LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Thursday, 10 June, 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 Commit-
tees . . . Ministerial Statements and Tabling of
Reports . . . Notices of Motion . . . Introduction of
Bills . . .

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR. SPEAKER: Before wereach Oral Questions, may
| direct the attention of honourable members to the
gallery where we have 18 students of Grade 9 standing
from the Birch River School, under the direction of Mr.
Warkentin. This school is in the constituency of the
Honourable Member for Swan River.

There are 26 students from the Ethelbert Collegiate
School, under the direction of Mr. Kozer, Mrs. Hykawy
and Mrs. Sud. The students are in the constituency of
the Honourable Member for Dauphin.

Onbehalfof all of the members | welcome you here
this afternoon.

Also,beforewereachOral Questions, | haveashort
procedural statement to make to the members.

PROCEDURAL STATEMENT

MR. SPEAKER: On Thursday, June 3rd, during Oral
Question period, a disagreement occurred between
the Honourable Minister of Natural Resources and the
Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain concerning
thelengthofan answer givenbythe Honourable Min-
ister,and whetherthe question had been asked at Oral
Question period or at Committee of Supply.

| took the matter under advisementin orderto check
the actual words in Hansard and to consider the
remarks of the honourable members on the issue. |
find that there was indeed a difference of opinion
between the members as to when the matter was
raised. While it is probably irrelevant to research
Hansard to find out exactly when the question was
first raised, the very fact that it was brought to the
attention of the House does provide the opportunity to
clarify the situation with regard to questions raised
during Committee of Supply and at Oral Question
period.

Firstly, with regardto questions asked of the Minis-
ter at Committee of Supply, there is clearly the oppor-
tunity for considerable abuse of question period if
Ministers should use this time forlengthy answers to
questions asked during Committee. It has been the
practice of the House that questions posed to a Minis-
ter at Committee should be answered in written form
at a subsequent date and the answer communicated
to the Member asking the question. Since this long-
standing practice has succeeded so admirably, it
should be continued.

Secondly, where questions have been taken as
notice by a Minister during question period, it has
been our practice for the Minister to give an oral reply
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at a subsequent question period. This constitutes no
difficulty where the answer is brief, but the same
opportunity arises for abuse if the answer should be
lengthy or detailed. In such cases, the matter should
be handled in the same manner as an Order For
Return with the Ministerannouncing totheHousethat
he is providing a written reply to the honourable
member's question. Since it is impossible to define
whatis areasonable length for an oral answer, Minis-
ters must use their best judgment in this regard. Any
Minister wishing to avoid the opprobrium of the
House will surely tend toward a written rather than an
oral answer to a question.

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Norbert.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, my questionis tothe
Honourable Attorney-General, the Minister responsi-
ble for the Manitoba Liquor Control Commission. Mr.
Speaker, can the Attorney-General confirm that
Manitoba's liquor prices, particularly with respect to
spirits, are now second or third highest in the country
as a result of the Budget that the NDP Government
has brought in?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON.R.PENNER: The Member for St. Norbert asked
that question in Estimates in Committee, was in fact
given a written reply by me in writing - | took the
courtesy ofdoing that-and withrespect,isnow abus-
ing the privilege of the House in raising as a question
something with respect to which he's had a written
reply. If l understood your ruling, he’'saskingmeto do
that which | should not be doing and, in fact, rather
than take up the time in question period, | gave him the
information within two days.

Now, who's abusing the privileges of the House? If
he wants the answer, he has it.

MR.G.MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, the Attorney-General
doesn’t wish to confirm what | believe is the case, that
they are the second or third highest prices in Canada
as aresult of the NDP Budget.

My supplementary question, Mr. Speaker, is to the
Minister of Labour. In view of the fact that 35 workers
in Gimli at Seagram Distillers Plant have been laid off
as aresult of slumping sales due to government taxes
—(Interjection)— the information, Mr. Speaker, is
saleshavebeenslumping as aresult of anincreasein
government taxes. My question is to the Minister of
Finance and Labour. Is he prepared to take any action
or withdraw any portion of his Budget, Mr. Speaker,
which required the Liquor Control Commission to
raise an additional $20 million over and above their
increases at the beginning of May and which now are
resulting in the layoff of some 35 workers in Gimli,
which no doubt are also affected by the imposition of
his payroll tax.
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HON. R. PENNER: One aspect of that question, the
announcement was very clear that the shutdown has
to do with changing drinking habits, namely, a switch
in the consumption of rye. Now for the honourable
member to come into this House and add a bit of
information which is not, in fact, official information at
all, in order to make a point is, with respect, in the real
sense of the word, in my view, an abuse of the privilege
of the House. —(Interjection)— | just did.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr.Speaker, my questionis to the
Minister of Labour. In view of the fact that a Seagram
Distillers Plant in Gimli, Manitoba, has laid off 35 pro-
duction workers as a result of slumping sales due to
an increase in taxes, which the Minister increased in
his Budget this year by asking the Liquor Control
Commission to raise an additional $20 million over
and above their increase at the beginning of May,
what action is the Minister of Labour going to take to
ensure that these people will retain their jobs?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure the
member is being facetious. I'm sure not even the
Member for St. Norbert believes the kind of nonsense
that he's stating.

He knows full well | am sure, that the particular
layoff he is referring to does have something to do
with the drinking habits, not only of Manitobans, but
of other Canadians who are also making use of that
particular product and not in as great quantities as
they didin previous years. If, in fact, the memberhada
point then | would presume that the breweries and
other operations in this province would also be shut-
ting down for the summer and we certainly have no
indication of that.

What has happened again, is that there is a change
in people's drinking habits. There may well be some-
what of a reduction in quantities being consumed by
Manitobans and, quite frankly, I'm not sure that we
would be extremely upset on this side of the House if,
in fact, that was occurring.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, to the Minister of
Agriculture. In view of the fact that the Budget
brought down by the Minister of Finance with the
increase of liquor taxes and a payroll tax imposed on
the people who arein the business of using agricultu-
ral commodities, could the Minister of Agriculture
assure those people, who would have been delivering
corn during thatperiod oftime, thattheyarenotinany
way being affected or putin jeopardy, or theirincomes
affected because of the imposition of excesstaxes on
the commodity thatis produced from the agricultural
commodity?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. B.URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, the Member for Arthur
should be, and | hope that he's well aware that the
market for corn in Manitoba has been depressed as
the result of an oversupply of corn on the market, in

321

fact, there has been great difficulties suffered by a
co-operative in the Carman area where they have now
been forced to set up another company to refinance
because of the very problem of the price of cornin
Western Canadaandifwewereto, withrespecttothe
specifics of the question into Gimli - the corn supply
to Gimli- I'm sure thatthe corn suppliesin terms of the
Gimli Distillery are on aregularbasisand are handled
normally. The shutdown, as | understand, is anoverall
slump in the consumption of alcohol which, Mr.
Speaker, | would say for the health of our citizens of
this country, is probably a very good thing. While it
does affect the industry in terms of the production of
alcohol but for the health of our citizens, it's probably
one of thebestthings that we can see, is adecreasein
the consumption of alcohol products.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, to the Minister of
Agriculture, | think it's a decision of each and every
Manitoban whether or not they use that particular
commodity which comes from the agricultural com-
munity. For those members of the government back-
bench that suggest that they will be using that corn at
home to use or make into alcohol, | wonder if they’'ve
cleared that with the Attorney-General, if he is now
going to allow that type of process to take place
legally in Manitoba.

To the Minister of Agriculture then, how can he as
the Minister of Agriculture, Mr. Speaker, justify the
reimposition of a tax on the product that is being
produced from grain produced commodities in the
gasohol production? Mr. Speaker, he's now adding a
tax to that particularindustry whichis, in fact, usingit
to extend the nonrenewable resources and he's now
taxing that as well as the increased tax on human
consumed alcohol or productthatis coming from the
corn industry. Mr. Speaker, how can he justify sup-
porting the reimposition of taxation on alcohol that
would be used for motor power fuel in gasohol?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, the Budget was very
clear in dealing with the matter of alcohol. If the
member recalls, while the announcementsweremade
when the gasohol plant wasopened in Manitoba and
there was assistance, in fact, clear subsidies to that
plant by the decrease of the tax on alcohol products
while —(Interjection)— well, it was a clear subsidy,
Mr. Speaker. Obviously it was a clear subsidy to the
industry when the alcohol was coming from the Uni-
ted States when we were told that we were producing
the alcohol in the Province of Manitoba, Mr. Speaker
—(interjection)— Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the
Opposition indicates from his seat that a subsidy is
when you pay something. Mr. Speaker, there is a
payment if everyoneelse is paying somethingand you
don't charge someone for something, you are in fact
giving them a payment. You may not be giving it
directly but you're giving it indirectly, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, clearly with respect to the plant there
should be no greaterincentivein terms of the produc-
tion of alcohol than there is for other industry. There
should be no greater incentive. The use of the plant
certainly should be encouraged and if it can be on a
feasible basisitshould be done, buttheuseofthe feed
and the grains, if they can be put to use and a price
received on the world market that will equal or better
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that price, that's where that grain should go and not
strictly for the fuel. The best use of that commodity
should be made, Mr. Speaker.

MR.J.DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, a final supplementary
to the Minister of Agriculture. With his own admission
that the corn sales are lagging and that there is diffi-
culty within the marketing of corn at this particular
time, Mr. Speaker, would he then confirm that under
his government's policies and taxation policies that
are overburdening on the farm community that there
are some 400,000 bushels of lost sales of corn for
those corn producers probably in excess of $1.5 mil-
lion worth of corn sales, Mr. Speaker, can he confirm
thosefigures? Ishegoingtositand allow his Minister
of Finance to lay people off, to remove markets which
have been traditional and built in this province under
good sound policies previous to his administration,
Mr. Speaker?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | can't confirm those
figures and I'm sure the honourable member himself
can't confirm them either. We will attempt to check
them out but | can't confirm those figures.

But, Mr. Speaker, clearly, part of the problems that
farmers do have are as a result of the laissez-faire
policies and the do-nothing policies of Tory adminis-
trations. Instead of trying to bring about market
opportunities, income security to farmers, they want
to throw them out to the wolves instead of allowing
them some income security and that's why many of
the farmers in this country are in trouble, because of
the laissez-faire policies of former Tory administra-
tions and his is one of them, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Speaker, | haveaquestion for the
First Minister after the lecture we've had from the
Minister of Agriculture on howalcoholshould be pro-
duced presumably under the control system that he
favours in other countries.

Mr. Speaker, my question to the First Minister is
this: News reports have it that the First Minister has
now joined his voice to that of the Premier of Alberta
calling for a renewed Federal-Provincial Conference
on the Economy, could the First Minister indicate to
the House, (a) if that is the casebecause we have had
no announcement of it in the House and, (b) if that is
the case, would it be his intention to suspend the
imposition of the payroll tax in Manitoba, which is and
will be acting as a contributor to unemployment in
Manitoba?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | have called for an
early meeting of the First Ministers of this country.
Obviously, the Versailles Conference has notachieved
anything of a positive nature. Obviously, despite the
predictions at the Federal-Provincial Conference of
February 2nd to 4th, there has been no improvement
to the economy. Indeed there has been a further dete-
rioration insofar as the economy is concerned
throughout Canada.
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At the same time we are hearing remarks from
Ottawa that there is some change in stance on their
position from what they were indeed telling us on
February 2nd to February 4th. There has also been
some speculation that the Federal Government is on
the verge of bringing in some new initiatives. It is my
view, that prior to their undertaking new initiatives,
that there should be consultation discussion with the
First Ministers of this country so that we can work
together in the framework of co-operative federalism
in order to resolve those very crucial, very difficult
conditions that are facing all Canadians.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that the First
Minister would find little objection on this side of the
House to the proposition that if Ottawa is going to
fundamentally change the economic direction of the
country with respect to new proposals and new pro-
grams, that it would be advisable for the Prime Minis-
ter to meet with the Premiers before that takes place.

That being the case, would it not be equally logical
and advisable for this government, which has imposed
a payrolltax upon all of the employers in Manitoba, to
suspend the imposition of that tax until such time as
the governmentis able to ascertain the new directions
that the Federal Government is intending to take the
economy, because there can be no question that the
imposition of this tax will act as something that will
increase unemployment in Manitoba, and we're all
trying to decrease unemployment, except apparently
the members of this frontbench, who are trying to
raise $130 million without trying to save any money for
the taxpayers?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, our record of taxa-
tion changes in the past two or three months com-
pares most favourably with that whichhas been com-
pelled upon the residents in other provinces. Mr.
Speaker, | need only refer you to the Province of
Ontario, the Province of Quebec, the Province of Nova
Scotia, the Province of Newfoundland, ad infinitum
insofar as the Provinces of Canada are concerned.

Mr. Speaker, one of the very reasons indeed, that a
Federal-Provincial Conference is required is so that
we can again examine the question of the financing of
health and post-secondary education; so that again
we can examine measures in orderto ensureagreater
payment of monies throughout Canada to ensure
greater equalization by way of the equalization for-
mula, and I'm sure that if we can hopefully persuade
the Federal Government to undo some of the mea-
sures that they have undertaken by way of financial
paymentto the provincesoverthepastyear,thateach
and every province in Canada would be re-examining
the tax measures that they have been compelled to
implement because of cutbacks from Ottawa by way
of grants.

HON.S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that
the Governmentof Manitoba could forego the imposi-
tion of the payroll tax in Manitoba merely by cuttingits
Estimates of Expenditure, which are going to be up
somewhere between 14 and 20 percent this year,
given that fact and given the fact, Mr. Speaker, as I've
said before, that Manitoba is the only province in Can-
ada imposing a new tax, a payroll tax, does the First
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Minister not think that it would be better for the econ-
omy and for the people of Manitoba to suspend the
imposition of that invidious tax until such time as he
and his colleagues are able to ascertain from the
Prime Minister what new directions, if any, the Federal
Government intends to take our economy, in a mone-
tary sense and in a fiscal sense?

HON. H.PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, itis somewhat pecul-
iar, some comments coming from the Leader of the
Opposition referring to expenditure, when it is pract:-
cally during the Estimate review of every department
that we hear calls across the way for this government
to participate in additional spending, that we’re not
spending adequately. We heard a comment indeed
from the former Minister of Economic Development
that we should open up our Interest Rate Relief Pro-
gram to permit more companies to qualify insofar as
interest rate relief was concerned even yesterday, so
that does strike a somewhat peculiar note.

Mr. Speaker, the fundamental question that we are
posed with in Canada is runaway interest rates that |
understand have been increased this morning again
by one-third of one percent, again causing an addi-
tional crushing burden upon Canadians; that is the
essentialissue thatis confronting Canadians. | would
hope, Mr. Speaker, that we would gain some support
from members across the way so thatwe could reflect
to the Federal Government that Manitoba stands uni-
ted, regardless of party stripe, in opposition to the
kind of high interest rate policies that are being
pursued at the present time in Ottawa, copied from
thosethatare being pursued in Washington.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Speaker,asisbecomingalmosta
knee-jerk custom of the Premier, we’re now hearing
about the problems in Washington and the problems
in Ottawa. If | may, Sir, | would like to draw the atten-
tion of the First Minister to the problems in Manitoba,
and in this Legislature, most of which reside on that
side of the House.

The First Minister said that this side of the House is
advocatingexpenditures allthe time. Mr. Speaker, we
are advocating that this government conduct . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable Gov-
ernment House Leader on a Point of Order.

POINT OF ORDER

HON. R. PENNER: The Leader of the Opposition is
clearly doing nothing but making a speech that does
not even purport to be a preamble to a question. | ask
that you call him to order and what the purpose of
Question Period is, is to elicit information by short
questions.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. | would hope that all
introductions to questions should be of a brief nature
and Beauchesne suggests that they can be ade-
quately provided for within one question, within one
statement.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

ORAL QUESTIONS (Cont'd)

HON. S. LYON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In view of
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the fact that the problems reside on this side of the
House, and with respect to ill-conceived programs
that this government is bringing in, would the First
Minister not admit that if he were to re-examine the
Estimates of Expenditure of this government that he
could put to one side - and one would hope forever -
such ridiculous expenditures as $20 million for a new
government oil company, ManOil, and thereby
accomplish the desire, Mr. Speaker —(Interjection)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable Gov-
ernment House Leader.

POINT OF ORDER

HON. R. PENNER: Beauchesne clearly states that a
question asking a member of the Treasury Bench to
make some admission of opinion of that kind, merely
to adopt a fully stated opinion of a member opposite,
isout of order. | ask that you draw thatto the attention
of the Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPEAKER: | would hope the Honourable
Attorney-General hasdonejust that thingin drawing
it to the attention of members opposite.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

HON.S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, thank you, Sir, for your
understanding of the rule.

On the point of order which was raised by the
Attorney-General, may | make this one comment that
you, Sir, have an equal responsibility of which | know
you are fully aware that points of order should not be
used as methods of harassment in a parliamentary
democracy. They may be rules that can be used in
other Legislaturesin other countries but, Mr. Speaker,
theuse of a point of order as harassment in this Legis-
lature is not part of the tradition of this House even
though the Attorney-General might like to make it so.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader to the same point of order.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, it is clearly improper to
impute motives to anyone in the House. I'm notsaying
that it's because I'm the Government House Leader. |
have raised, bonafide, apoint of order. I've referred to
Beauchesne and for the Leader of the Opposition to
say that I'm rising to harass him - much as anyonein
their right mind would lovetodoit-isimproperly to
impute motives and that is clearly out of order and
clearly, when we are addressing aquestion of order, it
shows a lamentable lack of any understanding of the
parliamentary system on the part of that man.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. If there is no other
member wishing to speak to the same point of order,
may we proceed with Oral Question period?

