








Friday, May 18, 1979

in what is one of the greatest democracies in the parliamentary sense in the world.

And | take these few minutes at the outset of this speech, Mr. Speaker, to record that fact,
which | think is shared by all of us on all sides of the House regardless of our political party
identification and to say with thanks that we have the system, and to indicate again that each of
us, from time to time, must pay some respect to the institution that we occupy and try to make
it a better institution for all who will follow us.

And so, participating in a Budget debate is a great experience for all of us in this House. It
gives us an opportunity, of course, because of the relaxation of rules and because of the wide
scope of topics about which we can speak, to talk on interesting matters that are not necessarily
totally relevant to the large, and | think, extremely good document which the Minister of Finance
laid before us on Tuesday night last, The 1979 Manitoba Budget Address. So, if | stray from time
to time to topics that are not strictly confined within the covers of that document it is because
the rules of parliament say you can and it's because other speakers on other sides of the House
have made reference, as indeed speakers on this side have, to events that are going on in our
country at the present time. | think some have even had the temerity to talk about the federal election
that is going on at the present time, and | might even talk about that for a while, Mr. Speaker,
because there is no better opportunity than in this particular debate.

And so, before getting down to our own business, let's take a look, for a moment, at some
of the national business that is transpiring before us, as our colleagues in the federal field are
engaged in a supremely important national election, which is taking place next Tuesday, May 22nd,
1979.

It is trite, | know, to say that this election represents a watershed in the history of of this country,
but | would think, Mr. Speaker, that most of us in our solemn moments of thought about the effect
of this election would have to agree that, indeed, it does represent some form of a watershed.
Because the compeliing matters that lie before the Parliament of Canada, relating to national unity;
refating to the state of the national economy; relating to future directions in which this country is
going to take a lead with respect to international affairs, where other matters of great import are
taking place concurrently, all of these are extremely important subjects and yet, during the course
of the debates that we have heard, not only the Leader’'s Debate that most of us saw last Sunday
but the campaign as it is mirrored to us by the members of the media, sometimes accurately,
sometimes inaccurately, we find that not all of these topics have engaged the attention of the public
of Canada today.

if | may talk about one smail matter that I'm sure has engaged the attention of the public of
Canada, it is the fact that we now have the federal parties — the Conservatives, the Liberals, the
New Democratic Party — all with ads that are appearing on radio and television, some in newspapers
and so on, and for the first time in Canada we are attempting a form of subsidy from the public
taxpayers’ revenues to enable political parties to pay for these ads. —(Interjection)— The Member
for Elmwood says it's a good idea, and there are a number of people who share that view. | think
that it's an idea that has to be looked at with some care because, of course, those who wish to
look at this with a little bit of humour, which | think we should do in all things in politics and not
take ourselves too terribly seriously, would find it rather interesting that a party such as the New
Democratic Party, which receives only 16 percent of the popular vote in Canada, should have its,
what is it — | don’t know — million dollar ad campaign paid for out of taxes that come from 100
percent of the taxpayers, and they only represent 16 percent of it.

| find that that's rather an ironical fact, but nonetheless it's a system that's worth trying and
I'm sure that better minds than mine and others that are in this House will have an opportunity
after the event to take a look at this system and see whether or not the Conservative Party, the
Liberal Party, or the New Democratic Party should be funded out of tax dollars to put on their
particular and sometimes peculiar ads. | don’t think that my colleague mentions the ‘‘Rhinoceros
Party’’, my heaven. What would happen if they got 16 percent of the vote? ! think they’d have
some of the best ads since Laugh In was on, because they are injecting a sense of humour into
the campaign that all of us have to acknowledge is pretty robust.

