LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Thursday, 15 April, 1982

Time — 8:00 p.m.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN, Phil Eyler (River East):
Committee will come to order.

We're on Item 1.(b) in the Department of Economic
Development and Tourism, Executive—pass.

The Member for Turtle Mountain.

MR. BRIAN RANSOM (Turtle Mountain): I've listened
with some interest to the Minister’s statements and
replies to questions this afternoon and a couple of
questions fall from what the Minister said.

| gather that, if | interpreted correctly, that she said
that companies would be expectedto meet more than
just economic objectives. There would be social
objectives as well. I'm just wondering how a company
that was interested, how an investor that was inter-
ested in coming to the province will know what the
rules of the game will be? Presumably when they're
meeting economic objectives they know in the laws of
the province what they are expected to do. How will
an investor know what they're expected to meet in
terms of the social objectives?

HON. MURIEL SMITH (Osborne): Mr. Chairperson,
companies that are coming on their own to invest
would follow the usual methods of finding out what
the legislative requirements are. It would only be in
the case of companies that were requiring or seeking
some kind of provincial support that the social goals
would be voiced and negotiated, so that it wouldn’'t be
something that was worked out with every company.

Onthe other hand, therearediscussions thatgo on,
not just with new companies but companies that are
already here, on the general goals of the government,
sometimes in the context of what is desirable but
which the government would just as soon not legis-
late on, but would attempt to persuade some kind of
co-operative approach by the corporate citizens. This
might be in the area of minimum wages or labour
practices above and beyond the minimum required by
law. So, there’s a sort of area of discussion and per-
suasion, butin general for most companies who come
on their own and don’t require public support, they
would carry on as usual.

MR.RANSOM: Mr.Chairman, that’s one of the things
that concerns me a little bit is that when the Minister
says there are some areas that they would prefer not
to legislate, which means they’'d prefer not to set
down in black and white what the conditions are that a
company would be expected to meet. | suppose if
that's coupled with the earlier statement that only in
cases where an investor was requiring provincial
support, that might be workable.

I wonder if | could ask the Minister just to elaborate
a little bit on what she means by companies that
would be seeking provincial support. What sorts of
things would fall into the category of provincial
support?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, under the Enterprise
Manitoba Program, there are support funds of a var-
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iety of sorts. There are technical helps with research
assistance, that type of thing, which currently exist in
our programs. Sometimes there are requests for help
with modernization of equipment or training of
employees.

MR. RANSOM: So, we're not talking about a com-
pany then that wants to lease mineral rights, for
instance, from the province. The Minister doesn’t
consider that tobe aform of provincial support which
would necessitate this being subjected to this, as yet,
rather nebulous set of criteria dealing with social
objectives?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | think that the ques-
tion of mineral rights would be appropriately dealt
with by legislative requirements, so the rules of that
game would be very clearly spelled out. If they're
going to change, they’d be publicly debated and pub-
licly known.

Ithink the general opinion of the party that a higher
proportion of proceeds from resource development
should go to the public is a well-known principle. But
until, or unless the legislation were to change, the
rules ofthegamewould stay as currently stated, there
would be no ambiguity.

MR.RANSOM: Mr.Chairman, | think the Minister had
been talking about determining what kinds of rates of
return would be acceptable in the eyes of the govern-
ment with respect to potential developments, invest-
ments in the province, at least certain categories of
them. Would there be some consideration given to the
other end of that scale in terms of guaranteeing that
there would be minimum returns as well? Once you
take away the opportunity to make that larger profit
occasionally, it of course increases the risk to some
extent, so would the Minister be considering dealing
with the other end of the scale as well?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | think that is some-
thing that would be in the area of responsibility of the
group comingintoinvest. Presumably,they would be
coming in to make a profit and it would be up to them
in their analysis of this situation as to whether there
was an adequate profit being made. | hardly see that
one need to have a mechanistic approach to the, you
know, guarantee of minimum because one is taking
someresponsibility for the rate of return atthe upper
end. It would be like saying that all flood control has to
betied in with water reservoirs, but maybe that makes
sense in terms of water control.

I think ifyouhada fully planned economy then both
ends of the issue would have to be looked at, but in a
mixed economy | would think the concern at this
point in time, the priority concern, would be at the
upper end.

MR.RANSOM: Sotheinvestorwouldbefaced with a
situation where there would be limits placed on how
much they could make, and presumably in some
period of time, but the risks of investment won’t have
changed; they will still face the same risks that they
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would have faced if there had been no limit on the
return that they could make.

| wonder if the Minister would think that might not
have some dampening effect on potential investment.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, yes, | think it would
have some dampening effect, but it's based on the
premise that the resources of the province, if we're
thinking of minerals, belong to the people of the pro-
vince, and that if an outside company is granted the
rightto developthoseminerals, thatthey shouldpaya
fair rent to the people to whom the basic resources
belong. In other words, we don't think the entrepre-
neurial talent plus the input of captial entitles a com-
pany to 100 percentrights. They are entitled to some
rights, but not 100 percent.

MR. RANSOM: But do | take from that then, Mr.
Chairman, that in the area of minerals, for instance,
that we are talking about an economic rent again, that
we're not talking about the sort of royalty system that
is in place now, but we would be looking at perhaps a
two-tiered type of mineral taxation that was brought
into place in 1974 or 1975?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | think these more
detailed questions are more properly put to the Minis-
ter of Energy and Mines. | think the broad principle
that concerns us in Economic Development is the
principle of the people of the province owning the
resources, that's the constitutional statement, andit’s
up tothe peopleas athe provinceto determine under
what conditions those minerals are extracted.

MR. RANSOM: | acknowledge, Mr. Chairman, that
detailed questions of having to do with taxationinthe
mineral area certainly should be placed there, but |
realize that, or at least | understand that the Minister
of Economic Development is part of a committee
that's dealing with planning for the economic future
of the province, and so | would just wonder whether or
not the committee has been discussing that sort of
thing in terms of changing the taxation structure with
respect to mining?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | assure the honour-
able member that we discuss many, many, many
things. We are interested in the whole range of
resources, opportunities, distributions of benefits,
obligations; but the concept of rent over against roy-
alties, there are really different labels applied, but the
underlying concept, | think, is how much of the return
should properly goto the public and how muchtothe
developer.

MR. RANSOM: A couple of fairly specific questions
in other areas, Mr. Chairman.

| wonder if the Minister could give some indication
of what she thinks might be the impact upon the
business sector in the province if the value of the
dollar was to fall to, say, 75 cents

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, my belief about the
fall in the value of dollar, | guess if you're tying it to
drop in interestrates is that there would be a drain of
capital out. | think the position that | and my col-
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leagues have taken on these issues is that if you're
going to lower interest rates and let the value of the
dollar go down, you have to be prepared to do other
things as well or you will have adverse effects. You
have to be willing to look at exchange controls, look at
investment priorization and move into — in broad
terms — a planned approach to the economy.

MR. RANSOM: Since the government has recom-
mended that the dollar be allowed to drop, Mr. Chair-
man, then | assume that they are prepared to take that
planned approach to the economy. Would that be a
fair assumption?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, that package of poli-
ciesiswhathasbeenproposedatthe Federal level. At
the provincial level we don’t have control of as many
ofthelevers of economic activity and we therefore are
not in a position to plan an economy with anything
like the effectiveness or the power as a Federal Gov-
ernment would. We believe in the planned approach
but we are also realistic about the extent to which a
provincial government does in fact have capacity
then.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, this recommendation
has been made at the First Ministers’ Conference, that
the dollar be allowed to fall in hope, of course, that
interest rates would be allowed to go down at the
same time. Is it correct to assume then that having
made that recommendation that the government is
also recommending to the Federal Government that
they undertake this planned approach to the econ-
omy to deal with the other resulting impacts that
could be expected to occur the consequence of the
dollar falling?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, yes it's the recogni-
tion of all the interrelationships of the factors of the
economy that characterizes our approach. Our rea-
son for seeing that as a preferable alternative is that
we see one of the defects of the open-market system,
that the stronger economy adjacent or nearby will
tend to drain the less strong, and that Canada has
suffered in it's economic history from allowing too
much of its development to be controlled by outside
owners. When secondary industry develops its very
largely branch plantandthereforevolatile when times
are difficult; it tends to disappear. As aresult a coun-
try which has enormousnatural resource endowment
hasinfactaratherimmature economy and much less
ability to handle itself when the economic cycles are
in adown state as they are presently. We realize that
no country, certainly Canada which depends alot on
trade, cannot live in isolation from an international
economy. But we believe with an integrated, planned
approach that we could be much less vulnerable to
the ups and downs and maintain a more mature and
balanced economic structure and ride through some
of the difficult times, that we could achieve a greater
degree of self-sufficiency even though we are not
recommending or thinking possible complete self-
sufficiency, justagreater degree of it because it gives
you more resilience and more ability to meet your
own internal priorities.
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MR.RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, can the Minister advise
us what other parts of specific recommendations
were made to the Federal Government at the same
time as the government recommended that the inter-
est rate be lowered and the dollar be allowed to drop?
Were there other specific recommendations made in
terms of offsetting the impacts that must inevitably
result?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | can't remember all
of the components. There was the identification cer-
tainly of the two things you identified plus the need for
some kind of exchange control; some kind of dealing
with the banking system so that it became more of a
tool for national policy; somekind of setting of priori-
ties forinvestment and adeliberate attempt to develop
a more balanced regional economy in the country.

Oneof our greatconcerns has been the inequalities
that have been growing in the regions of Canada.
There have been substantial shifts of course in the
traditional patterns of late because of the great
resource development in at least the Alberta, Saskat-
chewan, British Columbia part of the west, but really
overall, the open market approach to Canadian eco-
nomic development will tend to exaggerate the
inequalities rather than eliminate them.

There have been some initiatives taken recently to
try to strengthen the secondary sector across the
country by means of better government procurement
policies and better encouragement of small entrepre-
neurs to tuneinto the bigger projects, at leastthe ones
that are expected to take place, butl don’t think it's an
adequate strategy to accomplish a real balanced
development. | think there has to be intervention in
order to get a more balanced development. | don't
think the open market system can do it.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, canthe Ministertell us
what she thinks might serve to stabilize the dollar in
the 75-cent area? | believe that is the range that had
been recommended by the provincial government.
What sort of analysis has been done to show what
things might be put in place to stabilize the dollar at
that level?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, the full economic
policy atthe Federal level was not spelled outin great
detail at the First Ministers’ Conference, the broad
parameters were developed. However, the Federal
party has a very well developed economic and indus-
trial strategy, the components of which are sub-
scribed to by our provincial group.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | realize the Minister of
Economic Development isn’t fully responsible for the
positions and recommendations that the Provincial
Government has taken. Perhaps if she’s not in the
position to discuss some of the details, maybe she
couldadvise whether it would bein the Estimate of the
Minister of Finance or the Estimates of the First Minis-
ter, where we might expect to have the positions of the
government explained in detail.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, anyone who knows
me very well realize that | don’'t need too much
encouragement to launch into a very lengthy and
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spirited discussion of a Federal economic strategy. |
am prepared to move into that tonight if that is the
honourable members’ wish. | would have thought that
was more appropriate at, well | suppose at Federal
election time. If the member believes that a better
insight into the Federal New Democratic Party’s eco-
nomic strategy is essential to the deliberations here
tonight | am ready and willing to launch on a full
discussion.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | only have an aca-
demic interest in the position of the Federal New
Democratic party. | have a very direct interest in the
positions that have been taken by the Provincial Gov-
ernment and were put forward at the First Ministers’
Conference some weeks ago. I'm simply trying to find
out what is the background to some of those recom-
mendations; what leads the government to believe
that those recommendations that they make could be
actually made to work in the interest of the province
and of the country; that is why I'm asking. What is
there that is going to stabilize the dollar at 75 cents?

It's nice for the Premier of this province and the
Premier of other provinces to say, we think maybe 75
cents would be a nice level for the dollar to stop at; it
would allow us to lower our interest rates. Well, it
happens that over the past couple of months the U.S.
dollar reserves, | think, have been depleted by well
overabillion dollarsin support of the Canadian dollar
andthereareagreat many analyses that indicate that
once the dollar starts to slip there is no telling where
it's going to stop. It's not going to be possible just to
say 75 cents would be a nice place forit to stop and so
I'm interested in knowing, in the face of all of the
analysesthat I've seen done by various institutes, one
| happen to have before me, the Institute for Research
on Public Policy, what does the Provincial Govern-
ment know about what could be done to assure the
dollar doesn’t go below 75 cents?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, it was not our gov-
ernment that talked about the 75 cent dollar. We
talked that a lower dollar was not, in and of itself, the
greatest thing to fear. However, things like exchange
controls and investment planning dealing with the
financial institutions, repatriating the economy of the
country, ensuring that not so much money left the
province because of dividends to foreign owners, that
those things would be dealt with; they would be
essential components, really progressive taxation,
where loopholes that currently make thetaxsystem a
rather schizophrenic tool because on one hand peo-
ple think that it's redistributing the wealth of the coun-
try, on the other hand, there’s the pattern of exemp-
tions- not tax reductions - have the net effect of really
subsidizing much, not only of the private industry in
Canada, with which | am not that unsympathetic, but
of many of the foreign investors who donotautomati-
cally plough the proceeds of their economic activity
back into Canada. As a matter of fact, they tend to
follow a type of development where the research and
developmenttendstotake place and the job creation
in their own country where, as | described earlier, the
branch-type plant, the assembly style of economy
tends to take place in our country plant; while the
basic production of the parts, where the real value is
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added, where the real technically more advanced,
higher paid jobs, are retained in their own countries,
that's the pattern of development that has been caus-
ing so many of our problems.

So our recommendations were that this had to be
dealt with by a responsible activist government
approachatthe Federal level. | think there’'s arecogni-
tion thatit’s perhaps not soimportant wherethe dollar
is pegged as what the structure of the Canadian
economy is and what the distribution of the costs and
the benefits are within the country. Those are the
important questions to ask and also the important
problems to solve. So we were recommending a total
package.

It was interesting to note at the Federal meetings
that, although the provinces seem to be all on the
same wavelength in wanting lower interest rates and
letting the dollar slide, some of them wanted also a
great many tax concessions to the private sector,
whereas others among us wanted more of a planned
approachtotheeconomy. | thinkit'sanapproachthat
hangs together and is consistent with what we are
attempting to do at the provincial level.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Turtle Mountain.

MR.RANSOM: Mr.Chairman,theterm“letthedollar
slide” hasbeenused by many peoplel guess who've
advocated that means as a means of lowering the
interestrate. | gather from many analysis that a slide is
perhaps notawaytodescribe what would be likely to
happen. It would be more likely to be a crash of the
dollar rather than a slide.

I'mwondering to what point does the province think
that the dollar might go down to? How low does the
Minister think it might go and what might be the
effects on business in the short-term in the province,
recognizing thatsome of these other controlsthat the
Minister would like to see placed on the economy
might take some time to put in place. If the interest
rates were to be allowed to fall immediately there
would be also an immediate result in terms of the
value of the dollar. How low do you think it might go
and what would the effect be on the province, say if it
went to 75 cents.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, the question of a
slide always sounds like something dreadful. There
could be advantages, there could be advantages to
the manufacturing sector of our economy which
would help us with our exports in that sector and it
would help ustoreduce some of ourimports because
they would become somewhat more expensive and
therefore one sector of our economy could actually
get quite a benefit.

The relationship of currencies, one country to
another, don’t have any sacred or permanent ratios.
It's adevice for balancing out, | guess you would say,
the economic activity between countries with an
enormous number of variables. | guess it's sort of like
level of water, there’s something about finding an
appropriate level at which your country’s activity
relates to another country; but | think the idea of
thinking of water levels always goes along with the
idea of open markets and that somehow there is a
natural and healthy balance if you just let everything
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go free and find it's natural limit. That assumes that
onethinks thatthe completely open market is the best
and healthiest pattern foreconomic activity toorgan-
ize itself around.

We don't think that’s the case; we think that coun-
tries differ enormously in their potential, their popula-
tion, their resources, their stage of economic devel-
opment and we see it, not only the right but the
responsibility of governments to play a managing and
balancingrolein that countries donothavetoend up
equally well-to-do. But within the potential that a par-
ticular country has, the government in our opinion
has aresponsibility to ensurethatthe economy is as
healthy and balanced as it can be -a mature economy.
Canada does not have a mature economy and we
attribute itto areal lack of economic leadership at the
Federal level. We attribute it to reliance on theories
which we think are frankly no longer adequate to
explain the problems, the situation and, therefore,
they don't generate the kind of solutions that could
make some sense.

| guess we would like to work towards some kind of
international economic system where some of the
traditional concepts of competition in the strongest
group surviving, somehow, out of the great struggle is
to come the greatest good of the greatest number. We
frankly think that's a very unappealing, unhealthy
prospect for the world economy. We would like to
substitute a much more balanced approach where
countries could recognize thatin the final analysis we
have more to gain from mutually advantageous trade
relationships than the rule of the strong dominating.
Wethink that muchthathas caused great dislocations
in the industrializing world has resulted from some-
how a hope that the world money and trading system
we've got is the best.

Now that’s not to say there aren’t a lot of things we
can all do to make what we've got work better; there
are. There are great gains that can be made, particu-
larly for a country like Canada and a province like
Manitoba, in using our ingenuity and our inventive-
ness to be more productive, to seek out markets.
There's a great deal we can do within the current
structures but more could be accomplished and a
more, how should | say, economies could be man-
agedtoservethe populations of countries more effec-
tively in our opinion with a different approach to the
international economic system.

MR. RANSOM: Underthis plannedeconomythatthe
Minister would like to see, Mr. Chairman, does the
Minister still see that therewouldbe a continuationof
the present needs for many billions of dollars each
year to balance the current accounts of the country,
that there would have to be many billions of dollars
borrowed abroad to come into Canada?

MRS.SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | think the goal of the
Canadian economy should be to be as self-sufficient
as possible, financially and in economic production,
recognizing that there’s an area of trade, import and
export, that we will need and want to maintain.

| have a belief in countries living within their means,
but, | think, in the Canadian case, that the means that
we have are less than we could have if we managed
our economy differently. | think it's partly because
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we've had great resource wealth that we've been able
togetalong forsolong with an exploitative pattern of
development of our resources. We'vebeencontentto
sell them cheap and buy back the processed goods at
a higher price, because we've had this wealth. To a
certain extent, | think, we've squandered it; | think
we've surrendered ownership and control of it. Who
can blame outsiders from coming in and developing
ourresources in the way they have? We haven't res-
isted. But | think it's been an unwise pattern of devel-
opment and|, forone, and | think my party, along with
me, don't think it's a wise course to follow in the
future.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | would gather then
from the Minister’'s statements that under the planned
sort of economy that she would find most acceptable
that there would be a much greater demand by at
least, certainly by the Federal Government, and prob-
ably by provincial goverments, as well, for capital. At
the moment, there is somewhere between 70 and 80
percent of all of the investment capital that's available
in Canada is required by the Federal Government.
That doesn’t leave a great deal of capital left in the
country for the provinces to borrow for their efforts or
for the private sector to borrow for reinvestment.

Under this type of planned economy, where does
the Minister see that the Provincial Government
would do its borrowing?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | agree with the des-
cription of the problem that the honourable member
described, but | submit that one of the reasons we
have that problem is because of the tax system and
the fiscal policies followed by the Federal Govern-
ment. Much money drains out of this country every
yearindividends to foreign owners. That’s capital that
could, in a more indigenous economy stay here to
support our own development.

