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before it. That is the body that will be seized of any
applications or any petitions or any motions that are
appropriate to be made to that body in connection with
collective bargaining. Madam Speaker, for the
honourable critic to endeavour to undercut the work
of that board does a disservice to this province.

MR. J. McCRAE: Madam Speaker, the employees at
Sooter want a secret vote on this matter, and they want
to have individual rights to deal with their employer.

Will the Minister ensure that there will be a secret
vote, and what will he do to ensure that these rights
are protected?

HON. A. MACKLING: Madam Speaker, | notice that
the honourable member has a prepared text. He has
several questions. Obviously, he will disregard the
answers | give.

He, Madam Speaker, is impugning the integrity of
the Manitoba Labour Board. The Manitoba Labour
Board has the responsibility to deal with this issue, and
| will be not subject to this kind of undermining of a
good institution in this province.

MR. J. McCRAE: | wouldn’t wish to undermine the
integrity of the Labour Board at all. | would like to bring
about integrity in our labour relations in this province,
Madam Speaker.

Will the Minister, instead of taking his orders from
Bernard Christophe, will he stand up for workers in
this province? Will he stand up for workers instead of
turning his back on them as he did with the Eaton’s
workers in Brandon? Will he protect the workers at
Sooter?

HON. A. MACKLING: Madam Speaker, we know for
whom the honourable critic speaks. He speaks for big
business. His party speaks for the big banks and the
oil companies. We know that they speak for big
business.

The Labour Board adjudicates fairly. | would like to
remind the honourable member that the laws that we
passed in this House are fair. | remind him of the fact
- and | put that on record before; | put it on record
again - that in respect to our first-contract legislation,
just recently we had an application by an employer to
invoke first-contract legislation. The effect was that a
legal strike had to be suspended, had to be ended.
The workers went back to work and a first contract
was imposed by the Labour Board. That's fair
legislation; it works both ways.

For the honourable member to indicate that somehow
the Labour Board is captive to one point of view,
undermining their integrity, is shameful.

MPIC - reinsurance contracts

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Thank you, Madam Speaker. My
question is for the Minister responsible for MPIC.

Madam Speaker, yesterday the Minister tabled the
disastrous financial statement which pointed out a $58
million loss in MPIC; $36.7 million of that loss was from
the reinsurance portfolio.
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My question to the Minister is this: Are the contracts
involved in reinsurance renewed on an annual basis?

MADAM SPEAKER:
responsible for MPIC.

The Honourable Minister

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
Yes, | believe they are.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, since the Minister
has confirmed that the reinsurance contracts are
renewed on an annual basis, and since yesterday he
indicated that contracts written from 1975 to 1981 were
very bad, why did his government renew those contracts
on an annual basis if they were so bad?

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Again, the Member for
Pembina displays his ignorance of the insurance
industry. The member is quite correct that the treaties
are renewed annually, but he has not indicated that
losses on reinsurance generally take three or four years
to show up as a claim at the corporation. In fact, the
losses that may have been incurred in 1983, in all
likelihood the date of the loss took place prior to 1979.

| want to remind the members that in 1978, there
was an underwriting loss or losses paid of $2.2 million;
in 1980 - $2.9 million; 1981 - that was still a Lyon Tory
year - $5.7; 1982 was an NDP year, but we're paying
the losses of the Tory treaties - $9.5 million; 1983 -
these are still losses from the period ‘77 t0’81 - $11.5
million.

Now let's clearly understand where these losses
originated. They originated in a period prior to 1981.
As | indicated yesterday, the $36 million provision -
and it is a provision - it is a book figure for anticipated
losses which may not materialize. We may have those
losses commuted at a much lesser cost than $36 million.
Most of those, | dare say, 80 percent were incurred as
a result of treaties entered into prior to 1981.

One other factor, Madam Speaker, on the Autopac
loss of $18.3 million, | am somewhat surprised that the
members . . .

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please, order please.

May | remind Honourable Ministers that answers to
questions should be brief, and if they have long, detailed
answers, there are other methods of conveying
information to the House.

MPIC - resignation of Minister

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, my question is
again to the Minister responsible for MPIC.

In view of the fact that he attempted to misinform
the House yesterday with his colourful figures, will he
now do the honourable thing and resign as Minister
responsible for MPIC in face of a $58 million loss under
his tutorship?

MADAM SPEAKER: | do hope the honourable member
is not accusing another honourable member of
deliberately misleading.

