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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Monday, 13 December, 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 Standingand Special Commit-
tees . . . Ministerial Statements and Tabling of
Reports . . . Notices of Motion . . .

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

HON. R. PENNER introducedBill No. 18, The Legisla-
tive Assembly and Executive Council Conflict of
Interest Act - Loi sur les conflits d'intéréts des mem-
bres de I'assemblée |égislative et du conseil exécutif;
and Bill No. 19, The Survivorship Act - Loi sur les
présomptions de survie.

HON. A. ADAM introduced Bill No. 21, An Act to
amend The Municipal Act.

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR.SPEAKER: Beforewereach OralQuestions, may
| direct the attention of honourable members to the
Gallerywherewehave40studentsof Grade 11 stand-
ing from Tec Voc High School. These students are
under the direction of Mr. John Durham and the
schoolislocatedin the constituency of the Honoura-
ble Minister of Natural Resources.

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

MR. SPEAKER: Oral Questions. The Honourable
Leader of the Opposition.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Speaker,beforeweembarkupon
Oral Questions, | wish toraise amatter, tobe followed
by a substantive motion, which relates, Sir, in a very
profound way to the customs and to the traditions of
this House, to say nothing of the privileges of each
member of this House and regrettably, Sir, to your
office.

Sir,on Thursday last, during the debate, or the con-
tributionto the debate onthereply tothe Speech from
the Throne by my colleague, the Member for Fort
Garry, you had occasion to make a ruling with respect
to an interjection that had been made by the Member
for Brandon East, the Minister of Community Servi-
ces, and a subsequent interjection that was made at
that time by the Minister of Natural Resources. All of
this is in Hansard, Sir, and | do not attempt to burden
theHouse, or you, Sir, withalong dissertationreading
back from Hansardbecauseitis clearly there for all to
read and, Sir, itisinHansardat Page 134 asitappears
on our desk today.

I bringto your attention, Sir, that the Hansard repor-
ters in titling this matter referred to it as “Speaker’s
Ruling." and you at that point, Sir, proceededto make
a ruling with respect to interjections made by the
Memberfor Brandon East, the Ministerof Community
Services and theMinister of Resources. Thenyou, Sir,
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used the words, “I thank the Honourable Minister for
his support regarding the point that the matter has
been concluded. | will ask the Member for Fort Garry
to proceed with his remarks with no further reference
to the matter which has been concluded.” Then you
called on the Honourable Member for Fort Garry to
proceed; he did that, Sir, and completed his speech
just before the supper hour ajournment.

Then, Sir, in the evening of Thursday, December
9th, we find from Hansard that you came back into the
House, apologized - this is on Page 136 of Hansard -
forbeinglate, said that you were “preparing a proced-
ural statement having to do with the dispute in the
House at 5:30 in the afternoon. | will read it to the
House when the Member for Fort Garry is present.”

You then proceeded to read, subsequently, in the
evening, Sir, on Page 140 of Hansard, a short proced-
ural statement, as you styled it, to the House. You
went on to describe that, “just before the 5:30 p.m.
dinner break, there was a dispute between members
of the House. The Member for Fort Garry referred to
the subject matter of a privilege motion dealt with on
December 7," and so on, Sir. At the end of your
remarks, Sir, you then said, “The remarks of the
Honourable Member for Fort Garry, although in the
full flight of his oratory and at the climax of his
remarks were clearly out of order and the two Minis-
ters were correct in their objections to a matter
already decided in the House. Therefore, the Honou-
rable Member for Fort Garry should reflect on his
remarks and act accordingly to parliamentary prac-
tice by withdrawing them.”

Then the debate ensued, Sir, with respect to his
purported ruling that you were giving. The Honoura-
ble Member for Fort Garry was asked to withdraw
remarks on a matter which he and this side of the
House certainly felt had been concluded in the after-
noon by the ruling that you had made. During the
course ofthatdebate, beforethehonourable member
was named on a motion moved by the House Leader,
supported by the majority of the Government, Sir, |
made this comment on Page 142: “lIwonderifl might,
Sir, as one who came in after these proceedings
started, you were on your feet, ask if | may, Sir, on
whose initiation does this matter now arise again
before the House, becauseif there was no communi-
cation while the House was sitting - and | can only
suggest, Sir, that it would be highly improper for
anyone to have had any communication with you over
the dinner hour - that would beimproper and you, Sir,
wouldbe thefirstto objecttoit. Then on whoseinitia-
tion, Sir, does the matterrise, because the matier was
dealt with this afternoon? The Minister of Natural
Resources raised the point of order which has been
read back to us tonight. He was in the unusual posi-
tion this afternoon, Mr. Speaker, you having made a
ruling, thatif he wished to oppose your ruling, he then
had tochallengethe Chair.He chosenottodothat.So
you, quiteproperly then, Sir, told theMember for Fort
Garry to carry on, not to deal with the topic again,
which he didn't, and the matterisfinished. You, Sir,as
the lawyers would say, are functus officio on that
issue. It cannot be raised again, with the greatest of
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respect, by anyone.”

There was other debate, Sir, and I'm not trying to
indicate that because | do not read from the others
who participated in the debate that their contribution
to the debate was notrelevant or, indeed, some might
even say persuasive. I'm merely trying to sketch the
outline of the matters which form. regrettably, the
necessity for the motion which | am about to put.

Mr. Speaker, theMemberfor Fort Garry was expell-
ed, a proceeding that is not usual in this House. It is
not one that should be followed with any regularity
except on those occasions where it is absolutely
necessary todeny the House the services ofamember
forsome matter that is clearly an affrontto parliamen-
tary privilege or to the customs and traditions of our
parliamentary debate.

Then, Sir, on the morning of Friday of lastweek at 10
o'clock, the morning immediately after the ejection of
theMember for FortGarry, onthe Orders ofthe Day as
the firstitem | asked the following question - and this
ison Page 149 of Hansard: “Yes, Mr. Speaker, | have a
question for the First Minister. Did the First Minister,
Mr. Speaker, any member of his caucus or any third
party. for oron behalf ofthe First Minister or members
of the Government, make any contactdirectly or indi-
rectly with Mr. Speaker on December 9th, relative to
his rulings during the speech given by the Honourable
Member for Fort Garry on the afternoon of December
9th?”

The the First Minister responded, Mr. Speaker, “|
called upon Mr. Speaker personally at 5:35 p.m. yes-
terday, in order to advise the Speaker that | wanted a
copy ofthe transcript pertaining to the proceedings in
the latter part of the afternoon and indicated to the
Speaker that | felt that some unparliamentary lan-
guage had been utilized, particularly in respect to
some references by the Member for Fort Garry in
relationship to myself, and that | expected, upon per-
usal of the transcript, to raise the matter of privilege at
8 o'clock.”

| made a further comment, Sir. The Attorney-
General then stoodin his place and said, “Mr. Speaker,
first of all, further in response to the first question
asked by the Leader of the Opposition, at approxi-
mately 7:50 p.m. yesterday evening | called at your
office to pick up a copy of the transcript which had
been requested by the First Minister and picked up
that transcript. and shortly after left your office. That
will complete the record on that as far as| am aware.”

There was other debate that took place, Sir, that |
will not burden the House with, at that time but it can
all be seen onPages 149 and 150 of Hansard of Friday
last.

Mr. Speaker, | call to your attention particularly, Sir.
the fact that on the evening of Thursday the 8th. |
brought it to your attention as clearly as | could that if
there had-been any attempt to contactyou by members
of the front bench with respect to matters that had
occurred in the afternoon in your discharge of your
duties as the presiding officer of this House, that that
of course, Sir, would be highly improper.

You sat in your place and there was no response
made tothatstatement atthat time Indeed, as| recall.
and|'msubjecttocorrection onthis.theFirst Minister
was also in his place at that time and made no
responsetotheimpropriety ofthefrontbench. partic-
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ularly the First Minister, going to call upon a Speaker
with respect to a matter of debate and then later on
that Speaker coming into the House in the evening
and making a ruling, Sir, which altered the ruling that
he had made in the afternoon.

All ofthese circumstances, Sir, are extremely pain-
ful -1 want to underline - not only to members on this
side of the House but I'm suretomemberson all sides
of the House. Painful, Sir, to us because of the high
role which you have to play in this House and the
generally creditableway in which youhave attempted
to carry on this onerous responsibility during the past
year. | said in my remarks, Sir, last Friday, based upon
the quick reaction that | had to the words of the First
Minister, that itwould be our intention to consider this
matter and to present a substantive motion referring
the matter to Privileges and Elections Committee.

Sir, it is not our intention to do that because upon
reflection the evidence goes beyond that necessity.
Upon reflection, Sir, it is regrettably the necessity of
the Opposition to move a resolution that relates
directly to that conduct and to the only answer that we
can see, unfortunately, to that conduct.

Sir,I know itisdifficult for allmembers of the House
to deal in matters of this sort because we do respect
your office, we do respect the individual who has held
the office, but aparliamentwould be alesser beingifit
did not, from time to time, take those actions, painful
as they may be, which are guaranteed to ensure that
the institution of parliament remain an inviolate insti-
tution; that the position of the chief presiding officer
be one that is not capable of being tampered with by
any majority, no matter how well-intentioned that
majority may be.

Thereis, Sir, such a thing as the tyranny of a major-
ity and one of the roles as Bourinot, and as May. and
as otherwriters of Parliamentary Procedure underline
time and time again, that the fundamental role of the
Speaker is to ensure protection of the minority and at
the same time to ensure that the will of the majority,
that is to get on with their business and so on, is not
totally and completely frustrated. You will find no
argumentfromus, Sir, with respect to the long estab-
lished traditions of what your-role is.

But rising through all of that background and tradi-
tion with respect to the impartiality of your role, Sir, is
the fundamental understanding that you. like Cae-
sar's wife, must be beyond question with respect to
your impartiality. You cannot be seen in any way
whatsoever to be catering to the majority in the
House, or indeed, the minority in the House, but you
have to remain the impartial arbiter of affairs in the
House. When, Sir, we seeregrettably, that a decision
made in the afternoon of Thursday., December 9th is
then, for reasons we can only speculate upon. changed
that evening, until we are told the next day that the
First Minister and the Attorney-General called upon
you with respect to matters raisedin thatdebatethen,
regrettably. it leaves us no option but to move the
motion that we do.

I say, Sir, for the benefit of those who are not part of
this House and for those who perhaps do not under-
stand all of the nuances of parliamentary procedure
and so on - and | made some reference to this the
other day in.my brief remarks when you were speak-
ing-on Thursday evening - it is as if a referee of a
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football game near the end of the second quarter had
made acallonaparticular play. Then hecame back at
the beginning of the third quarter and said, 'l want to
change the call that | made in the second quarter
because I've come to a different opinion about that.’
That, Sir, would be bad enough, butthen when we find
that the coach of the opposing team had been to see
the referee during the break, that, Sir, is what puts this
whole situation into the unfortunate situation that we
found on Thursday and again on Friday. Sir, itis, as |
have said before, not a matter that any of us in this
House relish whatsoever, not one that werelish at all,
but | have no alternative, Sir, but to place a motion
before the House, with regret.

Themotionis as follows, moved by myself, seconded
by the Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain:

WHEREAS on the afternoon of December 9, 1982,
Mr.Speakermadea ruling with respect to remarks by
the Honourable Member for Fort Garry; and

WHEREAS following the dinner recess, Mr. Speaker
altered the aforesaid ruling in contravention of all
precedents and practices of House debate; and

WHEREAS the First Minister and the House Leader
both admitted to contacting Mr. Speaker during the
said dinner recess, thereby compromising the impar-
tiality of Mr. Speaker: and

WHEREAS such conduct constitutes a grave im-
propriety and is offensive to the basic conventions
andtraditionsofa free parliamentand to the impartial-
ity of the presiding officer of the House;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that this House no
longer has any confidence in its presiding officer.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Springfield.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, | would like to sug-
gestto you that the motionasmovedby the Leader of
the Opposition is not in order at this time. While |
understand - and the House has had notice of his
intent to move this motion - it is certainly properly
worded in terms of text, because any reflectonon the
Chair must be in the form of a Motion of Non-
confidenceinyourself, Sir,and while | certainly do not
concur in the intent of the motion, | do not intend to
debate it because that would be inappropriate since |
submit, it is out of order.

I draw your attention, Sir, to Citation 81, in the Fifth
Edition of Beauchesne, which suggests that for ques-
tions of privilege a member must give notice to the
Speaker at least one hour prior to the opening of a
sitting. It is customary for questions of privilege aris-
ing during the Oral Question period, and for those for
which notice has been given, to be considered at the
conclusion of the Oral Question period.

Furthermore, Citation 82, "A question of privilege
must be brought to the attention of the House at the
first possible opportunity. Even a gap of a few days
may invalidate the claim for precedence in the House."”

I think it's clear, Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the
Oppositionclaimsprecedence for this motion because
we are in the Throne Speech Debate and the only way
he could acquire precedence for this motion would be
to move it the way he has. To place it on the Notice
Paper and go through the notice of motion proce-
dures that are normally attendant to the moving of
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substantive motions would mean that this motion
wouldnotcome up untilWednesday atthe earliest if it
appeared on the Notice Paper today. So he is very
specifically claiming that this is aquestion of privilege
which requires and has attendant to it, some
immediacy.

30, first of all, the question of immediacy is raised
under our Rules. The opportunity existed for the
Leader of the Opposition to raise the question last
Thursday evening; the opportunity existed again on
Fridaywhen he suggested some possible referenceto
a committee of the matter which had been some mat-
ter of contention in the House on Thursday evening.
Certainly the opportunity hasbeen there. The prece-
dence that he requires to set aside the discussion on
the Throne Speech has not been established because
of the delay - | certainly would have argued the prece-
dence was there even as late as Friday morning - but
that's no longer the case. There's been a full weekend
intervening; there was ample opportunity on Friday
and certainly the nub of the allegation that the Leader
of the Opposition makes, relative to the Speaker.
relatesto his obligation under our Rules for supplying
transcriptstomembers. Thathasbeenan established
precedent in our House for a long time.

So on that score, although | don't wish to discuss
the details of the allegation, | don’t think there's any
guestion that the Leader of the Opposition’s proposed
motionis out of order at this time. If he wishes to move
that motion at the end of the Throne Speech, under
proper provision, since he can no longer claim prece-
dence, he would have that right; and at that time |
would enjoy debating the spurious allegations he's
made this morning.

