LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Tuesday, 18 May, 1982

Time — 8:00 p.m.
BUDGET DEBATE (Cont'd)
POINT OF PRIVILEGE (Cont'd)

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, Jerry T. Storie (Flin Flon):
The Honourable Member for Concordia.

MR. PETER FOX (Concordia): Thank you, Mr.
Speaker. It grieves me that | have to address myself to
this question here in this Chamber. | had thought that
we would strive to maintain the decorum, in fact, to
improve it with the new group of MLAs but | find that
the ones who are probably abusing the system more
than anyone else are the ones who have already had
some time in here and who should know better.

Now, | want to indicate to you, Mr. Speaker, that |
believe that this motion really should not have come to
a debate. A matter of privilege is something of a very
serious nature. | have always understood that a matter
of privilege only arose in respect toa member when he
was prevented from doing his duties as a
parliamentarian.

Secondly, that a matter of privilege inrespecttothe
House only arose when the House could not carry on
withitsdutiesasitdeemeditshould. Thiswasnotthe
caseinthisinstance. In thisinstance,a memberraised
a question that he called privilege in respect to a
matter which both sides have admonished each other
continually and which are not in the rules but we have
becomeaccustomedto sayingthat we will not discuss
the absence or presence of a member.

Now, both sides have adhered to this and all of a
sudden we want to make a matter of privilege out of it.
Mr. Speaker, | have no objection to any matter going
before the Rules Committee, but | do object to the
rules being abused by members because they wantto
gain some brownie points.

Now, the members that have made this issue into a
debate are the ones who are really losing on the
grounds that the Budget Debate is generally the
debate for the Opposition. Yet, because they have no
real debate in respect to the Budget they, | believe in
my opinion, have raised this as a red herring. | can
hear them moaning and groaning but the issueisvery
clear to me, Mr. Speaker.

As | have indicated, we debate matters of privilege
only and | would say that in this case, the motion was
made correctly but the substance of the motion was
not a matter of privilege. The fact that the motion is
correct, that theissue that is being raised is correctin
format, does not make it a matter of privilege. | again
repeat, that since we have agreed and many times
reminded each other that we will not mention who'sin
or who's out of the Chamber, that that question then
cannot become a matter of privilege. If someone
wants totakeit up with the Rules Committee they can
very welldoso. There areanumberofwaystobringit
before the Rules Committee butamatterof privilegeis
notthe way to do it.

Let me go on a little bit further, Mr. Speaker, and
indicate that there are a number of other things that
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have occurred whichitgrieves meto havetorepeatin
thisHouse inrespecttothe procedures. | know it was
partly my fault that we never got to debate the matter
of which takes precedence, pointof order or matter of
privilege. But | want to indicate to you today and this is
my opinion and | think it's just common sense that a
point of order has to take precedence over anything
else whetheritcomes before theHouseatthistime or
any othertime.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able Member for Virden on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. |
believe we're discussing a Resolution before us. |
think the honourable member is bringing some
extraneous material into the debate that has no rele-
vance whatsoever to the debate before us.

MR.FOX: On that point of order, Mr. Speaker, | want
toindicate to you that one of the problems we havein
this House is procedure and a matter of privilege is
partofthe procedure that we're having difficulty over
because, when the member was speaking some
members try to get up on a point of order and they
weredenied the floor at that time. Later on somebody
was speaking on a point of order and somebody was
denied on a matter of privilege so we've got to get our
act together one way or the other. I'm going to again
say it's plain common sense what we have to discuss
in respect to a matter of privilege or a point of order.

A point of order has to take precedence because if
you're using the wrong procedure, a privilege or any
other matter is invalid. You may have no quorum;
that's a point of order. So you can discuss all the
matters of privilege you like, you can’'t come to any
decisions because youdon’'thave enough membersin
the House.Soagain, | wanttoreiterate apointoforder
takes precedence and a matter of privilege, in this
instance, it was not.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker. I'm
quite surprised that members in this Chamber would
wantto discuss something that has already been dealt
with and | would suggest to you, Sir, that any person
who wants to argue about whether or notit’s a point of
privilege or not is really, in essence, challenging the
ruling of the Chair and, Mr. Speaker, it is my intention
to defend the ruling of the Chair because if you des-
troy the paramounts of the Chair you have destroyed
the parliamentary system. Mr. Speaker, what we see
today is the face of idiocy in this Chamber, not realiz-
ing that when we are discussing a matter of this
urgency intheHousethatitisdemocracyitselfthatis
on trial. The very subject matter before us today is
whether or notthe Executive Council should be called
or should be in this Chamber when debate is occur-
ring on a very important matter which is the whole
policy of the Executive Council.

Mr. Speaker, | want to bring it to the honourable
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members’ attention that before they can come into
this Chamber they have to be elected to sit in this
Assembly and once they have been elected to sit in
this Assembly, and | realize that it's not entirely true,
butin 99 percent of the casesthe Executive Councilis
chosenfrommembers whohavebeenelectedtositin
this Assembly. This Assembly meets, accordingto our
rules, it must sitatleast once every 12 months where
the program of the Executive Council is placed before
every member of the Assembly and the Executive
Council is called to explain their program to every
member of the Assembly and that includes members
on the other side who are not in the Executive Council.
That is part of the parliamentary system and that is
part of democracy.

If you challenge the parliamentary system, then you
challenge democracy. If the Honourable Government
House Leader wants to do that, then | suggest that he
gooutanddothattothe peopleratherthandoitin this
Chamber, because the system of democracy and the
parliamentary systemis one that must be protected. It
isavery fragilething, butitis a system that bringsinto
this Assembly at least once every year the members of
the Executive Council and they are called before this
Assembly toanswerfortheiractions. If those members
choose nottotake partin Debate, then itdoes to some
extent curtail the amount of debate that goes on and
does prevent the wholesome . . .

Mr. Speaker, there may be some in this Chamber
that wantto getin the gutter, but | prefer to debatein
this Chamber and parliamentary debate belongs in
this Chamber. The parliamentary system mustbepro-
tected and this is the place for true parliamentary
debate to take place. So | suggest to every member of
this Assembly that if you want to preserve the parlia-
mentary system and preserve the democratic system,
that you support the Resolution that is before us. The
Resolution asks that the Rules Committee consider a
request that half of the Executive Council be in this
Assembly when its program is being debated.

The Resolution makes no mention of question
period; makes no mention, Mr. Speaker, of any bills
that are before the House; makes no mention of any
government resolution. All it is asking is that in the
onesingle programof government, thatis, when they
put forward their Budget for the entire year, that
members of the Executive Council be in this Assembly
tolistentothe debate,totake partinthe debate and, if
there are pointsraisedin debate, that they are here to
answer them, correctthem or make their contribution
so that the debate can be carried on to the benefit of
thedemocratic system and to the benefit of the people
of Manitoba.

So, Mr. Speaker, | suggest to each and every
member who is not a member of the Executive Coun-
cil, to support this Resolution.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Health.

MR. LAURENT L. DESJARDINS (St. Boniface): Mr.
Speaker, | understand this is a debatable motionand|
certainly intend to take part, it is my right no matter
what high-pockets says out there.

I might say, Mr. Speaker, that!'m not abit disturbed,
| am not insulted, | am not incensed, | am not sur-
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prised. | might be insane, if I'm here long enough |
could be insane, that’s possible.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | think it is something that |
would expect and I'd like us again to examine the
strategy that we see in front of us today. Remember,
Mr.Speaker,thatthe Budget Speechistheremostlyto
give the members of the Opposition a chance to
speak. It is, therefore, the members of the Opposition
andremember thatthereisevenaset numberofdays,
andremember that this has to be called and thereis no
other business during that time, unlessit's adjourned.

It is obvious, after listening to the debate, that they
have nothing to say, they were caught by complete
surprise. All we heard is platitudes. They felt so bad,
they were so sure that it was going to be sales tax, as |
said yesterday, all their speeches were on sales tax
and that's all they were stick with it. Now they'relosing
out and they want to waste time. As the Member for
Concordia said, it is quite obvious, Mr. Speaker, —
(Interjection)— there’s smiley. There's the genius.
Can we stop for a minute and look at the genius and
look at the person that likes to rule by degrees? —
(Interjection)— He’s right here. He wasn't here all
afternoon butthe geniusishere.Peoplearedumb. He
doesn’t know how they gottheircalltothe Bar. He's
insulting his own tradition and a beach whale. Well
listen, you weigh three quarters as much as | do and
you are this short, so | guess you’'d call that a half-
assed beach whale.

Mr. Speaker, they want to introduce a red herring.
This is what they want to do on their own time; they
don’t want to talk about the Budget. The member that
introduced the resolution certainly knows more than
that and he had a big smile during the debate before
5:00 o’clock. He's a leadership candidate for that side
andheintroduced the motion —(Interjection)— What's
that degree, what'’s that again? Well, certainly not for
the leadership of your party and neither . . . Areyou
going to let them call a leadership . . . Oh no, you
changed that rule. —(Interjection)—

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Orderplease. Orderplease.
Could I remind honourable members to address their
remarks to the Chair?

MR.DESJARDINS: Yes, | should go on ahigherlevel;
I'd soonertalk tothe Chairasthe Leaderofthe Oppo-
sition; you're right.

Are you going to speak on this?

A MEMBER: You're a bigger fool now than you were
when you were elected and I'm here to testify to that.

MR.DESJARDINS: Maybeyoushould tell my consti-
tuency that.

A MEMBER: What party do you belong to now?

MR.DESJARDINS: Thegoodparty. —(Interjection)—
| welcome that. He wants to know what party. | have
certain principles that I've never changed. I've got the
courage of my convictions; not like shorty out there.
We talk about restraint and all of a sudden, give, give,
give and who came in with a big flower and a big
smile? —(Interjection)— Look at skinny. This is the
same party that wantsthe Rules Committee; fat stuff,
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stupid, beach whale. Doesn't it scare you to be so
bright and the only one so bright? It doesn’t scare
you? No, you believe that.

