LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Thursday, 20 May, 1982

Time — 2:00 p.m.
OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER, Hon. J. Walding: Presenting Peti-
tions . . . Reading and Receiving Petitions . . .

PRESENTING REPORTS BY STANDING
AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Springdfield.

MR. A.ANSTETT: Mr.Speaker, | begleave topresent
the Third Report of the Standing Committee on Public
Utilities and Natural Resources.

MR.CLERK,Jack Reeves: YourStanding Committee
on Public Utilities and Natural Resources begleave to
present the following as their third report.

Your Committee met on Tuesday, May 11, Thurs-
day, May 13, Tuesday, May 18 and Thursday, May 20,
1982, to consider the Annual Report of the Manitoba
Hydro-Electric Board.

Your Committeereceived allinformation desired by
any member of the Committee from Mr. S. Cherniack,
Chairman of the Board; Mr. L.D. Blachford, President
and Chief Executive Officer; and Mr. A.K. McKean,
Assistant General Manager of Finance with respect to
all material pertaining to the Annual Report and the
business of Manitoba Hydro. The fullest opportunity
was accorded to all members of the Committee to
seek information desired.

Your Committee examined the Annual Report of
Manitoba Hydro for the fiscal year ending March 31,
1981, and adopted the same as presented.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by
the Honourable Member for Riel thatthe Report of the
Committee be received.

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. SPEAKER: Ministerial Statements and Tabling
of Reports . . . Notices of Motion . . . Introduction
of Bills . . .

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, in the absence of the
Minister of Labour, | direct my question to the First
Minister realizing, of course, that labour relations and
statute law affecting railways are of a federal nature.
Notwithstandingthat fact, can the First Minister advise
whether he or his government have undertaken inquir-
ies with the Federal Minister of Manpower in order to
ameliorate to whatever extent is possible the unfortu-
nate announcement that was made yesterday by the
CNR to the effect that some 1,200 workers at CNR
shops will be laid off for an extended holiday ofsix to
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eight weeks beyond the regular holiday period this
summer?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, we have a process
that is established to deal with matters such as that,
and | know the Minister of Labour will be here shortly,
and any further detailed discussion pertaining to that
might be best to await his arrival.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, on that point, and per-
haps through the First Minister to give the Minister of
Labour notice of it, in view of the fact of this unfortu-
nate announcement yesterday by Canadian National
Railways, coupled withtheannouncement of approx-
imately a week ago by the Canadian Pacific Railway
with an equal number of people from the Weston Shop
beinglaid off for an extended holiday this summer; in
viewofthe factthatthis now represents 2,400 full-time
workers, who will be going on at least a six to eight
week layoff, will the First Minister give us the under-
taking that he and his government will work in the
closestco-operationwith thefederalauthorities todo
whatever is possible to ameliorate and to assist those
men and those women who are facing this unfortu-
nateandterribly disturbinglayoff, which will be affect-
ing better than 2,400 Manitobans?

HON.H.PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | wantto firstapolog-
ize. Apparently the Minister of Labour has gone to a
plant opening so will not be.here during the Question
Period.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, we have in place a process and
the Leader of the Opposition can certainly be assured
that this government will be doing all withinits powers
to communicate concerns in respect to not only the
layoff by CN yesterday, butin respect tothe C.P. We
hadsome initial discussion pertaining to the C.P. on
Monday with the Minister responsible for Immigra-
tion, and certainly we will be carrying through with the
expression of those concerns.

MR.G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, in the absence of the
Minister of Finance, my question is to the First Minis-
ter. In view of the resolution passed by City Council
lastevening, requesting the Provincial Government to
exempt the City of Winnipeg from the payment of the
payrolltax, Mr. Speaker. Could the First Ministerindi-
cate whether they will exceed to that request?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, the Minister of
Finance dealt with matters pertaining to municipali-
ties and school divisions, and the fact that the tax
would not be effective ‘till January 1st. In the mean-
time mechanisms would be developed. There is no
change in that respect and the Minister of Finance is
quite concerned about fulfillingthe undertaking which
he gave Budget night.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
St. Norbert.
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MR. G.MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, inview of the fact that
the Minister of Finance has only indicated that there
would be arefunding mechanism of the payroll tax to
municipalities and school divisions, and in view of the
fact that the city properly points out that they would
have to incur administration cost involved in collect-
ing, paying over and administrating payment of the
tax, does not the First Minister think it worthwhile to
consider the resolution from the City of Winnipeg
positively so that the unnecessary administrative
costs that would be involved would be eliminated?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, we're not on the
verge of making decisions based upon one aspect
only of the consequences that might be involved re
exemption. The entire question has to be examined.
The Minister of Finance has indicated that, Mr.
Speaker, and when hehas ascertainedwhatis the best
appraach in respect to the public interest pertaining
to the matter, he will be announcing that in due
course.

MR.G. MERCIER: Mr.Speaker, does it make sense to
the First Minister, or is it in the public interest for
municipalities and school divisions to incur the admi-
nistrative costs that will be necessary to collect, pay
and administer the payroll tax, rather than simply
exempt them and avoid all of those unnecessary
administrative expenses?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, the honourable
member, | am sure, isawarethatthere are many impli-
cationsinrespectto potentially movingin one particu-
lar direction rather than in another direction; implica-
tions that might, indeed, affect the overall purposein
respect to the tax, that those implications have to be
fully examined before one group out of a class would
be exempted and others not.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, in theeventthen that
the government deems it necessary not to exempt
municipalities and school divisions and other public
institutions that are publicly financed, would he
undertake to compensate them, not only for the pay-
roll tax that they pay to the Provincial Government,
but for the administrative costs that they incur
unnecessarily.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, again | think the
Honourable Member for St. Norbert is quite con-
scious of the fact that the Minister of Finance, on
Budget night, dealt with the tax insofar as municipali-
ties and school divisions were concerned; indicated
the tax would not be effective until January 1; indi-
cated thatin the meantime the entire question relating
to the particular tax would be examined in order to
ensure that satisfactory arrangements were under-
taken; would protect the public interests and yet
respond to the real concerns that | am sure municipal,
school divisions and others have. So, Mr. Speaker,
thereis little advantage in us enteringinto a piecemeal
discussion at this point when indeed it has been
clearly indicated that there will be consultation, there
will be analysis and there will be an announcement
in due course.
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MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourable Member for Tuxedo.

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, my ques-
tion is for the Honourable Minister of Education. In
view of the fact that all school divisionsin the province
have already established their budgets for a planned
program of operations for the forthcoming year and,
as well, they have been given the commitments for
funding both by the Provincial Government
announcement and the mill rates for property taxes
that have been set, for what purpose will the $1.75
million, which the Minister announced the other day,
be used in the coming year?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Education.

HON. M. HEMPHILL: Mr. Speaker, the $1.75 million
that was announced last week is for a program that
was in the Estimates, was presented in the Estimates
and in the Budget. Itis for a special program which is
to support small schools. The information, since they
usually like to avoid verylong and extended answers, |
imagine that the details of the program will be dis-
cussed in the remaining time we have for Estimates
review.

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The point
that | am trying to get at is that the divisions have
already had to make their decisions as to whether or
not to keep a school open and, presumably, they've
already made their decisions based on funding, pro-
gramming and so on. So, therefore, how will this add
to anything they've already been prepared to do?

HON. M. HEMPHILL: Mr. Speaker, | think I've indi-
cated as clearly as | can in previous questions and
public speeches that this program is not intended to
stopschool closures. Ithasnothing to do with school
closures. It is to redress an existing inequity in the
existing Educational Support Program thatsayssmall
schools that have small numbers of students do not
get the same kinds of resources, materials, personnel
and teacherstodo the job to helpeducatethechildren
that the larger schools do. It is to give them the same
opportunity, the same resources, the same equipment
to give a quality education to all of the children in
Manitoba regardless of the size of theschool they go
to, Mr. Speaker.

MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourable Member for Tuxedo.

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, assuming that there
might be an inequity in the system that leads to those
particular problems, how can this affect it in this year
when the school divisions have already decided what
their program offerings will be, have already been
given the announcement of how much money they
can expect both from the province and through the
mill rate? This will then just turn outto be mad money
in the coming year because it can't be added to the
program that they have already established.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister
of Education.
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HON. M. HEMPHILL: Mr. Speaker, | suppose | should
be pleased thatthe member opposite has given me an
opportunity to say that | wish this program had been
putinplacein theexistingBudgetor | wishithad been
built into the Educational Support Program that they
spent a couple of years developing and put into place
forthree years. It wasn't in there; the best we could do
was put it in after we took office. If it had been put in
last year’s Budget, they could have developed their
programforthefullyear.Itis quitetruethatnowwhen
they receive the information, they will be developing
programsthatwill be putin placein September, but |
have every confidence in their ability to: one, know
right now what the deficiencies and the problems are
in their schools; and know how, if they were given
additional support, they are going to correct those
problems. | am sure, that come September, we are
going to have increased resources, books, materials,
equipment, increased teachers and personnel to go
into the schools and help do the job.

MR.G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that
the average teacher's salary in the province today is
$30,000 and that the maximum that any one school
could possibly get from this program is $15,000,
surely the Minister doesn’t say that they are going to
get additional staff, teachers, materials and all that for
any school for the maximum of $15,000 that she has
announced.

HON. M. HEMPHILL: Mr. Speaker, what they are
going to get in each school is an opportunity to have
something that they don’t have now that they need,
that'sNo. 1; the otherthing that they are goingtogetis
whatever they need the most. Now in some cases,
that's going to be books. In some cases, they will not
have what they believe to be an adequate library or
adequate resources and that's what they will put their
money into if that’s where the greatest need is.

In other cases, they may have special needs child-
ren, but they may not have enough of them to qualify
for a full-time clinician or co-ordinator, special needs
teacher, butthey couldgetsome help. Theycouldhire
anitinerant teacher on part-time. They could bring in
teacher aides to give some support to the teachers
who are there, often teaching three or four grades
without any help at all. So they will be able to get,
while it might not be one or two or three additional
teachers, they will be able to make a decision to get
additional personnel and additional teaching help
into that school division.

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR. SPEAKER: Before we reach Orders of the Day,
may | direct the attention of honourable members to
the gallery where we have 50 students of Grade 9
standing from the Joseph Wolinsky Collegiate. The
students are under the directionofMiss Linda Connor
and the school is in the constituency of the Honour-
able Member for Seven Oaks, the Minister of Consu-
mer and Corporate Affairs.

There are also 28 students of Grade 5 standing of
the Landmark Elementary School under the direction
of Mr. Penner and the school is in the constituency of
the Honourable Member for Springfield.
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There arealso 15 students of Grade 9 standing from
the R.B. Russell Vocational School under the direc-
tion of Miss Medynski. This school is in the consti-
tuency of the Honourable Member for St. Johns.

On behalf of all the members, | welcome you here
this afternoon.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
BUDGET DEBATE

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Hon-
ourable Minister of Finance and the amendment pro-
posed thereto by the Honourable Leader of the Oppo-
sition standinginthe name of the Honourable Minister
of Finance. The Honourable Member for Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | wel-
come the opportunity to participate in the Throne
Speech Debate to support the amendment placedon
the Throne Speech Debate by my Leader — or the
BudgetDebate,|I'msorry.I'monlyfour months behind
but that's because nothing has happened in the
interim.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | wantto speak in supportofthe
amendment placed by my Leader for three primary
reasons. First ofall, this Budget has given to the Mani-
toba economy no direction that a new government
ought to give to the Manitoba economy in its first
Budget presentation. The second reason | am sup-
porting the amendment is that this Budget has intro-
duced a new taxation regime to the Province of Mani-
toba, something unknown in the last four years of
government and new in this government’s very first
Budget, a new taxation regime. The third reason |
want to speak in support of the amendment by my
Leader is that this Budget has understated the deficit
that this province will incur in this fiscal yearandithas
not been honest with the people of Manitoba in terms
of presenting a deficit which is correct and factual.

Now, Mr. Speaker, my first objection to this Budget
is that it deals with no new direction for a government
tolayout to the people of Manitoba in the first of its
four-year term. | want to point out some of the things
that were mentioned in the press release so elo-
quently stated by the Minister of Finance to the people
of Manitoba via the news service.

The firstthinghe mentionedis a $23-million Interest
Relief Program. This, Mr. Speaker, was the emer-
gency program promised by special Session if neces-
sary by the now Premier of this province. Under this
$23-million Interest Rate Relief Program, we know to
date that all we have been able to identify is some
$60,000 gone to small businesses out of the $23 mil-
lion. In other words, this major direction of the gov-
ernment is one that is first failing for this government.

The new Job Creation Program is the second men-
tioned. Well, ifitwerenotforthecriticismofmembers
on this side of the House during question period and
during the Minister of Labour’s Estimates, the pro-
gram particularly for student employment would be
woefullyinadequate, and becauseofcriticism, because
of pressure placed by the Opposition, the Minister of
Labour and Finance has seen fit to add some $4 mil-
lion to make that possibly a meaningful program to
the youth, to the students of Manitoba.
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The other area mentioned by the Minister of Finance,
he mentions majorincreases in provincial assistance
to the municipal governments and school divisions.
My colleague, the Member for St. Norbert, pointed out
that in our four years of administration, the property
taxes in Winnipeg School Division No. 1 went up by
some $70 or $80 in four years. In one year, carrying
out these major increases in provincial assistance to
the municipalities, the school taxes, tax bill in Win-
nipeg School Division No. 1 has more than doubled.
Theincrease in one year that our government saw fit
to provide fundings so that the $70 to $80 was the
increase in four years, they've doubled it in one year
with this increase in provincial funding.

The other major economicinitiativeis the extension
of the Hydro rate freeze. That is our program, our
administration’'s program.

They have established a $17.5-million Beef Stabili-
zation Program which | submit, unless the Minister of
Agriculture backs off on the six years and the compul-
sory marketing aspect, they won’t cash flow more
than $100,000 of the $17.5 million, so that is a useless
promise and a useless statement to the people of
Manitoba.

They are freezing the university tuition fees, accord-
ing to the Minister of Finance. They are and then they
take it all back with a payroll tax at the University of
Manitoba — some treat to the students of Manitoba,
give on one hand and take away on the other.

They mention the Winnipeg Core Area Agreement
as a major initiative. Once again, | pointoutthatCore
Area Agreement was signed and negotiated by the
then Attorney-General, the MemberforSt. Norbert, in
our government.

