home do reach
retirement age too. There comes a time when they can
no longer perform all the tasks they used to. What
happens then? After serving their families and society
for all those years, many women at home end their days
in poverty. It is sad to see the personal economic
contribution of these women go completely unrecog-
nized.

The former Social Credit member, Mr. Lambert, who
lives in Berthier-sur-Mer, was telling me today that no
government has ever calculated how much the work of
women at home is worth. Ms. Judith Richard, who was
an assistant to the late Réal Caouette and whom I met

today at the same time, told me to convey the same
message to the people of Canada.

[t is unacceptable that women at home live in financial
insecurity all their lives, especially when they reach
retirement age, after a lifetime of working for their
families and society as a whole. Mothers who decide to
start working, often under poor conditions, do so be-
cause they receive no salary to stay at home, raise
children and do all the work that entails. This is extra
work on top of the work they still have to do at home.

Mothers are divided into two categories: working
mothers and mothers who stay at home full time. Even
those expressions are charged with emotion. If some
women are working mothers, what are women who do
not work? If some women are full-time mothers, does
that mean that those who work outside the home are
part-time mothers?

Housewives do not get any personal benefits under the
Canada Pension Plan or the Quebec Pension Plan.
Proposals aimed at sharing pension credits between
spouses are good, but they do not take into account the
value of the work performed by the housewife, since the
couple’s total pension is not increased.

Kathy Cooke said that women who stay at home
sacrifice the production capacity of half our potential
active labour force.

It is obvious that, for some people, the words “employ-
ment” and “work’ apply to everything except the situa-
tion of mothers who stay at home.

Here is what was written on a recent census form from
the government of Saskatchewan: If you have worked at
home all your life, indicate never worked. People think
that value and money are synonymous.

Mr. Gérard Amyotte, program director at Health and
Welfare Canada’s Social Service Programs Branch wrote
this: “Often times, women who stay at home with their
children are not considered as workers because they
receive no salary. In our society, unpaid work is often not
recognized and not appreciated. Social values are fo-
cused on the worth of an individual as measured by his or
her professional status or pay cheque, instead of the
amount of time spent on caring for others”.
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Kid First, an organization established in 1987 in
Calgary, has put forward a suggestion. They want to
protect the right of families to choose the type of child
care best suited to their needs. They want to restore
the right to choose and are aiming for equal rights and
financial treatment for every possible option.

In 1970, the Royal Commission on the Status of
Women said: “The housewife who remains at home is
just as much a producer of goods and services as the paid
worker.”

There is hope when we hear a federal minister like the
minister responsible for the status of women say that she
would like to give women some money to spend on food,
clothes or day care for their children.

Health Canada Inc., an insurance company, recently
announced that it intends to provide disability insurance
for spouses who remain at home, hence recognizing the
value of the work they do at home.

Glenda Simms, president of the Canadian Advisory
Council on the Status of Women, acknowledged on April
4, 1992 that the present definition of work does discrimi-
nate against women who remain at home.

We also take heart from statements made in the
House of Commons such as the one the hon. member
for Calgary North made on May 15, 1992: “We have to
review our approach and make laws which would be
above all fair to every family, reaffirm the first and
foremost responsbility of parents and allow them to
choose what they feel is the best way to raise their
children”.

An article published in the February 1992 issue of
Chatelaine showed that many professional women are
now deciding to remain at home with their children. That
is what they want.

® (1635)

Here are some thoughts on the legal aspects: Section
15 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms says that every
individual has the right to the equal protection and equal
benefit of the law without discrimination. The present
tax laws do not give mothers equal treatment. Some are
favoured but not others, which is contrary to the demo-
cratic principle of equal opportunity.

Under subsection 136(1), the government is committed
to promoting equal opportunity for the welfare of
Canadians. The present tax laws do not give equal
opportunity to parents who decide that one of the
spouses should stay at home.

Private Members’ Business

Here are some thoughts on legal definitions: work—a
woman at home works, does something besides looking
after her own welfare, is useful to society and contributes
to the GNP. We must show that her work is useful to the
proper running of society, to the welfare of the children
and spouse she looks after so her spouse can work at a
paid job with peace of mind. We must show that the work
of women at home contributes to society because they
prepare a generation of healthy, well-educated, stable
citizens who will provide services when we are old.

We are not alone in the world and Canadians are not
the only ones to try to solve the problem of full-time
mothers. Most other countries are grappling with the
same issue. In 1970 the Royal Commission on the Status
of Women recognized that child care is a responsibility
which must be shared by mothers, fathers and society. In
1983, the Hon. Flora MacDonald, a Conservative minis-
ter, said: “I agree that more must be done to recognize
the contribution to society of women who work at
home”.

In February 1983, the Hon. Judy Erola, the Liberal
minister responsible for the status of women, said: “I
think that we must find ways to strengthen the family by
reviewing the family benefits in our tax system.” “I think
it is important to extend these benefits to all types of
families: those with children, whether one of the spouses
stays at home or both are in the labour force—which is
the case for most families with children—, and families
with only one parent who stays at home or is in the
labour force.”

In 1983, the member for Kamloops, an NDP member,
said in the House of Commons: “I will continue to ask
the minister to reform the tax system so as to favour all
family situations, a system which recognizes the cost and
work involved in raising children, regardless of marital
status or income level, a system which gives women at
home the same status and recognition as those in the
labour market”. In 1984, a national survey showed that
81 per cent of Canadians were in favour of spouses
participating in the Canada or Quebec Pension Plan.
Spouses at home are still not entitled to a pension,
however.

In June 1986, the Minister of State (Transport) a
Conservative minister, was quoted in the Western Produc-
er as saying: “If we pay for a universal day care program,
why not provide money for women who stay at home, if
that is their choice? Almost 50 per cent of Canadian
women still stay at home to look after their children”. In
October 1986, Michael D. Harris, a member of the
Ontario Legislative Assembly, said: “We must certainly
not refuse those women who want to make a career in
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various fields, but we must still recognize and help those
who dedicate their lives to their families”.

I quote what Fred Driscoll, the acting minister of
health and social services of Prince Edward Island, said
in April 1986: “If we consider public funding for day care,
we should ask whether women who stay at home do not
have rights as well. This is a group that may have been
neglected”. As far as I am concerned, it is a group that
has been neglected.

I believe that some social policies should be tried out,
especially a salary to women who remain at home. The
Royal Commission on the Economic Union and Devel-
opment Prospects for Canada, the Macdonald commis-
sion, proposed a thorough overhaul of our social security
system. It suggested that Canada implement a universal
income security program, UISP, which basically meant a
guaranteed annual income for all families.

The idea that the government should offer everyone a
guaranteed annual income, which was controversial in
the 1960s, became a fundamental recommendation of a
royal commission. Are experiments with policies yester-
day’s failure or tomorrow’s hope? Labour supply is an
important issue in evaluating income support and other
social policies, because disincentives to work are a
powerful argument against such programs.

o (1640)

Proposals to reform income support or social insur-
ance programs in Canada have many times run up
against the fear that changing the benefits for those who
are able to work could be counter-productive. Basically,
the fear is that money transfers may reduce the incentive
to work.

Since a guaranteed annual income is far superior as a
way to supplement the income of all those who need it,
not only low-income workers according to the 1986
paper by Humm and Simpson, the idea of a guaranteed
annual income to eliminate poverty is strengthened,
since we must not hide the fact that poverty is a
persistent social problem in Canada.

I urge the government to make the situation of women
at home a priority and to take the necessary action to
recognize their rights to fair compensation.

In closing, I would like to thank all the many women
and men who have expressed their support to me since

1991, as well as all those who signed petitions and who
telephoned me. I cannot name them all here and I trust
that they will excuse me, but nevertheless, I would like to
thank especially Beverley Smith of Calgary, whose study
“Throwing Out the Baby with the Bathwater” was very
helpful to me in this debate, as well as the newspaper
Vers demain, or Michael, as it is known in English.

We have often seen posters in federal and provincial
ridings demanding $12,000 as a salary for women at
home. I wish to thank them and the National Federation
of French Canadian Women for the sound ideas they
defend in this cause.

We know today that I have waited since 1991 to discuss
this subject in the House of Commons, but today I have
the opportunity of putting in the Notice Paper some
questions concerning payment of a salary to women who
remain at home. I will also have an opportunity to repeat
this motion in the House of Commons. I say especially to
women throughout Canada and mothers at home and
children: Don’t give up.

We still make speeches. I mentioned some distin-
guished Canadians who had made speeches in legislative
assemblies, national assemblies, the House of Commons,
on paying a salary to women who remain at home, that is
mothers at home.

We have an example in the bill respecting precaution-
ary cessation of work for pregnant women. Since 1990,
thanks to women in the government and in the labour
movement and working women, we have fought for
three years to have precautionary cessation of employ-
ment recognized in the Canada Labour Code. We will
begin third reading of it on Monday. It took us three
years. Today in this House we are beginning to try to find
a solution for mothers who stay at home, who work 24
hours a day, who are awakened at night when their
children have problems.

I say to people and to members of this House in all
political parties: Let us work together and try to find a
solution on salaries for women who remain at home. I
say that in a few months, it would be an excellent idea
from a government, of whatever stripe that government
is. It is important today when we talk about poverty. We
talk a lot about all sorts of federal and provincial
programs, but we never had a royal commission on
salaries for women who remain at home, that is mothers
at home.
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I want to thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I wish all
women good luck. I also say to all men who want to help
us that they should write with their member of Parlia-
ment in every federal riding in Canada. It is free,
because when you write to your MP, you do not have to
pay postage. But the important thing is to contact your
MP of whatever party so that the message gets through,
even if it takes months. We must not stop, we must win
this victory.

