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MR. D. ORCHARD: Given, No. 1, that the Minister
responsible for Autopac is also chairman of the board;
given, No. 2, Madam Speaker, that in his answers
yesterday to this House and to the people of Manitoba,
he indicated the loss in the automobile division would
be over $18 million, and he indicated the loss in the
general insurance division would be over $2 million,
why did he not tell the people of Manitoba that the
loss on the reinsurance division would be $36.7 million?

MADAM SPEAKER:
responsible for MPIC.

The Honourable Minister

HON.J. BUCKLASCHUK: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Indeed, | did indicate to the House yesterday that
the loss in the Autopac division was somewhere around
$18 million. That is confirmed within the report. I'd
indicated - | haven’t had a chance to check Hansard
- but | think | said a $4- or $5-million loss in the general
division and, in fact, | overestimated or overstated. |
am surprised, with the business acumen that the
Opposition professes to possess, that they cannot read
a financial statement. The $36 million is a provision for
losses that'll take place perhaps over the next 20 years.
It is not a loss in last year's operations.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, given that in the
notes to the financial statement, it is indicated that due
to the losses of $36.7 million in the reinsurance division,
MPIC will no longer enter into that business - this quote,
“Line of business has been discontinued and new
underwriting guidelines have been established to
prevent future participation in the international prorata
retrosessional business.” - my question to the Minister
is: Where will this $36.7 million loss be recouped? Will
it be on the backs of the drivers of Manitoba?

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Again, | must express some
surprise that the members opposite apparently do not
know that there is absolutely no cross-subsidization of
the general insurance division by the Autopac division.
It is prohibited by legislation.

Let me, Madam Speaker, take a few moments to
deal with this issue. It is a serious issue, and | think
that this House and all Manitobans deserve an
explanation as to how these potential losses were
incurred.

Since 1975, the Manitoba Public Insurance
Corporation has been involved in the area of
reinsurance and also in retrosession. This took place
during the four years of Tory administration without
any questions being raised. Madam Speaker, not unlike
the insurance industry elsewhere in the world, MPIC
did suffer some considerable losses, and may | just
enumerate a few of them.

For instance, in 1984, we had incurred losses of -
I'm just using a few figures here - $2.4 million, $1.7
million, $3.4 million; in 1985, some additional losses:
1.3, 2.4, 1.0, 3.9.

Now we have, over the years, been showing the actual
losses in the report for the fiscal year. However, on
reviewing the potential losses, and with the guidance
of the Auditor, it was decided this year to show a $36
million figure, a provision for incurred but not reported.
In other words, these will likely happen over the next
number of years and we’ll have to pay it out.
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These are some of the treaties and the potential
losses: $6.7 million, 3.5 million; New England Reed,
3.8 million; RAG Jackson, 1.5 million; Belvedere, 2.3
million. Twenty-one million dollars.

Madam Speaker, every loss | have referred to so far
is a loss incurred as a result of a treaty entered into
during the Tory administration.

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please.

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: So, if anyone should be
asking . . .

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please.

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: . . . about where the losses
come from, the answer is over there.

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order
please.

MPIC - resignation of Minister

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Pembina with a supplementary.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, my supplementary
is brief and to the Minister responsible for MPIC.

Facing a $58 million combined loss in the fiscal year
in which he has been chairman of the board, will he
do the honourable thing and tender his resignation to
the Premier as chairman of the board and as Minister
responsible for Autopac?

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Madam Speaker, | just
indicated that, in 1984, the corporation, | just
enumerated something like $8 million worth of losses
as a result of treaties entered into during the Tory
administration; in’85, $10 million as a result of treaties
entered under the Tory administration; in the $36 million
write-up, $21 million of potential losses because of
treaties they entered into. | don’t know why | should
be held responsible for your mistakes.

Secondly, on the $18 million loss in Autopac, it has
been stated time and time again there was a 9 percent
increase in a number of claims, a 19 percent increase
in the cost of the claims. You must have a much better
crystal ball than | ever did, but I’ll take full responsibility
for the performance -(Interjection)- and resign?
Absolutely not.

Farmers - relief from education tax

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Virden.

MR. G. FINDLAY: Thank you, Madam Speaker. My
question is to the Minister of Agriculture.