The Honourable Member for Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, there was no
indication of deliberation. This Minister knows not what
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who are facing severe problems. We are attempting,
through our Budget, to provide them assistance, not
kick them when they’re down, not just take care of us,
the Opposition’s definition of us, but all of us in the
Province of Manitoba and all of us in the state of
Canada.

| would also like to point out in some way some of
the things that are in the Budget that exemplify this
fairness. Farmers - the Opposition has expressed its
concern when it seems politically appropriate and
expedient to be concerned about farmers.-
(Interjection)- Actually, a question has arisen: How
many farmers do | have in my riding? As a matter of
fact, | do have some farms in my riding. The relevant
point I'm making, and | think that question brings out,
is the matter of fairness. | am not only concerned as
an urban member about urban people, | am concerned
as a member of this government, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
about all the residents of this province.

As has been correctly pointed out by members
opposite, as the agricultural industry in this province
goes, so go many other industries, and that is a concern
to me, and it is a concern to this government, which
is why we have taken this Budget to provide assistance
to farmers, $85 million, a 20-percent increase for the
Department of Agriculture, which includes $12 million
in special farm school tax assistance, which | have heard
crying and bleating from the opposite side that they
want this to happen. Have we heard one word of praise,
Mr. Deputy Speaker? Not a peep. It's not enough -
spend, spend, spend. The $84 million in financial
support from the Manitoba Agricultural Credit
Corporation, including $29 million for new interest-rate
buy down, | would suggest to you, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
that as an urban member, | have concerns in my own
riding, which | think should take precedence, but | do
have concerns and understand the plight of the farmers.
| am not specifically conversant with the technical
details, but | do understand the need for fairness to
the farmers, and this Budget provides it.

(Madam Speaker in the Chair.)

Tax credits, tax exemptions and other programs to
improve the viability of farms and the farm community
in Manitoba - it's a matter of dispute. Earlier this
afternoon, in question period, Madam Speaker, was
that this Budget provides personal income tax
reductions to more than 100,000 Manitobans. Those
are the Manitobans, Madam Speaker, who are in need;
those are the Manitobans who are less able to bear
the burdens. We, as the other Manitobans, living in a
fair society, believe we should assist them, and this

: Budget is doing exactly that.

As a matter of fact, as the Minister of Finance pointed
out earlier today, in this year it assists 156,000, not
just 100,000. The Budget eliminates the levy for health
and post-secondary education for an additional 3,700
small business employers. The smallest of the small
businesses are the ones we have done this for. Why?
Because it’s fair; it's fair according to our definition of
fair, not according to your leader’s definition of the
Opposition.

This Budget raises needed revenue fairly. This Budget
protects our vital health care services, education and
social services with an increase of $209 million, Madam
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Speaker. It expands our initiatives in areas such as
child care for families and home care for seniors, the
least fortunate in society. This Budget promises
continuing progress.

Madam Speaker, | have listened in this House for
two Sessions. Maybe | haven’t been here long enough;
maybe I'm unfortunate enough not to have been lucky
enough to be born in this country, but the fact is: |
think this is a good country, and this is a good province,
Madam Speaker.

This province, because of the efforts of this
government, has the lowest unemployment rate in
Canada. We have programs which are enabling us,
within the limits of our abilities as a small province, to
assist the less fortunate, the farmers in particular, the
aged. We have home care programs here; we have
Pharmacare programs. We do not have programs to
provide deterrentfees on medical care. We do not have
the kind of programs that | gather members opposite,
Madam Speaker, would be envious of in the U.S., where,
hey, if you can pay, you can get the best medical care;
but, if you can’t pay, you die. That is not the kind of
country | came to live in, and that is not the kind of
country | am willing to continue living in. | would think
that members opposite should consider the
inconsistency of their arguments.

To say on universality - well, let’s get rid of universality,
Madam Speaker, and to say on that - let’s allow those
who can pay to pay, and those who can’t, we will provide
charity for. We're not interested in doing that in
universality; there are other ways, Madam Speaker. We
can do that by providing universal programs, which do
not demean people or deny people their rights to
independence. But we can, in a Budget, ensure that
there is a fairness in ability to pay. We can also ensure,
Madam Speaker, that this Budget goes a long way
towards meeting the needs of the people of this
province.