So, Mr. Speaker, | submit the motion is out of order,
and would ask you to consider ruling itout of order for
those reasons.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, one might, in an ordi-
nary debate, anticipate thataprocedurial objection of
the sort that is taken by the Member for Springfield
would be raised. | would suggest to you, Sir, with
respect, that while it is extremely difficult for you, in
the position which you find yourself now, to make a
ruling upon this point: that the custom and tradition of
power would suggest, Sir, without any written rule
whatsoever, that an order or a motion affecting the
position of the presiding officer of the House must
take precedence in the debating orderwith respect to
matters before the House: and if my honourable
friends opposite wish to split hairs about rulings that
may be found in Beauchesne, or in Bourinot, or in
May, | have some quotations here to give you, Sir, in
that respect.

| can only suggest that they consider for once, Sir,
in the course of this debate, consider the good of
parliament. | would suggest that if they consider the
goodofparliament they will not be raising what might,
by some, be regarded as frivolous complaints about
procedure when amatter, Mr. Speaker, of this kind of
fundamental importance is raised before the House
for its consideration.

I cansuggesttoyou, Sir. that with respect to prece-
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dent and tradition, Bourinot, Page 77 and in sections
followingPage 77. has references for your considera-
tion. | can suggest as well, Sir, that the 19th Edition of
May, on Page 225, et sequitur, | am advised has those
references as well with respect to urgency of debate,
and with respect to the precedence that should be
accorded to any resolution touching upon the impar-
tiality of the presiding officer of the House, as indeed
regrettably this resolution does.

So | merely say. Sir, that in the interests of parlia-
ment that matters of this sort should be dealt with at
the earliest possible moment, and that any considera-
tion of what is in the public interest and, therefore, in
the best interests ofparliament, would cause you, Sir,
particularly, to want this matter to be discussed.

You will recall, Sir. that | said in introducing the
matter that it was introduced as a matter affecting the
customs, the precedents and traditions of this House,
which could be treated of course as amatter of privi-
lege affecting all members of the House. | think on all
accounts it is clearly in order and that it would be
egregiously harmfulto parliament, tosay nothing, Sir,
of your position, if this resolution were not dealt with
immediately

MR. SPEAKER: To offer advice,
Government House Leader.

the Honourable

HON. R. PENNER: Well, on the same point of order,
Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition is not
above, whenever the time arises to suit his conven-
ience, reminding us of the importance of the Rules of
the House. It is to the Rules of the House and to the
traditions of the House that the point of order is
addressed.

The Leader of the Opposition rose in his place and
offered us a citation, without giving us the substance
of thecitation. There was reference to apage in Beau-
chesne, and on that page| find nothing relevanttothe
point. There is reference to something that you may
find in May. Well, the Leader of the Opposition has
May in frontof him, lethimreadthe sections. It seems
to me that he is being a little bit evasive by referring us
to something to which he does not want to refer. Let
him refer to those passages so that we may judge
whether or not they are relevant to the point of order.
and | am only speaking now to the point of order.
—(Interjection)— Well, | am understanding the motion
very well, and | will if necessary speak to the motion
andtothefactthatitis lackingin afactual foundation
entirely, but that's another question.

To the point of order. there has been an objection
raised to a well-documented point of orderthatin no
way brings to this House the material upon which it
rests, other than an airy-fairy reference to pages in
Beauchesne which appear to be irrelevant to the
issue.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. A.RANSOM: Mr. Speaker. speaking tothe point
oforderraisedby the Honourable Member for Spring-
field, he raised basically two issues. One, that our
Rules and Procedures show that notice should have
been given an hour prior to the introduction of the
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motion. | can only point out to the Honourable
Member for Springfield that earlier in the sitting this
House and you, Sir, accepted for debate a point of
privilege raised by the Honourable Member for Fort
Garry without notice being given, as the Member for
Springfield now alleges should be the case; that the
practices of the House clearly show that it's not
required.

The Honourable Member for Springfield also says,
and | agree with him, thata pointof privilege should be
raised at the earliest opportunity. This, Sir, is the earli-
est opportunity available to the Opposition since the
recordofHansard containing the answer given by the
First Minister on Friday morning. We are, therefore,
fulfilling the necessity of raising it at the earliest
opportunity, because when we had an opportunity to
see the answer given by the First Minister on Friday
morning where he said, "l called upon Mr. Speaker
personally at 5:35 p.m. yesterday, in order to advise
the Speaker that | wanted a copy of the transcript
pertaining to the proceedings in the latter part of the
afternoon and indicated to the Speaker that | felt that
some unparliamentary language had been utilized.
particularly in respect to some reference by the
Member for Fort Garry in relationship to myself, and
that| expected, upon perusal of the transcript, toraise
amatter of privilege at 8 o'clock.” Once the transcript
became available to us, Sir, it became evident we had
no choice but to raise this point of privilege, and this
being the earliest opportunity

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Springfield.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | agree with the
Leader of the Opposition when he suggests that
urgency and the protection of the parliamentary sys-
tem are what are at issue here, and certainly in accor-
dance with Citation 81, the Leader of the Opposition
did give notice atthe beginning of question period, on
Friday last, of his intention to introduce a motion
respecting proceedingslastThursday evening. but he
failed to introduce that motion.

To the Member for Turtle Mountain, | can only sug-
gest, through you, Mr. Speaker, that the sentence to
which I referred earlier in Beauchesne's Citation 81in
theFifth Edition, readsasfollows: “Itiscustomary for
questions of privilege arising during the Oral Ques-
tion period, and those for which notice has been
given, to be considered at the conclusion of the Oral
Question period.” They don’'t mean the Oral Question
period on Monday next or a month later, they mean
that day.

| was suggesting, notthat the Leader of the Opposi-
tion was required to give notice, but that that was one
of his options: that he had failed to give formal notice.
including the text of his motion: that he had failed
when he raised the matter last Friday to then move his
motionatthe endof that Oral Question period and he,
therefore, has forfeited his question of urgency with
regard to Thursday night.

If he wishes to raise the matter as a substantive
motion through the proper procedures of our House
and parliaments everywhere. he now has another
route with which he may proceed and that is formal
notice of motion. which has a certain time period
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attached to it under our Rules and will be taken into
debate in the normal precedence which would be att-
ached to it. But to the claim for precedence over the
Throne Speech Debate, and over the business of this
Legislature and the peopleof this province. cannotbe
granted undertheseRules. Furthermore,both the cit-
ations to which the honourable member referred in
Bourinot andMay are based upon the precondition of
urgency and have always been.

Questions relating to confidence in the Speaker
may be raised at any time, but to attach urgency to
those requires the immediacy of the event, otherwise
the motion must be considered in proper orderandin
the properprecedence attachedtothe Housebusiness.

So, Mr. Speaker. | still submit, despite the very
learned interventions of the members opposite, the
motion is patently out of order.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. A. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, further to the points
made by the Honourable Member for Springfield, |
can only point out to him that when the Leader of the
Opposition made reference on Friday to the possibil-
ity of a motion to refer the question to a committee of
the Legislature there was still some doubt in our
minds astothe facts ofthe case. Upon perusal of the
transcriptitbecameevidentthatthe First Ministerhad
given a full answer in which he stated he had, indeed,
been to see Mr. Speaker and had raised the question
concerning the use of unparliamentary language, the
quotation which | read to you earlier.

Concerning the matter of urgency, Mr. Speaker, |
simply point out that we dealt earlier this week with a
matter which surely could not be considered as
urgent as the one with which we are dealing now. It
was dealtwithpriortothequestion periodatthattime.
The rights of members of the Legislature, and espe-
cially the Members of the Opposition in a parliament,
surely take precedence over other business, Mr.
Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Just on the last point and on the
same pointoforder.|think, Mr. Speaker, it'simportant
that we be clear on the basis that is offered for the
motion, so that we can address the point of order.
The basis that is offered for the motion has to do
with the ruling which you made concerning remarks
made by the Member for Fort Garry concerning a
matter which had been addressed as a matter of privi-
legetwodaysearlier. Thatwas the pointon which you
ruled. You did not. in fact, rule at all, when you did
rule, on the point which concerned the First Minister,
which was areference to himself and, therefore, what
he said on Friday morning added not a jot or tittle of
new factual evidence to the point which is now being
raised. To say that they could not until they had
perused Hansard to see what the Premier had to say,
that they could not formulate their motion until then,
is to fly in the face of the record because the First
Minister said very clearly and | will read it, it's one
sentence. it couldn’'t have really confused them,
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although sometimes one wonders: | called upon Mr.
Speaker personally at 5:35 p.m., in order to advise the
Speaker thatl wantedacopy of the transcript pertain-
ing to the proceedings in the latter part of the after-
noon and indicated to the Speaker that | felt thatsome
unparliamentary language had been utilized, particu-
laily in respect to some references by the Member for
Fort Garry in relationship to myself, and that | ex-
pected, upon perusal of the transcript, to raise a mat-
ter of privilege at 8 o’clock.”

Itwas clearwhen onethenrefers back tothe Thurs-
day evening proceedings, that later on when you had
disposed of the particularissue, the FirstMinisterrose
to raise that point that concerned him, that he had
been called a liar by the Member for Fort Garry - that
was what concerned him and that was what he came
to see you about - therefore to suggest, as has now
been suggested, that they could not have moved their
motionbecause they needed thisrecordis, as| say, to
fly in the face of the record and the point of order
raised by the Member for Springfield stands as avalid
point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: TheHonourable Leader of the Oppo-
sition to the same point.

HON.S.LYON: Yes, tothesame point, Mr. Speaker. |
think | had made the pointalittiebitearlierand | think
it bears consideration against the rather frivolous
arguments we're hearingabout procedure when, Sir, |
know that this House would want to get on to discuss
the motion of this fundamental importance.

| gave the First Minister, Mr. Speaker, with respect,
opportunity on Thursday last to indicate whether or
nothehadbeen in contact with you. With the greatest
of respect, Sir, | gave you opportunity Thursday night
last to make that same indication and there was no
indication forthcoming. | thenhadtoputthequestion
on Friday morning, Mr. Speaker, in order togettothe
truth and it was only on Friday morning that we heard
the rather astounding admission from the First Minis-
terthathe had beentoseeyou, Sir, and then later that
the Attorney-General had called at your office as well.

Now, Sir, forthe Member for Springfield to stand up
onsome trumped-up procedural matterand tosay to
you, Sir, that it was not proper and prudent for the
Opposition to carefully weigh all of those words
before any substantive motion to this House, suggest,
Sir, a real want of understanding of parliament and of
theindividual responsibility of members of this House
beforethey make motions of theveryserious nature of
this motion.

So | suggest, Sir, that the Member for Springfield,
theHouselLeader, arereally arguing in circles, because
if they were so wont to give information to the House
why didn't they do it when they had the opportunity to
volunteer it. Why did it have to be extracted from
them?

MR. SPEAKER: Does any other member wish to
advise the Chair?
The Honourable Member for Springfield.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Yes, Mr. Speaker, to clarify one
procedural question relating to the Office of the
Speaker with which the Leader of the Opposition is
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having some difficulty in understanding our parlia-
mentary procedures. The Leader of the Opposition.
Sir, suggests that on an unnumbered page in the
rough transcript of Friday night, that an opportunity
existed. This seems to be the essence of the Opposi-
tion's last straw to claim precedence and procedural
order for this motion; that the opportunity to gain the
information was not there. The Leader of the Opposi-
tion. Sir, errs dramatically in his understanding of
parliamentary procedure when he thinks that he can
ask a question of the Speaker and get an answer from
the Speaker. That's one of the most fundamental
rules; the questions are not asked of the Speaker in
this House.

Similarly, the Leader of the Opposition errs funda-
mentally when he's speaking on a point of order in this
House on Thursday evening and suggests that the
Premier, the First Minister, should answer questions
he asks during his point of order. A debate on a point
of order last Thursday eveningwasnot an opportunity
for the Leader of the Opposition to ask questions of
the First Minister, nor was it appropriate for the First
Minister to answer them. As we all recall, the First
Minister answered those questions at the earliest
opportunity in question period Friday morning.

So | submit, Mr. Speaker, the opportunity was not
there to provide that information T hursday evening; it
was provided Friday morning and the Leader of the
Opposition had all the information he needed to move
his motion last Friday.

MR. SPEAKER: Does anyone else wish to advise the
Speaker? Order please

When a matter of privilege is raised in the House
there are two things that the Speaker has to judge
by: one, is whether it is the earliest possible time for
bringing that motion: and secondly, whether there
appears to be a prima facie case as to the motion
privilege. There would seem to be that case involved
in this particular one. The dispute between members
seems to do with whether there was sufficient notice
given or sufficient opportunity to bring this matter up
on Friday.

Possibly there is a strict basis for the Honourable
Member for Springfield's remarks. However. | under-
stood the mover of this particular motion to indicate
very clearly earlier. on | believe Friday, that such a
motion was to be forthcoming. | would judge that to be
sufficient notice and that the Hansard transcript of
Friday morning was not available on Friday morning
and not until later on that particular day when the
Honourable Leader of the Opposition's office
requested it from my office.

In conclusion, | would think that the subject matter
of this particular motion is sufficient that the House
would want to deal with it at the first possible oppor-
tunity and it would not serve the purpose of thisHouse
to have .the particular motion hanging over the pro-
ceedings for the next little while. | will, therefore, read
the motion to the House.

MOTION presented

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader.
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HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to raise one
issuewhich | think is fundamental and goes to the very
heart of the issue. The premise upon which the motion
is made is that - and it's contained in the second
paragraph of the motion - Mr. Speaker altered the
aforesaid ruling in contravention of all precedents,
etc.

| have before me the record and | will refer to the
record in making the point which | wish to make,
namely, that thereis no substance whatsoever to the
allegation that the Speaker altered the aforesaid rul-
ing. And if | am right in my argument that there is no
factual basis for the contention, then the motion falls
with the disappearance of the alleged factual basis.

Page 134 of Hansard, the Member for Fort Garry
had been speaking and raised a point relating to the
Minister for Community Services. The Minister for
Community Services got up to raise what he thought
was a point of order. Speaker’'s Ruling No. 1 - “Order
please, order please. | thank the honourable members
for their contributions. They will be aware, I'm sure.
that adifference of opinion as to the facts between two
members does not consititute apointororder.” Soup
to that point, you had said that there was no point of
order - up to that point.

Then you went on to say the matter, - and that the
matter relating to the privilege of the member of the
House as it affected the Member for Brandon East -
you then went on to say thatyour ruling on the matter
of privilege should have concluded the matter. should
have concluded the matter. It was not a point of order
because you said there was no point of order. You
made an observation that your previous ruling on the
motion of privilege raised by the Member for Fort
Garry should have concluded the matter.