Madam Speaker, it's the grain farmers of Manitoba
who are having the greatest economic problem and
it's them that need a reduction in operating expenses
like education taxes. Madam Speaker, looking at last
night’s Budget, it appears that the smaller landowners,
the hobby farmers, the landlord who rents his land out
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missed the target. This NDP Government has brought
in a Budget with the largest overall tax increase in the
history of our province, and four out of five of every
Manitoban who pays taxes in our province will pay
more taxes as a result of this Budget.

(Mr. Deputy Speaker, C. Santos, in the Chair.)

Mr. Deputy Speaker, that's four out of five, and if
you listen to the Minister of Finance, he’d have you
believe that only the wealthy, only the upper-income
people are going to pay more taxes as a result of this
Budget. Well, | ask you, Mr. Deputy Speaker: How can
it be that four out of five taxpaying Manitobans will
pay more? Are they all wealthy? Are they all upper-
income people? Is this Minister of Finance trying to
tell us that only one out of five taxpayers is below the
wealthy level in his consideration? That simply is not
possible.

Indeed, hundreds of thousands of Manitoba taxpayers
will be subject to the greatest collective mugging that
has ever taken place in our province. In fact, the total
overall increase in taxation this year, in this Budget,
$368 million or a 19.5 percent increase in taxation, has
probably never happened in our province, in any
province, in our country in peacetime. It's outrageous,
and | predict that it will be the death knell of this New
Democratic administration.

Members opposite on the government benches are
sitting back smugly, believing that they’ll get away with
all the rhetoric that was in this Budget - the rhetoric
about fairer taxation, about taxation reform, about
compassion and help for our low-income earners - but
when the smoke clears and the cold light of dawn shines
upon this Budget, and people begin to realize just how
much this Budget will steal from their pay cheques,
just how much it will cost them to pay for the legacy
of mismanagement of five years of this New Democratic
administration, they will say never again, never again,
because this Budget will cost hundreds of thousands
of Manitoba taxpayers a great deal of money.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, they're the teachers, they're the
nurses, they're the machinists, they're the firemen. Mr.
Deputy Speaker, they're your constituents, probably
some who have supported you in the past. They're our
constituents, Mr. Deputy Speaker, the people who work
at Manitoba Rolling Mills, at Bristol Areospace, at
Versatile, the cashiers at SuperValu, the policemen, the
civil servants, the farmer. They’re all of our constituents
and they will all pay more, those 400,000 Manitobans
who are caught in the net of increased taxation of a
result of the policies of this Minister of Finance and
this NDP Government.

They’ll all pay more through a wide variety of
measures that are in this Budget; through sales tax,
both the increase of 1 percent and the widening of the
net, so that now it will include take-home foods. | recall
the response of some New Democrat members when
the federal Budget came in and they said, wasn't this
a tragedy that the federal Budget was now touching
junk food. Well now they're taxing take-home food,
take-home meals from restaurants.

Computer software, insulation materials, they’'ll pay
more through the increased costs that are going to
have to be put through for Highways and Transportation,
in licence fees and charges. Diesel fuel tax, taxes on
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cigarettes and liquor; increased income tax through
the payroll tax as well, the average Manitoban will pay
more.

Because make no mistake, the payroll tax may be
applied on businesses, but it falls upon the people of
Manitoba, because if the businesses in which they're
employed are competitive outside the province and have
to keep their costs down, it means that their incomes
will be reduced as a result of the application of the
payroll tax. And if, in fact, the business can pass it
along, then it will be paid by the consumers of that
business, so ordinary Manitobans, average individual
Manitobans will pay more as a result of the increase
in the payroll tax.

The Minister last evening said, and | quote: ‘‘This
Budget looks to the future. It puts in place our
commitment to fairness and equity for all.” How is it
fairness or equity, Mr. Deputy Speaker, when four out
of five taxpaying Manitobans will have to pay more
taxes as a result of this Budget?

Let’'s take a look at what it will mean to a school
teacher or a fireman or a policeman with a family of
four. An increase in income tax of over $500 a year
and a family increase in sales tax of $400, because
that’s what the increase in sales tax works out to, it's
$100 for every person in this province. So we're talking
about almost $1,000 for these people, who | know
members opposite and most Manitobans regard as
ordinary Manitobans; people who work as firemen,
people who work as policemen, people who work as
school teachers, and many others that | mentioned
earlier, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

Although the Budget says that low-income earners
will pay less income tax, | believe that even they will
overall pay more taxes when the smoke clears, because
they’ll be paying more through their sales tax, more
through taxes on tobacco, more through increased fees,
more through increased hydro rates - all of that as a
result of this Budget, Mr. Deputy Speaker, and it was
very carefully hidden, very carefully couched in
doublespeak, so that people didn’'t obviously realize
the results early on.