Their major economic initiatives, Mr. Speaker, are
the Western Inter-tie. They have now changed it from
the Power Grid to the Western Inter-tie, aproject that,
Mr. Speaker, our governmentin four years negotiated
with Saskatchewan and Alberta. They are talking
about the start-up of the Limestone Generating Sta-
tion on the basis of that Inter-tie, once again, a pro-
gramthat we had, Mr. Speaker. They mention a major
expansion to the ManFor complex, a situation, a pro-
ject, Mr. Speaker, that our government was actively
negotiating on behalf of the citizens of The Pas and
the citizens of Manitoba.

They mention a smelter operation for aluminum.
Once again, Mr. Speaker, that major economic devel-
opment thrust that they claim was our government’s
initiative over the last three years of its term. They
mention a potash development, Mr. Speaker, as a
major initiative. Once again, our government was the
one under which potash companies became inter-
ested in the deposit in Manitoba and determined its
extent and its size and the economies of producing
from it.

Allthose major economic initiatives that a new gov-
ernment should be laying out are the very economic
initiatives that those people, those 34 members that
are sitting in the government right now, used against
our administration by distortions during the election
campaign, by outright untruths in presenting to their
constituents the possibilities o fthe aluminum smelfter,
etc., etc. They won the election. They defeated us on
those projects and they have the audacity, Mr. Speaker,
tobring them in as the centre pieces of their economic

development and print it in this news release and in
the Budget Debate.

They mention a stepped-up construction program
in health care facilities. Once again, our Minister of
Health had initiated those construction programs in
the majority. They mention a $50 million — thisis the
only new one — Manitoba Housingand Renewal Cor-
poration funding. Mr. Speaker, | have mentioned this
several occasions before and | mention it again for
those new members in the backbench.

In 1978, | had the opportunity to go to The Pas,
Manitobawhere | saw 48 single family houses built by
the Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation ready
for occupancy and there was nobody available to live
in them. Is that where the $50 million is once again
going to go, to build houses in constituencies in jeo-
pardy that are held by New Democrat members of the
government in orderto prop up the local economy
and win aseat?Is that what they are going to do with
that $50 million, therepeatof what they did duringthe
Schreyer years, 48 single family dwelling houses on
Bell Avenue in The Pas unoccupied for over a year,
compliments of the Schreyeradministration, in trying
to prop up the Manitoba economy but more impor-
tantly, Mr. Speaker, trying tosaveanelected member’s
seat and that is all?

Well, that's some economic initiative, Mr. Speaker.
They mention $5-million construction on the Law
Courts Building and once again, Mr. Speaker, that
was initiated by the Minister of Government Services
and the Attorney-General in our administration.

There we have it, Mr. Speaker. They mention all of
these economic initiatives and every single one of
them, but one, are the initiatives started and well
under way during our government. Now, is that the
new direction that we can expect from the Manitoba
New Democratic Government? Is it the ND Party’s
economic thrust to carry on the economic develop-
ment projects that we had initiated, that they defeated
us in the election on through their distortions and
mistruths? Well,thatissomeshallow sham to present
to the people of Manitoba in the first Budget, to tell
Manitobans the economic direction of this govern-
ment. They should be truly ashamed, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, | want to take an opportunity to quote
frompages 1 and 2ofthe Budget Address and thisisa
quote from Mr. Schroeder’s Address. He says, “This
Budget has two main goals: First — to help sustain
and strengthen our economy,” and the second part,
“tounderpin our economic foundations.” Thatis what
the Minister of Finance said in his Budget Address.
Then he went on to say on page 2, Mr. Speaker, that,
“Thousands of Manitobans offered their views and
suggestions about this Budget, individually or through
their organizations.”

Mr. Speaker, | noted in the Throne Speech Debate
that all the bright-eyed backbenchers in the ND Party
said they had a great deal of input into the develop-
ment of the Throne Speech which was a shame. |
haven’'t heard any of them claiming credit for having
input into this Budget Debate so far. You know why,
Mr. Speaker, becausethey areeverybitasashamed of
that Budget as we are on this side of the House and as
Manitobans are.

The backbenchers won't claim credit for the payroll
tax and the other onerous parts of that Budget. But the
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consultation that the Minister of Finance says that he
undertook, | find very intriguing because you know,
Mr. Speaker, there is one industry in the Province of
Manitoba that is a major industry. It is a major
employer. It has put Winnipeg on the map. It has put
Manitoba on the map, thisindustry. Thatindustry, Mr.
Speaker, is the trucking industry. The trucking indus-
try in Winnipeg has agreat number of head offices. It
has companies that have grown in Manitoba and
expanded from this province to have Trans Canada
trucking services. Now when the Minister of Finance
says he consulted with many peopleabout this Budget,
| can assure you, Mr. Speaker, he never spoke to one
individual in the trucking industry, to get his views on
three levels of taxation that he has imposed on that
home grown and very importantindustry thatemploys
over 12,000 Manitobans, that the Minister of Finance
has seen significant enough importance from that
industry to include it on page 19 of the summary by
showingthattransportationequipment represents 7.8
percent of the Manitoba shipments, exports and
manufacturing. It's important enough to talk about it
there, but it wasn't an important enough industry to
consult about in this Budget. They proceeded, Mr.
Speaker, to add a 1.5 percent payroll tax to every
single employee in the trucking industry. Do you
know what that will do to the trucking industry in
Manitoba, Mr. Speaker? It will add 1 percent to the
generaltariff of freights that the industry in Manitoba
must charge to recoup their costs.

They have taken, Mr. Speaker, without consultation
with thatindustry, and they have raised the diesel fuel
tax. As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, the diesel fuel tax,
according to the Estimates, will increase by 47 per-
cent, the revenues from diesel fuel taxation in Mani-
toba. Do you know what industry will pay the most of
that 47 percent tax increase? The trucking industry
will pay it. Did they consult with the trucking industry
to find out what that would do to their industry in
Manitoba, an industry thathas provided jobs for over
12,000 Manitobans? No, no consultation.

Do you know whatit will doto the truckingrates, the
freight rates in Manitoba, Mr. Speaker? It will add at
least another 1 percent. The cumulative effect of the
payroll tax, and the diesel fuel tax on the trucking
industry in Manitoba will add between 2.2 and 2.5
percent to the freight rates structure in Manitoba
needed by the trucking industry just to pass those
extra costs through.

Where will those two costs show up, Mr. Speaker?
They will show up on the food tables of every Manito-
ban, the clothing tables of every Manitoban, the farm
industry will bear those. That, Mr. Speaker, is why we
say this government has brought in ahidden salestax,
because thattax on oneindustry may raise the cost by
as much as 2.5 percent on freight rates. Practically
every commodity going to the communities of rural
Manitoba, and moving within the City of Winnipeg,
moves by truck and will be effected by thoseincreased
freight rates.

The third way that this government has chosen to
tax the trucking industry in Manitoba, without consul-
tation, is through the surtax on higher incomes. I'm
not talking about the higher incomes of the executive
in the trucking industry. I'm talking about incomes of
professional drivers. The truck drivers who have

2627

established a good enough safety record and effi-
ciency record to have themselves, through hard work
and initiative, into that tax bracket. This government
has saw fit to tax their productivity even more. Free
taxes on one industry, home grown in Manitoba,
headquartered in Winnipeg, and employing 12,000
Manitobans. Thanks an awful lot for your care, con-
cern and consultation with thatindustry, Mr. Minister
of Finance and your ND colleagues! That's the kind of
concern and consultation you undertook with that
industry and you have no ideatoday of what the impli-
cations will be on Manitobans of that industry; what
implications that tax, payrolltax and the fuel tax, will
have on the competitive position of the Manitoba
trucking industry in itsrole of continuing to be head-
quartered in Winnipeg? How many more taxes does it
take on that industry before they elect to move head
office functions from Winnipeg to Saskatchewan, and
Saskatoon, or Regina, or Edmonton, or Calgary? |
suggest maybe not too many more, but that was never
considered in this government’s drive and desire to
bring Manitobans into a new taxation regime, a new
taxationregime, Mr. Speaker, thatishidden from Man-
itobans in that it is a hidden tax, one that they hope
Manitobans will forget.

When the price of food goes up because the truck-
ing industry requires more money to cover their
freight costs, becauseof payrolltax and diesel fueltax
increase, when the price of food goes up this ND
Government is hoping that Manitobans blame it on
the retailer, and blame it on the farmers, and forget
about their role in raising the price of food in Mani-
toba, and their role in raising the price of other com-
modities that previously were never taxed by a retail
sales tax, and are now being directly taxed by this
payroll tax and diesel fuel tax — a hidden tax paid by
all Manitobans as consumers, a sham, Mr. Speaker,
and done without consultation.

Now, Mr. Speaker, | want to deal with a couple of
other areas which will be, I'm sure, news to some of
the rural members in that Caucus. | want to talk about
how this government has treated the farm community
of Manitoba in this Budget; what kind of a steam they
have shown to the farm community in this Budget;
what kind of help they have offered to the farm com-
munity in this Budget. Mr. Speaker, the trucking
industry was unfairly picked upon in this Budget
through diesel fuel taxation, income surtax, and the
payroll tax, but the trucking industry, at least, has
some ability to pass those additional costs on to the
consumer. But the farm community, which this group
over here claimed to have some understanding of, has
no ability to pass any of those increased taxation
measures through to the people who buy their com-
modities, their grains and their livestock products, no
capacity whatsoever.

How will these taxes affect the farm community?
Well, first ofall,any farmer who employs hired helpin
undertaking his farm production must pay the payroll
tax, a direct cost to him. | suggest that the price of a
pig won't go up by enough to cover his payroll tax
deduction. | suggest that the price of a bushel of
wheat, or rapeseed, or corn won't go up by enough to
pay his payroll tax, not at all, and the Minister of
Municipal Affairs recognizes that. He knows the
farmer can't pass those additional costs through to
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the marketplace; he knows that, but nobody else on
that side of the House knows that — another area, Mr.
Speaker, that this government has chosen to tax the
farm community.

Many people in the farm community, through a
change in federal taxation laws, as of about ayear ago
— as a matter of fact, | believe it wasinthe last Budget
— they allowed farmers, as family farms nonincorpo-
rated, to pay their wives a salary and have it as an
income expense and that had a great deal of benefit
forthe family farm wives throughout Manitoba. It gave
them income. It gave them future pension benefits. It
recognized their contribution to the farm industry in
the farm community. Now this government is taxing
that by the payrolltax. They aretaxing the wages paid
to the wives in the farm community. Now, if we were
government and we did that, that Opposition, that
N.D. Party would say that we were cruel to the fairer
sex, to the women of this province by imposing a tax
on them. They would say we were heartless, that we
were male chauvinists, but them and their feminists
can lollypop along, bring that on with no care, no
regard whatsoever. Thatis aprovisionthat many fam-
ily farms are now taking advantage of with thechange
in the Federal Budget, the last Federal Budget and
they are now taxing wages paid to farm wives.

Well, they can't — as | said — the farmers can't pass
this through. Now diesel fuel tax, a purple diesel fuel,
by and large, is exempt from tax —(Interjection)—
well, we will find that out. | am not certain of that; we
will find that out. But more and more of the farm
community, Mr. Speaker, are relying on the commer-
cial trucking industry to carry their grain and their
livestock to market. They are also depending on the
commercial trucking industry to bring in 90 percent,
at least, of the supplies that come into rural Manitoba
from fertilizer, chemical, machinery, seed grains and
all those commodities that come in to the rural com-
munity. —(Interjection)— Well, the Member for Wol-
seley is babbling about her ignorance of the farm
community. She just does not know what the farm
community does nowadays. If she wants to speak
about day care, I'll listen, but not about farming
because she knows not of it.

Mr. Speaker, 90 percent of the goods consumed by
farmers move in by truck. The freight rate increase
imposed by the payroll tax on the trucking industry
and the diesel fuel tax on the trucking industry will
raise freight rates on most commodities that the
farmers buy in the farm community and on a lot of
commodities they ship from the farm community,
their livestock, their grain, because they use the
commercial trucking system.

Now, once again, | ask the Minister of Municipal
Affairs: can farmers deduct the extra freight rate on
the price of a tractor trucked into his farm from the
selling price of that tractor because of the payroll tax
and the diesel fuel tax? No, he pays the cost of freight
oflanding his inputs on the farm. So the farmer takes it
in the neck twice — on goods coming in, on goods
going out. He takes it in the neck with freight both
ways, and this government has significantly increased
freight rates to the farm community — 2.5 percent in
one fell swoop — and toanindustry that hasno ability
to pass those costs on to the consumer and no nego-
tiating power to reduce those freight rates on the
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goods they purchase that are trucked into the
community.

Well, you know, | realize there is a lack of under-
standing over there in the government as to how this
impacts on the farm community, butdon’teveragain
stand up and wring your hands about how you care
about the farm community and how you're going to
help the farm community after imposing those kinds
ofnewtaxstructuresthatwillcomedirectlyoutofthe
farmer's pocket. —(Interjection)— The Member for
Springfield says, “That's claptrap,” and he represents
a farm community. Well, he won't represent a farm
community very long unless he gets a better under-
standing of it.

But, Mr. Speaker, of even more significant impor-
tance to the farm community is the impact of the
payroll tax on all of the employment in the service
industries providing goods and services to the farm
community, because every single one of those indus-
tries will have to pay the payroll tax of 1.5 percent.
Let'sjustlist some of those industries: thegraincom-
panies will all be paying 1.5 percent payroll tax on
everysingle employeein Manitoba in the grainindus-
try; the machinery retailers will pay that payroll tax;
machinery manufacturers will pay the payroll tax; fer-
tilizer and chemical retailers will pay that employee
tax; the fertilizer manufacturers in the province will
pay that payroll tax; the oilseed crushing industry, of
significant importance to this Province of Manitoba,
will pay the government on the basis of the payrolltax;
the merchants in every single rural community servic-
ing the farm community will pay that payroll tax; the
meat packing industry in Winnipeg willpay that pay-
roll tax on their employees salaries; the trucking
industry, as | have already mentioned; the financial
institutions servicing the farm community will pay
that. And these people operate, these New Demo-
cratic Party people living in the dream world that they
live in, Mr. Speaker, are naive enough to believe that
farmers can pass those additional taxes on, those
additional costs on.

Well, | want to ask the Minister of Municipal Affairs,
who has some semblance of understanding of the
rural Manitoba community: will the grain companies
reduce their handling charges in the elevators of
Manitoba as a result of this payroll tax or will they
increase them? Well, they'll increase them. And who
will pay it? The farmers of Manitoba will pay it, Mr.
Speaker. | ask that same member: do you think that
the fertilizer dealers, the machinery dealers, will
reduce the price of their fertilizer and their chemicals
and their machinery sold to farmers by the 1.5 percent
payroll tax and give the farmers a betterdeal? No, Mr.
Speaker. They don't have those kinds of profits. They
will pass that cost on through the cost of machinery,
chemicals and fertilizers boughtby the farm commun-
ity. The farmer will pay it; his costs will go up.