At that point there was a point of order raised and
this is the first point of order that was raised. The
Minister of Natural Resources rose in his place and
youaskedthe Minister of NaturalResources. "Do you
have a point of order?" The Honourable Minister of
Natural Resources: “Yes | have, Mr. Speaker.” The-
reafter, the Minister for Natural Resources was raising
the first point of order in the sequence, went on to
speak to that and addressed the point of order: and in
the short passage that appears on Page 134. raised
whatis a fundamental question. namely, that once the
Speaker had raised a question of privilege and had
decided on a question of privilege. it could not the-
reafter be referred to again. What Mr. Speaker said
following the contribution of the Minister for Natural
Resources is quite clear: "I thank the Honourable
Minister for his support regarding the point that the
matter has been concluded.” The matter which is
concluded is the matter to which you referred earlier
as having been concluded. namely, the question of
privilege. It's clear that you're using the identical lan-
guage for the identical point, namely. that the matter
of privilege which had been raised on Tuesday had
been concluded.

Itwas in light of that that you went on to say: "l will
ask the Member for Fort Garry to proceed with his
remarks with no further reference to the matterwhich
has been concluded.” You did not rule on the point of
order, whether it was a point of order. or rule on the
point-of order thereafter as you saw fit - and it was up
toyou-youcamebacktothe House and madeforthe
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firsttime, aruling on the point of order and no amount
of twisting of words or obfuscation can hide that fact.
And when, in his opening remarks leading to the
motion, the Leader of the Opposition said that the
matter had been concluded. the statement which you
had made and those words clearly in contextreferred
to one thing and one thing only, namely, that the
matterof privilege had been concluded. Therewasno
suggestionmadebyyou, asl read therecord, thatthe
point of order had been dealt with. Therefore, it was
open for you to deal with the point of order as you saw
fit, on reflection.

Secondly. Sir, in terms of the suggestion that has
been made, which I think is contemptuous of you,
inadvertently perhaps. but nevertheless in substance
objectively and of the First Minister that anyone had
attempted to influence your decision. Again, as |
pointed out a bit earlier, but | insist it is necessary to
repeat for the record. the First Minister when asked
the question at the only appropriate time for the ask-
ing of that question - that is, the question period that
followed the next day - said specifically that he had
called upon you with respect to a remark which he
heard having comeinto the House at 5:20, and what he
heard was the Member for Fort Garry saying that the
FirstMinister hadtoldalie. He was rankled, ashewas
entitled to be at that statement, and called upon you,
as he has said to the House and is a matter of record,
to ask you toobtainatranscript and to advise you that
he intended to raise that in the evening.

Subsequently, you cameinto the House and did not
deal with that matter at all because it had not been
raised and that was proper. You dealt with the one
question only which had been raised by the Minister
of Natural Resources and had not been dealt with; you
were not dealing with the concluded matter. Subse-
quently, the First Minister - and this completes the
recordand indeed corroborates thepoint-rosetosay
that he had intended to raise as a matter of privilege
the remark dealing with himself, but in light of the
circumstancesthat had then developed, hesawfitnot
toraise it but wished to advise the House that he and
othermemberson thisside of the House were becom-
ing concerned with these repeated breaches of deco-
rum, calling people liars, and that he was in effect
serving notice that. should this pattern of behaviour
continue which is bringing this House into disrepute,
that wewouldraiseit oneachand every occasion until
the question of decorumwas settled in this House. so
that people coming into the galleries to see what is
taking place could understand that this was, in fact,
the elected representatives of the people and not
some kind of third-rate zoo. He raised those points
and he raised them properly and to suggest, as this
motion does, that there was in any way a grave
impropriety, is clearly wrong on the record.

Finally, Sir, | would like to make a point which |
made in earlier discussion thatin my view it can never
be improper for someone to call upon the Speaker and
to say to the Speaker there's a question which con-
cerns me. | would liketherecord. It's the Speaker who
orders therecord; in these circumstances that was an
appropriate thing to do. If we ever reach that day
where, as is suggested at least by implication, thatthe
Speaker is closed off from contact by members of the
House. then that will be avery sorry day indeed.
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The effect of this motion, Sir, is to suggest, not a
grave impropriety in my view; the effect of this motion
is to suggest that the ordinary business of the House
could not be transacted; that people could not speak
to the Speaker on questions of the kind that the First
Ministerdid. There is clearly no grave impropriety that
has been suggested; no grave impropriety that stands
on the record. This motion ought to be soundly and
roundly and quickly defeated.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR.A.RANSOM: Mr.Speaker, itisnecessary thatthe
sequence of events and answers given be clearly
understood.

The Honourable Government House Leader has
attempted to paint a hue to the answers given by you,
Sir, which is clearly not the intention of the answers
when one follows the course of the debate.

The essence of his first point was that you had not
made a ruling; that indeed in your answer on Page
134, where you said, “| thank the Honourable Minister
forhissupportregarding the pointthat the matter has
been concluded.” TheHonourable GovernmentHouse
Leader is attempting to make that a reference to the
point of privilege which had been raised one or two
dayspriortothat; whereclearly, Sir, thereferenceisto
theissuethat had beendealtwith immediately prior to
that, the point where the Minister for Government
Services hadrisen totakeexception toit. | submit, Sir,
the evidence for that is very clearin that, first of all, on
Page 134 of Hansard, there is a subheading “Speak-
er’'sRuling” and | believe, Sir, that the transcripts are
reviewed by you as Speaker before they are finally
printed and that this heading, therefore, receives your
approval in being printed in Hansard and it is entitled
“Speaker’s Ruling.”

As further evidence of that, Sir, | refer the honoura-
ble members then to Page 140 of Hansard at the bot-
tom of the page. the right hand column. Mr. Speaker
said, "Although | ruled on the matter . . ." He then
goes on at thevery top of Page 141, in the left hand
column, “l ruled,” and then proceeded to read the
ruling which you gave, Sir. Thatclearly is evidence in
your mind and in my mind that the issue had been
dealt with and was disposed of. For the benefit of the
House, there was no indication that the question was
taken under advisement. There was no thought in the
mind of any member of this House that they expected
you to come back, Sir, at 8 o'clock and make a ruling
on this question. | defy any member of this House to
say that there was an expectation thatyou were com-
ing back with a ruling on this issue at 8 o'clock that
night. There was no such expectation. It had been
dealt with.

On the second point raised by the Honourable
Government House Leader, if itis his contention that
theissue was indeed still open and that you had yet to
make a ruling. Sir, then it isevenworse that the First
Minister and the Government House Leader, the
Attorney-General, should presume to go to your
Chambers, Sir, and to speak to you about such an
issue. Itiseven worse thatitshould be considered and
I respectfully suggest, Sir, thatitisevenworsethen for
you to have entertained them.
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The answer given by the First Minister on Friday
morning, in that answer he does not attempt to say
that he strictly dealt with the question of an allegation
concerning himself. He only says “particularly,” which
tells me, Mr. Speaker, and I'm sure tells any other
thoughtful person, that his conversation was not con-
fined to that issue alone. The fact that the question is
there, I'm afraid gives - and | regret - gives rise to the
motion which we have put forward this morning.

Itisnotsomething that werelishby any means, far
from it, having tobring forthsuchamotionasthis; but
the Speaker in any parliament must be seen, must be
impartial and he must be seen to be impartial. It is
fundamental to the protection of the rights of all
members of the Legislature, and especially to the
rights of the Opposition, that this should be the case.
Unfortunately. Sir, this sequence of events which has
been outlined by my leader givesrise to this motion of
non-confidence. It is a very regretful thing, Mr.
Speaker, that it has come to this.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable the First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: | would like to just make a few
comments in connection with this matter. As the
Leader of the Opposition has indicated, this is cer-
tainly not a matter that anyone in this Chamber rel-
ishes and particularly insofar as the motion itself is of
such a nature as to express no longer a confidence in
its presiding officer, because this is certainly not the
views of members on this side of the Chamber.

Inthe third paragraph of the motion, Mr. Speaker, it
indicates, and whereas the First Minister and the
House Leaderbothadmitted to contactingMr. Speaker
during the dinner recess, thereby compromising the
impartiality of the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, the suggestion is. that by contacting
the Speaker duringthat supperhour,onthepartofthe
Attorney-General and by myself, that there was a
compromising of the impartiality of the Speaker. Mr.
Speaker, that couldn't be further from the truth. Just
prior to that, it's my understanding that efforts were
made to obtain a transcript of the proceedings from
the Clerk's office. It's my understanding that the
transcript of proceedings must be obtained from the
Speakerand indeed the Leader of the Opposition-if |
heard the Leader of the Opposition correctly - indi-
cated that even he had obtained a transcript on Friday
pertaining to the proceedings of the House; and that
the obtaining of the transcript was, indeed, before you
were called upon to make rulings pertaining to this
subject today, Mr. Speaker. —(Interjection)—

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, just on a point of order
for the record. Let the record be clear.

MR. SPEAKER: TheHonourable Leader of the Oppo-
sition on a point of order.

HON. S. LYON: Yes. It was you. Sir, who made refer-
ence to the fact that my office obtained a copy of the
transcripton Friday. My secretary. Sir, contacted your
office for that purpose andit's quite within the powers
of any member to do so in that way.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister
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HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, I'm not arguing that
there is somethingwrongwith that having taken place
but, Mr. Speaker, the fact is that the secretary of the
Leader of the Opposition obtained acopy of transcript
and that, | believe, not to have been in order, Mr.
Speaker. | do not know and | would be interested in
obtaining information as to whatothermeans can be
used to obtain a transcript pertaining to the proceed-
ings in the House, particularly in relationship to the
casewhichlwasconcernedabout,Mr. Speaker | rose
immediately to my feet at 8 o'clock that evening prior
to this matter having beendealt with. toraise a matter
which | felt was one of privilege pertaining to remarks
made by the Member for Fort Garry in relationship to
myself, having to reserve further comments because
atthat particular pointthe Member for Fort Garry was
not present and, in courtesy to the Member for Fort
Garry, | refrained from further proceeding with my
remarks on Page 134 later on that evening after the
main body of the discussion pertaining to the Minister
of Community Affairs had been dealt with

So, Mr. Speaker, the suggestion that once someone
contacts your office, either in person or through an
intermediary or through-a servant, that that imme-
diately compromises the impartiality of the Speaker,
Mr. Speaker, does not bear out by tradition, does not
bear out by practice. If there is now a thought that. by
requesting such transcript of proceedings. it does
impinge upon the impartiality of the Speaker then
we'dbetter that thereis a capacity for obtaining trans-
cripts in the Clerk’s Office or by some other means so
that we can deal with matters rather than having to
waituntil Hansard is formally printed. There are many
occasions where we cannot wait for one reason or
another until Hansard is formally printed. Now, the
only course, as | understand, Mr. Speaker, not being
onethatclaimstobeanexpertpertainingtotheRules
and Proceedings of this Chamber, is to obtain that
transcript from your office.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker | believe
the Honourable First Minister, in attempting to make
his point, has introduced some extraneous material
into the argument at the centre of affairs this after-
noon and to the central point at issue. The Honoura-
ble First Minister has made reference to the fact that
he rose immediately at 8:00 p.m. on the day in ques-
tion, Mr. Speaker, to raise a point of privilege relative
to certainreferences that | had made about him. or in
connection with a statement made by him during the
afternoon sitting of the House. Mr. Speaker, | don't
intend to deviate from the subject at hand by dwelling
on that point other thanto say, Sir, that the Honoura-
ble First Minister did not come into the House at the
time that | made that statement on Thursday after-
noon. The Honourable First Minister was in the House
and was sitting in his place and | directed the remark
to him and my Leader even made an informal com-
ment as to whether the Honourable First Minister was
concerned by it. and at that juncture the honourable
gentleman did notrise in dispute.

Mr. Speaker. the point at issue here is a technical
point. IfI was guilty of abreach of the privileges of this
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House, and | accept the fact that | was, Sir, because
the House so decreed on the motion of the Honoura-
ble Government House Leader and so voted, it was a
technical breach of the privileges of the House. in that
| made reference to a subject that had already con-
cluded, in your words, Sir,on aprivilege vote earlier in
the week

I have difficulty following the arguments of the
Honourable Government House Leader when he
makes the point, or attempts to establish the position
thattherewere two points of order involved here, Sir,
and that the Speaker's Ruling referred to on Page 134
of Hansard refers only to a situation raised by the
Honourable Minister of Community Services and not
only to a subsequent situation raised a few seconds
later by his colleague the Honourable Minister of Nat-
ural Resources.

Mr. Speaker. | just want to suggest to the Honoura-
ble Government House Leader that it was one and the
same issue, and that your remarks, Sir, support that
contention and prove the fact that it was one and the
same issue. You said, Sir. on Page 134 of Hansard in
the right hand column and | quote you, Sir, I thank
the Honourable Minister,” thiswas in reference to the
interjection by the Honourable Minister of Natural
Resources, "l thank the Honourable Minister for his
support regarding the point that the matter has been
concluded.” I don't know what could be more clear on
a statement of that kind, Sir. "I thank the Honourable
Minister,” the Minister of Natural Resources, “for his
support regarding the point that the matter has been
concluded.” In other words, you had decreed that the
matter had been concluded; the Minister of Natural
Resources had lodged an interjection before | con-
tinued with my remarks; you interpreted that as his
support foryour point that the matter had been con-
cluded and you so stated that, Sir.

Youwenton thentosay: "l will ask the Member for
Fort Garry to proceed with his remarks with no further
reference to the matter which has been concluded.”
And | did proceed according to your admonition and
instruction, Sir. So the technical point at issue here is
the alteration of that ruling later in the day’s proceed-
ings incorporated in your statement that evening to
the House, Sir, and that statement commenced with
the followingwords. Sir, I'm quoting you, Mr. Speaker:
“Just before the 5:30 p.m. dinner break there was a
dispute between members of the House. The Member
for Fort Garry referred to the subject matter of a privi-
lege motion dealt with on December 7th and the Min-
ister of Community Services and Corrections and of
NaturalResources,” and | repeat, Sir, “TheMinister of
Community Services and Corrections and of Natural
Resources rose on a point of order. Although | ruled
on the matter without the benefit of perusal of Hans-
ard it is possible that my remarks were not sufficiently
clear.” etc., etc.

You reinforced the point, Sir. that you had made a
ruling that addressed the interjections of both the
Honourable Minister of Community Services and the
Honourable Minister of Natural Resources, and |
therefore suggestin all respect, Sir, that the argument
advanced by the Honourable Government House
Leader is not logical and does not stand up
under scrutiny
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health.

HON. L. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, it seems to me
that there were two different issues here that hap-
pened on Thursday just before the dinner hour. One
was the question of the situation of the Minister of
Community Services, the thing that had been dealt
with, that was one thing; and then the First Minister
taking objection to being called a liar in the House by
the same member, the Member for Fort Garry. Those
were the two issues that - oh yes. now, there was
—(Interjection)— now waitaminute, we'velistened to
you. Those were the two issues that we're looking at
today, | am not saying at 5:30

All right, at 5:30 then, the two Ministers | think took
objectiontothe Member for Fort Garry continuing the
discussion on something that had been dealt with the
day before. Thatwasthe main concern. Thefirst ques-
tion is, did you make aruling at the time? The Member
for Fort Garry, the members on this side say that you
did, and you yourself later on said that there might
have been a misunderstanding, you wanted to make
sure thatwasclear.| am not going to debate who was
right or who was wrong, that has been dealt with - and
again we're bringing this thing up today - that was
dealt with, there was a motion on that.