[English]

Mr. Chris Axworthy (Saskatoon—Clark’s Crossing):
Mr. Speaker, let me first of all commend the member for
Abitibi for raising this issue in the House of Commons
and for putting forward the motion that the government
should consider paying a salary to women who remain at
home. For far too long, I suppose from the beginning of
time, society has undervalued the work women do in
raising children and in the unpaid work they often do in
the home. It is well past the time we should be consider-
ing what to do about this particular issue and how to find
a solution to the evaluation of the quantification of work
in the home which is presently unpaid and how we are
going to provide payment for that work.

® (1645)

Canada was a signatory to the 1985 World Conference
on Women wherein the so-called Nairobi forward look-
ing strategies on the advancement of women were
adopted. That international commitment on the part of
Canada was included. It called on all nations including
Canada to ensure that women’s paid work and unpaid
work are quantified and valued.

Canada has made an international commitment to
address the issue of unpaid work by women who remain
at home. We also have the problem of work that women
perform as caregivers even though they may be working
outside the home at another job. They come home and
spend many hours on the very important activity of
raising children. We do not compensate them for that.

We have an international commitment. We have
various statements of support from government mem-
bers and from ministers, but as yet no action and not
even any investigation into the issue of paying women for
what is presently unpaid work or any effort to work on
the best way to ensure the quantification and the
payment.

Private Members' Business

As with all social issues and as with all options and
choices countries and governments have available to
them, it is an issue that must be looked at in a wider
context. Women who have worked in the home all their
lives and have not worked outside the home have very
severe difficulties when they reach the age of receiving
the pension, particularly if their partners do not live with
them or have died. Their limitations to pension obliga-
tions, pensions from Canada, mean they very often live
in poverty.

We have the problem of how to quantify the work
women do that is presently unpaid, how to pay for that
work, and how to change the pension legislation in
Canada to ensure the work done provides eligibility for
the Canada Pension Plan and the Quebec Pension Plan.
Women are disadvantaged in many respects with regard
to their eligibility for pensions and with regard to not
being paid for the work they do.

We have to bear in mind the work being done in the
home by women. It is done by men also but it is primarily
done by women in Canada. The raising of children, our
most important resource, is one of the most, if not the
most, important functions we ask any citizen to perform.
To continue to see this contribution as one which should
not be paid for, as one which is not valued in the sense
that it does receive compensation is something, I think
we would all agree, in need of change. We have that
context to bear in mind too.

There is one last point we need to bear in mind as well.
It falls within the same difficulties of quantifying, valuing
and so on.

® (1650 )

On average women receive something like two-thirds
of what men receive in terms of income. There are
enormous inequities in terms of equal pay for work of
equal value. Women over time and to this day receive
less than men for the same work in some instances and
certainly less than men for work of equal value. We have
to address that issue too.

To get to the main point raised by the member
opposite, until we recognize the value of the work
women perform in the home which is presently unpaid
and recognize it as giving rise to an entitlement to
payment, we will never recognize the important role
women play in society to the extent we need to. We will
continue to see other problems of equal pay for work of
equal value and so on not receiving the attention they
deserve.
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In closing let me confirm my support and my party’s
support for the member’s motion. Let me congratulate
him for raising it. I look forward in the not too distant
future to action being taken so that the work women do
which is presently unpaid will be paid. It is important for
the government to make a commitment to ensure
progress in this area.

[Translation]

Mr. Yvon Cété (Richmond — Wolfe): Mr. Speaker, I am
prepared to join my colleague from Abitibi and the
previous speaker for the New Democratic Party in a
discussion of this sensitive and very important issue of
compensation for women who remain at home.

[ am sure no one objects to the principle as such. I
would say the government’s efforts in this respect,
especially during the past eight years, are reflected in the
way it is channelling benefits to women, one example
being the benefits that have just been endorsed by this
House.

However, although I agree with the principle, I intend
to demonstrate that implementing this motion raises a
number of practical questions as well as the question of

equity.

In any case, I welcome this opportunity to speak to this
item of Private Members’ Business, Motion No. 563,
which reads as follows:

That, in the opinion of this House, the government should consider
paying a salary to women who remain at home.

First of all, let us look at the objectives of this motion.
It proposes that the government pay a salary to a group
of persons under certain conditions. Payment of a salary
implies that such payment is made for services rendered.

Today I would like to discuss how these services would
be defined and how they would be quantified under this
kind of government program. I would also like to
consider how a government program could offer a salary
exclusively to women, for such is the wording of the
motion, who remain in the home and not to other
persons who might provide the same services.

Subsequently, I intend to show that any attempt to
implement such a program would soon face serious

problems, whether we are talking about equity or practi-
cal aspects, that would probably be insurmountable.

When developing a government program that provides
for paying a salary to a group of persons, we must
assume, first of all, that this group can be clearly defined,
and second, that payment would be made for the services
they provide. However, the proposal put forward in the
motion by the member for Abitibi does not meet either
of these fundamental criteria.

Let me explain. First, let us look at how the target
clientele, women who remain in the home—according to
the wording of the motion—would be defined for the
purposes of eligibility for a government benefit.

The group “women” is a group that is readily identifi-
able, of course, and could be defined so as to include all
persons of the female sex, 18 years of age or over, for
instance. However, the Charter of Rights and Freedoms
expressly prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex, and
the government has had to change its own programs to
eliminate this concept, because it constituted discrimina-
tion.

* (1655)

This means the government cannot introduce a pro-
gram that discriminates against members of one sex, as
this motion sets out to do. A way would have to be found
to include men who remain at home and look after the
children, for instance. It will be necessary to identify
persons, and I say “persons” who remain at home,
without reference to men or women.

How would a government program implement this
concept? The government could not simply ask people
whether they see themselves as “remaining at home”,
since the question would be too subjective. Another
criterion could be labour market participation. For in-
stance, all gainfully employed workers could be ex-
cluded. But in that case, what about self-employed
workers who work at home and who apply for a salary as
persons who “remain at home”? Should these workers
be excluded? And if so, how? What about part-time
workers who spend part of their time at home? So you
see how hard it would be to implement this kind of
concept.
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What about the unemployed who are at home? Should
all these people be included as well, and if so, according
to what criteria?

And finally, as we all know, because of the way the
unemployment insurance system works, paying benefits
to people who are not employed can often have undesir-
able side effects. People normally want to maximize their
consumption of products, services and leisure, including
products and services they can produce by themselves.
This means that if the government were to provide
benefits to people who are not on the job market, some
people would see this as an incentive to get out of the job
market in order to get the so-called “free” benefits
offered by the government under this kind of system.
Does the government really want to encourage this
attitude? The answer is pretty obvious.

It is clear that it is not easy to find a fool-proof
criterion for identifying persons who “remain at home”.
I think that is obvious from the few examples I gave and
the questions I raised. There would perhaps be a way to
establish a link between ‘“salary” and ‘“remain at the
home”. The link between salary and individual income
could ensure that all women who remain at home
receive an income. However, most programs that are
based on an assessment of the level of income already
take into account the family income, which is the best
yardstick for the resources available to each member of
the family.

Another way would be to tie the salary to the presence
of children in the home, in the case of either men or
women, or perhaps to the care of parents or other family
members who are disabled. Establishing this link be-
tween salary and the presence of children in the home is
fairly easy. We already use this criterion for the child tax
credit and the Canada Pension Plan exclusion clause for
raising children, for instance. Tying salary to care pro-
vided for disabled family members may be more difficult
to do on a permanent basis. However, assuming this
problem can be solved, let us consider the concept of
“salary” in the proposal presented by the hon. member
for Abitibi.

As I said earlier, the salary concept presupposes that
payment is made for services rendered.

Adjournment Debate
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We are all familiar with the many and sometimes
difficult tasks performed by those men or women who
stay at home. These would include raising children,
looking after the whole family, or perhaps just taking
care of a spouse or even themselves. Furthermore, many
people who remain at home become caregivers for the
elderly or handicapped relatives living with them.
Others give their time as volunteer workers to all kinds
of charitable organizations.

I am sure most people will agree that, in practical or
realistic terms, the government could not consider im-
plementing such a policy. On the one hand, there would
be discrimination and, on the other hand, it would be
impossible to quantify the work of men and women
staying at home according to the type of services.

For those reasons, I am unable to endorse this motion
whose objective, although worthwhile, is beyond any
conceivable implementation.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): As no other
member wishes to speak, the hour provided for the
consideration of Private Members’ Business has now
expired. Pursuant ot Standing Order 96(1), this item is
dropped from the Order Paper.

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[English]

A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order
38 deemed to have been moved.

CRIME PREVENTION

Mr. Jesse Flis (Parkdale—High Park): Mr. Speaker,
on March 17 I asked a question of the Minister of Justice
and Attorney General of Canada about the recommen-
dations made at the national symposium in Toronto.

I reminded the minister that at the symposium four
ministers confirmed that the way to reduce crime and
make our community safer is to do something about
poverty, illiteracy, unemployment and the lack of ade-
quate housing. Four ministers said that the true roots of
crime are poverty, illiteracy, unemployment and the lack
of adequate housing. In his reply the minister did not say
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what the government is doing to address those four
issues.

I went on in my supplementary to ask the minister
what he is doing about responding to a letter from
Toronto City Councillor Chris Korwin-Kuczynski, To-
ronto Metropolitan Councillor Derwyn Shea, the MPP
for Parkdale, Tony Ruprecht, and myself. We sent it in
November 1992 to the current defence minister who was
then Minister of Justice. To this day we have received no
reply from that minister. I guess she was busy preparing
for her leadership race even back then. To this date there
are no programs based on the recommendations from
the national symposium.