A MEMBER: Compared to you we all look bright.

MR.DESJARDINS: Ohwell,ifyoulookinthatkind of
mirror, that’s fine. That's the kind of mirror that’sin a
funny house and that's probably where you are
because you belong to a funny house out there. —
(Interjection)— You wouldn’'t understand anyway.
No, the mover of the Resolution, Mr. Speaker, did not
say that the rules were broken. He didn’t say that there
was something against tradition or the customs. You
know heis talking about something thatis donein the
House of Commons, in every House. Here it's the
samethinganditwasdone whenthesepeoplewerein
government; it was done during the Roblin years; it
was done during the Schreyer years and it’ll keep on
being done because it is impossible, Mr. Speaker, to
try to run a department and be here at all times. | was
one of the front bench that was here when this motion
was passed, by accident. At 3:00 o'clock, after the
question period, | was asked by one of the members
on the other side who had a problem, a legitimate
problem, with somebody in his constituency and |
went to my office to try to help these people imme-
diately and that motion could have been called then
and there's noway, Mr. Speaker, thatyou cando your
work. The Session has been four to eight weeks and
thereis no way that you can be here . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease. TheHonourable Minis-
ter of Health.

MR.DESJARDINS: How embarrassing it must be for
the members on that side and especially when I'm
talking about the rules and we have the genius out
there coming in and making statements like this. He
doesn’t even know whatit's all about as usual.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if the member that moved this
motion would havebeen serious he certainly wouldn't
have taken time from his people, time during the
debate on the Budget, because they are facilities. He
certainly is entitled to give his opinion, there is no
doubt about that at all and, in fact, the tradition and
the rules provide exactly for that because thereis an
opportunity to make a speech on grievance and to get
it off your chest if there's something that bothers you,
Mr. Speaker, so that could have been accomplished
without this red herring and without taking time from
this Debate on this Budget.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | think the member said, well
there had to be Cabinet Ministers? | don’t see where
they differentiate between the front bench and the
backbench and he even added that as far as he was
concerned, that he didn’t care if the members of the
backbench were here at all. This is exactly what he
said. Everybody has one vote, one vote only and, Mr.
Speaker, | don’tthink thatthe MinisterofFinance feels
that we haveto hold his hand to show that we support
him.

You know, if the people want to know the way it
works, we've had meetings to talk about the Budget;
we've had Budget meetings —(Interjection)— what're
you saying, shorty? Oh he's dumb. Oh boy, that's
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great. It takes a genius to call people dumb and fatso
and communist. You know, no wonder he's been an
embarrassment to all the members of this House and
especially to his own party who'd like to get rid of him.
Mindyou, he'sthebiggest assetwe had. | thinkthat he
did more to help the —(Interjection) — Well, at least |
keep my principles, not like you. I've got the courage
of my principles and if it means changing party, |
change party. —(Interjection)— Exactly where I've
been all the time, exactly from . . .

Well, Mr. Speaker, if shorty can keep quiet awhile, if
he cancrawlback —ohno, heisinhisown,ohno, he's
sitting up, I'm sorry, | couldn’'t see him for awhile
there, Mr. Speaker. —(Interjection)— Flatter you,
that's the last thing I'd do.

Mr. Speaker, | think the member that made this
motion could have said whatwasbugging him.He had
all thechances in the world but he didn’t want that. As
| said, the Minister of Finance knows that he has the
backing. We've met two long weekends in a row,
including the Friday afternoon, all day Sunday to dis-
cussthat. We met with the Caucus; that work has been
done. We're standing behind the Minister of Finance
100 percent.

Mr. Speaker, nowhere does it say that you have to
be here to listen to all the speeches. It is impossible
and, infact, | think there were eight of the members of
Cabinet who spoke on this Debate already, eight of us,
andtherewasonethatwasslatedfortonight, tospeak
tonight and a few more. | would imagine that, if we
would have had all the time, that all the members of
the Cabinet would have spoken; there's eight that
spoke already.

Now a Session could be anywhere from four to eight
months and anybody, especially those that have had
experience, can tell me that they can sit here all day
and run a department, | certainly don’t believeitand |
can’t see how they could do it, it is impossible. They
did the same thing as we did. Then the saying is in
Ottawa, thesamething,everybodyis setting up meet-
ings after the question period. That has been the tradi-
tion of this House and the member said, well he would
like to have the Rules Committee meet to make sure
that there’s more Ministers. Well, what does he sug-
gest? Half of them? Three-quarters of them? How
many? How many should be there and should it be
each their turn or should it go by the responsibility
that you have, the amount of Budgetthat youhave?I'd
imagine the Minister of Health would have to be here
all the time when | have responsibility for one-third of
the Budget, | guess | should be here all the time.

Mr. Speaker, the Member for Roblin was saying that
| wasn't meeting with his members of his consti-
tuency, people that wanted to meet with the Minister.
So we're supposed to be here? We're supposed to
look after our own department and we're supposed to
meet with everybody else. So all right, the Session
started when? So you know it's impossible, Mr.
Speaker, to be doing all those things at once. As | said,
it doesn’t surprise me, it doesn’t excite me, it is a
strategy, it's quite obvious because they're taking
someoftheirowntimenotto debate this Budget, they
don’t want to debate this Budget.

We've participatedand | think the publicknowsthat
we've supported the Minister of Finance, that we're
behind him. Thework isnotdone here, youdon'thave



Tuesday, 18 May, 1982

to hold his hand. You have other work to do, Mr.
Speaker. —(Interjection)— I'm afraid | can't say the
same thing as you, you can't be any dumber than you
arenow. Soit'simpossible to be bothered. You know,
thisis a great way to debate. You're dumb. NoI’'m not.
You're dumb. No, you're dumber. Any time now you're
probably going to say, you're mother wears running
shoes or that kind of thing or a babushka or something
likethat. You know, your mother wearsa babushka or
you're a communist. You know, Charlie McCarthy?
Well, it's not Edgar Bergen, it's Charlie McCarthy
mouthing Joe McCarthy you know, you're a
communist.

Well, Mr. Speaker, there's one thing though that I'm
very pleased with, that the member talked about the
Rules Committee. | think weshould, | think it's about
time we have a meeting of the Rules Committee and
we’'ll look at the Rules on both sides; the way ques-
tions are asked, the way questions are answered,
because we're making a mockery. There's yelling con-
tinually on this thing. I'm speaking for all the members
because we're all as guilty one as the other, I'm guilty
and you're guilty, we're all guilty —(Interjection)—
well, I'm not speaking for you.

Mr. Speaker, the member who comes in and the
name-calling that we've seen, who embarrasses peo-
ple to tears, who's been an embarrassment to the
province is out there and talking about speaking for
himself. He's the one that wants to rule by decree; he
said then it becomes rules, it becomes law. Well, he’s
had it, he’ll never come back, he’s on his way out, he's
not going to last four years. Talk about four years,
they're going to kick him out the first chance they
have. They’ll use him as the hatchetman for a few
yearsandthenbeforethe election they’llchange their
image andgetsomebody alittlemorereasonable, that
won't be too difficult.

If we're going to talk about the Rules Committee
let's talk about the Rules Committee. Let’s bring the
Rules Committee in and talk about the way the com-
mittes are made, talk about whatis . . .

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please.

MR.LYON: What deal did you make to run again and
become a member of the Cabinet?

MR. DESJARDINS: How in the hell did you ever
become Premier of this Province?

MR. LYON: By opposing people like you.

MR. DESJARDINS: And that is why you lasted one
term at best or your mother wears running shoest

MR.LYON: You're really clever, aren’t you?

MR. DESJARDINS: I'm just as clever as you any day
of the week, any day in the gutter,and on the hockey
rink, anywhere you want. You might scare some of
these people but you don’t scare me a damn bit, not
even a little bit —(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. Indeed, all
members should address their remarks to the Chair. |
think it adds to the decorum of the House. In addition|
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believe that allmembers will have their opportunity to
speak on this motion if they so wish, therefore, would
they please wait their turn and wait patiently while
each member has a chance to express himself on this
motion?

MR. DESJARDINS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, | would
ask if he could contain himself just for a few minutes
—(Interjection)— you've passed that stage —(Inter-
jection)— Mr. Speaker, if we're going to talk about the
Rules Committee, I've been trying to make apoint; I've
been interrupted about 20 times. But, Mr. Speaker,
let's have a meeting of the Rules Committee and let’s
look at the question period to start with, the way the
questions are asked, the way they're answered. Let's
have the same rules for everybody; let’s look at the
condition that people come in to make sure that peo-
ple don’t come in under the influence of liquor in
debate. Let’s look at these things and let’s clean up the
act here. I'm all for it. I'm ready to go along with
anybody and I'm ready to follow the rules providing
the rules are played the same by everybody. Thank
you very much, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Roblin-Russell.

MR. J. WALLY MCcKENZIE (Roblin-Russell): Mr.
Deputy Speaker, what a tragedy. The government
over hereis not preparedto listentothe Opposition or
the taxpayers of this province to talk about this
Budget; scared stiff to walk in the door; scared stiff to
stand in their seats. And, Mr. Speaker, we have to be
stood up tonight and listen to one of the most — the
oldest member of this Chamber — of moreservice, Mr.
Speaker, and to give a lesson especially to these new
members about the decorum of this House from that
Member for St. Boniface. Mr. Speaker, | wish | had
about four hours to tell about the political career of
that Honourable Member for St. Boniface who stood
up in this House tonight, Mr. Speaker, and said he's
not disturbed — he's never been disturbed — he's
been a Liberal, he's been an NDP, he's been every-
thing, he’s not disturbed about anything. He also said
he’snotinsulted. Whocaninsulthim?He'sneverbeen
insulted by Liberals or NDP; he just runs rampant
throughthis place. He's big, he's rough, he's tough, he
abuses you, Mr. Speaker, he just takes over.

