THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY of MANITOBA
Wednesday, June 8, 1977

TIME: 2:30 p.m.
OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER, Honourable Peter Fox (Kildonan): Before we proceed, | should like to direct the
attention of the honourable members to the gallery where we have 21 students, Grade 4 standing, of
the Windsor School. These students are under the direction of Miss Klass. This school is located in
the constituency of the Honourable Member for St. Vital.

On benhalf of the honourable members of the Legislative Assembly, | welcome you here today.

Presenting Petitions; Reading and Receiving Petitions.

PRESENTING REPORTS BY STANDING AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Logan.

MR. WILLIAM JENKINS: Mr. Speaker, | beg to present the Third Report of the Standing
Committee on Law Amendments.

MR. CLERK: Your Committee has considered the following Bills:

No. 29 — An Act to amend The Snowmobile Act,

No. 32 — An Act to amend The Hospitals Act,

No. 54 — An Act to amend The Intoxicated Persons Detention Act,

And has agreed to report the same without amendment.

Your Committee has also considered Bills:

No. 6 — An Act to amend The Jury Act,

No. 30 — An Act to amend The Highway Traffic Act (2),

No. 35 — An Act to amend The Highway Traffic Act (3),

No. 48 — An Act to amend The Insurance Act,

And has agreed to report the same with certain amendments.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Logan.

MR. JENKINS: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the Honourable Member for Thompson, thatthe
report of the Committee be received.

MOTION presented and carried.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS AND TABLING OF REPORTS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Corrections.

HONOURABLE J.R. (Bud) BOYCE (Winnipeg Centre): Mr. Speaker, | would like to table The
Annual Report of the Alcoholism Foundation of Manitoba.

MR. SPEAKER: Any other tabling of reports or statements? The Honourable House Leader.

HONOURABLE SIDNEY GREEN (Inkster): Mr. Speaker, | would like to schedule Law
Amendments Committee for Thursday evening for hearings on legislation which has not been
previously subject to public hearings. Then if we are concluded with that work, then the
consideration of bills clause by clause. That’s tomorrow, Thursday evening.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. WARNER H. JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, | note that the House Leader has called the
Agricultural Committee for a meeting on Thursday, tomorrow morning, but | am a little bit confused
as to why Bill 56 is not included in the list of bills that are to be considered at that particular time. The
only one that is indicated in the list is Bill No. 3, and | thought that the understanding that we had
reached yesterday in private conversations was that we would have the hearings on Bill 56 at that
~particular time, and a number of people have phoned me and | have indicated that that is the time that

bill would be heard.
’ MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, that is correct; that was the intention and Bill 56 will be considered
tomorrow before Agricultural Committee at 10 o’clock. There has apparently been a confusion of
instructions but it will be considered tomorrow at 10 o’clock, as indicated yesterday in the House.
And | would advise the Clerk to so advise any people who are wishing to make representations
concerning the bill.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, in order to ensure that there is no further crossing of lines, is it
also the intention of the House Leader to call private bills atthe sametime? The understanding was .
that those two committees would meet simultaneously, and | agreed with that suggestion. That
would mean that all private bills then would be referred to Private Bills Committee at the same time,
and hearings would be held at that time.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: That's correct, Mr. Speaker. That's the announcement | made yesterday. The only
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announcement that | wished to make today was that. . . And I'm glad the honourable member has
clearedup thefact thatthat:bill wasn'tindicated: It is to.be heardatAgricultural Committee tomorrow
morning-at 10 o’clock. There is.Law Amendments tomorrow night at 8 o’clock.

MR. SPEAKER: Any other Ministerial Statements; Notices of Motion; Introduction of Bills.

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR.LYON: Mr. Speaker, a question to the First Minister as the Minister responsible for Manitoba
Hydro. | wonder if the First Minister could give us a status report with respect to the generating
capacity and the utilization of that capacity of each.of the hydro—electric stations in Manitoba over
the last six months.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HONOURABLE EDWARD SCHREYER, Premier (Rossmere): Yes, Mr. Speaker, | can attempt to
get that in tabular form.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines.

: MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | would also like to suggest that all bills previously referred to other
- .committees, including the bill relating to the Telephone System and the bills sent to Municipal Affairs
Committee, be sent to Law Amendments Committee to be dealt with by Law Amendments
Committee as well as the other bills now referred to Law Amendments Committee so that the only
committees we would be dealing with are Law Amendments, Agricultural and Private Bills
Committees.

ORAL QUESTIONS Cont.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, a further question to the First Minister..With respect to the status
situation of the hydro-electric generating stations, is the First Minister-in a position to advise the
House today as to what capacity is being utilized atthe Grand Rapids stationatthe present time? Is it
operating at full capacity, 50 percent, 70 percent capacity or whatis the status of Grand Rapids at the
present moment?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | think that because it would not be possible to generallze in
response to that question, that it would be also in that case necessary to provide it in tabular form in
relation to certain months because the utilization factor in Grand Rapids will show variation from
week to week, let alone from month to month, in recent months. | will tryand getthatin tabular form.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | wish to thank the Honourable Minister for that and a further
supplementary to the previous two questions. Could he also give us a status position with respectto
the two fossil fuel plants at Brandon and at Selkirk as to when they have been operated in the last six
months to make up for deficiencies for the non-operation of the hydro generating plants?

MR.SCHREYER: Yes, | could, Mr. Speaker, although it is relatively easy to respond with respect to
the two coal burning thermo plants since they have been operating practically on base load but | can
include that in the tables.

MR.LYON: Mr. Speaker, a question to the House Leader. Could the House Leader advise us when
he expects to be calling the next meeting of the Committee on Economic Development?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker | was awaiting the progress of eventsbut | th|nk probably some time on
Friday, eitherinthemorning ortheafternoon, probably Friday morningbutlam not sureatthispoint.

MR.LYON: A further question, Mr. Speaker. Could the House Leader advise us when he expects
to be calling the next meeting of the Committee on Public Accounts?

MR. GREEN: | don’t know, Mr. Speaker.

MR. LYON: A question to the House Leader, Mr. Speaker. Could he advise us when he will be
calling the next meeting of the Committee on Public Utilities?

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | don’'t know, and | tell the honourable member that committees will be
called in the same way as they have been called in previous years.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia.

MR. STEVE PATRICK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | wish to direct my question to the First Minister
responsible for Hydro. The First Ministerindicated that on certain days the province will be importing
up to $100,000 worth of power per day. Can the Minister indicate to the House for how long this
contractural arrangement will exist? Is it for one month or two months? lknow he can't predict water
levels but is there any arrangement to safeguard that we will have sufficient energy?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First.Minister.-

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, it is not a contractual arrangement in the same sense as the
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purchase of power. The purchase really is pursuant to a standing arrangement that exists between
the utilities that are interconnected for the purchase of off-peak power and there is noway. . .I1fmy
honourable friend is assuming that there is a termination date on that, there is no termination date. It
is something which is taken advantage of from time to time depending upon water flows, depending
upon weather, etc.

MR. PATRICK: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. On exchange of power, can the Minister indicate
to the House what price we are paying or what is the rate for purchasing. Is it the same as we are
receiving for export of power in the wintertime? Would it be the same or is there a differential in the
rate that we are paying?

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, that question assumes that there is one price for exported
energy and in fact there are several prices, depending upon whether or not it is distressed power,
whether it is off-peak, etc. | think that the best way to answer that question by the honourable
member would be to prepare him awritten reply which would indicate the amounts, atvarious prices,
that have been purchased by way of import and the amount that has been sold by way ofexport. The
amount under at least several different price levels.

MR. PATRICK: A further supplementary, Mr. Speaker, to the First Minister. In view of the low
water levels for almost a year now, can the Minister indicate if there is any consideration given by
Manitoba Hydro to upgrade the present coal thermal units that we have — or perhaps add to them?

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | am not aware of any serious plans for the upgrading —
presumably by that the honourable member means expansion — of coal burning thermal capacity,
for the reason that it is felt that both because of increased capacity going on line later this year and
this winter, coupled with the availability of Sunday and night-time power at lowerrates which permits
ponding, that for those reasons, plus increased interconnection, that there is no combination of
strong reasons for any increase in thermal capacity.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia, a final question.

MR. PATRICK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Can the Minister indicate to the House where do we get
our interconnection now? | mean the purchase of power — where. And the Minister indicated that we
will have increases in the near future. Can he indicate from what generating station those increases
will come from?

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, | was referring to the interconnections with Saskatchewan,
Ontario and Minnesota. Of course, in northwestern Ontario the water levels are the same as they are
in Manitoba — there is a problem — so that northwestern Ontario doesn’t really have significant
supply of power available for our purposes. So, practically speaking, when talking of increased
interconnection, in practical terms | am referring to the thermal capacity south of us in Minnesota.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Minnedosa.

MR. DAVID BLAKE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the Honourable Minister of
Corporate and Consumer Affairs. | wonder, in view of the fact that the fishermen in Manitoba are
being paid 62 cents a pound in the round for pickerel and they are marketing today at Eaton’s at $4.35
a pound, | wonder if he would undertake to provide an answer to the House on why such a large
discrepancy in the price of this particular natural product exists.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs.

HONOURABLE RENE TOUPIN (Springfield): Well, Mr. Speaker, first of all, | had a bit of difficulty
undertstanding the whole question there was so much noise from both sides of the House. No, | don’t
intend to launch an investigation on the subject matter. We haven'tin the past and we don’t control
those types of prices today as we haven't in the past. That is something thatisleft, as the honourable
member knows, to the marketplace.

MR. BLAKE: Yes, Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question. | wasn’t particularly asking the Minister
to launch-an investigation. | was asking him if he would provide an answer to the House in view of the
fact that this is marketed through a marketing board, if he might provide an answer to the House on
why there is such a discrepancy between the price paid to the fishermen and that required of the
consumer in the marketplace.

MR. TOUPIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, if the honourable member is wanting me to confirm or deny the
figures that he has presented to this House, | will. NON-POLITICAL STATEMENT RE R. A. PAULLEY

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.

MR. L. R. (Bud) SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | wonder if | could have leave of
the House to make a non-political statement. .

MR. SPEAKER: Does the honourable member have leave? (Agreed) The Honourable
Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SHERMAN: Well, Sir, perhaps it will be slightly political but it will be shaped in
favour of a long-standing member of this Chamber, Sir, who deserves somerecognitionon
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this particular date. Monday of this week marked a significant date in history being the memorial of
the date when Allied.troops landed in-Europe.in World- War L. Today.marks the date only slightly less
significant in terms of an invasion because today begins the 25th year since the invasion of the
Legislative arena in this province by the distinguished Minister of Labour and Honourable Member
for Transcona

Cornelius Ryan may have got it wrong, Sir. He described June 6th, 1944 as the longest day. We
feel that in submitting some of the questions that we have submitted to the Minister in this Chamber
in the last few years and yielding to his answers, that on some of those occasions we have gone
- through what indeed has been almost the longest day. But we want to mark and acknowledge the
long and distinguished service of the Minister of Labour to the Province of Manitoba and to all
citizens of the province.

I have had the privilege in the last few years of representing my party in the area of labour debate
in this House. It has been a dubious privilege in one sense because | have been catapulted up against
what | think all of us would recognize is a figure who was one of the most formidable in terms of
debate and in terms of participation and knowledge in this Legislative arena. Soithasbeen alearning
process for me, Sir, and like all learning processes, it has been painful at times. It has also been
gratifying and satisfying and | feel | have had the privilege of learning a great deal in being put in that
position opposite the Minister of Labour.

