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Morîgage Tax Credit

points out that net investment, which is what gives an economy
its growth, production and rising living standards. has fallen
from around 13-14 per cent of the gross national product in
1 965-66 to less than 8 per cent in recent years. Net investment
has thus fallen from alrnost 50 per cent of government current
spending to around 20 per cent.

It should not be our object to reward people who live in
homes. What we want is to create a fiscal system which
attracts capital into productive sectors. That is why 1 put my
question to the Ninister of Finance the other day asking him
whether he was considering introducing somne kind of tax
credit to attract capital to the small business sector. where ait
the moment companies are labouring under high interest rates.
They could use a projeet of that kind at any time, but
particularly now when they are burdened with such high
intercst rates. The need facing us today is for capital in certain
sectors of our economy. that is, in the productive seetor.

But what about housing per se? The C. D. l-owe Institute in
a report which was published carlier this year asked the
question: Does Canada have a housing problern? The Institute
said:
While il has been in the interesis of both private secior builders of housîng aînd
ihose lu goverurneni respon.,ible l'or public tousing 10 creatc the impression duiti

serious probleins exisi, housing sî,îîîstic, indîcate tat genrierlly Canîdians hîave
becorne better housed than they ocre 20 or 30 ycars ago ithout ncreasing the

proportion of their inconie speni on tousing.

The quantity and quality of' housing has constantly
increascd in this country, and as the hon. member for Broad-
view-Greenwood pointed out, the housing picture here is
roughly equivalent to that in ihec United States where there is
mortgage deductibility as wel! as many other forms of interest
deductibility. This being the case, surcly we are targeting the
wrong area. That area is not where the need lies.

Allow me, Mr. Speaker, to read into the record just two
other comments from observers whom 1 regard as very objec-
tive. Again, one is Mr. Boeck from the "Bank Credit Analyst"
who states as follows with respect to this specifie seheme:

As l'or the govcrrnent's schemre of mortgage inieresi and property tas
deducîibiliiy. 1 think il s an ,ibsurd. inefficteni way 10 cuî taxes. tl Oas soLely a
cynical Alction play to buy votes ihrough creaiing a handout to tha.i large
special interesi group-homeiowners. On grounds of equiiy. ihere is flowa

tremrendous clamour for reniers in cul theiiselves through a tas break of' iheir
own.

People should not be gîven tax rehaies based on hoss thcv spernd their incomnes.
This onîs drives up ihe prîce of tie itemns for whict they arc heing subsidzed
houses and inortgage inieresi costs. Tax breaks should derîve froin oorking,
producing, investîng and s.îving. That is the l,îiresi and imosi desirable in ternis
of accornplishing the nation's economnie and lînincii objectivcs.

1 would have thought those were objectives which hon.
members on the other side would share. Apparently they are
not.

More recently, an editoriai which appeared in -Canadian
Building" in October was brought to my attention. One might
think they would have an interest in this program. The article
has the foiiowing to say about it:
The morigage inierest deduciibiliih scherne which raîsed such high expeci.îiîons
durîng the election campaîgn bas becomne ,as explosive as other hastîly împrovîsed
promises of that tinte such aîs the entbasss tîtove t0 icrusalent .înd the priva.iil.

[Mr. Jutnston.

ion of Petro-Cinda. The reasons are the sarme. MID o.îs a badly conceîvcd
idea proposed for the wroug reasons and întroduced ai the worsi possible tinte.
MID has been condentned by vîrîually every serions stndy. Benefîts are Iimniîed
uaîd ieîîîporary. but ithe cosis are mtassive ,ind perpeiu.il. It is a cumbersome.
dîserîmîinatory and connier-productive allocution ol' capitalI resources. It oll
distort the î.îx structure, rentai secior and money mîarkets ,and tl will increase
bouse cosis, interesi rates, properîy taxes, inflation, îudivîdn,îI debi and federal
deficîts.

1 read that, Mr. Speaker, because we couid not say it better
ourselves.
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Given ail this information, given ail these studies and given
the fact that hon. members on this side of the House-like
myseif. for exampie have repented and recognized that this
was a bad plan since we first examined it, how is it that the
Minister of Finance insists on putting this bill forward as being

i n the best interests of Canada and of Canadians, and how is it
that he has so much support from his backbenchers, who are
toeing the party line? 1 am not sure, but 1 suspect in the case
of the Minister of Finance that there is an additional problem
for him. 1 made a conversion, as 1 just described, from being a
supporter of this plan to being a detractor of the plan.

As hon. members know, the Ninister of Finance at one time
was an outstanding member of the Liberal party in Newfound-
]and, and 1 suspect that underneath his flamboyant exterior
there stili lurks a somnewhat Liberal personality. Perhaps he is
being put ta the loyalty test. Hon. mnembers have probably
seen those films in other instances in which somebody comes
over to your side, but you want to make sure he is reaily on
your side sa you make him shoot one of the prisoners or poison
a member of his family. Weli, the Ninister of Finance in this
case is being cailed upon ta put forward in this House this
atrocious, regressive fiscal measure which he knows fui! weli is
not in the interest of anybody. In fact, as 1 read his speech, it
becomes very apparent that he is unabie to treat the matter
seriously and wants to expedite its passage through the House
ais soon as possible.

1 am on record on this issue a number of times. My
colleague fromn Winnipeg has pointed out many of the social
problems associated with it. There are many other speakers
who wiii bring their points of view to bear on this probiemr and
who will demonstrate what a serious question this is. It is not a
question of this debate being a filibuster, 1 say in ail serious-
ness that 1 think this Conservative governiment is at the point
of foisting a iaw upon our country which wiil have very
iong-term, serious, negative consequences.

1 think 1 am in a unique position when 1 miake that
declaration, having proposed the idea before it came ta the
attention of hon. gentlemen opposite and having rejected it
after serious examination. Hon. members opposite have had
the opportunity for serious examination. 1 wish they would
rejeet it themselves, but that does not appear ta be the case
because they are intent on trying ta save what is ieft of their
political credibility, if there is any.
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