But the tragedy is, Mr. Speaker, he made a lot of
statements that | cannot digest. He said and | wrote it
down, “theBudget that’s forthe Opposition.” Whatan
insultto the taxpayers of this province, the Budget —
he said it, Mr. Speaker, and | quoted him — I'm stand-
ing up here and defending the taxpayers of this prov-
ince inthisBudget;soare all of us. He said, in fact, and
I quote him, “the Budget for the Opposition” and that’'s
the problem with that government over there, they
don’t understand; they never will understand; they
don’tknow what the political process of this province
is all about, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, | stand here in support of the motion
that was put before the House by my House leader. |
was thinking at the end of his remarks that the Hon-
ourable Member for St. Boniface was going to support
that motion. It seems to me as | got the tenor of his
voice, thatheisinsupportofit because hesaidcallthe
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Rules Committee and that'sin the motion, so | suspect
he's going to vote for it. He said, Mr. Speaker, the
Opposition don’t want to debate the Budget, what a
farce. The problem is, Mr. Speaker, they haven't read
the Resolution that’s before this Committee. Have you
read the Resolution? All the Resolution asks is for at
least a minority of the Treasury Bench to sit over at
your desk and listen to what we have to say and that's
all it said, a minority to listen and they're not prepared
to do that but they're going to vote against it, Mr.
Speaker.

The problem, Mr. Speaker, with this government,
I've said itin my Throne Speech and I've said it, weak,
ill-conceived, no planning, no direction, they're run-
ning rampantoverthere. They've got no whip; if they
had a whip they wouldn’t have this problem they got
today. The other problem, they got this Member for
Springfield over there who thinks he's a speaker and
he canrun all the Rules of thisHouse and he was here
before Moses that’s sitting over there behind him. |
hope the Member for Springfield one of these days
will clean up his act and if the House Leader of the
party overthere would stop listening to him and listen
to my House Leader, we wouldn't get ourselves into
these problems because | suspect the Member for
Springfield has got you in more problems than any-
body over here has, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, could | have a glass of water please?
Because, Mr. Speaker, | would like to go about 40
minutes if | could, on this subject. | think it deserves
great debate; | think it deserves long hours of debate
becausethere’salot of things thathave tobe — and it
gives me a second chance to make a second Budget
speech.

Mr. Speaker, this is a political arena and surely
members over there understand this is a political
arena. To stand up and be critical of us for catching
youoffguard and putaresolution onthe Order Paper
and now you're mad, we caught youoffguard. You've
got a poor whip; you've got a poor leader over there
and you've got no Premier, you're ill-led you're ill-
conceived and, Mr. Speaker, there they stand. Either
Anstett, the Member for Springfield's running the
place or the House Leader’s running the place or the
whip’s running the place, it sure isn’t the Premier.

| still think as | stand here tonight, because |
watched the conference that took place around the
desk of the Honourable Member for Springfield, he’s
running that caucus, at least he's trying to. He's the
guy that's getting in trouble. | tell you my friends, we
know about the Honourable Member for Springfield.
He was here one time and he left this place and we
have alot of knowledge about his works in this place,
Mr. Speaker. | advise the Premier and the House
Leader real quick, dumpthatguy over there. Get rid of
him because he’ll get you in more trouble in one day
than you can possibly experience in a whole week. He
thinks he knows the rules; he thinks he knows this
place; he thinks he was here before Moses who is
sitting over there behind him. | suggest, Mr. Speaker,
he has a lot to learn about this arena and about polit-
ics. | know the learned Member for Ste. Rose who is
sitting beside him should be guiding him better than
heis.

Mr. Speaker, the substance of this motion; what is
the substance of the motion? The motion asks for at
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least aminority of the Treasury Bench to sit and listen
to see if we can get you out of this difficult problem
that you have, where you basically have a worse
Budget than MacEachen had in Ottawa. You really
have. The more we dig into it and the more we try and
develop, it's a worst Budget than MacEachen has.

Mr. Speaker, the people of this province are not
acquainted with hidden taxes. There's hidden taxes
listed all through that Budget. The people of this prov-
ince are not acquainted with that. It's our duty as an
Opposition to make them acquainted with those hid-
den taxes. They standup-surethey'renotpreparedto
listen over there - no. Luckily today the First Minister
stayed in for a little while. | see, Mr. Speaker, they're
scared of the Budget already. They can’'t defend it. |
haven't heard one Minister over there stand up and
defend this Budget. They'll talk about Alberta, Sas-
katchewan, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island. We
heard the Honourable Minister of Northern Affairs
today and he went at great length. He never defended
this Budget. He attacked us when we were in Opposi-
tion, but | never heard him espouse one word in sup-
port of this Budget. Not a word, Mr. Speaker, and he
canrise in his place again at a later date.

So, | think, Mr. Speaker, it is our duty as an Opposi-
tion to stand up and let the people of this province -
even if we have to do it by a resolution that was con-
ceived by the House Leader of our party - to alert the
peopleofthis province. It'sthatbad;it'sill-conceived;
it's ill-timed and we don’t want no part of it. We're
going to tell the people, even if we have to do it this
way. It's that bad.

Mr. Speaker, is the Member for St. Boniface trying
to tell me tonight and the members of this Legislature
andthe people ofthis province, it's not the duty of the
Opposition to stand up and fight this Budget until we
can't breathe no more if it's that bad? Is that what
they'’re trying to tell us? Well, we’'ll learn when they
vote. Now, Mr. Speaker, we have that learned whip
that they got over there now to make sure enough
bodies arein the Chamber. He should resign. That's
about the third time he’s been caught with his pants
down - at least the third time. | apologize for him
because he's a new member. | don’t think anybody
even explained to him what the duties of a whip are. |
say, Mr. Speaker, that he has failed his party misera-
bly. This is not the first occasion, Mr. Speaker,; it's the
third occasionthatmember hasfailed his party.| don't
know if the First Minister’s going to put him in the
governmentornot. I doubtitnow.He’lllikely gotothe
salt mines now or back home.

Mr. Speaker, let's go through this document again
totell the people ofthis province what they promised
and what they pledged and all the things that they said
they were going to do. That's the reason why we're
standing up and fighting —(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able Member for Thompson on a point of order.

MR. STEVE ASHTON (Thompson): The debateis on
the motion with regards to the Committee of Privi-
leges, it'snotonthe Budget oronwhatever whims the
Member for Roblin-Russell has. Really, for that mat-
ter,itshouldn’t be amatterof having personalinsults.
There is a substantive motion on the floor and this is
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not on that.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: | thank the honourable
member for his comments. The Honourable Member
for Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Deputy Speaker, there's a clas-
sic example of the mentality of their whip over there.
He doesn’t even know the rules - doesn't understand
therules. How can he be whip? How can he whip that
party when he doesn’t understand the rules? He just
rose in his place and put certain sentiments in the
record which you understood, Mr. Speaker, and |
understood but, he doesn't.

That's the tragedy of that party: leaderless, weak,
no whip. Listening to the Member for Springfield
guide them through these difficult times and there
they stand. It's atragedy. | would think, Mr. Speaker, if
this resolution had been on the Order Paper tonight
that we're discussing, the people of this province
wouldn't really realize how bad they are over there;
how really bad they are.

Mr. Speaker, let's go back and look what they said in
the Throne Speech. Have youreadthatonelately?!’'m
asking the Member for Springfield. Has he gone
through that one lately?

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able Government House Leader on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

HON. ROLAND PENNER (Fort Rouge): Mr. Speaker,
| would ask you to rule whether or not whatthe Hon-
ourable Member for Roblin-Russell is doing referring
totheThroneSpeech as he attempted afew moments
ago, to refer to some piece of election literature, is in
order. It seems to me that there ought to be some
return to sanity in this House atthis time. If members
want to speak tothe motion, then speak toit. Let their
remarks be relevent to the motion. | think we've had
enough of this kind of insane nonsense from either
side of the House. We're bringing the House into dis-
repute andit'stime that there was alittle bit of settling
down. Speak tothe motion. Let's deal with the motion.
Let's get on with the business of the House.

If you want to debatethe Budget, then have a vote
on this; get it out of the way one way or another and
get back to the Budget. I'm sure that the people of
Manitoba, Sir, who elected all of us did not elect us to
engage in the kind of circus which has been started by
that ill-conceived motion. But, if we are to debate it,
let’s at least debate it, notgo alltheoverthemap. The
members opposite are taking up thetime they claim is
so precious to them to debate the Budget. Well,
debate the Budget, but let's not debate everything
including these ridiculous, childish remarks.

I'm sitting here —(Interjection)— yes, minute after
minute wonderingif I'm in aHouse with adultsinitora
House of people who ought to be back in some kind of
kindergarten or zoo. Let'srestore a sense of decorum.
| appeal to you, Sir, sitting as you are, as Speaker, to
exert your authority to make surethatiswhathappens.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Turtle Mountain on the same point of order.
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MR. RANSOM: Mr. Deputy Speaker, on the same
point of order. Ifthe Government House Leaderhas a
pointoforderthen he should use it as apoint of order
and not rise to debatethe motion for a second time,
whichis whatthe Government House Leaderhas just
done.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: | would like to thank both
members fortheircomments and | would say that | am
also concerned by the remarks of the Member for
Roblin-Russell. He indicated, | believe — although to
be certain | would have to check Hansard — | believe
heindicated that this was an opportunity to debate the
Budget a second time.

Clearlythe Member for Thompson had a legitimate
point of order when he indicated tothe House, and to
all members, that speeches were to be directly rele-
vant to the question. Any remarks contrary to that
ruling would be clearly out of orderand| would ask all
members to deal directly with the motion and let us
deal with it forthrightly and directly, dispense with it
and proceed with the important business that is
before us.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Speaker, are those members
opposite trying to tell me that the Throne Speech is
not related to the Budget or, in fact, that the House
Leader stood up and said, well, I'm waving this docu-
mentin frontof my hand from this great Premier of our
province, that it was a childish message that he sent
outtothe peopleofthis province, Mr. Speaker? Is that
what he said? If | heard him correctly, that's what the
House Leader said. —(Interjection)—

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Orderplease. Order please.
The motion before us is the motion that was presented
by the Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain. That
is the motion that we're debating, not the Budget, that
we would wish we could continue to debate once we
were finished. If the honourable member could con-
fine his remarks to the motion that is before us.