Another problem has been that the strategy of the
current Federal Government has been to go very
heavily into capital intensive development in big
energy projects and so on, and less into labour inten-
sive development, with the result that the capital
needs are very high. | think sometimes we measure
our economic growth solely in aggregate terms, and
we somehow feel that rapid capital development is
automatically good and slower development is not as
good.

| submit that a more moderate capital investment
program, coupled with labour intensive activities,
social programs, redistributive efforts, could produce
a qualitatively good economy, but it would need dif-
ferent economic measurements, if you like, to evalu-
ate itself. | think sometimes weget, instead of us using
economic data as a tool to assist us in our develop-
ment, we sometimes are like the dog swung by the tail.
The measurements, these criteria, cometo tyrannize
over us, and we forget to dip in our thinking into what
are the basics. The basics are not just money; the
basics are physical resources, are environmental
assets, are people, and we have in Canada certainly
compared to just about every other country, | know
anything about, we're really well endowed. We have
special problems, we have vast geography and sparse
population, cold climate, sothat we have to expend an
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inordinate amount on keeping ourselves warm in win-
ter and transporting ourselves, so that that's one of
the relative difficulties, if you like.

But in balance, | think we're a well-endowed coun-
try, and with a better managed economy, | think,
could experience a selective type of growth where
people could be given a more equitable access to the
good things of life.

MR. RANSOM: Just a couple of questions to finish
up, Mr. Chairman. The system of government that
exists in Poland, for instance, is one that has been
extremely planned, and they have had to go outside
the country forvastamounts of capital. | wonder if the
Minister would see that whether or not, under the
system of planned economy that she envisages, that it
would not be necessary to go outside the country for
capital?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | don’'tknow whether
we're talking abouttransitions or end points, or wha-
tever. | think to label one country as planned and
another as not, and tie it into capital needs, | think is
perhaps oversimplifying. There are many kinds of
planning; the model thathasbeenusedin the eastern
bloc has been a model thatl don’t espouse; | think it's
been avery centralist type of planning, avery bureau-
cratic talked-down style of plan, the kind | under-
stand, has a much more open participatory character
to it.

I think one of the things we should recognize when
we're looking at the economy of Poland is that it has
been tied in a satellite relationship with the USSR,
where fairly deliberately it was not encouraged to
develop a diversified economy and became very de-
pendent on the USSR. Not to the same extent, but
there is some element of similarity, Canada has
somewhat of a satellite relationship to the U.S. econ-
omy. As | say, | wouldn’'t want to push the parallel too
far, but Poland probably, if they had been able to
generate a more independent approach to their own
economy, perhaps could have found themselves in a
much better situation now and | think we could
improve our situation.

Obviously, if you were making a transition, you
couldn’t eliminate the need for foreign capital imme-
diately, but change comes about by having anew idea
of where you want to go, some idea of how to get
there, and a willingness to take the first step.

MR. RANSOM: One last question, Mr. Chairman.
Would wage and price controls be part of this pack-
age of planned controls that would be put in place?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | could see in a truly
participatory government, thatpeople could come to
see that there are limited resources and therefore, if
there's to be some kind of fair distribution, that there
could be a process agreed on whereby some kind of
minimum, maximum, social, a ratio concept could
come to have broad consensus, but | think that would
be arrived at if there was sufficient social agreement
as to what was desirable.

| think it's really interesting; | found it extremely
interestingtolook atthe developmentsin Japansince
the rapid post-war industrialization and they’re often
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touted as an unplanned economy and sort of an
economy that demonstrates the virtues of the capital-
ist system and yet what you find within their firms, is
quite aparticipatory approach tolabour-management
relations. You getsome concensus that's been arrived
at, as how they work out their wages and the gap
between the bottom worker and the top worker is
much much less than it is in our part of the world
because they have a social concensus and | suppose
it'sbased on their traditions of mutual respect and the
extended family and factors which are specific to that
society. | would hope that an economy such as |
would envision would, by open and consultative pro-
cesses, enable the Canadian people to reach the posi-
tion where they could agree on what was a fair distri-
bution of income, but that’s a very different concept |
submit than imposition of wage and price controls.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Tuxedo.

MR. GARY FILMON (Tuxedo): Mr. Chairman, the
Minister has gone on the record this evening in a
variety of different areas as somewhat critical of the
development of the Canadian economy to date.

I'd like to if | may bring it more specifically down to
the Manitoba economy and she can clarify whether or
not the comments that she was making apply to the
Manitoba economy, i.e., that we have a rather imma-
ture economy that suffers from a lack of secondary
industry, that it's rather resource based and that we
ought to be moving towards the development of
further processing so that we get beyond this
resource-base primary industry syndrome into the
area of true secondary industry development and so
on.

If this is her view of what is the case in Manitoba,
what specific strategies does she plan to follow to
develop this much needed secondary industry for the
province?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Madam Minister.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | do think that the
Manitoba economy is somewhat less than as healthy
as what Canadian average in most of theindicators —
we have what — 4 percent of the population; we have
somewhat less than 4 percent of the manufacturing.

Again, recognizing that the average we're compar-
ingourselves to is all of Canada which | was maintain-
ing earlier, isn't necessarily at an optimum stage, so |
think there is room for improvement in the Manitoba
situation.

We do have a more diversified economy than the
provinces to the west of us, at least we have had. We
were a very important distribution service centre in
the earlier days of the opening up of the west and did
develop some manufacturing capacity whentheother
western provinces didn’t, so we've had somelead time
if you like in that regard.

Currently, much of the manufacturing of our
equipment is aging and our state of product develop-
ment, innovation if you like, expansion is not as good
as it could be, therefore | think the strategy toincrease
the processing, manufacturing, in Manitoba is an
important component of an economic strategy.

| think it's important to identify priority sectors

where we have some probability of comparative
advantage and those are fairly natural. They're the
ones related to food processing, farm equipment,
metals fabricating. We have some lead — notlead —
but some good activity in the fields that aren’t neces-
sarily tied to a geographical location in the computer
field, in the technology field, some development in
health productsand for our size rather a good devel-
opment in aerospace.

So, | think it's a question of selecting the areas
where we have some strong possibility of developing,
doing well and seeking out new markets, working
from the research and development end trying to get
more of that here, get it more focussed on specific
opportunities, looking at the capital needs and man-
agement needs, manpower training needs of existing
and potential manufacturers and working out what is
theappropriate role for a Provincial, Federal Govern-
ment, universities, the industry itself. | think all of
these factors can be put together and form a fairly
realistic and healthy approach.

| should point out that the quality of our manufac-
turing capital stock right now is actually the second
lowest in the country, it's next to Prince Edward
Island, therefore we really cannot afford to be com-
placent about it and do have to seek out ways to
improve.

There is always a temptation to feel that we have to
attract outsiders in. | think that’s something that cer-
tainly has to be done if it can be accomplished, but
there is also opportunity to assist the people we do
have, to develop. Very often we find thatsomeonehas
areasonably good product and they are operating ata
fairly constant level and they aren't terribly assertive
about going out and seeking new markets, either in
the province, to the west of us, or to the south and
beyond, so we have a fair job to do in findingwaysto
inspire andassistour manufacturerstobe more crea-
tive and inventive in that field.

Those are some of the components. Perhaps we
can touch on more of those when we get to some of
the specific parts of the Estimates.

MR. FILMON: Could the Minister explain what she
means by the quality of our manufacturing capital
stock being the second lowest in the country next to
Prince Edward Island?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, it's the dollar value
per person employed in the industry of the capital
equipmentandthatreflects | suppose, the quality and
the amount of capital investment.

A little earlier, | was critical about a strategy that
went too heavily into capital investment and not
enough into labour intensive development. In Manit-
oba’s case | think we have quiteawaystogotogettoa
good mix, therefore those manufacturing processes
which are using more advanced technology and can
therefore generate more productive output, need to
be encouraged.

We have a fair development starting in the apparel
industry and in the metal fabricating to use computer
assisted design and manufacturing equipment. This
is remarkable technical equipment which enables a
very high quality and high volume of production to be
achieved. It also introduces some fairly challenging
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and better quality jobs for the work force and if we can
promote some of this here, | think itbodes well for our
expansion of trade.

MR. FILMON: How does the Minister . . . | didn't
quite catch how she rationalized the comparison
between her comment that the government isn't
interested in attracting industries that are too capital-
intensive and don’t create enough jobs, and her con-
cern about thefactthat our ratio of capitalinvestment
per person employed is too low. Isn’t that
contradictory?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | can understand the
apparent contradiction the member heard. Initially |
was talking about the economic strategy for Canada
as a whole, following up on a question of wouldn’t we
still have great capital needs for borrowing abroad,
and | was saying that | thoughtin a planned approach
we would phase our capital investment in such a way
that we wouldn’t put ourselves into bankruptcy, if you
like, by trying to borrow too much abroad. But | was
talking about what would the optimum be, if you like,
if we were having a planned economy at the national
level. When we cometo the Manitoban level, | think it's
realistic to look at where Manitoba stands in relation
to the current state of the other provinces in Canada
and develop a strategy that brings this at least up into
the middle level of economic health. | don’t mean to
aim low; if we find the magic combinations that enable
usto bevery inventive and successful, fine. But | think
it's reasonable given our resources, to aim to hit the
average range. And there | think looking at what we
have and what we could have, it's fair to say that to
bring ourselves up to a proportionate average, we'll
have to modernize our equipment and look for more
technologically advanced ways of carrying on secon-
dary industry.

MR.FILMON: Mr.Chairman, that gets me back to the
original question that was: what is this Minister or
this government’s strategy, or to use her words, the
magic combinations that will attract investment and
result in the creation of significant jobs in secondary
industry in this province? When | asked that question
originally, with respect, the Minister merely read off
from material that I've seen published for years by the
department that tells what areas Manitoba should
have competitive advantages in. And she listed off
food processing, farm equipment, metal fabricating
high technology, areospace, on and on, and all those
things are things that have been around before. What
are her strategies or her government’s strategies that
are going to result in the development of secondary
industry, to arrest this trend that she sees towards
resource-based economy, towards an immature
economy? What is she planning to do in Manitoba to
change that?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, we are not going to
accomplish miracles quickly, as | have said before.
~ One of the problems we have is shortage of capital in
the province and we feel we can remedy that some-
what by seeing what more resource revenues can be
secured by bringing our Crown corporations into as
healthy a condition as possible.

1528

We've also talked about negotiating as much co-
operative programming as seems reasonable with the
Federal Government because those can help us deal
with the down-turn in the economy, the deficits and
soon;thenby strategically trying to focus what funds
we do have into the whole development process, not
just attracting outside money in but not excluding
that either; trying to look at the whole chain of devel-
opment starting from the research and development
end. We want to strengthen our research council so
that we can get the universities, the industries and
government groups looking as strategically as they
can as to how we can get technological advances
applied in industry; the same with the manpower
training, how to get it somewhat more closely focused,;
looking at the needs for management skills and mar-
keting skills of the businesses that we have; increas-
ing the will and ability of our manufacturers to seek
out markets in the energy projects to the west of us.
We need alot of servicing equipmentand it’'s a natural
market for us. It's not that distant and we have the
capacity to provide many of the things they need so
we'll continue in the reaching out to those
opportunities.

We've also been exploring probably with the middle
and longer term improvement in mind. We've been
having meetings with representatives from Japan
because the developments in their country are mak-
ing it desirable for them to transfer as much of their
energy consumptive industrial processes out of their
country and into countries such as ours. So, we have
been insuring that they know what we have here in
terms of hydo-electricity,and willingnesstojoint ven-
ture, proximity to the big North American markets. So
far we have | think, broken through a bit of a sound
barrierwiththemin thatwe found they saw us primar-
ily as a hog producing area that was going to be a
replacement for the . . . they've had to stop import-
ing from Denmark because of foot and mouth disease
that's been developing there. And they’d never thought
of us as having something to offer in terms of the
hydro-electricity and the proximity to the North Amer-
ican market. So we've already started a dialogue
going in that direction to see if there are co-operative
activities that we can undertake in the middle and
longer term. | think the willingness to review all the
mega projects with the view not just to saying, we
need outside investors to come in and help, but what
are the conditions on which outside investment and
provincial investment together can maximize the
return to the people of Manitoba.

Those are analyses that you have heard about and
have chastised us on occassion for being rather slow
and not filled with great public pronouncements. But
our committment to planning and to careful analysis
is very sincere and that kind of work is not flashy and
quick. It's a methodical type of work that has to be
done. It's what you're accustomed to calling good
businesslike approach to economic development. We
are quite happy to pick up the good aspects of busi-
ness planning and careful financial and economic
thinking to apply to our own planning in that field.

MR. FILMON: Mr. Chairman, I'm a little confused
because the Minister has said in response to my ques-
tion as to what is the strategy of the government, “We
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can’'taccomplish miracles.” Well, I'm not asking what
she has accomplished today but — there's a saying
that says if you don’'t know where you're going, any
road will get you there — and all | am asking the
Minister is, whatis the strategy thatis so differentand
unusual that her New Democratic Government wishes
to follow that will result in her vision of a planned,
proper economy for the betterment of Manitobans,
will result in that down the road? And that means as
she says, the accomplishment of increased secon-
dary industry and all those things that | repeated
before the question. Now what's the strategy?

Talking to Japan isn’t a strategy. Following a good
businesslike approach in discussions isn’t a strategy.
What's the strategy?

MRS.SMITH: Mr.Chairperson, the strategy istoseek
out in as systematic a way as we can, the opportuni-
ties that grow out of the kind of base that we have now
to explore the full range of ways of developing those
opportunities from co-op, to joint venture, to Crown
corporation, to encouraging private corporations to
proceed on their own, then when a joint venture is
involved or some kind of agreement, to see that the
terms are as fair and beneficial both to all parties
considered.

We remember the long and bitter experience with
CFl, and | know it's easier to have hindsight than
foresight, but | think we realize it's noteasyto develop
aforest productsindustry in the North of Manitoba —
we are having our current difficulties with ManFor —
but our development strategy is a building on some-
thing that is there — so we will take each sector and
each industry on its own terms and see what the
development needs are and work with whatever
resources we have — and the Federal Government is
able or willing to put into the mix — to see that the
development process occurs to the benefit of
Manitoba.

Now, strategy | guess, has to start from opportuni-
ties and finding out what the resources are that you
can bring to bear, or what the stages of development
are and how you can assist in focus, how you can
choose to put your money here rather than there
because you think it will create more jobs or generate
more wealth for the province, or provide more lin-
kages to things you've got, or things that you could
produce. It is a strategy.

If | had to differentiate it from the predecessors, I'd
saywearewilling to entertain awiderrange of organi-
zational patterns and mixed public-private activity,
but much of what was being done before and many of
the types of programs that had developed in my
department, | am very happy with. | think they were
necessary and important, perhaps not sufficient, We
may not be able to improve on all of them. | hope we
will have the sense to maintain the ones that are effec-
tive. We'll try to develop as rigorous an approach to
evaluating money in and value out as we possibly can
so that what resources we have at our disposal are
well and effectively spent.

MR.FILMON: Mr.Chairman, the Minister has referred
to the long and sordid history of the CFI project. We
too, remember some long, sordid and bitter tales of
Saunders Aircraft, King Choy Foods, William Clair
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Publishing, and | could go on an on, but I'm sure the
Minister remembers them.

She says that the major thrust of her department is
toseekoutand identify the opportunitiesthatarehere
in Manitoba for people to develop industry and eco-
nomic entities that will create jobs, stimulate our
economy, producetaxdollars and all the good things
that can accrue from economic development, but
that's always been the strategy.

There's a next step to that strategy and that is,
havingidentified those opportunities, what's required
to develop them is massive investment, and she has
said that the government is somehow going to be
involved in that massive investment.

Well, | just point out that the entire budget of her
department is $24 million this year, and even instead
of having all of these people on staff who are doing the
seeking out and identification of opportunities, she
turned all that $24 million into investment in oppor-
tunities, it wouldn’t create a hill of beans with respect
to economic development in this province. So some-
where, somebody is going to have to be encouraged
to invest massive amounts of money in Manitoba to
take advantage of these opportunities that her depart-
ment is identifying and where is that going to come
from?

She'stalkedin theoretical terms about co-operative
developments and shared partnerships and all sorts
of buzz words that I've heard before, but how will they
apply in Manitoba and what will be the incentive for
peopletobring in the massive amounts, the hundreds
of millions — not the $24 million in her budget — but
the hundreds of millions of dollars that are goingto be
needed to take advantage of these opportunities that
are identified in Manitoba? There has to be a strategy
that will encourage people to take their money out of
interest-bearing investments and put them into risk
capital to develop industry in this province and just
merely listing all of Manitoba’s advantagesisn’t going
to attract people to invest here.

There has to be an attractiveness by virtue of the
climate that she creates, by virtue of the stability of
our Manitoba economy, of the competitiveness of our
taxation structure, all of those things that — and it
seems to me that everything that the Minister has
indicated in her opening remarks has been one of
discouragementto anybody who might wantto come
here — suggesting that she is alittleconcernedabout
the level of profits that are being taken by some types
of corporations, that she’s alittle concerned about the
lack of good corporate motives of many of the corpo-
rations that exist in Manitoba, the lack of their contri-
butions to the overall good of our economy, all those
things seem to me to be aslap in the face to anybody
who might want to come in here with any amount of
capital and invest in the future development of our
economy. | think that this Minister is going about itin
entirely the opposite way. Rather than attract any-
body with the kinds of pronouncements she’s been
making in the last couple of days in this Committee,
she is going to do exactly the opposite and send them
running away from here.

Let's talk about some specifics. Let's talk about
Alcan as one project — and the Minister has said that
with respect to the mega projects — they're proceed-
ing slowly because they want to take a very good
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businesslike approach to each one of these potential
endeavours. What potentially in the Alcan project
smacks of a bad investment or a bad deal for Mani-
toba, what aspects of it might have negative effects on
Manitoba in the Minister's view?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | can understand
howthe honourable member reactsto something that
isn't compatible with his approach, which is that you
have to rely on the private sector for investment and
the only way you can do it is by giving them incen-
tives, cutting their taxes, promising them, how should
| say, avery attractive climate within which to function.

| agree that would be the best strategy if that were
the only sort of thing that one had to consider, but |
ask you to look at a province which develops itself in
that way and that way alone. It may attract a lot of
companies, but their attachment may not be that
strong. There is no guarantee, particularly if it's an
out-of-country company, that the profits get reinv-
ested and, while | know there are jobs created and
there are taxes paid and there may be very good
things happen, there are also some negatives and
therearesomethingsthatdon’thappeninacommun-
itythat way. Also, the control thatthe people of Mani-
toba have over their own economic development is
notthat great. We may end up cutting back our taxes
and offering incentives in an increasing rate and find
thatthe benefits we're getting somehow aren't justify-
ing that pattern of development.

Now, we aren’t saying that pattern is all bad. What
we're saying is it needs to be balanced with another
parallel approach and my reading of the companies
that | have had to deal with now. and although we've
only been in office for four months, we've actually
talked to a very large number of companies, my read-
ing of them is that they recognize that part of the
climate of a healthy economy is based on the willing-
ness of the public to invest as well as the private; that it
isthe total economic and social activity inacommun-
ity that generates activity and health, that it is not
always a strict bottom line calculation that they make.
There is a work force and their training; there is qual-
ity of life; there’s cost of housing and all those things.
In fact, we've identified 28 projects in the resource
area which are potentials for development and we are
finding that there are people interested in investing.
Somehow, theworldouttheredoesnotseemtocalcu-
late things quite as black and white as the honourable
member does. We are also finding interest in the pos-
sibility of joint ventures or complete public
development.