It is one thing to spend millions of taxpayers’ dollars to
call a forum in the city of Toronto where there is a high
crime rate, make recommendations and then do nothing
about it. I do want to congratulate the minister for
listening to our recommendations about returning seized
property and assets to local jurisdictions when there is a
crime bust. I was pleased that we passed Bill C-123 in
this House today. I do compliment the government for
its action on that issue. It finally listened to what the
people were asking for.

I hope the parliamentary secretary can highlight what
the recommendations of this national symposium were
and what legislation the government has in place now. I
do not know why it took the government nine years to
introduce legislation to make our community safer. I
guess it is because there is an election coming up. All of
a sudden, they are coming up with the legislation that
should have been implemented four, five or nine years
ago.

® (1705)

Mr. Speaker, you are giving me the signal that my time
is up. I hope you will give the parliamentary secretary a
little more time so that he can provide better answers
than the minister did during Question Period.

[Translation]

Mr. Charles A. Langlois (Parliamentary Secretary to
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons
and to Minister of National Defence): Mr. Speaker, I will
try to provide the most accurate answers to the hon.
member for Parkdale—High Park.

I want to tell him that the justice system is in a good
position to be a true leader in terms of improving safety
of our communities and urging all sectors of our society
to work together toward community development, while
at the same time limiting crime to a minimum. The
Minister of Justice is committed to developing a national
strategy on community safety and crime prevention, in
co-operation with the numerous governmental and non-
governmental agencies which promote safety.

Last March the national symposium on community
safety and crime prevention gathered officials from these
organizations. The participants reached an exceptional
consensus after in-depth discussions on issues such as
violence, fear of crime, vulnerable groups in society,
search for a balance, and the creation of communities
and partnerships.

The participants developed a set of principles for a
national strategy. First, this strategy should provide for a
comprehensive approach, in that it should go beyond the
traditional notion of justice, which focuses strictly on the
offender, and take into account the impact of the crime
on the victim and the community.

Second, the strategy should be aimed at the causes and
not only at the symptoms. The discussions held reflected
the recommendations of the Standing Committee on
Justice and the Solicitor General on this issue. In
Canada, as well as at the international level, it is
increasingly recognized that poverty, unemployment,
racism, sexism, drug addictions, and limited education
and training opportunities are conducive to crime. It is
also recognized that measures to improve these condi-
tions will directly contribute to making communities
safer.

In conclusion, this strategy should be based on a
partnership which includes community organizations,
police forces, local authorities, the governments of the
First Nations, provincial and federal authorities, as well
as non-governmental organizations.

[English]
NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

Mr. Lyle Dean MacWilliam (Okanagan— Shuswap):
Mr. Speaker, some time ago I raised a question in the
House about water diversions and bulk water transports
being vulnerable or part of the provisions of the North
American free trade agreement.
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The government has hidden behind its argument that
water is not included in the North American free trade
agreement nor is there any provision for the bulk
transport of water through either this agreement or the
FTA.

The fact is that without a specific exclusion for bulk
water transports, whether they be through interbasin
transfers, tanker transports or pipeline transports, water
is very much part and parcel of both the free trade
agreement and the North American free trade agree-
ment. There has been considerable expert opinion tabled
in this regard, some of it tabled right in the legislative
committee for the NAFTA agreement.

I want to clarify some of the misconceptions that the
government has by reading a submission from the Raw-
son Academy of Aquatic Science regarding NAFTA and
water exports. It says: “Without an exclusion water is
certainly part of the agreement”. That is referring to the
NAFTA. “Any good or service covered by a tariff heading
annexed to the NAFTA is subject to the rights and
obligations set out in the agreement itself”. Tariff
heading 22.01 of the North American free trade agree-
ment is as follows: “Waters including natural or artificial
mineral waters and aerated waters not containing added
sugar or other sweetening matter, ice and snow”.

The document from the Rawson Academy of Sciences
goes on to explain the specific exclusion of water as a
commodity of trade under tarift item article 22.01 which
is referred to in both the North American free trade
agreement and the FTA. This is an article I should add
that was just released a short time ago, April 1993. It
goes on to say: “It has been upheld by recognized and
respected Canadian experts in international trade and
resource law that naturally flowing water is indeed
covered under tariff heading 22.01. Even the Ottawa law
firm that the federal government referenced in the water
trade debate of 1988 has in fact acknowledged this”.

®(1710)

If we make reference to the specific provisions of the
North American free trade agreement we see that the
trade agreement is about reducing trade barriers to
goods and services between parties or between nations.
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It goes on in article 22.01 to say that the goods of a
party are identified as products as understood in the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trades.

If we go a little further we see in looking at the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trades that the
harmonized commodity coding system identifies as a
good of a party tariff item 22.01. When we look at that
long list of numeric codes we find article 22.01 actually
being defined in the GATT as ordinary natural water of
all kinds other than sea water.

Whether you look under the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trades or the referenced agreement that is
included both in the NAFTA and the FTA, there is water
sitting there as article 22.01, ordinary natural water of all
kinds other than sea water. There is no question about it.
Water is definitely included as a good of trade in both the
FTA and the NAFTA.

The point I have been making time and time again is
that there is no specific provision to exclude the possibil-
ity of bulk water transport as they have excluded the
possibility of the export of raw logs or the possibility of
exporting unprocessed fish written into the North Amer-
ican trade agreement.

Despite any implementing legislation that may say
otherwise, despite any federal water policy that may say
otherwise, without a specific exclusion that would ex-
empt water exports, the possibility of exporting Canada’s
water is made vulnerable under the provisions of both
the free trade agreement and the proposed North
American free trade agreement.

In summary we have a unique opportunity here with
the call from the President of the United States for an
environmental review to place in parallel agreements
specific exclusions for the possibility of bulk export of
water which would assist this—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): The hon. mem-
ber’s time has expired.

Mr. Bill Domm (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister
for Science and Minister of State (Small Businesses and
Tourism)): Mr. Speaker, water in its natural state is not
covered by NAFTA. It is not covered by the free trade
agreement, the GATT or any other trade agreement.
Lakes and rivers are simply not goods or products any
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more than are the fish swimming in them or the oil and
gas trapped under them.

Trade agreements only cover water when water has
entered into commerce as a product. Canada’s growing
exports of water products benefits from such coverage.
There is absolutely nothing in the NAFTA or any other
trade agreement that forces Canada to either exploit its
water for commercial use or to export its water.

What is in the NAFTA is the right to restrict or
prohibit the export of water products when necessary to
safeguard the environment or to protect human, animal,
plant life or health.

Canada’s 1987 federal water policy prohibits large
scale exports of water by interbasin transfer or diversion.
Therefore since we do not engage in large scale exports
of water in any form, the proportionality requirement
would have no real impact on Canada. A proportion of
ZEro 1S Zero.

Under the NAFTA, U.S. and Mexican investors and
service providers will be subject to the same domestic
laws and regulations as Canadians. The NAFTA creates
absolutely no new obligation or right for anyone to
exploit or export water as a good.

Why did we not dispel any lingering doubt by simply
exempting water from the agreement? The answer is
plain. There is no exemption for water in NAFTA simply
because it is not necessary to insert an exemption from
obligations that do not exist.

To do so would throw into doubt whether obligations
exist for other natural resources in their natural state
such as trees on the ground where clearly no such
obligation exists either.

° (1715)

The bottom line is that Canadian governments both
now and under the NAFTA have the freedom of action
required to regulate the exploitation of our water re-
sources. Until it is exploited and entered into commerce
as goods, water is not covered by the NAFTA or any
other trade agreement.

HEALTH CARE

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Mr. Speaker, on March 16 of this year I rose in
the House and asked the minister of health a question
regarding the alleged extra billing that was being done by

physicians and doctors in Prince George, British Colum-
bia and other parts of that province.

The minister provided what I thought was a very
instructive and good reply in that he acknowledged some
awareness of the situation. He acknowledged that under
the Canada Health Act the government does have an
ability to move in this regard and that it was looking into
the matter with the provincial government.

Following the March 16 intervention in the House I
wrote to the minister to inquire further and he suggested
in his letter that his staff was looking into the matter.
More recently, he also mentioned that he has written to
the B.C. minister of health, the Hon. Elizabeth Cull, to
get information to determine from the department’s
point of view whether the extra billing was taking place.

Obviously some time has passed since that question. I
would look forward to the answer tonight from the
government to get an indication as to what further
progress has been made in this area. I have consulted
with and talked on the phone late yesterday with the
staff in my constituency office in Prince George. I can
tell the government that we are still getting phone calls
and reports from people in Prince George alleging either
extra billing or that people are being asked to pay for
medical services up front.

I report that to the government. I am very interested
to hear what the government has to say about this
particular issue and what kind of progress has been
made.

Mr. Bill Domm (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister
for Science and Minister of State (Small Businesses and
Tourism)): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to respond to the
questions brought before this House by the hon. mem-
bet:

The Minister of National Health and Welfare is on
record in this House as saying that he will enforce the
Canada Health Act and impose dollar for dollar financial
penalties on any province in which patients are being
extra billed for necessary medical services.

The Canada Health Act recognizes that it is our
provincial and territorial governments that are responsi-
ble for determining how our health care services are to
be delivered and financed. The act does not give the
federal minister the power to stop extra billing in any
province or territory. However it does give the minister
the authority to withhold a portion of federal transfer
payments for health from the province in which the extra
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billing is occurring. This reduction in federal contribu-
tions serves as a disincentive to the practice of extra
billing.

The Canada Health Act defines extra billing as
charges to a patient for an insured health service in an
amount that exceeds the provincial health plan payment.
The act requires the cash health transfer payment to the
province to be reduced by an amount equal to the
amount of the extra billing occurring in the province. In
other words, for each dollar of extra billing a dollar is
deducted. However we must be sure before we decide to
withhold any transfer funds.

