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Mort gage Tax C(redit
Mr. McCauley: That is right. He cannot do anything right

n that role. He does a fantastic job playing ail these other
raies, howevcr.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. MeCain): Order. plcase. Il is the
general practice of the House that we restriet the righit Io
speak to one person who, 1 think, should remnain relevant and
on the subject. We should let thc speaker have the floor t0
hi msel f.

Mr. McCauley: Thank you, Mvr. Speaker. One of the points
the Minister of Finance made was when he quoted extensively.
for about 15 minutes. from an article by a crirninal lawyer by
the namne of' David Greenspan. an article whieh he used to
support the bill and to support his position. 0f course, he
quoted selectively from the article and neglected to point out
something with regard to the property tax credit that 1 think is
worth pointing out to the people of' Canada and to the House.
M'r. Greenspan said, in the second to last paragraph of his
article:

T he proposed properi v ta x cred it i ni porta ni to m uniciupal gov crnîtnint
beca use Iil offers polit lui x taccptable breat i ng rooin in o htch to ut i , taxe'.

The voters of New Brunswick have had some experience
with that kind of shifting of the tax bite fromn one hand to the
other. A few years ago we were promnised that the provincial
goverrnent would gel out of the property tax business. They
were phasing il out while at the saine time the municipalities
phased tl in. This is exactly what is going to happen with this
famous property tax credit about which the mninister spoke so
eloquently. [Iowever, he had neglectcd to mention that the
vacuum would be filled by the miunicipalities and that the
Canadian taxpayer would be no better off.

1 would hale to use the word -fraud" in describing this tax
bill ti is too strong a terni although 1 tend. in my wcaker
moments. to think of il in those ternis.

Mr. Baker (Nepean-Carleton): It miight be unparlia menîary
as weli.

Mr. McCauley: -~Deception" is a good word, but let us use
the word of the Ninister of Finance. [le calied tl a schemne.
Not heing vcry learncd, 1 looked up the word in mny handy
pocket dictionary. It says: '-artful or underhand design".

An hon. Member: That is right, the scheming minister.

Mr. McCauley: That is a good description of this tax bill. It
is an artful or underhand design for a number of reasons. First
of ail, the minister himiseif bas admitted that lie thinks the
mortgage intercst and property tax credit sehemne is -inconsist-
cnt" that is his word-with the goals of his budget. But, as
he explained in a radio interview, politicai parties have t0
make good on soi-e of their promises somnetimes, and that was
one of those tintes. Well, that was okay, 1 suppose. with the
Jerusaleni emnbassy, but perhaps not okay in view of the fact
that this country lost $5 million worth of business. But how
can the minister, if hie feels that this bill he introduced on
Monday night is inconsistent with the govcrnm-enî's phiioso-
phy, stand up in the [buse in good conscience and try to

[mr. vkcaulex.

convince the people of Canada that it is a good thing? It is
quite beyond me.

The minister went on with his arîful or underhand design or
scheme to tell us what the people of Canada want and that
that is why the people of Canada voted for a Conservative
government on May 22. Is that a fact? Who wants tl? Do
renters want it'? Do the eiderly who own their own homes want
il'? Did the people of Canada vote for the Progressive Con-
servatîve Party because of that?

An hon. Member: Oniy 35 per cent of them.

Mr. Mc('auley: Not even that many. According to a Con-
servative party poli taken immnediately after the election, 2 per
cent voted for the PC Party because of the party's promise to
bring in mortgage tax deductibility. So oniy 2 per cent of the
voters of this country want it. That is not what you would eall
a stunning mnajority.

The other question which 1 have witb regard t0 thîs artful or
underhand design or seheme is, who pays for it'? Where is the
mioney going t0 comne from? That is a question that the
Canadian people are eoncerned about. They want to know the
answers to it because they know governments do not hand oot
anything with one hand without taking something cisc from
tlheir pockets with the other.

Some people are conccrned that the governiment is going 10

finance this underhand design by abolishing famnily ailowances.
As we ail know. there is in the air the idca that the goveromnent
plans to do three things with regard to family allowances. The
fîrst is to abolish family aliowanccs entireiy; the second is to
nerease the refundable child tax credit by the amounit of the
allowance; and the third is to reduce the child exemption by
that saine amnounit. The intended effect of ail that on the iower
income hallf of Canada's families is roughly nil, ziich. What
such families lose of the aiiowance, tbey get back fromn the
credit. The tax îhcy wouid have paid on the ailowance is
baianccd by the tax they wouid have savcd fromn te miatching
portion of the exemption.

Highier income families, on the other hand, so the story gocs,
arc to ]ose benefits, and these wiil be used 10 finance their
morîgage interest and property tax credits. lThe govcrnimcnt
will certainiy deny il, but there arc many reputable people who
believe that this is exactiy w~hat wili happen.

The other lhing about which 1 am concerned in Ibis under-
hand design or schemne is the regionai bias.

0 (1730)

Mr. Munro (Esquimalt-Saanich): On a point of order, Mr.
Speaker, 1 would just like t0 draw to the hon. mcmber's
attention the fact that there are other definitions of the word
- schemc". For bis selective illiteracy 1 wouid like to draw t0
bis attention that -sehemne" also means -systemnatie arrange-
mient proposed in operation: a table of classification or of
appointcd limes, ouline, syllabu s; al plan of construction.
work, action"; and then il goes on to the pejorative use of
'schemne". Thank you. Mr. Speaker.
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