I spoke to a very knowledgeable chartered accountant
this morning, who oftentimes is called upon to comment
on Budgets each year. He has been on the media and
has commented on Budgets; and he said that listening
to the Budget presentation, he actually had no
appreciation for how much, in the way of an increase,
this would provide for the people of Manitoba; the
people who he saw day in and day out, people whose
income tax returns he, from time to time, dealt with.
He had no idea of the magnitude of the increases that
were being imposed upon individual Manitobans as a
result of this Budget.

Every working Manitoban will end up paying more
in one form or another, | predict, Mr. Deputy Speaker.
Everyone will share the misery of paying for the NPD’s
mistakes of the past five years. That's socialism at its
worst, an equal sharing of misery.

But look at the effect it’ll have on farmers. They are
in massive difficulty, no question about it; facing a
terribly uncertain future, and if the members opposite
don’t appreciate that, I'll quote their own Premier on
the subject. And it was speaking about a so-called
“fiery address’’ that the Premier had made in Montreal,
telling the Federal Government that they ought to spend
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$400 million and they have taken almost all of the
increased revenue and placed it into increased
spending.

In fact, there appears to be no indication that this
administration is prepared to tackle the waste and
mismanagement under its very nose. In fact, the Budget
Speech implies that the Minister and his government
are satisfied that their expenditures and their priorities
in the past have been wise and well-managed. That,
Mr. Deputy Speaker, will not be believed by Manitobans.
Having witnessed MTX, having witnessed Flyer
Industries, having witnessed Manfor, having heard today
of the $58 million loss in MPIC -(Interjection)- knowing
the bloated bureaucracy which was increased 60
percent in size in the first three years of this
administration, knowing about the addition of over 100
political support staff, the apple polishers that the
Minister of Urban Affairs referred to when he was the
head of MGEA, half of whom sit in the gallery every
question period - the galleries are full of apple polishers
who are there interested to see what their Ministers
are doing, whether they remember their lines, whether
they’ve written out the questions properly for the fools
in the back rows, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

That’s what they sit up there paid to do by the people
of Manitoba. None of them disappear as a result of
this Budget. Not one will lose his job, not one will result
in a lower income in lower costs for the people of
Manitoba.- (Interjection)- Because the people of
Manitoba know as well that there is advertising in this
Budget. There are public relations costs and they know
that there is polling in this Budget, polling that costs
a fortune to the taxpayer of Manitoba. They know that
this government could trim the fat. They know that this
government could find some non-essential programs
in many departments, but this Minister and his
government have not learned from five years of
experience in government.

In fact, Mr. Deputy Speaker, the financial policy of
this government reminds me of Christopher Columbus’
voyage.- (Interjection)- Mr. Deputy Speaker, we're
hearing from the nerd-wing of the NDP party, the
Member for Inkster. He's the one who, when he debates
resolutions at the party’s annual meeting, is told that
he’s making a fool of the party, that he’s making the
entire party look foolish by the resolutions he brings
forward. Now, he’s standing there heckling me.

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh!
A MEMBER: A little order in the House.

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Deputy Speaker, the financial
policy of this government reminds me of Christopher
Columbus’ voyage. When he set out, he didn’t know
where he was going; when he got there, he didn’t know
where he was; when he got back, he didn’t know where
he’d been. It was all financed on foreign money.

If you needed any example of the confused policy
of this administration from Budget to Budget, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, I'd just remind you that in last year’s
Budget, they increased water rental rates for Manitoba
Hydro by 68 percent. In this year’s Budget, they've
decreased water rental rates for Manitoba Hydro by
24 percent. Now, that’s sound fiscal planning from one
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year to the next. That's a long-term policy view, Mr.

Deputy Speaker.
As well, in previous Budgets under this administration

they have provided incentives for energy conservation.
They’ve provided a whole series and range of incentives.
In this year’s Budget, they apply the sales tax, 7 percent,
to insulation and energy conservation materials. So
they’ve turned back the clock and they’re now into an
entirely different mode and the policy is totally the
opposite to what it's been for the last few years.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, getting back to the central
problem of the Budget, | repeat that the increased tax
revenue is not coming from where the Minister of
Finance suggests it is. He claims that it's coming from
big business and the wealthy, and I've shown you that
it is simply not true. The fact is it's the average
Manitoban who will be paying the price of their five-
and-a-half years of mismanagement, waste and
incompetence.