But when we see these ads come on, Mr. Speaker, the thought occurred to me, again in an
ironical and quite facetious way that foliowing through on this thought that the taxpayers should
subsidize the national parties of Canada for their ad campaign and as | say quite facetiously, there
was a lady by the name of Judy LaMarsh a few years ago, who had a truth squad. And | am wondering
if the next Parliament of Canada, in an unanimous way, probably shouldn’'t constitute a very neutral
squad, and that truth squad wouid then have the ex post facto job of looking at all of the ads
that were run by all of the parties — and | think this should apply universally, Mr. Speaker —
run by all of the parties and then making a judgment as to the truth of the ads, and in reiation
— their finding would be nonappealable, by the way, Mr. Speaker — in relation to the degree of
truth that they found from this barometer test, they would then remit to the party in question the
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run the country, and wouldn’t that be a wonderful occasion then, Mr. Speaker, to say in that context
to Mr. Broadbent, what do you think Mr. Broadbent with your socialist ideas about the 2-2 times
1 formula — about restricting all incomes in Canada to two and a half times the industrial average?
. Wouldn’t that be an interesting question to hear Mr. Broadbent talk about? Because you know,
our socialist friends, particularly on the national scene and here they've been muted for some time,
but particularly on the national scene, like to follow the act that we all saw from movies in earlier
times, Mr. Speaker, and we’ve seen paintings of this kind of action being taken by the then proud
native citizens of North America who were very adept at hunting and so on. Do you remember
one of the tactics that they used to use when they were trying to lay in wait for an adversary or
lay in wait for an animal that they wanted to help feed the people in their family, and so on? They
would set up a trap or they would set up an aush, and as they walked backwards away from the
trap or the ambush, they would have a piece of bush, and they would scurry the dust to cover
up their tracks, so that no one could detect that they had really been there, and the ambush was
complete. So that they could then spring with that kind of suddenness that they were so adept
at, and attract their quarry or overcome their enemy, or whatever. Mr. Speaker, that was a very
good tactic, a very good hunting tactic.

Mr. Speaker, | can’t help but think of the same analogy when | see the Broadbents of the worid
come on, you know, in their pinstripe suits and say, look, we’re just ordinary people; we're not
Socialists. Aren’t they covering up their tracks a bit, Mr. Speaker? Aren't they? And if elected Prime
Minister of Canada, would the ambush take place with respect to two-and-a-half times one, with
respect to more nationalization of the means of production in this country? I'm wondering, Mr.
Speaker, if that wouldn’t be a question that should be asked of the National Leader of the Socialist
Party in Canada. Because, of course, he's just trying to come on as Mr. Nice Guy. Well, you know,
the Toronto Star, there was a comment, | think, in the Free Press the other day that some people
in Manitoba thought that the former leader of the NDP, back in 1969, was just another Mr. Nice
Guy. You know, he really didn’t believe in all of that Socialist nonsense. Why, he was just a nice
guy who was leading a bunch of well-meaning people, who wasn't going to engage in any of the
Socialist doctrine at all. No, that was in the Free Press the other day. | know, my friend from Fiin
Flon doesn’t get that paper too often, but occasionally it says something that he should read, and
again the analogy, Mr. Speaker, of the Mr. Nice Guy image of Mr. Broadbent coming on. You know,
the —(Interjection)— | realize that the Member for Flin Flon would much prefer | talk about the
Budget, because | think I'm hitting home, and when | come to the Budget he’ll be even less
comfortable.

But | want to say, Mr. Speaker, that this image of Mr. Nice Guy that we’re having portrayed
with all of the slickness of the advertising agencies and so on, of Mr. Broadbent. { think that perhaps
we should be, the people of Canada should ask some of the fundamental questions. We saw what
you did, your party, and we know that national politics or parties are sometimes different from
provincial ones. But we saw what your parties did, particularly in B.C. and in Manitoba, where they
took the economy to rack and ruin. —(Interjection)— I'll get around to Saskatchewan in a minute
because it's more embarrassing for my honourable friends to talk about it than it is for me. They
abolished the succession duty and my honourable friends are still hanging on to that doctrinaire
crud in their attacks in this province.

But, Mr’ Speaker, wouldn’t it be fair to say to them: Do you intend, it you become the National
Government of this country, which thank God, is not even a remote possibility. but what would
you intend, what would you do about nationalizing the various industries that you’ve looked at so
longingly over the years — the CPR, the mining industries and so on? Would you really go ahead
with that? Have you heard Mr. Broadbent talk in his ads about that? Of course not, Mr. Speaker.
We were accused this morning, Mr. Speaker, by one of the members on the other side, | think
it was the Member for Inkster, for not following our philosophy. Mr. Speaker, we in this party don’t
tend to be doctrinaire. We try to do what we can in accordance with the best lights that God has
given us. And we're not always right, Mr. Speaker, uniike my Socialist friends opposite we're not
always right nor do we pretend to be. And we're very seldom doctrinaire about it.