ORAL QUESTIONS Cont'd

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON.S.LYON: Thankyou, Mr.Speaker.Mr. Speaker,
would the First Minister then not admit that expendi-
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tures of such a dubious nature as $20 million for
ManQil could be put to one side in order that this
government can forestall the imposition of the invi-
dious payroll tax in Manitoba and thereby contribute
in some small way to an improvement in theeconomic
outlook for Manitoba rather than prejudicing it as this
tax will?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, we have indeed
noticed how desperate the Leader of the Opposition
is, how franticthe Leader of the Oppositionisto try to
find some expenditure that he can point to that ought
nottobeexpended,though | wishindeedthatwe were
spending $20 million this year in respect to ManOQil.
The factis that we have omitted to put the $20 million
into expenditures forthis forthcomingyear. Thereare
no $20 million in the expenditures.

Mr. Speaker, | say to you this, that if the Opposition
Members, after bombarding us for weeks and months
to add additional expenditures, now make up expen-
ditures that aren’tin the book of expenditures, indeed,
I don't know where they are. | think it's time the Oppo-
sition got their act together.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, | am heartened by what
the First Minister says. Mr. Speaker, if the expendi-
tures are not in the current Estimates and are notin
the Supplementary Supply, which we haven't yet
seen, and they're not in the Capital Supply, which we
have yet to see; well then, Mr. Speaker, we're pleased
on this side of the House.

Can we then have the further assurance from the
First Minister that the minute this House prorogues,
he won't duck into the Cabinet Chamber and pass a
Special Warrant for $10million or whateverto fund his
socialist plaything, ManOil, whichthis province doesn't
need?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, let me assure this
House, it may be difficult considering the hard eco-
nomictimesthat we're confronted with, but we'll do all
thatis possibleto avoid the precedentthatwas estab-
lished by the Conservative Government last year in
that they did duck into the Cabinet room after they
concluded the Session, in an election year, to call for
Special Warrants to the extent of some $80-some mil-
lion. We'll try to avoid that precedent, surely, Mr.
Speaker.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, then can we have an
answer to the original question which the First Minis-
ter has conveniently avoided? Putting aside his own
ideological requirements, willhe not in the interests of
all Manitobans suspend the imposition of the payroll
tax to help the economy in Manitoba before he goes to
any conference that he is asking for with the Prime
Minister of Canada? Will he come to the negotiating
table for the economy of Canada with clean hands?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | would assume that
Quebec would reduce its sales tax; that Nova Scotia
would reduce its sales tax; that Newfoundland would
make decreases respecting theirincome andincorpo-
ration tax increases they just imposed; that Ontario
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would be able again to enjoy some sanity insofar as
the extension of exemptions that they had to extend in
their recent Budget pertaining to sales tax. I'm sure
that the Province of Manitoba would look at some tax
reductions if we, collectively, as provincial govern-
ments in this country, could persuade Ottawa to
return to the original level of financing re health, post-
secondary education and equalization levies that,
indeed were enjoyed by the four years of Conservative
administration in the Province of Manitoba, but they
didn't use them very well.

MR. SPEAKER: TheHonourableMinisterofEconomic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, yesterday | took as
noticethe questionabouttheboxesatthe Downs and
who paid fortheboxesthatthe Commission members
were entitled to occupy. | wish to table a letter which
gives the response. It's a letter written by Marshall
Gobuty, Executive Vice-President and General Man-
ager, to the Editor of the Winnipg Free Press. This
letteris in regard to an article which appeared in the
Winnipeg Free Press on Wednesday . . .

POINT OF ORDER

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease. TheHonourable Leader
of the Opposition to a point of order.

HON.S.LYON: I'msurethe House would love to have
the information, Sir, but in the light of your recent
ruling, l would think thatif a letter is available, and the
letter not addressed to this House, it could be distrib-
uted and, thereby, not abuse question period.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, I'll give the gist of the
letter. Mr. Gobuty . . .

MR.SPEAKER: Orderplease. TheHonourable Leader
of the Opposition to a point of order.

HON. S.LYON: Yes, Mr. Speaker, just toreiterate the
point that was made earlier in your ruling, Sir, if the
Honourable First Minister has obtained written infor-
mation in answer to a question, that is very satisfac-
tory. We'd be quite happy to have her table it rather
than read in extenso and thereby take up time of the
question period on some information that she can
table and hand around.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader to the same point of order.

HON. R. PENNER: On the same point of order, Mr.
Speaker, the Honourable Minister for Economic
Development took a question as notice and now
within one day is replying. Whether or not it is in
extenso - God, how much of the debate has to take
place in Latin- cannot be determined until you, as the
Speaker who has charge of this Assembly, has heard
whether or not the Ministeris abusing the time of the
House.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Virden
to the same point of order.
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MR. H. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, speaking
to the same point of order and offering you probably
some assistance. | thinkif you would chooseto peruse
Beauchesne you would find that the reading of letters
to a newspaper or letters to an editor in this Chamber
is material thatis clearly out of order.

MR.SPEAKER: Any othermemberswishingto speak
to the same point of order?

The Honourable Minister of Finance on the same
point of order.

HON.V.SCHROEDER: Yes, Mr. Speaker, to the same
point of order. It seems to me that afterthe Opposition
has wasted practically a whole question period on this
matteryesterday they can surely waitseveralminutes
to hear the response this afternoon.

MR. SPEAKER: May | suggesttothe Honourable Min-
ister of Economic Development that she make the
announcementthatsheissupplyingtheanswertothe
question and perhaps send a written copy across to
members on the other sideto satisfy their curiosity on
the matter.

The Honourable Member for EiImwood.

MR.R.DOERN: I'dliketo ask aquestion ofthe Minis-
ter of Economic Development . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, can we just dispose of
the previous point before that.

MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourableMinister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: For clarification, Mr. Speaker, I'm
unclearatthis point whether you wish meto send the
letter without giving the contents or whether | may
read the very short few paragraphs that give a suc-
cinct answer to yesterday’s question or whether | can
summarize it and give it on my behalf. | wish some
guidance, please.

MR.SPEAKER: Orderplease,iftheletteritselfis self-
explanatory, may | request that the Honourable Minis-
ter send it across to members on the other side.

ORAL QUESTIONS Cont'd

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Elmwood.

MR.R.DOERN: Mr.Speaker,I'dlike toask aquestion
of the Minister of Economic Development. Yesterday
there were some charges made that were critical of
the Commissioner of Horse Racing in Manitoba and
his conduct. Can the Minister shed any light on the
matter?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, I'm happy to answer
that question. | did speak both to Mr. Keenberg and to
people at the track. | found that the question of the box
was that the prior practice was for the Downs to make
available two courtesy boxes to the Commission. The
Commission itself voluntarily agreed to one box
which has a value of $1,500 but for which no money
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was paid, plus the access to atable in the dining room,
notthe corneronitbuttherighttouseitifthey chose.

| also found out from the operators at the Downs
thatthe question of the jeans was not, in their eyes, an
important question. In fact,it was anew rule putin for
the Turf Club and many hundreds of patrons had
made the same error, that they didn't consider the
interchange as reported in the paper at all accurate
and | am happy to table a letter to the Free Press. A
copy was sent to us by Marshall Gobuty, by which |
assume he wanted me to share this information with
the House, and | am happy totableit for the members
of the House.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Stur-
geon Creek.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I'litry to
ask this question without the silly interruptions from
the Premier. Mr. Speaker, | would like to ask the Minis-
ter of Economic Development why the hearings that
are being held yesterday and today, which the Minis-
ter herself said were being held - yesterday she
referredtotheminthe House andshereferredtothem
outside the House and hassaidit on television inter-
views - why those hearings are not open to the public,
Mr. Speaker?

MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourableMinister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, I'm happy to respond
on that. The Commission does have authority to hold
such hearings and under The Manitoba Evidence Act
they’re not required to be open but they are required,
if requested, to give reason for holding them in
camera. Mr. Speaker, the reason for them being held
incamerawasattherequestofthe witnesses whofelt
they would be divulging private business information
and they preferred it to be dealt with in a private
manner.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, the Minister yes-
terday made some statements regarding the articles
in the paper that | hadreferred to, and I'm referring to
the one of April 22nd in the Winnipeg Free Press and
it's in quotes, Mr. Speaker, “Mr. Keenberg said the
Commission was given pertinent information as to
what to expect in the year end audit.” And in quotes
again, “Wedo not have any concern thatracing will be
other than normal at Assiniboia Downs.”

Mr. Speaker, after the question period yesterday,
the Minister was in the hall making an announcement
and | would like to ask the Minister regarding her
comments that the track would operate possibly from
day-to-day but may not be viable in the long term;
could | ask the Minister why she has to make that
statement at the present time afterher Commissioner
stated to the people of Manitoba and to the creditors
of the Assiniboia Downs, who sell products to them,
had gone ahead and done business for two months
and now we find thatit might not be viable forthelong
term?

H®N.M.SMITH: Mr. Speaker, tosettherecordright|
wasn't making statements or announcements in the
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hall | was responding to questions in the Press in as
open and candid a manner as | felt | could. | was
incorrectly quotedin the Press as indicating that one
choice wewerelookingatwasthe closing of the track
this year. Mr. Speaker, | eliminated that as one of the
options. | said that the government are committed to
protecting and developing the racing industry as a
valuable industry; that we are satisfying ourselves on
the day-to-day operation;we'recommitted to minimal
disruption in the track operation if there has to be
some change.

| at no time, Mr. Speaker, saidthattheracing season
for this season would not continue. Mr. Speaker, | did
saythatwewereacquiring the information we needed
in order to make the best choice if we found it neces-
sary to take action to ensure the long-term security of
the track.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to ask the
Minister of Economic Development and Tourism if
she has been in contact with the Red River Exhibition
who were one of the two people that made proposals
to purchase thetracklast year. The owner of the track
made his choice as to who to sell it to. I'm wondering,
with the Minister giving us the possibility that the
government might operate the track, if they have gone
to the nonprofit organization Red River Exhibition,
who were interested in the ownership and operation
of the track, if she has consulted with them at this time.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, | thank the member
opposite for recommending to us one line of action.
It's premature atthispointforustoinitiatethatkind of
discussion, but | can assure the member opposite that
we're willing to look at any possible option and weigh
it in good time. But before we can make an assess-
ment, Mr. Speaker, we have to have access to the
basic information and that was the reason why the
hearings were called.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Does the Minister not believe
that the hearings held about the race track causes
concern with the public and in thelonghaul and in the
short term, as a matter of fact, creates a great hole in
thebettingandattendanceintheracetrack? Does the
Minister not believe that the hearings, if they were
public, people would have more confidence that
everything is going to be all right at the track?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, it would be naive of us
if we thought that having hearings was not going to
have some impact on confidence in the track. Mr.
Speaker, that is an unfortunate aspect of the situation.

But, the underlying problem, Mr. Speaker, was the
problem we inherited from the previous government
where there was no thorough record of the kind of
information that, in our opinion, is required to run the
track, to carry out the work of the Commission in a
responsible and thorough way.

Mr. Speaker, we're moving as quickly and as
responsibly as we can to make up for that defect but
we cannot force the speed unduly. We have given
every assurance within our power to the people
involved in the track that we are committed to the
industry; that we do value it and that we do intend to
take responsible action to ensure that industry con-
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tinue here in Manitoba.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: Mr.Speaker,| wonderifthe Min-
isterwould express to the House whether she read the
extensivereportthat was doneontheracing commis-
sioned by the previous government. | would like the
Minister to explain to the House, or tell the House, if
she was really dissatisfied with the long, hard work
that Mr. Sid Halter, as Commissioner, did for racingin
this province?

HON.M.SMITH: Mr. Speaker, we hadbeen operating
on the basis of recommendations that came from the
previous Commission and from the report but, Mr.
Speaker, as we've moved closer into the industry and
particularly as we've had to see the effect of the gen-
eral difficulty that the track is encountering - | pre-
sume because of the general economic conditions -
we've had new situations to deal with.

Mr.Speaker, | havenodesireto evaluateatthis time
the work done by the previous Commissioner or
Commission. What| do know isthatthereareserious
gaps in the information that we have available on
which to make sound judgments. Mr. Speaker, the
member opposite | think, knows as well as | do what
some of the underlying difficulties have been. At a
later time it might be more appropriate to discuss
those, but I think at this point in time our efforts should
be devoted to trying to maintain the track and make
thekind of wisechoicestokeepitonasafeandsecure
footing.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, | would be pleased
to debate that at any time, anywhere with the Minister
as to whether she had all the information she required
or not.

| would only ask the Minister then and by finalques-
tion, if she felt there were sincere problems at the
track, why didn't the First Minister who had corres-
pondence pleading with him to put experienced peo-
ple on the Racing Commission, why wasn't that done
andwhy didn't the Ministertakeinto consideration the
advicethatshereceived, which strongly recommended
that they would be in problems if they put inexpe-
rienced people onthe RacingCommissionandyetthe
government went ahead and did so?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, the problems we are
encountering are due to following the recommenda-
tions of the previous group and not to the personnel
on the new Commission.

I've been extremely pleased with the extensive time
putin and the careful analysis being given by the new
Commission.

MR.SPEAKER: Orderplease. The time for Oral Ques-
tion Period has expired.

COMMITTEE CHANGES

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for La
Verendrye.

MR.R.BANMAN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, before the Orders
of the Day, I'd like to make some changes on the
Statutory Regulations and Orders Committee. I'd like
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to substitute the Member for Tuxedo for the Member
for Virden; The Member for Kirkfield Park for the
Member for Roblin-Russell; and the Member for Stur-
geon Creek for the Member for Gladstone.

MR. SPEAKER: Agreed? (Agreed). The Honourable
Government House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to as well
announce some Committee changes in Statutory
Regulations and Orders. The Honourable Minister of
Consumer and Corporate Affairs will substitute for
the Honourable Member for Gimli; the Member for
Ellice substituting for the Member for Rupertsland;
but just for Monday morning, the Member for River
East substituting for the Member for Brandon West.

In addition, —(Interjection)— I'm giving advance
notice but I'll do it again Monday afternoon.

A further change for Tuesday for Industrial Rela-
tions, the Member for River East for the Minister of
Consumer and Corporate Affairs.

MR. SPEAKER: Is that agreed? (Agreed).
The Honourable Government House Leader.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
ADJOURNED DEBATES ON
SECOND READING

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, would you please
call the adjourned debate on Bill No. 21?

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Hon-
ourable Minister of Community Services and Correc-
tions, the adjourned debate of Bill No. 21 standingin
the nameo ftheHonourable MemberforLaVerendrye.

MR.R. BANMAN: Stand, Mr. Speaker.

MR.SPEAKER: Stand. The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, would you please call the
adjourned debate on Bill No. 30?

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Hon-
ourable the Attorney-General, Bill No. 30, standingin
the name ofthe Honourable Member for Minnedosa.

MR. D. BLAKE: Stand, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Stand. The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Would you please call the
adjourned debate on Bill No. 40?

BILL 40 - ANACT TO AMEND
THE LABOUR RELATIONS ACT

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Hon-
ourable MinisterofLabour,BillNo. 40, standingin the
name of the Honourable Member for Tuxedo. Stand.

MR. R. BANMAN: Stand.
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MR. SPEAKER: Does the Honourable Member for
Thompson wish to speak to the motion?

MR.S. ASHTON: On Bill No. 40, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Thompson.

MR. $. ASHTON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, | find it
somewhat strangetodaythatMembers of the Opposi-
tion arenottaking up this opportunity to again debate
this bill. Perhaps the comments from the Attorney-
General smartened them up somewhat.

| would hope they would read his comments, Mr.
Speaker, because | think he pointed out the fallacies
in anumber of the arguments that members opposite
made; fallacies in regard to the source of this kind of
legislation, because as the Attorney-General pointed
out it has also been introduced in such provinces as
Quebec and British Columbia and a good source of
this particularlegislation was Ontario, that great Tory
province. But of course, | suppose members opposite
there seem to have blinker vision when it comes to
various pieces of legislation. If we introduce it, it's
bad; if their colleagues introduce it, the Tory col-
leagues in other provinces, well then that's okay. |
wish they would try and attach some standard of
consistency.

| think | would like to add a few comments of my
own, too, atthis particular time, Mr. Speaker, in regard
to some of the arguments put forward by Members of
the Opposition, particularly in regard to their sugges-
tionthatwe somehow not pass this particularpiece of
legislation.