What about the machinery industry in this province,
the manufacturing industry? Did this government and
did the Minister of Co-operative Development con-
sider the impact of the payroll tax on Co-op Imple-
ments and their competive position in selling a deep
tiller builtin Manitoba, in Saskatchewan, and compet-
ing against the Morris Rodweeder Company which
doesn’'t have a payroll tax or the Friggstad Manufac-
turing Company in Saskatchewan with no payroll tax?
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No, they didn’t, and it will raise the cost of Co-op
Implements’ equipment in Manitoba and putthem ata
competitive disadvantage in the market outside of the
Province of Manitoba. Some help to the workers of
Co-op Implements, and the same applies, Mr. Speaker,
to Versatile. Can Versatile compete with John Deere,
Case,Massey-Ferguson, Allis-Chalmersitithe States,
Saskatchewan, Alberta, when they have to factor in
the payroll tax on a Versatile four-wheel drive tractor
manufactured in this province? Can they add that to
the price in that competitive machinery market and
expect to getit back? No. The company will eat that
tax and if they don’t add the profits to absorb it, it will
help to exasperate their financial situation and poten-
tially put them out of business. They don’'t understand
that, Mr. Speaker. That is the whole frustrating and
discouraging part of this party. They don’t understand
what they did. They don’'t understand that they
increased the costs to Manitobans.

They don’t understand that they particularly
increased all the costs to the farm community, the
farm community that they want to protect and make
sure the family farms exist. There has never been a
greater regime of taxation placed on the farm com-
munity than has been with this payroll tax because
there is no way that the farm community escapes it
and there is no way that the farm community passes it
on. Ifthefarm community paysthe payrolltaxonaton
of fertilizer, through the diesel fuel tax to deliver it,
through the payroll tax to manufacture it, their costs
goup. Do they get more for their wheat, their rapeseed
or their corn because of that? No, they don’t. They
absorb that. They take it as aloss. They take it in the
chin, Mr. Speaker, and that is what this government
has chosen to do to the farm industry of Manitoba.

Now, let's talk about the oilseed crushing industry
for one moment. Our government, Mr. Speaker,
assured that Manitoba, at Harrowby, had a second
oilseed crushing plant in the Province of Manitoba;
our government did that. Now, this government comes
along and puts a payroll tax on them and makes them
less efficientin their crushing operations compared to
the ones in Nipawin, Saskatchewan; Lloydminster;
Lethbridge; Saskatoon and the Peace River. Once
again, the Member for Springfield doesn’t believe this.
He is so naive, he cannot see what this government
has done to the oilseed crushing industry in Manitoba,
and that's what we say. This government did not know
what the implications of that tax were.

Now, in the crushing plant at Altona, they do two
things in Altona. They employ alotof people thatthey
pay the payroll tax on, but the second thing they do is
they offer a trucking service to their customers where
I, at Miami, Manitoba, can order up a CSP truck from
Altona, it will come and it will pick up my rapeseed at a
very nominal, if no charge. Now, with the diesel fuel
taxation that this gang has put on, they are not going
to be able to do thatat as economical a cost. And will
they offer me more for my rapeseed because ofthatas
a farmer? No, they will offer me less because their
costs are going up. Now, isn't this a wonderful con-
cerning government for the farmers of Manitoba?
They have passed on layer upon layer upon layer of
taxation to every single service industry that pays
payroll tax, diesel fuel tax and imposed it on the backs
of farmers that can’t pass it on. Thank you very much,
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ladies and gentlemen of the ND Party. Thanks an
awful lot.

Mr. Speaker, when the meat packing industry in
Winnipeg has to pay payrolltaxtotheiremployees on
the killing floors and in the packing lines in either the
pork or the beef or the poultry killing lines, are they
going to absorb that? Well, we know the packing
industry hasn’t got profits to absorb it themselves. Are
they going to deprive it from their employees in
wages? Possibly. Wedon'tknow that whetherthenext
settlementis goingto belower, cut the workers’salar-
ies to recover the 1.5 percent tax or, realistically, will
they reduce the price of the pig and the steer that
comes from a farmer in Manitoba by the 1.5 percent
tax? Will they do that? Well, | suggest they will, Mr.
Speaker.

MR.SPEAKER: Orderplease.| find thatthe useofthe
word “gang” by the honourable member in referring
to the government is under that list of words that
Beauchesne says is unparliamentary. | bring that
information to the Honourable Member for Pembina
and suggest he take the appropriate action.

MR.ORCHARD: Mr. Speaker, | apologize. | know that
you have drawn that to my attention once before and
in my exuberance, it slipped and | apologize to all
members of the referred to “gang” over there. | did not
mean to refer to you as that.

Mr. Speaker, the meat packing industry, they've got
three options to them: they pass the payroll tax on to
the consumer; they take it off the wages of the
employees; ortheyreduce the purchasepriceofhogs
and cattle in the Province of Manitoba. You know
where | suggest it's going to come from? | don't think
the consumers are going to pay forit. 1 don't think the
employees with a union contractare going to pay for
it, but | do suggest to members in the ND Party that
farmers will pay for it. They will pay for it because the
bid price of their cattle and their hogs will go down.

Once again, think of whatyou people havedoneto
thefarmcommunity atatime whenthefarmcommun-
ity can ill afford additional layers of taxation, but they
don’t understand. —(Interjection)— | submit and |
agree with my colleague, the MLA for Lakeside, they
just plaindon’tcare. They never havecaredabout the
farmeconomy. It's evidenced by the Minister of Agri-
culture now bringing out a Beef Income Programthat
isarecycling of the one his colleague, the MLA for Lac
Du Bonnet, broughtoutin 1977. They don't care about
the farming community.

So, Mr. Speaker, | just wantto once again condemn
this new government for coming up with a Budget in
their first year that doesn’t tell Manitobans oneiota of
the direction they wish to proceed and the vision they
have for the Manitoba economy over the next four
years, no new directioninthisBudget. It is arepeat of
the nothingness that this government has demon-
strated prior to this Session in all their pronounce-
ments in public. Itis acontinuation of the nothingness
that we saw from this government in the Throne
Speech. It is a continuation of the nothingness that
this government has come up with in a beef program,
interest rate relief and the other promised programs.
We couldnotexpectthis government to come up with
anything better in this Budget than another nothing-
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ness statement for Manitobans, nothingness. They
will do nothing for the Province of Manitoba, except
drag out and hope for completion of some of the
projects that we initiated while we were government
and then they will try to take credit for it. Yes, indeed
they will.

So, Mr. Speaker, | condemn this new government. |
condemn you for not having the intelligence and
secondly, the ability, andthatiswhatismorefrighten-
ing, in not having the ability in your government to
come up with any new ideas, any new direction, any
new innovative approaches to the Manitoba economy
other than, Mr. Speaker, borrowing a tax from the
Province of Quebec and putting a payroll tax on all
Manitobans. A very, very, very good test thatthe Mani-
toba people will respond to in this first Budget, a
shallow and deceitful document in this Budget, Mr.
Speaker, a shallow and deceitful treatment of the
people of Manitoba, one that the people of Manitoba
will remember over the next three years in watching
this government and one that they will recall fondly
every time they fill out theiremploymentslips and pay
this government the payroll tax. They will remember
and they will not support this government the next
time they come to the election with no direction such
as they arerepresenting, no new ideas and no ability
to deal with the economy of Manitoba.

MR.SPEAKER: Orderplease. The Honourable Minis-
ter of Municipal Affairs on a point of order.

HON. A. ADAM: On a point of order, the honourable
member has a habit of using unparliamentary words
whenever he rises to speak and he has just used one,
“deceiving” the people of Manitoba. He shouldn'tuse
thatword, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order
please. Forthe information ofthe honourable member
whoraised thepointand the honourable memberwho
usedawordsimilarto‘deceive,” | canadvise members
that the word “deceive” is in the list of unparliamen-
tary words and it is also in a list of words not ruled to
be unparliamentary. So it would seem the word is both
allowed and prohibited. It's up to the House which
waytheywantittobehandled —inthe meantime, the
Honourable Member for Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Mr. Speaker, maybe the Opposi-
tion might let me start again. Thank you.

Mr. Speaker, maybe the use of deceitful is not parli-
amentary in the context | use it, but | have checked
Beauchesne and | tried to stay within what was
accepted parliamentary language and possibly | might
indicate a direct quote from some constituents of
mine who consider this and they have said to me that
this Budget is, indeed, a very shallow and deceitful
document. They arenotproudofthis government and
they are not confident that this government can offer
anything of value to Manitoba except a larger deficit,
more taxation and no new approach to the Manitoba
economy.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourable MemberforBurrows.

MR. C. SANTOS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The refer-
ence of the Member for Pembina to the word “chauvi-
nism"” reminds me of some kind of taxation system in
an African country called Swaziland. | n Swaziland, if
you're a maleand married, orif you are married but
you limit yourself to one wife, you pay atax of $4.40
per annum. But if you should decide to take an addi-
tional wife, you can takeas many as you can provided
you can support them, there is a ceiling, though, of
$12.90. So you pay an additional tax of $4.20 per wife
thatyou take, but after youreachthe ceiling of $12.90,
any additional wife will come tax free.

Mr. Speaker, | know of only one way by which we
can raise taxes and still benefit the taxpayer. The only
way | can think about of raising money is to tax every
unparliamentary word that is utteredin this Chamber.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. C. SANTOS: Certainly, it will increase the defer-
ence and respect of the people of Manitoba who are, |
would say, disappointed at the performance of some
ofourmembers in this hallowed hall of this Legislative
Assembly. All I'm echoing, Mr. Speaker, is my senti-
ment as an adherent lover of our parliamentary
institutions.

In supportof the first Budget of the New Democratic
Party Government of the Province of Manitoba, |
would like to confine my remarks into three interre-
lated points. One, | like to try to explain in a systematic
way how come that we have big government in our
comtemporary society intruding into the economy,
into the everyday activity and lives of the citizens of
the community. Second, | would like to look into the
expenditure side ofthe Budget, find and identify some
rational criteria in trying to evaluate whether this
Budgetis a good or arational Budget. Finally, I'dlike
togointotheexpenditure sideofthe Budgetand look
at the item of priorities of the specific budgetary allo-
cations in order to learn more about the political
objectivesand commitments of the governmentthatis
now in control of the Province of Manitoba, the New
Democratic Party in charge of the governmental
machinery of this province.

If we try to identify the causes of big government
and the increase in governmental activity, we can see
that the first thing that we noticeisthere is anincreas-
ing general level of a rising standard of living among
allthe peopleinallthe western world and because of
that they have a generally rising level of expectation
about the kind of services that they areentitiedto. The
people always look upon the government to provide
for all these services, so we are expecting good and
better schools, good and better hospitals, research
facilities, health and sanitary inspections, all of the
things that we need in order to continue to maintain
our generally higher level of standard of living.

The second cause of big government is, of course,
the emergence of interest groups pursuing their own
particularistic interest and so we have labour pursu-
ing the interests oflabouras against management; so
we have the agricultural sector as against the indus-
trial sector in this society; we have the consumer
groups as against the producers group. In allofthese
conflicts of interest in our society, somebody has to
come and mediate and resolvethis conflict in a peace-
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ful and orderly way, and the only institution in our
society thatis capable of doing that is the govern-
ment. So, the second cause or price of big govern-
ment is our demand that the government resolve our
conflicts of interest in our society among individuals
and among groups.

As a result of this increasing urbanization and
industrialization in our society, there are of course
certain dislocations that are taking place and the indi-
vidual feelsinsecure sociologically and economically.
So, we have witnessed what the sociologists are cal-
ling alienation or anomie and there are also certain
economic dislocations such as depressions that we
are suffering through at the present time.

The farmers, forexample, would like some kind of a
security and so they demand crop insurance. The
workers would also like some kind of an economic
security and they demand Workers Compensation, a
minimum wage law. The lenders of money demand
some kind of security and so they demand mortgage
insurance to protect them from all this risk of uncer-
tainty in our terrible society and in our terrible envir-
onment. They call upon the governmentto performall
these functions.

Now, in view of the fact that the higher standard of
living, the conflict of interest in our society and our
desireto shift therisk to the government, how can the
government meet all these functions, all these activi-
ties? Obviously, the government needs resources.
Obviously, the government needs money. How can
the government raise money? How can the govern-
ment raise the necessary fundsin order to carry on the
activities that are imposed on the lap of government.

There are three ways by which the government can
raise the necessary public funds; by printing money or
in some other way, directly creating money if it is
within the jurisdiction of the particular level of
government; by borrowing and thirdly; by raising
taxes or imposing new taxes.

Let us look at each of these individual ways of rais-
ing public funds. If the government should decide to
do it the simple way and simply print money, what will
happen? There will be more dollars, you can imagine,
more dollar bills chasing a few hot dogs in the super-
market and you'll need a bagful of money to buy aloaf
of bread. That is what is known as too much money
chasing too few goods and it is known and called by
economists as the demand pool inflation.

Should the government decide to raise public funds
by means of borrowing, the resultant effect would be
that there will be an increase in interest rates for the
lenders, and when interest rates increase and some of
the businessmen cannot repay their demand loan,
what would they do? They will cut down production
and when they do cuts on some production, what will
they do? They will lay off some people and unem-
ployment will increase.

If the government should decide to follow the third
method and use the power oftaxationin ordertoraise
public funds, what will happen? There will be a gen-
eral increase in the price level of wages and salaries
because those people with bargaining political power
willfightthe tax increase and see to it that they main-
taintheiraftertaxlevelof income, but those who have
less bargaining power in our society will just have to
take the bargain. So, labour will demand higher salary
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levels and will get it because it has bargaining power,
but the unorganized segment of our society cannot
and it will sufferand there will be unemploymentinthe
segment of society whoareless capable of protecting
themselves.

So, whatever method the government uses, there
will be some effect in the economic system. There will
be generally higher levels of prices and unemploy-
ment and especially the productive capacity of the
country is not increasing as well as the supply of
money, then there will be dislocations and depres-
sions in our economic system. The only way we can
offset somehow the effect of inflation, whetheritis the
demand pool or sell or push typeofinflation — by the
way,sellor push typeofinflationis thetypewhere the
employer will simply increase the price of his product
because he has to pay alargeamount of labour costs,
not because it is justified by the increase in demand
from the consumer groups. That is another type of
inflation and it will lead to what economists are calling
now as instagnation, a stagnant economy and at the
sametime arising level of unemployment.