The Honourable Member for Roblin-Russell.

MR.MCcKENZIE: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker, for
your guidance, butif you read the motion, the motion
is related to the Budget, the Budget Debate, and I'm
speaking about the Budget Debate and the way the
members opposite, they don't sit in their seats. I've
related it back to the Throne Speech and I'verelated to
the Budget, and I've related remarks — if I'm out of
order, Mr. Speaker, yourise in your place and | will sit
down.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: For the edification of all
members, the motion before usis, moved by theHon-
ourable Member for Turtle Mountain, seconded by the
Honourable Member for Lakeside;

THAT the Rules Committee consider the advisabil-
ity of requiring that a majority of members of the
Treasury Bench be present during the Budget Debate.

The substantive issue here is that this majority of
the members of the Treasury Bench be present.

The Honourable Member for Roblin-Russell. Does
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the honourable member have further comments on
the motion?

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Speaker, I'd be much happierifl
had a copy in my hand.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Are you ready for the
question?

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Speaker, I'm waiting for the
Clerk to deliver the copy if | can havethat privilege.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | rise again
and thank you for the consideration of presenting me
with acopyofthe Resolution that's before the House.

It says here: “THAT the Rules Committee consider
the advisability of requiring amajority of the members
of the Treasury Bench be present during the Budget
Debate.” And, Mr. Speaker, |'ve related to the Budget
severaltimes in my address and you must have heard
me, Mr. Speaker. I've also related to the Throne
Speech.Ifit'sgoing to embarrass the members oppo-
site that much | don’t want them to be embarrassed
because of my address, Mr. Speaker. All | want them
to dois to sit and listen to what the Opposition has to
say in this Budget Debate. I'll not go back and dwell
with these great documents that came out during the
election campaign like this one, where Conservatives
will give away anything to be re-elected, in fact,
they're willing to give away Manitoba . . .

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.
The Honourable Government House Leader on a
point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. Time
andtime again we have heard from members opposite
this evening about our great parliamentary system
—and | thinkitis agreat system — and the rules which
underlie that system. Heretwice you have ruled, Mr.
Speaker, sittingin the Speaker’s Chair which symbol-
izesthe authority of the House and the authority of the
Speaker, that Her Majesty’s business be done in the
House, twice you have ruled that what that member
has done is out of order and now a third time he has
dared to stand in his seat to defy your ruling? | call
uponyou,if hedoesitagain, to namethat member, as
he has named before, and to let him know what the
authority of the Speaker is. If we don’t know tonight
what the authority of the Speaker is, we never will.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: | thank the Honourable
Attorney-General for his advice. If the Honourable
Member for Roblin-Russell would conclude his
remarks on the motion, please.

MR. McKENZIE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | regret
very much the sentiments of the House Leader. | don't
think in all the years I've been here I've ever heard
such arrogance, ever, from a House Leader. This is a
British Parliamentary system that we're practising in
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this room, Sir,andif that's the rules that you're going
to apply as House Leader in this place | will sitdown.
Democracy is gone in this province.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. J. FRANKJOHNSTON(Sturgeon Creek): Thank
you, Mr. Deputy Speaker. | will stick to the motion, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, because | don’t want to live in fear of
the House Leader.

| can only accept, Mr. Deputy Speaker, that if the
House Leader can stand up and give the House
instructions, such ashe just did previously, we arein a
sorry position.

Mr. Speaker, the motionthat has been putbefore us,
Sir, has been put before us for a reason that has
becomevery obvious since the Budget Debate started
in this House. The motion, | might say, Sir, was
thought of several days ago but it was also thought
that it would be not the best thing to do and possible
the Treasury Bench would come down and start to
give the Opposition the courtesy, and the people that
elected the Opposition, the courtesy of listening to
their debate.

Mr. Speaker, | listened to the First Minister and he
talked about people who missed question period and
people who missed debates previously within this
House. | don’'t presume to do that because | don't
presume to say anything and | won't say anything
because | don’'t have the proof of who washerewhen,
ifever before, exceptin 1973, Mr. Speaker, | went to a
town hall during the election and found somebody
from the NDP Party had been keeping my attendance
up in the House and | hope that never happens again
and | hope that we do not refer to who's in the House
and who isn't.

But, Mr.Speaker,| would say thatthereason forthis
motion is arequest for a majority, | believe, or alarge
percentage of the Cabinet to be here.

Now yesterday when the Government of Canada, a
Minister from the Government of Canada took the
time to be concerned about the Budget of Manitoba
and what it may do to Manitoba, | would say that this
has to be one of the important Budgets that will ever
be before us for a long time and certainly one of the
mostimportant that we've had in along time. | would
suggestthatwhen the members opposite on Treasury
Board met with the Honourable Mr. Axworthy, there
might have been three or four of them, there would
have been no reason why there couldn’'t have been
other Ministers in the House. Sir, | don't think the
motion would ever have been presented if we hadn't
found on many occasions when there were none and
many occasions when therewasonly one. Mr. Speaker,
| say on many occasions, | am not one of the best
attenders in the House from time to time but | appre-
ciate the Budget Debate because |l think it's one of the
mostimportant debates thatis in this Legislature.

Now let’s talk about the importance of this one, Mr.
Speaker. Here we have a governmentandthe Minister
of Finance and a Premier who is presenting a brand
new tax into the Province of Manitoba. The sales tax
was presented many years ago. We've had occasions
whentherehavebeenincreases of taxes. Wehavehad
many occasions when there have been decreases in
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taxes but under this Budget Debate, Sir, there has
been a brand new tax introduced into the Province of
Manitoba and the Treasury Bench should be here to
listen to the debate that goes on in the House.

We have now had introduced to us, Mr. Speaker, by
this government, a tax that every person who pays a
salary in this province must take 1.5 percent of that
payroll and pay it. —(Interjection)— Well, Mr. Speaker,
the Minister of Financesays, | know better than that. It
wasn’'t me that said it. I'm only going by what the
Minister has said in this House. He said, everybody
who has a payroll in this province . . .

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able First Minister on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

HON. HOWARD R. PAWLEY (Selkirk): The Member
for Sturgeon Creek hadtold us but four or five minutes
ago that he would restrict himselfto the motion. It has
taken but a few words for him to enter into the sub-
stance of the Budget. Mr. Speaker, | think that Manit-
obans expect and indeed, deserve to have us dealing
with the substance of the Budget and not this kind of
unfortunate wavering and wandering and reckless
moving about that really is providing no constructive
result.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, if honourable members can’t
restrictthemselves to the motion then | would suggest
that we have a vote so we can get back to the debate
thatManitobans areinterestedin, rather than ducking
the debate on the Budget.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Sturgeon Creek on the point of order.
—(Interjection)—

MR. JOHNSTON: On the point of order and with all
due respect, Sir, | don’'t know that it was . . .
—(Interjection)—

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able First Minister has made some comments about a
point of order. | simply ask the members to maketheir
remarks relevant to the motion before us. Remarks
that stray towards remarks on the Budget or other
matters either being debated or previously debated
are clearly out of order and | would ask honourable
members to confine their remarks to the specific
motion before us.

MR. JOHNSON: | would like to speak briefly to the
point of order and then | will get back, Sir.

| have been speaking, mentioning the Budget and
every time I've mentioned the Budget | have referred
to the reasons why the members should be in the
House. If the important points of the Budget are not
the reasons for the members to be in the House then,
really, | don't know why the resolutions are there
becausethey obviously don'tbelievein beinginit. So,
Mr.Speaker, | will try to stick to the Resolution and I'm
only saying why the Resolution was presented and
why the members should be in the House for the
Budget.

Mr. Speaker, | heard him say that I'm afraid to
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debate the Budget. | have debated the Budgetand I'm
saying thatthe members on the oppositesideandthe
Treasury Bench who have placed before us a Budget
which they should be in the House to listen to, and
that's whattherequestis, becauseit’'s probably atime
in history in the Province of Manitoba that we won't
see for a long time, that they should be here, Mr.
Speaker, because the Budgetintroduces abrand new
tax to this province. Itintroduces anew bureacracy to
collectitanditintroduces all kinds of money to have
tocollectitand everybody that hires somebody has to
pay it. Now, Mr. Speaker, if that does not have an
effect on the industry coming to this province, if it
does not have an effect on everything in the pro-
vince . . . —(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able First Minister.

MR. PAWLEY: | would ask again whether or not the
member is speaking to the Resolution at hand.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: | believe the honourable
memberwas making his comments on the Resolution.
It is very difficult indeed, for the Speaker to rule on
each occasion where a member refers to a budgetary
matter because it is my-opinion that the honourable
member has tried to relate it to the motion in some
way.| would ask members to confinetheirremarks as
closely as possible to the matter before us so that we
can indeed continue with the debate on the Budget.
The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, | thank you for your
ruling and if the childish request of the First Ministeris
suchthathe wants metosay,every timel mention the
Budget, thatheshould be heresolicitingtoit, | will say
so.