The future for ManFor, if we can get ourselves con-
verted to aproduct thatisin demandintoday’s rapidly
changing market, isnotbleak,itcan bebright. It's just
we have to have the courage and take the time to do
the careful researchtoseethat wesenditin a healthy
direction. There is activity in the Tantalum mining
field and in the energy technology field. Frankly,
we're finding, in the high tech field, that often inves-
tors aren't so much looking for just the best tax
breaks; they are looking for an area where they can
plug into research abilities where there is a group of
companies of like mind where there can be a fair
degree of excitement and innovations. Although we
don’t we have glamorous clusters of industries like
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this, nor are we bereft of them, there are groups that
are willing and | think able to expand. The economic
times are very difficult and the seeking out of the
specific projects that stand agoodchanceofgoingis
a careful and painstaking task, but | personally don't
feel that pessimistic about the prospects.

The budget of the department does not reflect a
high priority to public capital investment in the
secondary sector. As | said earlier this afternoon, the
priority for the government, in the first part of our
term, is to deal with the energy and primary resource
fieldto bring our Crown corporations into as healthy a
state as we can, to do some catch up work in the social
service field and to put in place the analytical capac-
ity, the planning capacity, that will enable us to seek
out investment opportunities in the manufacturing
field. Admittedly we have not earmarked big amounts
of public money for that purpose at this time.

MR.FILMON: Mr.Chairman, with duerespect, | have
to say to the Minister that she’s part of a government
team who has Ministers responsible for various areas
and that she has been given the responsibility for
Economic Development and Tourism in this province.
If shethensaysthat there hasn'tbeen any increasein
the budget on Economic Development, which there
hasn’t other than the additional $2 million for the
horseracingindustry, and that'sbecause, in herview,
the priority of the government is in “the development
in the social service field” and she was saying that
she’s abandoning, in effect, the economic develop-
ment aspect of this province. | don't think that this
province can afford to abandon, as a priority, Eco-
nomic Development for its future because there will
be no funds to pay for the needed social service
developments in this province in the future if there
isn’t a strong, healthy economic base.

Although she can, on a co-operative basis, work
with her fellow Cabinet Ministers, she had better be
working as a priority for Economic Development or
turn her portfolio over to somebody else and she can
worry about the social service developments in the
province while somebody else, who's more interested
in Economic Development, will take the lead role in
that.

She has referred to my statement as having said
that | advocated cutting taxes. | did not once in my
previous remarks refer to cutting taxes in this pro-
vince. When | spoke in terms of a healthy climate, an
attractive climate for industry to come here, | think all
we need to do is be competitive and it seems to me
that there are several major industrial concerns who
wereonthevergeof putting billions of dollars into this
province on ventures that they were satisfied with,
had a sound economic base, and this Minister’s gov-
ernment for some reason is holding off on them. She
has not answered my question as to what are the
concerns that she has with respect to the Alcan
project?

She referred earlier to having some public funding
gointojointventuresandsaidthatresource revenues
can be secured for channeling of our own funds into
future Economic Development and | assume that
she’s still after that comment in the New Democratic
party’s campaign literature that said that with resour-
ces from ManOil and Manitoba Hydro, we can do all
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sorts of wonderful things in this province. In that par-
ticular folder it referred to the development paying for
social services in this province. | think she’s now say-
ing that maybe ManOil and Hydro are now going to
pay for Economic Development in this province and |
tell herthat it just is pieinthe sky. There’s no way that
amount of money can come out of those Crown cor-
porations to pay for future Economic Developmentin
this province. Her government is going to have to
attractinvestment, whether it be from within this prov-
ince or from outside this province or country into this
province, to start the ball rolling on Economic Devel-
opment and there are several projects that are avail-
ableto herrightnow. | wanttoknow what sheseesas
being negative things and things that ought to be
avoided about the — let’s take one for instance — the
Alcan project are things that this goverment does not
wish to give up or to agree to on that type of develop-
ment. What are the problems, what are the negatives
that she sees in that particular project for instance?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, with due respect to
the honourable member | do think he’'s exercising
selective listening. | did not say that increasing or
improving social serviceswasthetop priority. | saidto
increase the public return from natural resource
development so that in the longer run we have more
resources under our own control to support our
development, notas a total strategy, but as a part of a
mixed strategy; that the development of our Crown
corporations to the point where they're healthy and
able to generate more income for the province.
Money that canstay in Manitoba and assist with other
development is an important component.

Then perhaps mostimportantly and perhaps one of
the most difficult concepts to comprehend is that
there was very little planning capacity leftin the gov-
ernment when we took over. By planning capacity |
mean the ability of people — having the people there
in the first place — but having an ability for them to
work as a total unit to plan from all the different com-
ponents, the social, economic, financial, tying into
provincial fiscal policy. We just don’t have that, we
haven't inherited that type of capacity.

We had mega projects which were being developed
by a clutch or a group of consultants that didn’t
necessarily worktogether, consequently what we had
were proposals that sounded good but when we ana-
lysed them, found they were inconsistent, that they
didn’t give due weight to the fair return to the people
and frankly we didn’t find them in a state of readiness
where they could be brought to fruition.

Nowthere'snoneofthe projects that we have said
that the dooris closed on. What we wanted to do, and
what we think it's only appropriate for a public author-
ity to do when negotiating with outside provinces or
companies, is to set the framework within which it
makes sense for the public of Manitoba to pursue a
line of development in with that particular company,
tosetthe parameters if you like, below which it does
not make sense to make a deal about which you're
into the net benefit situation.

With regard to Alcan we had concerns as the
memberwell knows. We had concernsaboutthe prin-
ciple of giving ownership on a Hydro damn when we
feel very profoundly, how should | say, aloyalty toora
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commitment to developing the Hydro resources of
Manitoba for the public good and we were not satis-
fiedthat the kind of deal proposed inthe Alcan project
was in fact going to do that, neither the terms of
ownership, nor the price range.

I think the difference between our strategy and that
of our predecesors was that because they saw — well
they wanted developmentandthat I'll grant you — but
they saw the private sector as the only source of that
kind of development initiative and capital. Conse-
quently they were willing to make any kind of a deal.
Well, that’s too strong. They were willing to make a
deal that was less than optimum for the people of
Manitoba in order to get that outside investment. We
were not persuaded that the terms on which the
Hydro electricity was to be made available to Alcan
were a good deal for the people. It would have been
very tempting to go ahead and say, aren’t we great,
we've got this going and we have all this activity.

But talking to our friends in British Columbia who
had rued the day that they had entered into a city
five-year agreement with Alcan at prices that, given
the rate of inflation in recent years, have proven to be
ludicrous. The Hydro electricity is one of the, not
glamorous, but very substantial natural resource
assets in renewable energy that Manitoba has and we
were not prepared to enter into that kind of a deal.

We had concerns about the evironmental impact
but those were concerns that could in an orderly —
and will be if the negotiations get to the point of a
locational focus — thoses issues can be dealt with by
open public hearings and a consulting of the envir-
onmental experts in that field. .

We understand that our predecessors when they
negotiated on the location for Alcan played a neutral
role. They said, Alcan here’s the information about
Manitoba but we'll play hands off when it comes to
where you locate. Now | respect that was the way they
thought government should relate to private industry,
that it was an area where private industry, private
investments should have complete freedom of
descision-making. Well, we don't believe that. We
think that the public has some responsibility to at
least enter into a negotiation and attempt to have
some influence on where an enterprise locates — and
it doesn’'t mean that we would play a dictatorial role
and say you have to go up to Pukatawagan or some-
thing because we would like you to be there — we
recognize the costsof transportation and the needs of
people to have places to live and all the rest. But we
don’t think that the government should necessarily
accept a kind of eunuch role in the negotiations. We
think we have a legitimate right to put our concerns
about location into the mix and into the negotiations.

Another concernthat we've had with the Alcaniis, is
there any way that we can link the processing of the
alumina with some kind of fabricating or processing
of the finished ingots so that more value added, more
jobs, more money gets generated here in Manitoba so
that we aren’t just following an extension of the old
pattern of development. Now the Alcan plant, how
should | say, aluminum smelting is a natural compli-
ment to the Manitoba economy and in fact as such
we're interested in having an aluminum smelter.

We feel though, that we should discuss the pros-
pects with several aluminum companies and not con-
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fine ourselves to one. We think that that's only being
responsible and being good stewards for the future
economic development of Manitobans. It's a slower
process, it's more complex, but we feel committed to
it because we think it's honouring the kind of syste-
matic analysis and approach that we think is the most
responsible in the long run.

MR.FILMON: Mr. Chairman, | think the Minister has
identified her hangups by virtue of some of the state-
ments that she’s just made. She said that it was the
principle of giving ownership of a Hydro dam to
Alcan.

Well, let’'s set the record clear. | think what the
Minister meant to say was selling ownership; there
was no intention of anybody to give anything away to
Alcan, they were going to be paying the full costs of
every megawatt of installed capacity that was there.
As the Minister well knows, the agreement called for
escalating clauses so that the returns from the Hydro
plant to the Province of Manitoba were not just fixed
for 35 years, but that there were escalating clauses
and on and on. Alcan would not be here unless there
was an economic viability to the development of a
smelter and. if the Minister believes that by dictating
where they cango, andthat happenstoputtheminan
area which does not allow them to operate viably,
economically - since they are not getting any grants
from Manitoba or Canada or anyone else to come
here,it’'sbased solely onthe economic viability of that
operation -then | can assure her that they won'tgo to
Pukatawagan or anywhere else unless that plant is
economically viable. The healthiest relationship for
the Province of Manitoba and the economy of Mani-
toba is for that plant to be located where it can pro-
duce the best return for Alcan, assuming there are no
otherenvironmental or socioeconomic problems that
would prevent it from beingthere. That was the whole
purpose of having set up the most extensive series of
socioeconomic and environmental assessment
reviews that has ever been seen in this province, or
perhaps any other province, for that particular pro-
ject, so that we, the people of Manitoba, would be
assured that there would not be the socioeconomic
and environmental negatives that the Minister says
she’s concerned about and there is a process in place.

The Minister keeps talking about moving things
overthat | havea hangup aboutinvolving the private
sector. Well, | guess | do have a hangup to a certain
extent. Everybody in our society, with respectto taxa-
tion, can be classified as either taxpayers, tax avoid-
ers or tax consumers. What my hangup is that the
Minister keeps wanting to transfer people out of the
taxpayer category into the tax consumer category
because she has a hangup about tax avoidance by
some companies, in the manner in which they struc-
ture their operations. It seems to me that’s a hangup
that's a very valid one and as a taxpayer in this prov-
ince | have a right to hold.

Mr. Chairman, | think I'll probably leave my remarks
atthat because | think the Minister has bounced us all
around the mulberry bush on this and we’ll be better
served by getting at some of these things on a topic-
by-topic basis as we go in detail into the Estimates.

MRS.SMITH: Mr.Chairperson, one more time around
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the mulberry bush please. | never mentioned dicta-
tion, honourable menber, of location. | said willing-
ness to negotiate on the basis of location and play
somewhat more active a role, not a neutral role. | said
“of course we had to look at the economic viability of
the company,” but between the economic viability
and what can be a better deal for Manitoba is quite a
lot of negotiating space.

Alcan is a company that has operations around the
world, 40 to 50 operations, and it is in relationship to
other companies and other governments all the way
from 0 to 90 percent control by the other partner.
They're not strangers to governments that take their
social and economic responsibilities seriously and |
don’t think that they are at all surprised that there are
certain questions our government wants to look at. |
don’tthink they’re going to run away from the negoti-
ations because of that.

On the global scale they are more concerned about
security of supply of power than they are at differen-
ces to them that are fairly minor in the cost, but differ-
ences that to them can be fairly minor can be quite
major to a province like Manitoba where hydro-
electricity is one of our valued and important
resources.

The escalating price that you say you negotiated -
you know there’s room for difference of opinion - at
the moment we felt it was too slight an escalating
factor, but that's something where one can under-
stand there being a range of opinion. Still we wanted
time and needed thetimeto look atthat in some detail.

On the environmental issues, | don’t have any han-
gup onthe process that was described being one that
could be carried out, provided there was full access to
arange of dataand notjust company-supplied data. |
agree with the honourable member that | think we're
all “babes in the woods” in this field of environental
and social inpact analysis, but | think when we are
new atitwe mustbe cautious and be willing to learn as
we go. | don't prejudge the outcome of that process
and | presume that the members opposite didn't
either.

With regard to taxpayers and resources and tax
evaders and tax consumers, . . .

MR. FILMON: Avoiders, not evaders.

MRS. SMITH: Pardon? Avoiders? Tax avoiders, |
apologize.

MR. FILMON: The other one is illegal.
MRS. SMITH: Is tax avoidance not illegal?

MR.FILMON: No,taxevasionisillegal;tax avoidance
is legal.

MRS.SMITH: OhlIsee.Well all right, itis atax expen-
diture though if you're referring to the practise of
governments giving exemptions or whatever to com-
panies as an incentive. Basically I'm not hung up on
any particular kind of tax. What | am hung up about,
and | don’tapologize forit, is that there’s only so much
resource and there’'s only so much to go around.
Some of the resources can be depleted; some can be
protected and preserved and well used. My commit-
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ment is that what we've got we use carefully and that
we share the benefits of it. These resources are not
owned only by the people who have the money to
develop them, they are owned collectively by the
people of Manitoba. | think, to be quite consistent, my
colleagues and | have said that we would favour
resource ownership by the people of Canada, but we
have a situation where it's resource ownership by the
people of a province and we are very hung,up about
the question of how those resources are used and
developed and how the benefits of them are distrib-
uted. So | do acceptthathangup, honourable member.
The other ones | think your way of stating them was a
little wide of the mark.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Tuxedo.

MR. FILMON: | just wanted to interject, Mr. Chair-
man, that if the Minister, by referring to the fact that
Alcan is used to dealing with governments who take
their social and economic responsibilities seriously,
was suggesting that our government didn’t, | suggest
to her that was the reason that Alcan was here in the
first place, was they felt they were dealing with a
government that took it’'s social and economic
responsibilities seriously.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for St. Norbert.

MR. G.W.J. (Gerry) MERCIER (St. Norbert): Mr.
Chairman, | just wonder, would the Minister confirm
— | think | heard her correctly. Did she indicate that
she and her party and her government had no magic
solutions to improve the economic climate in
Manitoba?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, we have no magic
ones, but we have a philosophy and an assumption
aboutpeople. Wehavecertainexplicitly stated values
abouteconomic developmentand about peoplein the
community and their right to participate and share
and those are by which we function, and on which we
build our strategies; they're not magic, they're care-
fully thought out and seriously proposed.

MR.MERCIER: Mr.Chairman, can she offerany gua-
rantees in improvements in the economic climate in
Manitoba?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | think it would be
foolish at this stage of the economic trials and tribula-
tions of our part of the world to guarantee anything,
and to guarantee any kind of improvement. | think
what we guarantee is that we will do our best given
these circumstances, to use whatever means we have
to ensure that we get the healthiest development that
is possible, and in doing that, we will not have the
difficulty or the cost rest unequally on one portion of
the community.

We feel that the economy, good, bad, or indifferent,
is to meet the needs of the people, and that govern-
ment has an important role to play in doing some
balancing out, that the money economy left to itself
will not do it. If it weren't for a lot of the protective
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programs that do exist, almost a third of the people
today would be not needed by the economy, and the
thing could function as well withoutthem around, and
we submit that that's not an economic system that’s
adequate. It has some strengths; it's certainly not
irredeemable, but it needs some additional ap-
proaches, and that’s why we adhere to a mixed stra-
tegy, and why we say we wish to link social and eco-
nomic goals.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Chairman, if as the Minister has
stated, it would be foolish to make any guarantees
under existing situation of world-wide conditions,
could the Minister explain the basis for the statement
ofthe Premierin hiselection material and promise, he
says, “ . that we can guarantee, we can turn
around the harsh economic circumstancesofthe past
four years. We can provide interest rate relief and an
economic climate to ensure that small business stays
in business. That is we, the New Democratic Party,
acting alone.” And we have seen, Mr. Chairman, the
recent bankruptcy statistics which show that the first
three months of 1982, bankruptcies have doubled
over 1981, more than doubled, as the Member for
Sturgeon Creek indicates, and those are only the hard
statistics, the number of businesses that have simply
closed up aren’t shown in those statistics, can the
Minister indicate the basis of that guarantee? As he
wenton tosay, “That's a promise we can guarantee.”
Could the Minister indicate the basis of that state-
ment, or was, indeed, the Leader of the New Demo-
cratic Party foolish to make that statement?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | wish that the reali-
ties that we have to face in terms of continuing eco-
nomic decline, we believe because of tight money and
high interest, economic strategies held at the federal
level, that we think are inappropriate and ineffective,
have continued. | think we didn’t really believe that the
Federal Government would remain so blind to the
eventsthat are occurringin this country, and thatthey
would hold back from the kind of corrective measures
that are within the lexicon of human thought and
enterprise. Wedon'tneedtobeinasbadastateaswe
are in the Canadian scene.

Within that, we in the Manitoban situation have
limited capacity, but | submit that within our limited
capacity and within the very limited planning capacity
that was left us by the previous government, we are
making avery strong effortto turn things around here,
and | submit that the emergency programs will assist
the most hard hit forawhile, that the increased capital
investment by the government will give some stimulus
of publicinvestmentto the economy. The maintaining
and slight improvement in the social service field will
ensure that the people who are most vulnerable don’t
pay the worst price in this economic depression, and
that we will be working as hard as we can to find the
next range of things that are within our provincial
capacity to ease and improve the next months and
years.

There is a gap between complete security and eco-
nomic recovery and where we're at now, but | submit
we've made very significant steps and that our inten-
tion is there to keep moving in that direction. We
regretthatthe gap betweenwherewe’reatandamore
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secure economy is still there.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Chairman, would the Minister
then be honest enough to admit that she and her
government and her leader cannot guarantee that
they alone can provide an economic climate to ensure
— and there is no reference to the hardest hit, etc. —
that small business, all small business, stays in busi-
ness? Would she be honest enough to admit that she
cannot guarantee that promise can be fulfilled?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, if we're looking for 100-
percent guarantees, we can't; if we're looking for the
kind of guarantees that people would have had if they
retained the previous government’s policy, then |
think you would have been looking at a low percent.
What we're aiming at and | think will have achieved, is
something in the middle, because by maintaining our
social services by increasing the public investment in
needed assets, we're putting money into the system
and into the pockets of people, with the beefstabiliza-
tion into the pockets of the beef farmers, and so on
down the list, so that there at least is some greater
stimulus to the economy in these difficult times.
One cannot turn around an unplanned and half-
developed policy in four months, and | submit that the
waywe havebeenworking, theopen consultation and
the careful planning, and the working as a team in
each area where we have some capacity to move, our
record is a sound one. It is not a miraculous one.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Chairman, the Minister is saying
that their record is a sound one, and in spite of the
doubling at least of the bankruptcy statistics in the
first three months of 1982 compared to 1981, there is
no reference here in this promise, Mr. Chairman, to
the fact that only 75 percent of small businesses will
stay in business, or60 percent will stay in business, or
90 percent will stay in business. This is a promise to
provide an economic climate to ensure that small
business stays in business. Would the Minister be
honest enough to admit that statement, that promise,
cannot be fulfilled?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, | think if we can be
considered naive in any way, it’s in thinking that the
Federal Government would notseethe developments
that have occurredin this country in thepastyear and
done nothing, or moved only in a tight money-high
interest rate, direction. Youknowaswellas | do, that
when you have atight money situation there are prob-
lems that occur initially where there’s alittle rationali-
zation, a little shaking out. The longer that kind of a
policy is in place, people stop purchasing, they pull
back. The people who were in theinitial round of tight
money and economic decline, the people who go
under are usually the ones that are poor managers
and | suppose that we can say there’'s always some
healthy cycling of businesses starting up and busi-
nesses going into bankruptcy. Not every person who
goes into business is going to make it and the system
is designed so that movement in and out can be
accomplished without people losing all their personal
assets and giving them some chance to start again.
What we are experiencing now is the cumulative
effect of a tight money-high interestrate policy; what
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we're experiencing now is increasing numbers of
companies who have been well managed for years
and years who are suffering because they have inven-
tory which the producers have pushed to them, if you
like, and which the consumers are not able to pur-
chase. We're getting the cumulative effects of areces-
sion that are very cruel indeed and a provincial gov-
ernment does not have the economic levers to do
everything that is needed. | submit that a government
which is willing to do what is within its capacity is a
government that is acting humanely and responsibly.
| don’t claim perfection, but | claim a very strong
concerted sincere effort to build and to do what we
can and tonotrest untilwe’'veexplored every possible
means of weathering this difficult economic time and
building a better time for Manitoba in the weeks and
months to come.

| suppose you could say political literature tends to
get written in a simplistic form and that's probably
true. These problems that we are dealing witharevery
complex. The important thing, | think, is the underly-
ing assumptions you make about the system, the
goals you have and the vigor and sincerity with which
you're willing to work at putting those ideas and phi-
losophies into practice. | submit that the interpreta-
tion we have of the economic system; why it's got
problems; what the nature of those problems are and
the kind of solutions that we’re willing to introduce are
the best that can be done, given the circumstances of
today.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Chairman, the Minister is refer-
ring to the fact that a provincial government does not
have the economic levers, etc. that they are depen-
dent on Federal Government policies, etc. without
answering the specific question. Considering all of
the factors that she raises, would she be honest
enough to admit that a bare statement that we can
provideinterestratereliefand an economic climate to
ensure that small business stays in business, this
government and the Premier of this government can-
not guarantee that? She’s admitting that then, by
virtue of her previous statement, that a provincial
government does not have the authority or the power
or the financial resources to do that, is she not?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, we are saying that
between inaction and complete success there is a
very widerange and that we are proud of the record of
achievement of what we have done so far. We cannot
turn the thing around completely, but there are many
people who struggled, | suppose, to create a better
world and they will often say, it's notwhere you arrive
at but it's the spirit with which youtravel the road. It's
your willingness to try, your willingness to care
enough and not to sacrifice the weaker or the more
vulnerable members of the community.