I note that the Minister describes himself elsewhere as an old traditionalist. All | can say, Sir, is if
he is an old traditionalist, | would hate to be up against an old radical. Nonetheless, | won’t challenge
the description that he places upon himself for | am sure that he knows better than | and most of us
how he would describe his sincere approach to the public affairs of this province. lwant him to know
that despite the differences that we have had in this Chamber, that | count him — and | think my
colleagues count him — as among our friends outside the House. | hope he feels the same way;
certainly he understands democracy and the system and the jobs that people have to do. | know that |
- -have suggested, perhaps rhetorically in the past, that he should meet-a particular fate that would not

- be desirable from his point of view. | knowthat | have suggested he should perhaps someday wind up
in the Museum of Man and Natureand perhaps he should, but perhaps, Sir, for a different reason than
the ones that | have implied. Perhaps he should be there because in fulfilling 25 years of public
service through this Legislative arena to the people of Manitoba, he has set an enviableand in very
large degree, an unmatchable record. | think the former Premier, the Honourable Douglas Campbell,
was inthis House for 47 years, if | am not mistaken, or close to that in any event. But the Minister of
Labour has set a distinguished and an enviable record that | am sure few of us in this Chamber, orin
the future, will be able to match in terms of longevity.

So | just wanted to acknowledge on behalf of myself and my party the contribution that we believe
the Minister has made. This is not a surrender, | intend to continue challenging him in debate and |
would expect that he would expect that of me, Sir. But we acknowledge his service, we pay tribute to
him on this day, we wish him a happy retirement when that time comes. We are not sure what the First
Minister has in mind in terms of the length of this particular Legislature, but when it comes we wish
him a happy and constructive retirement and we hope that he will be taking his place in the loges on
this side, perhapssnipingawayatusinintentandininformal argument in the years tocome, because
that kind of participation would inject continuing colour and continuing excitement into the debate
in this Chamber that all of us, | am sure, appreciate.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Swan River.

MR. JAMES H. BILTON: Mr. Speaker, | wonder if Imay claim afew momentstoo on this particular
occasion. And | do this because of the fact that the Honourable Member for Transcona and | will be
going-out hand in hand out of this House which we both dearly love. Having said that —
(Interjections)— You can take it for granted, Mr. Speaker, that I'll hear more about this in caucus.

It's a privilege to me, Mr. Speaker, to continue the eloquent remarks made by the Honourable
Member for Fort Garry. | am not going to imitate him or attempt to imitate him but rathertojustsay a
word in appreciation for the courtesies that have been extended to me over the years by the
Honourable Member for Transcona in many many ways. Politically we are poles apart but, as my
honourable friend said afew moments ago, that outside of this House we are stillgood solid Anglican
friends and always will be.

Mr. Minister, | want to thank you for the courtesies that you extended to me over the years and |
want to wish you well in retirement. | know very much how fond you are of gardening and | know from
now on you will be able to tend those roses. But there is some person we should not overlook at this
particular time and | want it to go into the record, and that is to his good and faithful wife Mary, who
has stood beside him over the years and, as a consequence, he has served the people of Manitoba
and served them very very well indeed.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for. Portage la Prairie.

MR. GORDON E. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, if | may have leave to offer a similar thought and
congratulation to our friend and colleague, the Member for Transcona.
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It will be interesting to see after the election is called and results are in, to see if my honourable
friend, the Member for Transcona, has relaxed his political grip on thatarea. It will be interesting to
see. | think it is somewhat of a change in procedure for members to congratulate members of other
parties, not because of the particular occasion, but | think that even the youngest member of this
House will recognize that some day some members will rise and speak to hiscondolence motion. So
itis a pleasurethatthattradition has been changed somewhat, where we can speak face to face to the
personthatwe know — at least we think is leaving our group. We're not sure ofthat. | know my friend,
the Member for Transcona meanswhat he says when he’s going to retirement. We in the Liberal Party
wish him and his good wife, Mary, a long and happy retirement from the political scene but not from
active life.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | suppose it is only appropriate that | should join in the outpouring
of spontaneous and unrehearsed expression of feelings. It is, however, with some fear of being
misunderstood that | do so because if | were to wish the Minister of Labour a speedy and happy
retirement that might be interpreted as being indicative of a certain attitude on my part. But, | think,
Sir, that it is fitting to acknowledge the fact, | believe it is a fact, that 25 years in this or any other
parliamentary body is a significant period of time and one that fittingly receives some
acknowledgement and tribute. Of the 25 years, it has been my, in many ways, privilege and pleasure
to have been associated with the Minister of Labour for, on rough calculation, 16 of those 25 years
and many of those 16 years very productive ches.

When the Member for Fort Garry referred to the longest day in the context of the Minister of
Labour, | couldn’t help but feel, and | hope that my colleague forgives me this bit of banter, although it
has elements of truth to it, that on those Cabinet days in which the Minister of Labour has had
multiple items on the agenda, has sometimes seemed to me to be the longest day.

Notwithstanding that, Sir, every parliamentary body has to have a Dean and if there weren’t such
acknowledgement, it will be necessary to invent it. Our Dean for the pastseveralyears has been the
Minister of Labour and when he retires it will be interesting to see what the electorate does in terms of
determining who his successor Dean of this House will be. | could venture some guesses but that
would be at the risk of seeming immodest, Sir, so | shall desist from saying more on that.

| want to conclude by wishing, on behalf of all of us, to the Minister of Labour, appreciation for a
quarter century of service in this Assembly, appreciation for the productive undertakings with which
he has been involved, on both sides of this House. That need it be said, | suppose it should be said,
that the productivity of this Assembly, although it is difficult to measure, really requires thetwosides
of the Assembly. And also in concluding, to wish my colleague a happy retirement butitisone, | feel,
that will be also productive. | do not expect that his retirement will be complete.

MR. SPEAKER: Before we proceed, since the Chair is not representative of either side, | too would
like to add my own felicitations to the honourable member. The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, there is little | can add to the words of felicitation that have been given
today by my colleague, the Member for Fort Garry, the Member for Portage la Prairie, and the First
Minister. It occurred to me, owever, that the First Minister and the Member for Transcona, now
translated as the Minister of Labour, and | were probably the only three contemporaries of this House
who were in the House in 1958 together. | am usually not wont to correct the First Minister’s
arithmetic except on things such as gross per capita debt, the wasteage in Manitoba Hydro and afew
other minor matters, but | am forced to do so here because he did mention that he had known as a
colleague, the Minister of Labour, for some 16 years. | think if he will recount — and | am now
sounding like the Honourable Douglas Campbell used to — if he will recount, he will find that that
period is something more like 19 years that he has been a colleague in this House as | have been. . .
with a suitable sabbatical which the First Minister had and | had as well.

At that time, when we were first elected, the Minister of Labour was a young sprite who had been
serving in this House for only six years. My heavens, you know, there are people sitting around us on
bothsides of the House who can dwarf that kind of longevity as we stand here today in 1977.He was
full of fire and brimstone; he wasn't the leader of the party in those days, he was one of the chief
advocates of his particular group. He was a man who hated to sit long hours in the House, particularly
when he was in Opposition. | have wondered, Mr. Speaker, at that great mutation in his attitude that
has taken place since he has now taken a position of responsibility on the far side of the House. No
longer do we see the bed cap, no longer do we see the bed cap with the tassie hanging half-way down
his back that he used to adorn himself with when the House Leader of those days would decide that
the House should sit until maybe such a terrible hour as 12 or even 1 in the morning. The Honourable,
the Member for Transcona, as he then was — later as Leader of the New Democratic Party — would
don the bed cap and give forth a tirade against the anti-democratic methods of the then government,
and so on. o

Much as we have fought, the two of us, over the years — and believe me, we have fought. We have
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had some knock-down, drag-out, battles some of which that have taken place in recent months are
only palé-imitation; pale imitations of what used-to-take place— much:as.we have fought, | re-echo
the words of the Member for Fort Garry; that no matter how vitriolic the exchanges in the House, no
matter how condemnatory the abuse that was thrown from one side of the House to the other, you
could always count on the Member for Transcona emerging from the House with that true
parliamentary spirit and either kicking you in the pants or throwing his-arm around your shoulder and
inviting you to join him for a respite in his office. Usually he was asking for a respite in somebody
else’s office but the point is nonetheless clear that what went on in the House was one thing in the
passion of debate but what went on outside of the House in terms of personal relations was always
manifested by him in

So, terms of true friendliness toall members ofthe Legislature. ‘ | rise withthe other membersto
join in congratulations to the Honourable Member for Transcona, the Minister of Labour, to a man
more particularly who most of us prefer to call a good friend , to wish him well in his retirement, to
wish him good health in his retirement, and to wish him the constant supportthat he has had over the
years from his charming wife, Mary. There are many many other occasions when we can recount
some of the incidents that took place on various trips that we've had together, occasions when the
Honourable Member for St. Boniface was in his particular trade at a time when he used to carry a
measuring tape around, Mr. Speaker, and when the Member for Transcona was not feeling
particularly well, the Member for St. Boniface went out with the tape. | am happy to know that he
hasn’t got that business yet and we all are. because the Member for Transcona has always added a
spark and a lustre and a kind of seasoning to this House that is going to be greatly missed when he
departs from the Chamber.

So we genuinely arise and acknowledge his contribution to public affairs, today. We congratulate
him on his anniversary and we wish him Godspeed on his retirement.

HONOURABLE RUSSELL PAULLEY, Minister of Labour (Transcona): Mr. Speaker, and friends,

~it is tough, it is really tough for an old emotionalist like | am to'reply and close the debate on the
subject matter this afternoon.

| truly appreciate the comments made by honourable members and sometimes when |, like the
present time, am reflecting on some of the remarks made, wonderwhetherornottheywerelike some
of the remarks that | have heard over the years during debates, attributed to honourable members
and directed toward me.

The Honourable the Leader of the Opposition made reference to the Member for St. Boniface, the
Minister of Health and his tape. | don’t know whether the offerthatwas made to me by the honourable
gentleman still holds true that in some of the periods when | wasn’t feeling too well he said he would
get me a complete funeral service at half price. | don’t know whether that still holds true; I'll have to
speak to my friend.

Then there was another occasion that | well recall, around about three or four o’clock in the
morning, when the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition and | were engaged in a pretty vigorous
debate. The question of legal representation arose and my friend, the redhead, said across to me on
the other side of the Chamber, “Russ, I'll defendyou in any court in the Province of Manitoba without
charge.” And | said, “Then, | would be assured of being convicted of any chargethatwaslaid against
me.”

The remarks of the Honourable Member for Fort Garry, | know, were sincere because it is true that
as opposites in debates on labour matters that we have had some pretty strenuous and vigorous
debates. Sometimes we haven't really treated each other as gentlemen inside of the House. But
outside of the House, those differences were diminished and we were truly friends.

The Honourable Member for Swan River has said weare going out together hand-in-hand. | think
it might be appropriate, Mr. Speaker, that when the next election is called that | be invited to Swan
River so that we can go hand-in-hand throughout the constituency of Swan River tojustindicateitis
time for change of representation politically in that particular area.

And to my Premier and friend, | thank you, Sir, for your remarks. The date of my actual termination
in the field of politics, as has been indicated, rests in your hands and not mine.

The Attorney-General, | do notknow whether or not he will getthe Human Rights Commissionto
setupanlnvesnganonoran|nquwyastotheﬂnngbecauseafeHowrmppenstobeover65 orreach
that age. We’'ll have to see what happens there.