Thisis something of a first, Mr. Speaker. They have
been arguing in this Legislature for the last couple of
months that we haven't been keeping our promises
and when we have kept them, they've said we haven't
been keeping them fast enough. But in this particular
case,theywantustobreakthosepromises. They want
us to break a promise that was made not just during
the election, Mr. Speaker, but several months prior to
it, that we would introduce what is presently in the
form of Bill No. 40. There's something of an inconsis-
tency there and | think | find it ratherinteresting thatif
one looks at the major promises we made, the major
promises that we've kept, that they haven't really
objected totoo many of them; the Interest Rate Relief
Plan orthe Rent Control Plan-1don’tthink I'llname all
12ofthem,Mr. Speaker-butl finditratherinteresting
that the one they have objected to, the one promise
that we've keptrather quickly, is this particular prom-
ise, the one relating to labour legislation.

| think that's a sad comment on the state of the
members opposite that when it comes to promises,
they only want promises kept which don’t affect the
working people of this province; when one does affect
it, they don't want us to keep it. We made no bones, Mr.
Speaker, about the fact that we would introduce this.
As | said, we announced it well in advance of the
election. Wemade no bones about the impact we saw
coming from this legislation. We felt that it would help
not just working people, but generally the whole
labourrelations climate here,butit would specifically
help working peoplein this provincebecauseit would
help stablilize the collective bargaining process in
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what is one of the most difficult stages, that beingin
the stage of the first contract.

| would say, Mr. Speaker, there wasn't much objec-
tion to that in this province and | find it strange that
they are objectingtoit, because if they would speak to
the average person on the street, | think they would
find that they really don’t have too much concern
about this particular legislation. That's not what we
heard from the members opposite yesterday. To
them, it was as if the sky was falling, Mr. Speaker; this
was the end of the earth; this was going to inhibit new
business coming to the province; it was going to
create industrial instability. That is not true what-
soever. This particular bill will do nothing of the sort
and the members opposite know it.

This particular bill would help stablilize labour rela-
tions in this province. It would help prevent strikes; it
would not helpstartstrikes. And ifthatis going to stop
new businesses from coming to this province, Mr.
Speaker, | really don’'t know what logic they're attri-
buting to potential new businesses because that
argument is totally illogical.

They also suggested yesterday, Mr. Speaker, that
this was somehow a payoff for labour support in the
election. The New Democratic Party has aclose asso-
ciation with the labour movement; we've had a close
association with them for many years; we make no
bones about it. In my particular constituency, many
members of the NDP are also active in the labour
movement and vice versa, though | can tell you, Mr.
Speaker, if you speak to them, if you speak to
members of Local 6166 of the United Steelworkers in
Thompson,thelargestunionthere,ifyoutalktothem
and ask them about their relationship to the party,
they will say thatthey view it as a two-stage process. If
you talk to executive officers they will say their com-
mitment, first and foremost, is to represent their
members, to be part of the labour movement and that
their connection with the NDP is because there is a
certain affinity between the labour movement and the
NDP. It's not because there’'s any direct connection,
because this union is not affiliated with the NDP, Mr.
Speaker. In fact, of the voting delegates at NDP con-
ventions, only 13 percent are direct affiliates.

Most members of the labour movement, who are
also members of the NDP, are members as any other
members of a political party are; they are individuals
first and foremost. They join a particular political
party because they see a certain affinity with the goals
that they propose. So to suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
somehow the NDP and the labour movement are in
cahoots or anythingofthe sort| thinkisaninsult not
just to the NDP, which | would take perhaps in a
partisan spirit of exchange, but it's an insult to the
entire labour movement and it shows a complete and
utter misunderstanding of what the labour movement
seeks to obtain here in Canada.

The factis, Mr. Speaker, if one looked at the brief of
the MFL, for example, we have disagreements at times
in terms of the speed in which we enact things andin
terms of particular things that we enact - disagree-
ments between the NDP, disagreements between the
labour movement - asindeed we have with other such
groups in our society; as indeed | would hope that
members opposite would have with their more tradi-
tional supporters in the corporate business commun-

ity. We are not taking our directions from any one
particular group, Mr. Speaker, and to suggest this in
debateon this particular resolution that somehow Bill
No.40ishereonlybecause labourbackedtheNDP in
the election and we somehow owe it to them as a
payoff is absolutely ridiculous.

The principles behind this particular bill were dis-
cussed by the NDP at an open convention. The partic-
ular principles in this were supported and are sup-
ported by the vast majority of New Democrats and as|
said, there was very little objection to these principles
in the election; so it's as democratic as you can get,
Mr. Speaker. There areno hidden strings, there are no
hidden agendas. It'ssomethingwe'vediscussed openly
in public and somethingthe publichas no great objec-
tionto. As| said, Mr. Speaker, tosuggest otherwise s,
I think, to show a complete and utter misunderstand-
ing of the NDP as a party which | can expect from the
members opposite, but also of the labour movement
which | would expect they would have at least some
knowledge about.

| had not intended to speak at great length on this
particular bill, Mr. Speaker, but only toreply to some
of the comments yesterday and to suggest that some
ofthe memberstalk to peoplein the labour movement
sometime about politics, about their involvement in
politics. | think if those honourable members opposite
did speak to them they would find that this sinister
hidden agenda, these strings, this payoff talk is com-
plete and utter nonsense.

| must say, Mr. Speaker, if they did have a better
understanding, they might do well or much better at
least in certain constituencies in which there are a
large number of working people who are active in the
labour movement. | mustsay personally, Mr. Speaker,
that beingin one of those constituencies where thisis
the case, I'm perhaps thankful that the honourable
members opposite are so ignorant of the facts of the
labour movement, the way they operate and the way
the NDP operates.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, this particular legisla-
tion is a campaign promise, another one that is going
to be fulfilled. Pretty soon | think we are going to be
runningout of them. It'sacampaign promise that was
made public during the campaign on a number of
occasions, made public well before that; it's been dis-
cussed by the NDP; it's been discussed by the labour
movement;it'sbeendiscussed by the people of Mani-
toba. So to suggest now that there’s all this hidden
agenda going on, there's all these terrible things
behind this, is an insult, Mr. Speaker, to the intelli-
gence of the people of this province.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Honourable Minister of
Labour wish to speak to the motion?

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Yes, | do, Mr. Speaker, and
that would close debate.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

It is my understanding that the adjournment will
stand inthenameofthe the Honourable Member for
Tuxedo and that the Member for Thompson spoke
during that time. It is our practice to permit a bill to
remain under the name of the member who takes the
adjournment on the prior day.
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The Honourable Government House Leader on a
point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader on a point of order?

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, on a point of order. That,
however, is not the situation. The situation is that the
Member for Tuxedo had begun his speech. It wasn’ta
questionthat he had adjourned. It was not standingin
his name. Hehad begun his speech and he was in the
Housetoday and if he chose notto be here to finish his
speech, he has lost hisright to speak under the Rules.
—(Interjection)— No, no, that is right.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.
The Honourable Member for St. Norbert on the
same point of order.

MR. G. MERCIER: On the same point of order, Mr.
Speaker. As the Attorney-General is well aware, the
Member for Tuxedoroseatabout 5:28 p.m. yesterday,
because | recollect that you indicated at the end of
yesterday's Session that the Member for Tuxedo had
38 minutes left to speak. He merely offered a few
comments in order to spin out thefew minutes remain-
ing in yesterday's time. The bill is standing in his
name.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, | remind the Attorney-
General, that we cleared eight or nine bills off the
Order Paper. We waived Private Members' Hour in
order to allow the government to proceed with its
business.

Mr. Speaker, if the Attorney-General is suggesting
nowthathe doesn’'t have the courtesy to allow this bill
to stand today in the nameofthe Memberfor Tuxedo,
then | am shocked, Mr. Speaker, at his behaviour.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry to the same point of order.

MR.L. SHERMAN: Yes, Mr. Speaker. Could | add one
word on the same point of order?

| don’t know what Hansard will say or what it will
show, and unfortunately becauseofthepointatwhich
we’ve arrived in the Session and the heavy workload
it's understandably running two or three days late, but
it was my very clear understanding that the Progres-
sive Conservative Party Whip, the Honourable Member
for La Verendrye said, “Stand,” at the time Bill 40 was
called and | heard him distinctly, Mr. Speaker. | will
not guarantee thatwaspickedupbythe microphones
and heard by Hansard. At that point the Member for
Thompson stood up and it was certainly our clear
understanding that he was being accommodated with
an opportunity to speak while the bill was standing in
the Member for Tuxedo's name.

MR. SPEAKER: On the same point of order.
The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, the Member for Fort Garry
misunderstands. The Member for La Verendrye said,
“Stand,” when | called Bill No. 21 and it was already
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standingin his name and there was no objection taken
to that.

Secondly, with the point which I've just made with
respect to the Rules, in my understanding it is not a
discretionary question. It's not as if it's up to me as to
what should happen. The Rules are quite clear as |
understand them; namely, that the Member for Tuxedo,
having already begun his speech, it was not standing
in hisname, standing in a member’s name and he did
not adjourn and therefore, he has had his speech.
ThatistheRules. It’'snotasifl am attempting or have a
discretion to operate, | do not have a discretion to
operate. The Rules, | think, are mandatory in this
respect.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry to the same point of order.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Yes, the same point of order, Mr.
Speaker. The Honourable Attorney-General is abso-
lutely correct that when he called Bill 21, the Member
for La Verendrye, the official Opposition Whip said,
“Stand”; and when he called Bill 23, the Honourable
Member for St. Norbert, Deputy House Leader of the
Opposition, said, “Stand”; and when he called Bill 30,
the Honourable Member for Minnedosa, the Chair-
man of the Opposition, said, “Stand”; and when he
called Bill 40, the Whip again said, “Stand,” and it
certainly was ourimpressionthatthe bill was standing
and that accommodation was being accorded the
Member for Thompson.

MR.SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agricul-
ture to the same point of order.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, as | understand it,
yesterday when the Honourable Member for Tuxedo
rose to speak - | was here in the House - to speak just
beforethe adjournment hour, it was suggested to him
in fact by, | believe, the Honourable Member for
Springfield for himto call it 5:30 and adjourn debatein
his name.

He chose not to do so, to adjourn the bill, but he
started to speak. Mr. Speaker, as | understand the
Rules thatonce you start speaking when the bill next
appears on the Order Paper, itis your turnto speak. If
another member rises in hisplaceto speak tothe bill,
then you have in fact spoken and | believe members
on this side counselled the Member for Tuxedo to call
it 5:30 and adjourn debate in his name.

He decided and began to speak on the motion
yesterday.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Roblin-
Russell to the same point of order.

MR. W. McKENZIE: Mr. Speaker, to sort of solve the
problem, | move, seconded by the rhe Honourable
Member for Kirkfield Park, that debate be adjourned.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, there is a matter of
order before the House which has not yet been
resolved.

The Honourable Member for St. Norbert to the same
point of order.
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MR. G. MERCIER: Well, Mr. Speaker, | just wanted to
indicate that when we on this side indicated the bill
should stand - stand in the name of the Member for
Tuxedo - the Member for Thompsonroseand | believe
you clearly indicated to him that debate was open and
he could speak. There was no suggestion that the
Member for Tuxedo was losing his right to continue to
debate the subject.

In any event, Mr. Speaker, | want to reiterate my
earlier comments. We allowed the government to pro-
ceed through Private Members' Hour yesterday, once
again in order to conduct government business. We
allowed eight or nine bills to go to Committee yester-
day and, Mr. Speaker, there's some other business
that the government could attend to if they have the
courageto. | suggestthatthey use the same courtesy
that we extended to them yesterday in allowing gov-
ernment business to proceed through Question Period
and that they allow the bill to stand in the name of the
Member for Tuxedo. | think that would be clearly, Mr.
Speaker, in keeping with the practices and proce-
dures of this House.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Radis-
son to the same point of order.

The Honourable Minister of Finance to the same
point of order.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Well, Mr. Speaker, last night
as members have indicated to you, the Member for
Tuxedo rose, spoke for several minutes and then it
was 5:30 p.m.

This afternoon, | indicated to the Member for St.
Norbert, | asked him where the Member for Tuxedo
was. He knew full well and I'm sure that everyone on
that side knew full well the bill was going to be called.
The members of the Opposition know full well that we
wish to have this matter proceeded with this coming
Tuesday morning or Monday morning. We have
already announced the debate of the Industrial Rela-
tions Committee.

When this bill was announced, | do not recall you,
Mr. Speaker, recognizing anyone from that side. The
first thing that you said as | recall, Mr. Speaker, was
that you recognized the Member for Thompson and
then the speakingwenton. If thatisn'twhathappened
then | would suggest that possibly there's someway of
determining from the Hansard tapes exactly what was
said.

MR.SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Spring-
field to the same point of order.

MR.A.ANSTETT: Yes, Mr. Speaker, therules provide
that when a memberis speaking attheappointed hour
of adjournment that a bill will stand in that member’s
name, and that member will then continue to speak
the next time the bill is called. If the member does not
speak - there's no discretion on this matter - and other
members wish to speak - | think that's the key - and
another member rose to speak in this instance, then
that member is considered to have concluded his
remarks. That's what the rules have provided. That is
the precedent under which we have operated.

Now | realize that in this situation the Member for
Tuxedo, who may have stepped out briefly because he
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had been here for question period, may have unfortu-
nately lost his right to continue his address. Mr.
Speaker, that could have been accommodated by
members on the other siderecognizingthat problem. |
can recall many instances in this House where a sim-
ilar situation has prevailed and the members on the
side of the member who was about to lose his right to
speak have asked the indulgence of the House for a
few brief moments while they found the member who
wasto speak, recognizing-andthat'swhy they did it -
that if they did not find the member and have that
member come in, he would lose his right to speak.

So, Mr. Speaker, | don't think there's any question
here that since the Member for Thompson has
addressed the motion that there can be neither an
adjournment nor a continuation of a speech which
has been interrupted by another member. Certainly,
the motion of the Member for Roblin-Russell would be
inorderandtheadjournmentwouldstandin hisname
if he wishes to move that motion again but certainly,
Mr. Speaker, to leave the Order Paper notation on Bill
40inthenameofthe MemberforTuxedowouldbe out
of order.

| have a suggestion though, Mr. Speaker, that if the
Opposition feels and | certainly would be opposed to
us doing it any otherway because of the precedent it
would set, but if the Opposition feels there is some
real concern about the member - | think it was 38
minutes which certainly represents a substantial por-
tion of his speech - being allowed to speak, it takes
only a substantive motion on their part with regard to
the bill to obtain for him speaking rights a second
time. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St. Nor-
bert to the same point of order.

MR. G. MERCIER: To the same point of order, Mr.
Speaker, | beg to differ with the Member for Spring-
field. My clear understanding of what was happening
when the Member for Thompson rose is that the bill
was standinginthenameofthe Member for Tuxedo, it
was open for debate and the Member for Thompson
was leaving it standing in the name of the Member for
Tuxedo.

MR.SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Spring-
field to the same point of order.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, very briefly. A bill
which has been adjourned may stand in the name of
the member who has adjourned it. A billwhichisinthe
name of a member who was continuing a speech may
not be stood. Such bills, if called, must be spoken to.

MR. SPEAKER: One moment please. Order please. It
was my understanding when this bill was called this
afternoon that it was adjourned and standing in the
name ofthe Honourable Member for Tuxedo anditis
ourusual practice forthe House to exercise sufficient
reasonableness as to enable a member to complete
hisremarks; especially since in this case the particular
member had spoken for only two minutes. It was my
impression he was just speaking until the time of
adjournment.

However,the points raised by honourable members
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as to the strict legality of this issue are quite correct.
The bill was called and it was up to the member who
was interrupted to either continue to make hisremarks
or to lose his right to speak on it. It would then seem
that it is up to the House if they so wish to grant leave
to have this matter stand in the name of the Honour-
able Member for Tuxedo, which would seem a rea-
sonable way of continuing; otherwise, | will recognize
the motion of the Honourable Member for Roblin-
Russell and put the vote on the adjournment.

Order please. Is it the will of the members to have
the matter stand in the name of the Honourable
Member for Tuxedo?

The Honourable Member for Springfield.

MR.A. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, we are certainly pre-
pared to grant leave on the understanding — this is
why | riseto speak onit-this does not setaprecedent
for this to occur in the future and that members when
speaking are expectedtospeak the nexttime the bill is
called. We're more than happy to grant leave to allow
the Member for Tuxedo to finish his remarks.

MR. SPEAKER: By leave, Bill No. 40 will stand
adjournedin the name of the Honourable Member for
Tuxedo and he will be expected to speak on it next
time the motion is called to the House.

The Honourable Government House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: | move, seconded by the Minister
for Health, that Mr. Speaker do now leave the Chair
and the House resolve itself into a Committee to con-
sider of the Supply to be granted to Her Majesty.

MR. SPEAKER:
Norbert.

The Honourable Member for St.

MR. G. MERCIER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr.
Speaker, | rise to speak to this motion and | had
intended to do so prior to the last little debate that
went on, but that has certainly further encouraged me.
TheHonourable Attorney-General, the Government
House Leader at one stage during the proceedings
today when he indicated to one of our members who
stood debate did not prepare to debate, Mr.Speaker, |
want to point out to him as | just didin speaking tothe
point of orderthat we, on this side, yesterday cleared
some eight or nine bills off the Order Paper. | think we
were quite co-operative in the manner in which those
bills were handled. Once again —(Interjection)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Since the
matter of order has been dealt with, it would notreally
be proper for the honourabie member to discuss the
matter again.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, I'm simply pointing
out and I'm not speaking again to the point of order;
I'm speaking tothe manner in which the House Leader
has handled the House.