The minister is very concerned about the possibility of
some British Columbia physicians charging extra fees for
insured services. Such fees would leave patients having
to pay out of their own pockets when they have already
paid for health care services through their taxes.

The fees would also represent a financial barrier to
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some patients seeking or receiving needed medical care.
This is something that goes against the principles upon
which our health care system is based.

In conclusion, this government is opposed strongly to
extra billing in principle and in practice. The minister is
prepared to use his authority under the Canada Health
Act and respond accordingly if any legitimate threat in
the form of extra billing occurs.

That investigation to assure the hon. member is
currently in process and it is the intent of the minister to
deal with it in the way he sees fit in the event the
member’s claims are found to be true.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): The motion to
adjourn the House is now deemed to have been adopted.
Accordingly this House stands adjourned until tomorrow
at ten o’clock a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

The House adjourned at 5.21 p.m.
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The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

[English)
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

Madam Deputy Speaker: I have the honour to inform
the House that a message has been received from the
Senate informing this House that the Senate has passed
Bill S-15, an act to amend the Canadian Human Rights
Act (sexual orientation), to which the concurrence of this
House is desired.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English)

NUNAVUT LAND CLAIMS AGREEMENT ACT
MEASURE TO ENACT

Hon. Thomas Siddon (Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development) moved that Bill C-133, an act
respecting an agreement between the Inuit of the
Nunavut settlement area and Her Majesty the Queen in
right of Canada, be read the second time and referred to
a legislative committee in the Human Resources enve-
lope.

He said: Madam Speaker, [ want to speak this morning
to my hon. colleagues about Bill C-133, which would give
effect to the Nunavut land claims agreement.

One of the happiest moments of my life as Minister of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development occurred
when I joined with the Prime Minister last Tuesday in
Iqaluit to sign the Nunavut land claims agreement.

As a result of this agreement there is a new spirit of
optimism and a new energy among the Inuit of the
eastern Arctic region. I noted the applause of the hon.
member for Nunatsiaq. We very much appreciate his
support and enthusiastic participation at the event last
week.

I was struck by the tears of happiness and joy by the
elders who gathered at Inukshuk School in Igaluit with
the children and the people of the eastern Arctic to
celebrate this historic signing.

As we listened to Susan Aglukark sing O Canada in
Inuktitut we sensed the confidence, joy and pride,
especially of the children, as they anticipated a new
future relationship with all the people of Canada.

I am personally committed to ensuring implementa-
tion of the land claims agreement by guiding this bill
through Parliament. I know I am supported in this
process by the Prime Minister who has given his unflag-
ging support to this project. He has shown exceptional
vision and commitment in addressing aboriginal and
northern issues, including the recognition of Nunavut. I
am also supported by my cabinet colleagues, who have
approved the Nunavut land claims agreement which we
debate today.

* (1010)

I am supported by the Inuit of the eastern Arctic.
Without their determination, without their commitment
to settling this land claim, we would not have reached
the critical stage we are at today.

Bill C-133 gives effect to the Nunavut land claims
agreement to settle the land claim of the Tungavik
Federation of Nunavut which represents Inuit in the
eastern Arctic. This agreement, which has been pursued
over a period of 17 years going back to 1976, was
endorsed last November by 69 per cent of Inuit living in
the settlement region, and of those who actually voted 85
per cent approved the land claims settlement. This is an
overwhelming show of support and it sends an important
message to this House of the commitment that the Inuit
wish to make to be partners in Canada.

The TFN land claim is the largest in Canadian history.
It encompasses approximately one-fifth of the entire
Canadian land mass, an area of some two million square
kilometres in the central and eastern Arctic as well as
adjacent offshore areas. That is known as the settlement
area but is not to be confused with the actual lands to be
owned by the Inuit, which are approximately 20 per cent
of that amount.
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This area, as well as the adjacent offshore areas, is
the traditional homeland and hunting grounds of some
17,500 Inuit. It is in this area of the eastern Arctic that
their ancestors have lived for many thousands of years
and in a remarkable way have persisted and survived
on the Arctic tundra. Today they wish to continue to
live with the freedom to guide and choose their own
destiny within Canada.

The Nunavut land claims agreement ensures that the
Nunavut region will always be home to the Inuit. It
provides lasting protection for Inuit land-based interests
as well as the rights and benefits that will enable them to
pursue socio-economic development.

The agreement provides Inuit with ownership of more
than 350,000 square kilometres of land in the settlement
region out of the total area of two million square miles.
On more than 10 per cent of the area they will own, the
Inuit will also own the mineral rights. In the rest of
Nunavut, Inuit will share in the management of wildlife
and the environment and in the economic benefits of
future development.

The land provisions of this agreement are extremely
important not only for Inuit but for all Canadians. By
replacing the legal uncertainty of aboriginal claim to title
with clearly defined rights to lands and resources, by
establishing certainty of ownership and the delineation
of those boundaries and by clarifying the rights of natives
and non-natives in the settlement region, the Nunavut
land claims agreement will open up this huge area of
Canada for future orderly development.

That will mean jobs for Canadians, including Inuit and
other aboriginal and non-aboriginal peoples living and
working in northern Canada and throughout Canada. It
will mean additional wealth and prosperity for northern-
ers and other Canadians as we replace uncertainty with a
stable and predictable economic and legal framework.

The Nunavut land claims agreement will bring enor-
mous benefits to the north in the form of new invest-
ment, an improved standard of living and a brighter
outlook for the youth of the region.

The agreement also includes significant financial
benefits for Inuit of the settlement region. Over the next
14 years capital payments totalling $580 million in 1989
dollars will be made to the Nunavut trust, which will
manage the money for the benefit of Inuit.

® (1015)

I should indicate that in comparison, the government
through the programs of financial assistance to Inuit is
presently spending hundreds of millions of dollars to
support the eastern Arctic. We want to replace welfare
with self-reliance. That is the purpose of this settlement
payment and the land base and the accompanying public
government which we will speak of when we debate Bill
C-132 later today.

The Nunavut land claims agreement foresees the day
when resource developments will generate significant
revenues in the settlement region.

Inuit interests are well protected in that each year they
will receive 50 per cent of the first $2 million in royalties
paid to the government on any resource development for
which royalties accrue within the Nunavut area. They
will receive 5 per cent of all royalties in excess of $2
million on the public lands which are outside of land
owned by the Inuit.

This agreement is about much more than land owner-
ship and capital transfers. It is about acknowledging the
special needs of the Inuit. It is about protecting their
traditional lifestyles and pursuits.

One of those needs is employment training. To ensure
that the Inuit can play a full and meaningful role in the
institutions of government and in the private sector
economic initiatives, a $13 million training trust fund is
to be established under this agreement.

It is a great misfortune that much of the work done in
the administration of projects in the eastern Arctic is
done by southerners, non-Inuit. We want to make a
visible change to provide much greater opportunity for
Inuit to be involved in the architecture and production of
their own destiny.

As well, Inuit employment by government will be
increased. Firms owned by Inuit will be assisted in
competing for government contracts.

As hon. members know, a common feature of land
claim settlements is to guarantee the aboriginal claimant
group a central role in wildlife management. The Nuna-
vut land claims agreement is no exception. Inuit will
have equal representation on a board that will be
established to oversee wildlife harvesting in the settle-
ment region.
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Inuit will be guaranteed specific wildlife harvesting
rights, including the right to harvest their basic needs
as they have for thousands of years. Inuit will also have
economic opportunities related to guiding, sports lodges
and the commercial marketing of wildlife resources.

The Inuit of the eastern Arctic are perhaps more
dependent on traditional pursuits than any other group
of aboriginal people in Canada. Therefore, the agree-
ment recognizes this dependence and safeguards Inuit
interests.

Inuit will be entitled to compensation where develop-
ers cause provable damage to property or equipment
used in harvesting wildlife. They will also be compen-
sated when development projects cause loss of harvest-
ing income or loss of wildlife harvested for personal use.

In addition to their role in wildlife management, the
agreement ensures equal Inuit participation on boards
responsible for land use planning, environmental and
socio-economic reviews of development projects and
water management.

Finally, I am pleased to inform hon. members that the
Nunavut land claims agreement will help the govern-
ment achieve one of its key green plan objectives. That is
to complete Canada’s system of national parks. Follow-
ing consultations with Inuit and other local residents, at
least three national parks, one in each of the three
regions of Nunavut, will be established in the settlement
region within four years of proclamation of this agree-
ment.

* (1020)

I want to emphasize that the Nunavut land claims
agreement and Bill C-133 which will implement it do not
affect or diminish any rights of other aboriginal peoples
guaranteed under section 35 of the Constitution Act. In
fact, the final agreement explicitly protects the tradition-
al livelihood and hunting activities of all other aboriginal
groups on lands within the Nunavut settlement area.
This was a key objective of the government.

As a sign of their commitment to accommodate the
interests of other aboriginal groups, the Nunavut Inuit
have negotiated overlap agreements with the Inuvialuit
in the western Arctic and the Inuit of northern Quebec.

Government Orders

Negotiations are also proceeding with the Sahtu Dene-
Métis in the western Arctic.

We are pleased that similar agreements have now been
negotiated with the Dene of northern Saskatchewan and
Manitoba, who also claim traditional use of certain lands
north of the 60th parallel.

I remind hon. members that the Federal Court has
ruled that the Nunavut land claims agreement protects
any interests that the Saskatchewan and Manitoba Dene
bands may have in the Nunavut settlement area. In fact
this agreement may even give them legal rights they do
not currently enjoy under treaty. Thus the Manitoba and
Saskatchewan bands have agreed that they will not
oppose ratification of this agreement. I compliment the
hon. members who helped to facilitate that agreement.

