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Govermnent Orders

The committee, Tories included-I know it is liard to
believe it-listened to ail the debate and listened to, the
witnesses. After ail the debate and ail the witnesses,
after everything was said and done, we came in with the
report back in September. You know what we reported?
We reported that more properly the mnterest of the wage
earner should be in the act itself. We did flot believe one
word that came out of the mouths of the big financial
institutions, crying in their cups at the committee that
they would lose money. This was at the same time that
we were in the worst recession since perhaps the 1930s.
It was at the same tinie that the big banks were making
record profits. The minister knows that. They made $3.4
billion in profits in 1991. In the middle of one of the
worst recessions we have ever seen, they had the highest
profits they had ever seen.

The Liberais, New Democrats, and Conservative
members of Parliament sitting on that pre-study com-
mittee made a recommendation. The recommendation
said: "In the event that the bankruptcy, liquidation, or
receivership of an employer, dlaims by employees for
unpaid wages, for salespersons' expenses up to a maxi-
mum of $3,000, should be given priority over the dlaims
of ail other creditors, mncluding the Crown". This prior-
ity, however, should be subject to the right of unpaid
suppliers of the employer.
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Do you know what that means, Mr. Speaker? It means
an idea called super priority, which means that they take
the first crack at the assets. It was recommended by
Conservatives and not just left wing Conservatives. We
have some members over there who even my hon.
coileagues would consider riglit wing Conservatives.

They say: "Yes, it may cause some trouble ini the
financial communities, but by God this is the way it has
to be done". We made ail kinds of other recommenda-
tions about how this bill should be changed. The govern-
ment came back at second reading, accepted a lot of the
other recommendations of the committee and ignored
the recommendation about the wage earner protection
fund.

There was a partîcular problera caused at this point in
time: Tliere were at least eiglit members of the govern-

ment benches who said: "I will not support this legisla-
tion because it ixnplements a new tax. I no longer wil
support my government if it introduces new taxes".

"By God, you have made me swallow the GSI and I
have the scars to, prove it", they told the govemment,
"but I am not going to swallow another tax. I have finally
listened to my business community and I am going to do
what my constituents think is riglit, flot what my govern-
ment says is night. I am flot going to support a tax".

We get to committee. We had a fine tume. We were
still friendly then. We were still working in a vein of
co-operation, and ail of a sudden what happened? There
was complete discord. We had the parliamentary secre-
tary come in, and because there was a problem with the
Conservative caucus the govemnment announced to its
caucus, flot to me: "You don't have to worry about it. We
know this tax thing is going to give you a problem
because the municipalities, the universities and the
schools and the hospitals, the MUSH sector, are ail on
your case and they are sending you petitions. Wliat we
are going to do is we are going to, fund the program out
of the CRF, the consolidated revenue fund".

The government was going to pay it. We dîd not have
to worry about the tax. We thouglit it was rather kind of
the government to do that. Its members came into the
committee and had a double-headed amendment. The
first part of the amendment said that it would be funded
by CRF. Ail the Tobries were saying: "Great, no tax". I
was saying: "Great, no tax. TMe government lias lis-
tened". We recognized that the government which
caused this recession should pay a small premium to try
to rectify some of the damage of the recession. We
thouglit they recognized that but obviously they did not.

Upon prying into the amendment, my hon. colleague
over here realizes, we found out that there was another
part of the amendment. After telling ail these busi-
nesses, liospitals and universities across Canada tliat the
tax could neyer be raîsed unless it came back to, Parlia-
ment, we found out that this amendment whîch was
ostensibly going to gîve a year and a hlf without a tax
also gave the Govemnor in Council, which is cabinet, the
ability to raise the tax unilaterally without ever coming
back to Parliament.
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