MR.SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader to a point of order.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, the honourable member has
not stated that herisesto speak on a grievance. If heis
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doing that, then let him say so and then, of course, he
has the right to do so for 40 minutesif he wishes; butif
he's addressing the point of order once the situation
wasclearedand weestablished the point and said that
we didn't want it to set a precedent and made the
point. We agreed that Bill No. 40 may stand in the
name of the Member for Tuxedo.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The manner of order
has been dealt with; there is nothing proper for any
member to bring before the House at this stage other
than a grievance.

The Honourable Member for St. Norbert on a Matter
of Grrievance.

MATTER OF GRIEVANCE

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, | wantto speak at this
particular time, perhaps not for 40 minutes, but for
sometimewithrespectto-on my single occasion that
a member is allowed to speak - on a matter of grie-
vance. Mr. Speaker, | was encouraged todo sowhen |
heard the Attorney-General, during question period
from his seat, in response to a question from the
Member for Arthur who was asking about and
expressing his concern about the fact that some
400,000 bushels of grain would now not be sold to the
Seagram Distillers Plant in Gimli as a result of the
layoffs whichhavetaken place atthat particular plant.
The Attorney-General's response was, “Let them use
the corn at home.” Well, Mr. Speaker, that's indicative
I'm afraid of the reaction and the concern that this
governmentis showingformany peoplein oursociety
in Manitoba today.

Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago | read a report about
the Premier who said he was amazed that his govern-
ment had done so well in their first six months in
office. IfinditsimplyinconceivablethatthePremier
could make a statement like that, Mr. Speaker. We
have asituation and|'vespoken onanumberof occa-
sions before, but it doesn't seem to penetrate the
minds and actions of this government. But people
throughout this city, particularly at this time of year as
the July 1stdeadline for payment of their real property
taxes approaches, are sick over the increases that
they’'ve been required to pay in this municipal fiscal
year, Mr. Speaker. | pointed outbeforethefactthatan
average home assessed at $7,000 in the City of Win-
nipeg over the four years under our Progressive Con-
servative Government, Mr. Speaker, the net taxes on
that particular home wereincreased by only $78, and
this year the taxes on that same home have been
increased by $180-and-some-cents. Well over double,
Mr. Speaker, the increase that took place over four
yearsandatatimeinoureconomic life when people
are finding it extremely difficult to make ends meet.

Meanwhile, the Premier says, “I find it amazing how
well our government has done.” Mr. Speaker, an
inconceivable, unbelievable statement for him to make,
he must be living in another world, because he’s not
talking to the homeowners in the City of Winnipeg and
throughout the province who are being required to
pay these fantastic increases in municipal taxes that
are taking place under this New Democratic Party
Government in the first year of their operation when
he promised to ease the property tax burden in the
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province. Mr. Speaker, he has been tested on that
particular promise and he's been found wanting. In
fact, if he wants to compare to what took place over
the last four years, Mr. Speaker, if he wants to live up
tothat promise, there should be no more increases in
real property taxation for the next three years during
theterm of their government if hewantsto do as well
as our government did while in office.

Mr. Speaker, he makes these statements when we
see layoffs occurring in this province in mining, in the
railways and elsewhere, in all industries of this prov-
inceto an extent that has been unseen since the years
of the Depression and he finds that his government is
doing amazingly well in their first six months in office.
We see layoffs every day in the newspaper, and |
raised one today and members opposite laugh. Mr.
Speaker, the Minister of Finance raises the price of
spirits, wine and beer to alevel second or third highest
in the country. Nobody these days expects those pri-
ces not toincrease, but why should pricesin Manitoba
in this particular area be the second or third highest in
the country?

Mr. Speaker, they laugh at these 35 people who
were laid off. The report clearly says that sales are
lagging as a result of the recession and government
taxes. They ask, Mr. Speaker, the Manitoba Liquor
Control Commissiontoraiseanadditional $20 million
after the price increase in the beginning of May and
this, no doubt, is contributing to this lack of sales, to
this layoff of 35 workers.

Mr. Speaker, they’'ve imposed a payroll tax not only
ontheLiquor ControlCommission, they’veimposed it
on this plant in Manitoba; a plant which was, | believe,
attracted to the Province of Manitoba in Gimli in the
late 1960s by former Progressive Conservative
Government; a plant which is a definite asset for this
particular area of the province. It has created in that
areasome very goodjobsforthe people ofthatpartic-
ular area but what has this government done, Mr.
Speaker? It has increased taxes to an uncompetitive
level and we're seeing some effect. | don't suggestit's
responsible for the layoff of all 35 workers because
this plant produces for other than Manitoba. We are
fortunate to have the plant in Manitoba but, no doubt,
the layoff of the 35 workers has been affected by the
taxation policies of this particular government. The
Attorney-General's response to the farmers who, last
year, | believe, supplied 100 percent of the corn for
this plant for the first or second year, Mr. Speaker, for
the first time farmers in Manitoba supplied all of the
corn for this particular plant. We know now that
farmers will not be able to sell some 400,000 bushels,
they will be affected by that reduction in demand and,
Mr.Speaker,the Attorney-General'sresponseis words
to the effect of “let them use theircorn athome.” Well,
Mr. Speaker, that's not satisfactory. We see in Mani-
tobaan economy thatis in a disastrous situation and
meanwhile the Premier of the province says, “I'm
amazed at how well our government is doing.”

Mr. Speaker, he talks a lot about going out and
speaking to people. Well, | have to wonder who he is
speaking to, because he's not speaking to the people
who are expressing concerns every day and they're
everywhere throughout this province expressing
concerns about the state of the economy. What is the
government’'sresponse?It'sbeentointroduce the 1.5
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payroll tax, Mr. Speaker, at a time when bankruptcies
are occurring in record numbers; when layoffs are
occurring in record numbers; when unemployment is
up to the Depression year levels. They impose an
additional 1.5 payroll tax which can only affect the
employees in thereduction of jobs or in the reduction
of salaries or wagesorin the increase of prices to the
consumers making Manitoba less competitive with
other provinces and other parts of this world. That's
what he cites, Mr. Speaker, to demonstrate how well
this government is doing.

They introduce first contract legislation at a time
when all of these things are occurring, when what
Manitoba really requires, Mr. Speaker, is an increase
in employment opportunities. Mr. Speaker, they talk
about their Career Related Employment Program
which is not, in any way, going to create the same
number of jobs as our program created. They are
creating 1,500 jobs; for the same amount, we created
5,000 jobs. They are spending double the amount of
money. They won'tcreate any more than 3,000 jobs at
double the expenditures that we were involved in. Mr.
Speaker, meanwhile, there are more and more people
being laid off or unemployed than will ever be
employed through their Student Employment Pro-
gram. They cling to their criteria under this particular
program at a time when not only young people, but
peopleofallageswould be happy to findemployment
opportunities of any kind.

Meanwhile, Mr. Speaker, the Premier of this prov-
ince says he’'s amazed at how well his government is
doing. Mr. Speaker, again it is simply inconceivable
thathe would make such a statement, but perhapsit’s
not inconceivable when we consider statements that
he’'s madein the past. The promises that he has made,
Mr. Speaker, that have beenreferred toin this House, |
know have been cited by anumber of members of this
House, butthey simply must be emphasized time and
time and time again in order to remind the people of
Manitoba as to how this First Minister has betrayed
the people of Manitoba. He talks about keeping faith
with the people of Manitoba when he said, Mr.
Speaker, “We can turn around the harsh economic
circumstances of the past four years.” Since then,
since his election, we have heard nothing from him
otherthan complaining, making excuses, blaming the
Federal Government, blaming President Reagan and
blaming the world-wide economy. He never said any-
thing about that, Mr. Speaker, when he made this
statement that “we can turn around the harsh eco-
nomic circumstances of the past year.”

“No Manitobans will lose their homes or farms due
tohighinterestrates,” Mr. Speaker. Wouldhe putthat
to the people of Manitoba who have indeed lost their
homesandfarmsdueto high interestrates? “Together
we can build a great future; that's a promise we can
guarantee.” Weknow now what the clear choiceis for
Manitobans, Mr. Speaker. It's to have your real prop-
erty taxes, Mr. Speaker, doubled in one year over what
they were for four years; it's to have the second or
third highest liquor price increases in Canada, result-
ing in aloss of employment in Manitoba at one of the
major distillers that a former Progressive Conserva-
tive Government was able to attract to Manitoba.

“A Clear Choice for Manitobans,” Mr. Speaker,
means a 1.5 payroll tax which is going to result in
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decreased employment opportunities, more bank-
ruptcies, increased costs to consumers and will affect
virtually everything that is exempt under a retail sales
Act and is affecting the churches, the nonprofit agen-
cies throughout this country.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, although they exempt
the public schools - perhaps rightfully during thisyear
- atleast make it not effective until the 1st of this year,
they tax the independent schools in this province. I'd
like, Mr. Speaker, the Premier of this province to indi-
cate to me and to members of the House what the
difference is in consideration of those two educa-
tional systems, when the independent schools follow
the criteria and the guidelines imposed by the public
educational system.

They continually talk and will not admit to exempt
municipalities and school divisions. They're going to
make it effective upon them, beginning January 1st of
1983 and then they're going to give them a grant.
They're going to cause them to go through the admi-
nistrative machinations and work that will be neces-
sary to collect it, to pay it over, to receive it back,
which is entirely unnecessary and just an added
burden to municipalities in schools divisions
throughout this province. But that’s what “A Clear
ChoiceforManitobans” means, Mr.Speaker, although
the First Minister didn’t indicate that in his promises
which he made in his election.

He was going to take action to get Manitoba's
troubled economy moving again and he was going to
restore vitality to the provincial economy. Mr. Speaker,
the electorate in Manitoba now knows what faith they
can have in the statements of this First Minister, par-
ticularly when they look at what is really happening
and he says that he's amazed athow well his govern-
ment is doing.

Mr. Speaker, he talked about housing and we see
the lowest number of housing starts that have ever
probably been recorded in Manitoba’s history. We
saw yesterday a long-time builder, Raymond Massey
Builders, an experienced, long-time builder in the City
of Winnipeg particularly, who is in great difficulty. He
may have thought that the Premier was going to do
something about this, because they were going to
take steps to relieve the interest burden facing fami-
lies buying a home, because that’s what he said, Mr.
Speaker. Unfortunately, he may have counted on that
promise from the First Minister. We've seen nothing
on that, Mr. Speaker. He probably also saw that the
Premier said that the burden of education taxes which
often fall unfairly on low income homeowners would
be shifted away from property taxes. We didthatover
fouryears, butin oneyearthatlowincome homeowner,
living in a home assessed at $7,000 in the Winnipeg
School Division, has had histaxes more than doubled
than what it was over four years under a Progressive
Conservative Government. The number of promises,
Mr. Speaker, go on and on.

The Manitoba NDP believe working people deserve
job security in a workplace. Mr. Speaker, we went
through the Estimates with the Minister of Labour. He
said that wasn't a priority and that he hadn’t even
looked at it yet. Manitoba New Democrats would pro-
vide security from layoffs. We've seen the largest
number of layoffs, Mr. Speaker, that have ever been
experienced in this province and what have they done
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aboutit?

Mr. Speaker, we see the great concern however of
the Minister responsible for the Workers Compensa-
tion Board who, on March 25 of this year in Estimates,
said within two weeks he would file on this table in this
Legislature his summary of the private investigation
into the Workers Compensation Board, March 25, Mr.
Speaker, some 9 or 10 or 11 weeks ago, whatever the
exact number is. We have heard the Ombudsman'’s
comments upon the kind of report that the Minister
responsible for the Workers Compensation Board
undertook. The Ombudsman clearly wanted a public
inquiry at which the allegations made against the
Board could be publicly heard.

Those allegations were made publicly, Mr. Speaker,
against the Workers Compensation. All of the
employees of the Board had to receive public criti-
cism, Mr. Speaker, yet the Minister ordered a private
inquiry and now he’s going to give us some day, prob-
ably not before this Legislature ends, Mr. Speaker,
he’'s going to probably keep that document, his
amended version, his censored version, in his drawer
desk until some time after the Legislative Session
ends and then he's going to bring it out one day when
he's not subject to questions during question period
from members on this side; that's when we'll probably
receive his amended version, Mr. Speaker. But that's
the kind of concern that they have demonstrated while
in government as opposed to what they said when
they were on this side and we could all imagine the
great concern the Minister would have had while he
wason thissideoftheHouse over allegations against
the Workers Compensation Boardand what he would
havesaid had a Ministerin ourgovernmentcancelled
apublicinquiry and then undertook to file asummary
of that report within two weeks in the Legislature and
then some 9 or 10 weeks later that summary hadn't
even been filed yetin the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, we have seen the statements that the
city was raising the prices of essential services, such
asambulances. Well,whatdidtheydoaboutthat? The
ambulance fees wereincreased 25 percent this year.
Did they do anything about that? No they didn't, Mr.
Speaker.

In fact, on another matter, | asked the Minister of
Natural Resources the other day, he raised park fees
25 or 30 percent. | didn't ask him to reduce it for
everybody. | just said to him, Mr. Speaker, would he
provide some support or some relief for senior citi-
zens using camp park grounds and fees. He said, no,
this increase is going to be applied to everyone
equally. Not even the low-income senior citizens of
this province will get any relief from the 25 to 35
percent increase in park fees and campground fees
from the Minister of Natural Resources. Mr. Speaker,
the listgoes onand onand on, the promises made and
the promises broken, that's the clear choice for Man-
itobans under an NDP government, Mr. Speaker.

We have seen the actions of the Minister of Com-
munity Services and | want to say now, a couple of
weeks ago there were news reports requoting the
Executive Director of the Children’s Aid Society say-
ingsome 57 children in this province where adoptions
were being held up because of the moratorium placed
by the Minister of Community Services and this gov-
ernment on their adoptions. | asked him at that time in
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this House if he would lift that moratorium and he
refused. Mr. Speaker. The Executive Director has
said, you can’'ttake these 57 children and put them up
on a bookshelf like a piece of jewellery and expect
themto just exist until the moratoriumis resolved. Mr.
Speaker, | would once again, through this Legislature,
ask the Minister of Community Services to give that
matter some serious, thoughtful, compassionate
consideration.

There are some 57 children, at least as of the time
the Executive Director of the Children’s Aid Society
was speaking whose opportunities to live, as one of
the delegations had put it, in a loving family home
rather than being moved from one institution to
another, whose opportunity for development as a
child and a member of a family is being jeopardized
wholly, Mr. Speaker, and | can’'t condone or excuse
the actions of the Minister with the position he has
taken. It may very well be that in the long term the
Indian population of this province, the Native popula-
tion, will be able to develop procedures and homes for
children of Native descent and if they can, well and
good. But that’'s something thatthey havesaidin their
briefs to Judge Kimelman's Committee, it can't be
done in the short-term, they need time to do that. In
the meanwhile, Mr. Speaker, | don’t think the children
who are being affected by this moratorium should
have their lives jeopardized in that manner.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, we do now have a clear choice
for Manitobans. At least Manitobans know what that
clear choice for Manitobans is. The Premier, Mr.
Speaker, when he says he can't understand how well
his government has done in their first six months of
office has made one of the most unbelievable state-
ments, | think, in the history of politics in this province
when one considers the disastrous economy that has
resulted and the effects on the economy that have
resulted from this government'’s action in raising taxes
and in their anti-development, anti-private sector phi-
losophy. The workers of this province, Mr. Speaker,
will rue the day they ever voted this government in.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, J. Storie: If there are no
further comments.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried and the House
resolved itself into a Committee to consider of the
Supply to be granted to Her Majesty with the Honour-
able Member for Flin Flon in the Chair.

SUPPLY - EXECUTIVE COUNCIL

MR. CHAIRMAN, J. Storie: Committee will come to
order. We are continuing with the Estimates of the
Executive Council, continuing with the Minister’s
Salary - the Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Chairman, as| saidatthe conclu-
sion of the last Committee meeting when we were
discussing the Executive Council Estimates, in par-
ticular the salary of the First Minister, | wasn’t attempt-
ing to make a big thing of it, but there were a number
of weeks went by after the government came into
office when very little if anything occurred and one of
the first announcements we heard from this govern-
ment was the changing of the colour of the license
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plates fromred, white and blue tored, white and black.
| renew the question. Could the First Minister give me
the rationale for making that weighty decision which
cost the taxpayers a bit of money?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, | would suggest
that the Leader of the Opposition pose the different
questions that he has in mind and I'll bank them as has
been the normal case in past years and respond to
them at one time.

HON.S.LYON: | wouldbe quite happy to wait for the
answer forthat. Then we'll go onto another topic.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1. (a)—pass;

HON. S. LYON: No, we're waiting for answers, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, the
Leader of the Opposition obviously didn't hear clearly.
I am goingto carry the practicethatindeed the Leader
of the Opposition did last year when he was Premier. |
remember the Minister responsible for Minesinbank-
ing some of these questions rather than getting up
and down each time. So, if the Leader of the Opposi-
tion would like to proceed through his questions and
I'll deal with them in the way thathas been done in the
past.

