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First is the question of whether the deficit eliination chal-
lenge has been faced. In the dying days of the Trudeau govere-
ment a budget was tabled with a then unheard of deficit of over
$38 billion.

Michael Wilson six years ago said: "We have a serious
problem, our large and growing public debt". The Tories had
nine years to balance the books but failed to do so at eacb and
every attempt. The closest they came to a balanced budget was
$19 billion.

Now the Liberals are back. The finance minister, as bis
predecessors before him, says the time has corne to deal witb
this deficit crisis. When one looks at his three-year plan, the
final goal is not deficit elîmination, it is only modest reduction.
If thc challenge is a balanced budget, and it must be, given
today 's economic climate, this challenge bas not been met.

Second is tbe question of wbether fundamental choices have
been made to meet the deficit challenge. There were clear
decisions to be made: thc status quo or new direction, contînued
deficit or no deficit, tax hikes or spending cuts.

The bottom lîne said it aIl. Program spending bas decreased a
mere $5.1i billion out of a total of $ 163.5 billion. That works out
to only 4 per cent of program spending or a mere 3 per cent of
total spending. These so-called cuts are a drop in Uic bucket
compared with what must be donc to bring our finances under
control.

At thc samne time, there are new business taxcs, gasoline taxes
and new user fces. Clearly Uic governiment bas not taken
dccisive action and bas not made Uic fundamental choices
Canadians have been dcmanding.

0(<1140)

Third, regarding Uic question of whetber a new course ini
govemment spending bas been charted in Uic budget, clearly for
Uic past 20 years federal governiments bave followed a course
leading from one deficit to Uic next at an accumulative cost of
ovcr $548 billion.

Since Uic govcrniment came to power it bas followed that
exact pattern, predicting deficits past 1997. No new course bas
becn plotted. Lt is still business as usual witb deficits, deficits,
deficits.

Several monUis ago I asked Cariboo-Chilcotin constituents
in a housebolder survey for Uieir Uioughts on cutting Uic deficit.
I placed before Uiem Uic list of cuts Uic Reformn Party presented
to Uic finance committee and asked whether Uiey agreed with
tbis list.

There was overwhelming support for ending regional devel-
opmnent prograins, privatizing Uic CBC, stopping Uic funding for
crown corporations, ending multiculturalism and bîlingualism
funding, immediately stopping support for special interest
groups and downsizing the ministries of agriculture, industry,
natural resources, and fisheries and oceans. These are Uic
recommendations of my constituents.

Is the budget fair? The finance minister has been quick to
stress Uic budget spreads Uic burden. No one escaped the pain,
hie stressed, and the burden bas been borne equally.

Is it fair to Canadians? Is it fair to our families? Is it fair to our
cbildren? Is it fair to our grandcbildren and great grandchildren
and future generations to corne? The answer on aIl counts is
firmly no, it is not. Lt is not fair to thousands of civil servants
who could lose their jobs based on their race or sex.

According to Uic minister of intergovernmental affairs cuts
will focus on wbite males in Uie civil service despite Uic fact Uiis
violates Uic Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Families will be
strained, careers destroyed and the principles of menit ignored,
ail for Uic sake of pacifying radical special interest groups.

It is not fair to the grassroots which will continue to bc
sbouted down on Uic national scene. Funding for special inter-
ests, Uic political fringes of our society, lives on. The radical
agendas will continue to be pusbed to centre stage wbile views
and opinions of ordinary Canadians will once again be pushed
out Uic exit doors.

It is not fair to young Canadians, our future workers, our
future leaders. For Uic first time in Canadian history young
Canadians are facing a future Uiat will bning Uiemn less prosperi-
ty than Uicir parents or grandparcnts. Lt is these young people
and not their parents or grandparents wbo will eventually have
to begin paying off a debt Uiat now totals $548 billion.

The finance minister bas put off any major cuts for some time
in the distant future. It is our cbildren wbo will bave to deal wiUi
his indecisiveness wiUi even bigher taxes and fewer social
programns.

I have often said 1 did not enter politics for myscîf but for my
children and for Uieir peers across the country. When I graduated
from scbool Uic opportunities were virtually limitless. When I
wanted a job, 1 pickcd my field. When I wanted more scbooling,
admission was boUi easy and affordable.

I could counit on having a good saîary to meet my needs and
Uic needs of my wifc and fainily. All that has changed. Young
people no longer have their pick of jobs. They have to take what
Uiey can get, often piecing together two or Uiree part time jobs to
make ends meet.

Tuitions are rapidly rising, enrolment falling and opportuni-
tics becoming fewer and farUier apart. There are many reasons
for Uiese changes such as bigh payroll taxes, decreasing funding
and economic restructuring but it aIl cornes down to one thing,
Uic debt.

As our debt increases over thc next Uiree years, our economy
will be even more strained to pay ever more interest on our
growing debt, meanîng our young people will bave even fewer
opportunities in Uic years to corne. For Uieir sake we have to
tackle Uic deficit now.
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