Now | am sure, Sir, that this is not the main thing.
The main concern that the Leader of the Opposition
had is when he stated that he was concerned that
members from this side had approached you and
influenced you in changing your decision and that is
the reason why they're bringing this resolution today
because they said, if you were influenced then. we're
sorry, we do not have confidence in you any longer.
Those are the two different subjects.

The point is that the Premier of the province stated
that he was concerned because he had been called a
liar, that he sent someone from the caucus tothe Clerk
to get the transcript. The Clerk said he could not give it
to you; you have to get it from the Speaker. So then he
went out and asked forit, and didsayatthetime that
he was concerned, he wanted to see it. He was con-
cerned because of theunparliamentary language and
the name-calling that had happened. Before, when it
was ready the House Leader went and got it. At no
time, asfarastheinformation that we were given, did
anybody say that the Speaker was influenced on the
other decision at all. So | think that the Speaker might
have been wrong in the eyes of the members of the
Opposition in waiting until 8 o’clock, which actually as
far as the clock is concerned. it was a few minutes
after because all this happened between 5:20 to 5:30
and this was at one minute after eight orimmediately
at 8 o'clock, but that part was dealt with rightly or
wrongly -and| don't think we canimpute any motive -
the Speaker said that he wanted to make that decision
clear. The Opposition said you had a chance, you
missed it; they challenged the Speaker's ruling, there
was avote and the decision of the Chair was sustained.

Now, the other point is. did we influence? That
would be the reason why. That would make it a lot
more serious and that would be the reason why you
have this vote of non-confidence today. You wouldn't
have a vote of non-confidence if there had been a
mistake made because there has been mistakes made
by the Speakers at other times and you had a chance,
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you challenged the ruling at that time. But let the
record show, Mr. Speaker, that at no time is there any
information given, or any proof that there was influ-
ence brought upon you to change your ruling. It was
completely different. If that's not the way to get the
transcript, please tell us how we're supposed todo it,
because the Clerk said you can only get it from the
Speaker?

You yourself said that you obtained the transcript
on Friday. You yourself did the same thing. You got it
from the Speaker. You got it from the secretary. We
were told we had to go to the Speaker; this is what
we'd done and the First Minister said he wanted to see
it. The reason why he wanted to see it was because
there was some name-calling, he wanted to make
sure,andat the first chance he wanted to protest that.
That'sexactly what hasbeendone. Sol wouldsay, Mr.
Speaker. the question that we're talking about now,
yourruling, shouldnot be debated, that's finished. It's
been the third time we've talked about that and the
point is, were you influenced by the First Minister or
anybodyon thissideto change adecision? Thatisthe
point of contention.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Springfield.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Yes, Mr. Speaker, thank you. Mr.
Speaker, as | said when | entered the debate and
raised a point of order when the original motion was
proposed, because of the tone and tenorin the debate
in this House over the last two days on questions
relating to this whole procedural argument, | would
welcome an opportunity to reply to the spurious alle-
gations that are being made by the Leader of the
Opposition.

Mr. Speaker, | do welcome that reply, despite the
fact that unfortunately it takes precedence now over
the urgent business before the House in discussing
the Throne Speech of the Government and the Gov-
ernment’s plans for action in this troubled economic
time.

Mr. Speaker, | do share, however, the Leader of the
Opposition's stated concern for parlimentary demo-
cracy and the basic conventions and traditions of a
free parliament. Mr. Speaker, | would suggest to you
that, ifanything, my recordonthatisclear. Therecord
of the Leader of the Opposition is somewhat doubtful,
including his contributions last Thursday evening and
last Friday.

The matter at issue, Mr. Speaker, appears to be
twofold. Does Mr. Speaker have the right under our
Rules to expand on a statement he makes to the
House?Let'snotargueaboutwhetherornotwhatMr.
Speaker saidlast Thursday at 5:30 or 5:24, or whatever
the time was, was actually a ruling. It may well have
been a ruling, | will concede that point. It may have
been. The fact that Hansard labels it as a ruling does
not make it so. The Member for Turtle Mountain's
suggestion that the Speaker reads every Hansard in
draftand approves the headings and checks the text
fortyposis an horrendous proposition, and the Oppo-
sition House Leader certainly knows that's a ridicu-
lous suggestion. So the suggestion that Hansard
determines whether or not. by their subtitles. a
ruling is a ruling or a discussion of a point of
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order, is nonsense.

But | will accept the point that it's possible some
members opposite and some members on this side
may haveconsidered Mr. Speaker's statement shortly
before adjournment on Thursday lastas aruling. Are
we to deny the arbiter of discussion in this Chamber
the right to expand? —(Interjection)— Arbiter, sure,
I'm easy. The Leader of the Opposition is concerned
about denying an umpire as he suggests. or a referee
in a sports game, the right to expand or change a
decision. This isn't a game; this is very serious busi-
nessand | resentthe implication by the Leader of the
Oppositionthat thisisasportsarena. If that's what he
thinks it is, he can go play somewhere else.

Mr. Speaker. the matters before this Chamber are
much moreimportantthanthose whichtakeplacein a
stadium or arena. If the Speaker felt that he wanted to
expand on a ruling he had made, he certainly had
every right.

Mr. Speaker, | know you didn't change your ruling.
You had an opportunity to do research and check it
outandyoureferredtocitations,butyoucertainlyand
clearly before 5:30toldthe Member for Fort Garry that
he wasn't to be engaged in that kind of debate. since
the matter had been settled, and at 8 o'clock, or 8:40,
when the Member for Fort Garry was in the Chamber,
said exactly the same thing, that the member should
not be engaging in that activity. So whether you call
onearulingandtheotheraruling, or one astatement
and the other an expansion on that statement in the
form of a ruling, is entirely irrelevant. | would never
deny the Speaker the right to expand for the benefit
for all members, his interpretation of our Rules to
make sure that everybody in this House has an under-
standing of it.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the second matter at issue is
whethertheFirst Minister andthe House Leader com-
promised the impartiality of the Speaker. Mr. Speaker.
I'm concerned about that because I'm nervous about
going to visit you. | suggest, Mr. Speaker, the great
knowledge that the Leader of the Opposition some-
times purports to claim with regard to parliamentary
practice in our Rules, doesn't extend to Citation 119in
Beauchesne; 119(2) onPage39ofBeauchesne’s Fifth
Edition suggests, “The Speaker’s rulings, whether
given in public or in private, constitute precedence by
which subsequent Speakers, members and officers
are guided. Such precedents are collected,” etc.

Now, Mr. Speaker, how could you possibly give a
ruling in private, which is going to then become a
collected precedent of our House if no one cantalk to
you,noonecangoandvisittheSpeakeranddiscuss a
procedural question? Now, I'm not even suggesting
for a minute that the First Minister did that or the
Attorney-General did. but the Leader of the Opposi-
tion is suggesting that they might have had that dis-
cussion. That's been denied. clearly been denied last
Friday and again today. But | would suggest to you,
Mr.Speaker, that your opportunity to discuss proced-
ural questions should notbe in any way diminished by
the statements of the Leader of the Opposition who
suggeststhatit'ssomehowimproper. That's an estab-
lished precedent in parliaments throughout the Com-
monwealth, that any member can consult with the
Speaker about House business and House procedure
at any time and | wouldn't want the ignorance of the
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Leader of the Opposition on that question to prejudice
the rights of 55 other members.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the other question that comes
into this, is whether or not there's been a grave
impropriety. agrave impropriety. The suggestion that
somehow the Government House Leader or the First
Minister of this province has in some way intimidated
by avisit or threatened orbullied. Now we have prece-
dents on those kinds of activities too, and certainly
threatening language has always been considered
unparliamentary. When a member has intimidated -
sorry, excuse me, Mr. Speaker - when a member has
intimated that he would move the adjournmentunless
certain explanations were given, the Speaker has
interposed and called himto order for usinglanguage
threatening to the House, also language threatening
tothe Speaker ortoany other member hasbeen con-
sidered intimidation and threatening in the Chamber.

S0 Mr..Speaker, I've heard the remarks of the First
Minister -and of the Attorney-General. | understand
that what they’ve stated in the House is truthfuland |
accept that as fact, so | know what they said to you,
Sir.Butlwould like the House to reflect upon whatthe
Leader of the Opposition said to our SpeakerinHans-
ard last Thursday evening. “Mr. Speaker, with the
greatest of respect, Sir, on the point of order, a foot-
ball referee can’t go back; a hockey referee can’t go
back andyou, Sir, can't go back.” That'swhat he said.
A paragraph later he said, “Ihavenotreflectedon your
conduct yet. but if this procedure is carried through,
your conduct willbereflectedupon,lcanassureyou.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, if threatening and intimidating
language is the kind of thing which provides a chal-
lenge of this nature to the Chair, thenit's this side that
should have been moving the motion. The Leader of
the Opposition has threatened and intimidated - at
least attempted to - our Speaker, but | have every
confidence that those threats and attempts at intimi-
dation had no effect whatsoever. Similarly, | have
every confidence that the Member for Virden, who
underwent the same kind of threats two years ago this
week, was not influenced or intimidated by that kind
oflanguage. Mr. Speaker, | think they shouldbeonthe
recordtoo, so that we understand the kind of activity
which the Leader of the Opposition engages in and
then expects us to allow him to question the integrity
of our presiding officer.

Tuesday, December 16, 1980, a point of order was
raised. The Leader of the Opposition, then asPremier
in this Chamber, said to Mr. Speaker, “I ask, Sir, that
you ask him to withdraw from the House while this
debate and while this vote is being taken.” He was
referring to a member who has presently withdrawn
for a period of about seven years.

Mr. Speaker disagreed with the then Premier, sug-
gested that the member had the right to stay and
speak, to which then the now Leader of the Opposi-
tion replied with some chagrin and for the memory of
those here and in the galleries, waving his hand, his
fist and his finger and yelling at the Speaker as fol-
lows, “Mr. Speaker. on a point of order, | suggest to
you with the greatest of respect, Sir, that Rule 13 to
which you've alluded on previous occasions in this
debate, with the greatest of respect, Sir,” - remember
this is with the finger slashing the air - “*has no rela-
tionship to this question before us today at all, and |
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would suggest, Sir, that you inform yourself upon that
rule beforeyou make further referencetoit.” Now you
hadtobe heretounderstand the amount of threat that
was in his voice and his finger at the time. But, Mr.
Speaker, | do not perceive anyone on this side raising
the language and the behaviour of the Leader of the
Opposition as compromising you, because | believe
you are of full integrity and not in any position to be
compromised by the Leader of the Opposition and
certainly, Sir;\I'know-you were.not.compromised by
the First-Minister or the Attorney-General-because |
know.what they told you; | know. what they spoke to
you about. They.did.not.speak.to.you.about your
ruling; they asked.you for a transcript.

Mr. Speaker, | submit therefore, that not only is
there no substance to the motion as I've discussed
each of the various clauses in it, but that if there is a
question of confidence relating to the parliamentary
traditions as they are respected in this House, the
question of confidence shouldrelate to someone who
has great knowledge about these Rules, butdoesnot
observe them. In fact, his knowledge is only in the
breach and he uses and abuses them for his own
political benefitseven when he holds the office of the
Premier.

Mr. Speaker, the crisis of confidence is notwithyou,
but with the Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Virden.

MR.H.GRAHAM: Mr.Speaker,onapointofpersonal
privilege, | just want to state that my record in this
Chamber will speak for itself. Apparently the Member
for Springfield is still establishing his.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.
The Member for Brandon West.

MR. H. CARROLL: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to speak very
very briefly. You, Mr. Speaker, have the right to be
wrong. On Thursday, in my own opinion, you were
very very possibly wrong, but | accept that. | am not
going to stand by and see an attack on the whole
parliamentary system set up because you may have
been wrong in your decision. Our traditions are that
we accept your decisions and we don’t go and try to
fight you in some other way. | think this whole motion
is an insult to you, Mr. Speaker, and | am most dis-
gusted to see it moved in this House.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Elmwood.

MR. R. DOERN: Mr. Speaker, | finditpeculiarthatata
timewhen the nationandthe province are rackedwith
unemployment andserious social problemsthatHouse
time is spending time on a matter like this. Mr
Speaker,wearefocusingourenergies, becauseofthe
Conservative Opposition, on atempest in a teapot.

Mr. Speaker, thiswhole procedure with the Conser-
vatives’ support is bringing discredit upon this
Assembly and bringing discredit uponthe parliamen-
tary process, bringing discreditupon people in public
life, and they're not aware of this. but it's bringing
discredit upon the Conservative Party of Manitoba
as a whole.
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Mr. Speaker, | have watched your rulings for the
past year like everybody else. | have seen you try to
operate under what can only be described as new and
difficult circumstances. The House for many years
has had three parties in it; now it has only two parties
and | think that you as Speaker have ruled fairly time
and time and time again and given the Opposition
every opportunity to make their points, given them
every benefit of the doubt. And on one occasion when
they disagreed with what youhavedone, they demand
your resignation. | find that a very peculiar reaction
indeed and the reason is that the Leader of the Oppo-
sition has lost perspective, he's gone absolutely
bananas on this particular issue. He thinks that this is
the most important issue facing the people of Manit-
oba and their elected representatives in the month of
December, 1982.

Mr. Speaker, all of us saw him lose perspective, as
was just described, when he did not reflect upon the
Ruling of the Speaker which is out of order; he threa-
tened you as Speaker. That is far worse than any
verbal reflection, with finger-wagging and red face
and raised voice and eyes blazing, threatening the
Speaker of this Assembly. Well, we all did see that
once before: it wasn't the first time: we did see it with
the member who preceded him.

Mr. Speaker, the acrimony in this House, | think. is
theworst that | haveseensince 1966 - this isthe worst,
and it started from the very beginning because of the
frustration of the members opposite withthe lastelec-
tion —(Interjection)— that'’s right, the cause of it all.
The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker, that this party
still believes that the Government stole the election
because they're not big enough to realize that they
blew the election.

Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition talks
about the tyranny of the majority. Well, we all know
about that and we also know about something else
called the tyranny of the minority and that's what
we're getting right now. We're getting the business of
the House ground to a halt on a matter that is of little
majorimportance and of nointerest whatsoever to the
public, to the man in the street.