But there has been one thing, Mr. Speaker, that has been said today — and | want to thank you for
your comments — that is true. That as | enter into myquarterof a century serviceasa member of this
House, | would notneed the fingersof one handto count those individuals who have served Manitoba
as other than friends.

| made a brief tabulation the other day from June 8th, 1953, until now of the changes that have
takenplace in‘this House, Mr.-Speaker. Approximately 163 persons are gone, for one reason or other:
some by the will of the electorate, some have passed to their just rewards beyond, and others have
taken their retirement. So we have seen, over those years, a change in the Legislature, or the

3748



Wednesday, June 8, 1977

membership. We have seen many changes that have taken place in the responsibilities and the
undertakings of government.

When | became a member of the Assembly there were just five CCFersatthat time, so there has
been a tremendous change. But the change that | am really talking of, Mr. Speaker, is the change in
the responsibility o fthis Assembly. Back in 1953, our sessions lasted maybe a month and a half or two
months and the work was terminated , and now sometimes we almost go six months in order to
conduct the business of the House.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | want to join in the tribute paid to my wife. She has been an
inspiration to me all these years, and if | have any real regrets of having been involved in the field of
politics, it is because | was not beside her during the youth and the raising of our two lovely
daughters. That was my only real regret and | thank you gentlemen who paid a tribute to my Mary.
She deserves it even more than |. Thank yous:

ORAL QUESTIONS CONT'D

MR. SPEAKER: Questions. The Honourable Member for Swan River.

MR. BILTON: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the Minister of Corrections and Rehabilitation.
Has the Minister received a copy of the recent federal committee’s findings on prison reform
throughout Canada?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister for Corrections.

MR.BOYCE: Not as yet, Mr. Speaker, but | am advisedthatcopiesare on the way to the provincial
authorities.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Swan River.

MR. BILTON: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. | wonder, has the Minister been progressively
informed as to the progress of this committee’s investigation across Canada.

MR. BOYCE: We have been advised of the information being provided to the committee. It came
as a shock to many people in the provincial jurisdiction that they were being ignored by this
committee, because they form the greater part of the criminal judicial system.

MR. BILTON: A final supplementary question. | wonder if the Minister would undertake to insist
that he gets a copy of this report from the Federal Government, and provide one for the opposition.

MR. BOYCE: I'll be glad to provide them with a copy as soon as | receive it, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. LLOYD AXWORTHY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | just would like to follow-up on the same
questions to the Minister of Corrections. In view of the findings of the federal committee concerning
conditions in the prisons and the methods used, and considering that many ofthem are parallel to
our own, is he going to consider undertakir.y a similar kind oi investigation within the provincial
penitentiary service and jail system?

MR. BOYCE: Well, Mr. Speaker, | think we are somewhat premature. All | am familiar with, at the
moment, is what is reported in the press. But predicating my answer on what is in the press, | have
expressed the view that it is somewhat as if they have become an authority in the obvious, because
many people across the country who were involved in the administrative capacity in the correctional
systems have been saying the same thing for years.

MR. AXWORTHY: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. If the Minister’s statementis correct that people
have been saying the same thing foryears, and | assume people in the provincial system, would that
not then be sufficient reason for us to undertake a similar assessment in our own provincial jail
system to determine how severe the conditions are and whether the same kinds of reforms and
improvements recommended by the Commons Committee should now be implemented in the
Province of Manitoba.

MR. BOYCE: Well, taking the one point that is attributed to the Commission, the fact that the
people who are employed in the system have not had programs available to them tokeep up with the
changing trends of society. We have adopted a position in Manitoba that rather than re-analyze and
analyze and — well as Trudeau says himself, paralysis by analysis — we have done something about
it. As | announced several months ago, in co-operation with the Federal Government, we havetaken
steps to alleviate the problem of training staff by a contract between the Federal Government and the
province.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, a supplementary, Mr. Speaker. In view of the fact that therange of reforms
recommended by the Commons Committee cover a much wider area than staff training and in fact
point to the kinds of symptoms of problems here such as the number of suicides taking place in the
City lockup, the lack of psychiatric services, the over-crowding in the Youth Centre . . . )

MR. SPEAKER: Question, please.

MR. AXWORTHY: . . . concerning all these questions, would the Minister not consider it
appropriate that a similar committee be formed in this province to examine the same questions and
come up with specific recommendations for reform.?
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MR. BOYCE: Well, Mr. Speaker, | suppose the Government for Manitoba has expressed their
willingriess to do something about it rather than re-analyze it all the way along the line because the
reason that they set up this particular ministry was to upgrade the total system. Because it isn’t just
training of staff, it's a very complex problem and society, by and large, had ignored this field since the
turn of the century. As they have said several times in this House, in Estimates and at other times, that
we have embarked on a physical upgrading. | understand from the Minister of Public Works that the
new institution at Brandon is going to tender and as we upgrade these facilities over the next ten
years — because we can’t do it overnight — that the Government of Manitoba has made a
commitment to upgrade the physical facilities, upgrade the staff and try and put in programs to keep
people out of correctional institutions in the first instance.

MR. SPEAKER: Final question. The Honourable Meer for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Just one final question, Mr. Speaker. Concerning the Minister’s answer then,
would he take account of the recommendation that work programs be introduced into the prison
system considering that we abolished the work programs in the provincial systemtwoorthreeyears
ago.

MR. BOYCE: Mr. Speaker, | did not abolish work programs in the correctional system. We phased
- out the‘Headingley farm because the capital cost of upgrading the farm was prohibitive because the
- people who were being sentenced to Headingley Jail had such a short length of time to spend in that

particular institution that it was of no benefit as far as a therapeutic program was concerned but there
are other programs which involve work activities in the Province of Manitoba.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell. 4

MR. HARRY E. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have a question forthe Attorney-General |
would like to ask the Attorney-General what measures are being taken toincrease the surveillance at
the lockup in the Public Safety Building?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

- HONOURABLE HOWARD PAWLEY (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, | would takethat question as notice.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Portage la Prairie.

MR. G. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, | direct aquestion to the Honourable the Attorney-General. Itis
with respect to the Alberta judicial inquiry into the affairs of the Royal American Shows. Some
Edmonton police were in Winnipeg gathering evidence. Was thisdone with the co-operationfromthe
Attorney-General’'s Department or the Winnipeg City Police Department? In other words, were the
Edmonton police here on their investigation with the knowledge and the co-operation of either the
City of Winnipeg police or the Attorney-General’'s Department?

MR.PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | think | should, for purpose of accuracy, take the question as notice. |
believe that there was less than proper consultation between the Edmonton City Police and the City
of Winnipeg Police but | feel, for purposes of accuracy, | had best take the question as notice.

MR. G. JOHNSTON: | thank the Minister, Mr. Speaker. Perhaps he could take this question as
notice also. Was the proper application made to his department for the wire tapping which was
alleged?

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, that question was asked yesterday. | had proposed that it might be
wise for members to await the final outcome of the inquiry. | am not satisfied that it has yet been
proved that a wiretap did in fact take place and | think that we would be unwise at this point to
speculate until we have received the balance of the testimony at that inquiry and the decision by the
judicial officer conducting the inquiry.

MR. G. JOHNSTON: Well, one final question, Mr. Speaker. Will the Attorney -General be
receiving, or will he be asking for a copy of the final report of the Laycraft Inquiry in Alberta.

MR. PAWLEY: | am sorry, | couldn’t get the . . .

MR. G.JOHNSTON: Intothe alleged bribery by Royal American Shows, will the Attorney-General
be requesting a copy of the final report of that Inquiry from Alberta?

MR. PAWLEY: | will, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAR: The Honourable Member for Wolseley.

MR. ROBERT G. WILSON: A question to the Attorney-General. Can the Minister confirm that his
department ordered the seizing of the film and the arrest of the theatre manager last night at the
Venus Theatre?

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | understand that a film has been seized and that charges are being
laid in connection therewith.

MR. WILSON: Well, in light of some of the questionable movies being shown around town, is the
Minister planning to stamp out pornography or set new guidelines for films?

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | think as witnessed the fact that this is now the third film to be seized
and charges to be laid within the last month, six weeks, that it indicates that charges are being
brought to bear where there is a contravention.ofthe Criminal Code pertaining to obscenity and that,
| think, speaks for itself

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.
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MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the Minister responsible for Com-
munications. In respect to the proposed, or the policy paper issued by the government and the
comments of the Chairman of the CRTC that he has not recognized the legality of the Manitoba-
Federal Agreement on Communications, can the Minister indicate if the Provincial Government
plans to withdraw its policy paper or revise it in light of those remarks by the Chairman?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister for Consumer and Corporate Affairs.

MR. TOUPIN: No, Mr. Speaker, certainly not. We are not wanting to withdraw oramendbased on
comments presented to the people of Manitoba by an appointee of the Federal Department of
Communications. We have arrived at an agreement with the Federal Government and not with the
CRTC.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, Mr. Speaker, in answer to questions last week, the Minister indicated that
the CRTC would be the body that would be licensing, or approving licensing, for any application to
Manitoba Telephone System for use of hardware facilities. Can the Minister now indicate whether
CRTC is still prepared to act as that licencing body or is the Minister going toset up a new licencing
body in the Province of Manitoba to take such applications?

MR. TOUPIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, any applicant wanting to be licensed to offer services in
Manitoba, will apply to eitherthe CRTC or the Federal Departmentof Communicationsandwill have
to be licensed. If the CRTC decides, in contravention of the agreement that we have arrived at with
the Federal Government last November, there are two alternatives. The Federal Department of
Communications can deal with the CRTC or we can deal with them like we have in the past.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, Mr. Speaker, could the Minister explain to the House which body will take
requests or applications for use of Manitoba Telephone System hardware outlets? Who is going to
provide the regulation or accountability for those particular applications?

MR. TOUPIN: Well again, Mr. Speaker, it's difficult to determine with a wide brush, in the sense
that the Manitoba Telephone System offers all types of communication hardware material. So it
depends what type of advocation or what type of service is desired by a group of citizens. If it is
pertaining to provincial jurisdiction, authorization will be given by provincial authorities. If it's of a
federal jurisdiction, licensing, | take it, will be had through the CRTC.

Unless the honourable member has a specific, | can't be more specific myself.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge. A final question.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, Mr. Speaker, in being specific, in the proposed policy paperthe Provincial
Government claims jurisdiction over questions of offering services such as broad-band news
broadcasts. Can | ask him, in the case where a company such as Home Cinema, or others, wishes to
offer those services, to whom do they apply? Who provides the regulation within the Province of
Manitoba?

MR. TOUPIN: Mr. Speaker, I'd better take this question as notice, to be more specific in my
answer. The information that | have at surface would be thatthe group in question would apply to the
provincial Department of Communications. And in regards to complaints or adjudication of same,
they would go to the Public Utilities Board.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, could | just direct a question to the same Minister, afollow-up to the
questions being asked by the Member for Fort Rouge. Is that not the whole issue that's in front of the
CRTC hearings at this very moment?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs.

MR. TOUPIN: Well again, Mr. Speaker, it depends — if the honourable member is referring his
comments now to the questions posed of me by the Member for Fort Rouge — quite possibly. And
this is equally one of the reasons why the Federal Minister of Communications has written a letter
attempting to clarify the agreement that was signed between Manitoba and Canada, last November.
That is equally one of the reasons why we decided, at this time, to lay before the House and the
people of Manitoba, the document that | had tabled last week in regard to theagreementand related
matters.

MR. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Would the Minister not agree that it would neither be
practical, possible nor politics for him to answer at the moment, until the CRTC reaches some
decisions this week?

MR. TOUPIN: Well, Mr. Speaker, the CRTC will not be deciding on junsdlctlonal matters. That is
something to be arrived at between the provinces and between the Federal Government and
ourselves.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia.

MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, | see the Minister of Highways in his seat. Perhaps | can direct a
question to him. Has the Minister or his officials examined the condition of Trans-Canada Highway
Number One East in the area of Richer, Manitoba, and can the Minister indicate is the serious
deterioration a result of reduction in standards, orwhat has beenthe cause? Because thereare some
15 miles that we're having gravel now on Number One highway.
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Highways.

HONOURABLE PETER BURTNIAK (Dauphin): Mr. Speaker,:I've heard-about that problem a day
or two ago: lunderstand there have been signs posted — No Passing, and-the likes of that — and the
police have been patrolling it, and | have asked for areport on the matter, which | have not received as
yet.

MR. PATRICK: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Perhaps if | may indicate, one side of the highway,
or one way, is somewhat older; one section is quite new. Can the Minister indicate, after his
lnvestlgatlon is this the cause of lesseningthestandards, or is it the cause of faulty construction, and
who is going to pay the cost for repairing?

MR. BURTNIAK: Mr. Speaker, I'm quite certain that when | get a report from the department |
would imagine that all these things that the honourable member is asklng for would probably be
included.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | wonder if | could ask a member of each party opposite, plus the
Minister of Finance, the Member for Seven Oaks, to take note that on Friday next it would be
proposed to deal with a condolence motion relating to the late Art Wright, MLA, and in the event that

for procedural reasons it would not be appropriate Friday, then as-early as possible next week.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

MR. SPEAKER: Before we proceed, | see | have two members wanting to make some exchanges.
The Honourable Member for Flin Flon.

MR.THOMAS BARROW: I'd like to make some changes on the two committees, Mr. Speaker. On
Industrial Relations, the name of Jenkins to be replaced with Shafransky, and the name of Oslandto
take the place of Bostrom. In Private Bills, the name Johannson for Toupin, and the name of Barrow
for that of Cherniack. Thank you. (Agreed)

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Gladstone.

MR.JAMES R. FERGUSON: Only one substitution, Mr. Speaker. Thatwnll be on Private Bills; the
Member for Brandon West for the Member for Gladstone.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

ADJOURNED DEBATES — SECOND READING

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you. Orders for Return. The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, maybe we could deal with the Orders for Return after the government
business.

MR. SPEAKER: Very well.

MR. GREEN: Proceed with Bill No. 40, Mr. Speaker.

BILL (NO. 40) - AN ACT FOR GRANTING TO HER MAJESTY

CERTAIN SUMS OF MONEY FOR THE PUBLIC SERVICE OF THE PROVINCE
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING THE 31ST DAY OF MARCH, 1978

MR. SPEAKER: Bill No. 40. The Honourable Member for Flin Flon.

MR. BARROW: | adjourned this bill for my colleague, the Minister of Finance, Mr. Speaker. |
believe he will finish debate.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance shall be closing debate.

HONOURABLE SAUL A. MILLER (Seven Oaks): Yes, Mr. Speaker, | want it known that | will be
closing debate. | believe members opposite are aware of this.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. MILLER: Mr. Speaker, | listened with great care to the Leader of the Opposition when he
spoke on two occasions on this particular bill. It was sort of a two-stage effort; last Friday and then
again on Monday. But you know the contribution to the debate on Bill 40waslong — itran overtwo
days — and it was convoluted but really it dealt with nothing new.

Now last Friday the Leader of the Opposition’s comments ranged from the discussion of the
decline and fall of the Roman Empire — if you can think back that far — and the dire thingsthatwere
going to happen to this province if this government remains in office. They ranged on the complete
spectrum. But as usual, Mr. Speaker, outside of the rhetoric, he failed once again to give the House,
or the people of Manitoba, for that matter, any clearindication atall of whatsortof positive policies, if
any, his party stands for.

I'm still waiting to hear about positive policies, either positive or negative. | hear nothing except
vague innuendoes, , vague suggestions, implied criticisms, but not really firmed up and not
substantiated. So we hear the same tired old — and they are becoming very old and tiring now —
empty criticisms which, as'| say, cannot be substantiated. But | think he is still playing the same old
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game. | think he believes that if he keeps repeating time and time again the same thing that somehow
this will influence people simply on the basis of repetition; and if he keeps saying it often enough,
maybe people will believe it and will accept it. But, frankly | have more ‘ confidence in the people of
Manitoba because | believe that this kind of approach is really an insult to the people’s intelligence,
and it shows, in my opinion, an arrogance on the other side of the House which | haven't witnessed in
this province for a number of years.

| honestly, listening to them, am becoming very concerned about the kind of policies that
Manitoba might be faced with if that group there ever took over the government of this province,
particularly with that particular leader at their head.

Mr. Speaker, the Conservative strategy becomes very clear. In his speech, the Leader of the
Opposition said — and | can’t remember the exact words, I'll try to paraphrase it— in referring to the
Social Credit Government of British Columbia, he said they found the Treasury deluded when they
took office. He went on to say something like, “My heaven, what are we going to find in Manitoba;
what are we going to find in the Treasury here? We anticipate finding many fiscal skeletons.”

Now, | think thatthe people of Manitoba should look at statements like that very very carefully —
very carefully. That's cute, a very cute comment. He doesn’t say that there’s anything wrong, but he
implies.

A MEMBER: Especially after B.C.

MR. MILLER: Especially after B.C. It seems clear to me, Mr. Speaker, that whether there are
skeletons there or not, they are going to find them if they get a chance or are they going to plantthem
if they get a chance, as was done in B.C.

Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition went to great lengths to express concern about the
Annual Report of the Provincial Auditor and he went so far as to ask this government, he asked me
and the government generally, for a statement of support for the Auditor because hewasvery critical
when the Member for St. James questioned the Auditor who indeed works for the Legislature, not for
the government. So he asked for a statement of support for the Auditor, Mr. Speaker. ow, I sayto the
Leader of the Opposition, you can’t have itboth ways. If you anticipate finding fiscal skeletons, that’s
what you’re saying, then obviously you have no confidence in the ability of the Provincial Auditor to
now identify those. It's the height of hypocrisy, Mr. Speaker, to profess to support the Auditor and
thenin the next breath to implicitly challenge his ability and his integrity by suggesting thatthereare
all sorts of hidden skeletons in the Treasury and in the province’s financial position. Butsomehowi it
is implied that either the Auditor is hiding them, is somehow working with the government to hide
them, and at the same time to suggest that we, the government, are not in support of the Auditor.
Now, you know, really this is nonsense.

| say to the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition that he has no right to take this position.
Either he says — and if he wants to say so, then let him stand on it — that in fact there is something
wrong; there are fiscal, to use his term, fiscal skeletons to be found, in which case, let him say so to
the Auditor. The Auditor does not obviously agree with him but he can’t have it both ways. He can’t
say we support the Auditor and at the same time he then proceeds to challenge the Integrity and the
ability of a professional, the Provincial Auditor of Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, our government does support the Provincial Auditor and his staff. There is no
question about it. But | can tell you frankly that if | were the Auditor, | would question whether the
same degree of support exists within the Opposition because charges of hidden fiscal skeletons
hardly suggests — to me anyway — that the Opposition have confidence ‘ that the Auditor is doing his
job. He can’t have it both ways, Mr. Speaker, and the Leader of the Opposition tries to have it both
ways on almost everything he says.

Mr. Speaker, in his comments on the Budget and again on Bill 40, the Leader of the Opposition
kept referring to administrative costs which he said are higher within the Manitoba Government than
all but two other provincial jurisdictions. He went on, | think it was Alberta and Prince Edward Island
were the highest but after that, the third highest was Manitoba. And these are administrative costs.
Well, Mr. Speaker, | found it hard to believe because | know that our total expenditures on a per capita
basis are the third lowest in Canada. | know that. And | think that even friends opposite will have to
admit that. So the statement he made made no sense to me and | asked staff to try to determine what
the Leader of the Opposition was talking about when he made this statement. Well, | found out. The
staff has done a good job; they finally tracked it down and | have some disturbing news for the Leader
of the Opposition. He went to Statistics Canada, as | understand it, and got from them Canada's
Provincial Governments Finance Publications and he looked at a category of expenditures which .
Statistics Canada calls “General Government Administration.”

In their latest preliminary — | repeat, preliminary — Statistics Canada publication, for the years
1975-76 and 1976-77, this general government expenditure item was shown as being 7.5 percent of
total expenditures in Manitoba for 1975-76 and 7.2 percent in 1976-77. Now, this appeared to be
above the national average and, as my friend opposite said, was the third highestin Canada behind
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Alberta and Prince Edward Island. But the Leader of the Opposition didn’t take the trouble to find out
what he was really ‘talking-about:and:-we-did:~My- staff telephoned :Statistics Canada to get an
explanation because the staff too agreedthat these percentages appeared too high. Well, Statistics
Canada has acknowledged that they are too high. It turns out that for 1975-76 and 1976-77, Statistics
Canada used a general government administration item as a sort of catch-all category and allocated
for Manitoba a significant portion of our general purposes capital spending total which has nothing
to do with administrative costs. Statistics Canada officials have acknowledged this and
~acknowledged that it unfairly distorts the provincial actual figures and overstates them substantially.
Part of the reason, they explained, is that 1975-76 and. 1976-77 publications are only estimates
and, of necessity, are put together without reference to the kind of actual specific detail which would
appear in Public Accounts. They told us that to get a more accurate picture of provincial
administrative costs as a proportion of total expenditures, it was necessary to go to their latest final
publication based on actual information, that is, their publication for 1974-75. That is a verified
statement. On that basis, Statistics Canada told us our administrative costs are relatively low
compared to those in most other provinces and below the national average — not above.
Mr. Speaker, just to ensure that it should go on the record so that the Leader of the Opposition
-can't — you know, he’'ll have to maybe find some other kind of statistics to play around with — 1 am
- going to read these into the record. For the last year for which actual comparative information forten
provinces is available — the publication incidentally is Statistics Canada No. 68-207, Provincial
Government Finance, that's the table — | want to point out that in the list of provinces showing
percentages of expenditures, of administrative expenses as a percentage of total expenditure, the
leader in Canada is Ontario, followed by Prince Edward Island, followed by British Columbia,
followed by Saskatchewan, followed by Alberta, followed by New Brunswick, followed by Nova
Scotia. Manitoba is ninth which means it's the second lowest within the ten jurisdictions; the second
lowest in Canada, well below the national average of 6.3 because ours is 4.3. So Mr. Speaker, | hope

—~thatnowthat I've informed the Leader of the Opposition, that he will nothave to seek out some other
figures that he’ll have to come up with because these certainly will not hold water.

Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition asked —(Interjection)— You did the manipulating, my
friend. You did your own interpretation of raw figures. —(Interjection)— No, sir. These are Statistics
Canada figures.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. MILLER: You know that socialist junk that he is throwing around, you know that class war,
they’re are the people who are creating a class war, who are perpetuating a class war, and with their
garbage talk, are trying to intimidate people into fearing something which doesn’t exist. You know,
the only thing you need fear is fear itself, and what he is trying to do is to create fear.

Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition did ask me to advise him regarding the 1976-77 deficit. |
indicated to him | would when the figures are available. Now, the numbers are not absolutely finaland
theyarenot audited, but the amount is $18.9 million. This is slightly lower than the $19 million figure
that | gave asan approximation during the Budget Address, but it is very close, just slightly under. Itis
about $6 million higher than the $12.8 million originally estimated by the First Minister in the 1976
Budget, and of course we knew that it was going to exceed that figure. And a great many factors
account for this difference. However, it is worth noting, Mr. Speaker, without going into all the
possible factors, it is worth noting that the province received approximately $9.8 million less from the
Federal Government under the revenue guarantee arrangement in 1976-77 than we had budgeted
for, and that was when the Federal Government retroactively changed the formula on the revenue
guarantee. If we had received the full amount included in our Estimates for the 1976-77 fiscal year,
the deficit would have only been $9.1 million. And we were also able to hold down the deficit by
restraining expenditures in mid-1976, as members will recall, when we realized that there would be a
shortfall in federal moneys, when we realized there were some unanticipated expenditures, like the
beef stabilization program and a very massive and extensive fire-theft in Manitoba, a fire-fighting
cost. We went through a restraint exercise, and, as was noted in the Budget, the restraint reductions
totalled approximately $20 million.