The First Minister should be listening to the Budget
because it's a brand new type of tax that's in the
Province of Manitoba. The First Minister should be
listening to the Budget becauseiitis the first time that
we've had this type of apayroll tax in the Province of
Manitoba. The First Minister should be here listening
to the Budget with the Minister of Finance because
everybody in this province who pays a salary will now
have to submit money to the Province of Manitoba in
some way, shape or form. He should be listening to
the Budget, Mr. Speaker, because they will have to
have a bureacracy to collect it; they will have to have
inspectors for church’s books and everything, so the
First Minister should be listening to the Budget.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: On a point of order, the
Honourable Government House Leader.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. PENNER: You have, Sir, this evening three of
four times already ruled that speeches should berela-
tive to the motion. The Member for Sturgeon Creek
has, despite theliberality of your ruling, has chosen —
thinking that he’'s being smart | suppose and that he
canpulloneoveryoureyes —totryanddoanend-run
around your ruling. | think that it should be clear that
he can't nor can any member. There is a motion,
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debate the motion, if he's not prepared to debate the
motion then he should be told to sit down, not by me
but by the Speaker. The Speaker must rule that we
havetorestorethe decorum of this House, we have to
restore the order in this House. If we can’t do that this
evening then | think we've lost the game.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of
the Opposition on the same point of order.

HON. STERLINGLYON (Charleswood): Onthe point
of order, | distinctly heard you, Sir, less than two or
three minutes ago say that you, in response to the
First Minister, had determined that the Member for
Sturgeon Creek was speaking to the motion. I've not
determined anything from his comments since that
time that would lead you to believe that the irrespon-
sible comments by the Attorney-General, and puta-
tive Leader of the House, are in any way deserving of
your consideration.

| would suggest, Sir, with the greatest of respect
that you tell the Leader of the House that he should
read the rules and become more acquainted with the
methodsofprocedurein this kind ofaCanadian parli-
ament before he stands up and tries to inflict his kind
of personal bias with respect to debate upon this
House.

You, Sir, have made a ruling with respect to the
Member for St. James. | suggest, with the greatest of
respect, the Member for Sturgeon Creek be allowedto
carry on as before without the interruptions from the
FirstMinister orthe Attorney-General whodon'tseem
to like free democratic parliamentary debate.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: | would thank both the hon-
ourable members fortheir comments. | wouldsay that
the initial intent of my remarks to the Honourable
Member for Sturgeon Creek was to indicate that an
occasional reference to the Budget Debate would be
acceptable.However, toinfer from that that prefacing
each statement that he makes that the Honourable
First Minister should listen because, does not consti-
tute arguing to the point.
The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. JOHNSTON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and |
might say that this would not have been necessary if
we hadn’t have had them becoming very touchy of
why the Resolution is the way it is, Sir.

The Resolution reads that the Rules Committee
consider the advisability of requiring that a majority of
the members of Treasury Bench be present during the
Budget Debate and the debate on it is basically the
reason why theyshouldbe here.| have said the reason
why they should be here is, this is a brand new tax in
the Province of Manitoba. This tax can have an effect
on everybody in Manitoba and that's why three-
quarters of the Treasury Bench should be here during
the Budget Debate.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | find it kind of hard to say that
they should be here during the Budget Debate to
listen to something else. | can only say to them, Sir,
that the reason for the Resolution is that we wantthem
here during the Budget Debate to hear the Budget
Debate. The reasons for wanting to hear the Budget
Debateis the Budget and I've tried very had to stick to
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that but they're very touchy on the other side. They
don't like wanting to know that the Treasury Bench
really has an obligation as the people who sat down
and designed this Budget and brought us a tax in
Manitoba for the first time in history that we'll ever
have the tax, that that isn't important.

If they do not regard the fact that the Treasury
Bench were the people that put this Budget together
andthe Treasury Bench should notbeheretolistento
it, ifthey believe the Treasury Bench shouldn’t be here
tolistentoitafterthey’'ve putittogether, Sir, they have
a very high disregard for this Legislature. —(Inter-
jection)— That's right, he says hallelujah when | said
that. They don't have aregard for this Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, in the system that we havein Manitoba
we have a government, they have a majority and they
have an Opposition. The Opposition is there to pres-
ent to the government the opinions of the Opposition
side when the government presents its Budget, when
itpresentsits Throne Speech. They must tell the peo-
ple of Manitoba what they intend to do and how they
collectthe money and they must do thatonce ayearin
the Province of Manitoba.

Now if we eliminate that, Mr. Speaker, and we havea
situation where there’'s no Opposition or they're
speaking to a House which is void of the people that
basically made the legislation we go to a totalitarian
system, Sir,becausethat's the basic reason for Oppo-
sition and that's the basic reason for the Treasury
Bench to listen to the Opposition of this House. This
piece of legislation really says, Sir,that we are asking
the Treasury Bench that has brought a brand new tax
to this province, to have the courtesy to listen to the
people from the other side.

Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Finance gets very
proud of the fact that he has talked to businessmen
about this Budget. | would be willing to say, Sir, that |
have probably talked to more than he did since the
Budget.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The honourable member is
clearly debating the Budget? If thehonourable member
has some remarks on the motion, he may conclude.

MR. JOHNSTON: Well, Mr. Speaker, so | say to the
honourable member that | think he should be here to
hear the opinions of the members on this side of the
businesspeople that they have talked to. But the
members on the other side choose not to listen to the
Opposition who has taken the time since the Budget
came down, to get opinions from other people to
presentto the House for the Ministers to listen to and
consider before the vote on this Budget. Mr. Deputy
Speaker, they have not had the courtesy to be here
and quite frankly, | will be very interested to see how
they do vote.

| want the people out there to know that the Treas-
ury Bench, if they're voting against it, if the govern-
ment does not believe that atleast half of the Treasury
Bench should be available to hear the members from
the Opposition while the Budget is being debated,
when we have a brand new tax in the Province of
Manitoba. Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Springfield.
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MR. ANDY ANSTETT (Springfield): Mr. Speaker,
before | begin my remarks, | would like to comment
briefly upon my regretthat this debate has even taken
placetoday. In fact, the Attorney-General is suggest-
ing that our first question to him tomorrow should be
whether or not having to listen to this debate not be a
violation of our Charter of Rights in terms of cruel and
unusual punishment.

Certainly an argument can be made because it is
not a debate which has addressed either the issues of
the Budget — although an attempt hasbeenmadeby
several members opposite — or really a question of
privilege as it's defined under our Rules.

Mr. Speaker, | have some concern about the Member
for Roblin’'s comments with regards to myself in that
although he heaps faint praise, | think he might bein
danger of protesting too much becauseifhe keepsit
up somebody on this side mightactually believeitand
I'd just as soonthey didn't.

Mr. Speaker, the Member for Virden talked earlier
about members on this side who have some reserva-
tions about this motion that's been presented by the
Opposition House Leader challenging the Speaker’s
ruling. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address the question of
this motion very specifically in terms of what we are
talking about in this debate tonight.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, the motion that was moved
was ruled on by the Speaker — the member is quite
correct, although substantively we did not hear a rul-
ing fromthe Acting Speaker this afternoon — by plac-
ing the motion before the House, he admitted that the
motion was correct as to form. Mr. Speaker, I'd refer
you and honourable members opposite to Citation 80
on Page 24 of Beauchesne, Citation 80, Subsection 2.
“A question of privilege on the other hand is a ques-
tion partly of fact and partly of law; alaw of contempt
to Parliament.” That's what we're talking about here,
whether or not as a matter of substance the motion
and the question raised by the Opposition House
Leader is really a matter of contempt to parliament
and is a matter for the House to determine.

The Honourable former Speaker of this Chamber
said that the Speaker ruled. There was a matter of
privilegehere.lt wasn’'t amatterofprivilege intermsof
the ruling of the Speaker. Therewas a matter of privi-
lege that the Speaker said the House should decide.
That's the first point.

Many members over there were quite concerned
and castigated members here when we raised the
question of substance. Mr. Speaker, that'sthe essence
of this debate. For those who doubt it, | suggest that
they should be the ones who should do some research
in parliamentary practice, not the Honourable House
Leader on this side who's demonstrated an amazing
acumen in the short time he’s been in this House.

Mr. Speaker, the Honourable the Leader of the
Opposition is again on his feet crying out the kinds of
things he cried out earlier. Oh, he’s sitting, I'm sorry.
Well, the Honourable House Leader is speaking. He
said earlier, he knows reds when he sees them. That
should be on the record, Mr. Speaker. That's what he
said. He shouted to the Premier of this province, if you
want to hold a Marxist meeting, don’thold it in here,
hold it in your office. Mr. Speaker, that’'s the kind of
Opposition contribution we've been putting up with in
thisHouse. Mr. Speaker, that's my concern and that’s
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why I've chosen to speak on this motion and speak
about the privileges of this House and the abuse of
them and the fact that those privileges have been
abused more in the last five years in this House by the
Leader of the Opposition than probably any other
member and | intend to document that.

Mr. Speaker, beforel getto that subject| suggestto
him that rather than keep his mouth open, he think
back to December, 1980 when he sat in the Premier's
chair and lectured the House and the Speaker and
ordered the House and the Speaker to do certain
things with respect to the privileges of a member and
when he's done thinking, he can open his mouth. |
suggest that won’'t be in a very short time.
—(Interjection)—

Mr. Speaker, the quality of the former Premier’'s
contribution in this debate is at about the same level
as the quality of the government he offered to this
province for the last four years.

Mr. Speaker, | was quoting from Beauchesne before
the one-term Premier interrupted my remarks. The
decision of the House on a question of privilege like
every other matter which the House has to decide, can
be elicited only by a question put by the Chair by the
Speaker and resolved either in the affirmative or the
negative and this questionis necessarily foundedon a
motion made by the member. | suggest to those
members opposite who said that the question was
decided by the Speaker in admitting the motion, that
that assumption is incorrect based on that rule.

I quote further, Section 3 of Citation 80. “It follows
that though the Speaker can rule on a question of
order . . .” —(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Orderplease. The Honour-
able Member for Turtle Mountain on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, if the Member for
Springfield isintending to challenge the ruling of the
Chair, then he should do so. If he is purporting to
speak on the motion, Sir, | don’t believe that he’s
speaking on the motion. —(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. I'm sorry, |
did not hearthe honourable member’s remarks. Order
please.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, | say if the Member for
Springfield intends to challenge the Chair, he should
doso. If heis purporting tospeakto the motionthen |
suggest he’'s out of order, Sir, on the basis of the ruling
that you have just made.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Springfield on the same pointof order.