This is the situation now in our society and our
economic system, and because these governmental
services, these governmental functions are essential,
they have to be done, they have to be performed, but
resources have to be obtained somewhere and this
reminds me of what David Colbertsaid about taxation
power. He said, “Theart of taxingis similar to the art of
pluckingfeathers fromalive goose. You have toknow
the technique to be able to obtain the greatestamount
of feathers with the least amount of squawks.”

Certainly, each affected group will try to protect
itself and the politicians are astute enough. They
know which group in society their support, their polit-
ical career, depends on and'they will try to protect the
interests of these groups becauseifthey squawk, the
politician will get the flack. So, he willtrytodohisbest
that those who squawk the most in society are those
who are taxed the least.

Therefore, any revenue side of the Budget must
satisfy certain rational objective criteria or otherwise
there will be inequalities and inequitiesin our society.
What are these objective criteria of a good taxation
system? The first and primary criteria is tax equity.
Tax equity means a fair deal to the taxpayer on the
part of the taxing government. It has two aspects,
what are known as horizontal tax equity, which means
that those similarly situated in the same economic
circumstances should share the same tax burdens.
The economic circumstances are defined as belong-
ing to the same group with a certain level of income
which include rents, interests, annuities and other
sources of income, the same group having the same
amount of property, the same group having the same
certain specified family size or the same group
belonging to a specific age category. As long as they
belong to the same category or the same classifica-
tion, they should be taxed with the same rate. That will
satisfy horizontal equity in taxation.

A complementary principleiswhatisknownasver-
tical equity in taxation, which means every individual,
differently situatedin differenteconomic circumstan-
ces, should proportionately receive differential tax
treatment. Thisis just the other side of the coin. If you
don't belong to the same tax category, then you
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should be taxed in a different way. This principle of
equity is based, of course, on the Latin maxim which
says, “All those who sharein the benefit should share
in the burden.” — “Cujus est commodium ejus est
onus."” Whoever shares in the benefits of civilization
should also equitably share in the burden of taxation
because taxation is the price we pay for our civilized
existence.

Listen, gentlemen, | would like now to go into the
expenditure side of the Budget. The expenditure side
of the Budget will reveal the priorities of the govern-
mentinpower.lfyoulookatthe budgetary itemin the
expenditure side ofthe Budget, itwillreveal toyouthe
political objectives of the government and the under-
lying philosophy of any party that is in control of the
governmental machinery.

Now, let us look at the expenditure side of the
Schroeder Budget, which | think is very well con-
ceived. The first item of priority on the expenditure
side of the Budget is the field of health. Thirty-two
percent of the total expenditure for the fiscal year
1982-83 goes to the field of health. This means that the
New Democratic Party Government of Manitoba has
placed the highest priority, the highest emphasis on
the health of Manitobans, on the health of its own
people. Health is next to life. Without health, your life
may just be a vegetable kind of existence. You may
possess all the material goods in the world. You may
possess all the piles of money in the bank but if you
have ulcers or other kinds of sickness and you are
confinedin bed, are you truly rich? Of course not. The
truly wealthy man is the healthy man because he has
the power to enjoy the blessings of this world.

The second priority in the expenditure item of the
government is Education. 20 percent of the total
expenditure budget of the government goes to the
field of Education. The great philosopher Dionysius
said, “The education of the youth is the solid founda-
tion of this state.” We areinvesting in the future of our
children and in the future of our country when we put
priority to the field of Education. If education is the
search for the truth and if truth can make men truly
free, then educationis the key to true human freedom.

Letmetellyouwhy.|fyouareaneducatedperson, if
youare an educated individual, nobody can steal that
from you. Nobody can steal your education. Your
money can be stolen, your property can be subject to
foreclosures, but your knowledge and your education
stays with youaslongasyou'realive and your educa-
tion will give you certain skills. No matter what
changes there are in the environmental conditions, in
theuncertainty oftheeconomy, you are abletoadopt
and adjust yourself to the changing situation of your
existence. Therefore, education gives ussomekind of
freedom from hunger, from economic want, as wellas
freedom from the uncertainties of life. That's why
education is important and we have placed, accord-
ingly, the proper emphasis on the field of Educationin
our expenditure budget.

The third item of expenditure in the Budget of this
present government is devoted to the field of Eco-
nomic and Resource Development and Highways.
Now. this is investing in future economic develop-
ment, in future industrial progress. If we have to
develop this province, this country, we have to develop
the productive capacities. Alberta and Saskatchewan
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may have their Heritage Funds. They have their
money; we don't. But we have the best heritage of all
—thenational patrimony of this province. What | have
in mind is our resources in terms of the hydro-electric
power. Aslong as the snow is falling and it is melting,
as long as our rivers are running and as long as our
generating stations are operating, we shall always
have in perpetuity the source of energy that annually
renews itself continually and will never be exhausted
because it is renewable and nonexhaustible. That is
why, as a matter of principle, we as a party subjected
to selling this national patrimony to some foreign cor-
porations. This party thought that there would be a
few jobs thatinthe shortrun would be good, but in the
long run, willtruly be a disservicetothe peopleofthis
provinceand forthegenerationstocome. Mr. Speaker,
there is an honest difference of opinions among rea-
sonable men who can differhonestly in issues of great
importance, such as the matter of how to deal with the
national patrimony of the Province of Manitoba. | say
that to sell any of our national patrimony isto sell your
birthright for a plate of beans.

Mr. Speaker, in view ofithis fact, we know the priori-
ties of this government. We know that the disconcern
withpeople,withthehealthofpeople, with theeduca-
tion of people, with the economic development to feed
people, because we put people above all and any
material gains in life. Because we want to protect and
preserve the patrimony of this country, we also want
ourchildrentoenjoythesamethingthat we have been
endeavouring to preserve and maintain for them. But
there’s another objective that we should always bear
in mind and it is the preservation of our democratic
institutions of government. We have witnessed so
many developing countries in the world who have
abused their democratic rights and therefore people
have to resort to other means in order to achieve their
ends. When the ballot ceased to work, the bullet will
have to operate. This is true in all of the developing
countries. As a matter of principle, any right that we
abuse is a right that we risk we will lose some day.
That's why | feel so bad when we abuse a right to
discuss and debate in-‘the Legislative Hall of this
Assembly, because of the parliamentary tradition. |
have a sentimental attachment to the parliamentary
tradition in the sense that it can facilitate a peaceful
and orderly exchange of power without blood or vio-
lence. But if we abuse our rights, we're going to lose
them.

The mostimportant thing that any government can
do to act as the protector of its own people is to
preservecertainunderlying principlesthatareendur-
ing for long periods of time. This is the principle of
social justice. Because our society can only be as
strong as the weakest element, the weakest link in that
society, we have to be very careful about those weak-
est links in our society — those who are least able to
fend for themselves. Social justice is the principle
which asserts that because we are not all born equal,
or we are born with equal facilities and equal talents,
there are certain groups of people in our society who
are least able to protect themselves. Those are the
weakest link in our society; wehavea moral obligation
to look out for them.

Therefore, social justice demands, in the distribu-
tion of goods, services, and resources in this society,
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that the more affluent ones have a moral obligation to
see toit that these inequalitiesin social and economic
opportunities should be so arranged so as that wecan
give the greatest benefit to the least advantaged.

I support this Budget because itis doing exactly just
that; | support this Budget which is an enlightened
andrational Budget. We havetestedit by the objective
criteria of rationality and it passed. We have tested it
by looking into the objectives and goals of govern-
ment and it has satisfied thatrequirement. We shall, in
orderto preserve our democratic tradition, one more
thingwe havetobearin mindistopreserveequality of
economic and social opportunity for all kinds of peo-
ple so that they will be confined by the rules of our
parliamentary system and they will not deviate from
those rules so as to endanger the peaceful and
orderly, political, social and economic structure of
this society that we have loved so much.

I thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Minnedosa.

MR.D. BLAKE: Mr. Speaker, it's a pleasure to getup
and speak during this Budget Debate. It's sometimes
an advantage to speak early and have all the things
said that haven't been said a dozentimes asis the case
when you speak later on in the Budget Debate. So |
hope that | will not be too lengthy and will not cover
too much ground that has been covered before.

Mr. Speaker, | want to say a word, first of all, about
the delivery of the Budget; | think the Budget was
delivered in a style that was sort of smug. They sat
across the way like the cats that had swallowed the
canaries, figuring thatthey had pulled a real coup in
notannouncing asales taxincreaseandinstead com-
ing on with a wage tax that we have heard so much
about, not only from this side, but from editorial com-
ments and from the business community. I'll say a
little more about that later on.

Mr. Speaker, the effects of this particular wage tax
will befeltthroughout the community in total. It will be
felt by old age pensioners, it'll be felt by others on
fixed income, it'll be felt by those supporting families,
those supporting businesses and those in the farming
community thatare purchasing agricultural supplies.
So the wage tax is going to be something that will, |
think, come back to haunt this government although
they feltat the time when it was announced that it was
a neat trick and that it was going to solve all of their
problems. —(Interjection)— I've just been informed
by the new parliamentary expert from Ste. Rose, Mr.
Speaker, that “trick” is an unparliamentary word, so |
withdraw that and substitute “they felt it was a neat
move.” But to quote from an editorial, Mr. Speaker,
“The payrolltax of 1.5 percentisrisky business, given
the fragile state of many businesses in Manitoba.
There is a possibility this levy will further worsen the
economic outlook for those employers whose busi-
nesses are labour intensive.” That is very, very true,
Mr Speaker, and | just wanted to emphasize that
point.

It's been mentioned by others on this side of the
House that the Budget was a kick in the teeth for
business and agriculture. | think that is a fairly strong
term but it does sum up the feelings of those of us on

this side. An increase of 20 percent in spending at a
time when there is some move afoot throughout the
land to hold the line that | think the 20-percent
increase in spending is rather excessive, and | think
the government is going to have a very, very difficult
time in trying to raise funds to cover it.

The Member for St. James, the Minister of Natural
Resources, mentioned in his remarks — | can’t quote
him exactly but something to the point that everyone
knows that the governments have to raise money to
cover their spending. That's a good statement, but
that’s not what’s happening with this government.
They’re not raising enough money. They're going to
run into an acknowledged deficit of $355 million, and |
haven't listed all of the various other millions that they
havetoldusthey're goingto spend thataren’t covered
there, so we know the deficit is going to be way way
more than that, probably $400 million. That is not in
keeping with a hold the line, or try to hold-the-line
operation.

The member that just spoke, the Member for Bur-
rows, mentioned about what we must hand on to our
children. | couldn’t help but think then, Mr. Speaker,
that this is what we're handing on to our children —
massive deficits and debts that we’ll probably never
ever recover fromunless thereis such aturnaroundin
the economy such as we haven't seen for years and
years and years, so | don't think thatis something we
intended to turn over to our children.

Mr. Speaker, without running through all of the
itemsthatwereinthe Budget, | dowantto mention the
tax on gasohol although the change is maybe not
going to be all that severe. Here was a move by the
former administration that attracted a Canadian
employee-owned company into our provinceand into
ourarea,andtheyhavedoneasuperbjobinopeninga
defunct plant, providing excellent jobs, excellent
working conditions and the incentive that was pro-
vided by somereliefonthattax structure enabled that
company to get operating here. It is the first plant in
Canada, the only one to date although there are oth-
ers being built, so it's obviously a field that others are
getting into.

The reason that they’re here, | think, has been good
for Manitoba. The reason that they're here is very
clear; it's been good for Manitoba. It has certainly
been good for our constituency and | just hope that
this governmentisnotgoingtogetalittieoverexuber-
ant and start taxing them out of business because
there are other jurisdictions that are looking for busi-
nesses. This company is pretty nationally based and
will be freeto move throughout the Canadian sphere.

There is continual research going on; there is a
possibility that this plant could be enlarged. They
have the facilities at Minnedosa. There could be a
research facility builtin there to go into the cellulose
operation that we would welcomein our area because
it is going to create extra jobs. Here was a perfect
example of where government incentives or govern-
ment seed money can start an operation that would
become successful and would be of tremendous
benefit to the area. Mr. Speaker, the plant had to
import considerable product from the United States
that there was no tax relief on and | know they have
several millions to recover before they get back their
original investment to get that plant going. It would
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appear that they are not going to receive much help
from this government.

So what | am saying, Mr. Speaker,is| just hope this
government doesn't get overenthusiastic in trying to
grabsomeofthatextrarevenuetoo quickly when they
see a plant operating as successfully as that oneiis. It
is a well known fact, the officials of the company
announced atthetimethat they fully expected the tax
would reappear once that product became accepted
and they got their operationin full swing. So | am just
cautioning thisgovernmenttosome degree not to get
too anxious to get their hands on that tax dollar until
this plant, which is an ideal Canadian operation, gets
really on its feet and gets going.

Mr. Speaker, as | had mentioned earlier that the idea
of this Budget at this particular time of chronic unem-
ploymentshouldhavebeen directed atthe creation of
jobs. We have heard so much about what happenedin
Ontario and the previous Budget there. Well, the No. 1
aim of that Budget was to create jobs, even though
they increased taxes to some degree and they're
going to have a deficit, the main thrust of it was to
create jobs.

We have seen announcements from the govern-
ment benches on what they aregoingto doto provide
student employment. We don’t think itis as good of a
plan as the one we had; it's not going to provide as
many jobs. They are going to insist on vocation-
oriented types of jobs and | can't really see that being
ofany help to astudent that wants toearn afew dollars
to get it through school. | have heard the Attorney-
General on this side of the House, the former
Attorney-General, remark one day that he picked up
garbagewhenhewasgettinghislaw degree, sol don't
think vocation-oriented jobs are really going to be
helpfulto astudentthat wants to earn a few dollars to
enable him to get back to university next year and to
get through.

The massive layoffs are of tremendous concern to
allof us, Mr. Speaker, thelayoffsin the north. We hope
that a great number of them are temporary. We know
that a great number of them are created through eco-
nomic conditions that saw a soft mineral market and
saw great stockpiles. The massive layoffs that we are
now seeing in the railway shops on both CNR and
CPR are notencouraging to our particulareconomy.

We needed a great thrust to create some employ-
ment, Mr. Speaker. We needed the Alcan plant; we
need it now. The Minister of Mines met with the
Stonewall Chamber of Commerce last night, found
outhow badly they want it, how badly their economy
issuffering and their businesses. We need the Potash
Mine and | would say there isprobably slim chance of
that coming into being now. —(Interjection)— We
didn't know that last fall. A little expert from Spring-
field is chirping from his seat, Mr. Speaker, that we
knew thatlastfall. | stillmaintainthat mineralisthere,
whether we are going to squeeze thatlast dollar out of
the people to bring it out of the ground such as our
members opposite want to do, or whether we don't.
We can provide hundreds and hundreds of jobs in
Western Manitoba that are greatly needed and sorely
needed out there, Mr. Speaker.