Mr. Speaker, can an MLA speak or talk to the
Speaker? Can an MLA visitthe Speaker? Canan MLA
have any contact whatsoever with the Speaker of a
Legislative Assembly? Mr. Speaker, surely anyone in
this Assembly can at any time, for social reasons or
other, visityouinyouroffice. ItisnotuptotheLeader
of the Opposition to quarantine the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly of Manitoba from December
1982 on.

Mr. Speaker, transcripts were obtained by the Pre-
mier of a debate that was of some importance in terms
of problems associated with it and the Leader of the
Opposition obtained transcripts as well. Well, | say
that what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the
gander.

Mr. Speaker, | think that we should dispose of this
tempestin ateapotandgetonwiththebusinessofthe
people of Manitoba.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question?

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, if no.one else wishes to
contribute to the debate, | would be happy to make
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some concluding remarks with respect to this motion
which is presently before the House. | listened with
amusementtothe Member for EImwood talkingabout
how members should conduct themselves in the
House, how unemployment is the main consideration
andconcernoftheHouse and, Sir, whenlspokeinthe
Throne Speech debate a week ago | believe | made
that point.

However, | understand that when the Member for
Elmwood came to make his contributiontothe Throne
Speech he dilated, for about 30 minutes or so, on
giving the so-called horse racing odds with respect to
prospective Leaders of the Opposition on this side of
the House. | really don't make it a habit of reading his
speeches, butlI'mtoldthatthat'swhat took placeand|
just wondered how that was meant to contribute to the
crisis of unemployment that was facing Manitobans
and that is facing Manitobans because of the inaction
of the Government to which he persists in clinging
after he has been thwarted so often in his attempt to
runbacktothe frontbench. Sol think the Member for
Elmwood is hardly in a positiontotalk about the qual-
ity of contributionsto debate in this House or whether
indeed, Sir, truth; the position-and impartiality of the
Speaker is not a matter of high priority.

We, Sir, must defer to other judgments, to those of
the parliamentary writers.and to others who tend to
understand this institution somewhat more intimately
than does the Member for EImwood. He, Mr. Speaker,
persists in taking this matter, which is an extremely
serious matter, as atempestin ateapot. Well. | prayfor
the institution of parliament that we don’t have too
many tempests in a teapot of this order.

Beforel leave theMember for EImwood, may | make
it clear for the record, lest anyone be under any mis-
apprehension because of the red herrings, the non-
sequiturs, all of the rathercrudedebating devices that
are used by members such as he opposite to deflect
attention, public attention, from the issues that are
before the House today,:the very serious issues that
are before the House today, Mr. Speaker, we're not
unused or unaccustomed to that technique. When
you're guilty. you try to draw the attention of the lis-
tener to someone else. It is not anyone on this side of
the House, Sir, in the course of a debate, who went to
your office and sought an interview with you with
respect to a matter that was under consideration. as
they claim at the time - no one from this side of the
House - so let's get the facts straight. The improprie-
ties alleged. Sir, were improprieties on behalf of the
First Minister. the Attorney-General. who at least
admitted in the House that they had had that contact
with you, Sir, and no one on that side of the House -
and one wouldn't expect it from the Member from
Elmwood - no one on that side of the House has
denied the fact, Sir. that you made a ruling in the
afternoon, that you came into the House that evening
and said you had made a ruling. then proceeded to
change that ruling. which is totally unprecedented.

If my honaurable friend from EImwood hasn't the
wit to tietogether the incidents which follow chrono-
logically with respect to that unfortunate second rul-
ing on your part, which resulted in the Member for
FortGarry being ejected from thisHouse onamotion.
Sir. proposed by the House Leader. then if he hasn't
the wit to-see how these.items all link together then |
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suggest. Sir, we should pay no further attention to the
kind of mental meanderings that we've heard from
that source during the course of this otherwise serious
debate.

Mr. Speaker, the Member for Springfield refers to
the substance of the resolution as being a spurious
allegation, yet | didn’'t hear him nor did | hear, more
importantly, the First Minister, nor did | hear the
Leader of the House, the Attorney-General, deny any
of the allegations contained in that statement at all.
None at all.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: On a point of personal privilege,
therecordspeaks foritself. On Page 149, | statedthat |
called upon you “to pick up a copy of the transcript
which had been requested by the First Minister and
picked up that transcript, and shortly after left your
office.” The record is clear.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, the Member for Fort
Rouge, the House Leader says that he called at your
office picked up a transcript and shortly after left the
office. Would he care to enlarge on that and tell us
about the conversation? Because what I'm saying to
you, Sir, is that neither the House Leader nor the First
Minister have said what the nature of the conversation
they had with you was nor indeed do they have to
because your action when you came back into the
House. regrettably. Sir, spoke volumes about the
kinds of interventions that were being made. Now,
Sir, . ..

HON. R. PENNER: Well, Mr. Speaker. is that a ques-
tion to me?

HON. S. LYON: No.
HON. R. PENNER: No, of course not.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, on a matter of privi-
lege. | would simply refer you to my statements on
Page 149 indicating quite clearly what the nature of
the visit was and what the request was.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S.LYON: Well, Mr. Speaker, after having dealt
withthese rather fractured matters of privilege, may |
ask the First Minister then, when he was speakingwhy
did he notventure some opinion as to why your Ruling
hadbeen changed that evening? Because he had the
full opportunity, Sir, as | mentioned before, on the
Thursday evening after you had come back and rev-
ersed yourself with respect to the matter of a ruling, |
raised the point. I've read it into the record —(Inter-
jection)— he had the full opportunity, Mr. Speaker, to
advise the House at that time that he had been to your
office and had had conversations with you respecting
a point of order and the statements made by the
Member for Fort Garry that evening. He didn’'t do that
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this afternoon at all; he had the full opportunity to do it
but the record will show, Sir, that he didn't do it.

Mr.Speaker, before the triviality is lost upon allwho
are listening to this debate, may | say that there has
neverbeenatissue in this matter at all, the longstand-
ing right that hasexistedsince 1958, thatI'm aware of,
ofany member to seek through the Speaker's office, a
copy of the transcript of Hansard. Sir, you are not
facing a motion today because the First Minister. the
Attorney-General, or anyone else soughta copy of the
transcript of Hansard and for anyone on that side of
the House to try to obscure or - to use the Attorney-
General's favorite word - to obfuscate and to try to
cloud up the issue, the clear, pristine issue that is
before us with that kind of procedural nonsense, let
me say, that kind of technique may work for my
honourable friend, the Attorney-General, when he's
before a law class, it won't work in parliament and it
doesn't work in the court of public opinion.

Now, Mr. Speaker, what Iwantto find out, Sir,is how
long can this side of the House or indeed the people of
Manitoba expect the kind of defense - if you may
crown it with that word - that we have heard this
afternoon to be sufficient? Of course. members ofthe
House haveaccessto the Speaker; noone has questi-
oned that at all. What members are questioning, Mr.
Speaker, is the First Minister of this House going to
the Chambers of Mr. Speaker and following upon that
visit, Mr. Speaker coming back into the House and
changingarulingthathehadmadepriorto the supper
hour. That's what's in question.

Mr. Speaker, may | remind you, Sir, may | remind
some of my honourable friends opposite, of the fam-
ous Pipeline Debate? May | say, Sir, with regret, that
there are number of similarities between that debate
and what is transpiring in this House because, Mr.
Speaker, my honourable friends opposite, like the
Bourbons, know nothing and forget nothing. My
honourable friends should listen; my honourable
friends should read Hansard from the House of Com-
mons for the debate that took place on the first day of
June, 1956, when the Speaker came intothe Houseon
amorning after havingmade arulingonwhichdebate
was taking place and the next morning he said to the
House, I've changed my mind and | am going to turn
about the ruling | made last evening. Mr. Speaker, the
Leader of the Opposition at that time, the Honourable
George Drew; the Leader of the CCF Party at that
time, M.J. Coldwell, both said that is contrary to the
practices and the precedents of this House. You can't
do that.

Inthe course of that interveningdebate, Mr. Speaker,
references were made to whether or not the Speaker
of the day. the Honourable Renee Beaudoin had been
contacted by members of the government front bench.
When it came out, Mr. Speaker, that they had been
contacted, indeed that the Leader of the House, the
HonourableWalterHarris, had spoken to the Speaker
after he had made that ruling and that the Minister in
that government, the Honourable J.W. Pickersgill.
hadalsocalledintoseethe Speaker, andtheSpeaker
had quite properly in that instance, asitis related in a
number of books surrounding thatinstance, had said,
no. I can'ttalk to you, but | have made up my mind as
towhat|am goingtodo. But there was interference at
that time by members of the Treasury Bench.
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One would think, Mr. Speaker, for anyone who has
any knowledge of our parliamentary system, or any
sympathy or understanding or sensitivity to it, that
thatkind of warning which should be in the mind of all
parliamentarians, particularly those who esteem to
hold the office of First Minister, that they would not
put the presiding officer of a parliamentinthe position
into which you have been put, Sir, as a result of that
kind of visit. That example alone should have been
sufficient to indicate. to sound the warning bell that
members of the front bench, at their own peril, tamper
with the office of the Speaker in a way that we have
seen regrettably in the last 72 to 96 hours.

Mr. Speaker, I didn’thearan argument coming from
the Member for Springfield, that really deserves an
intellectual response. What | heard, Mr. Speaker, was
an attemptby the Member forSpringfieldtoglossover
the facts, which areclear foranyoneto see. Backdoor
references to debates that took place in this House a
year or two years ago are interesting reading but, Mr.
Speaker, all | can say with respect to that, as any
Speaker of this Legislature will know, if | have any-
thing to say to the Chair, Sir, I'll say it from my seatin
theHouse and notscurry andscamper aroundthrough
the backdoor like the First Minister does here.

So, Mr. Speaker, | have no apologies to make inthat
regard; but those who walk down the hall after hours,
to try to imprint their will upon the chief presiding
officer of this House, are the ones about whom the
word “shame" should be used. My regret, Sir, is that
you fall as the butt of their ill-considered actions. It is
they, the First Minister of this House, the House
Leader of this House, who should be standing before
the Bar of this House and receiving the proper con-
demnation from the Legislature of this province for
the kind of untoward interference which they have
perpetrated.

The Member for Springfield tries to make a case, Mr.
Speaker, that there is no finality to a ruling which is
madebyyou. Mr. Speaker, what kind of a jurisdiction
dotheythinkwe'reoperatingin, if we'renot operating
in the common law parliamentary system, which we
have inherited and which we have built on and made
into this exceptionally good Canadian systemthat we
have? God knowsit’s not perfect, and there are always
those on the outside, Mr. Speaker. who are trying to
assault it; some from beyond our shores, some from
within our very boundaries who try to assault this
system. Mr. Speaker, the system has long outlasted
those who wouldtry torotit fromwithinand | predict,
Sir, that the system will continue to outlast that kind of
sabotage from within.

The fact that the Member for Fort Garry was
removed from the service of the House that night
seems to have been lostto the attention of the Member
for Springfield. That, in his opinion, may not be a big
matter. | suggest, Sir, that it is abig matter in the mind
of the Member for Fort Garry. who is a distinguished
member; not only of this House, but previously of the
House of Commons of Canada. That is a big matter
that is worth the time of debate of this House at any
time. | want to assure the Member for Springfield. that
rather than the narrow gauged view that he may have
of what constitutes parliamentary privilege and pro-
cedure, that that kind of debate will be continued i
this House whether he understands it or likes it or
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not, Mr. Speaker.

So, my honourable friend for Springfield tries to say
there is nothing wrong at all with consulting the
Speaker on a matter that is presently before the
House.What new ruleis helayingdownforthe people
who listen to him? Is he saying that it's all right for a
client to go unilaterally to a judge when his case is
beingdecided andtalktothejudge? Is he saying that,
Mr. Speaker? What difference is there, using the
rather specious argument, Mr. Speaker, of the House
Leader that the debate wasstill on, in the matter of the
ruling? How then could the House Leader, how then
could the First Minister - even accepting that the spe-
ciousargumentwastrue- how couldthey presumeto
gotoyou, Sir. in the absence of the House Leader for
this side of the House, to talk to you about a debate
which they stand in the House today and say had not
been concluded and that the ruling had not been
concluded?

Mr. Speaker, | know that members on the opposite
side like to catcall and yell when they find the truth too
overwhelming, | know that; and | know from whence
that desire springs, becausereally, Sir, the blood flow
of democracy is not too great in the veins of some of
the honourable members opposite.

Mr. Speaker, if my honourable friend is suggesting
that youcan goandconsult ajudge any time, why is it
thatevery politician in every parliamentary system on
the face of the earth would never try to do, with
respectto ajudicial officer, what the First Minister and
what the Attorney-General - of all people - did, with
respect to you. Sir, in connection with a matter which
they say was still open? That's even worse. That's
evenworse. Sir. It says something. Mr. Speaker, about
the quality. the understanding and:the integrity of
parliament, when people such as those two members
feelthatthey are free, Sir, in the exercise of their rights
as freeborn socialists. to go and pamper with the pre-
siding officer of this House.

Mr. Speaker. | come back to the Member for St.
Boniface. | come to the Member for St. Boniface for
the contribution that he made in an attempt, Sir, to say
that there was no proof in support of this resolution
because let me make it clear What we're debating
today here, Sir. and my honourable friends can use
their majority in any way that they see fit but the truth
will come out, what we are debating here today, Sir, is
whether or not that resolution is true. If my honoura-
ble friends want to use their majority to vote against a
resolution that, with regret, we've had to bring to this
House, letthemdoit: but'etthempaytheprice andbe
prepared to pay the price of public opinion, Sir, for
inflicting their version of truth upon thisLegislature. It
won't wash. It won't happen.

| ask them if they want to do some weekend reading.
as | did; go back and read the Pipeline Debate. Go
backandseehow that fractured parliament forweeks
and weeks of time, after the Speaker took a position
that was seen to be one that was in favour of the
government, and, Sir, | know | need not instruct you
with respect to the unfortunate ending of that inci-
dent. The Speaker. the Honourable Mr. Rene Beau-
doin. even though a similar resolution to this was put
before the House, and even though the government
majority defeated that resolution: Mr. Beaudoin
resignedas Speaker ofthe House of Commonswithin
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a matter of weeks after that unfortunate matter was
brought before the House.

Mr. Speaker, the Member for St. Boniface says no
information was given, or proof, that influence was
brought to bear upon you, Mr. Speaker. All | say in
response to thatis this: why did you come back into
the House in the evening and change your ruling and
saythatyouwerechangingyourruling after calls had
beenmadeuponyou?Why, Sir? Thatiswhatwecan't
understand. With regret, we can’t understand that.
That, Sir, is what brings this unfortunate resolution
before the House.