So, Mr. Speaker, because of the restraint exercise we wereableto maintainthe deficitatthe $12.8
million level — less than what the Premier.in 1976 indicated he was concerned about, that it might
even reach as high as $30 million; at that time he was sort of guessing what it might be — but it is
nothing close to that figure, as | indicated, less than $19 million.

Now thattheinformation, Mr. Speaker, is availablefor1976-77, | think it would be an idea because
of the suggestion on the other side about the rapid rate of growth of our expenditures in Manitoba — |
think it would be of some benefit now to compare the rate of growth between 1976-77 and 1977-78 on
an updated basis, now that we have-that figure. On that basis the rate of growth in our 1977-78
expenditure estimates, -is approximately:8.3 percent above.the preliminary unaudited figures for
1976-77. Now | might also point out that this percentage includes the additional $16.5 million which
were added to the current expenditures to cover part of the cost of the Special Employment Program.
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Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition and others — but particularly the Leader of the
Opposition — keep referring to government spending. | was interested to hear thatthetwo people he
now looks to for guidance are the two Simons, William Simons in the United States, formerfinancial
genius of that Nixon government, and Simon Reisman, Deputy Minister of Finance, Ottawa, until
1975. Now he has become a disciple of those two Simons. One of the main criticisms that the Leader
of the Opposition, as | say, has come up with constantly, is that government activities account for too
large a proportion of the gross national product. Now in all fairness to the Leader of the Opposition,
he concedes that this isn’t unique tothe Government of Manitoba. He feels that this is a sin shared by
all, but he does try to leave the impression that Manitoba’s expenditures have grown unduly. He
doesn't say so, but that’s the impression he leaves. He is very, very good with words. He is very agile
on his feet.

So let’s look at the facts. What are the facts? Members may recall, Mr. Speaker, that there were
tables circulated at the time of the Budget Speech. They were appendices to the Budget Speech, and
theyshowthatsince 1969-70, theyearwe took office, expenditures in Manitoba have grownfar below
the national average. In fact we rank second lowest among the ten provinces in expenditure growth
between 1969-70 and 1976-77. We are the second lowest among the ten provinces. This is after tax
credits are accounted for.

But, Mr. Speaker, this aside, the numbers game aside, | want to say that | believe it is of
questionable value in my opinion to focus too much attention on government’s so-called share of the
gross national product, or’ in our case, of the gross provincial product. You know in recent monthsiit
has become fashionable to argue that government expenditures should not grow faster than a
certain GNP or gross provincial product. Now this sounds attractive on the surface, but when it is
looked at more carefully, | think people have tobe very seriously concerned of what theimplications
are. Because if this philosophy had held true 20 yearsago, Canada would have no hospital insurance
programtoday. If that philosophy had pertained ten years ago, there would be no Medicare program
today. Mr. Speaker, the same is true of old age pensions. We have always heard it: Can’t afford it.
Don't do it. If the government of that day had heeded the kind of arguments they are getting now,
there would be no old age security pension, there would have been no Pharmacare program in
Manitoba. There would have been no supplement for the elderly program. There would have beenno
personal care home program. There wouldn’t be any of them. The list goes on and on.

Mr. Speaker, in Manitoba we would have had the same inflation we have across the country and
across the western world, including countries which practice his economics. His economics, the
United States, his economics. Theyarein the same position. —(Interjection)— Sincer Cartercamein
and he reversed the Nixon policies that you were pursuing the other day —(Interjection) — Oh, I'll

stay in Manitoba if the honourable member were . . . . Butthe thing is, he has become a disciple of
two geniuses from outside of Manitoba.
Mr. Speaker, the fact is that the so-called increase. . . . You know | don’t hate anyone, it is the

members opposite who hate. They are so filled with aburning need, afeeling togeton this side of the
house, they will say anything and they will attribute anything to anybody, so long as they think it will
pay them off. Mr. Speaker, | have never yet run across a group thathasas aggressively, ambitiously
used every means to justify their end, and | mean that — every means, every means.

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that much of the so-called increase in government’s share of GNP or
GPP, the gross provincial product, has really been little more than the replacement of private
spending with public spending. Before hospital insurance and Medicare, you know people were
spending —(Interjection)— Stalin, is it? Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, it is being used by the
President of the United States today — a good Stalinist, | am sure. Before hospital insurance and
Medicare, people were spending a great deal of money on health care. Atthattime the government’s
share of gross national product or gross provincial product was smaller, but that doesn’t mean that
people were better off. In fact, Mr. Speaker, | believe the opposite to be true. | believe that when public
health insurance became a reality, and it did increase government’s share of GNP, this resulted in a
substantial benefit to the people of Canada and Manitoba.

On this same point, Mr. Speaker, | want to point out to them, you know —(Interjections)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.

MR. MILLER: For all the facts that Medicare, hospital, health costsgrew in Canada, | want to tell
my honourable friend that the rate of increase inthe United States has exceededtherateofincrease
in Canada in the last five years — and that’s the private, and that’s the practice. So that money is still
being paid, but it is being paid out through a person’s own private sources.

You know, Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to look at the historical record. Let’s look at the history.
Let's have a history lesson, only in Manitoba. Let’s not talk about anything else, okay? Only in
Manitoba. Because they don’t want to talk about anything else. Let’s look at the historical record of
government’s share of gross provincial product in Manitoba.

You know in 1959-60 — it is a year those gentlemen there will remember, some will remember;
there weren’'t that many here but some of them were — the provincial current expenditures
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accounted for about 4.7 of gross provincial product. The year 1959-60, that's the fiscal year,
provincial current expenditures accounted for about 4.7 of the gross.provincial product. Eightyears
later, 1967-68, eight years later the percentage had-grown to 11.5 percent, an increase of almost 150
percent under the former government. 150 percent. And incidentally, the 1967-68 figure | just gave
you, which accounted for the 150 percent, doesn’t include hospital insurance premiums which would
‘have to be added in at anoth; er one percent they didn't include those because peoplepaidtheirown
premiums. It wasn't part of the provincial program.

Mr. Speaker, | doubt that the members opposite would say that this substantial increase of 150
percent in the share of the Manitoba gross provincial product back then in the Sixties, that was there,
government-accounted for, reflected bad management. No, | don’t believe that they would admit that
or saythat, and | wouldn’'t charge them with that. It is nothing more than an important program
implementation. They felt there were certain things that had to be done, particularly in the field of
education, and they did them. Sure, the percentage of the provincial expenditures and the
percentage of the gross provincial product increased. But of course it increased, because programs
were undertaken, work was done, needed things were being attended to. And so, | am not criticizing
them, and | hope they are not criticizing themselves now with hindsight. Maybe they do, but |
certainly wouldn't criticize them. But let them not try to come up with the idea that something
happened when this government took office. | point out to them that in a period of eight years, there
was an increase in the provincial current expenditures of 150 percent. Now under our government
the share of GPP hasalso increased. Of course it has. But by a far smaller percentage than under the
previous government.

A MEMBER: That's not possible.

MR. MILLER: Oh, it's not possible? In 1976-77 the current provincial expenditures represented
about 13.8 percent of the gross provincial product. Now this is in fact lower by about a half percent
than the share in the previous year. It just happened to work out that way. The figures are there. Go
_.back to every Budget in the last 20 years, and you will find them. —(Interjections) —

No, the diddling is on your account because you don’t deal with anything concrete. You make
suggestions. You imply. Mr. Speaker, | will say this —(Interjections)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.

MR. MILLER: | wish we could spend as much as the Ontario government is going to have — you
know, I'll take their deficit, and | will take Alberta’s surplus with their oil.

Mr. Speaker, while | am sure that there is maybe some comfort to those who are concerned with
that kind of arithmetical juggling and equations, and tossing figures around, thefactis | don't believe
that too much stock should be placed in attempting to hold government spending in an arbitrary
relationship with GNP or gross provincial product. Any arbitrary relationship makes no sense to me,
because costs don’t always grow exactly in line with the gross national product, and neither, for that
matter, do service needs. The needs are what count, and just to use an artificial arithmetical
benchmark and say it cannot exceed that simply ignores the reality of supplying a service whichisa
needed service.

So the members opposite | find interesting. They now say that they now support premium-free
Medicare. They now support Pharmacare. They now support personal care home programs, and
they now support almost everything this government does. You know the conversion is fantastic.

Now if so, | want to ask them a question. | don't know how, at the same time that they are saying
this, they can criticize the government when its expenditures grow as a percentage of gross
provincial product. They apparently applaud what we have done, but then when the government’s
expenditures go up in orderto pay for these programs, they are very critical. Well, either condemn the
programs, or your criticism of the expenditures is phoney. Either one or the other.

Mr. Speaker, | have emphasized that much of the increase in recent years has resulted from the
substitution from the public expenditure for private expenditure, so the distinction really is quite
artificial, and not necessarily of any value except for those who want to find any excuse they can for
discrediting governments and government programs — and to try to find a rationale for turning the
clock back; maybe that is what they are trying to do. Maybe they want to turn the clock back to atime
when many of these programs weren't available, because they keep insisting that program costs
should not exceed an arbitrary, mathematical guideline or formula. Then, as lindicated, we wouldn’t
have Medicare, we wouldn’t have hospital care, we wouldn’t have supplements to the elderly, we
wouldn’t have a lot of things, because you never could have done them. And as | again said, Mr.
Speaker, we were simply switching from private funding to public funding, and in the final analysis
the dollars add up to the same thing.

A MEMBER: We have doub|e-digit inflation then.

MR.MILLER: Yes, you've got double-digit inflation. That's right. You've gotit all overthe country,
including the United States, which doesn’t practice our system at aIl Andyetthey have it. And you
have it all through Europe.
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Mr. Speaker, another area the Leader of the Opposition touched was on tax comparisons. And
there he accused me of trying to kid the public about Manitoba having a lesser tax burden than the
residents of B. C., Alberta and Ontario. He says, “Who do you think you’re trying to kid?” — the
Leader of the Opposition was quoted.

Mr. Speaker, those tables distributed to the House are correct. If any one was manipulating
numbers, it was the Leader of the Opposition. And let me showyou, let me show you. | would refer the
honourable member to the tables appended to the 1977 Manitoba Budget Address. Those tables
showed a lower tax prevailing in Manitoba, and were not based on carefully selected income levels as
the Leader of the Opposition implied that | had done. They were not based on carefully selected
income levels, but on a broad range.

Here is the range in those tables. Income levels considered at the following levels: $3,000, $4,000,
$5,000, $6,000, $7,000, $8,000, $9,000, $10,000, $11,000, $12,000, $15,000, $20,000, $25,000, and
$50,000.00. That is a carefully selected income level? Is that a culled number? Nonsense. That is
across-the-board. The tables show significant advantages for Manitobans relative to Ontario
residents and residents of other provinces, Mr. Speaker.