Let me comment on a few things. This Budget is an
honest Budget. It is honest in a number of ways, but
the particular way is that we are not kidding anybody,
the taxes are going up. We are not kidding anybody
and statistics do not distort the truth, that people are
going to pay more taxes. The Minister of Finance,
Madam Speaker, made that abundantly clear. What we
are telling people is, yes, taxes are going up, but we
are telling them why taxes are going up. We are going
to protect the services of the people of Manitoba and
improve service.

We, as a government, believe that is what the people
of Manitoba elected us to do; that was our mandate
and that’s what they want us to do. In this Budget, we
are going to do it.

| would also like to mention some of the criticisms
I've heard of this Budget. The Chamber of Commerce
of the City of Winnipeg, Mr. John Doole, and repeated
by the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek, is that
somehow the evil, iniquitous payroll tax will have no
more investment in the Province of Manitoba. No one
will ever come here anymore because of this evil,
iniquitous payroll tax. Well, | would like to suggest that
we have had this payroll tax in this province for a couple
of years.

| would also like to point out that we gained 13,000
jobs in 1986 - 13,000 jobs. We have the lowest
unemployment rate in Canada as of this point and time,
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more honest than has been put in by the honourable
members from the senior level of government. We don'’t
see any hidden sales taxes. We don’t see any costs
that are being talked about equivalent to a VAT, which
is a value-added tax which the Federal Government is
suggesting which has been put on in the U.K. which
taxes at the middleman level so the consumer really
never knows that he is paying the tax.

We are letting people know, yes, you are paying. We
are more importantly telling them what they are paying
for. People in this province gave us a mandate one
year ago today, Madam Speaker. They gave us a
mandate one year ago today. | congratulate, by the
way, all members for having gotten their mandates one
year ago today.

The mandate was that the people said what we want
is we want a government that’'s fair, we want a
government that’'s compassionate, we want a
government that’'s upfront, that does not present us,
Madam Speaker, with a position that we are going to
build a bridge in every little riding in the province, that
we are going to build a hospital where anybody asks
for one, that we are going to build anything that anybody
wants, and then come back and say we can’t afford
it, we're going to balance the Budget at the same time.

What people in this country and in this province have
seen, Madam Speaker, they have seen what this
government provides, what this government is going
to provide - an honesty in the Budget. It's tough honesty,
tough love. This could be probably called a ‘“Tough-
love Budget.”

The fact is people are not going to see 2,000 civil
servants in this province lose their jobs as they did in
Saskatchewan. They are not going to see 3 percent
cuts in hospital care and personal care homes as they
did in Alberta. They are not going to see the massive
deficits that those two provinces have.

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh!

MR. M. DOLIN: | have been asked to entertain a
question by the Member for Brandon West. | would
suggest if the Member for Brandon West listened a
little more carefully to some of the facts and figures
that | have been quoting, he might have less of a need
for questions and might have a little more information,
rather than just talking about the terrible labour
relations in this province when that is not the case.

Madam Speaker, | will close by saying this about this
Budget: this is not a pleasant Budget; this is a fair
and honest Budget. It is balanced and it will help to
ensure, Madam Speaker, continued growth and well-
being of the people of our province.

It is not a Budget that sneaks around. It is not a
Budget that goes behind somebody’s back. It allows
the Opposition to do its job to criticize. It allows us to
stand up for what we believe our principles are. |
commend the Minister of Finance for having the courage
to put in this Budget. | commend him not only for having
the courage to put in this Budget, but for the principles
articulated in this Budget and the principles that we,
as a socialist party, stand for.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Minnedosa.
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MR. D.BLAKE: It's always a pleasuretorise and debate
the Throne Speech or the Budget Speech. The Throne
Speech really wasn’'t worth debating, | suppose, so |
didn’t bother with it; but | wouldn’'t want to miss an
opportunity on this glorious Budget, as we've just heard
from the Member for Kildonan, which | may have a
word about later.

But, Madam Speaker, it's customary to recognize, |
suppose, those that have been shifted or elevated in
the benches across the way. There have been some
changes in some portfolios. | suppose it’s a little like
rearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic.

| congratulate the Member for Rupertsland on being
elevated to a full Cabinet Minister’s rank, and I'll have
the opportunity to go over his Estimates with him when
we get into the Estimates process.

| don’t know whether to congratulate the Member
for The Pas on his new responsibilities for the Workers
Compensation Board because | do sympathize with him
on some of the problems that he has over there. There
are some suggestions that it could be another MTX,
but | know there has been a pretty comprehensive study
undertaken; and I'm sure, when he gets that report
and provides a copy to the members of the House, we
may be able to provide him with some constructive
suggestions or criticisms on the way that department
is operating.