Article 4 is a key element of the Nunavut land claims
agreement. It requires the Governments of Canada and
the Northwest Territories and the Tungavik Federation
of Nunavut to negotiate a political accord to divide the
Northwest Territories into two parts and to establish a
new territorial government, a public government, in the
eastern Arctic.

In this way Bill C-133 will lay the foundation for a new
partnership between Inuit and Canada in the creation of
Nunavut. It will enable a proud and self-reliant group of
aboriginal Canadians to achieve long sought economic
and political goals in the north.

It builds on the traditions and culture of the elders
whose ancestors survived in that Arctic barren land for
so many thousands of years. Yet this agreement passes
on a lasting legacy to the children of the Inuit of
generations to come.

It will guarantee Inuit a land base and give them the
means and the rights to continue traditional pursuits that
are at the very heart of their culture and to do it in
harmony with all other Canadians.

Therefore, I urge all of my hon colleagues to give this
bill their firm and decisive support. In that sense, Madam
Speaker, I think you will find consent to move through
all stages of Bill C-133 today, including Committee of
the Whole, so that we might complete consideration of
this bill.
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This debate is being witnessed by Inuit members of
the executive of the Tungavik Federation of Nunavut
and others. They dearly hope that the members of
Parliament will show the commitment they seek from
us today.

Madam Deputy Speaker: Is there unanimous consent?
Some hon. members: No.

Madam Deputy Speaker: I asked for unanimous con-
sent and it has not been given.

ALLOCATION OF TIME

Hon. Harvie Andre (Minister of State and Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons): Madam
Speaker, there have been discussions among the parties
and under the provisions of Standing Order 78(1), I
move.

That, in relation to today’s consideration of Bill C-133, an act
respecting an agreement between the Inuit of the Nunavut settlement

area and Her Majesty the Queen in right of Canada, one hour and 45

minutes be allotted to the consideration of all stages of the bill,
including committee of the whole;

That, notwithstanding Standing Order 45(6), any recorded
division requested shall be taken immediately;

That, notwithstanding Standing Order 24, the House shall sit
beyond the hour of daily adjournment, if necessary, to complete all
stages of the bill;

That, at expiry of the time provided for this order, any
proceedings before the House shall be interrupted, if required, for
the purpose of this order and, in turn, every question necessary to
dispose of the remaining stages of the bill shall be put forthwith and
successively, without further debate or amendment.

® (1025)

Mr. lain Angus (Thunder Bay—Atikokan): Madam
Speaker, as the House knows my caucus has not sup-
ported time allocation in the House. We have opposed it
in the past because it tends to be a unilateral action by
the government of the day.

On this unique occasion we are supportive of the
motion the government House leader has just put
forward. This is not a unilateral action; this is a collective
action on behalf of the people of Canada. They support
it. We support it.

Mr. John Manley (Ottawa South): Madam Speaker, I
would also like to indicate on behalf of our party that we
were consulted.

I agree with the comments of the New Democratic
Party Whip that this is not a unilateral action on the part
of the government. We support this motion giving effect
to the legislation under discussion.

Miss Deborah Grey (Beaver River): Madam Speaker, I
would like to make note that it is not so much a matter of
the content of this particular legislation we have a
problem with. It is the process in the Chamber.

We have not been consulted on the process. We see a
process in place here such as we saw earlier with the
New Brunswick legislation where something slides
through quickly on the last Friday of a parliamentary
session.

What I would like to say is that we have a problem with
the process. Although I would like to congratulate the

Inuit who are here today, we see that the government is
able to put just anything through.

Madam Deputy Speaker: We are getting into debate at
this point. The motion the minister has put to the House
under Standing Order 78(1) forbids debate.

If there is agreement among the parties, under Stand-
ing Order 78(1) I will now put the question. Is it the
pleasure of the House to adopt the motion?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

An hon. member: No.

Madam Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the
motion will please say yea.

Some hon. members: Yea.

Madam Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please
say nay.

An hon. member: Nay.

Madam Deputy Speaker: The motion is carried on
division.

Motion agreed to.

MEASURE TO ENACT

Mr. Jack Iyerak Anawak (Nunatsiaq):

[Editor’s Note: Member spoke in Inuktitut, translated as
follows:]
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[Translation)

It is a great honour and privilege for me to speak today
on the Nunavut bills, the bills to ratify the Nunavut land
claim agreement and to establish the new territory of
Nunavut. Both bills before us impact profoundly on the
future of Canada’s north and Canada as a whole. Both
these bills change the course of history. Canada is
evolving and the Inuit of Nunavut are in the forefront of
that evolution.

[English]

Madam Deputy Speaker: For the benefit of hon.
members, there is English translation on channel five
and there is someone translating from English to French
so that all members can understand what the member is
saying in Inuktitut on this very special day.

[Translation]

Mr. Anawak: This is a momentous and proud occasion
for the Inuit of Nunavut. For me it is also very special for
another reason. Today I am speaking both as a member
of Parliament for the region concerned and as a benefi-
ciary of the Nunavut land claim agreement.

I do not believe such a set of circumstances has
occurred before in the House. This is a first, and for me
this is a humbling experience.

(1030)
[English]

For the Inuit the settlement of the land claim and the
creation of Nunavut represent a bold new start and a
chance to participate as partners in the development of
our homeland and our country. Underlying everything is
the hope of a better future for our children.

[Translation]

The land claim and the establishment of Nunavut are
basic expressions of Inuit self-determination. For too
long Inuit have been left out of the major economic and
political decision-making process affecting our lives.
Through the land claim agreement and Nunavut we are
re-establishing some control over our own affairs. We
are also ensuring the preservation and enhancement of
our identity as distinct peoples: our culture, our language
and our way of life.

Later today I will have more to say about the meaning
of Nunavut when we deal with the bill to establish
Nunavut.

Government Orders
[English)

The bill before us now, Bill C-133, is the land claim
ratification bill. It is difficult, however, to talk about the
land claim without talking about Nunavut because the
two are inseparably linked.

Inuit have always tied the establishment of Nunavut to
the settlement of the land claim. Obtaining a commit-
ment to the territory of Nunavut was a fundamental
component of the Inuit land claim negotiations from the
beginning. It was in fact a prerequisite for the settlement
of the land claim.

Bear with me while I continue in French.

[Translation]

What we are doing today is very important for all of
Canada. The bill concerning the territory of Nunavut,
which is connected with our claim, will confirm through
legislation federal recognition of the new territory.
However, hon. members and Canadians should realize
that Nunavut already exists and has always existed in the
minds and hearts of the Inuit. We know that Nunavut is
our land.

We want to thank Canada for recognizing our rights
and our desire to take control of our destiny and of our
territory and help create a stronger Canada.

[Translation]

To continue in Inuktitut, I want to congratulate the
Inuit of Nunavut for their achievement and thank those
who represented them at the negotiating table through-
out the years for their hard work, their determination,
and for all the sacrifices they and their families made.

Many of the individuals involved were present at the
formal signing of the land claim agreement in Iqaluit on
May 25, but there were others who for a variety of
reasons were not in Igaluit on that day. I would like to
take a moment to acknowledge the contributions made
by so many.

Thanks are due to current and past negotiators, board
members and staff of the Tungavik Federation of Nuna-
vut and the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada: Paul Quassa,
James Eetoolook, John Amagoalik, James Arvaluk,
Tagak Curley, Perer Ernerk, Donat Milortuk, Bob Kad-
lun, Jack Kupeuna, David Aglukark, Louis Tapardjuk,
Mark Evaluardjuk, Louis Pilakapsi, Thomas Suluk, Si-
mon Taipana, John Maksagak, Peter Ittinuar and Kane
Tologanak.
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I could go on and on and still probably leave someone
out inadvertently. If T have I apologize.

I also want to recognize the contributions of the elders
such as Peter Kaminguak and Abe Ookpik and those who
are no longer with us.

® (1035)
[English)

The history of this land claim goes back many years. It
spans several federal governments and numerous minis-
ters of Indian and northern affairs. Very few people
realize that prior to 1973 the Government of Canada did
not have a policy to negotiate land claims. It was the
current Leader of the Official Opposition, under whom I
am proud to serve, who, when he was the Minister of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development, brought
forward the first policy to negotiate and resolve land
claims.

In 1975 the Inuit of Nunavik achieved the James Bay
and Northern Quebec Agreement. The following year,
in 1976, the Inuit of the Northwest Territories, as
represented by the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, presented
their land claim to the federal government for negoti-
ation. Their submission included the proposal for the
creation of the Nunavut territory.

The claim proposal was subsequently revised in 1977.
In that same year, the Inuvialuit of the western Arctic
filed their own land claim. In 1978 they signed an
agreement in principle with the federal government and
the final agreement was reached in 1984. Between 1976
and 1979 the Inuit of the central and eastern Arctic
experienced difficulty with their negotiations. There was
an impasse over dealing with Nunavut at the land claim
table.

In 1980 a breakthrough was achieved. Agreement was
reached to deal with the Inuit proposals on Nunavut
through a political development process in the North-
west Territories separate from but parallel with the land
claims negotiations. In 1982 the Tungavik Federation of
Nunavut was formed for the specific purpose of negotiat-
ing the Inuit land claim.

In April 1990 an agreement in principle was reached.
Article 4 of that agreement in principle affirmed federal,
territorial and Inuit support for the creation of Nunavut
as soon as possible. In December 1991 negotiations were
finalized on outstanding items in the land claims, includ-
ing the creation of Nunavut. In November 1992 the Inuit
of Nunavut voted to ratity their land claim agreement.

e (1040)
[Translation]

It has been a long journey filled with many rough spots
and roadblocks. I want to focus now on the actual land
claim and some of the obstacles Inuit encountered in
their negotiations with the government. From the begin-
ning the government set out all kinds of preconditions
and restrictions. In return the Inuit were more than
generous.