HON. S. LYON: The question is very simply, Mr.
Chairman, what was the rationale for changing the
colouronthelicence platesin Manitoba and the cost?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Deputy Chairman, as | indi-
cated, | willanswer thatalongwithotherquestionsthe
Leader of the Opposition will have for me as we pro-
ceed, at one time.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Chairman, | am quite happy to
give my honourable friend a few more questions that
he can’t answer because that's the posture that he
adopted the other night with respect to the whole
resource question when it was demonstrated in this
House, in a way in which | have never seen a First
Minister of this House have to backtrack, that the
statements that he made about resource giveaways
were a bunch of electoral claptrap which he can't
sustain by any scintilla of evidence that he can call
whatsoever. So, if the First Minister feels more com-
fortable in banking questions, we’'ll let him bank the
questions.

Our concern, Mr. Chairman, is hearing the First
Minister answer a question because he’'s done very
little of that during the course of the Estimates. It
doesn’'t matter if he wants to change the procedure;
that's immaterial to me. What we want, what the peo-
ple of Manitoba want, are some answers to questions.
If the First Minister, if he has to wait for his advisersto
trundle in or for the Minister of Mines to bend his ear
and give him misinformation, that's his problem, not
our problem. But, we're quite happy to give him a few
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questions and see how he can attempt to answer
them.

Let me call his mind, Mr. Chairman, to the brief of
the Annual Legislative Presentation to the First Minis-
ter and the government on the 1st of June, 1982 and let
me ask him some questions, based upon Page 24 of
that agreement.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Which brief?

HON. S.LYON: MFL, Manitoba Federation of Labour.
Somebody across the way said, a good brief. There
will be varying opinions on that. I've got in front of me
someofthe previous briefs that they gave which were
laced with misinformation, laced with alot of rhetori-
cal, ideological nonsense. | mustsay that, by compar-
ison, this oneis slightly more sensible than some that|
have read in the past, but still they do have their wild
moments.

On Page 24, talking about Northern Development,
this statement is made and | read from the brief, “A
reductionin Hydro rates for Northernresidents which
are under Provincial Government control would be a
good starting point. A study of Northern prices and
how they relate to transportation costs should be
undertaken.”

| wonder if the First Minister could tell the House, in
view of the statements that his Minister of Mines and
Energy has been making about taking off the Hydro
rate freeze which he then decided to keep on for one
more year, whether the reduction in Hydro rates for
Northernresidents which is being touted by the Mani-
toba Federation of Labour in its brief and the study of
Northern prices and how they relate to transportation
costs, whether these two matters are seriously under
consideration by the government, mildly under con-
sideration by the government, or beingrejected by the
government.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Thompson.

MR.S.ASHTON: Mr.Chairman,itsounds herethisis
the Leader of the Opposition’s final question.

HON.S.LYON: No, itisn’t, Mr. Chairman, we're wait-
ing for the First Minister to answer.

MR. S. ASHTON: | have some comments | want to
make, but if the Leader of the Opposition has more
questions, I'll be glad to save my comments.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, maybe | should
againexplainthat,rather than jumping up anddown, |
am taking careful notes of the questions. We'll answer
at some appropriate point before 4:30 as to the ques-
tions posed.

HON. S.LYON: Fine, Mr. Chairman, as long as the
First Minister is now guaranteeing that he's going to
giveanswers and not shilly-shally all over the place as
he has done heretofore.

Referring to the same page ofthat brief, Page 24, the
title of the paragraph is, “Resumption of Hydro devel-
opment” and | quote from the Manitoba Federation of
Labour Brief, “Manitoba is rich in Hydro power which
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we could be using to create our own energy resource
boom. A previous government ceased construction of
all planned Manitoba Hydro projects, thereby cutting
off our prospects of buildingup alarge scale generat-
ing capacity in a world running short of energy.” To
carry on, “We urge the Provincial Government to
commence construction of power generating facili-
ties on the Burntwood, Churchill and Nelson River
systems without delay, beginning with the much awa-
ited Limestone Generating Plant. At the same time, we
should embark on an aggressive marketing program
to export our surplus electrical energy and to induce
Hydro usingindustriestolocatein ourprovince.Con-
struction of roads and other infrastructure into the
areas could be undertaken immediately.”

Mr. Chairman, a series of questions arising out of
that: Has the government made a commitmernt to the
Manitoba FederationofLabour, asitdid tothe people
of Manitoba, that it was going to resume Hydro con-
struction immediately as a priority item of its policy
and if so, when can we expect the announcement of
that to take place?

No. 2, if thatis not the plan of the government, can
the First Ministertelluswhatresponse he made to the
Manitoba Federation of Labour when they said, first of
all, that (a) a previous government ceased construc-
tion of all planned Manitoba projects? Did he say, Mr.
Chairman, to the members of the Federation of
Labourthatit wasn't aprevious government, it was the
previous government of whichhewasamember, even
though he and his colleagues have been misleading
thepeopleofManitobaforagoodnumber of years by
trying to imply that it was the Conservative Govern-
ment elected in 1977 that had stopped construction. It
wastheSchreyer GovernmentwhentheFirst Minister
was a member of it that stopped construction.

Did the Minister interrupt the reading of the brief of
the Manitoba Federation of Labour and say - well now
chaps, you know, the game’s over; we've been called
onitbecause in the prospectus we finally had to admit
that it was the previous Schreyer Government that
stopped construction on Limestone, so we can't use
that one anymore - did the Premier stop the Manitoba
Federation of Labour in the midst of their brief and tell
them that?

Then secondly, if heis in agreement, Mr. Chairman,
with respect to the immediate construction of Hydro
plants at Limestone and so on, is he then discarding
the advice that was given to the committee andtothe
House by the Manitoba Hydro officials when they
appeared just a matter of a few weeks ago in which
they said it would require an agreement on the West-
ern inter-Tie to be undertaken before any new capital
construction could take place at Limestone.

Now, isthe First Minister sayingnow that he's going
to abandon his election promise which was to start
immediately; is he saying he's going to agree with the
Manitoba Federation which is to start immediately?
Which ofthetwo choicesis he goingto follow oris he
going to follow the sensible choice which is to get on
with the negotiations for the Inter-Tie with Saskatch-
ewan and Alberta, thereby providing the market in
place for the resumption of construction of Limes-
tone? Is the First Minister, Mr. Chairman, aware of the
existence of the capital construction graph that was
provided by Manitoba Hydro to all members of the
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Committee on Public Utilities showing that unless the
Western Inter-Tie was completed, the agreement was
completed and Limestone given a go-ahead, that the
probable date of any new construction in Manitoba
would be 19887 Is the Premier aware of thatfactand if
so, Mr. Chairman, what was his answer and what will
his answer be to the Manitoba Federation of Labour
with respect to those matters?

Now again, Mr. Chairman, continuing on the same
brief on page 19 of that brief, the Manitoba Federation
of Labour made this statement - they were talking
about industrial strategy: “The third step is to deter-
mine which planninginstruments could be used most
effectively to implement the actions necessary to
improve ourperformance. Usually if an industrial stra-
tegy gets this far at all it flounders at this point. The
reason is that most governments are blindly commit-
ted to aprivate enterprise economy and their concep-
tion is limited to bribing private firms to do the job.
Unfortunately, private enterprise can be counted on
to pursue its own interests first and foremost and to
structure the economy accordingly. Consequently,
industrial strategy becomes limited to making margi-
nal adjustments in the patterns of industry which suit
the private sector.”

I wouldliketo know what the Premier'srecentreac-
tion was to that piece of nonsense that appeared in the
Manitoba Federation brief. Did he, as Premier Roblin
once did, stop the person who was reading the brief
and say, “Do you really believe that nonsense?” Did
he have the gumption to do that, or was it because of
the people that he and his government are enthralled
to, that he just let all of that nonsense move through
the air like a piece of ectoplasm and nod knowingly
and nicely as though thatreally made sense? Does he
feel that his government, when they are trying to stim-
ulate industry in Manitoba, are bribing firms to do the
job; does hereally feel that? If so, does he not have an
obligation, Mr. Chairman, to the people of Manitoba to
say | reject that kind of statement from the Manitoba
Federation of Labour; my government, predecessor
governments and | hope successor governments are
not in the business of bribing private firms to do the
job and that kind of left-wing rhetoric has no placein
civilized discussion in terms of improving the eco-
nomic future of the Province of Manitoba. We would
be interested to know, Mr. Chairman, what the First
Minister's reaction was when that piece of errant non-
sense was read to him.

Mr. Chairman, onpage20ofthe same brief another
piece of interesting information and suggestion was
made by the Manitoba Federation of Labour to the
NDP Government of Manitoba under the heading of
“Planning,” and I'm reading in part from the para-
grapah and | quote:

“In other cases, funds can be provided to help peo-
ple launch independent co-operative enterprises. A
development tax could make funds available to enter-
prises which conform toindustrial development plans.
In some cases, public enterprise is the most approp-
riate vehicle for getting things done. It often provides
the only effective means for coping with our distorted
patterns of investment and making available the capi-
tal needed to build our economy. Other options might
include a government financial institution to make
money available for projects which conform to gov-

3226

ernment development goals. Of course, infrastruc-
ture, research and marketing support can be a very
effective way to influence patterns of developmentin
the provinces.”

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to know from the First Minis-
ter what reaction he and his colleagues gave to the
Federation of Labour when they were recommending
a new tax, a development tax, against presumably
business in Manitoba and all of the citizens in Mani-
toba. Did he tell them that he thought that was fool-
hardy, that the people of Manitoba were already taxed
almost to the margin now because of the Budget that
his colleague brought in just a few weeks ago, or did
he tell them that he concurred in these rather pie-in-
the-sky utopian suggestions that were obviously writ-
ten by some of the apparatchiks or left-wing hirelings
that they have at the Manitoba Federation of Labour,
who do want to change the makeup and order of
society in our country, want to change the free enter-
prise society to God knows what, but to something
different from the system that they advocate.

What was his reaction - | hear the Minister of Agri-
culturewantstosay something —(Interjection)— The
Minister of Agriculture wants to know, Mr. Chairman,
if our private economy system, mixed economy that
we have in Manitoba and in Canada has worked so
well, why are we in this problem? Well, | would say that
if aman who is amember of an Executive Council, as a
allegedly responsible Minister of Government, has to
ask that question, then he should resign, not only his
portfolio, | think heshould resign his seat because he
has obviously come into this House bereft of funda-
mental information that —(Interjection)— Mr. Chair-
man, he's saying that the private mixed economy sys-
tem doesn't work.

Well, | haveinvited him on previous occasions when
he was talking about the land system he would like to
see in this land, which is on the Russian system; he
doesn't think the private ownership system works. He
now says he doesn't think the private mixed economy
doesn't work. There areother places in the world, Mr.
Chairman, where his kind of system is in place and |
think we could take up a collection around the House
here, buy him a one-way ticket to one of those places
andsee how long he would last there under the kind of
controlled economy where government makes all the
decisions and government collects all the develop-
ment taxes; government says there will be this indus-
try built; government says there will be a gum store
here at which Mr. Uruski can shop as and when we've
got some goods in it and so on.

If hewantsthat kind of asociety I thinkthat'sfinefor
him, but don't try to will thatonto the people of Mani-
toba using the alleged social democratic alternative
that he belongs to, Mr. Chairman, as the vehicle for
imposing that kind of tyranny upon us. If my honour-
able friend wants to interject some more we'll be
happy to hear him talk about Russia and some of his
other favourite economic systems, some of the other
economic and land holding systems that he seems to
favour so much.

Mr. Chairman, I'm not here defending Argentina,
Chile or anything else, and unlike the Member for
Thompson, I've got no pre-occupation with El Salva-
dor and so on. | think we've got quite enoughtodoin
this House looking after the responsibilities of the
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people of Manitoba and if my honourable friends
opposite, and the First Minister has been one of them,
he wants to trundle down to Chile and weep over the
bonesofAllende, that's hisproblem. If the Member for
Thompson is all concerned about El Salvador and
what's happening to the left-wingers there, that's his
problem. If the Minister of Agriculture wants to get
upset because we haven't got the same land holding
system astheyhavein Russia, that's his problem but,
Mr. Chairman, we're here to look after the people of
Manitoba, not to try to inflict some kind of left-wing
nonsense upon otherwise free citizens who would
lose their freedom if people such as the Minister of
Agriculture ever really had the power to implement
some of the funny ideas that they hold.

| want to know from the First Minister, Mr. Chair-
man, what his response was when this kind of non-
sense was spoken to him about a development tax,
which would then be in the hands of government so
that government could take the tax and the Minister of
Economic Development, with her superior wisdom of
business in this province, couid then say, “We're not
going to have a plant in Steinbach or Morden; we're
going to have a plant in the Interlake, even though
that’'s uneconomic forthe province.” That's thekind of
use that | would imagine from statements of hers|'ve
read in Hansard that she would probably like to have.
She would like to have that kind of power.

What | would like the First Minister to reflect upon at
the same time, Mr. Chairman, when he’s giving us a
responsetothisratherinterestingbriefthat he received
from his mentors of the Manitoba Federation of
Labour, the people who, along with the Canadian
Labour Congress, supplied 500 full-time workers and
then turned out a brag piece about it and sent it all
over Canada and everybody has seen copies of that;
so we know that the First Minister has a number of
debts to pay to the Canadian Labour Congress and
the Manitoba Federation of Labour. That is why when
they make even stupid statements and nonsensical
statements - and I'm going to deal with a few more -
about Hydro and about their revisionist version of
when Hydro construction was cut off and so on, that
we have to pay more attention to this nonsense
because the First Minister does; he is enthralled to
them. That's why when they make a suggestior. about
somethingthatthey wantto see happenin Manitoba-
across the way you can almost hear the heels click -
and say, “Yes master, that's what we think is a good
idea.” If that isn't the case, then will the First Minister
be telling us that he related to the members of the
Federation of Labour, or will in a written response to
them, that it's impossible to start Hydro construction
atLimestone now because of thereasons that all of us
are aware of, because we have to have the Western
Inter-Tie and that it's impossible to do some of the
things that they asked for because they are nonsensi-
cal and they would not be in the public interest of the
people of Manitoba.

All'l want him to do is to tell us that he made those
statements or statements to that effect, so that we will
be freed from the suspicion that when we read in the
Manitoba Federation of Labour brief certain sugges-
tions, that those suggestions can almost be guaran-
teed within a year to become matters of government
policy aswe are seeing now with first contractlegisla-
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tion and some of the other matters that my honourable
friends have great contortions and ideological prob-
lems with that really don't affect the public interest of
Manitoba, but they are matters that are of concern to
them with the hang-ups that they have in this life.

Mr. Chairman, | would like the First Minister to dilate
upon that particular quote from the brief, as well, and
whetherornot-thebribingquote in particular-1'dlike
to hear his comment about that. —(Interjection)—
Pardon? The bribing comment atthe bottom of page
19: “Thereasonis that most governments are blindly
committed to a private enterprise economy and their
conceptionislimited to bribing private firms to do the
job.”

Mr. Chairman, those are all the questions | have in
mind at the present moment. | won't guarantee that
they're all the questions | have, but they are all | have
in mind at the present moment.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the
questions that have been raised and it gives me an
opportunity todealatsomelength with the points that
have been raised by the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Chairman, | don't really care much whether the
licence plates arered, white and blue or black, white
and red or any other particular colour. The informa-
tion we have is that indeed the change did not involve
additional expenditure. In fact, the Minister of Trans-
portation informed me last night that a little money
was saved because apparently there was some paint
thathadbeenavailablethat would not otherwise have
beenso, ifanything, there was some degree of saving.

Personally | like the new colours, black, white and
red. | must say that maybe we made a mistake in not
requiring orange to be part and parcel of the new
licence plate, Mr. Chairman. If the Leader of the
Opposition is suggesting that there was some sort of
political motivation then maybe we ought to have had
orange. I'm not aware of black, white and red being
the New Democratic Party colours. I'm quite satisfied
with the colours of the plates and | believe | can say
honestly to the Leader of the Opposition if I've
received more than one or two letters of complaintin
connection with the licence plates in my office, |
would be surprised, so | don't sense that it is an issue
of tremendous anxiety on the part of Manitobans.
—(Interjection)—

| could ask the same question why the previous
government was going toproceed with red, white and
blue. They like red, white and blue and obviously we
liked the nature of the colours that we're proceeding
with. If a poll was taken of Manitobans | doubt that
there would be much difference as to their choice of
colours.

I'm just a little disappointed, Mr. Chairman, at the
tone of the remarks by the Leader of the Opposition.
The Manitoba Federation of Labour represents 74,000
workers and that reflects many many households in
the Province of Manitoba from every length and
breadth of the province. | think that a brief from the
Manitoba Federation of Lanour should be treated with
the same respect as indeed a brief from other organi-
zations such as the Chamber of Commerce or the
Manitoba Farmers Bureau. Labour, farm, business, all
are important partners within the development of the
Province of Manitoba. So Ilwassomewhattaken aback
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by some of the language that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition used; “a brief, in their wild moments, written by
left wing hirelings.” Mr. Chairman, that does reflect
very much on the President of the Manitoba Federa-
tion of Labour, the executive members of the Mani-
toba Federation of Labour and indeed the entire
membership of the Manitoba Federation of Labour, if
it's being suggested that left wing hirelings are putting
together the policy of the Manitoba Federation of
Labour.