The Minister says he will make business pay a fairer
share. Well, let's examine that little statement. True,
they’re taking the biggest bite in this Budget in income
taxes - $156 million more in 1987 than in 1986 - but
those increased income taxes are not coming from
business. It's the people of Manitoba who'll be paying
$160 million more in 1987, and business will actually
be paying $4 million less in income tax this year than
last year. So much for fairness and tax reform, Mr.
Deputy Speaker.

The next biggest increase came in the retail sales
tax. What have the NDP told us about the sales tax
in the past? They said it's regressive, they said it's
unfair, they said that it places the burden of taxation
on the backs of working Manitobans, and they increased
the sales tax again. They increased the sales tax again
- $125 million more revenue in 1987 - a 26.9 percent
increase that will be felt by every Manitoban everyday
of every year.

The third major tax grab of this NDP administration
is a 50 percent increase in the payroll tax. No other
single measure taken by this government so clearly
demonstrates their failure to understand the needs of
the people of this province. They said in the Budget
that the No. 1 concern and the No. 1 need of the people
of Manitoba is jobs.

In past Budgets, the government has acknowledged
putting Manitobans to work must be a priority; yet in
this Budget they have increased by $61.3 million the
penalty that they levy against those who would create
jobs and allow more Manitobans to contribute to our
province and work.

So who is paying for the past mistakes of this NDP
administration? The people of Manitoba. Where is the
money coming from? It's coming out of their pay
cheques in income tax and in lost opportunities in the
payroll tax.

Let’s talk about fairness, Mr. Deputy Speaker. When
the NDP talk about fairness, they like to compare
themselves to the Federal Government, but they stand
convicted by their own statistics when it comes to
increased personal income tax. The tables are right in
the Budget, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

It has taken the past six years of federal income tax
changes to increase the cost on the average Manitoba
household by $506 a year - that's over six years that
increase has taken place. In one year, Manitoba has
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$500 million in debt-service charges. That's up from
$100 million in 1981, and general administration, that
has received a greater share of the expenditure pie
from this administration. What does that general
administration include? Of course, it's the bloated senior
bureaucracy, the apple polishers, the PR people, the
policitical support staff, polling, advertising, all those
things are the NDP’s real priorities. What a shame,
what a shame, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

What else should we be concerned about in this
Budget? Well it continues the perception that this is
an anti-business regime and it's a perception that is
accepted by people who are in the business community,
people who invest everywhere in this country. The
Canadian Federation of Independent Business, the
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association, all of those
people, the Chambers of Commerce, the people who
make decisions as to whether or not they’ll invest and
create jobs in this province, they will continue, after
this Budget, to believe that this is the most anti-business
regime in the country.

The payroll tax increase is a direct tax on jobs. We're
still - the Minister continues to imply by his rhetoric in
the Budget that businesses are not paying their fair
share and will, in fact, be targeted to pay more in future.
What a negative signal to send out to potential investors.

When | heard some observers say that this Budget
would be good for labour, | thought they must be crazy.
They had to be crazy to say that this Budget was good
for labour, because a healthy labour market needs new
jobs. It needs new investment in the economy in order
for there to be work for the people that we are training,
the people who are growing up with an expectation of
contributing to society. But, in fact, these increases
that have been put through in payroll tax, and the way
in which the Minister, worse still, talks about business
not sharing, not accepting its fair share of the load,
that implied threat of more to come in future will frighten
off many potential investors, and our labour force will
be in jeopardy of their jobs, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

This Budget is a classic exercise in doublespeak. For
instance, let’s take a look at what it says on page 37.
It says, “This Budget provides personal income tax
reductions to more than 100,000 Manitobans,” but, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, the truth is that it will provide an
increase in personal tax to 400,000 Manitobans. That
isn’t here in the Budget Speech.