I think the programs we’ve put in, we've tried to deal
with the people who are most vulnerable in the situa-
tion because we feel they have fewer other options. At
the same time, we are trying to find the ways by put-
ting and maintaining money in the pockets of people
by not cutting way back on all our social services or
on our public investmentin construction; we'retrying
to generate the economic activity in a percolator-up
fasion, if you like, so that as much priming of the
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pump as can be maintained here in Manitoba as pos-
sible is in fact done. If the condemnation is that we
have not achieved perfection, we're guilty of not
achieving perfection, all of us are, but | think the will to
do what we can and to be inventive and creative and
careandkeep workingatitisarecordthatl amproud
of and | know my colleagues are as well.

MR. MERCIER: Mr.Chairman, | wantasimpleanswer
to this question. This was an important election doc-
ument; this was an important promise to the people of
Manitoba, the people in small businesses, a guaran-
tee that they would stay in business; all small business
would stay in business under an NDP government
and we've seen what has happened so far; that prom-
ise hasn’t been fulfilled, and | want the Minister to
admit that a provincial government cannot guarantee
that type of a promise.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, a provincial govern-
ment cannot do all things for all people at all times,
butitcandoalot. | think we have provided the kind of
program where the worst hit small businesses can get
some assistance. They can get some management
consultation. We cannot make them avail themselves
of that; in recent days the bankruptcies that have been
occurring. Many of them preferredto gothrough their
bankruptcy proceeding in private, in a confidential
manner. It would be unwise really of a government to
intrude if they did not ask for assistance. There is a
variety of aids available; there are gaps.

The Interest Rate Relief program can assist the
smaller groups, 80 percent in number actually of
small businesses in the province, if the interestrateis
the main source of their difficulty. They can avail
themselves of the consultation help which shoulden-
able some of them to manage better in their dealing
withthecrisis. The consultationcanalsoenableusto
put them in touch with some of the banking institu-
tions, some of the federal programs which can assist
them.

It's astep one while we putin process the plan fora
longer-term support program, but in the long run
small business’s best security is going to come from
there being a high level of employment and money
circulating here in the province, not cutbacks but
maintaining a healthy level of activity and a willing-
ness, | guess, for the money end of things to be
handled in such a way that the burden is not left
entirely on the poorer groups of people, that there is
some recognition that when tough times hit, as any
family, or atleast most families, willdeal with it; they’ll
all tighten their belts and they won’t do it at the
expense of the smallest or the weakest or the least
vocal. There’s a variety of ways that the storm can be
ridden through, but | think the nature of the economic
storm that we're weathering now is much more than
just a provincial storm; it's a world-wide economic
recession, butit'salso a crisis in the structure of the
world money and trading systems of the Canadian
economic system. If election brochures permitted a
full economic analysis of global economic relation-
ships, some of these subtleties could be put in, but |
submit that when a government such as ours puts in
place, as quickly as is feasible, the emergency pro-
grams, and then starts planning and building the
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longer-term programs, that is a sound record and a
responsible way to deal with the current economic
woes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for St. Norbert.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Chairman, the Minister would
admit then that she cannot guarantee an economic
climate to ensure that small business stays in
business?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, the business itself
has to do part of the work. We can assist with man-
agement helps, we can provide some of the circula-
tion of monies, if you like, that will provide a demand
for small business. We can gradually build the better,
tougher, more balanced economy in the province that
willincrease the opportunity and security inthe years
ahead, but there is a transitional stage that has to be
gone through, and that is what we are going through
now.

MR.MERCIER: Mr.Chairman,|don’tknow howlong
the Minister can keep it up, but she’s giving all the
reasons why she should answer the question in the
affirmative. And perhaps if shewould getontothat,in
view of these most recent reasons, would she agree
that she cannot provide an economic climate to
ensure that small business stays in business?

MRS. SMITH: | suspect that the honourable member
istrying to phrase his question in a black-white way,
because he thinks that there are black-white answers
but, you know, the problem is not that simple a prob-
lem, and | have given you as honest an answer as |
can.

MR. MERCIER: | assume then, from the answers of
the Minister, that she is agreeing that she, as Minister
in this department, cannot guarantee an economic
climate to ensure that small business stays in
business?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, you know there's a
way of reading that takes a very literal, limited inter-
pretation, or understands the spirit of a statement,
and | submit that the member is reading that in the
most literal, narrow way he can.

| have said thatin atransition from one condition to
another that a 100 percent success is not possible. It
takes time to build the conditions where small busi-
ness stands a much higher probabiltity of staying vital
and alive, and that's what we claim to do and that’s
what we are working at.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Chairman, | thank the Minister for
finally answering that question in the affirmative.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR.JOHNSTON: Mr.Chairman, | am notgoingtobe
long because, as the Minister said, that once more
around the mulberry bush, | intend tomorrow to fol-
low up on some of the statements that have been
made tonight.

The Minister wouldn't agree that the statement was
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false and | did —(Interjection)— Well, that it can't be
done. | would only say about the statement, and |
don't relate it to the Minister; | feel rather bad for her
and some of the members of the NDP party that they
have to defend, and I'm sure that the members would
agree and the Minister would agree, with all due
respect, it is a stupid statement from the point of view
that passing law that cannot be carried out, passing
regulations, or putting up roadblocks, or governing
people, when you know it can’'t be done, is probably
the worst type of legislation that anybody can possi-
bly do. So from that point of view, the statement is
stupid.

From the other point of view, itwas made, andit's an
insincere statement which mislead the people of the
Provinceof Manitoba. My colleague was basically not
talking about what you are doing now; | think you
would agree that he was asking you that, when you
wrote that statement, could you do it, and it can’t be
done.

The Minister has referred to the economy that they
took over in the Province of Manitoba, and nobody is
going to say it was perfect, because we don’'t make
those kind of statements, but | can tell you that your
own prospectus said manufacturing was up consid-
erably, every type of industry that we were working
on, paper, food, machinery, clothing, allofthem listed
in your prospectus, was up in the Province of Mani-
toba and moving up from 1977. And when the 1981
preliminary figure from the Conference Board of
Canada, at the present time, says that in 1981 Mani-
tobawould have a real domestic product of 3.3, Can-
adawas 2.7, and Manitoba would be the third highest
in Canada behind only Alberta and Saskatchewan.

So would the Minister agree that the economy,
although not being perfect because we don't make
irresponsible statements, that since that time we have
seenacompleteturnaround in four months? And you
will put it down probably to the national and interna-
tional situations within the country, but for it to do
that, to make the changesthathavebeen madein four
months, maybe the reason why people are quietly
going out of business is because they don't really see
that investment in Manitoba is going to be that good,
especially if the government is going to not move
ahead with the projects that they have available to
them; and also the atmosphere that possibly the gov-
ernment is planning to go into more businesses; and
also, Mr. Chairman, that the government may have
some sort of program that they're working on that will
maintain or hold profits within this province.

So would the Minister agree that the economy
wasn't all that bad when it was taken over, and it has
dropped drastically in the last four months?

MRS. SMITH: Well, Mr. Chairperson, | guess we can
sit here and read statistics backward and forward all
night.

MR. JOHNSTON: They're your statistics.

MRS. SMITH: Our assessment of the economy under
our predecessors was that there were gains in some
areas, and had there been a matching public invest-
ment maintaining the services and the investment in
social assets, that the total package would have been
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sound, but we maintain it was an unbalanced type of
program. It's not that what was being done was all
wrong, it's that there were some important things that
were being left out.

What we want to be able to do now is, through
careful analysis and planning, work out where the
public money invested will get the most benefit for
Manitobans. Weare notrunning around buying up all
sorts of businesses and discouraging investors who
are comingin. | think we're behaving in a thoughtful
and prudent way. We're giving open information to
businesses that come and talk to us and being very
clear that the kind of changes we want to see; some
better employment rate with the people who have
been traditionally disadvantaged; some gradual
improvement in minimum wage; some better access
for the people who have had inadequate housing and
soontothose services; thata careful development on
all these lines, people with money in their pockets
who are going to spend them for necessities that
these very small businesses were talking about, that
the total package is the best that can be done in the
current situation.

| haven't heard us legislating businesses to stay in
or stay out of business. We have looked at business as
an economic activity that is encountering special dif-
ficulties. We're offering emergency help for one type
of difficulty such as high interest rate which is very
much beyond the control of the small business. At the
same time, we're offering the counselling help to
improve the management practices and skills of small
businesses because that is within their capacity to
improve and it's within our capacity to assist them in
it. I don'tthink there has been any legislation such as
the honourable member describes, so | guess | just
disassociate myself from that opinion.

Conference board figures have been adjusted down.
| don’t know the specific components of the earlier
predictions. One thing that | would like to see is that
we don't just work on aggregate figures of percen-
tages and so on, but get somewhat more of a break-
down so we see which people in the society, which
Manitobans, are getting the advantage of the devel-
opment and which are often being left out. We choose
to concern ourselves with many of the people who
havebeen leftoutand I think wedoit, notjust because
we have soft hearts or are more moral oranything like
that, but | think we honestly think that in the longruna
society that doesn’t pay attention and take due regard
for all its members will end up paying a dreadful price
in all these social breakdown figures.

| would rather put some extra effort into higher
wages, better job training, improved housing, support
services now rather than put money into prisons and
psychiatric facilities and all that later on and | submit
that this is asensible and balanced approach to both
social and economic development. | think it will stand
the test of time and get us through these really very
difficult economic times in a reasonably healthy
condition.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Sturgeon Creek.
MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | really kind of take

exception to the attitude of the Minister and the gov-
ernment that not much was done. The pro forma that
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has been brought up in the House and tabled in the
House many times which is the pro forma of this
government to borrow money, states that Manitoba
was doing quite well, in fact very well, for the times
that we were in, in 1980 and 81.

The Minister speaks about gradual increase of the
minimum wage; it was gradually increased over the
last four years. If the Minister would speak to the
Minister of Housing, she would find that there was
more public housing built in the City of Winnipeg in
the last four years than there was in the previous
eight, and that is fact. She would also find that the
public and private investment in Manitobain 1980 was
70.9 and the main reason for the public investment
being down was because there was no Hydro con-
struction which was stopped by the previous govern-
ment, which was an average of about $250 million a
year. So, | take exception to the fact that this govern-
ment took over and found this province in a drastic
state because the figures don’t show itand the figures
presented by the government don’t show it.

So, Mr. Chairman, | would really ask that the Minis-
ter kind of agree that the programs that she is going
forward with is going to be the decision of their gov-
ernment and rightly so, but to be critical of the pro-
grams that were there previously when all of the fig-
ures show thatit wasn’tthat bad, in fact, it was moving
forward really well. The Minister has in her posses-
sion, I'm sure, and | will ask when | get to the specific
department, the work that is being done to put out a
statistical pro book of Manitobain the ‘80s that can be
presented to people that will show them that Mani-
tobais working hard and has been moving forward.

If | have any criticisms of her program, it will be
maybe on the basis of philosophy or whatever, but the
Minister, I'm sure, has to agree that they did not take
over a ship that was sunk. It wasn’t even starting to
sink.

MRS.SMITH: Mr.Chairperson,|don’tthink|referred
to the drastic record of our predecessors. | said they
were doing some things that were working out well.
Our criticism was thelack of balance and the dispro-
portionate weight that was falling on people who were
perhapsthe mostvulnerable. | think the out-migration
figures are one of the statistics that we had great
concern with. Perhaps that’s a good point to leave it
for tonight.

| think as we move along through the department
programs that we can look forward to some good
debate as to what is the best way to operate each
program for the public benefit and | look forward to
that process. | haven’'t assumed my duties in the
department thinking that everything that went on
before or in fact finding that everything that went on
before was not productive. Many things were first
class. Some needed strengthening, but that’s always
true of programs. There are some new initiatives that
were not in place which we would like to initiate and |
look forward to the chance to explain those and pres-
ent them in later subsequent meetings of this
Committee.

I'd like now to propose that Committee rise.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise
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SUPPLY - AGRICULTURE

MR. CHAIRMAN, Jerry T. Storie (Flin Flon): The
Committee will come toorder. We are continuing with
Item No. 7.(d)(1) Salaries—pass; 7.(d)(2) Other
Expenditures—pass; (d)—pass. 7.(e) Agricultural
Land Utilization: 7.(e)(1) Salaries—pass; 7.(e)(2)
Other Expenditures—pass; (e)—pass. 7.(f) Manitoba
Agricultural Lands Protection Board: 7.(f)(1) Salaries.
The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. JAMES E. DOWNEY (Arthur): Mr. Chairman, the
Minister has for some time now, | would say probably
in his four years in Opposition, has made certain
comments that there has to be certain changes made
to Farmlands Protection Board to further accomplish
what his objectives are. He's indicated prior to the
November election, that he felt compelled to bring in
some change in The Farmlands Protection Act, Mr.
Chairman, that he has some major changes.

The basic question | have, is he going to proceed
with amendments to The Farmlands Protection Act,
and changes to the Board, and what basically does he
plan to have the Board do? What new direction does
he plan to give the Agriculture Protection Board, or
changesto the Act? Is he going to make changes and
in what direction does he plan to go, Mr. Chairman?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister.

HON. BILL URUSKI (Interlake): Mr. Chairman, I'm
sure the honourable member would like me to indi-
cate what the policy thrusts of the new government
will be in this. We announced that we would be bring-
ing in legislation dealing with Farmlands Protection
and those, | have to tell the honourable member, they
will have to await the tabling of those amendments,
whetherit will be a new piece of legislation or whether
there will be amendments, the honourable member
will, of course, have to waitfor those changes.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | asked the Minister
directly if he would be introducing either changesora
new Act this year. Is it his intention to do that? Does
heintend to introduce changes in this Session of the
Legislature, Mr. Chairman?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, it is out intention if we
can possibly make sure that all the changes that we're
contemplating are handled through Cabinet and
Caucusandifthat’'sbeenableto be accomplished, it's
my intention.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, he plans to operate
somewhat different than the Member for Gimli. He is
prepared to take some of their positions or some of
the direction the government goes through Caucus
and through Cabinet unlike what we saw earlier
today. We saw some surprised looks on faces on the
government's side with the introduction of the
amendment to the Metric Resolution, Mr. Chairman.
That’'s somewhat again a differentdirection for all the
members.

| would have thought, Mr. Chairman, that the Minis-
ter would have been able to give us some idea on this
at this time. After all, we are voting funds for the
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board. Has he made changes — yes, he has made
changes to the Farmlands — he has fired the board
and has made new appointments to that board, Mr.
Chairman, the same as he has done on some of the
other boards.

Well, Mr. Chairman, if the Minister is not going to
tell us the direction that he is going or has any plans,
then | am somewhat disappointed that he isn’t going
to. He still hasn’t confirmed whether he is moving on
the legislation this year. | would think that what is in
place is very adequate. We made changes to it as a
government and feel that the effective control of the
land is placed in the hands of the people of this prov-
ince without making any changes. He is not able or
notgoingtodisclose tonight what hisplans are, soit’s
very difficult then to debate any further on this partic-
ular item.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, it appears that the hon-
ourable memberdoesn’trecall thetone and the thrust
of our debates when he brought in amendments in the
last Session, in terms of where we indicated that it was
more window dressing than actual substancethat the
amendments they brought in the last Session would
have and that’s basically whathasoccurred. They are
still, in terms of allowing Canadian corporations to
purchase farmland, the legislation is still enough
loopholesthatalmostanyonecangetaround the leg-
islation. | just recall that for the honourable member,
but he will have to wait the legislation when we bring it
in.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Minnedosa.

MR. DAVID R. (Dave) BLAKE (Minnedosa): Mr.
Chairman, just while we're on this item, | wonder if the
Minister could inform the House and the members,
has he had any representation from municipalities or
farm groups in connection with the purchases of fairly
large tracts of land by the Hutterian Brethren in
Manitoba.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, any direct representa-
tions, no. There is always comments that one hears
about in terms of an area when a colony decides to
split off. One has to realize that when one calculates
the number of acres per family, a Hutterite colony, in
its share of land per family, is one of the smallest
farming units found anywhere in this province or
anywhere in this continent.

MR. BLAKE: That, Mr. Chairman, could be in fact
true, there’s no question about that. Sure that could
betrue,noquestionaboutit becausetherearealarge
number of families supported on the colonies. I'm just
wondering, that land of course, once it is purchased
into that type of an operation, never comes back onto
the market or very very seldom comes back onto the
market, whereas land purchased by other investors,
whether they be other Canadians or not, thatland will
eventually come back on the market and be pur-
chased by other smaller, farmer operators. That's
happened in the past and it will happen again in the
future but I'm afraid that’s not the case with the lands
that | was referring to earlier.
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MR. URUSKI: I'm not sure what the honourable
member is driving at. Maybe he wishes to elaborate on
his comments.

MR. BLAKE: | merely asked the Minister if he'd had
representation from any municipal groups or individ-
uals suggesting that there maybe should be some
gentleman’s agreement, such as was in effect in the
past | understand, thatthe colonies would notbe any
more than so many miles apart, it would appear, over
theyearsthatthey arenow virtually merging together.

| bring this up, Mr. Chairman, because there’s just
been large tracts of land bought in my particular area
and it's caused great concern with the neighbours
there, because they gradually become squeezed out.
They buy up land around and it squeezes the farmers
that are left to the point where they have to sell and
just move out of the way.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, my comments in that
respect still stand in terms of what I've given the hon-
ourable member, nothing direct, any direct represen-
tation. There have been comments from time to time
I'm sure to whichever Minister has been in office. But
as faras|’'m concerned my informationis that in terms
of the establishment of a family farm unit on the basis
of a colony, the numbers of families that are sup-
ported on the tract of land is probably the smallest
acreage per family anywhere in this province.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Minnedosa.