Some of the comments I am about to make I have
made on other occasions over the past several years and
many of the people watching or listening today will be
familiar with them. However, I feel I must restate them
for the record.

[English)

First I want to take issue with the term “land claim .
It is highly inappropriate. I wish there were a better term
to use but I will try to describe what I mean by
inappropriate.

When aboriginal peoples talk about their lands, we are
talking about our homelands. We are talking about the
territories and resources upon which our people have
survived for thousands of years. We are talking first and
foremost about our cultures and our way of life on these
territories. The land, the waters, the wildlife and we, the
people, are one and the same. We are not separate from
our environment. We are part of it and it is part of us.

Yet non-aboriginal governments have looked upon
land claim negotiations as real estate transactions. This
is not our view. It is difficult for us to understand the
non-aboriginal concept of individual land title and own-
ership.

[Translation]

We see these negotiations primarily as the means to
preserve our relationship with the land and ensure our
survival as peoples in the larger society surrounding us.
Therefore we are also talking about economic and
political power. We require the economic and political
means to control what happens on our lands.

In claim negotiations aboriginal peoples are not seek-
ing something that someone else already owns. We
dispute that implication. We are not asking the govern-
ment to give us anything that does not belong to us. We
are only seeking recognition of what is rightfully ours.
We are trying to take back what was taken away from us
by governments without our consent in the past.
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We are reasonable peoples. We have always been
willing to share our lands and resources. We recognize
that all peoples and all governments must work together
for the benefit of all. This is why Inuit and other
aboriginal peoples have entered into land claim negoti-
ations.

[English]

We start from the premise that we are the rightful
occupants and owners of the land. The government
should be asking us for permission to occupy our lands
and use our resources and should negotiate with us on
that basis. Instead the government takes the position
that it owns the land and it believes it is being generous
by sharing some of our land with us.

[ Translation)

The government has never even admitted that the
Inuit have aboriginal title to Nunavut. The preamble of
the Nunavut claim bill begins with the following state-
ment:

* (1045)

[English]

Whereas the Inuit of the Nunavut settlement area have asserted
an aboriginal title to that area based on their traditional and current
use and occupation of the lands, waters and land-fast ice therein in
accordance with their own customs and usages;

I want to say for the record that Inuit do not just assert
title to Nunavut. Our title is real. It is the Government
of Canada that has asserted title to Nunavut. Our title
predates any claim by the government whether the
government recognizes it or not.

[Translation]

The government would not be negotiating land settle-
ments with us and with other aboriginal people if it did
not believe we had aboriginal rights and title. I do not
know why the government refuses to acknowledge this.

[English)

[ also cannot discuss this land claims settlement
without repeating my objection to the extinguishment
clause. The clause appears in the Certainty Section of
the claim agreement as clause 2.7.1:

Government Orders

In consideration of the rights and benefits provided to Inuit by the
Agreement, Inuit hereby:

(a) cede, release and surrender to Her Majesty the Queen in Right of
Canada, all their aboriginal claims, rights, title and interests, if any,
in and to lands and waters anywhere within Canada and adjacent
offshore areas within the sovereignty or jurisdiction of Canada; and

(b) agree, on their behalf, and on behalf of their heirs, descendants
and successors not to assert any cause of action, action for a
declaration, claim or demand of whatever kind or nature which they
ever had, now have or may hereafter have against Her Majesty the
Queen in Right of Canada or any province, the government of any
territory or any person based on any aboriginal claims, rights, title or
interests in and to lands and waters described in Sub-section (a).

I repeat the words: “if any” from part (a).

This comprehensive extinguishment of rights was a
government demand and condition for settlement. Inuit
did not and do not want to extinguish their rights but this
was the price the government asked us to pay.

[ Translation]

The government made sure it exacted a heavy price for
rights that it was not even sure we had. It did so in the
name of certainty.

This land claim settlement is a good deal for the
Government of Canada in another way. There is a
perception that Inuit are getting the bulk of the land
they claimed. That is not the case.

[English]

It is true that this is the largest land claim settlement
in Canada but this is because the Northwest Territories
represents about one-third of Canada and the area
claimed by Inuit covers a large portion of it.

The Inuit claim encompasses two million square kilo-
metres within the Northwest Territories. Under the land
claims settlement, Inuit will have surface title to 350,000
square kilometres. Inuit will have subsurface title to
about 36,000 square kilometres within the 350,000 square
kilometres.

What this means is that the Government of Canada is
getting title to about 82 per cent of the land claimed.
Inuit are getting title to about 18 per cent of the total
area claimed. If we look at the area to which Inuit are
getting subsurface title, the percentage drops to about 2
per cent.
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[Translation]

The government ended up with so much land because
it set preconditions at the outset. The government said
the Inuit could only have a certain amount of land in
total. Inuit were prohibited from from making land
selections in certain specific areas. The government had
the power to do this because it was bigger and stronger.

® (1050 )
[English]

Canadians should understand the tremendous power
imbalance that exists in land claim negotiations between
aboriginal peoples and the federal government. The
federal government makes the rules. It changes the
rules. It breaks the rules. It has the money and all kinds
of high-powered expertise at its disposal. It has armies of
bureaucrats and relies on legalese.

Aboriginal negotiators do not have the same re-
sources. They are also communicating with government
representatives in a language that is not in their mother
tongue, and then they have to try to explain to their
people government terms and concepts that simply do
not exist in aboriginal languages. In addition, there are
totally different decision-making processes involved.

While some revisions to policies and practices have
been made from time to time, the system and the
policies are still heavily weighted in the federal govern-
ment’s favour.

There are other matters in this agreement that contin-
ue to cause me some concern.

[Translation)

I still think $580 million is a small price for the
government to pay for the extinguishment of Inuit rights
and for 82 per cent of our territory. Nevertheless that
sum could be of significant benefit if invested wisely. We
will have to be very vigilant and cautious.

I am also worried about the number of boards and
institutions that will be set up under this claim. We are
headed into a very complex system of administration and
I hope we do not find ourselves overwhelmed and
overburdened.

I also want to touch briefly on implementation. Pre-
vious claim settlements, the James Bay and Northern
Quebec Agreement and the Western Arctic Inuvialuit

Agreement have experienced serious implementation
problems. Since an entire section of the Nunavut claim
agreement is devoted to implementation, we hope to
avoid the implementation problems of the past.

[English]

In this context I want to urge the government to be
forever mindful of the spirit and intent behind this
agreement.

[Translation]

As I said earlier, what Inuit have tried to obtain in this
agreement is a better future for our children. The right
to harvest wildlife on lands and waters throughout
Nunavut is a major component of this agreement. In
addition, Inuit will have equal membership with govern-
ments on institutions established to manage the land,
water, offshore and wildlife of Nunavut and to evaluate
the impact of development projects on the environment.

As well, Inuit will get a share of the royalties the
federal government receives from oil, gas and mineral
development on Crown lands. On lands where Inuit have
surface title, Inuit will be able to negotiate with industry
for economic and social benefits from non-renewable
development.

[Translation]

The agreement also specifies an amount of $13 million
for a training trust fund and includes measures to
increase Inuit employment within government and to
increase access to government contracts.

[English]

There is much promise here. There are opportunities
to be seized. There are challenges to be faced.

[Translation]

This agreement must benefit all us Inuit. This agree-
ment is for us. We must make it work for all. We must
never forget the people in the communities.

We must focus on our education and training needs.
We must encourage and support our youth so that we
can benefit from their talents and energies. We must
integrate the wisdom of our elders. Together with the
co-operation of government and all the people of
Nunavut we will utilize this agreement to build the
better future we envision.
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[English]

I would like to complete my remarks by acknowledging
again the support and hard work of the people of the
Tungavik Federation of Nunavut and the Inuit Tapirisat
of Canada, as well the countless number of people who
have had to endure a lot of travel time or being away
from their families. They spent a lot of time not quite
knowing what was going to happen next but they always
had the intent to get the best deal for the Inuit of
Nunavut.

With that I am very confident that the Inuit of
Nunavut have embarked on a future that will be benefi-
cial not only to the Inuit but to the people of Canada.

Mr. Skelly (Comox—Alberni): Madam Speaker, a
point of order. You will note there is only about three
minutes remaining until Question Period.

It is very difficult to put a speech forward in that
period of time. I wonder if the House would consider
suspending debate for three minutes so that we can go
through Question Period and then I can make my
presentation.

SUSPENSION OF SITTING

Madam Deputy Speaker: Does the House agree that I
should suspend the House until 11 a.m.?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
Madam Deputy Speaker: A very short suspension.
The sitting of the House was suspended at 10.57 a.m.

SITTING RESUMED

The House resumed at 11 a.m.

Madam Deputy Speaker: The House will now proceed
to Statements by Members pursuant to Standing Order
31

STATEMENTS PURSUANT TO S. O. 31

[English]

MEDICARE

Mr. Howard Crosby (Halifax West): Madam Speaker,
is medicare in serious trouble in Canada? If it is then

S. 0. 31

sacrificing physicians, especially young doctors, will not
solve the problems.

Ontario’s NDP government proposes to reduce pay-
ments to entry physicians to a level that will drive them
out of the province and very probably out of the country.
Even worse, there could be a chain reaction affecting
other provinces.

An enormous public investment is made in every
medical school graduate. The national benefit is a
medical profession that is second to none in the world
and the heart of Canadian medicare. If we allow govern-
ment policy to undermine entry physicians, we will lose a
whole generation of the best and brightest among young
Canadians, a group that includes the future Bantings,
Bests and Penfields.