It may be that the Leader of the Opposition, not
following matters pertaining to Labour, is not aware
that Labour discuss policy thrusts by way of demo-
cratic convention. Indeed, there can often be some
very heated debates pertaining to policy develop-
ment, in fact, | am pleased that Labour is one of the
democratic organizations, as is the Chamber of
Commerce at their conventions, democratically work-
ing out policy, policy indeed that they present to
governments regardless of the party stripe. | do not
believe, Mr. Chairman, and | would warn all my Minis-
tersto avoid that kind of language in referringto briefs
that are submitted by democratic organizations within
the Province of Manitoba. Groups, whether or not we
agree with those groups, are trying to make their con-
tribution toward assisting government in the devel-
opment of policies and programs that will ensure this
is a better province. That doesn't say thatyou haveto
agree with every linein any givenbrief, butl dobelieve
that briefs of this nature demand respect and serious
consideration.

| may have had some disagreements with the Mani-
toba Chamber of Commerce brief, or the Canadian
Manufacturers’ brief, or the Canadian Independent
Businessmen's Association brief that was submitted
not so long ago, or indeed with the Manitoba Federa-
tion of Labour brief, but I'm not going to treat those
briefs with disrespect; | am not going to accuse those
organizations of having had their briefs written by
some sort of hirelings, whether they be right wing
hirelings or left wing hirelings. No, | want to treat
those briefs as earnest and sincere attempts; whether
it be the farm community, whether it be the business
community, whether it be the labour community or
any other community in Manitoba as an earnest effort
to assist government in what is, admittedly, a very
difficult time.

| want to make it very clear to the Leader of the
Opposition | do not pretend to have all the answers in
working out the solutionsto the very tough times that
we're confronted with now in Manitoba. | know it and
I'm sure the Leader of the Opposition recognizes that;
| would hope the Leader of the Opposition would also
recognize that he doesn't have all theanswers.So that
I do look to organizations, andto people from whence
they come, to make contributions to a goverment,
whether it be indeed a government of the stripe of the
formerLeaderof the Opposition while hewas Premier
or this government.

| am going to encourage those briefs to be pres-
ented and I'm goingto also encourage, Mr. Chairman,
for those briefs to be listened to with some respect
because itis my understanding, and | was not present
so | say this only on the basis of reports, that there was
such ahassle and such a tangle between the Manitoba
Federation of Labour and the former First Minister of
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this province and his Cabinet colleagues that the
Manitoba Federation of Labour did not feel comforta-
ble in coming forth and having an exchange last year.
Instead of an exchange, they were forced to mail their
brief to members of the other Cabinet, rather than
coming forward and saying, look, would you listen;
rather than coming to the former government and
saying, look, wehaveabrief, wehavesomeideas. You
may or may not agree with us, but would you listen at
leastfor an hour, hour-and-a-half while wereadto you
our views. If indeed the Leader of the Opposition
would have had meinterruptingto hassle and to argue
on the scores of points that he has raised during my
Estimates with the Manitoba Federation of Labour, it
would have just been a state of anarchy.

I'm assuming, therefore, when the Leader of the
Opposition is criticizing me for not having jumped up
a score or a score-and-a-half - how many times it is
already, | don't know - and to have argued with the
Manitoba Chamber of Commerce between 10:30 and
12:00 o'clock, in fact we wouldn’t have gotten past
page 3 of their brief. | can understand, therefore, why
last year the Manitoba Federation of Labour would
have chosen notto have come forward because what
is the point? If you've got a brief and you've got some
ideas and you're not going to be able to proceed for
hassle, then why would you come forward?

So, Mr. Chairman, there is a very distinctive differ-
ence, | suppose, in approach as we've witnessed by
way of the suggested tactics that the Leader of the
Opposition has proposed for us this afternoon. | think,
from time to time, we do want to take exception when
we have the time when people are presenting their
briefs. We do want to pose questions for clarification,
but to get involved in a dogfight, whether it be the
Chamber of Commerce, theNational Farmers’ Union,
the Farm Bureau of Manitoba, the CanadianManufac-
turers' Association or the Manitoba Federation of
Labour every time they present a brief, | don’t know
why | would want to engage in that kind of unneces-
sary confrontation.

We will advise the Manitoba Federation of Labour,
advise other groups, where we share views and where
we differ view-wise and there will be areas of differen-
ces. Obviously, one we're dealing with right now on
Labour legislation where the Manitoba Federation of
Labour is unhappy that we are not proceeding vis-a-
vis anti-scab legislation. That is understandable;
they're representing the point of view of the Manitoba
Federation of Labour. We've explained to the Mani-
toba Federation of Labour it was our view that we
ought not to proceed. So there will be differences
from time to time as there is with other groups.

The Leader of the Opposition asked me whether or
not we were considering a reduction for northern
rates for Northerners. This matter has come up from
time to time. We are not presently reviewing the rates
pertaining to Northern Manitoba on Hydro. It is my
understanding that we are reviewing, through the Min-
ister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs though, the
very high rates pertaining to gas in Northerncommun-
ities, but as at the present time, there is no review
under way pertaining to northern Hydro rates.

| would like to read to the Leader of the Opposition
comments that were made by myself during the cam-
paign regarding Hydro policy. | think, Mr. Chairman,
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we are proceeding in line and consistent with the
policy that we announced during the campaign and
we announced to Manitobans, justin case there's any
suggestion acrossthe way that we're proceedingin a
way that is inconsistent. “The New Democratic Party
Government will proceed with immediate orderly
development of the Limestone Power Station. The
first phase of development will be Northern develop-
ment and trainingprograms to ensure maximum ben-
efits for the North and Northerners from Hydro devel-
opment”; that is the first stage.

“We will pursue all market possibilities, not merely
those offered by the east-west Grid arrangement.”
Furtheron, | had said, “The New Democratic Party will
notundermine Manitoba'slong-term Hydro prospects
through hasty, election-oriented negotiations. We will
explore all markets and not just two. As a resource
owned by the people of Manitoba, Hydro power
should not be sold fora period of decades at its cost of
production or cost of production plus amodest sum; it
should be marketed at its value in an energy short
world. The pricing formula to be pursued by New
Democratic Party Government, with regard to sale of
Hydro, would include the assurance of a profit to the
people of Manitoba from out-of-province sales”; con-
sistent with what is taking place at the present time.

My Minister responsible for Northern Affairs is in
the process of completing arrangementsin respectto
the extension of the Northlands Agreement. A com-
ponent of that Northlands Agreement would involve
training and skill development in regard to Northern
peoples so that they could participate in future Hydro
constructioninregard to Limestone.

It is very, very important that we not proceed with
the Hydro construction in a way that is at variance
with my statement of October27, 1981 until such time
as we ensure maximum Northern participation in the
employment. In fact, there is way above average, as
the Member for Thompson knows, unemployment
factor in Northern Manitoba. There is a lack of skills
because of unfortunate neglect in training. | am not
blaming this on the previous Conservative administra-
tion; it goes back many, many years. | would hope that
we could make some dent in training, in skill devel-
opment, so that Northerners could maximize their
involvementinregard to the resumption of Limestone
when it takes place.

Number two, | indicated that we will pursue all
market possibilities, notmerely those offered by east-
west Grid development. That's exactly, Mr. Chairman,
what we are doing at the present time. | would like to
re-assure the Leader of the Opposition, we are pro-
ceeding with the negotiations to insure an agreement
of satisfactory terms to Manitobans in regard to the
east-west Inter-Tie. Those discussions are continu-
ing; they've been interrupted briefly because of the
Saskatchewan election and, properly, the new Pre-
mier of Saskatchewan has asked fortime to review the
file so he can be acquainted with the issues.

At the same time, Mr. Chairman, we are looking at
other markets, not just west but east and south. There
is an interest south of Manitoba insofar as developing
market potential and obtaining supply from Manitoba
andthat has been expressed, fromimmediately south
of here all the way to California, that's expressing
substantial interest because of their very difficult

supply situation that they are confronted with in the
State of California. So that, Mr. Chairman, just so
thereisn't any doubt, what we are doing is quite con-
sistent with our statement during the campaign dated
October 27, 1981.

The Leader of the Opposition felt | should have
interjected to have pointed out to the Manitoba Feder-
ation of Labour that, when they referred to the pre-
vious government cancelling, that indeed this was an
unfair treatment of the previous Conservative admin-
istration in Manitoba, that | should have pointed out
that's not so. It was, | suppose, the Leader of the
Opposition suggesting the former Schreyer Govern-
ment cancelled the Hydro development in respect to
Manitoba. | would refer the Leader of the Opposition
to - as he's referring some statements to me the other
day in respect to statements by officials in cornmittee -
the statement of April 2, 1981 by Mr. Blachford, per-
taining to —(Interjection)— well, I'll be interested in
seeing any correction. | don't know how there could
be correction to fact.

In 1977, there was a review as to the need. The
projectwasnotcancelled and | would be interestedin
any reference thatthe Leadero fthe Opposition hasto
any correction. | believe it was in 1978 when it was
definitely shut down, they definitely began to wind it
up. That was the time that the decision was made to
cancel. Let's not confuse that decision with an earlier
decisionthatwasmadein September, | believe it was,
of 1977 toreview the needs of Manitoba Hydro and to
ascertain the source for additional supply, but this
Hydro development in itself wasnot cancelled - let's
be very clear here - until 1978. There are Hydro Min-
utes that can be referred to in that respect. So | don't
know on what basis | would have interrupted the Mani-
toba Federation of Labour presenters to have cor-
rected them on that statement.

There is some reference to abandoned election
promise; I've dealt withthat. The statement of October
27,1981 is quite consistent with what we are doing at
the present time, orderly development. There are job-
training programs thatare being developed,amaxim-
ized Northern employment, and thirdly, to increase
the numbers of the market potential, precisely as what
was said during the campaign.

You know, | am not goingto getintoevery debate in
respect to every line in the brief. The Leader of the
Opposition-1don’thavethebriefin frontof me-refers
to some comment about bribing private firms. | sus-
pect —(Interjection)— oh, are we not going straight
on?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The hour being 4:30, I'm interrupt-
ing the proceedings.
Cali in the Speaker.

HON.S.LYON: We'reprepared to waiveand goonto
5:30, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Shall we adjourn the House or
should we just proceed in committee?

HON. H.PAWLEY: If it's agreeable, | would just sug-
gest that we proceed right on as we are.
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IN SESSION
PRIVATE MEMBER’ HOUR

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The time being 4:30,
Private Members' Hour.
The Honourable Government House Leader

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, there is an agree-
ment, and weregret thatwe were unable tocommuni-
cate this to you earlier, that we continue on in commit-
tee. | would assume that if matters before the
committee are not concluded at 5:30, continue this
evening and subject to an agreement from the other
side of the House that Committee will continue, |
would be prepared to move that the House stand
adjourned, seconded by the First Minister that the
House adjourn, onthe understandingthat Committee
will continue.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, we're agreeable to the
committee continuing to the conclusion of the Esti-
matesbeforeus, the Supplementary Supply of course,
will come at anothertime. We're agreeableto continu-
ing in the Estimate discussion that we're in at the
present time.

MOTION presented and carried and the House
adjourned and stands adjourned until 10:00 a.m.
tomorrow morning (Friday). It is the understanding
that the members will continue in Committee of
Supply.

SUPPLY - EXECUTIVE COUNCIL (Cont'd)
MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable First Minister.

HON.H.PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, if | could now pro-
ceed, there was reference made to a comment in the
MFL brief in regard to governments bribing private
firms. 1, unfortunately, don't have the brief at present,
but certainly there have been numerous instances of
that and the Churchill Forest Industry example would
be a prime example of where governments, by way of
the overly generous concessions made to private
firms ended up in the history of this province in tre-
mendous and horrendous nightmares, where millions
and millions dollars werelost to the taxpayers of the
Province of Manitoba because of bribing - maybe it's
feltthatis too strongaterm-butcertainly the overen-
ticingof a private company into the Province of Mani-
toba at terms which were giveaway and were reckless
and were contrary to the public interest of Manitoba
and there's comment about paying it out.
Mr.Chairman, I'mglad to have an opportunity to put
this on the record. | remember very well, because |
was a member of the Treasury Board when discus-
sionswere made and| said, why do we haveto pay this
money out. Mr. Chairman, there was legal opinion
from some very, very distinguished people from the
legal profession, in fact, one thatis now a Justice of
the Court of Queen’s Bench in the Province of Mani-
toba and | believe two members are presently judges
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of the Court of Queen’s Bench, advising the govern-
ment of the day that if we failed to pay out, we'd bein
breach of the contract that had been signed by the
previous Conservative Government. We would have
been responsible for damages that would have
amounted to millions upon millions of dollars.

So, Mr. Chairman, the monies were not paid out
blindly. They were paid out because of legal coercion
that the previous Schreyer Government felt in the
Province of Manitoba on the basis of, | think, some of
the finest legal advice that thethen Schreyer Govern-
ment could havereceivedin the Province of Manitoba.
Is the Leader of the Opposition suggesting that we
ought to have ignored that legal advice, that we
should have ripped the legal advice up and discarded
it in the garbage tins of our offices as not being worth
the appropriate consideration? | know the Leader of
the Opposition, being a person of jurisprudence him-
self, would not for a moment recommend that we
ignore that legal advice. When I'm a member of a
Treasury Board, what | try to do is exclude myself
from the legal; | think that's very, very important, that
we not try to make legal decisions when, even though
we belawyers around the TreasuryBoard,thatwerely
upon some of the finest legal minds that we can
obtain. | am satisfied that we did have two of the finest
legal minds in the Province of Manitoba giving us
advice in those days.

MR. L. SHERMAN: If you thought you'd caught a
burglar, why did you pay the burglar?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, we knew it was a
bad deal. Wehad hopedthat some way or other some-
thing could be salvaged. Under the legal obligations
that we were confronted with - and | don’t have the
figuresinfrontof me-butitwas goingtoinvolveusin
the payment of millions upon millions of dollars in
damagesifwehadbreachedthe contractimmediately
upon our being sworn into office on July 15, 1969.
Letusnotpermit members across the way, members
that, indeed, sat on the front bench during the former
Weir and Roblin adminstration, now to wiggle them-
selves out of responsibility for what was one of the
darkest and most horrendous experiences that the
people of Manitoba weresubjected to, let us not for a
moment. | know that the Leader of the Opposition
signed the original agreement. There was some con-
fusion on his part for awhile as to whether he had
actually signed the agreement. | remember the debate
in 1977 when | believeit was Mr. Huband that was then
the leader of the Liberal Party, was able to pull from
the then Leader of the Opposition in the all-party
debate of leaders an admission that he had forgotten
signing the particular agreement. | can recall that.
Let us not at this stage, permit members across the
way that must bearresponsibility to wiggle out of that
responsibility by saying, well, why did you pay out the
money? We had a shotgun to our heads and they're
saying, well, weshould haveignored the shotgun that
was aimed to our heads, ashotgun that was put to our
heads becauseofthedirectactionoftheformer Weir-
Roblin Government in the Province of Manitoba, yes.
The development tax, there is no consideration at
the present time in respect to a development tax. |
think what we do require though, is methods within
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the Department of Economic Development to
encourage the creation of industries and plants in
many of the areas of the Province of Manitoba that
suffer the greatest inequity. We have some areas of
the province where there are plenty of jobs; other
areas where there's heavy levels of unemployment. |
would like to feel that within the next short time, | say
to the Leader of the Opposition, we would develop a
strategy that would encourage some reduction in
some of those disparities, just as | would like to see
across Canada, so that where we do have heavy
unemployment, we could reduce the payment of wel-
fare to the people within those areas of heavy unem-
ployment by the creation of projects that would
indeed provide forjob creation. | do expectthe Minis-
ter of Economic Development to be working in that
area and | know that the Minister of Economic Devel-
opmentisvery conscientiously examining those areas
in regard to future economic strategy in the Province
of Manitoba. It is those areas that we have totargetin
toprovide thefolk in those areas with some opportun-
ity, unfortunately, afterdecades and decades of neg-
lect. I'm not blaming anyone, but | would hate to
spend the fouryears of our governmentin continuing
that neglect; atleast, weoughttobe conscious of the
problemsinthatrespect.| don’tknow what the Leader
of the Opposition - hereferred to my being enthralled
by the MFL —(Interjection)— in thrall to. He said that
every time the MFL looked at us, we clicked our heels.
| don't think those statements really require any
response because unfortunately | think they reflect
upon 74,000 members of the Manitoba Federation of
Labour, more than any —(Interjection)— and he sug-
gested we have debts to the Manitoba Federation of
Labour. I'm not even going to spend too much time
with respect to that.

Thisisagovernmentthat owe no debts to anyonein
the Province of Manitoba. We are based upon a party
that includes labour, includes farms, includes small
business and pensioners, some professional people.
I'm sure we have a larger proportion of working men
and women in the New Democratic Party than there
beinthe Conservative Party. We might very well atour
conventions have 35, 40 percent of our delegations
that might be working men and women; | make no
apology for that. I'm sure the Conservative Party
would like to up the percentage of union members,
people that are union members participating in their
party conventions, if they have conventions.