So then the honourable member attempted to show how a family of four with taxable income of, |
think it was $15,034 in 1976 — not in 1977 — would fare in Ontario reiative to here. Now if there was
ever a carefully selected income level, that's it, Mr. Speaker, because amongst modern income
earners, that is the only point at which Ontariofaresfairly well in the comparison and $15,034 taxable
income, and that is the income level of $15,034.00. taxable income,

But even at this level, Mr. Speaker, and assuming 480 in property taxes, as the Leader of the
Opposition assumed, the Ontario resident would receive a net refund or credit of $275 in Ontario.
Manitoba residents, using the same assumptions, would receive ataxcredit or refund in Manitoba of
$375. In other words, a difference of $100 in favour of the Manitoba resident. But here is the
interesting thing. They talk about picking a carefully selected income level — at $1 more, $1 more of
taxable income, the Ontario resident’'s tax credit decreases by $31, his provincial income tax
increases by $61 and at that point, at $1 more, the Manitoba advantage increases to about $190
instead of $100; that at every level, the Manitoba resident is ahead.

Now the Leader of the Opposition next — suggested and he really made a pitch for this — “ignore
Ontario health care premiums,” he said — “Ignore them.”

A MEMBER: Why?

MR. MILLER: I'll tell you why. He said, “Afterall, in Ontario they have alaw, and the law is thatany
employer with 14 or more employees shall have to contribute towards the premiums-of his
employees.” No doubt that's true. However, Mr. Speaker, surely the Leader of the Opposition knows
this, he doesn’t need me to tell him, and | know he knows it, and that’s why | am so critical of him
because he knows this and yet he proceedstouse this kind ofargumenttofool | don't know who. You
know, such payments by an employer on behalf of an employee form part of the total compensation
to the employee. They’re included in his income for tax purposes. He knows that. They're included
for Anti-Inflation Board purposes and every other purpose. The fact is that they’re part of the
employee’s income, and regardless of the mechanics, mechanics are paid from his income and he
knows it. The employee in Manitoba recognized this fact, Mr. Speaker, in 1973 because atthat time
when we eliminated premiums, there was a directive by legislation to every employer who is paying
or contributing towards the premium, a directive that the amount the employer would be saving by
virtue of the elimination of premiums, that amount would be paid directly to the employee, an
equivalent amount equal to the amount of the premium which the employer had previously paid.

The convoluted attempts, Mr. Speaker, to defend the Ontario premiums make one wonder
whether, if ever reelected —(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, they are not phoney. The member opposite
is attempting to show that somehow in Ontario, you can ignore the factthat the premiums are $384 a
year; that in fact because employers contribute — where they have enough employees, as they used
to here — to the premiums that the employee has to pay. And of course, it's part of the employee’s
money. Instead of the employee paying it out of his own pocket, part of it is paid out by the employer.
It's part of hiswage package, it’s what he negotiated. —(Interjection)— No, that’s what he negotiated.
And here when we brought it in, we said to those people, “Now if you've been paying premiums for
this man or woman all these years, that you are being relieved of that from this day on. That will go
into the employee’s pay package.” And that’s what happened in Manitoba. And the money flowed to
the employee instead of to the Health Services Commission.

Mr. Speaker, the member’'s convoluted attempts to defend the Ontario premiums make me .
wonder that if they were ever reelected to government, | wonder whether he would survive the
temptation — because obviously he is tempted — to reimpose the health service premiumswhich he
and his party imposed on all Manitobans the last time thatthey were in office. —(Interjections)— No,
believe me the Minister of Healthis not going to doit. Let me tell you he will not doit and he is not even
going to suggest it. —(Interjection)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.
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MR. MILLER: The Leader of the Opposition did have a point, Mr. Speaker, when he argued that in
all of these comparisons, that we're dealing only with personal taxes and that really it was not taking
other factors into account. And | tend to agree with him, when everybody gets overly enthusiastic
putting things in their perspective. He started to refer, | know, to a Free Press article to prove his
point, butthen he changed his mind when he realized that | told the same story that we were saying,
so therefore, he sort of skipped that off and he left it. However, since then, youknow, the honourable
member has brought the matter up, and frankly | have no qualms about comparing Ontario and
Manitoba situations with regard to the broad range of tax, what it means, not just the personal tax.
Perhaps a few examples can cover it. Ontario has a 40 percent higher sales tax than Manitoba. How
does that touch you? Like bingo, wham! You know, that’s the kind of figure they use about the
corporation tax being 44 percent higherin Manitoba, 40 percent highersalestaxacross-the-board in
Ontario as compared to Manitoba. How does that grab you? Good, eh?

Ontario, incidentally, my friend, Ontario has got 50 percent higher corporation capital tax than
Manitoba. Isn’t that terrible? A 50 percent higher corporation capital tax than in Manitoba. Gee! —
(Interjections)— That’s right. Because we run a good, efficient ship. You’re just proving my point;
you're just proving my point, my friend. Our expenses have not got outof hand, we areprudent, we've
managed well and therefore we don't need it, we didn’t impose it. Because you see, we don't play the
class game. We don’t play the class game like they do. They would play the class game, they would
eliminate corporate tax, all supposedly in the name of creating more jobs which isn’t provable, and
never has been proved.

So, Mr. Speaker, to repeat, Ontario has a 50 percent higher corporation capital tax than Manitoba.
And Ontario’s capital tax, Mr. Speaker, applies to all businesses. Do they make a distinction as the
members would like to, between the large corporate sector and the small businessmen — they'’re
always crying for the small businessmen. Not in Ontario, no way, corporate tax across-the-board.
But Manitoba provides for an exemption, total exemption of the corporate capital tax to small
businesses.

Mr. Speaker, let’s leave that one; let’s go to others. They don’t want to be limited to just talking
about personal taxes, let’s broaden it. Ontario has a higher gasoline taxthan Manitoba. The rates are
18 cents in Manitoba, 19 cents per gallon in Ontario. And their insurance rates are much much lower,
much much lower, much much lower — Mr. Speaker, even with the amount paidtowardsautomobile
insurance, Ontario should be lower than ours, shouldn'tit? Butitisn't; it’s higher, it'shigher. So don’t
use thatargument. You'll lose it. Ontario has a higher tobacco tax than Manitoba. | couldn’tafford to
live in Ontario the way | smoke. The rates are 20 cents per pack of 25 in Manitoba and 24 cents in
Ontario. Now, it's true | have a vested interest in keeping that rate within a reasonable tolerance.

Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition also made repeated reference to another carefully
selected —and | use that term because he uses it — another carefully selected comparison —hadan
income level and | couldn’t identify it at first — of $8,226 and he attributed —(Interjection)— Thank
you — attributed this choice of income levels to the Province of Manitoba. Let me assure him, we had
nothing to do with that figure. The comparison was developed by an independent Toronto. . . Here
itis here! Hey, hey, come on. —(Interjection)— You don’t have to, I'll saveyou time. The comparison
was developed by an independent Toronto tax expert for the Toronto Globe and Mail, an Ontario
newspaper, in April 1976 when the Ontario 1976 Budget was brought down. The comparison which
included federal and provincial income tax credits and health premiums indicated that the burden on
afamily of four at $8,226 income was higherinTory Toronto than in any other province. And this was
the Toronto Globe and Mail, done by someone on their behalf; | saw it the first time in the Toronto
Globe and Mail. It has since been re-copied and printed in many many publications.

Now perhaps honourable members would really be interested in which province has the second
highest. They were really veering in on Ontario. Ontario isthe highest — which is the second highest,
the third highest and so on? So, let’s look at it.

First highest in Canada, Ontario, total tax in 1976, $1,078; second highest, Quebec; third highest,
New Brunswick; fourth highest, Nova Scotia; fifth highest, British Columbia; sixth highest, Prince
Edward lIsland; seventh, Alberta; eighth highest, Saskatchewan; ninth, Newfoundland. Where is
Manitoba? The tenth, the lowest in Canada. Toronto Globe and Mail, 1976. These figures are not
mine; they were done for the Toronto Globe and Mail. We gladly took them and we gladly then
reprinted them in various brochures.

I'd also like to remind the honourable Leader of the Opposition that the article and the
comparisons that | refer to here presented by the Leader of the Opposition, deals with the 1976 and
not the 1977 year at all. That’s an old story. And really for someone who is always saying, “Let’s talk
about the future; let’s not talk about the past,” | am really surprised that he uses that kind of an old
newspaper story. But | hope perhaps soon he’ll start discovering and discussing that we'’re in 1977
and really should be talking about 1977. And for 1977, Mr. Speaker, the results of interprovincial tax
comparisons for Manitoba are even more favourable than they were in 1976 to the point where —and
| repeat this as | did the other day — over97 percent of Manitobatax filers pay less than they would
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pay under the Ontario system, over 96 percent pay less than if they were under the B.C. system, 83
percent pay less in Manitoba than they would pay under the Alberta system. Mr. Speaker, | really
hope that the opposition will begin to make it clear just what they have in mind when they talk about
aligning Manitoba’s tax system with those of other provinces. What taxes are they talking about? Are
they suggesting increases for at least 96 percent of Manitobans, as would occur if the B.C. system
was utilized? Or is this just empty rhetoric? | really wonder. Or would they increase personal income
tax in order to decrease corporate tax? | am wondering again. | don’t know. Theyhave never laid it on
the line and never said. They are just not saying too much of anything frankly. *

Mr. Speaker, there have been have been a number of good speeches on Bill 40 and | welcome
them. | must admit | also found the comments by the Leader of the Opposition very interesting, but |
am sorry to say that in my opinion, his comments on Bili 40 did not give Manitobans any idea of where
the Progressive Conservative Party is heading for or where to take Manitoba; it's a campaign secret,
it's the best kept secret | have ever run across. It's such a good secret | suspect they don’'t know the
answer. Maybe their leader will share some of his information with his caucus. Perhaps the time will
come. Butl doknowthis: That what we've heard today from the Conservative Party, not only should
not give people a feeling of confidence in that party, but should make every Manitoban very
concerned about what’s going to happen to the high level of programming available in Manitoba to
the management of affairs in Manitoba, which brings about a situation where we have the lowest tax
in just about the country, where our per capita expenditures are the second lowest in the country, and
we've maintained that position ccnsistently over eight years in office. That, gentlemen, is
management.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

BILL (NO. 86) — AN ACT TO AMEND THE ELECTION ACT

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, Bill No. 86.

MR. SPEAKER: Bill No. 86 proposed by the Honourable First Minister. It's in your name, sir.