Madam Speaker, just to digress for a moment and
mention the Member for Kildonan went on one of his
usual tirades, but he seemed to emphasize that the
party over there represented the ordinary people - they
don’t like “‘average’” now, so they're using ‘‘ordinary”
- and it's always been a belief of members opposite
that they have a monopoly on ordinary people, that
those are the people that support them.

| want to tell the members opposite that | have an
awful lot of average or ordinary Manitobans living in
my constituency and a number of them support this
particular party, so if there’'s any misconception over
there that they have monopoly on the so-called “little
man,” | want to dispel that myth that they’ve carried
with them for so long.

The Member for Kildonan mentioned the president
of the Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce who was a
doom and gloomer. This particular Finance Minister
has met with a great number of groups throughout
Manitoba to glean their ideas and thoughts on how he
should proceed with a good and fair Budget, but those
meetings, | don’t know how many years he’s going to
continually take those people in, because he listens to
their remarks and their ideas and then goes merrily
on his way, so the listening process doesn’'t seem to
amount to too much.

Just to alleviate some of the concerns the Member
for Kildonan has about not having been born here, let
me assure him that |, for one, don’t particularly care
where he was born or if he was - he might have been
issued, for all | know - but we do appreciate good
citizens coming into our country and making their
contributions. | would like some of those that have
been born in his motherland to maybe be a little
supportive and helpful in our friendly relations with our
good neighbours to the south. | haven't seen that
forthcoming too often from members that have come
to us from the United States.

But, Madam Speaker, a year ago today - | notice the
members opposite are wearing buttons of ‘‘Stand Up
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average for me.” Thirty-five thousand is the average
wage in Manitoba. You love to brag about that on how
well our province is doing.- (Interjection)- Certainly,
they’re going to get walloped pretty hard. They're going
to get walloped pretty hard.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Tell me how many departments
pay their workers $35,000.00?

MR. D. BLAKE: You're making well over $35,000.00.

A MEMBER: Whose fault is that?
MR. D. BLAKE: Who said the farmers made
$35,000.00?

HON. V. SCHROEDER: You said that's the average
wage.

MR. D. BLAKE: Not on the agricultural sector, not on
the agricultural sector. | never said the average farmer
was making $35,000.00. Madam Speaker, they're trying
to put words in my mouth over there.- (Interjection)-
I'm using some of the Member for Brandon East's
statistics, when he brags about how well we're doing
in Manitoba.

You take all of the teachers, firemen, policemen,
politicians, they all makeover$35,000.00.- (Interjection)-
Sure they are. We're their representatives; we have to
be average. Some of them not quite as average as
others, some a little better than others.

But, Madam Speaker, | think this time this tax grab
is finally going to come home to roost on this
government, because spending hasn't gone down;
spending has increased over 9 percent, double inflation.
Where are they going to get the money next year?
They’re not cutting back on their spending. Next year
they're going to need a bunch more money. Is there
going to be another tax increase next year? Will we
see 1 percent on sales tax next year and another .5
percent on the payroll tax?

There just doesn’t seem to be any control over the
spending and | think that's what people were looking
for. They know that if we're ever going to get rid of
the deficit, taxes have to go up.- (Interjection)- It's too
late, he missed it. He'll have to read it in Hansard. |
thought maybe he was out arranging another flag
burning or something.- (Interjection)- This is a broken-
record theme we get from members opposite, Madam
Speaker. Where would we cut? I'll tell you where we
would start - with about 130 apple polishers you've
got, you did make an attempt in your advertising budget
which was $4 million or $6 million - you are cutting
that a little bit. There are some places to cut.

A MEMBER: That runs the hospitals in Manitoba for
half a day.

MR. D. BLAKE: Well that's right and they're not being
run that well. They're going to need more money. You've
got half yours in Brandon closed now because there's
no funds for them. We're just waiting with bated breath
to see when we're going to get the CAT scanner in
Brandon. We had three of them promised during the
election but that was a year ago. so we'll be happy to
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see that. | hope the Member for Brandon East invites
me to the ribbon cutting.

HON. L. EVANS: Yes, sure, you're welcome to come.

HON. R. PENNER: Not only that, you can go through
the CAT scanner while you're there.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: That's right, there's more than
one way to scan a “CAT."

MR. D. BLAKE: I've been through one, | don't want
to go through another one.

