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The Budget

We hear much about creating stronger partnerships between 
government and universities, government and industry, indus­
try and university. We have not heard a whisper about the 
relationship that is necessary to forge between academic scien­
tists and economists.

to increased taxes. Canadians are already taxed to death. They 
are bled dry by the government.

Although the government knew all about the terrible situation 
it is once again sticking its fingers into the wallets of Canadians 
and picking them clean. Only this time, since the part of 
Canadians’ wallets that holds the bills is empty thanks to the 
government, the tax man is rifling through the part that holds the 
change, plucking the last few loonies away from the beleaguered 
public.

We have a tax on gas, a tax on utilities in Alberta and taxes on 
corporations which get passed on to the public. This is not 
closing loopholes. This is not taxing the rich. These are taxes on 
everyone who uses a light bulb, heats their home, drives a car, 
farmers and consumers in general.

This is totally unacceptable. The government has been told 
time and again it does not have a revenue problem, it has a 
spending problem. Last year the government spent its way to a 
record setting deficit. We have now racked up a debt of over 
$550 billion, costing the taxpayer close to $80,000 a minute in 
interest charges.

This is unbelievable and this is what we are leaving future 
generations. That is the compassion we have heard some of the 
members talking about. There should be some compassion 
shown for the future. The government seems to think that 
overspending by 24-odd billion dollars by 1997-98 is the 
greatest achievement ever accomplished. Where the govern­
ment gets its priorities is totally beyond me.

What did the government not understand about the message of 
the Canadian public which was no new taxes and fix the deficit?
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Many who comprise and compose the structure of science and 
technology have moved from the ivory tower of the university to 
the ivory tower of government. Neither is a traditional place 
where market value means much to the daily workings of the 
respective institutions.

Protected from the real world and from having to generate 
revenues to support their work, their objectives are fuelled by 
the desire to maintain the status quo. Instead they choose to 
believe that the granting system is sacred and necessary, that 
generating revenues is not within the purview of science.

However, generating revenues is a principal element in be­
coming an engine that drives economic recovery. We are relying 
on science and technology to produce products, jobs and a niche 
for Canada in the global marketplace. When we are told that 
science and technology can do that we believe it because we 
want it to be so. However, we want it to be happening now.

Do we have to wait another 30 years since the last science and 
technology review took place when nothing happened? One year 
from now is too long. It is time to get out of ivory towers and do 
it now.

We need to have a different structure, a necessary new 
configuration; one that places more emphasis on each knowl­
edge worker and less concentration and centralization of ser­
vices, one that joins Newfoundland to British Columbia by an 
information highway capable of sharing ideas of co-operative 
creation, of production teams equipped with expertise not 
limited to institutions, sectors, regions or governments. That is 
innovation. That will assure Canada’s future. That is what we 
must do and we must do it now.
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Even the Liberal Party’s own personal cheering squad, the 
Toronto Star and many others, had come up with front page 
headlines like “Get a grip on deficit with cuts, MPs told, but 
don’t try raising taxes, constituents say”.

The government was given this message over and over again 
but it did not listen. I do not doubt the government has a million 
and one justifications for increasing taxes and I am sure the spin 
doctors figure they can manipulate the Canadian public into 
believing these taxes are in the best interests of everyone, but 
they are wrong.

We really feel that removing the deficit and putting in place a 
reformed tax system and a long term plan for the reduction of the 
debt will be the only way to save the programs that Canadians 
value.

Mr. Bob Mills (Red Deer, Ref.): Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to give a speech that I sincerely hoped I would not have to give. 
In the fall the Minister of Finance promised he was going to get 
serious about the debt and deficit in his budget and that he 
realized Canadians would not accept any higher taxes.

The minister went on to conduct a much touted prebudgetary 
consultation process. The minister claimed again and again that 
he would listen to Canadians. The hopes and wishes of the 
Canadian public have been betrayed. It is absolutely unaccept­
able.

In 1984 our debt was $190 billion. We had a fellow come 
along who said he was going to fix it. By 1988 he said that he was 
going to fix it again and then we were up to $370 billion. In 1993 
we were told that there was such a terrible government and it had

I want to talk about the tax grab of the government. Since I 
was elected, one of the most ironclad wishes of my constituents 
and the Canadian public has been that the government put a halt