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, with leave, | know the bill is in the Minister's. name and | am
prepared tc speak on it. ’

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | am prepared to speak on it as well.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister adjourned the debate, therefore he is entitled to
proceed.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | thought and still believe that this is a relatively non-controversial
measure. | remember when | was asked whether there were controversial measures that were going
tobeintroduced, Isaid that none of theonesthat | hadn’t referred to specifically were controversial in
my opinion. And | still think this is a non-controversial measure. | think thatthere are some relatively
minor amendments to The Elections Act, that there is a stipulation that the amount that would be
permitted under the Act for election expenses would move from a gross of 40 cents | think it is, to a
gross of 80 cents. And given the fact that this measure was first enacted many years ago, it would
seem that that is a figure that would probably be acceptable tothe political parties that compete for
election in the province. The Honourable Member for Morris had some rather critical comments to
make about this type of a legislative attempt to define election expenses and | think that there are
problems with this type of legislation. | think that it is being attempted at various places throughout
the country with more or less success. | would deny, Mr. Speakeyr, that the government party, the New
Democratic Party, should be singled out as a group that, as my honourable friend referred to, as a
violation of the legislation. | think that the question as to the spirit of the legislation and how it s affect
election expenses is rather problematic and | will be dealing with that particular item in due course.
But | would certainly suggest that the manner of party expenditure has changed drastically in ali
three political parties. If one wants tolook atthe amounts that have been spent by the Conservative
Party in the last month — and | am not being critical of this at all — but | do think that political parties
have tried to make sure that much of their expenditures wouldn’t be dealt with by the Act and had
therefore spent them before the issuance of the writ. | remember when the former Member for
Wolseley was the Leader of the Liberal Party. Many many dollars of expenditures were obtained in
the purchasing of billboards several months before the election. | am not suggesting that that’s a
violation of the expenditure legislation, but that that shows some of the difficulties associated with
trying to limit election expenditures. And there is much in what the Honourasle Member for Morris -
says that | would sympathize with, but | would not subscribe to his view that suddenly this party
becomes the culprit with regard to election expenditures.

| was much more concerned, Mr. Speaker, and have a sharper difference of opinion, with what
was said by the Member for Morris with regard to the operation of the election machinery in 1973 as
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distinct from other years. | think, Mr. Speaker, that many members here, and there are some whoare
here much longer than | — the Member for Transcona, the Minister of Labour is not here at the
moment, but the Member for Souris-Killarney certainly precedes me and so does the Member for
Swan River, the Member for Portage la Prairie and several other members, St. Boniface — have had
experience in election campaigns and the election machinery, Mr.Speaker,and the manner in which
it is handled is, in my opinion, one of the best features of our democratic process because the
election machinery, Mr. Speaker, is one which is substantially handled by the ordinary people of this
province. By and large, those people who comprise the returning officers, the deputy returning
officers, the people who do the scrutineering and the compiling ofthe election lists are, Mr. Speaker,
for the most part, shall | say in the male chauvinist way, housewives, or shall | use the new term
“domestic engineers.” They are students, they are in many cases —(Interjection)— Is “domestic
engineers” worse than “housewives?” Well, I've seen it used so many times. What will | call them?
Those people, and | won't say of one sex or the other, who contribute to society by working in the
home and raising children, or doing work that is essential to the home, and it could be male orfemale.

In any event —(Interjection)— What is it? House spouse. Mr. Speaker, | am going to stick with
“housewife” or “domestic engineer.”

In any event, the people who run that machinery, whatever political party is in office,are generally
working mothers who have that time available to them. They are students. They are in some cases
retired people. They are in some cases people who are not engaged in full-time employment outside
of their normal activitiesfor one reason or the other. They are also people who have the time available
because their employment permits them to have the time available.

But, of whatever vocation, they are, Mr. Speaker, the average citizen in our society and of
whatever political party — there is no hesitation in acknowledging that the political party that
happens to be in office would appoint people who are known to them for the returning officers — and
this would happen if there was a Conservative Party in power or a Liberal Party in power or a New
Democratic Party in power.

This, Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, is one of the most progressive, one of the best features of our
electoral system, that there is not a built-in state agency controlling the election machinery. | believe,
Mr. Speaker, that by and large it has worked very well and by and large, Mr. Speaker, | repeat, it has
worked equally well in 1973 to what it worked in previous years.

Now, the Member for Morris, and | much regret this, Mr. Speaker, because one talks about
dividing the population into classes and class warfare. One of the worstfeaturesthat | have observed
with a New Democratic Party government in power — and this relates not only to treatment by the
media which | make no critical comment of because , Mr. Speaker, | consider most of the established
media to be political friends and political advocates of the parties whom we oppose — | therefore fully
expect that their institutions would be used to propose their own views and not the views which they
oppose. | really can’t argue with that. | consider that a part of the system and the media to be part of
the system.

Butit’snot only the media, Mr. Speaker, itis the general tenor of those people who have fromtime
to time held power in this province as part of the old status quo economic system parties, whether it
be the Liberal Party or the Conservative Party, who are offended when people whom they regard as
upstarts, as being involved in positions which previously they have reserved to themselves. Mr.
Speaker, it is the utmost snobbery on the part of those people to suggest that when the New
Democrats are in power, suddenly those whom they consider the unwashed and the people from the
wrong side of the street and people who are not ordinary, either amongst the beautiful people in our
society or if not amongst them, people who pay obeisance to the beautiful people, are suddenly
found to be in positions of some prominence or positions of importance.

And it's that kind of snobbery, Mr. Speaker, which causes people to look at the 1973 election and
to suggest that there was something unusual about the election machinery in that year that did not
occur when the beautiful people in our society held power and appointed their friends to conduct the
election machinery. —(Interjection)— That's right, Mr. Speaker, | say that that’s the kind of class
warfare we get when it is suggested, yes, when it is suggested — and | didn'tstartit — (Interjection)—
Yes, and | am going to read toyoufromthe beautiful people not the housewives, the students and the
people who were in control and handled the election machinery in 1973, insulted them in every way
possible because it was suggested that they were New Democrats and not from amongst the
beautiful people. That's class warfare. And that's the kind of snobbery, Mr. Speaker, thatresultsin —
(Interjection)— No, it didn't come from us. We never said, Mr. Speaker, we never said, in the by-
election in which was involved the Member for Killarney, Edward Dow, and Charles MacEachen and
Arthur Benge, petitioners, and Arthur Gordon McKnight, respondent — we didn’t say that it’s
because of a Conservative appointee to be the returning officer that there was a foul-up of the
election machinery and that the people didn’t know what they were doing and this is what comes
from appointing people who are stupid and who don't know what they are doing to run an election
campaign.
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Mr. Speaker, to give an indication to the Honourable Member for Morris, that election problems
and problems with the election machinery did not start in 1973, | have brought with me, Mr. Speaker,
the Canadian Abridgement, Volume 14, which deals with elections and which has a recording of _
cases in which the election machinery and in which the returning officers — to use the honourable
member’s terminology — fouled up, or at least analogous to his terminology, fouled up the election
machinery.

Well, Mr. Speaker, let’'s see whether this type of conduct started in 1973. “Rejection of ballots -
result of election affected. At an election under the Rural Municipality, a deputy returning officer
neglected to initial some of the ballots castand in consequence the returning officer rejected them.
Held the election was invalid. Pierce versus Fitzsimmons, 1944, One-Wester(?) Weekly Report,
Saskatchewan.”

That's before 1973, under a Liberal Government.

“Voters adopting. Wrongful act of deputy returning officer. Where, however, a deputy returning
officer put upon the ballots numbers corresponding tothe numbers opposite the names ofthe voters
on the printed list and where the voters used these ballots and returned them to the deputy returning
officer. Held the voters had adopted the improper act of the officer and their votes must be
disallowed.”

That’s before 1973. It's 1878.

“Certain ballots were marked by a deputy returning officer with the poll number book. Othersina
different subdivision were marked with numbers selected at random. Held these marked with the poll
numbers could be identified. They were rejected.” 1878.

If that’s too early for my honourable friends, 1905: “Where adeputy returning officer placedon the
back of each ballot the number opposite the voter’'s name in the polls. Held such ballots were not to
be counted since the numbers provided a means of identification.”

Mr. Speaker, | could go on and on. | tell my honourable friend, there are pages and pages of
reported cases — reported cases — before 1973 in which deputy returning officers and the election
machinery were totally found wanting as a result of the way in which they were conducted by the
officers. | don’t think, Mr. Speaker, that in any of those years it was suddenly brought out that the
party in power and the people by whom they were appointed were people who deserved to be
insulted and deserved to be condemned on the basis of their jobs as deputy returning officer.

In the election in Thompson in 1968, the by-election in Thompson, and | was there because | was
there at the recount, the deputy returning officer in one of the polls, Mr. Speaker, had put the number
of the voter on each ballot that the voter had cast, so that each ballot could be identified with the
number of the voter. And that was appointed by a Conservative. |, Mr. Speaker, would say nothing
wrong about that particular deputy returning officer because what happened in that election, Mr.
Speaker, happens in every single election that you can go back to.

What was the difference in 19737 Was it the election machinery? It wasn’t the election machinery.
Well, Mr. Speaker, what happened in 1973 was that there were many many more close elections; that
there were three elections — and this is almost a mathematical impossibility, but nevertheless it
occurred — in 1973, | believe there were three elections where at one time or another, there was a tie
vote as between the candidates: in the Constituency of Crescentwood, in the Constituency of
Wolseley, and in the Constituency of St. Boniface. At one time or another, there was a tie vote that
had to be broken as between the two candidates. It is unique in elections thatthere ever be atie vote.
In that particular election, there were three. Mr. Speaker, there were other elections wherethe margin
was 50 votes or 75 votes.

What happens in 1973 is what happens whenever there is a close election. Whenever there is a
close election, the organizations immediately go back and find out what happened in that election
that can be brought to the attention of a judge in case it has to be controverted. That's why, Mr.
Speaker, there was so much knowledge of difficulties that occurred within the election. But | tell the
Honourable Member for Morris that in his constituency the same type of thing happened. In my
constituency the same type of thing happened. In the Member for Transcona’s constituency, the
same type of thing happened. The only different was that the margins were so great that nobody
would go back and try to find some irregularities so that the election could be dealt with in that way.

So, Mr. Speaker, | resent very much, because it has not happened before and | regard it as that

kind of thing which creates the so-called class conflict which the Member for Souris-Killarney refers
to. It's not us who did this thing but it was done in an insidious way by the newspapers, by Members of
the Opposition, by other “beautiful” people in our society who resented the fact that the deputy .
returning officers, ordinary people, were being appointed by the New Democratic Party as against by
the Liberals and Conservatives, and therefore they went on an attack against the returning officers.

Now, what is the usual case with regard to how returning officers are treated? | say, Mr. Speaker,
that usually society congratulates and thanks the returning officers and forgives them for their
mistakes and tries to do everything to indicate that they did a good job and that even if there was a
mistake, it is not something which should be held against them because they were serving societyin
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a very useful function and in a very positive way.

Here, Mr. Speaker, is how returning officers were treated before 1973. And I’ II show you the
difference and it's going to be clear from the record the kind of attitude that | am talking about which |
say is the worst feature of some of the criticism that we run up against and some of the strongest
reasons why people will fight to continue this government in power. In 1966, there was an election
and some months later there was a Controverted Elections Act filed by a Mr. MacEachen and a Mr.
Benge against Edward Dow whom we sat with, and | believe was the memberat that time for Turtle
Mountain. There was a controverted election, Mr. Speaker, and this is what came before Messrs.
Justices Nitikman and Wilson, and they dealt with what had happened and then they said, “The
election is declared void. This disposes of the issues before us except that we desire again to
emphasize our finding that while the respondent McKnight,” and the respondent McKnight, for your
information was the returning officer, “was guilty of ‘corrupt practices’ hedid notintend to commit
any breach of The Election Act although he was familiar withits provisions. We are convinced that he
was motivated by an honest desire to correct what he believed to be an unfortunate oversight on the
part of the election enumerators and did not intentionally violate the law.”

Mr. Speaker, there was so much forgiveness of Mr. McKnight at that time, and his services to the
community were so highly regarded even though he committed these “corrupt practices” and
irregularities, his services to the community were so highly regarded by both the Liberal and
Conservative Parties who weré the activists in that election, thattheybothacknowledgedthathe was
a great guy, he had done nothing wrong and that he was a real good working citizen of society. He
was so great, Mr. Speaker, that when our party was considering who we should get as a candidatein
the by-election which was to follow, i suggested that our candidate should be McKnight because he
is so highly regarded by everybody as being . . . —(Interjection)— | don’t remember exactly
correctly, | don’t remember whether we did have a candidate in the by-election. It’s probable that we
did.