I urge the minister of health to intervene, not just to
aid young physicians but to preserve a Canadian medical
service that has taken more than a century to establish
and develop.

HUMAN RIGHTS

Mrs. Beryl Gaffney (Nepean): Madam Speaker, four
years ago today the world watched in horror as Chinese
government troops opened fire on thousands of democ-
racy campaigners in Tiananmen Square. Yet four short
years later the present Canadian government seems to
be indicating that it has forgotten the atrocities.

Recently the vice-premier of China, who is acting
premier and one of the highest ranking members of the
Chinese government, was invited to Canada not by the
Secretary of State for External Affairs, who was frozen
out of the meetings, but by the Minister for International
Trade. Incredibly, in his speech welcoming the vice-
premier, the minister of trade never once mentioned
human rights. This is typical of the importance accorded
human rights by this government which sees human
rights as a minor irritant.
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[ understand the importance of trade. However there
has to be a better understanding of the link between
trade and human rights, particularly given that a month
from now the world will be meeting in Vienna at a
human rights conference, a conference at which China
will be opposing any strengthening of human rights
standards and mechanisms.

As a nation we should be saying to the business
community that we will stand behind it if it ties trade to
human rights. Reebok and Sears, Roebuck are to be
commended for their efforts in this regard.

* kK

SERVICE INDUSTRIES

Mr. Girve Fretz (Erie): Madam Speaker, are Canadian
businesses, including those in the service sector, trying
harder? Recessions are painful for those who lose jobs
and for business owners.

However, as a result Canadians have become more
competitive, more productive and more service oriented.
While our exports continue to surge to new records
monthly, something else seems to be occurring on the
home front. Businesses are offering greater warranties
and guarantees and service has become the watchword of
the day.

My congratulations to all involved in service indus-
tries, in wholesale and retail, and in manufacturing. They
provide jobs for millions of Canadians. It is the result of
their vision, their initiative and their industry that
Canadians enjoy one of the highest standards of living in
the world.

YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT

Mr. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt):
Madam Speaker, I will be rising later today to present a
petition containing approximately 5,000 names which
were gathered by two residents of Scarborough, Mr. and
Mrs. Crawford, who are with us today in the gallery.

This petition, which calls for strengthening the provi-
sions in the Young Offenders Act, came about after the
son of Mr. and Mrs. Crawford was viciously murdered in
a Scarborough storm sewer by three young offenders.
Crimes such as this must not be dealt with in a superficial
way. Changes are needed in the legislation and needed
today.

Canadians from every corner of the country have

called for changes for many years now and this govern-
ment has failed on all accounts. I would like to call on
the government, which indicated in the House on
Wednesday that it might table a white paper on the
Young Offenders Act, to stop its delaying tactics and use
what time is left in the life of the session to table
sensitive changes to the YOA. Failing this, I ask it to set
up a public inquiry over the summer to let the people of
this country have the opportunity to express their con-
cerns over this flawed act.

The time for change is now.

MICHAEL HO

Mr. Bruce Halliday (Oxford): Madam Speaker, this
being National Access Awareness Week, in which you
have shown special interest, I am pleased to rise today on
behalf of the hon. member for Calgary West, as well as
the members of the Standing Committee on Human
Rights and the Status of Disabled Persons, to recognize
the recipient of the 1993-94 Centennial Flame Research
Award, Mr. Michael Ho of Calgary, who is visiting us in
Ottawa today. This award is funded by the coins thrown
into the Centennial flame fountain.

® (1105)

Mr. Ho, a lawyer who because of a head injury is no
longer able to practise, has been active in organizations
providing services to individuals with head injuries in-
cluding the Head Injury Association of Alberta.

He is proposing to research the success stories of
survivors of head injuries to serve as guiding lights for
people dealing with this type of disability.

The main subject of his study will be Laurie Cormack,
who not only experienced a head injury but has struggled
with the trauma of being a battered wife.

It should also be recognized that Mr. Ho’s contribution
to Canada was acknowledged when he received the
Canada 125 Award in 1992, as well as a personal
testimonial from the Prime Minister which he received
in 1989.
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Congratulations are in order for Mr. Ho who is an
inspiration to his fellow citizens.

MINISTER OF THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Brian L. Gardiner (Prince George—Bulkley
Valley): Madam Speaker, concerns have arisen about the
Minister of the Environment and his performance in
office. Under legislation that creates the Department of
the Environment, the minister is given responsibility to
promote and encourage practices and conduct that lead
to the preservation and enhancement of environmental
quality.

Where was the minister when cabinet acted to accept
the Kemano project, an action recently declared illegal
by a Senate-Commons committee? Where is the minis-
ter on other pressing environmental concerns addressed
at Rio a year ago?

I agree that the minister should come under closer
scrutiny, closer scrutiny for failing to protect our pre-
cious environmental resources, in particular our water
resources.

TAXATION

Mr. John Reimer (Kitchener): Madam Speaker, as the
Ontario government concludes its social contract talks
and is looking for ways to reduce its deficit, it is sadly
missing a very simple action it could take.

According to Ontario government treasury figures it
would realize a net gain of $500 million if it harmonized
the provincial sales tax with the goods and services tax.
That represents 25 per cent of the money it is looking to
save through the social contract talks.

Second, according to federal finance department fig-
ures, Ontario businesses would stand to gain a net
benefit of between $2.1 billion and $2.3 billion in 1992-93
figures. This money could be used for investment and job

S. 0. 31

creation rather than losing it to time required to
administer two separate sales tax systems.

The Canadian Federation of Independent Business
strongly endorses one harmonized system because of
lower compliance costs to business in Ontario.

Rather than practising crass politics the premier
should harmonize the sales tax system for the benefit of
the people of Ontario—

Madam Deputy Speaker: I am sorry but the member’s
time has expired.

EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Gilbert Parent (Welland—St. Catharines—Tho-
rold): Madam Speaker, Statistics Canada has released
some numbers on unemployment today. My riding has
the highest unemployment rate of the province of
Ontario, well over 13 per cent, and places among the top
unemployed centres in Canada.

No matter what the OECD says, it is obvious that
Canada is still in a recession. The statement made by
OECD that our country is on the upswing offers cold
comfort for my constituents looking for a job and, at
times, looking for the next meal.

The government could help us in our riding through
funding of the Peter Street bridge in Thorold. If we lose
the bridge through inaction or lack of help from the St.
Lawrence seaway, it will mean greater loss of jobs for us,
not only for the city of Thorold but for the riding. The
loss of the bridge would substantially affect the dollars
we need from tourism, and that is not to mention the
safety factor.

I urge the government to pay immediate attention to
my riding by giving us very desperately needed funds and
helping us create new jobs.

* k¥

CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD

Mr. Ray Funk (Prince Albert— Churchill River): Mad-
am Speaker, yesterday the Minister of Agriculture
kicked the legs out from under the Canadian Wheat
Board and the co-operative grain marketing system.

By unilaterally opening a continental market for
barley, the minister is threatening the work of four
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generations of farmers to use democracy and mutual
self-help to improve their position in the market.

It gives me pleasure today to announce that it remains
the position of the New Democratic Party to fully
reinstate barley under the Canadian Wheat Board Act.

We know where the government stands. [ would like to
challenge the Liberal Party to make its position crystal
clear as well.

Why is the minister doing it now? By making his
announcement in the middle of the Alberta election
campaign, he is clearly signalling that a few votes in
southern Alberta are more important than maintaining
the most successful grain marketing system in the world.

* ok ok

CASH FLOW ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

Mr. Bob Porter (Medicine Hat): Madam Speaker,
yesterday the Minister of Agriculture announced that
the Cash Flow Enhancement Program has been ex-
tended to the 1993-94 crop year. The cash flow program
will provide low interest cash advances on crops farmers
have produced but not yet sold.

e (1110)

For the 1993-94 crop year the federal government and
farmers will share interest costs on cash advances of up
to $60,000. The previous program provided cash ad-
vances of up to $50,000. Increasing the cap from $50,000
to $60,000 will help farmers and corn growers with high
carry-over from last year’s crop. Horticulture and row
crop producers who traditionally take out larger ad-
vances will also benefit from the increased cap.

This announcement in advance of the crop year will
help producers plan cash flow requirements for this
year’s harvest. This program, with a cost of $32 million to
the government, will direct up to $1 billion to the farm
sector this fall.

Despite cuts in the federal budget, programs designed
to stabilize farm income have been protected.

* ok
[Translation]
FISHERIES
Mr. Douglas Young (Acadie—Bathurst): Madam

Speaker, the fisheries in northeastern New Brunswick
are in dire straits. The compensation and training pro-
gram announced by the federal government is not
even-handed and fails to meet the expectations of an

industry that has been severely affected by the reduced
quotas for groundfish.

The sit-in at the offices of the Department of Fish-
eries and Oceans in Tracadie-Sheila is one more symp-
tom of the desperation and frustration of the plant
workers and fishermen of Acadie—Bathurst. I under-
stand why the fish plant workers in my region feel
powerless and discouraged. They can only look forward
to another year without a hope of finding decent jobs
because, once again, there has been a lack of planning on
the part of Fisheries and Oceans and Employment and
Immigration.

I urge the Government of Canada to announce, as
soon as possible, programs to help all workers affected by
a situation that has become intolerable.

[English]

861 SILVERFOX SQUADRON

Mr. Ross Belsher (Fraser Valley East): Madam Speak-
er, I would like to congratulate the young people
involved in 861 Silverfox Squadron of the Royal Cana-
dian Air Cadets.