Mr. Speaker, the points of argument have been
clearly made by my colleagues. the Member for Turtle
Mountain andthe Member forFortGarry with respect
to what the record discloses. My honourable friends
can obfuscate all they wish. The record discloses,
regrettably. that you made a ruling in the afternoon;
youthencamebackintotheHouseintheeveningand
said, | made a ruling this afternoon but I'm going to
change it. Sir. with the greatest of respect, that can't
be done

Mr. Speaker. when that kind of action, Sir, is com-
pounded by the admission of the First Minister and the
Attorney-General. that they both came to call upon
you with respect to this matter, then | suggest. Sir, that
your position - as | said on Friday - is untenable.

Mr. Speaker, the First Minister - and | repeat this
point - who had an opportunity on Thursday evening;
who had another opportunity again on Friday morn-
ing. and who had a further opportunity, again, herein
this debate on Monday afternoon, which he fought to
prevent from taking place. that the First Minister, Mr.
Speaker, has not at any time made any denial what-
soever of the topic of the conversation about which he
met with you; none whatsoever. Mr. Speaker, no one,
asthe FirstMinister said. relishes this kind of a debate:
no one at all

Mr. Speaker. the views of the Government have
been expressed and | regret, Sir, that the views of the
Government do not in any substantial way deflect,
regrettably, Sir, from the substance of the motion.
There is not one jot or tittle of evidence that they've
broughtforwardthatdetractsin any way, Mr. Speaker,
from the unfortunate allegations that have to be made
on that resolution.

Mr. Speaker. the case that we have made, with
respect to thisissueinthe preamble andintheopera-
tive section of the resolution, has not been rebutted.
Indeed, there'sbeen an attempt onthe other side to try
to colour the picture; to try to say it didn't happen.
People who go around shooting themselves in the
footarenow trying toblamesomebody else foraiming
the gun. They can't do that, Mr. Speaker. Our parlia-
mentary system doesn’t work that way at all.

Theymay,as|'vesaidbefore, Mr. Speaker, usethe
tyranny of their majority to defeat this resolution.
Theycannotusethetyranny of theirmajority to defeat
parliament

QUESTION put; MOTION carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. A.RANSOM: Yeas and Nays, Mr. Speaker.
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MR. SPEAKER: Call in the members.

Order please. The motion before the House is
moved by the Honourable Leader of the Opposition.
seconded by the Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain. Do you wish the resolution read again?

A STANDING VOTE was taken, the result being as
follows:

YEAS

Messrs. Banman, Blake, Brown, Downey, Driedger,
Enns, Filmon, Gourlay, Graham. Mrs. Hammond.
Messrs. Hyde, Johnston, Kovnats, Lyon, Manness.
McKenzie. Mercier, Nordman, Mrs. Oleson, Messrs.
Orchard, Ransom, Sherman, Steen.

NAYS

Messrs. Adam, Anstett, Ashton, Bucklaschuk, Carroll,
Corrin, Cowan, Desjardins, Mrs. Dodick. Mr. Doern,
Ms. Dolin, Messrs. Evans, Eyler, Fox, Harapiak, Harper,
Mrs. Hemphill. Messrs. Kostyra. Lecuyer, Mackling.
Malinowski, Pawley, Penner, Ms. Phillips., Messrs.
Plohman, Santos, Schroeder, Scott. Mrs. Smith,
Messrs. Storie, Uskiw.

MR. CLERK: Yeas, 23; Nays, 31.
MR. SPEAKER: The motion is accordingly lost.
INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR.SPEAKER: Beforewe reach Oral Question Period,
may | direct the attention of honourable members to
the loges on my left where there is aMrs. June West-
bury, a former MLA of this Assembly, former Member
for Fort Rouge. On behalf of the members. | welcome
you here this afternoon.

Oral Questions . . .

ORDERS OF THE DAY
THRONE SPEECH DEBATE

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the
Honourable Member for Riel, proposed amendment
thereto by the Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

The Honourable Member for Inksterhas 21 minutes
remaining.

MR.D.SCOTT: Thankyou very much, Mr. Speaker
The other day, on Friday when | got up. | referredto a
number of topics, including decorum of the House;
how we were keeping this House, in what light in the
public: our practices in the House and | think for us as
the Member for EImwood pointed out, to have wasted
so far this afternoon in excess of two hours and 15
minutes on a facetious motion such as that has done
nothing to enhance this House in the eyes of the
public.

| want to move into an area that is of direct concern
to many Manitobans.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Member for Virden have a
point of order?



Monday, 13 December, 1982

MR. H. GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, |
believe the honourable member is referring and cast-
ing reflections on a decision that has already been
made by this Chamber.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR. D. SCOTT: Mr. Speaker, | wish to now turn my
speech towards matters that do affect Manitobans;
that affect all Canadians, and it's kind of breaking a
new bit of ground, | suppose, and givingsome food for
thought both to my Government. of which I'm a part,
andtothe Government of Canada and other provinces.

The situation that I'd like to discuss is that of taxa-
tion and distribution of the burden of taxation on Can-
adians. We haveseen, since 1972, some erosion ofthe
share of taxation on behalf of corporations and that
switched much more to the individual. This is not
something that's unique to Canada, it'snot unique at
all in the world in general, in that right across the
world this same phenomenon has been taking place.
A good amount of the reason for it is because of the
tax structures, the complication of the taxsystem and
the increased number of exemptions of write-offs, and
one thing and another, against income and direct
credits making parts of incomes that people earn non-
taxable, be they individuals or corporations. It has
turned very much so, a disproportionate amount of
the taxes that are collected in this country on the
backs of the wage earner - he who cannot hide his
income; he who cannot write offincome; he who can-
not write off expenditures against his income.

In '71. in the Manitoba case, we collected in the
vicinity of 10percentof ourtaxescame from corpora-
tion income tax; 32 percent came from personal
income tax; sales taxes yielded about 18 percent of
our total taxation revenues.

In 1982, the corporation income tax had just
decreased a bit, but personal income taxes had risen
some 6 percent, as far as a total amount of taxes that
are collected in Mantoba. The amounts of personal
income taxes have increased from $116 million in
1971to$514millionin 1982. Thepercentageincrease
and the responsibility upon individual incomes has
raised approximately 6 percent. Corporations have,
by last year $114 million was raised, just slightly over
three times as much as was in 1971

In 1983, the latest projections, we're expecting the
revenues tobedowntointherangeof4 percent of our
total tax revenues from corporations. From individu-
als, they will rise a further percent to almost 40 per-
cent, 39.4 percent, approximately. These are just on
estimates is the best that we got at this point in time.

Sales taxes have remained relatively consistent
over this time period and the level of income raised
from other forms of taxes as fees and other taxes
across the board have remained relatively consistent
as well. The only one that has generally increased is
the personal income tax and on the personal income
tax itself, with the exemptions that have been built in.
theexemptions have built in disproportionately at the
upper ends of the income scales.

| have some data that was broughtforwardunder an
analysis of tax expenditures done by the Federal
Government just a year or two ago. It shews the
impact on what we thought was a progressive tax
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system or many people still tend to think of a progres-
sive tax system and the progressivity of the tax system
is almost disappeared, Mr. Speaker.

The tax expenditures have risen dramatically in the
past decade and the tax expenditures are basically
one's ability toreceive thosetax expenditures isupon
their capacity to be able to deduct particular items
from their income; to be able to reduce their taxable
income by going after incomes that are not taxed at
the full rate. The number of people with investment
incomes that are therefore taxed at a lower rate,
impacts a lot of people as well at the upper income
brackets but now downbelow. Withtheincome exclu-
sions and deductions, they create far more tax savings
for the upper income groups than they do for the
lower income groups.

I would like to table for the information of the
House, I've only got three copies of this, Mr. Speaker,
but I'd like to table this, if there are any pages around.
OntheFederal IncomeTaxexpenditures, as a benefit
of percentage of income. it shows, as you can see
from this, that for the income on tax expenditure
benefits as a percentage of income, for the very bot-
tom income categories, 0 to $2500. they receive
slightly over 30 percent of their income tax expendi-
tures as it should be. That is the people that the tax
credits help the most, and it is because of the tax
credits largely - the refundable child tax credits under
the Federal Income Tax Act, and also our own per-
sonal income tax credits and property tax credits -
that is why you have such a high level at the lowest
income groupings.

As you go across the board the tax expenditures
fromincome of $5,000 up to $20,000 does not change.
It stays at about 4-': percent. After that it starts to
increase. After $20.000 it starts going up by a couple
of percent a category until you get up to the $50 -
$75,000 andit’'staken asubstantial jump. now it'supto
about 8 percent; $75.000 to $100,000 incomes is up to
about 10; $100,000to $200,000 incomes is up to about
14; and then over $200.000 incomes. they are up
almost up to the level of the under $2500 income
people to approximately 26 percent to 27 percent of
the total income.

That, | think, Mr. Speaker. is areal aberration on our
tax system. It's one of the reasons thatwehavesuch a
disproportionate amount of taxes falling upon the
people who can least afford them and that is the
wage-earner.

Income exclusions are basically items which give
preferential treatment to capital gains. Income deduc-
tions. be they charitable deductions or $1.000 deduc-
tion for investment income on pension incomes for
the taxpayers over reported in incomes of over $50,000.
87 percent of the total deductions for income averag-
ing annuity contracts were claimed by people with
incomes over $50,000.00

RRSP's are another major factor and the more
money you have the more money one is free to putin
up tothe maximum amount and at the upper income
levels most people are able to take the full maximum
amount allowed to putintc RRSP's. The exemptions
most benefit - this is straight exemptions for spouses.
for chiidren and other dependants and for the dis-
abled - mostly impact the people they should be
impacting and that is the middle-income earner and
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the lower-income earners. The tax credits are about
the only tool that we have to try and build some pro-
gressivity into the tax system at the provincial level.

Unfortunately, when the previous government was
in office, they attempted to do away, or at least lessen
the impact of the tax credit system on the lower
income people. but they did absolutely nothing to try
and counteract the high tax breaks given to the upper-
income categories. As a matter of fact, the one thing
they did do. isthey reduced the income surtax on the
highest income brackets. At the same time they were
doing that they turned around and they tried to
reduce, and effectively did reduce, the number of tax
credits going to the lowest income earners.

That, Mr. Speaker, is a very vivid description, | think,
of the differences between a New Democratic Party
Government and a Conservative Government, because
when we look for the tax system, we look for some
equity in atax system, we look across the share of who
is contributing to the tax system, who is contributing
to the welfare of the province, who is contributing to
the cost in society and anyone who doesn't think that
the society with a high quality of life doesn't cost
money to maintain, is living in Disneyland.

Withtax expenditures and effectivetaxationrates -1
have another table I'd like to table for the information
of the House - and it shows the difference with tax
expenditures and without tax expenditures of what
the effect of tax rateswould be. We have, as should be,
a negative balance for the lowest income groups and
after that. a slight increase right up to about the
$100.000 to $200.000 range - very slight. mind you.
very very slight, nothing reflected - it getsuptobarely
20 percent after tax expenditures. People with an
income range between $100,000 and $200,000 pay a
mere 20 percent of the average tax rates. So when
peopletalk aboutincrementaltax rates andwhattheir
actualtax ratesare, | would say that the tax credits at
least destroy any amount of progressivity that is in a
tax rate.

At the top end. those with incomes of over $200,000.
it'sunique tosee.ornotunique-it'sverysadtosee-a
substantial reduction in the amount of taxes paid,
back to the level of someone making $20,000 to
$25,000, back to about a 12 or 14 percent effective tax
rate. This kind of situation. Mr. Speaker, | think has to
be addressed. It cannot be addressed simply by the
province, which is Manitoba, it must be addressed by
the whole country.

The Federal Government started to address it in
1979 with, | think, what can be most described as a
relatively feeble attempt. There was a tremendous
backlash to them monkeying with the taxation sys-
tem. which effectively reduced the amount of benefit
that individuals in a higher income bracket would
receive from tax expenditures and they backed away
from those. They backed away from the ones that
affected the corporations as well. What they in effect
did with those actions, Mr. Speaker, is they turned
around and they just wrote back into The Tax Act a
bunch of loopholes that had been initially attempted
to be changed in the fall of 1980s Budget.

It showed 50 percent of those in the top income
categories benefiting fromthetax reductions for capi-
tal gains and 55 percent from the tax credit for divi-
dend incomes. The figures for under the $50.000
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category, which is a pretty high category, were not
anywhere near the 50 and the 55 percent for the cate-
gory over the $50,000, they were 5 and 6 respectively,
5and 6. Maybe the Federal Government twisted that
around and brought in the6 and 5 program fromiit. I'm
not really quite sure. —(Interjection)— Yes, they're
very very recognizable, lucky numbers. Yes, lucky
numbers for everyone except for the wage earner.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when one sees the gross inequi-
ties in a taxation system that we have inherited, one
must call, andit's only responsible that we do call, for
a Canadian-wide investigation, if you wish, an inter-
parliamentary review of the Canadian tax system.

I have some information here from other countries
as well, and the situations are somewhat similar in that
most of them have had fairly significant increases in
theindividual income tax responsibility for paying for
the cost of society; whereas the corporate taxes have
dropped. InCanada-wide, since 1955, theindividuals'
income taxes, as a percentage of total tax receipts by
the Government of Canada, were approximately 20
percent. By 1980 they had increased from 14 percent
to 34.2 percent - a 13.7 percent increase. Corporation
income taxes on the other hand, between ‘55 and ‘80
decreased almost 7 percent and | would suggest that
the '83s and ‘82, when ‘82 is done, that 10 percent
figure - in 1955 it was 17.6. in 1980 it's down to 10
percent, I'll bet it's probably notmuch more than 5to 6
percent. That much, so there we are, back to 6 and 5
percent. So you will have approximately a 12 percent
reduction in the burden of corporations to paying for
the costs of society, which they benefit from.

Individuals. on the other hand. turned around and
had to pay the additional amount of taxation. AiImost
all the other types of taxation are relatively level,
except with big inequities coming in the corporation
and the individual income taxes.

One substantial alteration from that is the types of
deductions that we have introduced with the levy for
post-secondary education and health. In other coun-
triestheyarestartingtomoveinto that andhavebeen
over a number of years.

I'll take one example here - it would be inJapan -in
1955 approximately 6.5 percent of theirincome came
from social security contribution receipts, as a per-
centage of total tax receipts in that country - 6.5 per-
cent. By 1975 they were up, Mr. Speaker, toabout 15.5
percent - a 9 percent increase.

Norway went from 1955 some 45 percent of the
total income comes from this source to 15.2 percent.
In Sweden there was a much more dramatic rise, from
2 percent to 27 percent. But in Sweden as well, |
believe there was a substantial decrease intheincome
tax; whereas we had an individual income tax that
went from 20 to 34 percent of total tax receipts. In
Sweden individual income taxes reduced from 53 per-
cent of the total government take down to 41 percent.
a substantial reduction.