Madam Speaker, the Member for Brandon East wants
to know where we would cut. There are 21 Cabinet
Ministers over there, Madam Speaker, the highest
number of Cabinet Ministers we've had, | suppose in
history; you could drop three or four of those.

A MEMBER: Oh, Dave, don't be cruel.

MR. D. BLAKE: Absolutely, double up some of these
portfolios - | know the former Minister of Finance could
handle another one on his lunch hour - some of the
smaller ones, you know. But the minute you start that.
right away they say, oh you're going to slash this and
you're going to slash that. You're going to bring in user
fees.

I'm glad the Minister of Health has walked into the
House. because privately maybe he might be a little
ambivalent on user fees, but in the political arena. youll
never get him to mention it. But the Minister of Health,
Madam Speaker, has got the biggest chunk of the
Budget. He's probably going to need a bigger one and
| don't know how he's going to stop those costs from
rising. We don't want to see services cut; nobody wants
to see them cut. but it's becoming a bigger and a
bigger problem.- (Interjection)- No. you've got to create
more wealth, get a bigger pie and a bigger pie. Open
it up for business, open Manitoba up for business.
Madam Speaker. and possibly we might get a little
bigger share of that pie.

The Budget. Madam Speaker, with its taxes - and
we know how much of it is going to go for debt servicing
- we have to borrow another 1.5 billion this year. We
don’t know what kind of a rate we're going to have
on those borrowings, because we're not too sure what
this Budget's going to do to our credit rating. It dropped
in Saskatchewan with their deficit. This deficit. we don't
know what it's going to be. It's going to be higher than
the last one probably, even though they're projecting
it a little bit lower.

The Minister. in presenting his Budget. Madam
Speaker, it was carefully crafted. He mentioned there'd
be 100.000 paying less. He doesn’t mention the 400.000
that are going to be paying more. That's a cute little
play on words that all politicians use, | suppose. and
that's fair game but | say theyre catching on to them.
This Budget has gone a wee bit too far, and the people
out there are starting to analyze it and just see what
it's going to cost them. | won't bother going through
all of these clippings. but it's all over the papers. Madam
Speaker. It's not just the members of the Conservative
Party saying this.

| mentioned earlier about the consultative process
that he uses with the Chamber of Commerce and
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only if, the less extensive liberty will strengthen the
total societal system of liberty.

Secondly, less than equal liberty may be permissible
in society, if, and only if, less than equal liberty is
acceptable to those who are to have less than equal
liberty. If you satisfy those two conditions, it will still
be a system of the most extensive equality of liberty
for all, with some disequality permitted, but for the
sake of promoting the total societal system of liberty.

The next, after dignity and after liberty, John Rolls
(phonetic) goes on defining certain other human values.
“The next pair of values in a just and well-ordered
society,” he said, ‘‘are the value of power and the value
of opportunity.” What do we mean by power? Power
in society. Power is simply the capacity of an individual
or of a group to modify the attitude and thunder of
another individual or group in such a manner or such
a direction that the person or the group exercising the
power desires, enabling him or the group to carry out
their wishes, despite opposition from all others. That's
power. It is the capacity to modify the behaviour of
another, or his opinion or his action in such a manner
it will be favourable to the person or group exercising
the power.

What is opportunity? Opportunity is simply the chance
for self-advancement. It is brought about by one’s own
initiative, by one’s own insight, by one’s industry, by
one’s integrity. When is there equality of opportunity
in a community or a society? There is equality of
opportunity in a society when individuals are treated
impartially, when everyone, no matter how low he is or
how high he is in the social status rankings, has all the
opportunities to exert his talents, his abilities and skill
and achieve whatever his talent and his abilities may
permit him to achieve without any artificial barrier
imposed by the social structure. That happens in our
society when there is equality of opportunity.

There is equality of opportunity when individuals are
treated impartially and fairly in the formulation of
institutional rules; there is equality of opportunity when
individuals are treated impartially and fairly in the
application of the substantive contents of these rules;
and there is equality of opportunity when individuals
are treated fairly and impartially in recognition of their
human capacity to participate in the making of
decisions.

The other two pairs of values, which are economic
values that are important to all people, are the values
of income and the values of wealth.

What do we mean by income? Income means the
monetary return that we create, and then we try to
make this monetary return last longer by living prudently
within our means. That is to say, we spend less than
we earn and hopefully and preferably without the help
of credit cards. If we spend more than we earn, then
we cannot create any income. What we create will be
debts.

(Madam Speaker in the Chair.)