It further says, ‘‘This Budget eliminates the levy for
health and post-secondary education for an additional
3,700 small business employers, but it doesn’t say that
it will force 8,800 to pay 50 percent more - more than
twice as many of them will have a 50 percent increase
in their payroll tax, but this Budget doesn’t say that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, it reminds me of what'’s called
“Edited Hirohito.” Here you have it. The opening
sentence of the original draft of Emperor Hirohito’'s
1945 surrender broadcast to the Japanese people was
supposed to say, ‘‘Japan has lost the war,’ but after
the bureaucrats got hold of it and redrafted it, it came
out, “The war situation has developed not necessarily
to Japan’s advantage.” That's “Edited Hirohito,” Mr.
Deputy Speaker, and that's what we hear from this
Minister who, instead of telling 400,000 Manitobans
that their taxes are going up, tells us that 100,000 will
not pay more; who instead of telling 8,800 employers
that their payroll tax will go up 50 percent, tells us that
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some will be taken off the payroll tax. That's the kind
of “Edited Hirohito’” message we get from this Minister
of Finance and from his Premier constantly.

When the Premier is in Quebec, he tells them or he
goes along with the decision of his party to give a veto
to Quebec. When he comes back to Manitoba, he says,
no. In Manitoba, he says he’'s outraged about the CF-
18 and he condemns the Federal Government and when
he goes to Montreal, he allows them to take that
resolution off the Order Paper, even though it was put
forward by his own constituency association, and he
ducks the issue. He ducks the issue!

When it comes, Mr. Deputy Speaker, to talking to
the people about education support before the election,
he tells them that there’s going to be 90 percent
provincial support for education; and when it's after
the election, he says, that was only a hope. That's
“Edited Hirohito,” Howard Pawley style, Mr. Deputy
Speaker.

Time after time after time, we, as Conservatives, have
been told that the average Manitoban does not
understand or care about deficits. Even when we
expressed our current debt load in Manitoba as $9,000
for every man, woman and child, that's twice what it
was in 1981. In other words, it has taken this NDP
Government, Mr. Deputy Speaker, five-and-one-half
years to build up as much debt as had been
accumulated in the first 111 years of our province’s
history. But people still don’t seem to understand how
serious that is, how great a condemnation that is of
the financial policies of this government. But | believe,
Mr. Deputy Speaker, that when 400,000 taxpaying
Manitobans realize that they will have to pay
substantially more to live here next year; in fact, over
$700 each on average just to cover the increases in
income tax and retail sales tax, they will understand.
They will understand that money coming directly out
of their pocket and they will understand that better
than they understand $9,000 debt per capita.

This Budget will be indelibly imprinted on people’s
minds. All of what I've been speaking of, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, doesn’t even include the increases in every
licence and fee and charge that this NDP Government
now imposes. Autopac up between 9 and 30 percent
this year alone and far more required to cover that $58
million loss that was just revealed today. Manitoba
Telephone System up 11.5 percent this year alone and
far more required to cover the foreign exchange losses
and MTX which was just taken out of reserve this year
and will have to be replenished in future years. Manitoba
Hydro up 9.5 percent, almost $60 per customer. Workers
Compensation up 20 percent. Cottage lots and trailer
fees up 30 percent. Highway licences and fees that still
haven’t been announced, Mr. Deputy Speaker. The land
transfer tax that | know is going to be spoken of more
by my colleagues. The payroll tax up 50 percent.
Cigarettes, liquor, every single possible charge, all of
that is over and above that massive increase that |
talked about that will result in 400,000 Manitobans
paying an average of $700 more in taxes on a personal
basis this coming year.

The legacy of waste, mismanagement and
misdirected priorities will finally be understood, | believe,
because everyone will have to dip into their pockets
to pay for the NDP squandering, deceit and wrong-
headed priorities of the past 55 years.
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more assistance for drains, more assistance for specific
programs in their constituency, to keep a balance sheet,
too. And we will find, Madam Speaker, that at the end
of the estimate process, if we had listened to the
constructive advice of members opposite, we’'d be
spending many, many more millions of dollars on various
programs in Manitoba.

Madam Speaker, as honourable colleagues on this
side of the House have said very eloquently, they really
can’'t have it both ways. They can’t say that we are
spending too much, we have too large a deficit, and
then say we are spending too little. We are deserting
the just needs of the people of Manitoba.

Madam Speaker, even in opposition, a responsible
political party cannot say those two things because the
people will not believe them.

Madam Speaker, we did not say that, in overnight
after being elected to power, we were going to change
everything in Manitoba. We said that these were our
policies and we set out on a course to deliver on those
programs. And we shall.