MR. BLAKE: Well, that might be a good analogy, Mr.
Chairman, but if one of those families decides to leave
that particular operation there's no way that they're
allowed to take any assets with them, so it can’t really
be regarded as a small family farm. If one of those
family units decide to leave the colony there's no way
they can take any assets withthemssoitcan’treally be
considered a small family-farm unit.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, I'm not prepared to get
into theinternal arguments of how colonies work. We
know what history has, in terms of court cases and the
like, that have been involved; I'm not prepared to get
drawn into any internal matters of the Hutterian
Brethren amongst themselves.

MR.CHAIRMAN: TheHonourable Memberfor Morris.

MR. CLAYTON MANNES (Morris): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I'd like to ask the Minister if he could
expand somewhat on some of the shortcomings, as
he sees it, with the present legislations on land protec-
tion. And | don't want an all-encompassing philoso-
phical speech. I'd like some specific examples as to
what he feels, or where he feels regulations are being
circumvented.

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, clearly the allowance of
Canadian corporations to purchase farm land has
allowed the establishment of dummy corporations
within this country and has allowed thatlegislationto
be circumvented, because you can easily allow the
setting-up of paper and move paper around but you
really can’'t move people. And when you allow the
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establishment of, allow the legislation to permit land
purchases by corporations, thereby you allow anyone
to purchase land, even though you may have exclu-
sions of foreigners, itis not very hard for legal people.

And | have to admit this, that's basically the major
flaw in the legislation. No piece of legislation unless
you made itso very stringent that almost no one could
purchase farm land will be able to close all the sort of
purchases that one might considerlessdesirableorin
termsofownershipoflandin the province. There will
always be certain — not loopholes — certain grey
areas in any legislation; even the former legislation we
had brought in was not 100-percent proof; there is no
legislation that anyone can bring in that will be 100-
percent proof. However, one can bring in legislation
to curtail to a far greater degree the nonresident
absentee ownership to a greater degree than the
present legislation does.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Pembina.

MR.DONALD ORCHARD (Pembina): Mr. Chairman,
this government has prideditselfon consultation with
the groups that are affected by any policy and pro-
gram and legislation they're going to bring out. They
prided themselves on their consultation with the beef
producers, and we now see some of the results of that
extensive discussion they had with the beef produc-
ers and just how well they heeded the advice. My
question to the Minister is, when you'rein the process
of drafting this legislation and we listened very atten-
tively to all of the complaintsin all of theareasthat the
now Minister of Agriculture was extremely critical
about in our legislation; my question is, will the pro-
posed legislation, the draft legislation, will it be put
out for comment to the various interested parties in
the farm community, the Manitoba Farm Bureau and
other groups representing the farm community, to
assure that this legislation has some semblance of
concurrence in rural Manitoba and indeed in Mani-
tobaand not be the same kind of hollow consultation
that he undertook in the beef program?

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, the member well knows
that representations have been made by the Farm
Bureau to the government dealing with farmlands
protection legislation when they were in office. They
have made certain comments to us now and they will
have the opportunity asanyone in Manitoba will have
when the legislation is brought before this Legislature.

MR. ORCHARD: So, in other words the Minister is
saying that his consultation program is already
dropped. The promise to talk to Manitobans, the
promise to consult Manitobans is already gone; he's
not going to talk to anybody. He’s going to let those
groups make their presentations known at Law
Amendments and not have any input into the
legislation.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, it appears that the
member can’t hear very well. He would be the first to
stand up in this House, in this Chambertocriticize me
if adraft piece of legislation was released to groupsin
the province, prior to being tabled in this House. He
would be the first to get up on his haunches and say
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“this Minister has circumvented the rules of this
House and hastaken legislation and given itto groups
outsidethe Chamber.” Mr. Chairman, I've been around
here long enough and obviously for some members
—(Interjection)— no, no, we're just beginning, Mr.
Chairman, we're just beginning.

There have been representationsmadeto myself by
other groups, by individuals, by people within our
party, Mr. Chairman, that we made certain state-
ments. The members well know what those state-
ments are and we intend to proceed on that basis and
the members willknow what the legislation will beand
there will be ample opportunity to discuss it in
Committee.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Niakwa.

MR. ABE KOVNATS (Niakwa): To the Honourable
Minister, it's really with agricultural Crown lands —
and I'll wait until Minister’'s Salaries if he prefers — |
just really wanted to check on one item under the
Crown Lands Appeal Board.

Now, one of the people that was just appointed was
a Mrs. Monty Patrick. Could the Honourable Minister
give me any idea as to Mrs. Patrick’s qualifications,
her background, things of that nature; any kind of a
background that really makes her a fit and proper
person to be a member of that board?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Patrick is a long-
time resident and a farm person from the southeast
corner of the province. | believe the honourable
member has property in that area, probably knows
her maybe as well if not better than I.

Her name was recommended to the governmentin
respect to her rural background and she does reside
in an area where there is a lot of Crown land and
knows and has experience and is afarm person. They
farmin livestock in the Piney area, Mr. Chairman, and
amongst other people she was recommended, |
accepted those recommendations and she has been
put on the board.

MR. KOVNATS: To the Honourable Minister, | go
back an awful long way with Mrs. Patrick, when she
was a Mary Monty, when she was single. We went to
school together, and | do know her background; and
knowing her background and she is a friend, and I'm
not here to make fun of her, but she really has no
qualifications in thisregardat all, becauseshellives in
afarmcommunity seemsto be the only criteriain why
she was picked.

The thing that is upsetting to me, Mr. Minister, —
(Interjection)— Oh, | love women; | wouldn’t stand up
here and make fun of them at all, | love them all. But
the thing that is very disturbing to me is that the
previous member of the Board, a fellow by the name
of Bill Tkachuk who also is a personal friend and very
very qualified and in that same area in Menisino, was
replaced by somebody — and I'm not going to call
Mrs. Patrick incompetent becauseshe’snotincompe-
tent — but she really knows nothing about Crown
lands or any of the background that she requires to be
on this Board. That's the disturbing part, Mr. Minister,
that this party replaces somebody who is really
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almost, what | would consider, an expert on Crown
lands and the political affiliation really should
have . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. The Honourable
Minister on a Point of Order.

MR. URUSKI: | believe that the honourable member
really should know and should meet again — maybe
he knew Mrs. Patrick as he says, many years ago. |
believe she has every bit of qualification in terms of
serving on that Board, Mr. Chairman. | object to those
statements.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Niakwa.

MR. KOVNATS: Well, to the Honourable Minister, he
can certainly object and | understand him objecting,
buthe knowsnotof what he objects. | have known the
woman over the years. | have had some contact with
herjustinthelastshorttime.lwasinPiney curlingina
bonspiel and | had occasion to be associated with
some very close family members of this same Mrs.
Patrick, who told me straight to my face, well, it was
Mrs. Patrick — and I'm not going to tell you the rela-
tionship because it could cause some family prob-
lems —why was Mrs. Patrick put onto this Board, she
knows nothing about it? And why was Bill Tkachuk
taken off?

If the Honourable Minister tells me it was a straight
political ploy, I'm ready to accept it, and that's really
alll wanted to hearfromthe Honourable Minister, that
it's a political appointment, that the abilities of these
parties were not taken into consideration, that's all |
want to hear.

MR. URUSKI: | am not about to start debating the
qualifications of one person versus another, Mr.
Chairman. The fact of the matter is, we have had
people recommended to us, we feel that they will do
anexcellentjob, asI'm sure the peoplewhoareonthe
Board when you were in office were doing an excel-
lent job for you.

Obviously a Minister, in terms of appointments to
Board, wants to bring on people to the Board who he
hopes will try and reflect more closely the views of
government, that's always been afact of life and | said
that before, and nothing | am going to say tonight will
changethat. Butspecifically, Mr. Chairman, itseems |
sort of get the impression that there is a subtlety here
being suggested that because Mrs. Patrick happens
to be a woman, and what do women know about
farming and farmland, is really getting to the heart of
the issue, and because she is a woman she doesn’t
know anything about farmland, and that's the kind of
suggestion that | sense. Maybe I'm wrong, maybe the
honourable member isn’t suggesting it, but he'll cer-
tainly correct me if my impression is wrong.
—(Interjection)—

Well, Mr. Chairman, if that's what is not being sug-
gested, the member will tell me and | certainly will
acceptit,butl don’'tacceptthat kindofacriticismthat
someone doesn’t know anything. Mr. Chairman, |
don’t accept that comment at all and | don't take that
lightly, especially in light of the person who is on the
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Board happens to be the only woman who is on this
Board.

MR.KOVNATS: | havetoarisetorespondto the Min-
ister’s last remarks where he makes remarks that | am
anti-anything that as far as a woman being on the
Board, and it leads to some further discussion, and |
would like to discuss it.

When | go back a little ways when — and this is all
concerning whether a woman should be on the
Board, or ablack should be on the Board, or a Native
should be on the Board — yousstartedit, Mr. Minister,
and!'vegottobringit up becauseyouarenotgoingto
make me back down because | am not anti-woman, |
am not anti-coloured, | am not anti-Native, | am not
anti-Jewish, or any of this. Asamatteroffact,some of
my best friends are Jews.

But | would just like to bring to the Minister's atten-
tion that — | heard aremark, | think it was the Honour-
able Attorney-General, when he made aremark alittle
earlier in the week about that was a low blow — and
that was a low blow. It really wasn’t deserving of the
Minister to make that remark about me making that
remark, it was a low blow. | stand here and | tell the
Minister right to his face thatitwasalowblow, and |
don’t appreciate it.

Butanyway, the thing that | was trying to establish
isthat | do know both of these partiesandthey’re both
from the same area. One | know to be absolutely
qualified because | haveknown these people for quite
a few years, and the other one | know not to be quite
so qualified. She has got to have some qualifications
because of her rural background, but it certainly
doesn’'tcome anywhere nearit,and the only thing that
| was trying to establish was the former Member for
Emerson, Steve Darianchuk, listened to, it was at his
recommendation that this party be placed on the
Board to replace Bill Tkachuk.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | want to tell the hon-
ourable member that | did not talk to Mr. Steve Dari-
anchuk. | want to tell the honourable member that
from my knowledge, and we've had some experience
with the present Board, that they have had some very
difficult cases so far, and they’'ve handled | believe,
somewhere in the neighbourhood of 30 or more
appeals, and my word is that she is a very competent
member, Mr. Chairman. She has good judgment,
good common sense, and notwithstanding the com-
ments thatthe honourable member might hear, she is
certainly proving to be a very valuable member of the
Board.

MR.KOVNATS: Tothe Honourable Minister, | accept
that, absolutely. | know the woman to be competent,
but | didn’tknow herto be competentin this field, and
| think that she is probably getting some type of on-
job training and becoming even more competent, so
I'mnotcriticizing that. The only thing that | wanted to
establish is that it was absolutely a political appoint-
ment for no other reason, and that she has developed
into something that's doing the government credit
and the Board credit. You can’t take that away from
her. | just wanted to establish that it was a political
appointment and that she replaced somebody who |
knew to be competent, possibly more competent, at
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the time. That was all | was trying to establish.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, first of all | want to tell
the honourable member | also accept his comments
with respect to not wanting to push the issue that he
did. | tell the honourable member | apologize to him
for imputing, or at least he may have felt that |
included motives to him. | didn’t want to do that, but
certainly that was the reflection | was getting from
him. | want to tell the honourable member any
appointmentthatis madetoany board orcommission
is a political appointment. Politicians make those
appointments, Mr. Chairman. And we make them on
the basis that we feel people reflect the views of the
government; thattheyhave —wehopethatthey have
— good judgement, good common sense and that
they are an extention of the government in power.
Obviously every appointment is a political appoint-
ment. When it comes to Cabinet, who is sitting in
Cabinet, who is the Lieutenant Governor in council?
We are all elected; we are all politicians, Mr. Chair-
man. Every appointment is political. One might say
that because we might appoint a Conservative to a
board, or a Liberal to a board, it is still a political
appointment no matter how you cut it, because it is
politicians who are elected by the people of this prov-
ince to make those appointments. Every appointment
is a political appointment.

MR. KOVNATS: Thank you, | appreciate that these
appointments are all political and | would assume at
this point that when the Minister is making political
appointments, or any of the government are making
these appointments which are political, that these
people when they are appointedare told thatthey are
political appointments, and the term is for the length
that government is in power, and therefore, that after
another 3-%: years they won't be in there because
these will be changed. If that is what has been estab-
lished I'm ready to accept it and —(Interjection)— |
think it's 3-2 years that these people will serve on that
board and then they're finished.

MR. URUSKI: The appointments in most cases, are
usually for a period of 3 years or until reappointed. It
canbeforamonth;itcan beforayear. While there is
in most Orders-in-Council a fixed time, there arz also
appointments, | should tell the honourable member,
atthe pleasure of the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council.
In other words, every appointment is at the pleasure
of the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council; even though
you have an appoinment that you may say that the
time frame is one year, ortwo years, or three years, it
is still at the pleasure of the Lieutenant-Governor-in-
Council. Because the Lieutenant-Governor-in-
Council, the Executive Council, does have a judg-
ment call to make that maybe some of the appoint-
ments from time to time they may want to change; the
compatibility is not there from the members that they
may have appointed. And they may want a change
and they may appoint people who may not do a very
good job after appointing them. | think we all from
time to time run into that situation, so | don't think
anything is new but it is understood that every
appointment is at the pleasure of the Lieutenant-
Governor-in-Council, even though there may be a
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specified period of time that the appointment may
carry on to.

MR.KOVNATS: Well, justtothe honourable Minister.
The honourable Minister has gained a great deal of
respect from me this evening for making those state-
ments, not because of his ability to run his depart-
ment, but because he has made those statements and
| do respect what he has said. He hasn’t hidden any-
thing under the table, which is contrary to what the
Honourable Attorney-General does with the South
African wine. But | do respect the Honourable Minis-
ter for his remarks and | say thank you to you. Thank
you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 7.(f)(1)—pass; 7.(f)(2)—pass;
(f)—pass.

That completes the items under No. 7. Agricultural
Land and Water Development Division.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT there be
granted to Her Majesty asumnotexceeding $4,697,100
for Agriculture, Agricultural Land and Water Devel-
opment Division, for the fiscal year ending the 31st
day of March, 1983—pass.

Continuing with Item 8. Canada-Manitoba Value-
Added Crops Production Agreement, Resolution 15.

The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, very briefly the con-
tracts and work being carried out by the University, of
course, we're aware adds to the overall provincial
contribution to the development and research that's
taking place. Does the Minister have any plans to
change the overall intent of the agreement that has
been signed between the province and the Federal
Government and the work that it's doing? It's been a
good tool, a good mechanism to support the overall
on-farm research; the different regional work that is
taking place; the Grassland Programs that are part of
it. Just a basic question, does the Minister have any
planstochangethedirection of this particularappro-
priation or the money that'’s used in this appropriation?

MR.URUSKI: Well, Mr. Chairman, the program aswe
see it there are probably some components, and the
Member for Morris knows that I'm looking at some of
the specific contracts as they arebeing proposed; but
basically, if there would be any change or direction
change in emphasis, it will be more towards the lives-
tock industry in terms of work that we can do to assist
the livestock industry in this province. There may be
projects that we may want to look at, so that would be
of any emphasis if there was any shifts to be made it
would be in that direction.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable MemberforMorris.

MR. MANNESS: Two questions in this area, Mr.
Chairman. Ifthere is to be a shiftin emphasis, will it be
within an areabetween specific research project, that
type of shift? Or will in fact monies that have been
directed to one specific broad area of research be
removed from that area and directed to another? I'm
thinking specifically of funds that may have been
directed at some development stage by the previous
governmentinto researchin acropproductionsense.
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Will that be pulled out and directed into livestock
production? That's the first question.

Secondly, will all the monies that are to be spent
this year — and | don't know if there has been set
some formula of expenditure over the years, and if itis
locked in — but if, in fact, that is the case, will all the
monies that were to be spent this year, are they con-
templated in being spentorare some of them going to
be delayed until another year?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, first of all to the hon-
ourable member. All funds that are generally voted,
there is an intent to utilize all the funds that are avail-
able under the agreement from year to year. Those
fundsthatare allocated in one particular year, itis our
intent to expend those funds. Totryand be as specific
to the honourable member as we can in terms of
whether or not monies from one project which might
begoingmay be transferred to another; you see, there
are a whole host of projects there and there may be
some shift fromin terms of the total budget, and at this
point in time, | really can't give the honourable
member a definitive answer. In some areas that there
may be some funds that could be moved, or parts of
the project in terms of timing, should be carried over
for another year. | should tell the honourable member,
we are now already having preliminary discussions to
see whether or not we can continue and extend the
program. So, it'sin context of going beyond the years
where this agreement is ending so some of the pro-
jects may not be finished in the five years. But there
are always ongoing reviews of every project; whether
there will be monies transferred from one to the other
at this point in time | honestly can'ttell the honourable
member.

MR. MANNESS: | don't want to belabour this point
and | won't, but | was always under the assumption
that these projects pretty well had to be well defined
before, in fact, an agreement was reached with the
Federal Government. Is that the case?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, no, that's not the case.
The intent is defined, in fact, there are some projects
that we had information on that while there was a fair
bit of funding last year, in previous years we thought
we would get the information that we wanted, and we
didn’t get the information that we wanted, and we're
now funding them again, there is additional funding
put into some projects.

So, that's why I'm being as vague as | am, because |
really don't know. There are projects in for, say, crop
production, that we thought we would get certain
information from the results of the project that was
put into place. We didn't get it, and we're having, in
some of the areas, to refund.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item 8—pass.

No more discussion?

Therefore be it resolved that there be granted to Her
Majesty a sum not exceeding $1,711,300 for Agricul-
ture, Canada-Manitoba Value-Added Crops Produc-
tion Aggreement, for the fiscal year ending the 31st
day of March, 1983—pass.

Continuing with Item No. 9. Acquisition/Construc-
tion of Physical Assets, Resolution 116.
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The Honourable for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, the expenditure here,
if | understand correctly, is pretty much locked in as
the funding for grants to towns and villages for their
water systems, interest and the drug purchase for the
Department of Agriculture, or the purchases of drugs
forthe veterinary clinics. Has he made any change in
direction in this particular area, or has it been pretty
much locked in like in the past, that it's commitment of
government and it's just a matter of the work that was
started last year, in some cases, ongoing commit-
ments by the province? That's the question, really, is
there any changesinthe direction of this expenditure?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, basically not, there is
appproximately, $200,000 increase in the Budget of
Community Water Source grants. That's one of the
major ones, and A. |. Sieman purchases, and also the
drug centre purchases; there are hefty increases
there from $2 million to $2,300,000, for the drugs from
$380,000 to $450,000, in the Sieman purchases, there
are funds now $200,000 for community pastures.
Those are basically the increases in the funding in this
whole area.

We have the Manitoba Water Services Board — I'll
gothrough the entire list sothe honourable members
will know — Manitoba Water Services Boards, Sewer
and Water grants $3 million; Farm Water Source
grants $160,000; Community Water Source grants
$440,000; Water Pipeline grants $50,000; Water Dis-
tribution and Sewage Collection grants $450,000;
Future Water Use $150,000; Vet Drug Centre Pur-
chases $2.3 million; A. |. Sieman purchases $450,000;
Veterinary Clinics $115; and Community Pastures
$200,000; for the total of $7.315 million.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item No. 9.—pass.

There being no further discussion, Be it resolved
that there be granted to Her Majesty a sum not
exceeding $7,315,000 for Agriculture, Acquisition/-
Construction of Physical Assets for the fiscal year
ending the 31st day of March, 1983—pass.