The Grid and the Limestone operation, we have
heard so much about that throughout the whole
Budget Debate — very, very importanttotheeconomy
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of this province. There was nothing in the Budget
whatsoever to give us any indication of an economic
thrust for the next few years; the direction this gov-
ernment was going to take; what they were goingtodo
to turn the economy around. We heard an awful lot
about it last October and last November during the
election campaign, how they had the great master
plan that was going to turn the economy around, how
they weregoingtorecreateall the jobs that have been
lost and bring back all the people that had left
Manitoba.

What have we got? Massive layoffs, every day you
pick up the paper. Bankruptcies, they announce a
Mickey Mouse program to provide the interest rate
relief. The Interest Rate Relief Program, | say, Mr.
Speaker, is going to benefit a handful of people in
Manitoba and those that getit, | know, are going to
need it and they are going to be grateful forit. We
announced a plan to provide some mortgage assis-
tance that was meaningful, not a bandaid program
such as you have announced here. There was a pro-
gram announced in Ottawa awhile ago that your
cohortsin Ottawa votedthe government out on. That
mortgage deductibility would have provided more
reliefforyour mortgage ownersthat aresufferinghere
than any program you've come up with or anything
else.Sodon'ttalkaboutwhatprogramswe mighthave
put forth that would help the people.

Mr. Speaker, we have to have programs that are
goingtocreatejobsin Manitoba. There was nothingin
this Budget to create employment; there was nothing
inthisprogramthatwasgoingto giveencouragement
to the people in Thompson, the pecplein FlinFlon,in
the northern areas. There was nothing there that was
going to give them encouragement to the people in
Thompson, the people in Flin Flon, and the Northern
areas. There wasnothing therethatwasgoingto give
them encouragement to look forward, a few years
down the road, to a bright future. They may be faced
next year with further lay-offs, that we don't know. We
hope that doesn’t happen.

But, Mr. Speaker, what we were looking for in this
Budget was something that was going to give some
encouragement to those that are on unemployment
insurance now, or those that are looking to better
themselves and find something more to their liking, or
where there was a chance of some future advance-
ment; jobs that maybe were of a technical nature that
provided a better than nominalincome. Those are the
plants like Alcan, the potash mine, the Limestone
Generating Station. These particular developments
are the ones thatcreate jobs that are going to provide
lasting and economic benefits to this province. There
was nothing whatsoever in this Budget that would
indicate there was any move in that direction to pro-
vide that kind of an economic thrust.

There is no question about it, as someone has just
mentioned — the Member for Emerson — they are
mentally bankrupt. They brought in a cute little
Budget with a few little dainties in there that were
goingto tantalize thevoter;try and keep afew election
promises however shallow they might have been.
There are an awful lotofthem that haven'tbeen kept
to any degree but there was nothing whatsoever in
theretoencouragethose whowerelookingforawork-
ing future in Manitoba.
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There was much in there for those that might look
forward to some other kind of a future in Manitobaand
I would qualify thatbecause Il don’tthink the particular
wage tax is going to help those that might want to
retire in Manitoba because they are now going to be
feeling that 1.5 percent in all of their purchases,
whether it be for food, produce or whatever. That was
something that hadn’t been intended, | am sure, by
this government. So it was a neat move, Mr. Speaker,
— Il won'trefertoitasatrick —butitwasaneatmove.
Butit'snotgoingto fool the taxpayers ofthis province
because they were looking for something a little bet-
ter; they were looking for something that was going to
provide employment, something that was going to
give some encouragement to the young people of this
province to stay here and work here and build their
future in Manitoba. There was nothing in this Budget
to give them that encouragement at all.

So, Mr. Speaker, it is a Budget that was bereft, as
was mentioned earlier, of any economic thrust that
was going to be beneficial to the young people and to
the working province.

So therefore, Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the
Honourable Member for Swan River,thatthe amend-
ment be amended by adding after the word “Manito-
bans,” the following words: “and has imposed a pay-
rolltaxon Manitobans which willimpede the economic
recovery and contribute to higher unemployment.”

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.

MOTION presented.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, Jerry T. Storie: The Hon-
ourable Member for Turtle Mountain.

MR.B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, | would like to advise
you thatunderRule33(2)(a) that | will be speakingon
this amendment on behalf of the Opposition and will
be taking advantage of the opportunity to speak for
more than 40 minutes.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Springfield on a point of order.

MR.A.ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, | raiseaquestionwith
regard to the designation rule under Section 33(2),
and would ask for your assistance and your guidance
in the interpretation of that rule with respect to the one
hour notice required for designation? The require-
ment under (2)(a) provides that the member on his
behalf has given prior notice of the designation to the
Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: | will accept the words of
the Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain as notice.

MR.A. RANSOM: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | do wel-
come the opportunity to speak on this Budget Debate
without constraint of having to try and fit within the
specified time interval, because sometimes when one
wants to make a pointit's good to be able to pursueit
to the point where those people to which you are
appealing, have some sense of the pointthat’'s attemp-
ted to be made.

Mr. Speaker, the Budget which a government pres-
ents is the single most important document that gov-
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ernment presents during the course of a year, because
the Budget outlines the economic strategy which the
governmentis goingto be pursuingover the courseof
the next year. It asks from parliament, from the Legis-
lature, for the right to raise revenues to cover the
expenditures which the government hopes to make
during the year and that, of course, is the essence of
parliament — seeking the right to raise money. Hope-
fully, that document does outline a strategy which the
government intends to follow and soitis a document
that requires very careful study and debate.

While | perhaps agree to some extent with the com-
ments that were made by the Member for Burrows,
that occasionally in our discussion of the Budget and
on discussion ofotheritemsin the Legislature, we do
perhaps depart somewhat from the standard of deco-
rum that we might, on sober second thought, like to
have. So | am going to attempt in my review of the
Budget today, Mr. Speaker, to do so in a rational and
noninflammatory fashion and hopefully we'll be able
to provide a fairly detailed review of this Budget.

I'd like to start with some quotations, Mr. Speaker,
because I've had a concern all along about the way
that this government had been presenting the situa-
tion which they inherited when they assumed office
last November 30th, because | think there has been
some misconception leftwiththe public astowhat the
situation was that was inherited by the government
lastNovember 30th. | start withone ofthe things, Mr.
Speaker, that leads me to this conclusion, and this
was an article in the Winnipeg Free Press on November
27,1981. The headline is “Tories Leave $253 Million
Headache,” and then down the page there is a quote
from Premier-Elect Howard Pawley. This is a direct
quotationin this articlein the paper which says and |
quote: “Certainly, the public has been misled.” This
was a reference to the deficit which that government
was about to inherit three days later. “Certainly, the
public has been misled,” the Premier-Elect said.

Then, Mr. Speaker, another quotation as well which
bears upon this same subject and this appears on
Page 239 of Hansard on Tuesday, the 9th of March,
1982, and again I'm quoting from the speech by the
Honourable First Minister in addressing the Throne
Speech. He said, “This province, however,islessable
to take advantage of the prosperity today than indeed
was the case back in 1977."” Well, Sir, that is one more
comment which | would like to refer to later.

A third one, which leads me to have this concern, is
again a quotation from the First Minister on page 241
of Hansard, Tuesday, the 9th of March, 1982, and he
said, “Because we have no intention or desire to raise
taxes toan uncompetitive level and the outgoing gov-
ernment has pushed the deficit level veryvery close to
intolerable levels.”

Mr. Speaker, a further quotation to which | could
refer is — this was an article in the Free Press on
November 19, 1981, and itwas titled “Pawley to Con-
tinue Mega Project Talks.” Again, they're referring to
the fiscal management, fiscal affairs of the govern-
ment and the Premier-Elect was quoted as saying, “I
think we should work toward a fiscally sound bal-
anced situation.”

Andasafinalquote here, Mr. Speaker, thisisfroma
radio program, a GBG questionnaire program that
was aired on December 3rd, and the First Minister in
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this situation again referring to the deficit said, “Itis
still quite manageable, related to other provinces, so||
would be surprised if there was any change in respect
to our credit rating.”

Mr. Speaker, we have this kind of conflicting talk,
one position being taken by the Premier-Elect just
prior to assuming responsibility for government and
then moving rather quickly to a somewhat different
position within a few days of assuming responsibility
for government. Now, let me deal, Mr. Speaker, with
what | think is the most serious allegation and that is
the one where he said, “Certainly the public has been
misled.”

Well, Mr. Speaker, | will put on the record, once
again, that our government introduced a system of
quarterly reports, whereby at every quarter the
Department of Finance tells the public how the busi-
ness has been going, if | can use that term, with
respect to revenues and expenditures, so that at the
end of June, the end of September and the end of
December, thereis some understanding of the fiscal
plan, how the fiscal plan of the government was pro-
ceeding. That was broughtin, Sir, by our government
in order that people would know, because we coun-
tered the situation in the past where in 1977, for
instance, the public and the Opposition were under
the impression that there was going to be a deficit of,
on combined Current and Capital, | believe $129 mil-
lion in total.

It really wasn'tunderthose circumstances until this
party got into power in October of 1977 that they
received areport from the Minister of Finance at that
time which told us that in fact there was a projected
deficit of $225 million at minimum and further expen-
ditures beyond that to which firm commitments had
not yet been made. So indeed, Sir, the public at that
time was not aware of that extra, approximately $100
million, and that was of course money that was going
to be spent on the operating side, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order.

MR. B. RANSOM: So, Mr. Speaker, we brought in a
system of reporting that would tell the public and
wouldtellthe Legislature where things wereatandso
there was nothing hidden. There was nothing hidden,
Sir. The Budgetwhich I introduced in this Legislature
last spring projected a deficit of $219 million and there
were a number of Special Warrants passed in the
meantime which give indication of course as to what
the additional spending might be. Sir, duringthe elec-
tion campaign there was never any question raised to
me as Minister of Finance what the deficit was at that
time. The members opposite weren't especially inter-
ested in what the deficit was, but when the quarterly
report for the second quarter was filed at the end of
November, which was the normal period of time that it
takes to put together the quarterly report, it estimated
adeficit, I believe, of $252.8 million which was hardly a
great significant divergence from the 219, certainly
not a shocking divergence from the $219 million
which had been projected in April.

So for the Premier-Elect at that time to say that the
public had been misled, | think, was an effort really to
try and cloud the issue at the time because they knew
what the situation was, Mr. Speaker. They had made
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commitments knowing what the circumstances were
and so they thought that they would try and cloud the
issue by makingthesestatements. When we got alook
at the books, we saw what kind of a deficit that they
were facing. Since that time, they have made referen-
ces that the fiscal capacity of the province had been
damaged by four years of Conservative Government,
that the government is now in a less advantageous
position to be able to exploit the circumstances than
they werein 1977.

Mr. Speaker, let me put a few figures on the record
againand | admit, Sir, that| havealreadyplaced some
of these figures on the record, but they don't seem to
have been understood and | am going to take the
opportunity to do so once again. | am going to com-
pare1977 with 1981.1n 1977, the growth rate accord-
ing to the Conference Board for the Province of Mani-
toba was 0.8 percent. That was the year the
Conservatives took over from the previous New
Democratic administration. The latest projection for
the growth ratein Manitobain 1981 made by the same
Conference Boardis 3.6 percent,0.8in 1977, 3.6 per-
centin 1981.1don’t judge that to be an economy that
has been somehow damaged during that interval of
time.

Secondly, the rate of unemployment when we
assumed governmentin 1977 was 5.9 percent. It was 6
percent when the honourable members opposite
assumed government, a very slight increase. It had
been down in the interim, but it was a very slight
increase, approximately the same.

Then, perhaps, another figure that needs to be
looked atvery carefully was the debt servicingcost. |
have heard reference recently to the cost of the debt
as a percentage of the expenditures of government.
Well, Sir, in the Budget that was presented in 1977 by
the previous New Democratic administration, debt
servicing costs were estimated at 4.2 percent. In the
Budget presented last year by our administration,
debtservicing costs were 4 percent,notmuch change,
but down as apercentage of agovernment's expendi-
tures rather than up.

Let's talk about the deficit itself a bit, Mr. Speaker,
because the members opposite did make much of the
deficit last year. | appreciate their position from a
political point of view because our government had
said and we believed that it is desirable over the long
run to balance the Budget. We tried to do that and
clearly we weren't successful. We changed the direc-
tion that it was going and reduced it for two years
running and in the third year it was still substantially
below that which we had inherited, less than half, but
in the final year we projected a deficit of $219 million
and the members opposite had a great timein criticiz-
ing our government for that. But let us just look at
what the deficit is going to be at the end of 1981-82
and what it was at the end of 1977-78 in terms of 1981
dollars, because in this time of rapid inflation you
really have to make some comparisons in terms of
inflation. On that basis, the $252 million deficit which
we are advised is going to be the case for the end of
March in 1982, the comparable figure at the end of
March, 1978, would have been approximately $275
million, so in terms of currency of the same value,
there was a larger deficit in 1978 than there was in
1982. | should also point outthatofthatdeficit approx-
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imately 58 percent in ‘'77-78 was due to Operating; this
year at the end of 1982 only about 25 percent of that
deficit is due to Operating Expenditures, the rest was
due to Capital.

Two more figures, Mr. Speaker, that | think are
worthy of attention also; that is that debt as a percen-
tage of the gross provincial product. In 1977 the total
direct and guaranteed debt of the province was
approximately 42 percent of the gross provincial pro-
duct of that year. The debt in the year past asa percen-
tage of the gross provincial product was down to 36
percent.

One final thing, Mr. Speaker, in looking at the taxa-
tion structure that existed when we assumed govern-
ment in ‘77, as compared to the taxation structure
which the members opposite inherited in 1981, the
taxation structure in 1981 was more competitive with
other jurisdictions in Canada, and was less onerous
on the peopleofManitoba, and produced less revenue
aswell,ofcourse. Butit wasmorecompetitive; the tax
on small business, for instance, had been reduced by
2 percentage points; personal income tax had been
reduced by 2 percentage points; the gift and succes-
sion duties had been eliminated; thecorporationcapi-
tal tax had a substantially higher minimum level;
things like the mineral acreage tax were totally
eliminated.

So our position, Sir, is that the members Opposite
did not inherit a government fiscal situation that had
been impaired by four years of Conservative Govern-
ment; they inherited a government that was stronger
fiscally, financially, than the government which we
inherited in 1977. | don’t know by what measure the
honourable members opposite are able to say that
they were misled about what happened, or that some-
how the governmentis now not able to take advantage
ofthe opportunities that come along becauseits fiscal
capacity has been impaired. | don’t know how they
can say that.