What do we mean by wealth? Wealth is the surplus
value after all the necessities of life have been met,
which people gradually accumulate by hard work and
by thrift if they accomplish this by honest and
honourable means; or it may happen by luck, such as
making profitable bargains; or it may happen by the
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exploitation of others, of the labour of others, if the
accumulation is done in a dishonest and dishonourable
way.

Now, given these values of power and opportunity,
given these values of income and wealth, and
confronted by the harsh reality in our society of the
fact to all social and economic inequalities that infinitely
exist among us, we now can formulate the second
principle of justice as follows.

Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged
so that such social and economic inequalities are
attached to offices and positions that are open to all
under conditions of fair equality of opportunity so that
such social and economic inequalities inure to the
greatest benefit of the least advantaged, subject to the
principle of just savings between generations. This is
the second principle of justice known as the greatest
benefit to the least advantaged.

The second principle of justice as the greatest benefit
to the least advantaged in society also admits of
qualifications in at least two senses. You can also qualify
this principle. First, that such inequality of opportunity
may be permissible if, and only if, such inequality of
opportunity enhances the opportunities of those with
the least opportunity. So you can restrict also the quality
of opportunity but only in favour of those with the least
opportunity.

Second, an excessive rate of saving may be
permissible if, and only if, such an excessive rate of
saving will mitigate the burden of those who are bearing
the hardship of having to save. In order to accumulate
social wealth, some people or groups in society have
to make some sacrifice and make a saving, and if that
burden can be lightened, then it can be permissible
to have inequality of opportunity.

What do we do when we are all disadvantaged? -
(Interjection)- How can you talk about disadvantaged
unless there are some . . .- (Interjection)- You can’t.

Now, given the first principle of justice as equality
for all, and given the second principle of justice as the
greatest benefit to the least advantaged, we now can
combine this first and second principle into what we
may call the overall definition of social justice. How are
we to define justice in society we call social justice?

Social justice is the principle which asserts that all
the basic values of human liberty and opportunity, the
values of income and wealth, and the basis of human
dignity and self-respect, all these values are to be
distributed equally to all the members of society as a
general rule. And any unequal distribution is to be
permissible if, and only if, such unequal distribution of
these values will give the greatest benefit to the least
advantaged members of society. I'd like to explain that.

The general rule is that all these values, the basic
values to which we are all entitled as a matter of right
as human beings, must be distributed equally to all;
and if there is to be any unequal distribution at all, it
is only permissible when such unequal distribution will
inure to the benefit of the least members of society.
Because by lifting the lowest members of society, we
lift the entire humanity because all of humanity is like
a chain. It only is as strong as its weakest link.

If social justice is the comprehensive principle that
all basic values of liberty and dignity, of power and
opportunity, of income and wealth, are to be distributed
equally to all the members of society as a general rule,
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and if unequal distribution of this value is permissible,
if, and only if, such unequal distribution will give the
most to the least advantaged in society, in what way
or ways can we say that the 1987 Provincial Budget
of the government reflects the principle of social justice?

Let’s talk a little bit about the Budget because | have
to deal with the broad principle initially; otherwise we
will not be able to understand the Budget. Without a
basic understanding of the underlying principle, then
you do not understand the details. We must have a
standard by which to judge the budget of any
government, and this is the standard of social justice.

The essential services for health care are high in any
set of priorities of any good government. Any good
government will place the value of health of its people
high on the set of scales of its values. Benjamin Disraeli,
the British Prime Minister once said: ‘‘The health of
a people is really the foundation upon which all of the
happiness of the people and all of the power of the
people depends.” If you have a nation of healthy
individuals, you have a strong nation of healthy people.
In recognition of this principle, the NDP Government
of Manitoba has allocated $1,327,000,000 to health
care.

We often speak of a person who is healthy as a person
who we say is a person who is as fit as a fiddle; we
say that, he is as fit as a fiddle because he's healthy.
So that used to be meaningful to us. Do you know how
the shape of a fiddle is? So if you notice that your
shape is opposite to the shape of a fiddle you better
watch out. You better start exercising, and be cautious
about what you eat, because unless you tone down
your middle you cannot be as fit as a fiddle.