Continue with Item No. 10. Income Insurance Fund,
Resolution 17.

The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | have a hard time
understanding why this figure is so low in the Esti-
mate Book at $50,000.00. | know that since the Esti-
mates were tabled that there has been $40 million in
one way or another introduced by the Department of
Agriculture, and possible the Minister could indicate
why it was not in this particular line, and what is he
going to do with the $50,000 that's there?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, for the honourable
member’s edification, the $50,000 that is in the Esti-
mates here covers only the administration of the Hog
Program. There are no funds, whatsoever, for the
Beef Income Assurance Program; they will all be
brought in in the Supplementary and Capital Supply
that we brought in and tabled later on in this Session.
Atthe timethatthese Estimateswereprinted we were
not in a position to define and hadn’t reached an
agreement within government as to the amount of
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funding that would be made available. So, rather than
putsome kind of asum into the Estimates, we said we
will put nothing into the Estimates, and we will bring
in all that we have announced in Supplementary and
Capital Supply.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | would say that it
would have been, certainly more helpful, asfaras the
overall projections of the expenditures of government
if it had of been in, however, | can appreciate some-
what what the Minister said. With that, Mr. Chairman, |
would agree to pass this item and go onto the Minis-
ter’s salary.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item No. 10, Be it resolved that
there be granted to Her Majesty a sum not exceeding
$50,000 for Agriculture, Income Insurance Fund, for
the fiscal year ending the 31st day of March,
1983—pass.

I direct the member’s attention back to Page 9, Item
No. 1.(a) the Minister’s Salary.

The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | would like to, first of
all, say that the Estimate process, looking at it from
this side of the Assembly, is somewhat different than
what I've had the experience of going through or
working through, as the now present Minister finds
himself, Mr. Chairman. | would expect for one’s learn-
ing experience that that maybe is not all bad, how-
ever, | would have still have preferred to have been on
that side of the House in debating the Estimates and
expenditures because | would have felt a lot more
comfortable, Mr. Chairman, with the types of policies
and direction that the government was still proceed-
ing to go, and not, Mr. Chairman, like what we are
seeing today.

| somewhat, Mr. Chairman, had a difficult time in
doingthis,butl would like to make a change or move
a motion to change the Minister’s Salary and | would
like to do it at this time, Mr. Chairman - and | do have
copies for the House.

I'd like to move, seconded by the Member for Min-
nedosa, Mr. Chairman,

WHEREAS the Minister of Agriculture has failed to
provide the farm community with policies ard pro-
grams to further enhance their incomes and oppor-
tunities; and

WHEREAS the Beef Support Program should be
designed to give the producers immediate relief
through a one-time payment and continued efforts to
bring about a Federal-Provincial Stabilization Pro-
gram for Canada; and

WHEREAS the Beef Program has included a com-
pulsory marketing board system for beef producers
who in 1977 rejected a marketing board by over 75
percent; and

WHEREAS the Interest Rate Relief Program is of
little, if any, use to assist the farm community; and

WHEREAS the Minister has not supported the dairy
producers or employees of the two Manco cheese
plants when they closed; and

WHEREAS the Minister does not believe that pri-
vate land ownership is a basic right of every Manito-
ban and a system where freedom is exercised by
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farmers to produce food is the best, most efficient
way; and

WHEREAS the farm community has lost confi-
dence in the ability of the Minister of Agriculture to
represent them and supporttheirindustry and protect
their freedom;

I, therefore move, seconded by the Member for
Minnedosa, that the Minister’s Salary be reduced to
$50, the same as he is prepared to pay on a per cow
basis to the beef producers for the government con-
trol of their industry, Mr. Chairman.

MOTION presented.
MR.CHAIRMAN: TheHonourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, in introducing this
Resolution, | somewhat regret that thishasto be done
because | shouldfirst of all tell the Minister that | had a
very difficult time with my colleagues to have it that
high, that he were to get $50.00. It was a major debate
in Caucus and | had to work very hard to retain $50 for
him.

I guess, Mr. Chairman, ifthe proper feelings were to
be demonstrated that | feel, | think they were put
forward by the Leader of the Opposition this after-
noon and yesterday in hiscomments and questionsto
the Acting First Minister of this province, thatitis very
disappointing indeed that we have a Minister of Agri-
culture that, if he is reflecting the policies and direc-
tions and the feelings of his government in the farm
community, then | would have said it would have been
better to have the Premier of the province ask his
Minister of Agriculture for his resignation because,
Mr. Chairman, that is how serious the Opposition feel
about what the Minister of Agriculture has done in
almost five months in office.

He's put on the record yesterday in his Estimates
that he feels, or in the night before in his comments
that he feels, that the private ownership of land and
the private production of private ownership has
nothing to do with production of food. Mr. Chairman,
that is just not acceptable to the farm community of
Manitoba and it is not in the best interests of the
consumers of the Province of Manitoba or the con-
sumers of the country of Canada.

Mr. Chairman, itis totally an unacceptable approach,
an unacceptable philosophy to force onto the people
of the Province of Manitoba and | have to speak out
very strongly on this because it’s a very basic princi-
ple and a basic freedom that we have enjoyed. |, Mr.
Chairman, cannot support a Minister of Agriculture
and | don’t think that the farm community want to
have very much to do with anindividual who has those
kinds of beliefs or feelings.

Thatis astatefarmprogram, Mr. Chairman, if | have
ever heard one. Everything we have talked about, all
the monies that he has anything to do with in his
redirecting of the government or the department, has
nothing more than to do with the hands-on approach
to the farm community.

He has demonstrated it, Mr. Chairman, in the
Crown lands section; he has demonstrated it, and I'll
go to the Beef Income Assurance Program, where in
fact it stipulates that he has to have the marketing
controls of the beef industry. He stipulates, Mr.
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Chairman, that he has to have the decision-making
power within the beef industry, thathehasto now tell
the producers when and what kind of livestock they
should sell for the Province of Manitoba, a totally
unacceptable approach to the basic freedoms in
which agriculture has operated in this province from
the beginning of its conception as a province and the
development of this country.

How, Mr. Chairman, in five months can a Minister of
Agriculture come forward with such ill-conceived
socialistic state manipulistic type of approach? Mr.
Chairman, the way he has done it is he’s said to his
colleagues that he has the support of a farmers’
organization. He has the support of afew farm union
members, Mr. Chairman, who do not in any way,
shape or form reflect the general feeling of the agri-
culture community, very much the opposite.

I, Mr. Chairman, as we look at what the Minister has
proposed in the Interest Rate Relief Program — and |
mention that specifically — because in their election
promise of the N.D. party there was a strict commit-
ment notto allow any farmer, any businessmen, busi-
nesswomen, any homeowner to lose their home
because of high interest rates. Well, Mr. Chairman, let
metellyou, | believe thatthe bank interest rate was set
again in Canada today and | don’t think that this Min-
ister of Agriculturein one way, shape, form or another
has any ability to protectthose farmers that he said he
was going to protect, a totally false statement, some-
thing that he has not lived up to, something which he
cannot live up to.

Mr. Chairman, the Minister with his smile and the
approach that he has, he thinks he is able to fool the
farm community. He cannotfoolthe farm community,
Mr. Chairman. The First Minister of this province, Mr.
Chairman, | have to say is one of the — I'll pick my
words as carefully as possible because, Mr. Chair-
man, | do notwant to do as some of the members may
have, | don’t want to make them as a personal note —
but the policies and the direction that this Premier is
trying to take this province and is at this point, has
been a disastrous failure on some of the major thrusts
that have been put forward in this province, to support
the farm community and all the groups in society have
been a total disaster.

Look at the bankruptcies and look at the layoffs.
Look at the failure of him and his Ministers to put
together at least meaningful programs and meaning-
ful discussions to accomplish some of the major pro-
jects that have been established in the four years of
our office. Mr. Chairman, we are seeing a First Minis-
ter in this province who has appointed a Cabinet who
have got the philosophies of something totally unac-
ceptable to the people that they're representing and
namely, the Minister of Agriculture. |, for the life of
me, cannot associate myself in any way, shape or
form with voting him the kind of money that he is
askingfor,forthe Minister of Agriculture and that, Mr.
Chairman, is why | have moved the motion that | have
to reduce his salary to $50.00.

Mr. Chairman, | had some regrets and | honestly
have to say | did have to fight with my colleagues to
get it to that $50, because there are strong feelings
and | mean it; there are strong feelings and | have
them as deeply as anyone else that the Minister
should, after misleading the public, misleading the
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Legislative Assembly and misleading this Committee,
after telling us, Mr. Chairman, that he met with the
farm community; met with the associations before he
introduced his programs. Mr. Chairman, he either is
telling them that they are not telling the truth or he is
not telling the truth.

Let me tell you, Mr. Chairman, | had the privilege of
working with the farm community for the past four
years and| did not find too much difficulty in getting
along with them. We didn't always agree; we had
some difficult times in certain areas but we worked
them through in a consultative way, Mr. Chairman. |
have been criticized by the now Minister for maybe
not moving in certain areas as fast as possible, but,
Mr. Chairman, it's on the record that | didn’t have any
violent opposition to the direction in which we were
taking agriculture under the Premiership of Mr. Ste-
rling Lyon.

It's on the record, Mr. Chairman, that we were able
to work with the farm community and support the
farm community and provide an environment in
which we, in all possible ways with our policies of
government, were not the stumbling blocks that we're
now seeing be put up for the farm community. Yes,
Mr. Chairman, | call them stumbling blocks. | call
them stumbling blocks because you know it's unfor-
tunatethat we have now seen a Minister of Agriculture
introduce $40 million in an Agriculture Support Pro-
gram — remember $40 million. It's very nice and |
honestly say I'm pleased that money was putin place;
but the ill-conceived way in which he’sgoingtouseit,
Mr. Chairman, flies in the face of the common sense
and the farm community that produces the food for
this country. Why has he done that, Mr. Chairman,
becausetheyneedthatkind offinancial support; they
need it on a one-time payout.

Then, Mr. Chairman, | have no problem in agreeing
with the Minister when he says we should have a
national stabilization program for the beef industry,
that was our position, Mr. Chairman. It was our posi-
tion in the hog industry and that's why, Mr. Chairman,
one of the reasons it was a two-year program so it
could be phased into a national program without dis-
rupting the overall provincial hog production picture
in Manitoba; and it was a good program. The beef
industry, Mr. Chairman, needed a one-time payout;
they neededthat $50 now and no strings attached and
put them on even ground, Mr. Chairman, with the
producers of Ontario, with the producers of Alberta.

Yes, Mr.Chairman, the Minister comes back and he
says, “Well Mr. Member for Arthur, you had lots of
time to do that.” Mr. Chairman, the beef industry did
not get into extreme difficulty until the latter part of
our last year on office, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman,
the province had to have money paid back to itunder
their other ill-conceived program. That's evidence
that the beef industry didn’t need the support at that
particulartime and we were working with the national
government on stabilization.

Mr. Chairman, it's unfortunate indeed that he has
taken that $40 million and done what? He is now
trying to accomplish, as I've said in my resolution, he
istryingto bring in anationalized or a state marketing
board for thebeefindustry, without - and he's admit-
ted it - without doing one bit of research to the eco-
nomic impact of the feed lot industry or the auction
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mart industry in this province.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, he has done it without the con-
sulation and without the direction and support of the
farm community, representing the majority of the
farm community. But who did he listen to? He listened
to the provincial and the national farmers union, Mr.
Chairman, that represent less than 5 percent of the
farmers of Manitoba. That's the kind of Minister of
Agriculture. Because he believes asthey do, national-
ize the farm community, state farms, I'm going to
introduce state farm policies and programs so that we
can have a hands-on approach.

That, Mr. Chairman, as |I've said and I'll continue to
say itin mytermof office, isnotinthe best interests of
the consumers of Manitoba. Yousee what it leads to;
you see that kind of policy. It heads to a state food
store system. Yes, and | want the consumers to pay
attention to this, with that group of consumer-
orientated people over there the policies that the Min-
ister of Agriculture has shown to us will be introduced
at the consumer level as well. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
that's the kind of thing we’re going toseecoming from
the Pawley government - hands on, statecontrol. That
isn’t in the best interests of feeding the young people
and giving them opportunities within the whole of
agriculture and the whole of all the other industries
that this province has.

Mr. Chairman, what the Minister has done, he has
gone directly opposite to the direction that the farm
community want to go. I'm warning him, Mr. Chair-
man, I'm giving him good notice right now. I'm giving
him good noticerightnow, because itjust won’t wash
because he didn't listen to his directors and the peo-
ple within the Department of Agriculture who are very
qualified people. He listened to a couple of advisors,
Mr. Chairman, and I'd be interested to know, some
time during the Minister’s response in his salary, |
would be interested, Mr. Chairman, just who are his
personal aides and his advisors and his assistants?
—(Interjection)— Well, Mr. Chairman, he's got some
other ones around that have got some pretty interest-
ing backgrounds.

I think it has to be laid right out, but you know we
have a Premier now who comes to this House and he
can’t stand up and defend his Minister of Agriculture;
he can’t stand up and defend his Minister of Agricul-
ture because he has proven every time he dces, he
says, “Where's your position on the Crpw, where's
your position on the Crow?.” He cannot stand up and
and come clean, straightforward in this House and
say, “My Minister of Agriculture, | believe in him and
he's the Minister who's introducing state farm poli-
cies; he’s cancelled Crown land sales; he's cancelled
MACC loanprogramsforland.” Hecan'tstand up and
saythat and “my Minister with $40 million is introduc-
ing a marketingboardsystem which is beingimposed
on the beef industry.” No, Mr. Chairman, he can’t do
that. He can’t do that because he cannot protect his
Minister of Agriculture. They are not the policies of
his government and | challenge the First Minister, if
they're not the policies of this government, then stand
stand up,stand up andsay thattheyaren’'t and ask his
Minister to find another place on the other side of
the House. | mean on this side of the House if they
would in fact give the people of Manitoba what they
want in agriculture.
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Mr. Chairman, the Minister of Agriculture is either
in agreement, or his government are in agreement
with him, or they’re not, and if they are, then | would
think that the First Minister and | challenge him — |
challenge the First Minister to stand up and defend his
Minister of Agriculture. |If he agrees with the Minister’s
policies, as he has stated them on the record, then let
him stand up and say he does, but if he doesn't, let him
also stand up and ask his Minister of Agriculture to
nottake this $50 that we have voted for him, or going
tovotefor him, that| had to fightso hardtogetto, Mr.
Chairman, in Caucus. Mr. Chairman, letthe First Min-
ister of the province stand up, let him stand up and
defend his Minister of Agriculture or say he doesn’t
deserve the $50 that you fellows want to give him, | will
ask him to resign his post as Minister of Agriculture
because he is directly opposed to what the farm
community want and what's in their best interest.

There's another good example that he’s proven, Mr.
Chairman. He has introduced, with his beef program,
a marketing board systemthat | referred to, manage-
ment decisions on whether a farmer should market
his cattle at slaughter as calves, but force them to go
market weights because he automatically assumes
that there’s going to be profit. He wouldn’t guarantee
it. My colleague from Turtle Mountain asked the Min-
ister, “if you force those individuals to feed those
calves on to slaughter weight, do you guarantee them
aprofit?” And he would not, Mr. Chairman, he did not
guarantee them a profit.

Well, Mr. Chairman, that is totally unacceptable.
But the most difficult one of all that | have to swallow,
Mr. Chairman, and that is that he is now saying that
the people withinthe farm community who are elected
the same as he is, elected through a democratic sys-
tem to the Cattle Producers Association, that the
Manitoba Farm Bureau, who represent the major
pools and larger producer-owned grain companies,
the marketing boards of which he himselfis amember,
through the Turkey Marketing Board, pf which heisa
producer of that commodity. The egg producers, the
broiler producers, all make up the Farm Bureau and
here itis, in their last meeting just held the other day,
aresayingthat the Minister of Agriculture did not, did
notindividually or collectively meetwiththem or have
input into the development of this program. Mr.
Chairman, | do not see how a Minister of Agriculture
cansitin his place in this Legislative Assembly, in his
office, and truly say that he is in the best interests of
the people of Manitoba, when he has gone directly
against, accused of misleading the public with a
statement that has been made. That, Mr. Chairman, is
totally unacceptable and wecan’ttolerate that kind of
leadership within the Department of Agriculture and
again, | have some reservations about the $50 and I'm
sure | had better be careful or it may be changed by
my colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, we have talked briefly about the
Interest Rate Relief Program. The Minister has said he
expects 300-and-some farms to be in difficulty, to go
broke with the problems of high expenses and inter-
est rates. How many is he going to help, Mr. Chair-
man? He said in his election promise that none of
them would lose their farms or their businesses, but
he’s now saying in here that there are 300 of them as
opposed to 21 last year. He's saying that there were



Thursday, 15 April, 1982

40-some helped with the Debt Consolidation Pro-
gram. Mr. Chairman, we introduced that Debt Consol-
idation Program, not under any false leadership or
false statements that we were going to help all the
farm community with their debt, but we said — and |
want this to be very clear —thatthose people that had
extremely high operating debts or debt with fertilizer
companies or farm suppliers, that if they could con-
solidate those and put them over a 10-yearperiod or a
longer term period atsomewhat of aless interest rate,
that they would be helped. The Minister has admitted
that has been a program that has helped, Mr.
Chairman.

Now, we've seen a government with $23 million to
helpinterestratesoveratwo-yearperiodtohelp three
groups in society. Well, Mr. Chairman, very little hope
for anybody to get any supportin that particular pro-
gram and he is again coming forward trying to fool the
people. Thatis why, in my motion to reduce his salary
to the $50, Mr. Chairman, | have to bring that to the
attention of the public of Manitoba.

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about the dairy industry
for a few minutes. He is a member who before being
the Minister of Agriculture, voted against the milk-
pricing system that we now have that was acceptable
by all the dairy producers in the province, Mr. Chair-
man. He voted against the present Milk Pricing Com-
mission that'sin placeto supportthe dairy producers.
He, Mr. Chairman, is not even looking at the recom-
mendations by the Chairman of the Milk Producers
Marketing Board to look at the two-price system for
the milk in Manitoba. He's closed his mind, Mr.
Chairman. He will not look at a two-price system or
the two-pool system for the pricing of milk. They've
asked for it. | told them, Mr. Chairman, that we would
do areview of the benefits that may be achieved if that
were to be changed back to the system prior to the
Schreyer years. Mr. Chairman, we indicated we would
at least look at it in their best interest, but what have
we seen? We've seen two dairy places close. ManCo
closed two cheese plants. He didn't even put a com-
mittee together with the Minister of Economic Devel-
opment and the Minister of Co-operatives to at least
assist or to work with the dairy producers and the
industry and the labour movement.

What happens when the mining industry have afew
layoffs which they have had a tremendous amount of
layoffs? At least, the First Minister goes and he says,
we're concerned and he talks to them. They didn’t
give a damn about the people who were laid off in the
ManCo cheese plants, Mr. Chairman. Why didn'tthey
dosomething aboutit? They wouldn'teven meetwith
them, Mr. Chairman, so | can't support a Minister of
Agriculture who will not shoulder the responsibility of
all segments of the agriculture community.

The one of course that is really the toughest one of
all for me and my colleagues to accept and that, of
course, is the factthat he is allowing or is prepared to
let slide our farm ownership, our land tenure, our
ownership of land to slide toward the Soviet Union
system, admitted in the comments in this Legislature.

