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bas its own bouse in order tben it can say witb pride "Look at
our austerity measures". If stili more are needed, perbaps tbe
Governiment can make a plea, beginning witb middle-income
families and up. but flot until the Government bas done its own
work.

This Bill indicates to me tbat sornething is very seriously
wrong in Canada with our priorities. We limit tbe flow of
money to needy persons but we can find money for almost
anything else tbat cornes to mind in Governrnent operations.

I just returned last evening frorn visiting an Indian commu-
nity on tbe coast of James Bay, a cornmunity wbicb tbis past
spring was flooded out. I went to see bow the repair work was
coming along and found tbat it is flot coming along well at ail.
Houses are stili partly dernolisbed. 1 asked tbe officiais wby
and tbey told me tbat tbere is flot enougb money to repair the
bornes. Winter is coming on and tbe bouses are standing on
blocks witb no insulation. I saw a cbild playing in a dirty,
rnuddy pool in front of bis partly demolisbed borne. Not far
away frorn bim was a buge garbage disposai site. Tbat site
ougbt to be rnoved away frorn tbe comrnunity because it is
creating problems witb tbe drinking water and causing disease.
However, it cannot be moved because there is no money. We
are asking that cbild to belp us in our figbt against the federal
deficit. In tbe recently leaked Buffalo Jurnp report, tbe Gov-
erinent indicated tbat it wanted to cut rnore tban $300
million frorn tbe program to assist tbe poorest of poor, tbe
Indian people of Canada. Let austerity begin witb ourselves;
let austerity begin witb tbe Governrnent itself. We cannot figbt
tbe deficit on tbe backs of needy people. We cannot figbt the
deficit by calling for tbe co-operation of cbildren and tbeir
motbers wbo need those few extra dollars.
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Tbe Government argues that tbe cbild tax credit will offset
tbîs reduction in tbe farnily allowance. We know from a
careful analysis of tbis by tbe National Council on Welfare
tbat tbat is not so. In speaking about cbild benefits, the counicil
indicates tbat many lower and ail mniddle income farnilies with
cbildren will receive less tban tbey do frorn tbe current system.*
After 1990, even tbe poorest families stand to lose child
benefits. In future, fewer and fewer farnilies will be eligible for
tbe cbild tax credit. Tbat argument wbicb has been offered on
tbe otber side does not stand up under analysis. It is a false
argument. Tbe buying power of the farnily allowance cheque
must be rnaintained. It is unfair, unjust and unreasonable to do
otherwise.

I rernember wben the cbild allowance came into existence. I
recaîl, as a cbild, being told about it by rny mother. 1 could flot
imagine tbat some Government in far off Ottawa was con-
cerned about a person like me, a child, and tbat il would
actually give money to rny mother to provide sorne of tbe
tbîngs I would flot bave otberwise bad. 1 remember tbe war
years, tbose years of austerity. There was little money for
tbings sucb as a pair of skates, a basebaîl rnitt, a bicycle or
even a movie at tbe cost of 12 cents. We accepted that as
cbildren because we were told that tbere was an ongoing war
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and that everyone bad to sacrifice. Brotbers, uncles and
fatbers were dying overseas. Later came tbe cbild allowance,
money for mothers to provide tbeir cbildren witb tbings tbey
ought to bave in the process of growing up. Tbose few extra
dollars bave become important. It is flot extra money tbat can
be tbrown around. It is now important money, especially witb
unacceptably bigb levels of unemployment, soup kitcbens and
tbe increase in poverty. Mothers need that money to provide
tbeir youngsters witb items to enricb and enlarge tbeir lives.
We are flot talking about luxuries;, we are talking about
necessities.

Wbat sense is tbere in saying tbat tbis small sum of money
will not be încreased fully in accordance with tbe cost of
living ? Wbat sense is tbere in asking for tbis small cbeque to
be reduced by the rate of 3 per cent per year? According to tbe
National Council on Welfare, by 1990, as a result of budget
cbanges to cbild benefits and tbe income tax systern combined,
a farnily witb an $80,000 income will lose $ 1,125 per year. No
tears are sbed for tbem. However, a low income family will
lose more, $ 1,879 or $754 more per year, and a middle income
family earning $40,000 will lose $3,452. Wbere is tbe justice?
Wbere is the rationale?

I sbould like to conclude rny rernarks wbere 1 began. Most
Canadians agree tbat the rnounting federal deficit must be
brougbt under control. However, tbe Budget proposes to do so
by turning away frorn wbat has been a long-standing commit-
ment on the part of the federal Governrnent of Canada, tbat is,
to continue tbe fight against poverty. It is a wrong-beaded
policy. We are debating a cbeap, petty, public policy. 1 arn
certain tbe Minister feels asbarned about it. Therefore, 1 caîl
upon back-bencb members of tbe Conservative Party to join
witb us in bringing pressure upon tbe Government. It sbould
be given tbe message tbat tbis is flot tbe way in wbicb to
proceed in a reduction of tbe deficit. It is an injustice to do it
on tbe backs of children, tbeir rnotbers and families wbicb
need these few extra dollars that we give tbem eacb montb.

Hon. Jake Epp (Minister of National Health and Welfare):
Mr. Speaker, tbere are a nurnber of points I sbould like to
cover this afternoon on Bill C-70. Tbe first one was just made
by the Hon. Member for Cocbrane-Superior (Mr. Penner). He
left the impression tbat tbis was tbe first tirne tbat family
allowances bad been affected by Government decision. 1 draw
to bis attention tbat wben I first rose to speak on Bill C-70, 1
pointed out tbat the former Government bad made more
radical changes in 1976.

Mr. Penner: Not permanent, tbougb, Jake.

Mr. Epp (Provencher): I bear tbe Hon. Member saying tbat
tbey were flot permanent.

Mr. Penner: Tbey were just ternporary measures.

Mr. Epp (Provencher): I point out to bim tbat tbey were
mucb more permanent tban anytbing we bave suggested.
Wbereas the family allowance payment per cbild is now
approximately $31 per rnontb, if tbe decision of tbe Govern-
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