There are people who work so hard in life, | confess
I’'m one of those. To those people who work so hard,
they sometimes forget their health, and so in working
for wealth they lost their health. The irony of this is
that if you succeeded in accumulating wealth, by the
time you have succeeded, you have already lost your
health. Then you scurringly hurry down and spend all
your wealth to regain your health. So we better watch
out, there is always a time to stop working, when your
health is already in danger by working so hard. But
work doesn't really destroy a person because good
work stimulates the mind and the body. Welive in order
to work, and we work and then we continue to live,
as long as we enjoy it. The important thing to remember
is that we should not lose our health while we are trying
to work, to accumulate some wealth.

We want money, we want success, we want
achievement, we wantfame, of course all of these are
very important to us. But sometimes the cost of
achieving all of this, the cost of achieving wealth and
fame, to be leader of a party, and so on, fame and
success; it may be obtained too dearly. Because if you
acquire them at the cost of your health, you will often
regret it and it will be too late.

What is the next value that we want for ourself and
for our children in this society. The next value that we
want is of course education. We say, sending our
children to school is expensive, sending them to
university is expensive. Of course education is
expensive. But it is not as expensive as ignorance. When
you find that you are ignorant in life, you will find it is
really expensive, and it’s too late. Education is knowing
what you want. It's knowing where you go to get what
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you want. It’s knowing how to get what you want, and
it's knowing what to do with what you want after you
have gotten it. If you don’t know what to do with it,
you are not really educated. Therefore, education trains
the person to think clearly and to act rightly. Education
is an ornament in prosperity but it is also a refuge in
days of adversity.

The NDP Government also enhances social
assistance to the needy. However, we don’t stop there.
We expand training and employment opportunities, in
order to make the recipient be able to stand on their
feet and make a transition to more stable employment.
The best employees are those who work for their
employers as if they are working for themselves.

Let me now conclude, Madam Speaker, by saying
that the precepts of social justice demands that we live
honestly, that we harm nobody, and that we give to
every person what is his due. Every person is entitled
to a measure of self-respect and dignity. Every person
is entitled to a measure of liberty and opportunity. Every
person is entitled to a measure of income and wealth.

When we live our life according to the precepts of
social justice, we give to everyone what is their due,
and we do so by ensuring that no one suffers any
undue harm, and we do so that the public good shall
be promoted for the benefit of all. When we live in
justice in our life, we walk with wisdom and we act with
mercy in our relationship with others. Social justice will
triumph when it is based on truth, when truth becomes
its handmaiden, when freedom becomes its offspring,
and when peace becomes its constant companion. The
path of the person who is just, is like a shining light
that shineth more and more unto the perfect day. And
the justice of its cause will shine in splendour like the
noonday sun.

Thank you.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel.

MR. G. DUCHARME: Madam Speaker, it is a pleasure
again to participate in a Budget Speech. As | wasn'’t
fortunate enough to participate in the Throne Speech,
| would at this time wish all the members well.

| would particularly like to congratulate the new
Lieutenant-Governor, Dr. Johnson, on his appointment.
His past experience and his contributions make him a
worthwhile choice. Also at this time, | would congratulate
the Honourable Pearl McGonigal on a job well done.

Madam Speaker, I'd also like to welcome all the new
Pages. I'm sure it'll be an interesting experience. I'm
sure the Speaker can vouch that most of the individuals
in this particular room are very good on a one-to-one,
but collectively, well, that's a different story. Enjoy your
stay.

Since the last Session, | have approached many
people in my constituency, not only in my constituency
office but on a door-to-door basis. People ask, Gerry,
how are you enjoying your new role? How are you
enjoying your role comparable to the school board that
you were on or City Council? And | tell them that when
| was on City Council and the school board, | was part
of selling, | was part of a day-to-day participation. As
you can appreciate in Opposition it's not quite the same
being on a day-to-day involvement. Also, it's not quite
the same as selling. You do become a negative buyer.
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However, Madam Speaker, the product being sold
by Howard Pawley and Company has certainly made
my role a little easier, Premier Pawley and Company,
the Honourable Premier.

| would, however, at this time on the celebration of
the election to Riel, thank the people in that particular
constituency for their continued support.

How frustrating! Madam Speaker - how frustrating
it is to see the deteriorating condition of Manitoba
caused by this particulargovernment, to sit here during
the Session and see the many steps that could be
taken to make Manitoba be on the move again,
convinced more than ever, especially after March 16,
that this government does not have the capabilities to
provide as much necessary leadership.

The people of Manitoba gave this particular
government a mandate, based on election issues, to
proceed with their policy. Continually during the Throne
Speech we hear from the other side, what are your
alternatives, they say to us? Why do we have to explain
to this government? People expect their policies, even
though already some are being broken. They expect
this from that government, that is their responsibility
to govern, not ours.

