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Hon. Member for Bow River (Mr. Taylor) will well under-
stand, if one feeds the horse a lot of oats, eventually the
sparrow will get some. However, 1 am sure the Hon. Member
for Bow River knows that he is not to step in il. 1 arn afraid
tbat the Government of tbis country bas stepped in il and bas
il ail over its siloes. The unfortunate part is tbat that is
sometbing with which we must ail live.

The trickle-down notion bas nol worked. It bas not created
jobs. Let us look at some of the figures to back this up. Again,
1 am reading from the January 1985 issue of Canadian
Business, a document which is not a flaming socialist
document.

Government figures show that campanies that reap the moat tax benefits give
back the least in job creation. While the small-business sector is now creating
100 per cent ai new jobs in Canada, the big-business sector (firms with taxable
incarnes of more titan $5 million) has taken Avantage of 77 per cent af the $26
billion in carparate tax breaks. Furthermore, while total corporate writeoffs grew
an average ai 84 per cent between 1975 and 1980, they escalated by 360 per cent
for the top 1 per cent ai corporations.

Again, we find that the guys who are getting ail the breaks
are not giving any breaks to the working people of the country.
They are not creating the jobs. What gives? It is not the
small-business sector that is getting the tax breaks. In fact, its
real tax rate in 1977 was 22.6 per cent, while the tax rate of
the big-business sector was only 18.2 per cent. In 1981, tbings
had not cbanged Ibat mucb. The effective tax rate of the
small-business sector Ihat year was 22.3 per cent. Il is the
small guys who are creating the jobs but it is the big guys wbo
are gelting aIl the tax breaks.

If goverfiment Members were really serious about crealing
some economic justice in this country and if they were really
serious about reducing tbe deficit, they would attack the big
guys. Wby do they not go after the revenue that exists out
there9 These are the folks who made billions of dollars off the
wealth of the country. Make them pay for it. Do those across
the way dare to do so? I doubt it. 1 would suggest to you, Mr.
Speaker, that whoever pays the piper calîs the tune. Who
made ail Iheir political contributions and donations during the
last election campaign? Government Members would flot for
the life of you, Mr. Speaker, bite the band that fed tbem.
After ail, they are beholden to the oul companies, the banks
and tbe people wbo gel these tax deferrals and fast write-offs
and wbo end up paying only some 14.3 per cent in an effective
corporate tax rate.

Mr. Reimer: That's nonsense.

Mr. de Jong: The Hon. Member says that that is nonsense.
Wbat other rationale is there?

Let me return to the statement made by the bishops. From
wbat I have read mbt the record, the bishops are essenîially
saying that tbe rheboric of the rigbt that sees that increasing
profitability is t0 be the engine for economic recovery and
growth is sometbing that will not work and that bas not
worked. I believe that we can back the bishops up in that
assertion with the statistics and facts that I have outlined to
the House.

Incomne Tax Act
The big guys who get ail the tax breaks do flot in fact create

the jobs. The bishops say that big business does flot put the
extra wealtb it gets from tax breaks into creating jobs and that
much of it is invested abroad. Again, there are figures to back
this up. In the Iast few years, the amounts of money invested
abroad have increased. From 1979 to 1983, an average of
$3,688,000,000 was invested outside the country, whereas
between 1974 and 1978, an average of $675 million was
invested outside the country. That is an increase of some 646
per cent. We are seeing where the money goes.

As well, we can see that a great deal of this extra money
that is received from tax write-offs and tax breaks goes into
mergers. Again in the last few years, there bas been a tremen-
dous increase in mergers. An average of $520 million per year
was spent on mergers between 1979 and 1983. This can be
compared to the earlier 1970s. From 1974 to 1978, an average
of only $343 million per year was spent on mergers. This extra
wealth is not creating jobs. It is being invested outside Canada
or il is being put into mergers.

Again, let me return to the statement made by the bishops.
They said:

There is nothing "normal" or "natural" about preserit unemployment rates.
lndeed, massive unemployment which deprives people af the dignity af human
work and an adequate family incarne. constitutes a social evil. It is also a major
ecanomic prablem since higit unemployment rates are accompanied by lawer
praductivity, lower consumrptian af producta, reduced public revenues, and
increasing social welfare conta. Thus. alternative strategies are required which
place primary emphasis on the goals af combatting unemplayment by stimulat-
ing production and permanent job creation in basic industries; developing a more
balanced and equitable program for curbing inflation; and maintaining health
care, social security, and special assistance programs.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: 1 regret to interrupt the Hon. Member
but 1 sense that there is a point of order on the question of
time.

[Translation]
Mr. Claude Lanthier (Parliamntary Secretary to Minister

of Finance): Mr. Speaker, tbank you for allowing me to speak
briefly to tbis motion. 1 believe 1 have only two minutes left. 1
simply want to say that tbe level of the public debt is the
aspect of the economic situation on wbich the motion is
focused. In bis motion, the Hon. Member for Halifax West
(Mr. Crosby) quite properly describes it as a massive debt.
Tbe level of the debt is very bigb. It is a beavy burden on the
Government, leaving it with precious littie manoeuvering room
for tbe soundest possible management of its financial opera-
lions. It does bamper ail economic activities. Hopefully, the
Hon. Member for Halifax West does not believe that bis
proposition differs considerably from the existing legislative
provision. I hope to show, or 1 would bave hoped to show-

[En glish]
Mr. de Jong: Mr. Speaker, is this a point of order?

Mr. Deputy Speaker: No, it is not a point of order. The
point of order was the matter of time. The Hon. Member's
lime had expired. The Parliamentary Secretary is speaking on
debate.
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