If he believes in the system we have, why didn't he
stand up and say, “'I'm prepared to retain it?” But he
says, “We are slidingin thatdirection; we are going in
that direction and we are not going to try and stop it.”
He said he did not stand up and say that he was going
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to stop it. That, Mr. Chairman, flies in the face of our
basic principles and freedoms as a nation and as a
community of agriculture producers. I'll tell him
something about private ownership or rentingofland
from a private individual versus renting from the state
because, Mr. Chairman, he didn't invent renting from
the province to the people. He didn't invent anything
when he broughtinthatill-conceived state farm pro-
gram or land lease, whatever it was. That wasn't any
new idea.

Since Day One in the development of agriculture,
Mr. Chairman, producers could rent land from their
neighbour for athird crop share, aquarter crop share
and they looked after it pretty well. You know why
they lookedafterit? Because thefelloworthe individ-
ualwhoownedtheland or rented it to him was helping
to advisein certain cases if that was agoodpracticeto
becarriedoutonthatland. They workedtogether, Mr.
Chairman. They didn't invent anything. In fact right
now, Mr. Chairman, he could go and rent land on a
quarter or a crop share basis, I'm sure, any part of
Manitobaif anyone wanted to start up. I'll tell you right
today, Mr. Chairman, that thereislots of land to rent;
thereis lots of land to farm and the profit could still be
made if the right combination of things were put
together.

He doesn’t have any magical ideas with his state
control of the system. Just because you have the
government involved, as far as I'm concerned, dis-
credits the program particularly when it is under a
Minister of Agriculture who has the kind of philo-
sophy and policies that this Minister has. It scares me
skinny, Mr. Chairman, and | have to be made skinny,
but I'll tell you it scares me skinny when | hear the
kinds of policies and comments coming from that
Minister. That, Mr. Chairman, is a basic right and a
freedom and a principle that we have subscribed to;
that this country has fed itself well with; that we've
become one of the major exporters of food and food
products in the world.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, it wasn't because the govern-
ment owned land, it's a system where we have been
able to produce and to feed the international and the
hungry world, the kind of countries that have the
system that he is trying to impose on our Manitoba
farmers. That's the point that has to be made. Every
day, you can see it happening in Poland; you can see
it in Russia and yet he says, that's the way we are
going and he's not going to do anything to stop it. It's
ontherecord, Mr. Chairman. He cannot get out of this
one.

I have a very difficult time. | wish, Mr. Chairman, he
had made those statements during the electioncam-
paign. | wished he had made those statements, Mr.
Chairman, earlier in the Estimates in the Department
of Agriculture. Mr. Chairman, the Leader ofthe Oppo-
sition putitvery well the other night. You know, we are
concerned about the broken election promises in
their, whatever document thatis, somethingforMani-
toba under the NDP. It's what he didn't say, “A Clear
Choice for Manitoba,” it's what they didn’t say in that
document that now has me so concerned and it has
the members on this side of the House very con-
cerned, Mr. Chairman. It is what they didn’t say and
thereis what is happening right now. We'reseeing all
the introduction of thoseprogramsthat are notin the
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best interests of producing food; not in the best inter-
ests of protecting the opportunities; not in the best
interests of protecting the freedoms that we have
enjoyed in this country and, Mr. Chairman, that is why
we haverecommended or made the motion to reduce
his salary to $50.00.

To $50 that he's trying to buy from every beef pro-
ducer in this province, each cow of theirs, so he can
control the production for six years, at the same time
take 6 to 8 percent, 4 to 8 percent of their gross
income at the same time. |, for the life of me, Mr.
Chairman, cannot swallow that. | do not believe that
it's in the best interests of the agricultural community
when the Minister says, “| wantto introduce a market-
ing board system; | want to take all your decision
making poweraway and at the same time pay me 4 to
8percentofyourgrossreturnstodoit.” What does he
think the farmers are? What does he think they are?
Made of money.

Well I'll tell you, they won'’t be very long under his
direction and leadership, they’'ll be going hungry like
the consumers of the Province of Manitoba and like
the consumers of Canada and the international world
that we've traditionally marketed our produceinto. He
is, Mr. Chairman, so misdirected in this way that the
First Minister | think hasto reassess the individual and
the thinkings of that particular Minister, because it is
not and — it's again pointed out that the cattlemen,
the Manitoba Farm Bureau who represent the farmers
of this province and not in total, but in pretty large
part, Manitoba Pool Elevators that make up some
18,000 members of their organization or members of
the Farm Bureau, The Turkey Producers that he
knows very well are members of that organization
elected democratically, 15,000 cattle producers, Mr.
Chairman.

You know, it's not very heartwarming or very com-
forting to sit here and see that broad support of agri-
culture that he has behind him and | have to say thatif
he is allowed to run rampant with his ideas, Mr.
Chairman, that the members of the government had
better take a pretty serious look at the kinds of reac-
tions or reception that's going to take place in the
farm community with the government of Howard
Pawley.

You know particularly again it was pointed out
today when the resolution was amended, my co'leage
from Roblin-Russell when he introduced the resolu-
tion on metric, that the amendment to that resolution
came from the Member for Gimli and what is he say-
ing? He's saying that we should move in the same
direction as the Ottawa government in enforcing and
putting metric on the people of Canada, without hav-
ing to calculate a cost on the farmers, because we
know that it's going to cost them money to buy new
scales; it's going to cost them money to put in elevator
scales to weight the grain. It has cost them money and
yet, he stands up on this very same day and says, “|
want to support the Crow rate because it's going to
cost the farmers more money to transport grain.” At
the same time he’s saying, “l want to implement met-
ric. | don’tknow what it's going to cost the farmers and
I don’t give adarn.” Whatis he talking about? On the
same day he gets up and speaks in opposite direc-
tions and he introduced an amendment to a resolution.

Mr. Chairman, | can’tfor the life of me understand a
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member of this Legislature who would get up and
introduce an amendment to a resolution supporting
the imposition of metric on producers. It's going to
cost them thousands of dollars each on this whole
conversion. The consumers, it has already cost and
will continuetocostmore and he, Mr. Chairman, says
that he’'s a protector of the farm community. Mr.
Chairman, thatkind of thingdoesn'twash asfaras|I'm
concerned.

Mr. Chairman, the confidence that the farm com-
munity place in government | think is something that
we all have to pay attention to. Farm people in a
general sense respect government; they respect the
law and they expect a Minister of Agriculture and a
government to give them the umbrella policies and
protection thatisin the majority of their interests, but,
Mr. Chairman, we now have a government that don’t
care about that. Even though he says he’s met with the
farm community; he's met with the producer repres-
entation. He introduced a Marketing Board System
with his Beef Support Program, Mr. Chairman, that
seventy some percent of the producers voted against.
When his colleague, the Minister of Highways and
Transportation who is now sitting here he, Mr. Chair-
man, introduced a program that gives us compulsory
marketing that the majority of beef producers said
they didn’t want. What makes him think? What, Mr.
Chairman, makes him think, because the Minister
says “Why didn'tl getrid of it?” Didn’t get rid of what?
| didn’t try and impose anything onto them in a mar-
keting structure like that. | didn’t want to change the
whole system because the beef producers said they
didn’t want it. That, Mr. Chairman, is what they have
got.

They’ve got a Minister who they don’t have confi-
dence in. How can they have confidence in him when
hebringsintheill-conceived policies that he's brought
inand programmed? How can they support a Minister
who believes in the state farm system that has caused
so much difficulty throughout the world and caused
— the people that he says he’s trying to help through-
out the world, are the people he’s made hungry with
his policies and programs through state control and
it's demonstrated in everything he’s done, Mr.
Chairman.

Therefore, lhavenoproblematallin supporting the
motion which we've introduced to reduce the Minis-
ter's salary to $50.00, the same as I've indicated that
he’s trying to buy the beef industry for from the beef
producers of this province. Well let me tell you this,
Mr. Chairman, the beef producers aren’t going to buy
it. They’'re not going to buy him and | would hope that
the First Minister of this province would either clarify
his government’s position on the ownership of land
policies, whether he believes the state or the private
owner should have it or ask his Minister to find
employment elsewhere, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister of Gov-
ernment Services.

HON. SAMUEL USKIW (Lac du Bonnet): Mr. Chair-
man, | did not think that | was going to be part of this
debate, but the Memberfor Arthuris soeloquentwith
his misinformation that | believe that there oughttobe
someresponse fromthis side because, Mr. Chairman,
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the Member for Arthur has a bit of a problem. That is
that during the course of the last four years, just
before the advent of this government through the
policies of that Minister, the former Minister and that
government, Mr. Chairman, we had the demise of the
livestock industry in this province. Itwent from a high
position to a bankruptcy position, Mr. Chairman. So,
Mr. Chairman, the Member for Arthur is indeed
embarrassed by that fact that he sat by while the
industry was collapsing. He didn’t offer the industry
any form of assistance, but shortly after the election
results, Mr. Chairman, the member was very vocal
about the need for assistance to the beef industry of
this province, but it took him a defeat at the polls to
bring about that realization that there was indeed a
problem in the agriculture economy.

Mr. Chairman, | want to remind the Member for
Arthur that he destroyed the confidence of the pro-
ducers in a stabilization plan that gave them guaran-
teed cost of production prices that was in effect until
March 31st, 1982. He destroyed it by fiddling with the
plan and by encouraging the producers to opt out
during the course of the last four years.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let's go through that scenario
because it was a stabilization plan that was designed
to guarantee to the producers ofbeefin Manitobaand
producers of calves in Manitoba that as the costs of
production would go up, so would the guaranteed
price go up and that the taxpayers of this province
were going to make up the difference between the
market price and the cost of production price. That
was the formula that was in place from 1975 to March
of 1982, Mr. Chairman. This Minister came along and
discouraged the program,; said it was not a healthy
program because it restricted the industry in what-
ever way he could imagine, | don’t know what restric-
tions there were in the program. But his former Minis-
ter found a horrendous number of restrictions that
were handicappingtheindustry and this program was
going to kill it if he didn’t get rid of it.

Mr. Chairman, the people that he was appealing to,
the farm community, fell prey to his urgings because
of the history of the industry itself. He had an ally to
his argument, Mr. Chairman, and that was the expe-
rience of time. One of the things that most farmers
know, and indeed the cattlemen know, is that the
cattle industry, the price cycles in the cattle industry
were usually 9 to 11 year cycles historically. You
could almost have timed it, it was like clockwork, the
boomandbustcyclein the beefindustry. For decades
and decades that's the way it went, and most cattle-
men will support that argument, Mr. Chairman.

Sowhen the Government of Manitoba came in with
almost, well with an excessive $50 million of taxpay-
ers’ money to support the beef industry in the 1970’s,
Mr. Chairman, they did it because they too thought
that it was going to be an interim measure; that the
cyclewould comebackagainand we would recapture
some of that money. Mr. Chairman, that never hap-
pened. The people of this province did not recapture
the $50 million that was paid out. The traditional cycle
did notlast, or did not repeat itself anymore, it did not
repeat itself anymore. So the taxpayers of Manitoba
ended up with a fairly substantial, in fact the most
aggressive program ofincome stabilization in the his-
tory of the province was provided for the beef industry
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as a result of those conditions, Mr. Chairman.

Now, the Minister who came in in ‘77, the former
Minister, tried to convince the cattlemen that this
aberration is nothing more than an aberration, that
we're going to get back on track. If you get out of this
program the marketplace is the safer place foryouto
be. That's essentially what he was urging them to do,
not only urging them but coercing to get out of the
program, Mr. Chairman; a degree of political black-
mail if you like. Mr. Chairman, the cattlemen bought
that proposition; they too, thought yes maybe it was
an aberration, this one miscycle, if you like, or mis-
eventin the beef production and price cycle. And they
opted out to the point where by March of this year a
couple of hundred out of about 5,000 were left in the
program.

They would have loved to have that program right
now, Mr. Chairman, but they are out of it, voluntarily,
through the urgings of the former Minister, in the
belief that the marketplace indeed will give them a
higherreward than the guaranteed cost of production
price that was put in place by the previous govern-
ment of this province.

Well, Mr. Chairman, before that 5 year contract
expired, which was last month, the very people that
held those contracts, individually and collectively
through their associations, marched back to the
Legislature on numerous occassions since December
1st, and even before December 1st, and said we need
a program. We need more provincial taxpayers’ dol-
lars to save the beef industry. You know we could
have said, “Butyou had a program, itwasstill in effect
but you chose not to participate.” Full cost of produc-
tion were the benefits, Mr. Chairman. We could have
said that but we didn’t. We felt that they had to learn
thatlesson and that we will forget whathappened and
we will pick it up from this point on and hopethatthe
lessons of the past will be such that we will not make
the same mistakes into the future.

Mr. Chairman, they did indeed believe that the
market cycle is going to be such that they will have
money in their pockets if they stayed away from a
provincial stabilization plan. The result of that belief if
that many ofthemareon the verge of bankruptcy and,
indeed, most of them certainly aren’'t making any
profit on their production and so they want a new
program. But the encouragement for the demise of
that program came from the previous administration
who said it wasstate control; the governmentwastoo
involved with the industry; it was a gimmick; itwas a
manipulation. The same arguments that are now
being proposed here through this motion, Mr. Chair-
man, were used over the last three or four years in
order to discredit a program that was sound finan-
cially, from the point of view of the beef industry, and
who wished they now had it, Mr. Chairman.

The industry is volatile; the market system is not
secure; the costs of production are no longer predic-
table; and that, in essence, is the nub of the problem
with respect to agriculture as a whole, but very much
more sowith respecttothe beefindustry. And so the
Government of Manitoba again is prepared to offerto
the industry a degree of stabilization in order to save
the industry again.

In the course of the representations that were made
tothe Minister by these groups in recent months, and
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indeed to the whole of Cabinet, Mr. Chairman, the
proposition that was put to Cabinet by the Farm
Bureau, and it’s in their brief, it's not a secret, it's a
public document — the proposition was that if the
Minister would give the industry a one shot grant and
then follow up with a stabilization plan, that would be
what would be the best method of dealing with the
economic stress of thatindustry of our time. Well, you
know, whatis the size of the one shot payment? That
was something that was not quantified either by that
group or by the government. They eluded to the fact
that they recognized that Manitoba’s financial posi-
tion was one of restraint, if you like, on the spending
side of the ledger; that we didn’t have a great deal of
financial flexibility. They made that point in that dis-
cussion as well. What their dollar expectations were in
terms of subsidy dollars for the industry were not
defined. But what they said, let's giveus a5, or6, or7
year stabilization plan that would follow the one shot
grantthat we would receive now, immediately. But we
don’t want the government to put a penny into that
second phase; we will finance it ourselves through a
check off in the industry. That's what they said, at
which point | interjected and | said, “Well you must
have atremendous amount of confidenceinthenext5
years, or 6 years, because, on the basis of your model
that you are proposing, if we were to apply that retro-
actively to the previous 5 year plan, you still owe us
$40 million; so what makes you think the next five
years is going to be better than the last five years?”
And they said, “Mr. Premier, perhaps the time is get-
ting on, we should get onto other subjects.” That was
the response to that statement on my part, that we
really can't spendall of ourtime talking about thisone
commodity. Well, they realized that really itwasnot a
viable proposition and they backed away very quickly.

Now, what the Minister has introduced here, Mr.
Chairman, and which he has notfinalized, but what he
hasintroduced is a concept that will put some money
in their pocket, and that will give them guarantees on
the basis of some cost-to-production formula that's
yet to be worked out.

Of course, there are strings attached, and that is
that they will encourage the industry to go the full
production cycle, thatis the cow-calfindustry,andwe
had that component in the last plan — up to 50 per-
cent of their production. —(Interjection)— Weli, that
was probably, well, we did, we had the option to pur-
chase. The Member for Pembina says, “We didn't
have a marketing board.” Yes, we had an option to
purchase at the guaranteed price. Mr. Chairman, that
isthe same thing. —(Interjection)— | don’tknow what
you're talking about Donny.

Mr. Chairman, the fact of the matter is that the
program that the Minister is proposing is designed to
bail out the industry; to bail out the industry, to put it
back on a sound financial footing. Why do we say that,
Mr. Chairman? The former Minister of Agriculture
knows it; I'm sure the Member for Morris wouldn’t
know it. He is as | understand an economist. | don't
believe that he would disagree with what | am saying,
butanyonethat has done an analysis on the cow-calf
component of the beef industry knows fully, Mr.
Chairman, that is the industry that never makes any
money in the market system that it operates under.
That is, Mr. Chairman, afact. Afact,outof22years —
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out of 22 years — and the analysis that was done by
the Department of Agriculture some several years
ago, over a 22-year period, | believe, there were two
years that were designated as profit years for that
sector of the beef industry. Well, two years out of 22 in
my mind, Mr. Chairman, is never-never-never Never-
land. It is not a viable proposition. | know that the
medical profession would not want to make money
two years out of 22; | know that the MLAs would not
want to get paid two years out of 22. Mr. Chairman, |
don’t know of any sector in the economy that would
want to get paid two years out of 22, Mr. Chairman.

So, in recognition of that stark reality, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has decided to push, to encour-
age, and to offer a carrot, Mr. Chairman, to offer a
carrotand order a $50 carrot at this stage of the game
to encourage the producers to go the full cycle in
production, from the calfright through to the slaugh-
ter animals, because if there’s any money in the beef
industry itis in the latter part of the production cycle.

Mr. Chairman, the Member for Morrisis correct, the
industry as a whole is not viable today. There's no
question about that. The feedlots are, as he says, for
sale everywhere. In fact, we had a few offers. When
they heard of our program, we, | understand from the
Minister, received a few telephone calls wanting to
know if we'd like to buy some. Thatisindeed the state
of the industry, but, Mr. Chairman, that state of the
industry didn’t arise as of December 1st, 1981; it was
developed at that stage by the former Minister of
Agriculture of this province, Mr. Chairman, who
expired on November 17th.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the former Minister is indeed
embarrassed by the fact that four years of Conserva-
tive administration did nothing to stabilize that sector
in the agricultural economy, whatever, in fact, it was a
backsliding operation, Mr. Chairman. Now, he wants
to latch onto an ideological debate, because that is
the only fighting ground that he has left, is an ideolog-
ical debate. He wants now to stir the emotions of the
people with respectto state ownership, state control,
state farms, the Russian system.

Mr. Chairman, who is promoting the Russian sys-
tem? Well, I'll tell you who it is; it is the Conservative
Party of Manitoba, it is the former Minister of Agricul-
ture, who is indeed promoting, promoting, Mr.
Chairman, promoting that kind of a system into this
country.

Mr. Chairman, the Member for Arthur says, “Did
you read the comments of the Minister of Agricul-
ture?” Yes. | have read those comments and they are
accurate, Mr. Chairman. The fact is, if there is no
public policy that protects the rights of ordinary folk
to have access to land, then only a few people will
have the land. There is no question about that, itis a
matter of time.

You know, European history is full of that, Mr.
Chairman, that is why a lot of Canadians are Canadi-
ans, because they ran away from what was taking
place over there, Mr. Chairman. They ran away from
what was happening in Europe, where we had the
landlord and the tenant. —(Interjection)— Yes. But
the landlord tied in with the state which was Czarist
Russia of that time, yes, the feudal system of Europe,
yes, Mr. Chairman, where an ordinary individual
couldn’t dare, Mr. Chairman, walk into the forest to
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drag out a twig in order to fire up his stove to cook a
pot of tea with. That's how bad it was, that’s the des-
peration that those people had to face, Mr. Chairman,
and that's why they came here.

The policies of that group overthere, Mr. Chairman,
is that we should let the marketplace have freereign,
free reign, Mr. Chairman. The marketplace should
havefreereign, Mr. Chairman, no publicinvolvement,
sothat eventually we have land owned in this country
by very few people as it was the casein Europe atthat
particular time.