MR. ANSTETT: On the same point of order, Mr.
Speaker, | wish to assure the Honourable Opposition
House Leader and you, Sir, and other members of the
House, that at the beginning of my remarks | said that
the ruling made by the Speaker in admitting the
motion was certainly correct and | did not disputeit. In
fact, | would commend the member for having made
that decision considering the length of time he's had
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to be in this House. Certainly, Sir, | do not challenge
either the Acting Speaker’s ruling nor do | intend to
challenge you.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. | believe the

point of order made by the Honourable Member for

Turtle Mountain is that the remarks were not consist-

ent with the motion before us. Although we thank the

honourable member by way of explanation his

remarks, could he continue on the main motion?
The Honourable Member for Springfield.

MR. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, for the edification of
members opposite, | would point out that | am describ-
ing for those members who had some doubt as to
whether or not members on this side by reviewing the
rules, were challenging the Speaker’s ruling before
supper, that that is exactly what we were not doing.
What | wish to do is demonstrate hopefully, to some
members opposite who may havequalms again about
the nature of this motion, that this motion does not
have the substance which would cause members in
this Housetovote forit. | would not challenge for one
minute the Speaker’s Ruling which allowed the sub-
ject to come before this House for debate; that was
eminently correct.

Mr. Speaker, subsection (3) of Citation 80 provides
and | quote, “It follows that, though the Speaker can
rule on a question of order, he cannot rule on a ques-
tion of privilege.” Well, Mr. Speaker, how are we chal-
lenging a Speaker’s Ruling on a question of privilege?
| commend that Citation to the Leader of the Official
Opposition who justhad some concern here about me
challenging a Speaker's Ruling when the Citation
says none can exist. Mr. Speaker, | suggest . . .

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The motion before us is
somewhat removed from the comments being made
by the honourable member. | have thanked him for the
indication and for his enlightenment and for pointing
out those sections to us. Could he confine the
remainder of his remarks to the motion?

MR.ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, | willdo my besttocon-
fine my remarks to the matter of privilege before the
House. | thought that with a singular exception | was
addressing matters of privilege, in principle, as an
introduction to very specific comments and | thought
with avery singular exception the last hour or so | was
one of the few members who was doing so, but | will
do my best to be much more direct to the current
question before the House.

Mr. Speaker, the question before the House is the
question of substance, the question of whether or not
the Rules Committee should, as a matter of privilege
in this House, should as amatter of privilege consider
the advisability of a majority of the members of the
Treasury Bench being present during the Budget
Debate, being required to be present. | don't think the
word, “‘required,” is in the motion.

MR. ADAM: Doesitsay that there, in Beauchesne?
MR. ANSTETT: “Requiring that a majority of the

members of the Treasury Bench be present during the
Budget Debate.” Mr. Speaker, that's the substance of
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the question of privilege; that'sthe matter which must
be decided in this House. Beauchesne, on that ques-
tion, in terms of the rules to which we must address
ourselves to determine whether we'd even consider
voting for this motion, provides also in the same sub-
section | quoted earlier, Citation 80(3), “his function,
when a question of privilege is raised, is limiting to
deciding whether the matter is of such a character as
to entitle the motion, which the member who has
raised the question desires, to move itover priority of
Orders of the Day.” That's been done, Mr. Speaker,
and members opposite, who suddenly assumed that
meant that the Speaker had said that for some reason
there was an attendance problem on this side of the
House, were sorely mistaken.

Mr. Speaker, the question before us is not a ques-
tion of form; the form has been decided. The motion is
in order, it's a legitimate matter to raise. The question
before us, provided for in Citation 84(2) extends to
deciding the question of substance whether a breach
of privilege has, in fact, been committed. And that’s
what this debate is all about. Has a breach of privilege
in this House been committed? The Speaker has said
only that the motion is correct.

Mr. Speaker, let’s turn to our own rules to address
the question of whether or not, in substance, there's
been abreach of privilege. Page 59, second paragraph
provides: “There are privileges of the House as well
as membersindividually. Willful disobedience to orders
and Rules of Parliament in the exercise of constitu-
tional functions, insults and obstructions during
debate, libels upon members, interferenceofanykind
in official duties.”

The only one that could, by the furthest stretch of
theimagination of the Government Opposition House
Leader, might possibly be construedtorelate to willful
disobedience of orders and rules of parliament, might
relate to our Rule No. 11. I'm going to try to give the
members oppositethe greatest benefit of the doubtin
determining whether or not there’s a matter of sub-
stance here that is a matter of privilege. Our Rule 11
provides that “every member shall attend the service
of the House and of each Committee thereof of which
he is a member, unless leave of absence has been
given him by the House.” What does that rule mean?
We don't have any rulings on it. It hasn't been raised
before because most members have enough respect
for their fellows that they accept the fact that all
members can’t be in here at all times.

But, Mr. Speaker, we then turn to Beauchesne
where this matter has been raised and we turn to
Citation 103. Citation 103 is on page 34, Mr. Speaker,
anditrefersto the equivalent rule in Ottawa, Standing
Order No. 5 which addresses the same question that
our Rule No. 11 addresses withrespectto the attend-
ance of members. Mr. Speaker, I'm quoting Speaker
Lamoureuxin this Citation and hesays,on page 35; |
have suggested that before, but for some reason the
members of the Committee have thought that the
Standing Order should notbe interfered with and that
it should be allowed tostay. Accordingto myinforma-
tion the last time the Standing Order was applied was
back in 1877. | would think after all these years that
this Standing Order should be referred to signal the
absence of any individual member of the House.”

Mr. Speaker, what we're talking about hereis arule
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which the Speaker, the Federal House, has said has
notbeen appliedsince 1877 and, Mr. Speaker, with all
respect, those on this side who think those in the
Opposition areliving in thelast century havejust had
their opinion strongly reinforced. They have not rec-
ognized the growth in government, the complication
and development of Executive Branch responsibilities
which prevent Cabinet Ministers from being in the
House tothe same degree of attendance as was avail-
able prior to 1877. Mr. Speaker, that's the last time it
was applied. So when we ask the question, is this a
matter of substance? Mr. Speaker, if the date on the
calendar watch on the wrist of theHonourable Member
for Turtle Mountain predates 1877, | might give him
the case, but not today, not in the 20th Century.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the next question, if there's a
question of substance to be addressed, is whether or
notin this House, in our experience in this House, the
situation in the last six days has been particularly
better orworsethan the experience becauseit's only
an affront to this House, only a contempt to this Parli-
ament if the behaviour of this Executive Council is
exceptionally different from that of Executive Coun-
cilsin recent memory.

Mr. Speaker, the Honourable Member for Sturgeon
Creek, who will hear better with his mouth closed, will
find that he admittedlessthan 15, 20 minutesagothat
his attendance record in this House has not always
been what he would have liked it to have been. Now,
Mr. Speaker, | don't comment on that. The Honour-
able Member for Sturgeon Creek now wants to debate
theBudget. Well, Mr. Speaker, the Honourable Member
for Sturgeon Creek should exercise more control over
the flagrant misuse of Budget time by his House
Leader and not suggest that when | wish to speak, |
must then curtail my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, the question is: is the attendance of
Executive Council members on this side over the last
six days substantially worse than it was under the
previous administration, or under the Schreyer
administration, or the Roblin administration? Mr.
Speaker, | haven't been in this House that long but
fortunately | had an opportunity to be in this House
with a lot more regularity than the Leader of the
Opposition. | was compelled, and let me tell you,
sometimes it's not the most pleasant experience to sit
with the Clerk, and that’s not a reference to the Clerk,
but rather sometimes to the debate, for a number of
years. Mr. Speaker, | was used to observing, while | sat
in that chair, the number of members who were in the
House and let me tell you it's not only my opinion but
the opinion of others whose opinion | respect, that the
experiencein thelastsix days has been basically, no
better and no worsethanitwasinthelasttwoadminis-
trations of this province.

Mr. Speaker, | would submit on the second criteria
that there is no justification, no substance to the
motion proposed. When the member did propose the
motion | noted that he did name a particular Minister
and | would pointoutto himthat he gave that Minister
cause for a question of privilege in naming that Minis-
ter and making reference to his lack of attendancein
the House. | expect a little more from someone who
purportstobethatknowledgeableinthe Rulesthathe
can make those kinds of contributions in debate and
move these motions.

Mr. Speaker, | would expectthingsto be worse right
now in this House, in terms of attendancebecause the
problems weareleftare far worse. | would point outto
honourable members opposite that there are four
fewer members in this Executive Council, saddled
with much greater responsibilities because of the
mess they've had to clean up. | would point out that
the last government had one member in its Executive
Council whose sole responsibility was to be in the
House as House Leader; another member was
responsible for Fitness; another Minister was respon-
sible for Cultural Affairs. Mr. Speaker, with those
kinds of portfolio responsibilities, it's very easy to
keep two or three in the House at all times but with the
load these Ministers are carrying and the problems
they wereleft,| canunderstand why it's possible some
members might mistakenly perceivethem to bein the
House a little less than they think they should.

Mr. Speaker, let's examine why, not why the motion
was moved, but why the members opposite are so
frustrated, why there is no substance to the motion.
Let's examine why. I've given you two reasons but |
think there’'s another reason which underlies the
mood opposite, which makes them so chippy this
evening. Mr. Speaker, when we address this question
of substance in the matter of privilege we say, why?
Why did they want to disrupt the Budgetdebate? | can
see three people smiling in the Press Gallery who
know the reason. They know the reason. For the last
six days the Opposition got no ink and Jack Kuch
didn’t say a darn thing nice about them - | mean, |
didn’t hear anything nice on CBC radio. Excuse me,
Mr. Speaker. | apologize for making an individual ref-
erence to a member of the gallery.