If we were to switch to that form of taxation, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, | would suggest there are far fewer
loopholes or there are next to no loopholes that cor-
porations can hire expensive tax accountants and tax
lawyers for, to get around the income tax system and
pass the burden of the cost to society on to the indi-
vidual. By doing this and bringing in these forms of
taxation, as our Minister of Finance brought in last
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year, it eliminates the loopholes, it tries to bring back
into balance and there are corporation capital taxes
and our levy for post-secondary education still does
not bring us anywhere near the level of corporate
contributions towards the provincial coffers, as we
had back in the early '70s and in the ‘50s and '60s. Mr.
Speaker, in the couple of minutes that | have left, |
would like to, | believe - what have | got two or three
minutes - two minutes left? Thank you.

I would like just to touch upon one point briefly in
closing. Thatistheneed for our society and need for
our Governments, both federal, provincial and munic-
ipal, and the need of the individuals within society to
be looking far more not at our pasts, which seems to
be a preoccupation of many people on the Conserva-
tive side of this House and in the U.S., | might add, as
well, in trying to bring back the glorious '50s. but we
have to look towards a future with a very changed
prospective. | think that we should be looking and
trying to become much more of a convivial and non-
exploitive society. aconservativesociety, Mr. Speaker,
where the needs and values of environmental assess-
ment and impact statements are given their just place
in society; where they are valued the same as a cross-
benefit study is valued. No longer, no longer, Mr.
Speaker, is our environment free.

The environment and the degradation of our envir-
onment is exceptionally costly. It is not the corpora-
tions who pollute the environment or the individuals
who pollute the environment who pay - it is society as
awholethatpays. We must be looking and searching
for a higher quality of life, and a higher quality of life
does not mean more quantity, which we have emphas-
izedsomuch in thepastyears. Let's put up our cost of
living or put up - well, that's what happens when you
startlooking at quantities instead of quality You start
pushing up your cost-of-living; you start reducing the
actual benefits that individuals receive out of their
government as a whole.

We need to concentrate on the goals of a conserva-
tive society, the goals of a non-exploited society. the
goals of asociety which gives human beings their just
deserves, which gives human beings the real purpose
of government to serve them. Thank you very much,
Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please, the honoura-
ble member has expended his time.
The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. J. JOHNSTON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | cer-
tainly hoped that the Speaker has the opportunity to
peruseHansardand | would like tosay thatlsincerely
am glad to see that he overcame his health problems
that he had last year, that he is operating well and his
health will continue to stay exceptionally well in the
future. | congratulate him for having this officethat he
hasand, aswe know, hasavery toughtime with, and|
would certainly hope that situations that arose today
will not have to arise again.

| congratulate you, Mr. Deputy Speaker, for being
elevated into that position. | would only hope that in
your comments in the House in the future that you
would remember that you are the Deputy Speaker
when making comments about people in this House.

Tothe Mover and Seconder. | thought the Mover did
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an excellent job. | must say though that I've never
been a person that was known not to be direct. | can't
say that | agree with the words of the honourable
member, but her presentation was done well, well
researched, and certainly she has her constituency at
heart when she is making those remarks.

To the Seconder, | would only say that he still
doesn’t seem to catch the atmosphere of this House.
One of his remarks was “Couldn't we all get together
and make this province work well.” Well, | happen to
know, Mr. Speaker, that the suggestion was made to
the Government that the Opposition shouldattendthe
Summons Conference. I'm rather disappointed that
we weren't invited and disappointed about the fact
that the Member for Thompson could make those
statements when we never had the chance to work
with them on that particular conference.

I'd like to compliment the Member for Rupertsland.
as everybody else has done. His presentation and his
speech in this House was. | believe, exceptional.

Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Finance stoodup in his
place at the beginning of his speech this year. and
before hegotmorethanthree or four paragraphsinto
the speech, he said, "Manitobans are coming back.
We have an increase of 10,000 in one year. They're
coming back, Mr. Speaker; we have an increase of
10,000 Manitobans and they couldn't do it in four
years in office.” Mr. Speaker. these are the type of
statements that are given to the House and obviously
are accepted by honourable members when they
receive them and, you know, it disappoints me as
members that they don't choose to examine where the
numbers come from

Mr. Speaker, we had a minus from October 1st to
September 30th in interprovincial migration of 729.
We had 3.466 new immigrants who came to usinterna-
tionally, and when you subtract that, you have an
increase of incoming people of 202,737, but we had a
minus in interprovincial migration. Mr. Speaker. the
reason why it's 202,737 immigrants, people who
joined us from other countries - butthe reason for the
10,000 figure, Mr. Speaker, is that we had 874 deaths
and we had 16.930 births. So that, Mr. Speaker, is the
reason why we get to the 10.000 increase in the Pro-
vince of Manitoba, but as | said, the Minister of
Finance obviously didn't take the opportunity - it's
right here. It says, Manitoba's demographic statistics
quarterly are presented by Statistics Canada. andit’s
very available. Mr. Speaker, if the Minister doesn't
realize this. he just has to pick up his phone. call
StatisticsManitobaand | would be willingtobetthata
Minister calling for the statistics would have them in
his hands within an hour.

Mr. Speaker, the Minister also says retail sales are
up. Well, the investigations of the figures that | haveis
that they're not up quite asmuchasinflation is within
the province: and those are the two items that he
immediately starts out with. So what do we see? We
see statements being made in the House that haven't
been checked, which are misleading. misleading.

As the motion of my leader says, misleading the
people of Manitoba in credibility How canwe in this
province. in this House. personally accept the credi-
bility when we continue to have misleading state-
ments presented to us?

When the previous member that just spoke to us.
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Mr. Speaker. he started out last Friday and he said to
us - he gave us alecture really on the decorum and the
Legislature of Manitoba and what he felt it was coming
to. Well, Mr. Speaker, | will give some reasons why it
has come to this if he thinks so and I'll tell him when it
started. But, Mr. Speaker. | will sayto the honourable
member, I'm elected by the people of Sturgeon Creek
and at no time will he tell me what todo when I'm notin
thisHouse-that decisionisyours-orwhenl'moutof
this House especially, he will not tell me what to do.

So, Mr. Speaker, let'stakeittowhereitall started. It
all started the night the Premier was elected as the
Leader of the NDP Party in Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, all
of the members are following the same example. It
comes fromthetop.sowecan’'treallyputalltheblame
onto the members on the other side for making mis-
leading statements when that is the way they are led.
On the second page of the Premier’'s acceptance
speech as Leader of the NDP Party, he said thi-
s: "Only this morning a gentleman approached me at
the rear of this convention, who arrived here from
Tokyo yesterday, and advised me that four companies
that had beenlocated in Manitoba during the period of
the Democratic Party had withdrawn from Manitoba.”
Mr. Speaker. | have attached to that statement the
letters from the four companies who said they are
there when he said they had gone. On the second
page of his acceptance speech. Mr. Speaker, begins
the misleading statements. Then, Mr. Speaker, this
wasbroughtupinthe House whenwe were the Oppo-
sition. this Manitoba economy slumps, where we
proved that at least four of the companiesnamed here
as businesses closed were still in operation. That, Mr.
Speaker, is the type of misleading statements that go
out by the First Minister of this province while he was
in Opposition. and again, can you blame the people
on the other side for misleading statements or not
accurate statements or notenough research when the
First Minister is the guilty one in the party. He is the
leader

On February 4. 1981. in an "Economy hits bottom"
statement - overall economic growth and energy sav-
ings would have been aided if orderly development of
Hydro was not cancelled in 1978. Mr. Speaker, | hold
uptothisHouse the prospectus thatwaspresentedby
this Government when they took office, which sta-
ted: Electric power construction which represented
15 percent of the total construction expenditures in
‘76 declined thereafter, reflecting the decision made
in mid-1977 by the NDP Government. by the Ed
Schreyer Government. Mr. Speaker. that went out to
everybody from the Premier of this province.

Mr. Speaker, the Premier in 1982, between March
and April. in the Manitoba Business Magazine. he
states in this magazine, I don't think it's any accident
that our business bankruptcy rate increased by 130
percent last year - 130 percent. Mr. Speaker? Statistics
Canada. or not Statistics Canada - from Consumer
and Corporate Affairs of Canada - he could phone up
very easily and get the information which states that
business bankruptcies in 1981 in the Province of
Manitoba increased by 58.4 percent. Now, isn't that a
long way from 130 percent? Mr. Speaker, again it's
pretty obvious that it comes from the top. There is no
question that the First Minister does not seem to take
seriously what he states, he certainly does not check
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his facts, and anybody in his position should check
the facts thoroughly before making statements.

He made the statement that the increase in health
construction was 100 percent in the Province of
Manitoba; he made that in a speech in Vancouver and
then hewas questioned on that in this House, Sir. He
then gives the answer, when he is questioned, thatwe
don't have to give those answers until Estimates.

Mr. Speaker, do you really believe, Sir, or are we
expected to believe that the First Minister of this pro-
vince makes a speech in another province, makes a
statement there and then puts it out in his year-end
report, the same statement, without having the
research done to know whether the facts or figures are
right, and if he has the facts or figures, allhe has todo
is to present them to this House. All he has to do is
presentthemtothisHouse, Sir,andhewouldbeinthe
position ofbeing right or wrong. If he wants to give his
research people a real good going over fornotgiving
himthe proper information. he certainly hasthe right
todosoifthefactsaren'tright, butall he hastodo, Mr.
Speaker, is come forward and tell us or table where
those statistics have come from that he presentsto the
people of the Province of Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker. | go back to something that | have
mentioned before in this Legislature and | would not
have brought it up again if | hadn't heard the compli-
ments of the Member for EImwood to the Minister of
Brandon East regarding his great job that he did on
explaining the economic decline in Manitoba over
four years. Mr. Speaker, the facts and figures are all
there before us and | assure you when the record is
putout by the Department of Economic Development,
the book that was being put together when i left.
which the Minister says is coming or said it was com-
ing during Estimates last year, when that comes for-
ward you will see that the last four years - ‘77, '76, ‘75,
‘74 -werenothing but decline in this province and you
know, Mr. Speaker, | have a report, there is a report
available that tells you that the province declined in
manufacturingandprivate investmentin thisprovince
forfouryears. Thefiguresthat were put forward by the
Member for Brandon East were figures that said we
weren't doing as well as the rest of Canada. But, Mr.
Speaker, we were moving up from where they left us
and ever since this Government has been elected, we
have beenmoving down. We have been moving down.

Mr.Speaker. | would like to table the report that said
Decline in Manitoba under the Conservative Govern-
ment, and attached to that report is a brief note that
was put together by the Department of Economic
Development and presented to me October 27, 1981
by economists in this Government who actually drive
holes, in fact, they drive this right over the dam as to
the accuracy and the misleading statements that were
put forward in it and the twisting of figures, Mr.
Speaker. The Member for Brandon East, | believe at
one time worked for Statistics Canada and he used
those words any way he liked and | table that report,
Mr. Speaker.

Ifhe doesn'tagree withiit - the Member for Brandon
Eastdoesn't agree with it - or any of the members on
the opposite side don't agree with it, talk to the econ-
omists that work within the Department of Economic
Developmentin this province who prepared that brief.

Mr. Speaker, then we have the situation comes for-
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ward of making any statement, twisting any figures at
any time, then we have the bible, then we have the one
that put the topping on the cake, we have a document
herethat anybody should have been ashamed to put
out. We haveadocumentthat the First Minister, when
youreadthose paragraphs, shouldhave been ashamed
to sign. It's absolutely impossible to do what he said
he was going to do, and yet he signed that statement.

Mr. Speaker, the words that are given about jobs,
that there would be nobody out of work, those infer-
ences, no businesses would go broke because of
high-interest rates. That's bad enough, butto lead the
people on on the basis that there would be jobs
because we were going to develop our great heritage
is really what | call discouraging to the people of
Manitoba. “Orderly development of northern generat-
ing stations would commence immediately.” Imme-
diately. Mr. Speaker, | heard the comment from the
member saying, if they weren't properly developed.
When you make a statement that you are going to
develop them immediately, youmust have someideas
of developing or properly developing, and we haven't
seen them as yet. We haven't seen one thing.

The people of Manitoba have been encouraged by
our great heritage of Hydro for the last many years in
this province. It has created jobs in this province. It
has had all kinds of spin-off industries creating jobs
and to play games with the people of Manitoba mak-
ing statements like that, | would say is disgusting to
the least and it all comes from the First Minister.

The first page, Mr. Speaker, has been read many
many times, but you know, | probably call on more
small businesses in this province at the present time,
than anybody on theotherside. | probably have, since
| was 18 years old, called on businesses in this prov-
ince and | have never seen them more depressed, not
because of the international-national situations; the
depression comes from a 1.5 employee tax in this
province; hairdressers, barbers, farmers, non-profit
—(Interjection)— yes, lawyers, banks, yes, every-
body. | said that last year. Everybody in this province
has been discouraged to hire people. That's really
what you've said to them. If the honourable members
opposite, any one of them sitting there. own a busi-
ness and they say right now, if | hire somebody in my
business, if they don't take into consideration that
their cash flow costs will go up by 1.5 percent on
everybody they hire, if they don’'ttakeit into consider-
ation, they're not businessmen. | don't know of any-
body in business that cannot or will not take that into
consideration, Mr. Speaker.

The Minister of Finance, he comes along and he
says, well, it's not that bad, it's 2 percent and if you
don't get the $70 million and you need $140 million,
you need double. He said, they all say whereareyou
goingtogetthemoneyfrom?Well, Mr. Speaker, when
| say to the honourable gentlemen on the other side of
the House, if you can't find 1 or 2 percent of your
budget. move over and we over here will do it for you.

It's very obvious the Minister of Finance doesn't
know where the money was coming from. He was
asked a question in this House the other day which
said, how much money are the savings thatyou pre-
sented to us last Tuesday, that the Government is
going to to take on, how much money is it going te
bring in? The Minister said he didn't know. Maybe he
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didn't say that. He didn't answer the question. Any
Minister of Finance sitting with his Cabinet or his
caucusthatdoesn'tsay lamgoing topresenttoday, a
financial statement to the Legislature of the Province
of Manitoba, and | want from all of you how much
savingyou're going to have in each department, and if
he doesn'ttake his own little computer and add it up,
certainly somebody in hisdepartment will, that will tell
himhow much thesavingis goingtobe, buthedoesn't
know. He didn't tell us. Then, he places before the
people of Manitoba. a financial statement that says
we're $1.6 million off $500 million deficit.