Somebody’s reminded me they don't frequently
have conventions. What is it, once every six years?
Once every seven years? —(Interjection)— Well, |
acknowledge that and that’s why we're working so
hard to improve the 47. I'm working hard and I'm sure
all my colleagues are working hard to make sure we
go over the 50-percent mark four years from now.

There's one other point | would like to make a com-
ment on. There was only one comment really by the
Leader of the Opposition that did cause me some
pain, it caused medeep pain. | say thissincerely to the
Leader of the Opposition, | think that if he reflects he
would understand. | know I don’'thavetodeal with this
during my remarks, but | feel | must deal with this. |
don't know whether the Leader of the Opposition was
saying this in a light sort of way or whether he really
meant it; if he didn't mean it, then | would like to hear
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from him before | get into it. | don’t intend to spend
much time in respect to this, but he made references
to a trip that I'd made to Chile that | had been there to
weep over the bones of Allende and I'm not sure
whether the Leader of the Opposition really meant to
say that. Because | wish the Leader of the Opposition
could have been with me when | met with Chilean
people in the City of Winnipeg who lost so many of
their loved ones, sons, brothers and others through
disappearances during the coup which overthrew the
democratically elected government of Allende. You
know, the Leader of the Opposition has yelled “Com-
munist” to me. —(Interjection)— | do now want to
spend some time . . . —(Interjection)—

I'm goingtosharenowastory with members of this
House. | went to Chile with a 74-year-old gentleman
who was unable to speak very very little English. —
(Interjection)— | would appreciate now if | could have
the attention of the members. A 74-yearold individual
that couldn’t speak any English; | could speak very
little Spanish. The purpose of our trip was to seek out
the whereabouts of this 74-year-old Winnipeg Chi-
lean's son who had disappeared in 1974, shortly after
the Chilean coup. The father and the motherhad gone
through a nightmare. In fact, it was commented to me
itwouldhave been much betterif whathad been done
inFranco Spain had beendonein Chile, that socialists
and so-called subversive people in the eyes of the
fascist regime had been lined up against a wall and
shoti; at least, the loved ones would have known that
they were dead. But in Chile that did not happen;
people were taken out of their homes in the dark of
night never to be seen again. In the course of that
week, we found out what had happened to that son of
that 74-year-old Chilean of Winnipeg. He had been
tortured to death by a fascist custodian guard, whip-
ping that son repeatedly. The son was naked at the
time, whipping thatson asthatson attempted to raise
avery very heavy boulder in the prison courtyard and
there were witnesses to that. That's what happened,
unfortunately, to the son of Mr. Fredrico Munoz who
had travelled with me to Chile.

There were many others that this happened to in
Chile and therefore | say to the Leader of the Opposi-
tion I think what is required at times in this House is a
very clear statement about what is happening in this
world,whetheritbein Chile, whetheritbein El Salva-
dor, because let me tell you, 30, 35 people arekilledon
a daily basis in El Salvador, whether it be in Poland,
whether it be in the Soviet Union, whether it be in
Afghanistan. Let us condemn infringementofhuman
rights and the taking of lives and torture. I'm not going
to tengthen this, but | could tell the Leader of the
Opposition about the people I'd spoken to, people
that had beenlocked away in dark cells for 40-some
days and had nearly been blinded in Chile as a form of
torture. There's others that had been placed on arack
whilethey had been pregnantandabortedachild. Sol
say, let us not be too hasty in saying, well, that was all
okayin Chile because itwas communist. Itwascom-
munist. —(Interjection)— Well, | heard a reference
when | started my remarks, “Communist,” when |
referred to the overthrow of the democratically elected
government of Allende. All that | know in respect to
Chile is that there was a government that was elected
by majority vote of the people; that the people had
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expressed their trust in that government; that gov-
ernment had views - it was a socialist government, a
government that wanted to bring about some funda-
mental changes in that country. Let me tellthe Leader
of the Opposition the poverty is so gross in Chile that
the solutions that may be applicablein Canada are not
applicablein Chile —(Interjection)—the Leader of the
Oppositionsays“was.” I've been speaking to Chilean
folk that have been thererecently and it’s worse than
ever, much worse than ever, worse to the extent that
the poverty-stricken masses in Chile no longer have
hope. So let us be prepared to condemn torture, dis-
appearances and infringement of human rights
whether they occur in so-called communist countries.
Ithink that there are forms of bastardized communism
inthe Soviet Union. I think it's a form of bastardized
communism. Let us be prepared to condemn human
rights though when it occurs in fascist countries and
in democratic countries, because there are demo-
cratic countries where there are serious infringe-
ments of human rights.

| wanted to comment on that because | just do not
feel that hasty comments about my going to Chile with
Mr. Munoz was to worship over the dead bones of
Salvador Allende.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Chairman, to pick up on the last
theme of the First Minister, | can assure him that on
this side of the House there is never any question of
condemning and indicting oppression wherever it
occurs. The problem that we find very often, Mr.
Chairman, with some of my honourable friend's sup-
porters - | don't say for moment with him, because |
think he is a genuinely compassionate person - is that
astheoldsaying goes, theleftis neverwrong. | appre-
ciate what he saysinterms of the oppression in Afgh-
anistan, the oppression in Hungary, the oppressionin
Czechoslovakia and the oppressionin Poland because
human oppression wherever it occurs under whatever
totalitarian guiseis unacceptable to us in this country.
We've got to ensure that those institutions that we
have in this country are not undermined and eroded
by the addiction that certain people in this country
have to those systems which have been proven to be
the greatest enemy of individual freedoms of any sys-
tem we have ever seen on the face of the earth.

| say to my honourable friend that the evidences
that he gives of oppression of individualsin Chile find
asmuch painandas much compassioninthe heartof
anyone who votes for our party asthey doin the heart
of anyone who votes for the NDP. But, Mr. Chairman,
tobekeptinjailfor40daysis oppressive,itis foul and
itisinimicalto all we believe, butto be keptin jail for 40
yearsinsome gulagwas equally oppressive, is equally
inimical andis equally foultoallthatwe,in this House,
believe. It's when we see, Mr. Chairman, this kind of
selective concern by not the First Minister necessar-
ily, but indeed some of his colleagues from time to
time about where their gaze should be cast in terms of
looking for oppression. It's when we see this selective
kind of oppression that they're concerned about in
Chile and never hear a word about Cuba, then we
begin to wonder about whether their concern is for
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human dignity and individual freedom or whether
their concern really, Mr. Chairman, is a concern that
the left can never be criticized. That very often is the
case.

We have a small evidence of that kind of double
standard going on in Manitoba today. The Attorney-
General in his wisdom, in his whim, decides that for
reasons of his opposition, the government’'s opposi-
tion and everyone's opposition that | know of in Can-
adato the doctrine of apartheid, that heis then going
to take a product of that country with which we have
normal foreign and ambassadorial relations; he's
going to take that product off the market in Manitoba.
Well, well and good, but people have said to him in this
House, fine, that's the way of government expressing
its objection to tyranny, to a form of social arrange-
ment that we would not tolerate for a moment in this
country. But, Mr. Chairman, why is it only South
Africathatis singled outtohaveitsproducts denied or
pushedoffthe public marketin Manitoba? What about
the Russian cars that are freely sold down the street
here in Winnipeg, those Russian carsproduced with a
form of slave labour in Russia? Is my honourable
friend the Attorney-General not as equally worked up
about that, that those cars probably came from the
labour, in some cases, of factory people who were
recruited from some gulag because they had no alter-
native? Why have we not then equally said to the
manufacturer, to the distributors of those Russian
cars in Manitoba, “We don't think that in accordance
with what's right for individual freedom and in accor-
dance with the method that we hold to be honest,
upright and in furtherance of individual freedom that
cars produced by slave labour in atotalitarian country
should be sold in our province.?” Have we heard him
stand up in his place and say that? No, we haven't.

My honourable friend talks about Chile and I, Mr.
Chairman, share with himthe compassion that he has
for the people that he accompanied and for the story
ofterrorthat he heard down there. But, Mr. Chairman,
I tell himthatifhehad stoppedoffon hisjourney,ifhe
hadbeenableto stop off on hisjourneyin Cubaandif
he'd been able to interview as freely in Cuba as he
apparently was in Chile, he would have heard equal
stories of terror and imprisonment, whipping and kil-
ling. Why isit, Mr. Chairman, thatin this great nation
of Cuba under Mr. Castro who is some form of a
Marxist - God knows what form - that tens of thou-
sands of people are escaping from that country by
boat, by any means possible, to get into the United
States? Why? That's the question that | think that any
reasoned person participating in this debate on this
kind of a topic must ask. Why?

When we make comments aboutthe left, seeming to
have a blind eye to the other tyrannies around the
world;thatmore oftenthannotis the case. But I'm the
firstto absolve my honourable friend, the First Minis-
ter, because he stands in the House and has the brav-
ery to say - | believe him when he says - and the
sincerity to say that he is equally opposed to the
tyranny in Afghanistan. | thank him for that because
we are too, just as we're equally opposed to people
being imprisoned, having their doors knocked on at
night, thrown into some form of prison and never
being heard of again in all parts of the world regard-
less of what regime it's under.
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If we read Solzhenitsyn and if we benefit from what
Solzhenitsyn has said to us. we know that the tyranny
and the generational tyranny thathasbeen carried on
in Russia since 1917 is probably the greatest example
of tyrannicalmassgenocidethathasbeenseenonthe
face of the earth. What are the words that Solzhenit-
syn uses about the oppression of the czars? He said
the oppression of the czars was something that
should never have been tolerated. The country was
working and trying to come toward some semblance
of democracy, stumbling toward it, not making much
success. Hesaidatonetimethefinal czaractually had
in jail or had caused to be executed something like
10,000 0r 12,000 people. What does Solzhenitsyn say?
Multiply that by 10,000 or by 100,000 before you begin
to understandthe enormity ofthetyranny, theloss of
human dignity and the loss of freedom in Russia after
the czars.

All | say, Mr. Chairman, is that when we're talking
abouttyranny, let'smakesure that we're even-handed.
Let's make sure that we identify always in this House
thatpeace movements and everywhere else, the grea-
test tyranny on the face of the earth in the USSR, the
greatest threat on the face of the earth to peace, the
USSR. Let's not be one-sided about it and say as
sometimes some commentators areinclined todo, oh
well, the left can never be wrong because after all,
some social democrats will say, many of the things
thatthey advocate in Russiaarethesame;they come
from the same wellspring. The ones who understand
and know, the ones in West Germany who understand
and know what the tyranny is; the ones who only have
to go to Berlin to see the wall in order to keep the
prisoners beyond that wall, that is the prisoners of
East Berlin and the prisoners of Russia and the pri-
soners of that confounded system behind the wall.
The wall is not there to keep freedom-loving people
from going into East Germany; the wall is there to
keep peoplewhodesire freedom from coming into the
West.

So let's remember, Mr. Chairman, in the course of
any of these debates, who our friends are; who share
the same ideals that we do about individual freedom
and dignity and about the best institutional way of
preserving that individual freedom and dignity. Let's
fall on our knees every night, and not enough of us do
including the man who is speaking to you, Mr. Chair-
man, and thank almighty God that we live in a country
where we have this kind of individual freedom:; fall on
our knees every night and thank Him and make sure
that we preserve that freedom in this country and do
nothing to erode it and do nothing even with the best
of motivation, which some of us from time to time
would be inclined to do, to say, well, if we pass this
extra law and impose this extra bureaucracy, yes, it
will take a little bit of freedom away from people - but
whatis that?

It's a building up, a layering up, of that kind of
erosion of individual freedom that ultimately leads
people into a state where they wake up some morning
and find they haven’t got it. Mr. Chairman, that can
happen in a parliamentary democracy as well. Solet’s
be ever vigilant in this parliamentary democracy, in
this province, in this great country, that we are not
eroding or permitting to be eroded those institutions
and those forms of precedent and procedure that we
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observe in this Parliament and all of that great tradi-
tion and history of ours that we have inherited which
confers upon our people a degree of individual free-
dom that is beyond the belief of most other people on
the face ofthe earth.

So when we talk with some feeling about individual
freedom, we mean freedom as we know it. We know
that the vast majority of the people on the face of the
earth don’'t enjoy that freedom, whether they're
oppressed by right-wing or left-wing governments or
Marxist governments or killed by tyranny such as the
USSR. To those people, as the First Minister has said,
it's relatively inconsequential to the man whose head
is on the block as to who's going to drop the axe; it's
relatively inconsequential. But remember, Mr. Chair-
man, who's dropping most of the axes on the face of
the earth today and it is people in communist Marxist
regimes around the face of the earth. When we
remember that fact, let's be ever, ever vigilant that
neverwill any introduction of that form of government
ever be permitted in our society.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it had not been my intention to
participate on that topic in the debate but my honour-
able friend opened it up, quite legitimately, taking up a
point that | had made in the course of my remarks. |
think it's worthwhile from time to time that we have
this opportunity to share a view, not only across the
House, but from time to time we might share these
views privately. | know my honourable friend’s feeling
and | know his conviction to individual freedom and |
respect him for it. | think that he has the same under-
standing and knowledge ofhow | feel aboutit. We may
differ from time to time as to the instrumentalities;
whether a Bill of Rights or some other form of instru-
mentality isbestequipped to maintainandtoenhance
thatfreedom, but let there be no doubt in this House
for members on either side of the House that individ-
ual freedom is what we serve. By serving individual
freedom, we thereby serve the public interests in the
best waythat we can.

May | getbacktothemore mundane mattersthatwe
were talking about? My honourable friend, quite
properly, was saying tothe Committee thathe found it
unusual that we would take objection to some of the
matters that were raised in previous MFL briefs. He
understoodwhytheydidn’t wantto have a hassle with
us. That's why they dropped the brief off in the mail
last year and didn'tcomein.

| have put a different interpretation on that in pre-
vious discussions in this Committee and | repeat it
again, very briefly | hope. The difference is quite suc-
cinctly this: that we would listen to the Manitoba Fed-
eration of Labour brief and then we would make
comments on obvious errors that were contained in
the brief afterwards. | don’tthink that the leadership of
the MFL, particularly Mr. Martin, liked the corrections
that we were making to the misstatements of fact that
used to be contained in his brief, particularly when
those corrections were being made in front of his
wholecouncil of some 75 or 100 people, where he an
openopportunity to argue theotherside of the caseif
he wished.

That's why the brief was dropped off last year, not
because we were unkind to them, not because we
were discourteous to them, but because we used to
take offense when the truth was mutilated by them. |
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want to give an example to my honourable friend
because | wouldn’t want him to think for a moment
that we treated the Chamber of Commerce or the
Manitoba Federation of Labour or anybody else any
differently. We treated them the same as he does. We
gavethem, inour time, a fairhearing. Wegavethem,in
fact, much more time than the hour-and-a-half that
my honourable friend talks about; that's
inconsequential.

Here is the kind of thing that we used to take objec-
tion to from the Manitoba Federation of Labour and
I'm reading from the brief of January 10th, 1980. Here
are the words; now hear the echo of thesewords that
appeared in the 1982 brief that | read just a few
moments ago. | am reading from Page 13 of the 1980
brief.

“This province still has massive hydro-generating
potential, a renewable resource that must be deve-
loped. The Federation was appreciative of the pre-
vious government for the manner in which they pro-
ceeded with this development in the first half of the
‘70s, which was a boon to the construction industry.
Late in 1975, they had Manitoba Hydro apply for a
licence to export power to the United States and the
constructionofamajortransmissionline. TheFedera-
tion, in a brief to the National Energy Board, sup-
ported that application. The application was subse-
quently approved and construction proceeded with,
by the previous government. Towers have been
erected. However, the transmission lines have not
been strung. Obviously, the Lyon Governmentis giv-
ing this a low priority as it has for the whole Northern
Hydro development, which has been shut down
through their restraint policy.”

Mr. Chairman, faced with the facts of the situation,
faced with the prospectus that my honourable friend
published as recently as March of this year, how
would my honourable friend, the First Minister, expect
our government to sit back and listen to that straight
revisionist history? We weren't holding back the
stringing of the transmission lines onthat 500 kV line.
In fact, we wanteditto be completed as did the people
in Minnesota, so we could get that surplus power
down to them as fast as possible. How would you
expect a government, your government, Mr. Chair-
man, the government of the First Minister, tositidly by
and listen to that kind of nonsense being prattled at
and the kind of nonsense about shuttingdown through
our restraint policy?

Mr. Chairman, what does this government’'s own
prospectus say, of March of 19827 | am quoting from
Page 8 of the prospectus, “Electric power construc-
tion, which represented 15 percent of total construc-
tion expenditures in 1976, declined thereafter reflect-
ing the decision made in mid-1977 by the Board of
Manitoba Hydro to defer the construction of further
hydro-electric generating capacity until such time as
additional markets could be assured. Mr. Chairman,
that's thetruth. Wereweto sitby idly andlistento this
kind of errant nonsense, prattled by the MFL?

Now, Mr. Chairman, the First Minister conveniently
tries to putthe ManitobaFederationof Labourinto the
same category as the Chamber of Commerce and the
Red Cross and the other different organizations, the
Council of Women, who come before government
eachyear,the CMA, theindependent business people
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andsoon. May | pointouttohim-and| know that this
isn't necessary - anonetoosubtle difference between
the Manitoba Federation of Labour and all of these
other groups. That difference very simply is this: that
one of the credos of the Manitoba Federation of
Labour is that it and its membership, so they say,
although it doesn’'t work out that way, are totally
committed to the support of one political party in
Canada, namely the New Democratic Party.