So, if you want to create a revolution, you have to
vote Conservative, that's what you have to do. You
havetovote Conservative, so that the wealthy become
much more wealthy much quicker, and so that the
state laws support the people that have already too
much at the expense of the masses who have much
less. —(Interjection)— Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is the
philosophy that is being advocated, that is the philo-
sophy that is being advocated, and that scenario
pushes society into two choices and that is the
extreme left or the extreme right. That's really where
this former Minister is pushing this issue, Mr. Chair-
man, where you either have totalitarian communism
or fascism. That’s really whattheyare promoting, Mr.
Chairman.

The advent of totalitarian communism came out of
the fact that we had rampant, not free enterprise,
monopoly enterprise, state control monopoly enter-
prise, during Czarist Russia and during the feudal
period of Europe, Mr. Chairman. Thatis where itcame
from and out of and the members opposite could
never make the argument, Mr. Chairman, that demo-
cratic socialism eventually became totalitarian com-
munism because they can’'t show me the example. |
can show them many examples, Mr. Chairman,
throughout the world where the extreme left became
a power within that particular area of the world
because of the position of the governing extreme
right for many many years prior to that.

So, Mr. Chairman, the proposition of the Minister of
Agriculture is indeed credible. | have to admit, Mr.
Chairman, it will not be accepted by everyone — I'm
talking now aboutthe beef program — because there
are constraints in it.

The other point that has to be recognized is that
there is a limitation of funds. You know, we just got
through giving that same group $50 million over the
last five years —(Interjection)— oh yes, $50 million.
This concept here has allocated about $40 million
overthe nextfiveorsix years. —(Interjection)—Sorry,
Mr. Chairman, not over the next five or six years, $40
million committed for this first year. We are now up to
$90 million, Mr. Chairman, committed by an NDP
government, $50 million; 40-some-odd in stabiliza-
tion and 10-some-odd in feed assistance
—(Interjection)— yes, you got to throw all of that in
and now another $40 millionis being committed; $90
million, none of which was put forward by the pre-
vious administration during their four years of admin-
istration in this province. Mr. Chairman, the Member
for Arthur has the gall, the nerve, to stand up in the
House and move areduction of the Minister’s Salary?

Mr. Chairman, the members opposite have relied on
the market system . . .
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Order.

MR.USKIW: ...forsolongthatthey justcan’tgetinto
a pragmatic position when the issues demand that
they change, when new situations arise. They are so
entrenched with the old ideas and that explains very
much, Mr. Chairman, why it takes a term of New
Democrats in government to pick up the pieces to put
things back right after one term of administration on
the part of the members opposite.

The Member for Arthur also dealt with — | gather
I've only got on minute left, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chair-
man, in committee there is opportunity to speak many
times, solamnotgoingto pursuethe nextpoint, but|
want to tell the Member for Arthur, the former Minis-
ter, that it was a do-nothing period of four years from
‘770 ‘81 marking time depending on the marketplace
that didn’t deliver. A new government comes in and
tries to rescue the situation and this former Minister
hollers and screams “state ownership, socialism,
communism.” Mr. Chairman, the people of Manitoba
threw you out because of that position last October. |
don’t know how long it is going to take for members
opposite to learn that fact, that the screams of social-
ismand communism that came from the First Minister
over the last four years scared very few people in this
province and | indeed suggest that they will scare
fewer into the future.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Chairman, the Minister of Agriculture tonight has just
been bailed out by the Minister of Highways and
Transportation because the Minister of Agriculture in
the last three weeks that we have been debating his
Estimates hassuffered extremely fromthatcattle dis-
ease, only it's foot-in-mouth not foot-and-mouth, it's
foot-in-mouth.

You know, this Minister of Agriculture isanincredi-
ble person to be leading the farm sector in the Prov-
ince of Manitoba, to be the man that is in charge of
agricultural policy in Manitoba. We have this Minister
of Agriculture, the MLA for the Interlake, doingin five
short months what it took his colleague, the MLA for
Lac du Bonnet, eight years to do. It took the former
Minister of Agriculture eight whole years to lose the
confidence of the farm community; this man is doing
itin five short months and it all started outon such a
high note and such a high plane in the Throne
Speech, Mr. Chairman.

Here is what they said in the Throne Speech. This
Minister of Agriculture’s contribution to the Throne
Speech was that “Rural Manitoba is the heartland of
our province and agriculture is the backbone of the
diverse Manitoba economy. My government is com-
mitted to protecting the family farm and to the rural
values which helped to shape this province.” That’s
what the Minister of Agriculture contributed to the
Throne Speech and then, what does he deliver to us?
Well, he delivers to us a system in which he is not
going to sell Crownlands to farmers. That’s one of the
strongest held values in the rural communities is the
right to own property. The Minister of Agriculture is
going to eliminate Crown land sales. He's going to
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take away long-term mortgages and MACC; he's
going to revert MACC back to the state farm program
and he says that this is a government that is going to
live up to rural values which helped to shape this
province.

Mr. Chairman, | hate to keep referring to this
delightful little election document, this package of
campaign fabrications that was foisted upon all Man-
itobans, and some unfortunately read it and believed
it; but they say in here that what they’re goingtodo for
farms and agriculture is they are going to introduce
support and marketing programs necessary to pro-
tect Manitoba producers. And here, Mr. Chairman, is
the catch phrase: “in consultation with the
producers.”

The Minister of Agriculture ignored the advice of
the Manitoba Cattle Producers Association that they
wanted to maintain freedom of choice in their market-
ing of their livestock animals. He didn’t listen to them.
They only represent 95 percent of the beef producers
in the province. He didn't listen to them. He didn’t put
that feature that they wanted in the marketing pro-
gram, the support program he’s got.

The Manitoba Farm Bureau represents 18, | believe,
farm organizations, production organizations, in the
Province of Manitoba. He didn't listen to them. They
speak for agricultural policy. They are the formal pol-
icy spokesmen for 18 groups of producers in the Prov-
ince of Manitoba. He didn’t listen to them. He didn’t
listen to the cattle producers. He didn't listen to the
Manitoba Farm Bureau. Who did he listen to? He
listened to his buddies inthe National Farmers Union,
and he followed their advice.

The Minister of Transportation chastised me the
other night in his Estimates for using a civil servant
who didn’t have the ability to be in this Chamber to
defend himself, but he used Bill Janssen. This Minis-
ter of Agriculture used Bill Janssen to design his Beef
Income Assurance Plan again. The same man that,
when he was Deputy Minister of Agriculture for the
previous Schreyer administration, developed a pro-
gram that 76 percent, | believe, of the farmers voted
against. The man had that much confidence of the
farm economy in Manitoba that 76 percent voted
against him, and under the consequence, voted
against the then Minister of Agriculture. What do they
do? They learned their lesson so well, they brought
him trotting rightbackin from Saskatchewan assoon
as they won the election to develop a beef income
support program, and they said they were going to
listen to producers before they formulated any poli-
cies. Well, that, Mr. Speaker, and | know it's unparlia-
mentary, but that's a lie. They didn’t listen to the
speaker; they didn't listen to the producer groups;
they didn’tlisten to the producers; they listened to Bill
Janssen.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. The Honourable
Minister.

MR. URUSKI: A point of order, Mr. Chairman.
MR. CHAIRMAN: A point of order.

MR. URUSKI: The honourable member is using
unparliamentary language. | ask the member

1551

to withdraw.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, | will withdraw the
statementthat | made that this line in here that they're
going to “develop support marketing programs
necessary to protect Manitoba producersin consulta-
tion with the producers,” | will withdraw thatitis alie. |
will withdraw that it is a lie. | will say that it is a great
distance away from the truth, and that, Sir, is exactly
what it is.

Mr. Chairman, here’s the man, the Minister of Agri-
culture, who'’s going to formulate the agricultural pol-
icies forthe future of the farmeconomy, which in their
Throne Speechthey sayis the backbone of a diverse
Manitoba economy. This is the Minister who's going
to develop the program to support that industry, and
what did he say the other night?

I'm going toread this back to him, and heis going to
hear this time and time again. He says, “What does
ownership have to do with the provision of food?”
That's the Minister of Agriculture that has that kind of
an appreciation of what the farm communities’ values
are. You, Mr. Chairman, have a greater appreciation
of the value that farm people hold and the belief they
have in the ownership of land, much more than your
Minister of Agriculture does.

Then he follows it up, after being slightly chastised
by several of us on this side of the House, he follows it
up by giving this statement to the farmers of Mani-
toba, the very system that the Leader of the Opposi-
tion speaks about that heis so opposed to, Mr. Chair-
man — “We will eventually come about and what
happened in the Soviet Union, we'reslowly comingto
that.”

We asked him, are you going to develop programs
topreventit? Noanswer. No answer. Andthen he tries
totell us, well, thatisn’'t really what | meantto say, that
isn’t really the context, it's taken out of context. Well,
Mr. Chairman, trying toduck from that statement will
notwash. Smiling Billy can go to rural Manitoba and
smile at the farmers at the meetings, and they are all
goingtoremember this statement, andthey are going
to evaluateand weigh carefully every singlewordthis
Minister of Agriculture says, and they, Mr. Chairman,
are going to be extremely suspicious of this Minister
of Agriculture and his motives when he lays it out in
black and white that he believes the Soviet Union
landhold system is slowly going to come aboutto the
Province of Manitoba. Every policy direction that he
has alluded to so farindicates that he firmly is going to
take this province in that direction. He’'s going to doit
with his policies. He shakes his head and he points his
finger. But, Mr. Chairman, that’s exactly what he’s
going to do.

So, Mr. Chairman, I'm not going to prolong this
debate. The Minister of Agricultureis adismal failure.
Heis not providing leadership to the farm community
in Manitoba. | repeat, that in five short months, he has
done more to lose his credibility in the farming com-
munity of rural Manitoba than any other Minister of
Agriculture has everbeen able to accomplish. He has
beaten the record of his former bench mate who took
eight years to do that, and since this Minister of Agri-
culture has been in here, we have asked him ques-
tions and asked him questions and we haven't got a
straight answer yet, until the other night, when he
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came clean on what he believes is a landhold system.
Hehasskated over answers,and he’s been skating for
the last five months, and the only problem is, Mr.
Chairman, he hasn’t had the puck since the Session
started. He's been skating without the puck.

Mr. Chairman, the agricultural community, | can
assure you, has no confidence in this man as the
Minister of Agriculture, and that will reflect upon your
party seriously, and there will be a number of the
backbenchers who will not be around after this short-
lived government goes to the people, because they
willremember the things that your Minister of Agricul-
ture has done and they will not support that party.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, it’s interesting to hear
the honourable members from the Opposition speak.
It seems that they're overwhelmed as to what has
happened in the last five months, Mr. Chairman. Oth-
erwise, they're very unsure of their position, Mr.
Chairman, with respect to what has happened in this
province over the last five months. You know, the
honourable members want to speak and impute
motives in terms of land policy and the like, Mr.
Chairman. It is they whoreally are opposed to owner-
ship of land. It is the Conservatives who are opposed
to the ownership of land by people in the Province of
Manitoba. You know what their criteria is, Mr. Chair-
man? Their criteria to the ownership of land is how
much of these you've got, Mr. Chairman. That's the
criteria of the Conservative Party in terms of the
ownership of land in the Province of Manitoba. Mr.
Chairman, it is very clear that the Conservatives are
and have been bankrupt for the last four years. Forthe
lastfouryearsin the Province of Manitoba, we've seen
adecline in net farmincomes like we have never seen
before; we have seen the reduction of family farms.
They talk about freedom. Mr. Chairman, my colleague
pointed out how they effectively with one fell swoop
ruined a stabilization program —(Interjection)— well,
ruined it for political reasons obviously, very clearly
and when the producers, his own organization, came
to him in July of this year, he showed them the door.
He said, I've got no money.

Mr. Chairman, he now is advocating a program of
one-time payment and we are providing that and so is
the MCPA, but here is the kind of recommendation
that was made on the basis of slaughter cattle mar-
keted in 1980. Mr. Chairman, we know what is being
done in terms of other provincial programs, of how
payments are made in Alberta, of what the honour-
able member is recommending. Mr. Chairman, there
are payments going out in Alberta to feedlot opera-
tors and the program is there. One feedlot is reported
to be receiving $1.25 million in assistance, Mr. Chair-
man, and that’s the kind of a program that they would
like to have us put into place in Manitoba. To heck
with the basic industry, Mr. Chairman; to heck with
the basic industry that provides the animals for the
feedlot and the whole industry. We'll forget it; we'll put
in a program; we'll recommend a program like they
have gotin Alberta, Mr. Chairman, where some feed-
lot operators are receiving with several cheques from
250,000 to 500,000. One feedlot is reported to be
receiving 1.25 million.

That's the kind of a program they are talking about,
Mr. Chairman. That is what they are supporting, Mr.

Chairman, and who are they really talking about
assisting? Who are they really talking about assist-
ing? They talk about being friends of the farmers, Mr.
Chairman, andyetthey havethe gallto come here and
say,thereis noprogram;youhavedelayed forsolong
when the industry cametothemin July and the Minis-
ter told them — it's been negative, Jim Downey’'s reac-
tion. He told them to go home. Clean up your act; go
on home; I've got nothing for you, the same way as he
treated the hog industry in the Province of Manitoba.

You know, we're picking up $5 million of that
announcement of last April yet, Mr. Chairman. It is
that kind of miscalculation, that kind of analysis and
economic analysis that these members talked about
knowing what they’re doing. Mr. Chairman, they had
their heads in the sand. They did not know what they
were doing. They made $10 million of announce-
ments and then the Minister of Finance got up in this
House and said, we will not need those funds. We
know we won't need them —(Interjection)— well, Mr.
Chairman, it is in Hansard that he said it. When | asked
him, where is the $5 million that you made the
announcement for the hog producers of Manitoba?
We won't need those funds, Mr. Chairman. —(Inter-
jections)— Just listen to them, Mr. Chairman. There
would not have been any need for a massive infusion
of capital at this point in time, Mr. Chairman, had the
stabilization program been in effect, there would not
have been any need but it was through your politick-
ing, your nonsense to the agricultural industry, the
farmer’s friend, the true farmer’s friend.

The Member for Pembina, he talks about stretching
the truth, Mr. Chairman. Why doesn'thereadsomeof
his mail and some of the presentations that | read to
the honourable members? | won't bore them with it
again, but they know that basically in terms of princi-
ples of acceptance, the details are not the same, Mr.
Chairman, what the MCPA has presented, and the
member waves the article from the Winnipeg Free
Press. For which organization does MCPA belong?
Do they not belong to the Manitoba Farm Bureau?
Don’'tthey belongtothe Manitoba Farm Bureau? Who
has closed the door on the Manitoba Farm Bureau?
They met with Cabinet; they made presentations, Mr.
Chairman, to Cabinet. Itseems thatthe Conservatives
arevery afraid that the planthat | have announced will
have some impact and that farmers will want to join
and maybe, Mr. Chairman, there may be even some
feedlot operators who will might benefit from the
plan. There may be, Mr. Chairman, there may be. If
feedlot prices orfeedlotsare goingverycheap, itisn’t
as a result of our plan. It is as a result of that good
market condition, that good market economy, that
you fellows support. —(Interjection)— Oh, absolutely,
it has come about as a result of the market situation
that we havehadoverthetwoyears, the marketsitua-
tion that you fellows thought would continue.

Mr. Chairman, the farm community has desperately
searched and looked for leadership in this province
over the last four years. They certainly didn’t have it,
Mr.Chairman. Thiswasthe policy of the Conservative
Party, absolutely to do nothing, Mr. Chairman, and
now they laugh about the farming community, about
saving them money. It is the height of arrogance, Mr.
Chairman, on behalf of the Conservative Party that
they come to this Legislature and say that they have

1552



Thursday, 15 April, 1982

assisted the farm community over the last four years.
It is arrogance to the highest degree that they can
come here and say that they are the friend of the
farmer when they have turned them away. They did
not provide them with the assistance, with the
leadership.

When the Member for Arthur comes in and now is
starting to push, for example, a two-market system in
the price of milk, Mr. Chairman. | guess maybe some
of his people had him convinced that he shouldn’t say
very much about the system, but at least now he’s
coming out and saying, we should have wrecked the
dairy industry as well while we were in office. We
should have torn it apart, Mr. Chairman. We should
have taken itapartandwentback tothe old system of
dual pricing because obviously that's what he’s
recommending at the present time.

Mr. Chairman, | don’t even want to go into the area
of land ownership. We certainly have had a long
debate in this House over the last few days and it was
only because, Mr. Chairman, somehow the Leader of
the Opposition didn’t get the press coverage that he
desired. He had to make an issue because he thought
he made such a major speech and, Mr. Chairman, it
backfired on them. The fact of the matter is they can
use those remarks and they will, I'm sure they will, to
attempt to spread whatever scare tactics they can. |
mean they've done it before; they did that in ‘77. |
expect that to happenagain but | think, Mr. Chairman,
the people of Manitoba and the farmers of Manitoba
are not — they don’t scare very easily anymore, Mr.
Chairman. They don’t scare very easily anymore.

Maybe now, maybe there's a few people in Pembina
that the honourable member might be able to excite
with some of his statements but, | don’t think the rural
Manitoba gets excited very much by the statements
that the honourable member makes. | really don't
think so, Mr. Chairman. —(Interjection)— The only
ones thatgetexcited, Mr. Chairman, arethosethat are
bankrupt and when they have no arguments to make
on policy, they go after people and talk and character
assassinate and go around attacking people. That's
beenthe history of the Conservative party in terms of,
if we can’t get you on policy and | say that again, they
go after individuals, whether they be in this House or
outofthis House. That's the basis of the Conservative
attack, Mr. Chairman.

I'm not talking about myself. Oh, | expect to get
attacked because at least | can defend myself, Mr.
Chairman. At least | can stand here and debate but,
Mr. Chairman, the kind of nonsense that goes on in
terms of character assassinations will not wash and |
think that and | will keep repeating that. That is just
low gutter politics, Mr. Chairman. It is gutter politics
of the worst degree, Mr. Chairman, and the honour-
able members will hear that from me time and time
again when they decide and continue to attack people
in this Legislature. Who I'm referring to is the Member
for Pembina.

He is the one that wants to go and attack people of
Manitoba who have worked very hard in terms of —
well, you may not agree with the policies and | expect
that debate to go on betweenyou — You go a bit far as
far as I'm concerned. You go a bit low. You go so low,
Mr. Chairman, it is hard to see you from your seat in
respectto comments that you make about individual

members, Mr. Chairman.

So, Mr. Chairman, we've discussed most of these
issues through these Estimates. | am pleased frankly
that the members of the Opposition have taken our
programs soseriously thatthey nowbelieve, thatthey
are worried, that the farmers or the farm community of
Manitoba will accept those programs and they want to
do as quick a hatchet job to try and discredit them as
possible. Mr. Chairman, time will tell.

We are involving as many producers as we can to
work onthedetailsoftheplan.Mr. Chairman, we have
consulted with hundreds of producers in the Province
of Manitoba in the last number of months and | believe
that notwithstanding this motion of $50.00 in terms of
salary, itis —(Interjection)— Mr. Chairman, | guess it
is. | guess it is, Mr. Chairman. It's come a lot quicker
than | expected. | would have expected that in proba-
bly year two or yearthree. However, | am very pleased
that I've been able to make some impact and you have
at least —(Interjection)— well, Mr. Chairman, if that’s
the case then the Honourable Member for — not from
Fort Garry, for Arthur there. Mr. Chairman, the Member
for Arthur really couldn’t or doesn’t want to fight very
hard or what, | don’t know. Maybe, he wasn'tlistening
to his colleagues very well and he moved a motion
maybe without their concurrence. I’'mnotsure which.

Mr. Chairman, | believe that likely the members will
want to debate this matter tomorrow and have the
vote on this motion, since we can’t have a vote on it
tonight.

Mr. Chairman, | move the Committee rise.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise
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