You know, Mr. Speaker, some of the articles in the
paper that I've read since he did that arerather amaz-
ing. He doesn't seem to be too concerned about it
because other provinces are having a tough time. |
watched the Minister on television one Saturday
afternoon on channel 13 talking to the university
group. He said. doyou know you're better off than you
are in any other province and do you know when we
even inferred that on this side, we gotguffawed atand
said, this is Manitoba, but the Minister of Finance, his
only claim to fame is what they do inother provinces

Now, Mr. Speaker, a Minister of Finance should be
working very seriously to do something within Manit-
oba that is capable of being done in Manitoba to help
the economicsituation,butthatdoesn'tseemto be his
concern. He says, we're all right because things are
going wrong in other provinces and other parts of the
world.

Mr. Speaker, | would read to you the May 8th, 1982
Free Press, and this article | believe, it was Mr. Green
that was talking, and | believe he was in a debate with
the Minister of Economic Development. He said. the
NDP representative, now a Cabinet Minister. denied
thenecessitytoincreasetaxes.Shetold the people of
Manitobathat monies would be raised through public
investment. Mr. Speaker, “monies will be raised
through public investment.” The amount of public
investment required to raise $500 million, that type of
public money is not available, and that was docu-
mented by the Member for Turtle Mountain last year
very clearly. Itis not available for them todoit. sowhat
do we hear about? We hear about ManQOil, it won't
produce that much money. We hear about Hydro
being started, and it isn't going to be started. The
Manitoba Hydro Board has basically said it can't start
until 1984 unless you have some place to sell power.
Where is this strategy that we heard about? The Minis-
ter of Economic Development. last year in Estimates,
complimented our Government on the manufacturing
investmentthatwasdone in Manitobain our time, but
she added, "“but you have no overall strategy.” You
have no overall strategy it was what she said after.
Now, Mr. Speaker, where is this strategy that we hear
about from the NDP?

Mr. Speaker, the NDP Government were handed
three projects on a platter. Sir. They were handed the
Power Grid. which has been botched by the Member
for Transcona. the Minister of Mines and Energy. Mr.
Speaker, it has been completely rundown. The papers
have shown it. All the Minister of Mines and Energy
has to do is table the final agreement. He knew what
our final one was. why doesn't he table his? He hasn't
done that. so he has botched it.

Mr. Speaker. the heritage of Hydro to the people of
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Manitoba in this province is one that we don't take
lightly. and the people don'ttake lightly. Here we have
a situation where a Government has ruined the nego-
tiations for the Hydro Grid probably for one awful long
time. ldon’'tknow that we'llevermoveitback. We have
a Minister working hard saying, I'm going to sell
power to the United States, and the previous govern-
ments sold power to the United States; but he is rest-
ing on his laurels that that will be his saviour. We will
sellthat power, probably lessthanwhat we have paid
for it, to put it in place. The Americans and anybody
who is purchasing knows when you have a surplus
thatthey'reinthe bargainingposition. It will hold back
the construction of Limestone, but really what will it
do? Mr. Speaker, the member should realize this. It
will createjobsin the the United States. They will use
our power to build industry, to create jobs in the Uni-
ted States, make products in the United States which
we in Canada, in Manitoba will end up buying back.
That'swhattheMinister of Minesand Energy and this
Government has done to the Province of Manitoba
with our Hydro heritage. That's almost criminal for
any Manitoban to do a thing like that.

Mr. Speaker, the Alcan Project was one that wasin
the centre of Manitoba. It was going to create many
jobs and we all know that the market of aluminum is
down. We all know that the Grande Baie Plant that the
Aluminum Company of Canada built, the last one they
built was delayed for four years because of market
problems, but they finally went ahead with it. What's
happened in Manitoba? When Alcan left Manitoba
—(Interjection)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. order please.

MR. J.JOHNSTON: They bought property in Quebec,
who welcomes them. There was a comment made,
and | am not sure which member on the other side
made the statement, about dirty industry. It was said
during this Throne Speech Debate, and | haven't the
research to get at it.

Well, | asked the Minister of Mines and Energy if he
had visited the Grande Baie Plant. | don't know
whether he has yet. | wonder if he knows that they
collect 96 percent of the omission in that plant, and
they could go higher as they keep working on it. |
wonder if he knows that it's the cleanest, most modern
plant that you've ever seen, the big trolleys overhead
and everything. They do not make it a sweatshop for
people to work in. It's a good place to work in. |
wonder if he knows that's all happened, but Mr.
Speaker, as | said, it comes from the top. When the
Premier keeps misleadingpeoplein this province and
inthisHouse, | can only expect, as | said, allhonoura-
ble members to do the same thing because that's what
they do.

Mr. Speaker, | will now say what my colleagues said,
they didn't want it. They were going to put the potash
in and | have trouble trying to understand why they
didn't want these projects. The Hydro was govern-
ment investment, to create jobs in Manitoba, you
would have had a 25-year, at least, construction plan
on the Nelson. The Government would have been
involved in the potash. That's what they agree with.
Alcan would have gone it on their own but, Mr.
Speaker, they didn't want it. And why?
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Now we come to the philosophy. They believe that
the Government should own all the plants that have
anything to do with rescurces in this province. They
also believe, Mr. Speaker, that they want to have con-
trol because they don't want the money to leave the
province, that's what they say. They haven't got
enough money to putitin place, Mr. Speaker, notone
of them. Then what happens? Then the small busi-
nesses are the suckling pigs onto the big government
enterprises and they have control over everything.

Mr. Speaker, this Government does not govern,
they rule. The Government enjoys ruling people, they
don’tenjoy governing. This Government believes that
they should have as much control over the farmland.
thefarmindustry, asthey canpossibly get. They tried
to do it withbeefonce, asession awhile back, and they
failed and every time they find an industry that is
falteringabit, boy, that's the time whenthey throw out
the rope to really suck them in. That's the time when
they really reach out to getcontrol. That is the philo-
sophy of the honourable members on the other side.
The honourable members on this side —(Inter-
jection)— well then, Mr. Speaker, if that's notthe case,
produce thefinalagreement on Hydro. If that'snot the
case, produce the final discussions with Alcan, and if
that's not the case, produce the final discussions
regarding the potash that they had with the NDP
Government while NDP Government was in powerin
Saskatchewan. If | am wrong, produce it. Very very
simple, Mr. Speaker. —(Interjection)— The young fel-
low in the front bench over there, he just roams
through life and thinks it's a great big joke and he
hasn’t realized that it isn't yet.

Mr. Speaker, they're going into the insurance busi-
nessand only togetcashflow,that'sthe only reason
that they want to gointo the insurance business. | will
tellyou that when they went into the insurance busi-
ness in Manitoba, in Autopac, they said there was a
need. When they went into the business of the
government insurance corporation extending them-
selves into other general insurance, they said there
was a need. Pardon me, they didn't say there was a
need, they're saying what they say now, they say pri-
vate industry does not mind competition, that's what
they're saying, mind you there was no need, there’s
100 insurance companies out there, there was no
need, but I'll tell you why it was successful, the Sas-
katchewan Government Insurance Corporation, and
your lifeinsurance maybe the same way. When we put
the ManitobaHousing and Renewal Corporation gen-
eral insurance out for tender when we became
government, and we put it out for tender in 1979, we
saved $286,000. and they had been told by the
government that they had to buy it from the govern-
ment insurance company.

My colleague, the Member for Lakeside, released
government corporations, they were allowed to go out
and get quotes on their insurance and the savings
were amazing. That's the way these fellows go into the
insurance business. If they run the insurance busi-
ness in this province they will lay down rules and
regulations and we all know it because they did it
before.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to just finish off by saying
to the honourable members on the other side that
Tommy Douglas in Saskatchewan was kicked out of
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Saskatchewan, not just out of being Premier, he
ended up being a Member from B.C. because he
started to take control over the resources and the
businesses and the people of Saskatchewan. The list
of companies he had was a mile long when Mr.
Thatcher came in. Mr. Blakeney just received the
same rude awakening, the NDP in Saskatchewan,
because they went ahead during that 11 years, they
nationalized the potash, they took over the resources,
they tried to control the farmland. they did all of those
things and what did the people of Saskatchewan do?
They gave them a lesson. —(Interjection)— Mr.
Speaker, the member says it was cheap gas. Heought
to talk to the farmers of Saskatchewan. He hasn’t
talked to anybody, but just talk to them, talk to the
farmers of Saskatchewan.

So the rule of not govern but rule, that's what they
want to have. We'll move them out of this province
without any doubt because they are moving towards
that in this province and they joke about it, but the
people of Manitoba won't allow it, the people of
Manitoba will only be misled for so long. They will
only be misled by that Premier forsolongwho says
anything at anytime according to these statements
that | have in front of me and he has spread it through
his own caucus. Youwonder why the decorum in this
House has gone down since he became the Leader
and the Member for Transcona who twisted words
yesterday, that was absolutely disgusting, that was
dangerous that anybody — | personally have an eth-
nic background, and | tell you I'm proud of the ethnic
background of this province, I'm proud of everybody
that has one, and anybody that would play with it as
loosely as the Member for Transcona played with itis
a danger to this province and should be out.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The honourable
member’s time has expired.
The Honourable Member for The Pas.

MR. H. HARAPIAK: Mr. Speaker, | too am pleased to
have the opportunity to make a contribution to the
Throne Speech.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to see that you have
recovered from the misfortune you had last summer. It
is my prayer that God will grant you the healtn, the
wisdom and understanding that you will need to con-
tinue to give us the guidance in the affairs of this
House.

| would also like to congratulate the Member for
River East for his appointment to the position of Dep-
uty Speaker. He has demonstrated by his participa-
tion overthe last year that he is worthy of the position.

| would also like to congratulate the Member for
Burrows on his appointment as Deputy Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole. Having had the privilege
ofservingin that position lastyear, | know that he, too,
is going to require prayers for patience to survive that
position.

| would also like to commend both the Mover and
the Seconder of the Throne Speech. They both gave
an excellent response and they have setstandards for
all of us to follow.

I would also like to congratulate my four colleagues
who have joined the Cabinet since the House last sat
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They have already demonstrated that they will add to
the quality of the decisions that are made for this
humane, compassionate Government.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to express my gratitude to
the people from the constituency of The Pas, who
have continuously given me their support as their
representative in the Legislature. | appreciate the
direction that they have given me, and | feel that it is
very important we continue to communicate. It would
be difficult for me to represent as diverse a consti-
tuency as The Pas if that dialogue did not continue.

| would now like to touch on a fewareas that were
put forward in the Speech from the Throne. Northern
Manitoba has been particularly affected by the state of
our economy. The Government has recognized that
we are financially limited, and for the number of peo-
ple we can assist during these tough economic times,
we have notsatback. Led by the Premier, most of the
Cabinet Ministers have come to the northern part of
the province to talk firsthand to the people who
require assistance and there has been a lot of assist-
ance provided.

There are many meaningful, long-lasting projects
provided. For instance, in three of the northern com-
munities, with the co-operation of the Federal
Government, there has been modern fish-packing
plants built which will be there for many years to
come.

The province has also put over $2 million into other
communities, and | would challenge members of the
Opposition to see that the project - to see if they
provided - is not a positive alternative to the welfare
system which they said was a proper alternative.

| would also want to mention the Work Activity Pro-
jectthatis presently established in The Pas. Thereare
presently 35 people working involved with the work
activity projects. These are people who would be out
of work if this program was not going on. They are
being taught the ethic of work. Each is given an oppor-
tunity for individual growth, which is leading to a posi-
tive change in their personality and their way of life.
They are working in a few projects in the community.
including the building of two homes and halls, which
are also providing jobs for the private sector, which
are badly needed.

Because of the recession over all of America, the
sale of products produced in Manitoba Forestry Pro-
ducts has decreased. The workers have had to share
some of the burden by taking several short layoffs.
The layoffs have come after consultation with the
Government, managemenit and labour.

Mr. Speaker, during the recent Economic Summit,
there was a consensus reached that there would be
more co-operation between all sectors of the com-
munity to make for quicker economic discoveries.

Mr. Speaker. we believe that this communication
should be extended to the workplace. We believe in
the concept of industrial democracy. The Govern-
ment will be moving towards having worker represen-
tation on Crown corporations. We believe that workers’
representation there will lead to a greater degree of
co-operation and teamwork between the workers,
management and board of directors. Experience has
shown that with worker participation comes more
democracy in a workplace. increased economic effi-
ciency and improved atmosphere in the area of



Monday, 13 December, 1982

industrial relations.

It is the intention of this Government to appoint
direct workers to the Crown corporation of Manfor,
which we are hopeful willbecome a model for the rest
of the corporations of this province to follow.

Mr. Speaker, while | am speakingontheareaof The
Pas. | would like to stress the importance of the fore-
stry industry toour economy. In 1981, the value of the
forest products in this province was $440 million.
Manitoba forests also provide the necessary setting
for a multimillion dollar tourist and recreation indus-
try. The Department of Natural Resources has found
in their studies thatManfor resources wereexceeding
the natural renewable resource of the forest. The
departmenthasbeen aware of thisformany years, but
thepleaforassistance fell on deaf ears, until the Min-
ister of Natural Resources and the Minister of Energy
were shown the statistics, realized it and acted and
started the . . .

The Department of Natural Resources have estab-
lished a nursery in the Clearwater Lake area in The
Pas. Thereare presently twogreenhouses constructed
in The Pas, and they will be in operation starting in
February. Whentheprojectis completed, there will be
20 greenhouses in operation, which will produce four
million trees annually. There will be 12 permanent
jobs and many hundreds of jobs will be created during
the planting season.

Mr. Speaker, recently the Member for Inkster and |
accompanied Mr. McKinley to Hadashville. where we
were shown the complete operation of their bare root
stocks growing and also their container seedlings.
They have averyimpressive operation at Hadashville.
—(Interjection)—

Mr. Speaker, members opposite seem to feel that
they are the only people who can speak onthe areaof
agriculture. We also recognize that agriculture is the
backbone of our economy. The Swan River area
where | was raised, we also have a very productive part
of the province. This past summer they were hit by a
flood during the month of July. The Minister of Agri-
culture had a tour of the area and saw that many of the
areasthatwereaffected by the flood firsthand, and he
ismoving to prevent some of the floods on a perman-
ent basis

Mr. Speaker. there are still some people who would
not believe that the area has the potential to become
an agricultural area. In a study recently conducted by
the Department of Agriculture, it was shown that there
is a potential 5 million acres of arable land identified
north of the 53rd Parallel. We must bring more of this
land into production so that we can bring in all the
support that is necessary for an agricultural
community.

The concept of the “North feeding the North™ must
also be implemented. The rising cost of transportation
has placed a great urgency on us to supply whatever
foods we can locally.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. The time
being 5:30. | am leaving the Chair toreturnat8 o'clock
this evening, at which time the honourable member
will have 13 minutes remaining
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