Mr. Speaker, so where are we going in 1982-83? |
don’t really wish to dwell in the past that much
because | don't think that’s productive. | only do that
to set the record straight. If any of my figures are
inaccurate, are used in a misleading way, Sir, | trust
that the members opposite will refute them. | don't
believe they are. | believe it's an accurate portrayal of
the fiscal situation. So where are we going? Where are
we going in 1982 and '83? Well, the same government
led by the First Minister who said | think we should
work toward a fiscally sound, balanced situation. He
also had said that the outgoing government has
pushed the deficit level very, very close to intolerable
levels.

Now, what do we have? What do we have from that
government, Sir? We have a deficit that is projected at
$334 million but we know, Sir, that deficit is going to
be much higherthan that because we know that there
are very significant items that are not included in the
expenditures, one of them, for example, being the
amount of money thatit's goingto taketo settie with
the Manitoba Government Employees Association. |
understand why it's not there; | don't criticize the gov-
ernment for not putting it there. But no one should
believe that $334 million is really an accurate projec-
tion of what that deficit is going to be because it's
going to take substantially more than $20 million to be
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injected into the expenditures of that government just
to cover off that one settlement, and all of the health
care contracts thatarecomingup that must be settled.
There's only a nominal amountin the expenditures of
the government, Mr. Speaker, and so the deficit is
goingto be much, much higherthan $334 million. This
is perhaps understandable but | have to bear in mind
what the First Minister had said.

Now the deficit this year, as a percentage of expen-
ditures of the government, is likely to be at least 13.7
percent. Well, there was a figure that perhaps | didn’t
mention before, isthatthe deficitin 1981 was 10 per-
cent as a percentage of government expenditures, as
opposed to 12 percent when we took over in 1977. So
we had reduced the deficit as a percentage of expen-
ditures, but this yearit's going to be back up pastthe
12 where it was when we took over. It’s likely to be, |
would guess, in the range of 13.7 percent.

What has happened to the taxation structure of the
province in this Budget? Mr. Speaker, last year we
introduced a Budget which was basically a stand-pat
Budget in terms of taxation. We made some small
increases in liquor taxes, and cigarette taxes, but
that'sall, rather small. | think acoupleof minorreduc-
tionsin taxation aswell. Butwerecognized thatunder
those circumstances that was something that had to
bedoneand the deficit was something that we had to
accept. Bearin mind the deficithad some $70 million
in it that was going to lift the tax burden from the
municipalities, which was really simply a shiftingofa
tax load from one level of government to another. But
we did that and we left businessin a competitive posi-
tion; we left the economy in a competitive position.

Whatthis Budgetdoes, Sir, has placed the Manitoba
economy in a less competitive position than it was
before, so that in addition toincurring this large deficit
they also have impaired the capacity of the economy
of the province to function. Unfortunately, the
increased expenditures of this government are basi-
cally not going towards wealth-producing activities.
The expenditures are primarily going to keep the plant
operating, which we acknowledge; the plant hasto be
kept operating. Thereisroomfor debate on whatkind
ofajobthey’'ve done ofthatbutbasically that's what
the money is going for. It's really not going towards
Capital expenditures.

Now the government had an opportunity here when
they assumed responsibility for government last
November, they had achoice. They could have looked
carefully at reducing their expenditures but they
didn't. Just so itisn’t my statement that’s being taken
as being an opportunity to reduce taxes, Sir, | would
like to quote from one of the Members of the Treasury
Bench opposite. This was a statement that was made
indeed in thisvery Budget Debate by the Honourable
MinisterofNatural Resources, and it appears on page
2448 of Hansard, Wednesday, 12th of May, he said and
| quote, “We found $152 million in the Estimates that
were unnecessary, thatdidn't comebefore this House
this Session.” Talk about balanced Budget and res-
traint. We found, Mr. Speaker, when the honourable
leader talks about good government, $81 million in
Supplementary Estimates had to be passed by a
Cabinet of this government that they had not provided
for in their Budget. Don’t take it from me, take it from
the Minister of Natural Resources. He said there were
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$152 million of unnecessary expenditures before the
government.

Then | would like further to quote, Mr. Speaker, if |
might, from a speech given to the Brandon Chamber
of Commerce by the First Minister. This speech was
given on March 17th, and | can quote from the notesin
front of me because he said, “Well, upon taking office,
my colleagues and | found that Estimates had been
prepared under the previous government but that the
election preparations and election campaign had
delayed by several months the review of those Esti-
mates.” Then he said, “We had a few weeks for the
review process that usually takes several months.
Some changes could be made but for the most part, it
was not possible for the new Estimates to reflect the
priorities and the direction o fthe new government. We
were ableto make some reductions.” That's the end of
the quotation, Mr. Speaker.

Now here we have a situation where the Minister of
Natural Resources says there was $152 million of
unnecessary expenditures. The First Minister has
said, “the only reason we were not able to cut that
further is we didn't have time.” Well, Mr. Speaker,
really, is this the government that isn’'t prepared to
taketimetoreview the spending of the departmentsin
order to save that $152 million and avoid the imposi-
tion of a payroll tax which is only going to raise an
estimated amount of $70 million this year? | find that
difficult to believe because we took over government
in 1977, a month difference but, Sir,notonly were we
able at that time to pare the expenditures of govern-
ment for the next year so that there was a 0 percent
increase in expenditures the following year, we took
time betwzen October and March of that year to cut
the projected deficit from 225 million down to 191
million. Now, that's not easy, Mr. Speaker, thatrequires
alotof hard work, and | need only point out thatin the
Budget where the government plans to spend $2.83
billion, you really only had to shave about 2 percent
off that spending to make it unnecessary to impose a
payroll tax, because that payroll tax only talks about
revenue of 70 million, but it doesn’t talk about the
offsets that are promised - the tax that's taken out of
one pocket and put into the other by this tax.

So we don't know at this point, really how much
money is going to be raised but | am certain thatitis
not going to be $70 million. So by hard wcrk and
paring those expenditures, that tax didn’'t have to be
introduced. Imagine what they could have gained, Sir,
by way of popular acclaim, if they had gone out to the
public and said, not only are we going to have to face
the possibility of putting on asalestaxincrease but we
may also have to put on a payroll tax, and then they
could have come in and said, we're not going to do
either. Think what great fellows they would have been
for doing that. That would have been even better.

So, Sir, that was an option that they had but evi-
dently they didn't have time to pursue that
—(Interjection)— the Member for Thompson says,
what would be cut? Let me just tell the Member for
Thompson what's involved because | happened to be
on Treasury Board for three years and was Chairman
of Treasury Board for a couple of years, and it has to
be done line-by-line-by-line, again and again and
again. | know that didn't happen because all the
members on the Treasury Benchoverthere know that
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all the critics over here have the preliminary Estimates
books that were put together by the departments, and
we know exactly how many dollars were proposed to
be spent before it ever went to Treasury Board for
review.

So all we need do, Sir, is go through the books and
go through the Estimates before us and see the vast
number of appropriations where that government
opposite simply accepted the recommendation that
the bureaucrats gave and rubber-stamped it
—(Interjection)— to tell the Member for Thompsonin
the time that's available, Sir, and | don't wish to prevail
upon the time of the First Minister, but the Memberfor
Thompson should realize that is a process which
takes weeks of hard work and tough decisions and,
Sir,they didn'tdoit. They didn'tdoit, that's all. They
weren't prepared to make those decisions.

| have heard much from the members opposite
about how, on the one hand, we are criticizing them
fornotspendingmoremoney to fulfill their promises
and on the other hand, we are criticizing them for
spendingtoo much money. They don't like thatkind of
criticism. Let me tell you how it is possible to intellec-
tually take that position, Sir. This governmentis going
to be judged, not on the basis of what candor on the
partofthe First Minister now reveals to be a situation
they face, they are going to be judged according to the
promises which they made —(Interjection)— the
MemberforThompson comesbackwith the balanced
Budget. | admit wesaid we would balance the Budget,
we didn’t do it. We lost the election and I'm sorry.
Okay?

Now they are the government and they are going to
have to make the decisions. They have made the
promises and if they made promises which required
the expenditure of far more money than the govern-
ment was able to afford, that's not our fault, we didn't
make the promises. But when | hear comments right-
fully made by the Member for Burrows, for instance,
about the decorum of the House and | hear the First
Minister talk about cynicism in the political process,
Sir, I don't know of anything that does more to create
cynicism than to have promises made which are not
kept and which clearly become evident in the light of
time, that it was never intended that they be kept.

If promises are made and efforts are made to keep
the promises and people understand that it was
simply not possible, that is one thing; but if they
believe that a promise was made cynically and that
there had been no intention to keep it, then they pay
the price. Without sing.ing out something that this
government has done, | think | can single out the 18
cents that the Liberal Party in February of 1980 said
that people didn't have to pay; that is an example of
that kind of cynical promise.

Now the members opposite will have to examine
their promises and seeif they have any of that kind of
promise hidden away. The promises that they made
werevery appealing to the people because they said
that no farmer was going to lose his farm as a conse-
quence of high interest rates; they said that no
homeowner was going to lose their home as a conse-
quence of high interest rates; no business was going
to go bankrupt because of the consequences of high
interest rates; they said that they would be able to turn
the economy around. They are going to have diffi-
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culty, Sir, in keeping those promises. | am going to
return to those later.

When we are on the subject of cynicism, | could
perhaps refer to another area. Some of the new
members opposite perhaps won't be quite as familiar
with this as those of us who sat here for fouryearsare
familiar with it, and thatis, we heard nothing but criti-
cism for four years about what had happened to the
basic services that people get in this province. The
health care system had been practically destroyed;
Education had been set back goodness knows how
far. We listened in this Chamber to comments about
dirty sheets and not enough strips of bacon week after
week, year after year and the New Democratic Partyin
the federal election of May of 1979 and the Liberal
Party of the day as well, were able to convince the
electorateinthe federal electionthatindeedtherehad
been cutbacks and diversion of funds into building
highways rather than going into the health care
system.

It turned out after a few months and after the Fed-
eral Conservatives hadn’t been able to win a majority
of government, it came out that indeed there hadn'’t
been any diversion of funds, but by thattime of course
the purpose of thatrumour hadalready been achieved.
The same thing was used in the election of 1981 and
there is ample evidence of that in the material that the
New Democratic Party put out about what had hap-
pened to the health care and educational system and
the basic services.

So one would have assumed that one of the imme-
diate priorities of this government would have beento
restore that system. We are going to have to spend
some money torestore the health care systemand the
educational system, but no, that's not what we hear
now. What do we hear now from the First Minister?
And | am going to quote again from a speech that the
First Minister made to the 51st Annual Convention of
the Manitoba Chambers of Commerce on April 25th
and he said, "I think it's fair to say that our first months
in office have been devoted to preserving the eco-
nomic and social fabric of our province.” That's one of
his quotes. He then goes on to say in the same speech,
“Thesingle mostimportant decision we have made to
date wasto maintain public services.” He comes back
to it again in the next page of the same speech, “We
have maintained services atlevels comparable to that
enjoyed in neighbouring provinces. | think this is
essential if we are to keep young people in Manitoba
and continue attracting others to live and work here.”
This is the First Minister speaking, speaking about
that system of health care and education and basic
social services which they maintained for four years
had been, if not destroyed, certainly seriously eroded.

Maybe, Sir, it's just that they didn’t really under-
stand and when they gotinto government and began
tolook at it perhaps they did realize that the system
was there, because now it's the system that they want
to maintain. That raises certain questions in the mind
ofthe publicastojust how candidisthis government
when they were in Opposition ornowin government,
because it becomes quite evident that many of the
charges that were laid while that government was in
Opposition now, by their own admission, were not
true - not by our statement, by their statement. Their
objective, now, is to maintain the system that we
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expanded and made more efficient and said over four
years that we were making more efficient and it was
necessary to make reductions in expenditures here
and there, butit was possibleto doit and still maintain
the level of services. We said that; they didn’t believe
us. Well, now they believe it. But what’s the public
going to think at that kind of thing? So | can under-
stand why the First Minister when he spoke to the
Brandon Chamber of Commerce about the necessity
oftryingtopreventan attitudeofcynicismfromcreep-
ing into the public view of government, | can under-
stand why he might be concerned about that.

Now the thing that is perhaps of most significance
inthelongtermis a question of the economic leader-
ship that this government is providing. | question, of
course, how muchleadershipreally is being provided,
but we have to assume that there is, indeed, some
economic thrustand | would like to spend some time
looking atthat, especially relativetothe promises that
the members opposite made when they were in Oppo-
sition. | have quite a folder here of promises that the
members opposite made. Some they may recognize,
some they may not, because | think there were prom-
ises made by individual members, candidates oppo-
site, that perhaps others weren’t aware of.

I know this morning in the Public Utilities Commit-
tee when my colleague from Pembina referred to a
promise with respect to Hydro services, the Minister
of Energy and Mines didn’t seem to be aware of that
commitment which had been made — and I'm not
going to take these in any particular order, Mr.
Speaker —butI'm goingtoplaceanumber of them on
the record because, as | say, this government will be
judged relative to how they perform with respect to
the promises that they made and the commitment that
they made to the electorate of Manitoba. | believe that
this article was written - | believe it stemmed from the
statement that the now First Minister made - perhaps
the day that the election was called and the then
Leaderofthe Opposition said, and | quote, “Manitoba
did not have to suffer this decline. Population growth,
economic growth, community development, job crea-
tion, manufacturing, private investment and all the
other aspects of a healthy province could have con-
tinued to maintain the relatively high levels achieved
under the former NDP government.”

Well, aside from the accuracy of that statement, |
think what is significant about this statement is that
the then Leader of the Opposition was saying, itisn't
outside factors thatareinvolved here; | don't see Pres-
ident Reagan’'s name appearing here; it wasn't Ontario
and it wasn’'t Nova Scotia or Saskatchewan either. He
was sayingthatthefault of what was taking place was
the fault of the Conservative Government. Well, fine.
That's a legitimate position for him to take, but it
follows from that then, thatitis withintherealm ofthe
Provincial Government to be able to correct the diffi-
culties which the provincial economy faced.

Then in an article that appeared in the Free Press
during the election — this one was headed, “Pawley
Vows to End Welfare Philosophy.” He said a number
ofthings here, he said, “I don’'tthink thereis any group
in Manitoba that feels more betrayed by the Lyon
Conservatives’ economic failure than does the small
business community in this province.” Well, we'll see
how the small business community judgesthe actions
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that have been taken by this governmentin the first six
months, Sir.