So, Mr. Chairman, the Chamber of Commerceisn’t
committed to the support of every Conservative Gov-
ernment in Canada or Liberal Government or NDP.
I'm sure there are somethat evenvote NDP amongthe
Chamber of Commerce, God bless them. But, Mr.
Chairman, | don'tknow of any other organizationthat
comes before Cabinet annually which has, as part of
its constitutional reason for existence now under the
rather dubious leadership of Mr. McDermott, the fact
that at the federal level the CLC is only going to sup-
port the New Democrats and at the provincial level,
Mr. Martin and his leadership people - and he hasn’t
even got all of them - are going to support the New
Democratic Party. That's the difference and it's not a
very subtle difference, | suggest to the First Minister,
because we all know that the Manitoba Federation of
Labour is the chief operating source of comfort and
assistance for the New Democratic Party in Manitoba.
They don’t make any secret of it, so let’'s not try in this
House,in sort of a Pastor Sam way, to present the
Manitoba Federation of Labour as being just another
group;itisn’t. It's another group of peoplein Manitoba
who are committed to the support of the New Demo-
cratic Party.

Now, my honourable friend says they represent
74,000 workers. | daresay that the constituent unions
within the Manitoba Federation of Labour represent
74,000 workers and | daresay that one of the largest
unions in that group is the Manitoba Government
Employees Association, but by no stretch oftheimag-
ination, whenlreadabrieffromthe ManitobaFedera-
tion of Labour, do | believe that represents chapter,
line and verse the thinking of 74,000 unionized people
in Manitoba; it sure as the dickens doesn't. In fact, |
have had people at the meetings of the Federation of
Labour come to me afterwards and say, I'm embar-
rassed by the lack of quality in our presentation and
thank heaven you and your Cabinet would stand up
and tell the facts as you did. That's what I've heard at
different submissions that have been made by the
Manitoba Federation of Labour.

| know, Mr. Chairman, | hear some yipping and
yapping from the young Member for Thompson,
who’s going to learn probably in the brieftime thathe
is in this House that if he wants to participate in
debates, he'd bettergetuponhis hindlegsand partic-
ipate, because let me tell him a fact of life that he
perhaps has overlooked. His constituency contains
thelargest community in Northern Manitoba, the City
of Thompson. The City of Thompson on a per capita
basis, must be the most highly unionized community
in the Province of Manitoba. Mr. Chairman might tell
methat Flin Flon rates on a percapitabasis closetoit,
butin any event, let me tell the Member for Thompson
that it is one of the most highly unionized cities in
Manitoba. | remind the Member for Thompson, notin
anysenseoftryingtoputhimdownatall,butl remind
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him what his majority was. His majority was what?
Fifty-one votes in the most highly unionized consti-
tuency in Manitoba —(Interjection)— 72 votes, he
says. All right, I'm sorry. | undercounted by 21 votes.

So, when the First Minister stands up and glibly
wants me to believe that the Manitoba Federation of
Labour represents 74,000 workers and that therefore
when it presents its brief to government, it's speaking
on behalfofall 74,000 workers, | say that's balderdash
and he knows that's balderdash, because my honour-
able friend's party may garner the majority of unio-
nized support throughout Manitoba, but he sure as
the dickens doesn't garner all of it. There are an awful
lot of unionized people that | know who don't like the
support of the Manitoba Federation of Labour for the
NDP, because they feel that's a constraint on their
individual liberty. They feel that the compulsory
check-off that they have to pay into the coffers of the
NDP, which goesthrough the hands of the MFL, is not
something that they like to see done.

So, Mr. Chairman, | merely —(Interjection)— yes,
the First Minister says, you can check out and then
you can face some of the kind of harrassment we
know that can face people who stand up for their
individual rights. So that's why, Mr. Chairman, there
was an amendment a few years ago put into The
Labour Relations Act for people nottohaveto belong
to unions if they felt, as a matter of conscience, they
shouldn't. After all, we feel and | think the majority on
the other side feel, that you're loyalty to God comes
before your loyalty to the Manitoba Federation of
Labour and we expect that section will remain
untouched in the labour legislation of this province.

So, Mr. Chairman, we don’t need any lecture about
the constitution of the Manitoba Federation of Labour
and | don't want to take the time of the Committee to
mention some of the other misleadingstatementsthat
were made. This book is full of them; | have them
marked and we responded to them, but don't let the
First Minister try to put words into my mouth and say
that the Manitoba Federation of Labour brief this year
contained a whole series of misleading statements. |
pointed out one or two. | also said it wasn't nearly so
bad as it used to be.

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman. Let me point just to
one other example of what | call a real kind of mislead-
ing rhetorical evidence that was broughtto the Cabinet
in the 1980 brief. On Page 20 of that brief, under the
heading of “Economic Policy,” here's what they tried
to pull off, and | don't think that he would sit silentin
the face ofthis anymore thanwedidatthe end of the
brief. I'm quoting from their brief:

“Before analyzing specific provincial economic per-
formance indicators, the Manitoba Federation of
Labour believes it useful and instructive to sample
survey a substantial number of actual cash payouts of
tax dollars to business, community groups, individu-
als, etc., within Manitoba, as well as tax dollars out-
flow beyond provincial boundaries. This sample sur-
vey best illustrates your government’'s administrative
interpretation and implementation of economic pol-
icy at the practical level. Also, in this way, the govern-
ment's accountability as public trustee of taxpayers’
funds are placed in proper perspective.”

Hear those words. Then on Page 21, they took from
Public Accounts a list of expenditures that were paid

3235

out that anybody could see, very selectively though.
They took and they used, for example, Mr. Chairman,
one of the biggest expenditures they picked out and
were holding this up as some example of the fact that
we were doing business outside of the province or
paying tax dollars to big corporations, or whatever
their left-wing hangup is. Here's the one, Mr. Chair-
man, “Canada Life Assurance Company, Toronto,
Ontario” - | presume that's because of where their
head office is - “In 1977-78, $2,384,880; 1978-79,
$2,463,566,” and they held that out as being represen-
tative - what did they say? - a sample best illustrates
your government’s administrative interpretation and
implementation of economic policy at the practical
level and in this way, government's accountability as a
public trustee of funds are placed in proper
perspective.

So | said, what's wrong with that payment? Well,
you're paying money outside of the province and so
on. Well, we didn'thaveto point out to the researcher
who did this because | am sure they did it with malice
aforethought, but the First Minister knows and | know
and all of the 14,000 civil servants of Manitoba know
that payment goes to the Canada Life Assurance
Company as part of the group insurance plan for the
employees of this province. To have the Manitoba
Federation of Labour hold up that expenditure as
being something that indicated that this government
was somehow or other feeding big corporations tax
dollars and not doing business in Manitoba is the kind
of half-truth, misleading statement that | know the
First Minister of this province at the present time
wouldhave no partofandthatlwouldhave nopartof,
nor would my colleagues.

Did we interrupt the Federation of Labour to com-
plain about that misuse of statistics? You bet your life
we did and did Mr. Martin like it? You bet your life he
didn't. That's why Mr. Martin didn't come back last
year; that's why he left his brief like a fugitive at the
door,because hedidn'tlikethetruth. Hedidn'tlikethe
truthtobetoldaboutthe methodology thatheand his
little coterie of people were usingto try to mislead the
members of their own union. When the facts were
pointed out when they were all there, hedidn't like that
one bit. That's why, Mr. Chairman, the Manitoba Fed-
eration of Labour didn't come back, because they
weren'tpreparedtoberesponsibleand honestin their
briefin certain respects. Whenthatwas pointed out
to them, they didn't like that fact being bandied
around in front of their full membership because
many of them, as | pointed out to the First Minister,
came to us afterwards and said, thank heaven you
pointed out these misstatements. That's why we didn't
get the brief last year.

So let there be no misunderstanding about that and,
if my honourable friend wants me, | can take therest of
the afternoon and tonightto go through Federation of
Labour briefs for the last three years and point out
every misstatement, every half-truth, every political,
rhetorical trick that they used to try to fulfill their
constitutional obligation to support the New Demo-
cratic Party.

Well, that's their business, but the truth is the truth
and all we did was point out the truth as we continue to
point out the truth and will continue to point it out to
them, to the Chamber of Commerce, to the Federation
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of Business or whomever. Because the truth remains
the truth, no matter out of whose mouth it is uttered.

So, Mr. Chairman, | just want to set the record
straight for the Minister of Labour and to say to him
that, while we appreciate his pontifications in his best
pastoral manner about treating with respect the dif-
ferent groups that came before government, we did
treat them with respect. But where they showed no
respectforthetruth and wherethey showed they were
nothing more or less than a political arm of the Oppo-
sition party, we had to point out where they were
saying things that were contrary to the truth and/or
contrary to the public interest as we saw it. We did it
and we did it courteously and my honourable friends
across the way may feel that they can sit like silent
dodos while this kind of misinformation is being
peddled to them, but the people on this side of the
Housecouldn'tand wouldn't. We'renotmadethatway
and we're not ‘in thrall to’' the Manitoba Federation of
Labour, the Chamber of Commerce or anybody in this
province, any more than my honourable friends.

Let not my honourable friend, the First Minister,
forget thatthe Federation of Labour and the Canadian
Labour Congress - and we've all seen the little brag
piece that the Canadian Labour Congress put out
about the 500 full-time workers that they put at the use
of the New Democratic Party in Manitoba and that’s
fine, 500. I've got the document if my honourable
friend would like me to table it —(Interjection)— dur-
ing the election —(Interjection)— well, that's what
their brag piece says and | can only - my honourable
friend has just finished saying, we've got to believe
everything that appears in union briefs. I'll give him
another union brief where he can tell us about that
piece.

Now we didn’t hear him speak, Mr. Chairman, about
the development tax that | asked about, that was
recommended by the Federation of Labour and one
further question has come to my mind since | sat
down. There was a reference in that brief, at the end
thereof, for better identification for the First Minister,
it's Page 2 and 3, following the main body of the brief.
This was a recommendation which | suggest, Mr.
Chairman, is scary. | suggest that the people of Mani-
toba and the Civil Service of Manitoba have to be a
little bit worried about this recommendation because
sometimes what is a recommendation, as | said
before, one year in one of these briefs, under a New
Democratic Party Government becomes policy the
next year.

So that’s why we want to hear right now what the
First Minister has to say —(Interjection)— the MGEA
is one of the unions and one of the unions, Mr. Chair-
man, that does not however feel comfortable with this
mass subscription that the MFL tries to impose upon
all of their 74,000 members to support only one politi-
cal party. Under various leadership, the MGEA has
said - and thank God they have in NDP times and in
Conservative times - “We don’t think that our individ-
ualfreedomshould berun by the MFL"” andthey won't
have any part of it. | congratulate the MGEA for that.
That is probably why some of my honourable friends
opposite-and |l don'tsaytheFirst Minister-would be
quite happy to see the MGEA replaced by CUPE,
because they know that CUPE would be much more
loyal than the MGEA. They, Mr. Chairman, would be

relatively more ideologically comfortable with CUPE.
—(Interjection)—well, maybe the Minister of Cultural
Affairs would care to dilate upon that topic at some
time.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Certainly, the Minister of Com-
munity Services would like that to happen.

HON. S. LYON: Page 2, Mr. Chairman, following
upon the letter to the Minister of Labour, “Proposed
Amendments to Labour Relations Act and Employ-
ment Standards Act.” | want the record to be full of
this. In fact, | may get an extra copy and file it so that
the subsequent historians will be able to see the doc-
uments from which we quote and to see why we are
concerned about this umbilical tie.

Here's the recommendation that was made, Mr.
Chairman, about our Civil Service Commission in
Manitoba, “We have maintained that workers should
participate in decision-making which affects their
working conditions. We urge the Manitoba Govern-
ment to show employer leadership in this area by
amending The Civil Service Act to allow for a more
representative Civil Service Commission. We recom-
mend one appointee to represent government, one
appointee to represent the labour force and one
appointee selected jointly by both. The Civil Service
Commission should be a nonpartisan body if it is to
function as an appeal mechanism for Provincial Gov-
ernment employees. For some years, however, the
neutrality of the Commission has been questioned.
Weurgethe governmenttorestore a greater neutrality
of representation to the Commission and give mean-
ingful representation to its labour force.”

| describe that, Mr. Chairman, as a scary recom-
mendation. | would like to hear what the First Minister
says about it.

HON.H.PAWLEY: I'msorry.| hatetodo this but | just
missed the last part - neutrality - what commission
was that?

HON. S. LYON: The Civil Service Commission.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, | assume we're
coming back later this afternoon to look at the exact
recommendation.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Thompson.

MR. S. ASHTON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Some
time ago | deferred to the Leader of the Opposition; |
wish | hadn’'t. | might have gotten down to talking
about something of interest to the public of this prov-
ince in terms of the public business, but it seems the
Leader of the Opposition - to use his phrase - has
something of a fetish about the MFL.
I'vesatherenow, | guess, for welloveran hour with
his latesttirade aboutthe MFL. I mustsayit'sgettinga
bit much because | understand as a newcomer to this
House that there are certain traditions in terms of
Estimates, that in Executive Council the Premier’s
Estimates, one can bring up virtually anything, but
when | was told that as a new Member to this House, |
thought that “anything” would refer to the public bus-
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iness of this province, not a particular brief put for-
ward by a private organization. Why the Leader of the
Opposition has chosen to continually harp on and on
andonaboutthis, I reallydon'tknow. —(Interjection)—
well, the Member for Radisson has a particular sug-
gestion there that | think has some merit.

I must say, Mr. Chairman, that there were some
issuesraised when the Leader of the Opposition was
referring to the brief which are issues that deserve to
be discussed and, at first, when | stood up and i
deferredto the Leader of the Opposition, | thought he
might be wanting to question the Premier on those
particular issues, but | haven't heard a question in
regard to thatfor a good hour or so.

| was referring in terms of the specific issues to the
referencein thebrieftotheneedtoreview transporta-
tion rates in the north; review costs of such things as
hydro in the north because these are things that I've
heard from my own constituents, Mr. Chairman. We
have rather high transportation costs and we have
rather high hydro costs and as the First Minister
added, we also have high gasoline costs. | would be
very interestedin seeingsomekind of aninvestigation
into a number of these.

For example, with gasoline costs in the north, we
pay considerably more right now at approximately
seven to eight cents a litre in Thompson and it's that
much more the further north you go. Now, if one talks
to the bulk operators in Thompson, the independent
gas dealers, one will find, Mr. Chairman, that they
often are very concerned themselves about the high
cost of gas.

| had a gentleman last week come up to me - a
former bulk dealer in Thompson - and bring up this
very question. He said that he can't understand, as a
formerbulk dealer forone of the major oil companies,
why gas prices are so high in Thompson ascompared
toWinnipeg. As the First Minister indicated, the Minis-
ter of Consumer and Corporate Affairs has been look-
inginto thisquestion, followingsome feedback he got
when he was in the north justrecently, when hewasin
Thompson and Churchill specifically.

I must say, Mr. Chairman, this shows the different
kind of attitude that this government has towards
northern problems. We don't sit here in this Chamber
and listen to the nonsense of the Leader of the Oppo-
sition and consider that to be our duty as public ser-
vants. We get out into our constituencies. The Minis-
ters come up and visit our constituencies. They get
feedback and they follow up on it. There was feedback
contained in the brief the Leader of the Opposition
wasreferringtoinregardtothatproblem, the problem
of transportation costs and energy costs. There was
feedback when the Minister came up to Thompson
and Churchill; he's following up on that, and that |
think is a key particularly when it comes to the north
because we're isolated up there, Mr. Chairman. Even
though we now have jet-age communication, jet-age
travel, we still have that distance of 500 miles.

| must say, listening to the members opposite, that
there's also another barrier in between this and that is
sometimes those members across the way seem to
view the north as some hitherland, you know, some-
place which they avoid when they travel around their
province. | notice, for example, the Leader of the
Opposition who a few minutes ago was lecturing me

on Thompson, wasn't even up in Thompson during
the election campaign despite the fact the Leader of
the Opposition,now Premier, was up twice; so | would
suggest thatif he would travel up there a bit, he might
learn something.

| could refer also to the infamous statement in
regard to the population of Thompson that he made
when he did finally come up there once, not to speak
to the people of Thompson, mind you, but to speak to
the western Premiers. He said well, you know we have
19,000in Thompson. Well, at that time, Mr. Chairman,
we had 14,000, if that. In fact, if the Leader of the
Opposition had just taken time to check, he would
have found there were Provincial Government statis-
tics which show that was indeed the case.

So there's a lesson in this, Mr. Chairman. That les-
sonis,instead of running off with fetishes about briefs
from the MFL; instead of wasting the time of this
House for one hour, how about listening to what the
people of this province have to say and get some
feedback.

| notice it's 5:30, Mr. Chairman. | will continue my
comments at 8 o'clock.

MR.CHAIRMAN: The hour being 5:30, | interrupt the
proceedings and will return to the Chair at 8:00 p.m.
this evening.
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