But, Mr. Speaker, | return the question to the Member for Inkster this morning when he said,
we weren't following our doctrine or our philosophy, whatever his interpretation of that may be in
the Budget. | say to him, why doesn’t his National Leader have the courage of his convictions to
come out and say to the people of Canada, yes, we New Democrats believe in expropriating the
means of production in this country. And why don’t they, just as their friends in Britain did
—(Interjection)— And why, Mr. Speaker, doesn't the Leader of the New Democratic Party, why
isn’t he required to answer the question: What do you believe about the state of the deficit in Canada?
Would you increase the deficit or would you bring it down under controllable leveis?
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arsonists to come in to office in Canada and lay rampage to the public tax dollars the way their
kissing cousins did, in particularly B. C. and Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, | realize the sensitivity, Mr. Speaker, of my honourable friends opposite because
this is has not been a good 18 months for socialists. You know, the Australians started it back
in '75 and they gave them another kick in the recent federal election. New Zealand they did the
same thing, because they had a little bit of a cancer going down there, but they eradicated it. They
cut out the bad parts and have a decent government in office.

And then along came British Columbia, and this was the bright hope of my friends opposite
and of the likes of Mr. Broadbent and so on. They moved in all of the labour organizers from all
over Canada as they are wont to do, and that’s their privilege, Mr. Speaker. That's their privilege.
If they want all the CLC workers and God knows they had a legion of them in Manitoba in 1977
as well, and it still didn't do them any good. But Mr. Speaker, if they want to move in their shock
troops, that’s their business and that's fine. But they moved them all into B. C. and they were going
to restore that great paragon of economic virtue, Dave Barrett to the premiership of British Columbia.
And they worked and they slaved and they used misleading ads, some of which I've seen, as they
did in Manitoba and as they are doing today in Canada. The only difference being that the taxpayers
of B. C. weren’t paying for them. And, Mr. Speaker, they lost. Now they got a gain on the popular
vote and, you know, if you were to listen to some of the popular press you'd think that the NDP
had won. It’s the only time, you know, when a party can get fewer seats than the government party
and still remain in opposition, yet many parts of the press across the country will say, “Wasn't
that a wonderful victory? It was a wonderful victory, wasn't it?"' And you see the NDPers coming
on television smiling from ear to ear as though they had won something. They iost again, Mr. Speaker,
thank God for the people of B. C. that they did. So that again they couldn’t continue their kind
of doctrinaire predations, predations upon the people of British Columbia. ;

So Mr. Speaker, it's been a bad year for socialists, a bad 18 months for socialists. | suggest,
Mr. Speaker, and | hope that I'm right, that on May 22nd that syndrome is going to continue. It’s
going to continue to be a bad year for socialists. Because, Mr. Speaker, and | hope they learn
a bit of a lesson from this; that misleading ads that try to intimidate people, particuiar senior citizens,
on subjects that are so fundamental as health care and so on, that is not an acceptable way to
run party politics in this country, and | hope that they learn that lesson. | hope that their colleagues
in this province learn that lesson. | hope that my honourabie friends opposite — | do believe, I'll
give them credit, Mr. Speaker. | do believe they did learn that lesson in a very painful way in 1977,
but | think it is a bit of a national shame that a party that presumes to cal!l ‘ itself a national party,
even though it has only 15 or 16 percent of the popular vote, should inflict that kind of errant
nonsense, that kind of intimidation upon the people of this country.

Well, Mr. Speaker, enough of the preliminaries. Mr. Speaker, my honourable friends opposite,
you know, as do many of us, they wear their feetings on their sleeves and since the beginning of
this session, Mr. Speaker, | have to make the comment that | have never seen such a disorganized
opposition in ali of my 20 years in and out of this House. Never have | seen such a disorganized
opposition. They're like a bunch of irregulars, we'll call them, who haven’t had the drillmaster to
get them in line and marching in order and so on. | make that in no sense as a critical comment
of the leadership qualities of my friend the Member for Selkirk at all. But | think that they'd better
get their act together. They've got to get their act together, not only in this province, but they've
got to clean up their act in Canada and until they do they're not going to get any more than 10,
15, 20 percent of the national vote in this country and they wili remain the kind of eccentric aberration
that they are on the Canadian political scene at the present time.

So, Mr. Speaker, let’s say to my honourable friends that while they won’t obviously say anything
too much in the Budget Speech about the election on Tuesday if it doesn’t go too well, but if they
get a one point increase in the popular vote, Mr. Speaker, let me make a prediction right here
and now. If the NDP nationally get a one percent increase in their popuiar vote. you will have thought
that they won the government of Canada because they will be up standing. preening their feathers
and talking about what a wonderful thing it was that they got 18 rather than 16 seats or whatever
the figure may be, and they will still, if they are lucky, remain the third party in Canada uniess
the Social Credit outnumber them, which is a real possibility in this country.

So, Mr. Speaker, that prediction — of course that very prediction by itself may cause my
honourable friends to be a bit more circumspect in their words and their actions after the 22nd,
we can’t tell, but if they follow through with the usual practice of socialists, they will be preening
their feathers about any increase at all.