Mr. Speaker, | trust the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition is not threatening me but is suggesting
that the CBC will do me in. The HonourableLeader of
the Opposition suggests that one cannot make silk
purses out of sows’ ears. Mr. Speaker, | suggestto the
Honourable Leader of the Opposition that he should
notquote the uninformed source in the Winnipeg Sun,
when that uninformed source last made reference to
his Member for Pembina. |, too, recall the columns
and the reference to the Member for Pembina and |
consider it unfortunate. If anything, I think the Member
forPembinahadapointofprivilege with regard to that
kind of commentary.

Mr. Speaker, the real problem here and the essence
of this question of privilege is that there is no sub-
stance to it and the Opposition has had to raise it
because there was no substance to their criticism in
the Budget debate.ldon’tpurporttoenterthe Budget
debate at this point, but what | wantto do is point out
that this motion arose just like a mushroom, just like
their debate, but a mushroom that | particularly like,
mushrooms called shaggy manes. They're also called
inky caps andthat’s whatthisresolution was; a mush-
room attempt on a rainy day when they could spring
outofthegrasstotrytogetthemsomeink inthelocal
newspapers. Mr. Speaker, theshaggymaneisa mush-
room; | do not purport todescribe members opposite
that way but | do compare their behaviour as such,
and certainly, their attempt to get publicity for their
inability to contribute constructively to the Budget
debate is a charade of the worst order.

Mr. Speaker, why did they not get that publicity?
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Why is this motion ahead of us? Why did we have to
have this vehicle thrust on thisHouse during a debate
that could have been meaningful, could have provided
some constructive criticism, could have offered in the
true parliamentary tradition what the Opposition, as
her Majesty’s Loyal Opposition, purports to offer?

Mr. Speaker, | remind the Leader of the Official
Opposition once again to think back to December,
1980, when he challenges others about their knowl-
edge about the parliamentary system. The Honour-
able Leader of the Opposition has a problem. There's
no substance to the motion; there’s no substance to
their constribution to the Budget debate. Now, sud-
denly we're faced with insults on the other side
because they cannot make meaningful contributions.
Their problem is that they're going to have to clean
house. The Honourable Attorney-General said yes-
terday there were only half a dozen on the other side
whowereintelligentandtheywereall smiling because
each of them thought that they were part of that half
dozen. Mr. Speaker, | will submit thatthey’'ve got half
of a baker’'s dozen; they've got six-and-one-half. |
would suggest that the Leader of the Opposition, in
additiontothesix who areintelligent, isthe onewhois
half smart.

Mr. Speaker, their debate tonight . . .

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able Member for Sturgeon Creek on a point of order.

MR.JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, on a Point of Order. |
know that the member was speaking towards the
Resolution when he was discussing with the House or
explaining to the House the substantives, etc., and
whathave you, but basically forgetting there’'s a Reso-
lution before us for a vote and that's all past, and he
should betalking to the Resolution orvoting onit. But
when he starts to talk about the personalities on both
sides oftheHouse, Sir, | don't think thatheis talking to
the Resolution. | think he should be checked up.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Springfield.

MR.ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, lacceptthe admonition
of the Member for Sturgeon Creek, | concede thatthe
comments by his Leader certainly drew me aside and
distracted meand | apologize for paying any attention
to him whatsoever, and | promise you | willdo my best
never do to so again.

Mr. Speaker, what we're talking about is whether
there is any substance to the motion moved. Mr.
Speaker,whatwe'retalking aboutis denying members
of the Treasury Bench, members of this Cabinet, the
right to attend in their offices, the right to attend to
constituency business on behalf of members oppo-
site, as well as members of this side like myself. And,
Mr. Speaker, the proof of the fact that members were
there, attending to government business, the proof of
the pudding, the proof that the motion lacks sub-
stance, is that within five minutes after it was moved
more than half of the Executive Council of this prov-
ince was in this Chamber, they were in this building
attending to government business, doing their job.

Sowenowhavethreebasic points which document
thetotalabsence of substance in the motion and, Mr.

Speaker, although | suspecttherearemany more | will
leave it at that. | will leave it at three points because
that's three good reasons to strike out the motion of
the Honourable Opposition House Leader. Mr.
Speaker, | appreciate their frustration, it is not my
intenttoinany way avoid the Budget debate, | wantit
to continue but, Mr. Speaker, | offer several thoughts
about how we canimprove the level of the debate and
avoid the kind of rancor and obvious time wasting
that's occurred in the last several hours.

Mr. Speaker, | think that's of substance to this
motion because | wouldliketo avoid thiskind of abuse
of the Legislature'stime in the future. Mr. Speaker, the
Member for Sturgeon Creekisobviously disappointed
that six months yesterday he got some bad news but
that’s no reason to raise a matter of privilege and
demand that his successors must sit in their chairs 50
percent of the time. —(Interjection)— Well it's one-
half, 50 percent of his successors must be here during
the Budget debate. Mr. Speaker, there’s no grounds
for that. | expectthe Member for Sturgeon Creek and
the Member for Turtle Mountain to take a broader
road; | expect those members to deal with the Budget
Debate, with the economic difficulties that are facing
this province, to make constructive suggestions. Mr.
Speaker, ifthat were happeningyou’d find 95 percent
of the Executive Council in this House but the contri-
butions, and | dare say, Mr. Speaker, an unknown
member who spoke a couple of weeks ago about the
question of constructive criticism and valuable addi-
tionstodebateandthe Attorney-General's comments
yesterday about the same matter, about the level of
contribution, hit the mark.

So, Mr. Speaker, the question before the House on
this matterof privilege and the substance of this mat-
ter of privilege that caused it to be raised is not the
attendance of the Executive Council, the substance of
this matter of privilege is theinability of the opposition
to do its job, get proper attention in the media for
doing an adequatejob andthefactthatmembershere
were not receiving the kind of constructive criticism,
debateonissues, suggestions of alternatives, the kind
of high road contributions that | used to expect from
the Member for Lakeside when | sat at the table, the
kind of policy debates, the kind of alternative option
debates, thatthis House has witnessed for mostof the
last few Sessions. That's absent this Session, Mr.
Speaker, and that’s a sorry commenton the quality of
the opposition that faces this government. And, Mr.
Speaker, | wishthem wellin cleaninghousebecausel
believe that a good opposition makes for a better
government. I'm hopingtoseeit, | hope | seeitsooner
rather than later.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of
the Opposition.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, many who begin debates in
thisHouse, Sir, say thatthey didn'tintendtospeakon
the particular topic but I'm persuaded, after listening
to a couple of the contributions from the other side
tonight, if they may be graced with that expression, to
say a few words in support of the motion that is before
the House because it has to do with the heart of parli-
ament. I've long since, Sir, come to understand that if
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one wants to discuss and debate the essence and the
heart of the parliamentary system of this country one
doesn't listen too long to socialists because socialists
don’t understand and don't want a democracy in this
country, they want things their own way.

The reason, Mr. Speaker, we have this motion
before the House today, no one in Manitoba needs
any improvident kind of unsolicited advice from the
current and temporary Attorney-General of this prov-
ince on free democratic society, ever. —(Interjec-
tion)— No, my honourable friend will do well to take
that advice kindly because it's meant in a kindly way,
worse could be said.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as | said, | was moved to speak
tonightbecausel'd heard thealleged contributions to
the debate from the Member for St. Boniface who,
over 20-some-odd years in this House has never
learned that buffoonery is no substitute for intellec-
tual debate. So, of course, we'retreated on a constant
basis to his idea of what parliament is about which,
thank God, is not what the system is all about. | lis-
tened, as well, to the recent contribution from the
temporary Member for Springfield who, fora number
ofyears, satatthis tableasoneofthe Assistant Clerks
of this House and was pleased to tell us about some of
his impressions as an Assistant Clerk. Mr. Speaker,
the only thing | can say to the Honourable Member for
Springfield, while he's in that temporary position, is
that he was not a great success as an Assistant Clerk
and he's even less of a success as the Member for
Springfield, from which position, we expect he will be
vacated when the next election is called.

So, Mr. Speaker, having heard from those two
mother-loads of parliamentary democracy | suppose
we can proceed on with the debate. The purpose of
the motion, Mr. Speaker, very simply is this and the
motionshould be passed becauseit’'ssucceededinits
purpose.

As| sat herejust beforel stood up tonight, | counted
10 members of the Treasury Bench sitting in their
place where they should be during the course of a
Budget Debate. Even the Member for St. Boniface
who usually is tucked into bed by this hour was here
tonight. So, Mr. Speaker, | suggest that the motion has
served its purpose already because it has succeeded
in getting the Treasury Bench back into the House.

Mr. Speaker, we're well aware of the fact that there
areanumberin the backbench who are preaching for
a call because the First Minister has made it known
that he's going to expand his Cabinet. | suppose, Mr.
Speaker, the Member for Springfield was preaching
for that particular call tonight. Mr. Speaker, as | hear
those vacant voices on the outer rim — if | may use it
that way — of the government’'s backbench, | may
suggest that they would have as much, | would hope
given the intelligence of the First Minister, that they
would have as much chance of being in the Cabinet of
this province as would a bunch of baying coyotes on
the outer rim of some forest on the edge of Winnipeg,
becausethat's aboutthe level of intelligence that they
add to the debate in this House.

Why is this motion being debated, Mr. Speaker? It's
being debated because the Executive Branch of this
government is showing its disabuse, its disinterest in
parliament debatingits purposeinlife. The purposein
lifeof parliament, Mr. Speaker, forthebenefitof many

on the other side who will be unaware of this, the
purpose of life of parliamentis tovote Supply and then
tovote Ways and Means forthe purpose of raisingthat
Supply. That's why wehavesuch adebate. That's why
we have a debate in Supply that is ongoing at the
presenttime, which hasbeensuspended in orderthat
the government may move on its motion of Ways and
Meanstoindicatehowitintendstoraisethemoney by
which its supply, by which its expenses will be paid.
That's what parliament’s all about; it was never
intended to be terribly complicated. I'm sure thateven
the Member for Springfield and the Member for St.
Boniface might be able to collect that thought if they
think about it for awhile.