He said also and | quote, "I can tell you today that
the NDP Governmentwillnotrely onafewlargecom-
panies for economic leadership in this province.” |
gather from that statement that it was the intention of
the New Democratic Party not torely onthings like an
aluminum smelter or a potash mine or the Western
Power Grid but that, indeed, they would be able to
bring about this sort of ground swell of little develop-
ments here and there that would buoy up the econ-
omy of Manitoba. Again, | guess that’s a theory that
could be defended but so far we haven't seen too
much result.

Then — and this is not a quote, thisis a summary of
a position that was taken by one Ingeborg Boyens
who wrote this article so | can't totally vouch for
whether this is an act or a portrayal of what he said it
on — but she said, “Pawley told students the revital-
ization of the economy, NDP style, was essential if
they hoped to be able to stay in Manitoba.” So evi-
dently there is an NDP style of revitalizing the econ-
omy which either hasn’t been developed yet oris not
revealed to members on this side of the House. But
we're watching for that because that certainly indi-
cated to people in Manitoba what they could expect
from an N.D. Party government.

| acknowledge that there were people who left this
province. There were a lot of people who left this
provincetoseek employmentelsewhere, expeciallyin
Saskatchewan and Alberta. So the prospect of this
kind of promise had to be appealing. This promise was
made in Thompson, and of course we know what
happened in Thompson in 1977; there were large
reductionsin the work forcein Thompson and people
had to leave and the economy was depressed, and the
situation remains still in serious condition. So this
must have been an appealing promise and I'm sure
that those people are going to want to hold the First
Minister and the government and the Member for
Thompson responsible for that kind of thing. They're
waiting for the NDP revitalization of the economy in
orderthat they may have employment.

Another article, this one in the Brandon Sun, back
as far as September 6th of 1980, where it's headlined,
“Pawley Blames Tories for Ill Economy.” Again no
reference to the outside factors. No —(Interjection) —
well, Reagan wasn't even in office then, and I'm sure
they didn’t want to begin to criticize President Carter
for the impact that the U.S. economy was having on
them. It was the Tory government. I'll just quote very
briefly the first paragraph, Mr. Speaker, which says
“Government restraint policies” —(Interjection)— Mr.
Speaker, I'm going to have to have some assistance
here in keeping order. The first paragraph says,
“Government restraint policies are to blame for
Manitoba's continued poor economic performance,
Opposition Leader Howard Pawley says.” Now that
again, indicates to me that if, indeed, it was the eco-
nomic restraint policies of the Conservative Govern-
ment that were responsible for the ills, then that gov-
ernment should be able to correct those ills simply by
easing off on the restraint policies of the government.

Perhaps that's what we're seeing; perhaps that's
why we are looking at a deficit that's going to go, |
guess, to $400 million, and perhaps that's why we are
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seeingexpenditures thatl’llgoonrecord, Mr. Speaker,
as saying will approach a 20 percent increase before
this fiscal year is out. So maybe that is the strategy
thenthat the honourable members are usingto revital-
ize the economy; that may be the NDP strategy. We'll
look for the results, and we’ll hope that there will be
positive results because we want to see thiseconomy
prosper as much as the honourable members oppo-
site. It just seems to be some difference of opinion as
to how that can be best brought about.

Well, there are some more promises here, Sir, that
were made with respect to the economy and help to
people in difficult circumstances. This had kind of a
catchy title to it, too. | acknowledge that the New
Democrats hadsome good advertising people - I think
they probably were better than ours. | know that they
feel they deserved the contract that they awarded
them then in government since. But this said, some-
thingto come home to, ahome. Well,you know, that’s
kind of good. But they promised the Emergency Inter-
est Rate Relief Program in which they said the two-
year program will ensure that no Manitoban is forced
to lose their home, farm, or small business due to
abnormally high interest rates. That's a promise that
has been discussed in this House many times, and |
can assure you it's going to be discussed many times
again over the next four years. But it's quite evident
that at this point in time, that isn't happening, Mr.
Speaker, because this piece of advertising material
didn’t say that this wasn’t going to apply to a farmer
that grossed more that $70,000 a year.

Most of us who have some familiarity with agricul-
ture know that the vast majority of what one might call
viable farms, viable family farms, have got a gross
revenue of over $70,000.00. So those people were led
to believe that there was help coming for them —
(Interjection)— the Member for Springfield seems to
have some difficulty with the concept that 20 percent
of the farmers might produce the vast proportion, the
vast majority of the agricultural produce on his farm,
Mr. Speaker, in this province. | ask him to look at the
information, to look at the statistics and see what
proportion of the commercial farms produced 90 per-
cent of the food and the agricultural products that are
produced in this province. It's a very low percentage
and those people are totally excluded from this pro-
gram - almost totally excluded from this program.
They weren’ttold that they weregoingto be excluded
from this program. Mr. Speaker, | can tell you right
now there are people who are losing their farms.
There are farms being lost, there are people being
forced out of farming; there are people who can’t get
operating credit to keep going. They wonder where
the promiseis that this government made.

The people who are going to get help, and we don’t
know how many yet because | don't think there has
been a nickel flowed through this program, not one.
They have been in government for six months and
they promised immediate emergency relief, that even
those farmers who are going to get some benefit from
this program weren’t told thatitdidn't apply toall their
land, it only applies to the home quarter. Well, Mr.
Speaker, | appeal to the members opposite, in the
name of reason, isthere going to be a viable commer-
cial farm thatis going to be able to stay in business on
aquarter section if they aren’tinintensive agriculture,
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in market gardening, or perhapsin poultry production
or hog production? The cattle producers and the
grain producers and the forage producers, that's not
goingto savethem. Mr. Speaker, this program falls so
far short of the promises that were made. | hope they
reap the whirlwind of that kind of promise; and busi-
nesses, no business.

Now they didn't say that if you grossed more than
$350,000itwas not going to apply. Mr. Speaker, how
many businesses that have the opportunity to gener-
ate enough wealth to maintain even a family opera-
tion, or to maintain any outside employees, are going
to be able to do that on less than $350,000 gross
revenue? Very few. Go out to the country. Go out
there and see where these people are in business and
see the people that are being forced out of business,
the car dealers, the equipment dealers, for instance.
You know, a combine these days can sell for
$100,000.00.

Mr. Speaker, they also promised debt moratorium
legislation. They said this would bedoneon an emer-
gency basis. Now, Mr. Speaker, | don't know that debt
moratorium legislation is really the way to go; | don’t
know thatitis goingto solve the difficulties that peo-
ple have. But let me just go back a little bit to the
previous Session where frequently - the members
opposite when they were in Opposition - would stand
up and say, are you going tobringindebt moratorium
legislation? You should have it ready. You should
have debt moratorium legislation ready to introduce
into this Legislature. Well, fine, that’s a position and
they talked aboutitin the election and again it has an
appeal to the public.

Go to apersonwhoisin financial difficulty and tell
them, you don’t have to pay your debts; you arenot
goingtohavetopayyourdebts.Nowtoaperson who
is in a desperate situation that is going to be very
appealing and it was going to be done right away.
Remember, Mr. Speaker, there was going to be an
emergency Session of the Legislature to do a lot of
these things which didn’t come to pass.

Last week, | stood in this House and | asked the
Attorney-General, does the Attorney-General intend
to introduce debt moratorium legislation this Ses-
sion? No. Knowing the promise that had been made,
Mr. Speaker, | asked the Attorney-General again, has
debt moratorium legislation been prepared; has it
been drafted and ready for introduction? No. Mr.
Speaker, what does that do to combat the cynicism
that people feel towards the political system? | think
thatsortofthingdoesfarmoreto damage the credibil-
ity of our parliamentary system than - with deference
to the Member for Burrows - than does the lapsing into
the occasional unparliamentary procedure, decorum,
that takes place in this House.

This same piece of literature, Mr. Speaker, ends up
saying: “The NDP is committed to turning around the
economicdeclineofthelast four years butemergency
action is required now. With your support, it will be
done.” —(Interjection)— What that said, Mr. Speaker,
was no farm, no business, no homeowner, it will be
done. Well, what have we seen? On an emergency
basis, it will be done. The then Leader of the Opposi-
tion said with respect to help for beef producers he
said, this is something that is needed right away. This
isn't going to be allowed to drag on for weeks and
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months. Well, what’s happened? We all know what’s
happened to that, Mr. Speaker.

Hereis another promise that was madealittle over a
year ago, thisis March 12th, 1981. Itis the New Demo-
cratic Party Caucus rag which says, “Small Business
Needs a Break.” This is the same party that just
imposed the payroll tax on small business. But a year
agoin March, small business needed a break and they
said, “There are better ways to help business. One
would be aninterestratereduction programsimilarto
Saskatchewan’s that would lower rates by up to 4
percentin smallercentres and up to2 percentinlarge
towns and cities.” Thatdoes sound good. The Member
for Dauphin says, it sounds good. You bet.

| would like to be able to get my loans at 4 percent
less than the rate that's going. | live in one of those
small towns in Manitoba but | haven’t seen it and, Mr.
Speaker, notonly havel not seen this 4 percent which
they said wasrequired, | haven't found asingle person
yet who even qualifies under the programs which they
did bringin but I'm waiting.

| am waiting for my chance to meet that person so |
can talk to him about how helpful this program is. So
there’'s another promisethatwasmade, Mr. Speaker. |
remember the First Minister when he was in the Oppo-
sition a year ago or so saying: “A promise made is a
debtunpaid.” Well, there are a lot of outstanding debts
among the members opposite. Now, maybe they have
time, maybe there is time yet because | acknowledge,
Mr. Speaker, that they have only been in government
for six months, so there is yet time to fulfill these
promises that were made. But | won't forget that, “A
promise madeis a debt unpaid.” Thatwas agoodline
thatthe FirstMinister hadthere,I'mnotsurewherehe
gotit, butit was a pretty good line.

There were other promises made of course, Mr.
Speaker. In fact, there is a whole compendium of
promises that were made and | don't plan to go into
too much detail about this one becauseit'sbeen used
frequently and | think probably all members opposite
now are familiar with this and know what some of the
promises are.

But for the record, Sir, | have to identify this as a
New Democratic Party election document which was
entitled, “A Clear Choice for Manitobans - Policies of
the Manitoba New Democratic Party,” and inside the
first pagethereisapictureofthe now First Minister, a
very stern, serious person the First Minster, clearly a
man of commitment who had every intention of fulfil-
ling the commitments that were made in this docu-
ment. Let me deal justalittlebitthen with some of the
promises that were made, Mr. Speaker.

One of the foremost is that he said - why don't | just
read the introduction that was signed by the First
Minister - because | wouldn't want to be accused of
taking any part of this out of context. So it is entitled,
“Great People, Great Future,”so farso good. “We can
build a dynamic future in Manitoba; we can turn
around the harsheconomiccircumstances of the past
four years; we can tap our sources of energy wisely
with ManOil and Manitoba Hydro; we can develop
programs to guarantee that no Manitobans lose their
homes or farms due to high interest rates; we can
provide interestraterelief and aneconomic climate to
ensure that small business stays in business; we can
ensure that Manitoba's farms remain in the hands of
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Manitoba farmers through the development of an
effective Farmlands Protection Act, we can improve
the quality of life in small towns and rural communi-
ties. Manitobans are great people; together we can
build a great future. That's a promise that we can
guarantee,” andit'ssigned by Howard Pawley.|thasa
nice ring to it, no doubt.

But inside, and I'll just refer to a few of these again
because these are the things that the New Democrats
promised and | have to keep coming back to that. | am
sorryifthereisrepetition, Mr. Speaker, butthisiswhat
was promised. They said, “An NDP government would
take actionto get Manitoba’s troubled economy mov-
ing again. Tough economic action in the areas of
energy, resources, housing and agriculture would
restorevitality to theprovincialeconomy.” Well, that's
avery clearindicationto me and a clearindicationto
the public, more importantly at the time to the voters,
that the New Democratic Party wasindeed capable of
turning the economy around. This was going to be an
activist government; this was going to be a govern-
ment that would use the fiscal capacity of the govern-
ment to stimulate the economy and to get things rol-
ling again. That is what was promised.

Well, there are many others in here which | may
come back to later, Mr. Speaker, but there is one.
—(Interjection)— The Member for Springfield says,
doitnow. Thisrelates back to something | said earlier
about the health care system. | will justrevert to that at
the moment. It says: “Our health care system has
been allowed to deteriorate over the last four years.”
Further down it says, “Manitoba New Democrats
would restore the health care system.” Well remember,
Mr. Speaker, that was the same health care system
that the First Minister in speaking at Brandon on three
different occasions in his speech said, “we want to
maintain this level of services that’s available.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, those were all promises that
were made prior to the election. | suppose there was a
possibility, certainly it was something that we enter-
tained. thatthe members opposite weren’t going to be
in government and perhaps in making some of these
commitmentsthatwasathought thatthey hadin mind
as well, so one could understand it. But they won the
election, they're here, they're government.

Then what did the First Minister say? He said back
in December for instance, and | think this is signifi-
cant, this was after he took office and this was after the
Cabinet had retreated to Hecla Island for a meeting
and on the News Service release of December 11th, |
quote, said: “Economic development policy will be
considered in some depth in the next two months.”
This is a quotation in the press release: “so that Man-
itobans canacttogethertodealwiththiscritical situa-
tion.” That was the end of the quotation. Then he
said: “We are facing, in the immediate term, hard
economic times.” He added: “The Federal Govern-
ment is responsible for dealing with this overall, so we
will be developing an economic position in relation-
ship to the Federal Government. But having said that,
we willnotsitback asaprovince and say, thereislittle
we can do.”

So he had only gone part-way from saying that it
was solely the responsibility of the Provincial Gov-
ernmentin the previous four years. He had gone part-
way toward saying that it was now the Federal Gov-
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ernment — and | don'tbelieve that President Reagan
appeared in this press release — but the Federal Gov-
ernment did. He said we're not going to sit back, and
so we still had thoughts that they were going to do
something.

Well,hesaidinapressreleaseon February 5th, “Mr.
Pawley said Manitoba intends to pursue major
resource development projects in the energy sector,
in forestry and in the mineral sector, including
resumption of Nelson River Hydro development, allof
which will require substantial investment benefiting
the economy of the nation.” That was a rather attrac-
tive promise that was made to the people of Manitoba
as well because the public remembered that the buo-
yant economic times of the early and the mid-1970s,
when hundreds of millions of dollars were being spent
in this province on Hydro development. They had
been ledto believe that our government had stopped
that just because we didn’'t want to spend the money;
we were afraid to invest in Manitoba’s future.