So, Mr. Speaker, we move to the Budget Debate.

A MEMBER: How disappointing.

4538
























Friday, May 18, 1979

1970 and 1971. Mr. Speaker, the simple fact of life is, of course, that we wouldn’t have had to
do what we are doing if it weren’t for the poorly-planned expansion and the foreign debt ioad,
which financed it, and the timing and a number of other factors, during that period.

And, Mr. Speaker, | hesitate to say anything more because a Royal Commission is already looking
into that period and my honourable friends, | know, are waiting with some interest the result of
that report, as indeed the people of Manitoba are. But we couldn’t wait for that report because
we had to give, Mr. Speaker, the people of Manitoba the kind of guarantee that we did in this
Budget that we wouid freeze one of the main components of high-escalating cost to all sectors
of our economy, namely Hydro rates. And we've done it, and, Mr. Speaker, there will be a Bill,
unless | am mistaken, a Rate Stabilization Bill.

So | would very, very much like to see — and | think they will have the opportunity when that
Bill comes to Second Reading — how my honourable friends opposite are going to vote on that
Bill. And | think we will give them full opportunity to display their customary fortitude, and let them
stand up and see if they are going to vote for or against the Hydro Rate Stabilization Bill. | hope
I am around that day to call for Yeas and Nays myself. Because, Mr. Speaker, all we heard on
this topic from the Leader of the Opposition was a lot of nonsense. The member talked about
economic disparities in the country and questioned whether the Alberta Heritage Fund was fair in
the national context. Did you hear that, Mr. Speaker? Of course he didn’t talk about the fact that
his fellow Socialists in Saskatchewan also have a Heritage Fund. Isn't that funny? He wouldn't talk
about that.

| happen to have a copy of the most recent Heritage Fund Report from Saskatchewan, and |
think, in this case, it might be worth, Mr. Speaker, reading a section from the introduction, by the
Minister of Finance, the Honourable Walter Smishek. And here is what he said from dear oid Socialist
Saskatchewan about a Heritage Fund, and | quote, ‘'l believe the creation of the Saskatchewan
Heritage Fund will be recognized as a turning point for our province. . * Our entire history has been
characterized by a search for economic stability. A search which earned us the name, ‘Next year
country’. The creation of the Fund signals that next year ‘is here. Not only because of our rapid
mineral development but also because it promises us the financial resources to help diversify our
economy.”’

Well that’s what the socialists in Saskatchewan think of a Heritage Fund. Mr. Speaker, if it hadn’t
been for the wanton mismanagement of my honourable friends opposite, we might have a Heritage
Fund of some sorts going here on the basis of returns from Manitoba Hydro, another resource
item that could generate growth in our economy.

But we are making a start now. We're trying to repair the damage of their mismanagement over
8 years and one of the most important elements in that start is our decision to stabilize Hydro
rates for the poor people, for the small people in Manitoba, whom my honourable friends claim
to have the only concern for, and as well for tourism, for attracting industry, and for all of the
things that will make this province grow. And if my honourable friends, Mr. Speaker, don’t understand
the dramatic impact of that policy let them go out and speak to the people of Manitoba who
understand it very very clearly, and who’ve been waiting for it for years after having gone through
the experience of seeing their Hydro rates, which from the beginning of Hydro untii 1968 it had
only one increase and that was only a 6 percent increase in 1968, and then under my honourable
friends as a result of their policies went through compound increases of 150 percent — 150 percent
in 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, can’t you see the hunter again, with the brush, trying to cover up his tracks on
the Hydro thing. Well they're not going to be allowed to cover up their tracks in Hydro. They're
not going to be allowed to cover up their tracks in Hydro, Mr. Speaker. They will carry that. They
will carry that as a testament of their ill-managed husbandry of one of the major resources of this
province for so long as the socialist draws breath in this province.

So, Mr. Speaker, freezing Hydro rates and putting utility back on a sound financial position,
we are investing in the heritage of Manitoba to encourage industrial expansion, the same objective
that both Alberta and Saskatchewan share in their heritage investments.

So | commend to my honourable friends a little bit of visiting with their friends in Saskatchewan
just to keep up to date on what's going on in Hydro rates, what's going on in Heritage Funds,
what’s going on in mineral taxation. My honourable friends are living in the past. They’re not up
to date with what the only socialist government in Canada is doing. and ! think it shows in the
quality of their response, Mr. Speaker.

