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Bill C-88 as it is now discourages international investors
from coming into all the provinces and creating employment.
Years were spent negotiating GATT. The Department of Finance
estimated it represents about a .04 per cent increase in Canada’s
gross domestic product. Yet the Fraser Institute said that if
interprovincial trade barriers could be broken down the GDP
could be increased anywhere from 2 per cent to 6 per cent. All
this time has been spent negotiating GATT for .04 per cent when
if something was done about internal barriers a much more
significant improvement could be made in the GDP. This would
translate into jobs that are sorely needed in the economy. As
I said, it would strengthen our economic, political and cultural
ties.

These barriers cause lost jobs in every province resulting in
higher taxes and making us less competitive in the global
economy. If we really want to benefit from north-south free
trade, we can only do it by maximizing trade east—west as well.
Again, it is the me mentality that exists which must be broken
down. It has to give way to the we mentality.

In closing, I would like to say that with 205 new members in
the House we have a great opportunity to resolve the problems in
the country. We do have problems. There is no denying that. We
are a family and all families must give and take. In every
successful marriage it is give and take. It is never all one way if
it is to be a successful and happy marriage. Working together we
can fix it. We can make Canada a better place for all Canadians.
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Indeed, Canada is worth fighting for. I intend to fight for it as
hard as I can, as hard as I know how. I want to do that because my
grandchildren are counting on me to do that.

Mr. Mac Harb (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister for
International Trade, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I would like to
begin by making a comment and then asking my colleague to
answer a question.

First, I very much enjoyed the beginning of his speech where
he spoke about the me and we mentality. Then for whatever
reason, I do not know why, he derailed himself and took a
different type of train. I counted in excess of 52 different
negative connotations throughout his speech. He spoke at the
beginning about public cynicism and public confidence, yet his
speech dealt only with the negative but not really the positive
things this government and this country have to offer its people.

My colleague surely knows it is not government that creates
jobs; it is the private sector. Surely my colleague and the public
would know that all the government can and should do is create a
proper environment so the private sector can create jobs. Histor-
ically, it has always been the private sector that has created jobs.

I would like to bring to the attention of my colleagues that
interest rates since we took office have been stable; we have
stability in interest rates. Our trade has hit an all-time high. Our
economic growth is leading the G-7 countries. My colleague

could testify to the fact that our growth is greater than any other
country in the western hemisphere.

The government has taken a number of steps in order to
streamline and reorganize the way we deliver services. In fact
some of those bills deal specifically with reorganizing, with
giving different levels of government different responsibilities
so we can better do the job we are supposed to be doing.

I also wanted to bring to my colleague’s attention that there is
a myth that government should not be looking at taxes for
generating revenue. The only way for government to get revenue
is through taxes. How else can we support programs unless we
are generating tax revenues? Economic growth means busi-
nesses are doing well, which means government is generating
more taxes.

Telling the public we are no longer going to collect taxes gives
the wrong signal; it is the wrong thing to say. We should be
saying that we need economic growth so government revenue
could increase through taxes. If businesses do well we will bring
in more taxes.

I do not understand why my colleague would say we can no
longer collect tax from the private domain. That is the only way
governments here and anywhere in the world can do business
unless they were to go into business themselves. We were in
business in the past. This government is trying to get out of
doing business itself by streamlining, by privatizing part of the
crown corporations we have so they can do the kind of work
done by them in the past through the government. They will be
able to do it on their own.

On the issue of spending, this government has done a tremen-
dous amount of work in the area of spending. I do not know what
my colleague expects. In one year the government came down
with a budget that slashed over 45,000 jobs from the public
service itself, from the public domain.

If we were to look at the balance sheet, this government is now
generating more revenues than we are spending. In a way we are
already in a surplus position. The problem here is there are no
more cuts to be done but we have to increase revenues.

I will submit to my colleague that we should turn the me and
we mentality into a mentality of we collectively.

Finally, I wanted to ask him what specifically he would
suggest the government do that it has not done, and give it to us
in point form without any negatives.

Mr. Harper (Simcoe Centre): Madam Speaker, there was a
lot said by the member for Ottawa Centre.

I would like to begin by saying it is very difficult to find
anything but negatives when we are responding to this govern-
ment’s agenda. I could not believe it when I heard the member
say that it is not governments that create jobs but the private
sector. That is not the message that has been coming across the