Well, they convinced some of the people of that, but
they promised that it was going to resume imme-
diately. Mr. Speaker, now we have discovered thatitis
not going to resume on any economically sound
basis;itisnotgoingtoresumeintheshorttermunless
those members Opposite are able to conclude some
of the economic initiatives that this party took when
we were in government.

The First Minister said he's not going to rely on
major projects to buoy up the economy of this pro-
vince, but if they're not able to conclude one of those
agreements - we've been told by Hydro officials, Sir,
thatLimestoneisnotgoingto berequired until 1992 at
the earliest and if they're successfulin completing the
MANDAN Agreement, it's not going to be required
until 1996. Now, does that demonstrate the level of
understanding that the members opposite had about
Hydro development, that they would make that kind of
promise even after being in government for some
period of time?

That last promise was made on February 5th, Mr.
Speaker. | believe that in that period of time the First
Minister must have found time to speak with his
Chairman of Manitoba Hydro, Mr. Cherniack, the
former New Democratic Party member. Surely hehad
timeto talk with him andtomeetwith the Chief Execu-
tive Officer and to talk to his Minister of Energy and
find out really what the situation was with respect to
Hydro development. But that promise was made;
that's another debt unpaid and those debts go back
into the 1970’s too, Mr. Speaker, but that’s another
story. So that's the kind of promise that was being
made both during and after the election.

We have a situation, again, with respect to Hydro.
Thisis from an article, “Manitoba Changes Will Come
Slowly.” I think it'sfromthe Financial Times;itsaid, “A
question was put to the First Minister: Isanew gener-
ating station at Limestone contingent on these other
projects such as the Alcan Smelter? Answer: No, itis
not. We must not become dependent on decision-
makers outside the province.”

Then another piece of New Democratic Party litera-
ture, Mr. Speaker. This was the Manitoba Report, the
report from the Legislature 1980 and ‘81 Session and
one of the headlines is: “Hydro Could Start Now."
This is sent out at the termination of the Session last
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year. It was sent out sometime after that, I'm told,
perhaps as late as October - | don’timmediately see a
date but following the Session. “Hydro Could Start
Now.” Well, | wonder, is that a promise? Is that a
promise that was made by the New Democratic Party
or is that something that just sneaked out from the
propaganda wing that the party is now not going to
stand behind?

Mr Speaker, what have we seen? This was a gov-
ernment that was going to be activist. They were
going to get the economy rolling and what have we
seen from them in terms of initiative? Far from follow-
ing their philosophy and from fulfilling their promises,
they have said things, Mr. Speaker, and | refer to the
Budget. On the first page of the Budget where one of
the goals was - and this is the first - this is a partial
quote,” . . .tomakecertain we can takeearly advan-
tage of a national recovery when it takes place . . .."”
Then we go on to page 3, “My colleagues and | are
striving to help Manitoba weather that storm with min-
imal damage for thetime when clear sailing is possible
once more." Page 7: “Itisvitallyimportant that Pro-
vincial Government stimulus takes place to protect
our basic strength and enhance our ability to take
advantage of national economic recovery when it
comes.” Page 10: “In the meantime, as | said earlier,
we have a clear responsibility to provide sustaining
support for our own economy to ensure that when
national conditions improve we in Manitoba will be in
a position to move forward strongly.”

Mr. Speaker, thisis not an activist government that
believed in carrying out their promises; this govern-
ment is on standby. That's what they're doing. All of
these things that were said about us when we werein
government; allofthethings that were said about us,
those are all out the window evidently. Now, it's not
possible for this government to fulfill its promises;
they're on standby. They're going to wait now and
hope that as the national economy rushes by they're
going to throw out the hook and see if they can latch
onto it. In the meantime —(Interjection)— ah, the
Member for Thompson says, what happened to us
guys? | can tell you what happened, Mr. Speaker. We
were enhancing that basic system of health care and
education and services to the people of Manitoba
which they now acknowledge simply needs to be
maintained. Well, again, Mr. Speaker, where is the
economic strategy? —(Interjection)— This is why |
was waiting for this Budget. | wanted to see the eco-
nomic strategy that was to appear here and you know
the people who sat through the Budget that | gave last
year might have found that the only thing that was
really attractive about this one was that it was short.

Our Budget last year went on a little long, but | ask
the members opposite, the new members especially,
look at it, take time to read it and see if it doesn't
outline what the economic situation was, what our
view of some of the factors were that were at play in
the economy. You don’t have to agree with what's
there, but it was there. We gave an indication of where
we thought the economy was going; we gave an indi-
cation of how we were going to get there; we showed
the people some light at the end of the tunnel. Where
is it? Where isitinthisdocument? This is supposed to
be the economic strategy of the government. It isn't
there. There is no economic strategy set out in this

Budget. There isn’t even a projection that | can find
aboutwhattheythink theeconomyis goingto donext
year,evenif they're goingto stick a finger in the wind
and make aguess, | don'tseeit.Itisnotin the Budget.
Idon'tseeManOilin here, forinstance, and remember,
Mr. Speaker, that was one of the ways that this gov-
ernment was going to raise revenue. ManOil was
going to raise the revenues that would support the
services that this governmentwasgoingtodo. Itisnot
here.

There are several pages that talk about taxation
policy and what a way to encourage development.
Who would think of encouraging employment by
bringinginanemploymenttax, ataxonemployment?
Saying to all the people out there, you create
employment and | am going to tax you. Isn’t that a
greatincentive? That tax applies in many other areas,
Mr. Speaker. One of the other areas where that tax
appliesis in Quebec which, at the moment, is the only
othersocialistgovernmentin Canada. It applies there;
it applies in France.

Mr. Speaker, | have to tell you about that tax in
France because for us here in Manitoba
—(Interjection) — perhaps the member opposite will
just let me digress for a few minutes, Mr. Speaker, to
tell you about how this tax works in France because it
is very difficult for us in our system to appreciate this.
ThistaxappliesinFrance, —(Interjection)—Now, Mr.
Speaker, these are the same members opposite that
accused the Opposition of not participating in serious
debate about their Budget. This tax applies in France.
It is at the point now, | understand, where the tax is
almost — I can assure the Member for Ste. Rose that |
can understand some things; he may doubt that but |
canassure himthatlcan —that taxin Franceis almost
equal to what the payroll is.”

If you hire one person you are taxed almost to the
same level as the salary, No 1. But, secondly, they
have avastarrayofinspectors in France who go about
tothe businesses andto the farms and they determine
— listen to this, Mr. Speaker — they determine how
many employees a business should have. Now should
you, as a businessman, decide that they want to cut
back on the number of employees thatthey have, you
are still taxed because they have decreed that you
needed that employee and, even though you have cut
back, you aregoingtobetaxed. Nowthatistheextent
to which this sort of reasoning can go. So I simply put
that on the record, Mr. Speaker, as something | find
almost incredible, that this sort of thing could take
place but it's a way that it can develop.

Now aside from the fact, Mr. Speaker, that we have
this tax on employment in Manitoba now | would like
to look at some of the economic initiatives which the
government has undertaken. This again is a press
release that was put out on April 1st in which the First
Minister cited economic initiatives and he said: “The
province recently decided to invest more than $2 mil-
lion in anew copper mine development at Trout Lake.
It is seeking a joint public-private venture to moder-
nize the ManFor facility and will launch its new oil and
gas exploration company later this year.”

Those were some of the economic activities that the
government has initiated to this point. The Budget
lists a few others as well, Mr. Speaker, and there was
one that | was particularly attracted to and this, again,
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was in the speech that the First Minister made to the
Manitoba Chambers of Commerce in Morden. This is
where he said, “Like you, we realize that this province
has tremendous advantages in its abundant natural
resources, well-balanced economy and above all a
hardworking, co-operative population. Manitobans
have proven time and time again that they will pull
together in troubled times. That spirit has carried us
through naturaland man-madedisastersand | know it
will again. We also have confidence because com-
mitments which arestillbeing preparedforimplemen-
tation, offer fresh hope. Personally, | am looking for-
ward, as | know you are, to the start-up of Main Street
Manitoba.” He said, “Pete Adam had hoped he could
announce that program by now but it's still being
considered by Cabinet.” Well thiswassome time ago.
That's one of the economic initiatives, Mr. Speaker,
thathas beenundertaken by thatgovernmentopposite.

Let me list a few of the other initiatives and these are
aside, Mr. Speaker, from those major developments
that were already being negotiated by our govern-
ment, which are mentioned briefly in this Budget.
They go on to list the $23 million Interest Rate Relief
Program. They talk about the Job Creation Program;
minimum wage is increased; major assistance to
municipal governments and school divisions to ease
the property tax burden; hydrorates have been frozen
for the fourth consecutive year, something that our
government, of course, had broughtin; 17.5 million is
provided forbeefincome andsoon; 3.5million forthe
Critical Home Repair Program and nothing wrong
with that program, Mr. Speaker, but that is what has
beencited by the government as theireconomicinitia-
tives. Two million dollars into Trout Lake; 3.5 into
Critical Home Repair Program; 1.5 million into Main
Street Manitoba - these things are investments of tax
dollars, Sir, that don't even amount in total to the 113
million that the government is going to take out of the
economy. They are going to tax an extra 113 million
out, and they are going to take economic initiatives
like Main Street Manitoba at 1.5 million.

Well, let me give you an example of the magnitude
of that type of thing. We talk about the $2 million in
Trout Lake. Look in the Budget that the Minister of
Finance presented where it talks about Capital
investment. Look at the fact that Hudson Bay Mining
and Smeltingis talking about a $59 million investment
already - 59 million - and 2 million is being put forward
as an economic initiative, Sir, an economic initiative?

The Budget document makes much about the
decline in investment that took place in Manitoba dur-
ing our period of government, especially in the public
sector. Well, Mr. Speaker, | wouldlike todealwith that
becauseit's relevant not only to whattook place in the
1970s, butit's relevant to the economic initiatives that
the government opposite is undertaking now, and
perhaps the members will get some feeling from this
information as to how successful theireconomiciniti-
atives are likely to be. In the Natural Resources Com-
mitteeafewdaysago, Hydro officials provided us with
some information which showed the total Capital
Expenditures of Manitoba Hydro from 1972 through
to 1992, thelatterdecade of course being estimates of
whattheyexpect. They put these figures on the basis
of 1981-82 dollars so that they really are comparable.
Let metell you, Mr. Speaker, that forthelastfouryears
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- perhaps the Member for Dauphin might even be
interested in hearing this - of the New Democratic
Party Government in 1975, ‘76, ‘77 and ‘78, in ‘81-82
dollars, $2.3 billion went into Hydro development; the
Capital Expenditure on Hydro development, $2.3 bil-
lioninthose four years. What was there, Mr. Speaker,
during the next four years? The next four years when
our government was in, the total Capital Expenditures
in 1981-82 dollars in that period of time was 735 mil-
lion. There was over $1.5 billion that was
—(Interjection)— well, the Member for Radisson
simply isn’t interested in listening to the facts. These
facts happen to have been prepared by Manitoba
Hydro and tabled in the Committee last week by his
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer. If he wishes to
challenge it he should challenge it to them.

There is over $1.5 billion went into the economy -
more, 1.5billion more wentinto theeconomy in those
four years than went into the economy in our four
years, simply as a consequence of Hydro develop-
ment and the slowing down of it. Sir, | believe that for
our four years the private-sector Capital investment
totalranintherangeof600millionayear. So, whatwe
aretalkingabout,Sir-and themembercanrefertothe
Budget if he wants to confirm those figures - was an
amount of money that was almost equal to the total
private-sectorinvestment that went on during the four
years of our administration. Was it any wonder that
theeconomy was slowing downin thatperiod of time?
Wasit any wonderthatpeoplewereleaving the prov-
ince to seek employment because there were billions
being spent on Hydro development that employed
people, employed specialists and they had to leave as
it became necessary to slow that development down.

Now, that'sthe kind of investment, that's the kind of
development that was necessary, Mr. Speaker, to sus-
tain economic activity in the province in that period of
time. That would be obviously, close to $600 million a
year in today's dollars. The government Opposite
today comes to the House, comes to the Legislature,
puts out pressreleases thatsay their economic initia-
tives are $1.5 million for Main Street Manitoba; $3.5
million for Critical Home Repair; and $2 million for
Trout Lake Development.

| don't say that those things are not important, Mr.
Speaker, but if the members Oppositereally think that
those are economic initiatives that are going to turn
this economy around, that are going to fulfill the
promises that were made in the election, it takes
hundreds of millions of dollars. Mr. Speaker, we have
asked the Hydro people what set of circumstances
might lead to the immediate orderly development of
Hydro as was promised by the members Opposite.

The only thing that could lead to that on the basis of
the information the committee was provided with, Mr.
Speaker, the only thing was, they must be able to
conclude the negotiations on the Western Inter-Tie.
That is the thing that will get economic activity going
the soonest. Alcan or another aluminum smelter, if
they can do it, will also trigger activity but it won't
trigger it quite as soon as concluding the Western
Power Grid; there is nothing else. You can talk about
electrification of railways and trolleys and they
may be good ideas, and they may one day come to
pass, but they're not going to allow immediate
orderly development.



Thursday, 20 May, 1982

So, Mr. Speaker, what we come down to is the only
way that this government is going to be able to fulfill
the promises that they made, is to get on and pursue
those projects which our government had begun to
initiate and had brought to the point with respect to
the Inter-Tie. | tell the Member for Radisson that the
negotiations on the Western Inter-Tie were broughtto
the pointlast October, the end of October, where the
then Premier of Saskatchewan said that an Interim
Agreement was likely within the next few short weeks.
We know, from the committee hearings, that had that
Interim Agreement been entered into, that the activi-
ties would now have been under way for the imme-
diate orderly development of Manitoba Hydro. They
would have been under way if that Agreement had
been signed. Now no one can say for certain that it
wouldhavebeensigned butPremierBlakeneythought
thatit could be signedin afewweeks. Thatwould have
allowed immediate orderly development.

So | tell those members opposite, especially the
backbench, look at the promises that they made and
see how they might be fulfilled. What kind of eco-
nomic activity are you going to have to have to fulfill
those promises? It isn’t going to be a Main Street
Manitoba, and it isn't going to be Trout Lake, and it
sure isn’t going to be ManOil, maybe they're backing
offfromitand | think they should from a philosophical
pointofview. But getto workto negotiatethose major
agreements because, despite what they might have
said about our government being rushed into nego-
tiating these agreements, that sort of thing, with an
election impending; no, that wasn't it, Mr. Speaker,
we'd been working on those things foryears. For four
years we'd been working on the Inter-Tie.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The hour

being 5:30, | am leaving the Chair and will return at
8:00 p.m. this evening.
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