They had a word to say, Mr. Speaker, if you can imagine socialists ever talking about tax
increases, they had a word in their bravery to talk about tax increases. The Member for Inkster,
this morning, suggested that the increase in metallic minerals royalty revenues estimated for 1979-80
is in itself an indication that the tax burden on the industry is increasing. Well we don’t accept
the logic of the honourable member and would note that the overall impact of the new system
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that causes them to intimidate senior citizens about Medicare and health care and so on. it’s the
same kind of distorted mentality that causes them to do that when they come to such simpie things
as gas tax.

And despite all of these specific and discretionary tax increases their government’s profligate
expenditures, tendencies and lack of accountability or reasonabie fiscal arrangements, resulted in
the people of Manitoba facing increasing deficits to record levels, and increased the public debt
of such magnitude that by October 11th, 1977, the people of Manitoba delivered their verdict and
turfed them out of office and may they stay there for a long time and, Mr. Speaker, in biblical
words, may they muse well upon their sins of omission and ission as they sit in the wilderness,
and not return from the mountain until they’ve cleansed themselves and are ready again to face
the people of Manitoba with cleansed souls.

Mr. Speaker, the Member for Inkster, this morning had something to say about deficits. Well
he ought to, because he should be a past master at them because there is no government in the
history of this province that ever rolled up bigger ones than the socialists when they were in office.
And I've never heard perhaps a more spurious argument and | don’t expect, Mr. Speaker, | wish
he were here to hear this, | don’t expect spurious arguments from the Member for Inkster because
he is one of the best debaters in this House, and he treated us to some pretty watered-down milk
in his discussions about deficit. And t only wish that he were here but I'll make sure that he gets
a copy of Hansard because if he were here we could have some fun on this one. The Leader of
the Opposition, first of all and then the Member for Inkster, because they were talking about the
combined sizes of the deficits for 1978-79 and they were saying that our government is not managing
the province’s finances effectively.

Again, Churchill, ““I know the difference,” Mr. Speaker, ‘‘between the fireman and the arsonist,”
and so do the people of Manitoba and | don’t think that they’re going to look to the arsonists
across the way to give them advice on fiscal management. What did we say in 19777 — like putting
the fox to look after the chicken coop. What has another speaker said? — to expect fiscal prudence
from a socialist is like asking a vulture to say grace, and you don’'t see that happen too
often.

Well, Mr. Speaker, this is from the same group of people, who argue that we should be increasing
the deficit by spending more on a broad range of services and by implementing a series of make-work
programs. That’s what they say on the one hand and then they come and complain about the size
of the deficit on the other. Well, the fact is that during the last five years that they were in government,
the accounts that were put together in a different way at that time, there was a current account
and a capital account but the deficits were still apparent even though they weren’t done on the
combined basis as we do them at the present time. Even though the auditor, Mr. Speaker, the
Provincial Auditor of Manitoba, during all of those years, when the Member for Seven Oaks, and
the Member for St. Johns were Minister of Finance, was in print pleading with the government of
the day to go onto a combined accounts system, so that he could truly reflect to the people of
Manitoba the difference bei tween capital and the difference between current spending, because
he was finding out that paper clips were becoming capital expenditures, and the ordinary operating
expenses of government, and under that former system of accounting there was not the integrity
to it that there should have been. And | don’t say that in a personal sense about my friend from
Seven Oaks or the Member for St. Johns, but it was just not subject to the tests of integrity that
the combined accounting system is. That’s why one of the first actions we took was to exceed
to the oft-voiced requisitions and requirements of the Provincial Auditor and put our accounts on
a combined basis.

But, Mr. Speaker, what were the deficits that were run up even on the old system of accounting
by my honourable friends in the years in which they had responsibility for government in this
province? Well, according to the figures that we have in 1973-74 it was $8 million. In 1974-75 it
was $56 million. In 1975-76 it was $98 million. In 1976-77 it was $82 million. In 1977-78 it was
$191 million and that’s on the combined system of accounting, and it would have been a great
deal higher if we hadn’t come into office in October of 1977 and introduced special emergency
freezes on all government expenditure to prevent it from going even higher. The estimate was made
that it could have gone over $300 million if my honourable friends had come into office again and
had continued their sloppy management of public affairs.

Members will recall that the projected deficit after six months was $225 million and those weren’t
Tory figures, Mr. Speaker. Those were figures — let me mention this point again, that were given
to me when | was still Leader of the Opposition awaiting the retirement of the former government,
awaiting to be sworn in, given to me by the finance officers of the government of Manitoba who
were still serving the NDP Ministers opposite. Those were the figures they gave me.

So, Mr. Speaker, with a growing gap between revenues and expenditures of that size, our
government has made dramatic progress in reducing the deficit since we have been in office. As
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