I had the pleasure last Saturday of attending the
Silverfox Squadron’s fifteenth annual inspection at the
Matsqui-Abbotsford recreational centre. It was an en-
joyable afternoon as the cadets of 861 squadron pres-
ented a number of demonstrations for the crowd in
attendance. The marching band deserves special recogni-
tion for an excellent performance.

I also want to note specifically the squadron’s com-
manding officer, Captain Ian Anderson, for his efforts.
He has a large responsibility in guiding the training and
recreational activities of the cadets under him. In the
process these cadets are improving their own skills and
positively contributing to our community.

Again, well done and congratulations to 861 Silverfox
Squadron of Abbotsford and Matsqui.

* k%

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS

Mr. Vic Althouse (Mackenzie): Madam Speaker, ac-
cording to the treaties signed with Indian peoples, status
Indians must have suitable housing, modern education
and health care equivalent to that available in Canadian
society. Populations on Indian lands are growing. In
Saskatchewan that population doubles every 20 years.
Therefore housing becomes an urgent need.
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There are bands in my riding that have a housing
backlog of more than 20 units but no funds are available
from the federal government, so band members have to
move off reserve. What happens then? By the refusal of
the federal government to live up to the treaty right for
shelter, the Conservatives are forcing band members off
the reserve who then become the financial responsibility
of the province’s welfare system.

The federal government is saving twice by not provid-
ing housing and by forcing provinces to pay sustenance
costs through their welfare systems. This is cheating. The
government should be ashamed.

£ e

[Translation)

UNEMPLOYMENT

Mr. Mark Assad (Gatineau—La Liévre): Madam
Speaker, the effects of unemployment are becoming
increasingly widespread from year to year. The higher
unemployment rate experienced by regions like Chicou-
timi-Jonquiére, which at 16 per cent has the highest rate
in Quebec, followed by Trois-Rivieres, Montreal and
Sherbrooke, confirms the failure of the policies of the
Conservative government that will not recognize the
destructive impact of the free trade agreement it nego-
tiated.

Although media reports mentioned a recovery in the
manufacturing sector, we see that in Quebec, unemploy-
ment continues to rise in this sector. The lack of
programs to help industries through the transition dur-
ing the past four years is a sign of the weakness of this
government. The negative impact of free trade, com-
bined with a lack of training in technological skills and
the increased tax burden on the middle class, have not
only further weakened the Canadian economy but also
led to the creation of an underground economy, unfortu-
nately.

* %
[English]
CHILDREN
Mr. Dave Worthy (Cariboo—Chilcotin): Madam

Speaker, people who I represent have always expressed
concern for law and order issues. However recently
there has been a dramatic increase in their communica-

Oral Questions

tions to me in regard to two issues that are now before us
in this House. One issue of course is child pornography.
The other issue relates to child abuse. I have been
overwhelmed by their support for these pieces of legisla-
tion.

o (1115)

To date I have heard from over 1,000 people living in
my riding, from the communities of Williams Lake,
Quesnel, 100 Mile House, Alexis Creek. The list of
communities goes on. This legislation is seen by them as
a commitment to the children of Canada. The people I
represent want to see this commitment embedded in the
Criminal Code.

They have asked me to express to all members in the
House the importance of ensuring that these issues
receive our careful attention. Therefore, when we rise
for the summer it will be with the knowledge that
Canadian children will be better protected.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

[English]

EMPLOYMENT

Ms. Sheila Copps (Hamilton East): Madam Speaker,
my question is for the Acting Prime Minister.

This government has one week left and all we are
hearing from the leadership candidates is what a great
economic job it has done. What a joke.

At the time of the last election there were one million
Canadians looking for work. Today there are 1.6 million
Canadians who do not have jobs. Since the last election
the unemployment rate has shot up by 60 per cent.

There are 41,000 jobless in Hamilton and more to
come, thanks to this government’s ridiculous trade
policies. There are 45,000 jobless in Calgary. Almost
500,000 people in Toronto are looking for work.

How can the government say it is on the right
economic track when so many more people are hurting
today?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I want to draw to the
hon. member’s attention the good economic news that is
coming out daily.
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For example, sales are up dramatically for our domes-
tic auto makers. Just yesterday General Motors an-
nounced a third shift and that 650 more workers are to
be hired. The figures for Chrysler, the company that
builds its cars in Brampton, Ontario, rose 16.1 per cent.
The figures for trucks are up 15.3 per cent and for cars,
17 per cent. These domestic auto makers are doing
extremely well.

Capacity utilization is up strongly in our manufactur-
ing area. Statistics Canada attributes that to our strong
exports.

For the hon. member to stand up and blame the woes
on the free trade agreement or other things is totally
wrong.

What is happening is that the economy is recovering
from a very serious recession and the recovery is very
slow. However the signs are now there. Canada is going
to come out of this recession much stronger than all the
other OECD countries. This was just expressed this
week by the OECD. It is the strongest growth not only in
economic terms but in employment terms as well.

[Translation]

Ms. Sheila Copps (Hamilton East): Madam Speaker, I
am surprised the minister can afford to brag about a 60
per cent increase in unemployment since the last elec-
tion. We are talking about 1,600,000 Canadians who are
out of work. In Montreal, 80,000 jobs were lost just since
the last election. In Toronto, 150,000 more jobs were lost.
How can the minister say he is doing a good job when the
government knows that the employment figures and
statistics tell an entirely different story?

[English]

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, the hon. member failed
to mention that since our government was elected, 1.3
million more people are working today than there were
back in 1984. That was a slight oversight, I am sure, by my
hon. friend.

I think the hon. member fails to recognize or refer to
the fact that we have come through a very serious
recessionary period in that period of time. The hon.
member knows because when her party was the Govern-
ment of Canada it experienced the same problem, that in
recessionary periods there is the problem of high unem-
ployment. That happens.

What we have been able to accomplish is to get
interest rates and inflation down and to get Canada
positioned to take advantage of the growth we are going
to experience both this year and next. Jobs will follow
with that growth.

[Zranslation)

Ms. Sheila Copps (Hamilton East): Madam Speaker, 1
was in the House four years ago when the Minister of
Finance announced he was going to bring about a
recession in Canada. I was also here when both Tory
leadership candidates fully supported the policies of that
same minister.

He was talking about jobs, so I will ask him why, in one
month, we lost 78 full-time jobs? Part-time jobs at a fast
food outlet are fine, but when will we have a policy for
creating full-time jobs that will pay Canadians a decent
wage?

o (1120)
[English]

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I could go through the
list of companies that in the last few weeks have talked
about increasing employment. That includes General
Motors to which I just referred with 650 additional jobs
in Oshawa. Other firms are making those announce-
ments.

I might also say that the help wanted index—
Ms. Copps: How many did they lay off this month?

Mr. McDermid: The hon. member is not listening to
the answer. She is yapping away there as she usually
does. She delivers her best speech from the seat of her
pants—

Madam Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for York
North.

Mr. Maurizio Bevilacqua (York North): Madam Speak-
er, according to Statistics Canada the unemployment
rate is stuck at 11.4 per cent. That is unchanged from last
month and is higher than the month before.

The Minister of Finance must agree that unemploy-
ment in this country is a serious problem. He must also
agree that it is draining the energy from our economy,
hurting consumer confidence and hampering the recov-

ery.
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Canadians want opportunities. Canadians want to get
back to work. Why does the government continue with
trickle down economics, the hands off, do nothing
approach when there are millions of Canadians looking
for opportunities. They are eager to put the Canadian
economy back on its feet.

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, I agree with the hon.
member that unemployment is unacceptably high. It is
unacceptably high in other countries as well. The OECD
ministers of finance and international trade discussed
that this week at the OECD meeting. There is no
disagreement on that.

The Liberal Party’s idea of boosting employment is to
take money and throw it at part-time, make-work
projects. That is that party’s policy. It has a policy where
it wants the federal, provincial and municipal govern-
ments to borrow this money and throw it at part-time
work to provide 10,000 or 15,000 jobs. That is not the
answer to the problems we are experiencing.

People want full-time, meaningful jobs. The impor-
tance of that is to get the basics in place, which we have.
We are coming out of a serious recession. Jobs will
follow. The projections are that Canada will lead in
employment and economic growth over the next two
years. That is very important.

I have no argument with my hon. friend that unem-
ployment is a very serious problem. However there are
different ways of tackling it.

The hon. member wants this government and the
people of Canada to borrow more and to throw it at
make-work projects. That is their idea of stimulating the
economy. It did not work in the 1980s and it will not work
today.

Mr. Maurizio Bevilacqua (York North): Madam Speak-
er, what this member and this party want is that the
government exercise its role, a caring role, to put the
unemployed back to work. We want the government to
give an opportunity to young people to finish their
schooling.

The hon. minister speaks about building a strong
economy based on full-time jobs. Our economy lost
78,000 full-time jobs. They were replaced by 77,000
part-time jobs.

Oral Questions

Is the minister’s vision of Canada one of a jobless
recovery and a part-time economy?

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Madam Speaker, no it is not.
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Mr. Vic Althouse (Mackenzie): Madam Speaker, my
question is for the Acting Prime Minister.

I have been at farm meetings where the Prime Minis-
ter has spelled out very firmly his support of supply
management and single desk marketing agencies. I
listened to the minister of trade say a week or two ago
that that was still the policy of the government.

Yesterday the Minister of Agriculture announced what
he calls a dual marketing system for barley which
seriously undermines the single desk capabilities of the
Canadian Wheat Board.

Can the minister explain why this change in policy?
® (1125)

Hon. John McDermid (Minister of State (Finance and
Privatization)): Unlike the New Democratic Party, the
Progressive Conservative Party makes changes where
changes are necessary, important and go with the chang-
ing times in the world today. The NDP are stuck way
back in the past. It will always stay in the past because of
those attitudes.

The minister announced yesterday that beginning on
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