Madam Speaker, it doesn’t give me a great deal of
pleasure to listen to the speech of the Honourable
Leader of the Opposition and to reflect on the complete
negativism in his speech. Surely he could have found
something in that Budget with which he agreed.
Apparently there was nothing. Surely he could have
had in mind the many thousands of people in Manitoba
who will be paying less taxes as a result of that Budget.
Surely he could of said, well at least that | agree with.
He didn’t say that.

He had no answers. He had stories about explorers
and emperors. He didn’t even spend much time in
respect to the farmers of Manitoba and | will say much
more about farmers in a moment.

He talked about the sales tax and how terrible it
was. Madam Speaker, our sales tax isn’t the highest
in the country. It is much higher in Conservative
Governments elsewhere. But, Madam Speaker, this
member has not said that the sales tax is the most
regressive, negative tax that we employ in society.

| don’t hear honourable members opposite saying
how frightfully unfair is the federal sales tax. 12 percent,
which you don’t see at the till when the costs are rung
up. They are paid before by the manufacturer, by the
wholesaler, by the distributor. That’s a hidden tax. 12
percent, but no member of the opposition has said,
my goodness, that’s too high. That’s our federal
counterparts with that terrifically high tax. A tax which
they have pushed up, Madam Speaker, in successive
stages. | don’t hear one word from the opposition
benches in criticism of that very negative federal sales
tax, Madam Speaker.

And so, Madam Speaker, when they show indignation
about sales tax, let me say that we on this side of the
House are more indignant about the kind of premium
taxes there are employed in some jurisdictions. Some
jurisdictions that boast of Conservative Governments
in power, Madam Speaker. Taxes, which do not take
into consideration the ability to pay in any way, shape
or form. At least with sales taxes there are reasonable
exemptions from the fundamental needs of Manitobans.

Madam Speaker, when the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition talks about the levy, the health and most
secondary education levy. Madam Speaker, those
remaining companies that will be paying the levy will
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charge that levy off as an expense. It's not something
that will come directly out of their pockets. They will
charge it off as an operating expense. What would he
have us do, institute premium taxes so everyone could
contribute to the costs of the hospital and medical
system we have in this province? That's the fair way
they would like to go presumably.

Werejected that, Madam Speaker. We said that these
larger corporations, including the Federal Government,
who employ thousands of people in Manitoba, and who
pay the health and education levy, have far greater
ability to pay than the average Manitoban who had
otherwise by that form of government, be paying a flat-
rated hospital or medical premium.

And honourable members over there, they won’t say
it today, but you can be assured that if they were here
in office, they would be looking at user fees because
it’s unfair that people shouldn’t pay a user fee because
after all shouldn’t everyone pay something towards their
hospital and medical care. We say those universal
programs should be maintained and that everyone
should pay through a fairly graded tax system.

Madam Speaker, of course then | move to the concern
about the net tax, net income tax. Madam Speaker, |
have spoken on this subject before. We have seen in
this country successive Federal Governments, Liberal
and Conservative that have continued the patchwork
of loopholes and exemptions that riddle our present
Income Tax Act that provide for so many exceptions,
that it's the average Manitoban, average Canadian that
bears the burden of the costs of programs in this
country, not the corporations.

In the past I've put on the record, the millions, yea
billions of dollars that are owed by corporations in
Canada that will likely never be paid, deferred taxes.
But no one in this House, no one, no average Manitoban,
whether he be a fisherman or a farmer, can delay his
taxes, defer his taxes. He can’t do that, but the big
corporations can, and have for many, many years.

Those big corporations that seem to be the fasination
of members opposite and when the big corporations
get into trouble, Madam Speaker, when the big banks
get into trouble, well, the Honourable Member for
Pembina doesn’t like to recall that Conservative
Governments bail out banks in this country.

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh!

HON. A. MACKLING: The Honourable Member for
Pembina doesn’t want to be reminded of the fact that
he was so fascinated with the Telephone System that
he was anxious that that system launch its commercial
activities in Saudia Arabia as quickly as possible.

Madam Speaker, the Honourable Member for
Pembina and others about him will never criticize their
federal Conservative colleagues for bailing out banks
or bailing out the big oil companies. Madam Speaker,
they will be deathly silent. So it is that . .
(Interjection)- Well, Madam Speaker, the Honourable
Member for Morris feels very uncomfortable. He will
be far more uncomfortable in trying to defend his
position during the course of this Budget, because he
will have to ask himself - where will he get the money?
And I'll be waiting to hear his specific answer, Madam
Speaker.





