Madam Speaker, | have been astonished by the lack
of initiative in the Throne Speech and the Budget
Speech. A member would assume, by the lack of vision
in policies put forward in the Throne Speech, that we
would have expected a decrease in taxes, etc. This
lack of initiative should have shown some positive effect
on saving the taxpayers some money. On studying this
Budget, Madam Speaker, | was more convinced than
ever that this government, like its NDP colleagues in
Ottawa, think that if they do not make any decisions
they will stay popular.

Madam Speaker, | see that it carried on where they
left off last year, a no-plan party, with nothing new and
carrying on their band-aid mandate.

A MEMBER: They got worse; never mind carrying on,
they got worse.

MR. G. DUCHARME: Madam Speaker, the lack of
comments from their members in regard to the Throne
Speech certainly shows how weak it was. Or are they
saving all their wonderful comments for this wonderful
Budget Speech?

Madam Speaker, since my role of critic for Consumer
and Corporate Affairs, | will dwell a little on the part
of the government’s action in regard to the Corporate
Affairs side. | was disappointed that my Minister in
charge has not considered some of the issues that
were brought to him during Estimates and brought
forward on the floor during question period. The lemon
law, which deals with the mediating problems between
the purchasers of new vehicles and the dealers, it has
been in place in Ontario for probably a little over a
year, and it has had plenty of time to monitor the position
and consider similar legislation in Manitoba.

Madam Speaker, | must also mention that there were
many questions asked in regard to liability insurance.
The Minister had sufficient reason to act, however, has
failed to do so. Madam Speaker, this government talks
re the need for reform, tax reform - this government,
with the highest personal tax in Canada. The only reform
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they know is spend, spend; take, take. They continually
spend recklessly and then blame the feds - that’s all
we hear, spend, spend, then blame the feds.

In the past three years, Madam Speaker, the increase
of federal transfer payments to Canada for education
and health to Manitoba have been: in'84-85, 6.9
percent;'85-86, 3.6 percent; ‘86-87, 6.8 percent. If you
look over our particular Budgets, you wonder, Madam
Speaker, what have they done with the rest of the money.
This government continues to talk about working
together with the Federal Government. Madam Speaker,
what happened with Versatile? Does this government
not want to talk about the jobs established under the
Versatile agreement? The 915 jobs that it saved in 1987;
the 1,233 jobs that it will have in 1991, and these,
Madam Speaker, are full-time jobs, not the type of
jobs, part-time jobs, created by this particular
government under their programs.

Madam Speaker, why do they not admit to the people
of Manitoba why they were not involved in this particular
agreement of this very important key industry in
Manitoba? Maybe it was because of a $10 million up-
front requirement that was requested; maybe it was
because this particular government wanted to place
union labour to sit on the management level. Madam
Speaker, the Federal Government did, in this particular
case, what they should do in more cases, exclude this
particular government from any negotiations on any
particular business transaction. Let'’s face it, they know
nothing about business transactions. Their Budget has
shown that they have not reinforced this position on
their dealing with business. Madam Speaker, it is not
Ottawa that is the enemy; it is this particular NDP
Government that is the enemy of Manitoba.

Madam Speaker, we keep hearing from the Throne
Speech, we hear from the Budget Speech, we keep
hearing about a small business bond program. We have
heard it before. I've yet in my travels around the
province found any particular businessman who has
participated in any bond program, or is this just another
verbal announcement to use up more paper in their
particular speeches?

Madam Speaker, they keep mentioning how important
small business is necessary in this province. Then why
are they driving them out of this province with their
labour legislation, and they keep increasing the payroll
tax?

Madam Speaker, also education, this government has
increased, particularly this year, by 4.5 percent. Hardly
enough to cover the ongoing costs; nothing to cover
the upgrading of existing plants, and still a long way
from that much promised 90 percent funding, and also
no mention for the increase for private funding to school
funding. This Minister of Education is not only
floundering in his portfolio, he has also agitated the
school system in his interference in the negotiation
process. And now, after asking the teachers for a freeze,
he has now, during the Budget, has added 2 percent
to the loss of their income.

Madam Speaker, we sit here and we hear now - and
it must be very embarrassing to the Member for Ellice
- about the home starts that are coming forward in
Winnipeg. Madam Speaker, now that the Manitoba
housing industry - and I'll admit it is performing at its
highest level since 1978, however, fostered by the low
interest rate. Is this the same government that just a


