Mr. Speaker, there he goes home to bed; the
Member for St. Boniface. We are sorry to have kept
him up. Before heleaves, Mr. Speaker, may | ask him
to raisethe same voice in this House on behalfof the
independent schools that he used to raise 20 years
ago when he was so vociferous on this side of the
House decrying the lack of action on behalf of the
government of that day with respect to independent
schools? Why is it that voice of the Member for St.
Boniface has been muzzled with respect to aid to
independentschools as he now sitsamong his social-
ist and other friends in the Cabinet having, Mr.
Speaker, disowned whatever political principle he
might havebeenthought to have had before hejoined
that rather mixed group?

Well, Mr. Speaker —(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The Honour-
able Minister of Natural Resources on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

HON. AL MACKLING (St. James): Yes, Mr. Speaker, |
thought that after a good deal of difficulty we had
established the fact that members of this House
should be speaking to the motionthat'sbeforeus. For
the last five minutes the Leader of the Opposition has
done nothingofthatkind. | suggestthathe be brought
to order.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: | wouldindicateonce again
that the motion before us is a serious one and ask all
members to speak directly to the motion.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. LYON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and as you are
well aware, that's precisely what | was doing.

Mr. Speaker, neither you, Sir, noranyoneelsein a
free parliamentary democracy needs any lecturing on
the rules of a free democratic parliament by the kinds
of Marxist interlopers who from time to time find their
way into this House. Ifthe previous member wishes to
be included in that group, he's welcome because he
makes statementsthat make him a part of that group.
I'm speaking, Sir, to those who understand the system
and who want to supportit, not, Sir, to those who want
to subvert it.

Mr. Speaker, theverysimple purpose of this motion
was that on a number of occasions during the course
of the Budget Debate which lasts about eight days
according to our Rules, there have been more than a
number of occasions on which the representation
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from the Treasury Bench, after all whose Budget is
being discussed, hasbeen down to one or practically
nil. Now, if my honourable friends want me to be more
specific and describe what practically nil is, | could
make a personal description of whatthat means.

But, Mr. Speaker, the point is that the Executive
Branch of this current government is displaying a
disdain for parliament and is displaying a devil-may-
care attitude toward the debate that goes on in this
parliament with respecttoits woebegone Budget. We
fully intend to debate this Budget until the final voteiis
taken on the eighth day.

Mr. Speaker, that does not prevent us in any way,
shape or form from calling the attention not only of
this House but to the people of Manitoba to the fact
that the Executive Branch of this socialist government
doesn't care enough about parliament, doesn’t care
. enough about the debate that’s going on here to be
here. But when they're called to account on a motion
such as has been presented and which we're now
debating by the HouseLeaderof our party, which says
that the Rules Committee should be called in order
that a rule may be inserted which would require the
attendance of amajority of the Treasury Bench during
the discussion of the Budget Debate, then we find all
of asudden that they're able to muster a majority in
the House because they feel the heat on their but-
tocks. That'swhy they'rein the Housetonight. There's
a little bit of heat on their behinds. They know very
well, Mr. Speaker, what their public reputation is in
this province with respect to the sanctity with which
theyregard parliament. Theydon'tgive adamn about
parliament.

One of thereasons for this motion, Mr. Speaker, is
to make sure that the current socialist government of
this province while it's shortly in office, does begin to
give a damn about parliament because that's our job
as an Opposition, to make sure that we call to the
attention of the peopleof Manitoba the kind of disdain
that these left-wingers, while they're temporarily in
office, show to the parliamentary system of this
country.

Mr. Speaker, we all know and you know, Sir, that the
number who support them in adoctrinaire wayisvery
very small andit'sincumbent, | think, upon an Opposi-
tion which believes in the parliamentary system to
point out from time to time how these people, while
they are temporarily in office, are bringing into rack
and ruin those fundamental traditional forms of parli-
amentary debate which most people in this country
exclusive of them, most people in this country hold
rather dear; many people in this country have had to
fight for; and many people in this country are still
prepared to fight for if the need arise.

So, Mr. Speaker, we bring this motion to the House
not necessarily expecting that it's going to carry the
majority of the members on the opposite side because
they're too narrowly partisan to understand that what
is at stake is much more important than the New
Democratic Party or whatever euphemism the social-
ists in Manitoba currently apply to themselves or of
the Conservative Party; it's much moreimportantthan
that. It goes to the taproots of Parliament and, Mr.
Speaker, when an Executive brings in a budget, and
don’t let this Executive try to tell me or try to tell
anyone else that they consulted with the backbench
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about the Budgetbecause, according to theirtempor-
ary Minister of Finance, they wouldn’t consult with the
Federal Government out of whose hip pocket they
were proclaiming as they rapped their chests they
were taking money - at least that’s what they said the
first time around.

The First Minister now is saying, no, no, no, we
didn'tdoitforthatpurpose, we did it for sheerrevenue
purposes. Nobody here but us socialist chickens and
we weren't trying to rob money out of the federal
pocket atall. Well, | wishthat he, Mr. Speaker, and the
Minister of Finance would get theiracttogether. God
knows if they ever do get their act together, the prov-
ince may not be in any better shape, but God knows
it's in bad enough shape when the act isn’t together.

So we, Mr. Speaker, are happy to debate the
Budget; we'rehappy tohearthe contributionsthatare
made from honourable members opposite with respect
to the Budget even though we don’t agree with them;
we're happy to hear even such puerile comments and
contributions as were made by the Attorney-General
who isreally not accustomed yet to the parliamentary
system. God know what system he’ll ever become
accustomed to, but he certainly isn’t accustomed to
this system and he’s certainly not one whose voice
would ever stand up in support of the parliamentary
system. | need say no more on that count, Mr.
Speaker, except this, Sir, that we do not on this side of
the House and we will never take on this side of the
House, any instruction from a good number of the
honourable members opposite with respect to the
rights and the duties and the responsibilities and the
democratic freedoms of Parliament. Some people
happen to know intuitively what those are. There are
very few on the opposite side who have even the most
base understanding of what they're all about.

The purpose of this motion is to demonstrate to the
honourable members opposite that the Executive has
an accountability to Parliamentand thatthe Executive
should be —(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, | hear some
odd female voices off in the left corner. | don’t know,
Mr. Speaker, if thatpersonispreaching foracall, may
| suggest that perhaps she should take voice lessons
first. Mr. Speaker,thepurposeisto make sure thatthe
Executive Branch of governmentin our parliamentary
system which is part and parcel of the Legislative
Branch. Thereis only aCabinetherebecausemembers
of that Cabinet are elected first to their seats in this
Provincial Legislature. They have a dual responsibil-
ity; number one, to sit in this House as members for
their own contituencies; number two, if they are
appointed to the Executive Council,to beresponsible
to this Parliament and | know that this comes as a
wave of new information to people such as the Minis-
ter of Finance and others who have been blocking
theirwayalonginlifeforalongtime.But, Mr. Speaker,
I knowthatthey mustunderstandthe dual responsibil-
ity, first as a legislator and secondly as a member of
the Executive Council. And all this motion seeks to
indicateisthatthe ExecutiveBranch of this particular
socialist government is not paying enough attention
to the Legislative Branch. Mr. Speaker, we are not
speaking just on behalf of the Opposition, we're
speaking on behalf of the voiceless backbenchers
over there who are expected, Mr. Speaker, by the
rulers down in the frontrow, by the Penners and the
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Schroeders and the Parasiuks and all of that crowd
who are expected by that, Mr. Speaker, expected
by that bunch, the automatons to stand up
—(Interjection)—

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. It is clearly
out of order to refer to individual members by their
names.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

A MEMBER: A lecture on parliamentary procedure
from aturkey who can’tevenrecognize parliamentary
procedure.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, the backbenchers of the
current, temporary, socialist government, to be
instructedon their parliamentary duties by the likes of
the Member for Fort Rouge, the Member for East Kil-
donan, the Member for Rossmere, the Member for
Transcona, the Member for St. Boniface of all people
to instruct anybody on parliamentary usage - really.
So I'm saying tonight, Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the
Legislature as much as on behalf of the Opposition
that they don’t have to put up with the kind of obvious
disdain that has been shown by their front bench
which | suggest, Sir, even though this motion may be
defeated will have served its purpose because | can
guarantee you, Sir, that notwithstanding the cater-
wauling coming from the backbenches, notwithstand-
ing the rudeness that is customarily displayed by the
backbench of the NDP, | can assure you, Sir, that
there will be, as a result of this motion, a much better
representation of this Executive in this Session, in this
Budget debate and in subsequent ones because they
know that even though they can use their temporary
majority to defeat this motion; even though they may
attempt to do that, we can raise the motion again and
bring to the attention of their backbenchers who get
precious little attention from them that they are abus-
ing Parliament and that even if they are struck dumb,
the Opposition will stand up and speak for the rights
of Parliament at any time. That’s why we have this
motion before the House.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Energy and Mines.

HON.WILSON PARASIUK (Transcona): Mr.Speaker,
we've just heard a rather hysterical attempt by the
Conservative Opposition to deflect attention away
from, I think, a well thought out Budget.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The hour is
10 o’clock. The Honourable Member for Springfield.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, just on a point of order
to clarify the status of the motion, | would referyou to
our Rule 21, Subsection 3, which provides “That
where business other than motion on the Order Pap-
ersunder consideration when the House adjourns the
businessis terminated when the House adjourns and
shall not be continued the next day or at any subse-
quentsitting.” So, Mr. Speaker, since we've exhausted
our time it would appear we're not going to have an
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opportunity to vote on this matter.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Accordingly the hourbeing
10 o'clock the House is adjourned and will stand
adjourned until 2:00 p.m. tomorrow