But in any event, | said that McKnight would be the ideal candidate because he was so highly
regarded despite the fact that he was engaged in “corrupt practices” according tothe Controverted
Elections Act, and had fouled up the election so badly that they had to controvert the election and
have it all over again. Now, Mr. Speaker, that’s not a crime of Mr. McKnight’s and interestingly
enough, here’s what theyalsosaid: “We repeat what hasalready beensaid that there is no suggestion
of any corrupt orirregular practice on the part of the respondent Dow,” that’s the member whom we
sat with, “No stigma attaches to his name. With concurrence of all parties, there will be no costs.”
That means nobody was charged any costs of the proceedings.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have another corrupt practices case in which the Member for St. Boniface
was involved. This is Mr. Marion who sat with us for several sessions as a member of the Liberal
group. “We repeat what has already been said, that no allegations were made and there is no
suggestion of any corrupt or irregular practices or non-compliance with the Act on the part of the
respondent Marion. No stigma attaches to his name.” The identical words are used. “No stigma
attaches to his name,” and apparently in that particular case, Mr. Speaker, after the evidence cameiin,
they agree that it was goingtobe controvertedandthey agreed that there would alsobeno costs. Itis
also indicated by the court, “This disposes of the issue before us, except to record our finding that
there was no intent on the part of the respondent Desaulniers to commit any corrupt practices or
mistake in the performance of his duties as returning officer, and no blame can attach to him in that
sense.” So that was also said, and particularly with regard to Mr. Marion who was to run in the next
election, “No stigma attaches to his name.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have a different petition here. This one is with regard to Patterson, a the
member who sat in seat representing Crescentwood.

In this particular case, Mr. Speaker, | have read both the Queen’s Bench judgment and the Court
of Appeal judgment, in which, Mr. Speaker, it is agreed that all of the faults are with the returning
officer, that is alleged to have made a mistake and the returning officer in that case did what
numerous judges have held to be the right thingto do in certain ballot studies counted, but which the
courts disagreed with in this case. Interesting enough, this is the way the judgment ends, and | have
looked through it, “Petitioner will have his costs, subject to an agreement of all parties exempting
respondent Richards from costs,” so that the returning officer who is alleged to have donethe bad
thing has no cost and Patterson is ordered to pay the costs, apparently because he got elected,
because in his respect, what was done was exactly what was done as against Pollard. It was done to
both candidates, but Patterson is ordered to pay the costs, Mr. Speaker, and | have looked through
this entire judgment and | cannot find the words, “No stigma attachesto hisname.” Forsomereason,
Mr. Speaker, that is left out of the Patterson judgment, “No stigma attaches to his name.” —
(Interjection)— Pardon me?

Well, Mr. Speaker, there is no allegation against Patterson. No allegation against Patterson, just
the respondent. Nothing. Nobody suggests that Mr. Patterson did something wrong. The difference
in the case is that, with regard to Patterson, they would not say, “No stigma attaches to his name.”
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That'’s the difference. That's the only difference. That's right. That's the only difference, whereas
when the controvert was reported with regard . . . and costs are awarded against Patterson. The
returning officer, who is an officer of the Crown, is the one that apparently- made the mistake. Costs
are awarded against Patterson in the Court of Queen’s Bench and then when he went to appeal the
decision — and | guess that was the penalty for appealing — costs are awarded . . . against
Patterson. And the words which were used so faithfully and identically in the Dow judgment, “No
stigma attaches to his name,” in the Marion judgment, “No stigma attaches to his name,” in the
Patterson judgment you can look right through it and you will not find a similar statement, nor will
you find similar statements, Mr. Speaker, about what the returning officers did.

Mr. Speaker, | was involved inthe court action respecting one ofthose cases. | heard alotofthings
being said about the returning officer. | know that the returning officer operates in an atmosphere
where all the results are brought in in one night, that he is getting it from every single person and he is
tallying the votes and he must make on-the-spot decisions, and itis awonder that they doitaswell as
they do.

In some of these cases the courts were very critical of the returning officer. | saw, Mr. Speaker, or |
was involved in one of the court cases, and after sitting there with highly professional staff and having
all the time to reason it out and go out and reserve judgment and have people advising them, highly
paid counsel advising one side andthe otherside, thatthe courts came back and, in my opinion, did a
worse job than the returning officer, who did it all at that particular time. And in one case, Mr.
Speaker, the court in the middle of a judgment, after having had counsel on both sides advising,
having all the time to look and relook at and examine in the greatest detail not 7,000 ballots but a few
disputed ballots, that they, in the course of ajudgment, were going to make a mistake and find for the
wrong candidate and had to be corrected in the middle of delivering ajudgment. And they found fault
with what the returning officers did.

I heard the former Member for Wolseley make the following astonishing statement with regardto
a returning officer, that his election is not going to be upset, because if it is the returning officer who
made the mistake, then surely the judges are not going to find for the party whose own returning
officer made the mistake. That is the statement of a man who is supposed to be learned in the law, that
the returning officer’s mistake would be held against any candidate of any political party because it
was our returning officer. That was his position, that suddenly a candidate would be affected by —
(Interjection)—

Well, Mr. Speaker, this debate is an old one. | am participating in it because | believe that those
people have been maligned. They are good people, | don’t care what political party they belong to.
They did a good job, that there will be mistakes made no matter which returning officers are
appointed, and that when returning officers are appointed by the New Democratic Party, | don'tcare
whether it is the Member for Morris, | don’t care whether itisthe judges overacross the bench, | don’t
care whether it is the media, and they insult these people because they happen to be appointed by
New Democrats, then | am going toget up and defend them. And | am going tosaythatthatis thekind
of classic snobbery that we get from the economic status quo, beautiful people, that makes people
want to support somebody who is not going to engage inthattype of junk. Andthat’swhatitwas, Mr.
Speaker. That’s what it was, because these returning officers did a good job.

I suggest to you that in any future election, asithasbeeninthe past,and | cangothroughchapter
and verse in every single election, the election when the Member for Kildonan was elected before |
was in this House, it was a Mr. Reid, Tony Reid, who was elected and the judges threw him out
because there weretwo X's beside his name, which had been counted by many judgesin many other
cases, and | can quotechapterand verse. And whatthe instructionsto thevoterwere, the instructions
tothe voterwere as follows, and | am going to paraphrase because | can’tgetitexactly: Placean Xin
the square beside the candidate’s and in the space afterhis name. And some people read that and put
two X's in it because there was an “and” there which was not an additive “and,” it was a descriptive
“and.” But some people put in two ballots and the judges through it out and the returning officer leftit
in. | say the returning officer made a more sensible decision than the judges, and ashasbeenheld in
many many cases.

Mr. Speaker, in another case where they criticized the returning officer, the returning officer —
and | am not saying that the judges in this case criticized the returning officer except that they did so
generally on many occasions from the bench — what happened was that the returning officer refused
to accept four ballots which were mailed in — this was a new mail-in system and they weren’texactly
as the legislation required. And we went to court and we argued it out, and we argued, Mr. Speaker, .
that in a recount you do not decide whether a ballot should have been received or not, you count what
has been counted. The question as to whether a ballot should have been received or not is one for a
controvert, not for a recount. In other words | am not talking about a ballot that has been opened.
These are ballots which were enveloped, they were sealed, and the returning officer said that they
were not properly made out therefore he didn’t take them. That a recount counts only what was
counted and that if it was to be upiat made this unusual decision. They said arecountisto countonly
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what is already there. What has not been counted cannot be recounted. So they didn’'t count those
ballots at the county court stage, but at the Court of Appeals s stage, Mr. MacKay sent on the
Manitoba Court of Appeals decision to the county court of British Columbia which was a decision
which said that in a recount, you do not only recount, but you count what has not previously beenin
the ballot box, and they did count them the second time, nevertheless it didn’t change the results of
the election.

But one should not complain about the returning officer because he did what a county court in
British Columbia found made sense, and which could beargued on behalfofmany people. And there
are many things that are done wrong. And if my honourable friend wishes me to read the book of what
Liberal and Conservative-appointed returning officers did prior to 1973, | will, if, Mr. Speaker, notbe
able to convince him, convince a reasonably-minded person willing to listen that that kind of thing
happens everywhere. It happens everywhere inthe country. Itisoneofthe problemswithan electoral
system, where the machinery. . .where you depend upontheaverage public forthe machinery, but |
have found, Mr. Speaker, that despite the non-sophistication of the average public, that their
common-sense decisions are good or better than the judges. Good or better than people who have
been trained and paid and given all the opportunity they want to to make a decision. They will make
mistakes. Certainly they will make mistakes. But it is not fair to them to say that in 1973 this group of
people, who on our behalf, on all our behalfs, conducted the election, were such that should be
insulted and disparaged rather than thanked and congratulated and our respect shown to them,
regardless of the mistakes that they have made.

It is that aspect, Mr. Speaker, of my honourable friends friend’s remarks which annoyed me,
because | know the people and | know them whetherthey are Liberals or Conservatives, and | know
that they can make mistakes whether they are Liberals or Conservatives, and we can make mistakes.
But basically they did the kind of job that had to be done. They did it well. They made mistakes, but we
should not be ones who are insulting them because things occurred which can occur and have
occurred from time immemorial, from the time that democratic elections have been held in this
fashion, that they should not be insulted.

Mr. Speaker, | want to say a few words on the election expenses because my honourable friend
raised it. | have indicated that | consider the legislation to be a problem. | consider the efforts to be
well-intentioned. | know it is being done acrossthe country with various degrees of success and this
government introduced it, and | believe it was supported by all political parties, thatit was not voted
against. But nevertheless there still exist differences of opinion as to the efficacy. My problemin
not merely the fact that there are so many ways that a party can find of spending money asto make
the efficacy of that which is spent between writs on particular items as not being very effective. |
would certainly agree with the Member for Morris that that is a problem. At the same time | have to
yield to those who feel that this is at least an expression of intention and does have some effect.

I am much more worried about the legislation, because to make it effective, you have to do terrible
things. Mr. Speaker, the problem of the 80 cents or the 65 cents is not the most serious problem,
because what will happen is that people will see that that doesn’t work and then they will try to do
other things. Once it is determined that a party can spend 65 cents, but the Group for Good
Government can come in and spend whatevertheywant, and the Chamber of Commerce could come
in and spend whatever they want, and the Manitoba Federation of Labour could come in and buy a
full-page ad in the newspapers and spend whatever they want —(Interjection)— Well, Mr. Speaker, |
say that they are fine organizations, and | say that —(Interjection)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. GREEN: They can spend whatever they want. They have no candidates in the election. What
scares the hell out of me is that all three political parties, the Conservative Party, the Liberal Party, the
New Democratic Party, the organizations made representations to The Law Reform Commission
saying that nobody else should be permitted to spend money.

See where we are going: A political party can’t spend money. Now anorganizationcan’tpursue a
position in favour of its party because that leaves the barn door open and permits other expenditures.
—(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, this is where we are getting to. It would then prevent me, | suppose,
from having a party in support of a candidate and spending money which would not be spent by a
political party. And after all that is attempted to be done, and | say that it would be a form of thought
control and speech control which is far more dangerous than the having of money towinelections, it
is the greatest fallacy of political parties that money wins elections. In 1969 we spent virtually nothing
and we did very well. In 1973 we spent a lot more money and we did not do as well as we did in 1969 in
comparison towhat had been —(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, the honourable member asked me the
question, “Why have the restriction?”

I haveyielded to him the problem with it. | have indicated the limits that wehavegone to, and that
there are people who feel this way, but | say that there are problems and the worst problems are not
associated with these expenditures. — the worst problems are trying to make to make them effective.
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Because if you're trying to make them effective, Mr. Speaker . . . Let us assume that they could be
effective, that the only people who could spend money during a political campaign were the political
-- parties. We have to determine who is the political party and where do they register and where do they
have to prove bona-fide, etc. in which case | am sure that a lot of parties would have to go to somebody
which . . . —(Interjection)— You know if | ever go to somebody to lay the blessing on them, that if
you did that and were able to exclude all the individual expenditures and all group expenditures, who
is going to stop the Winnipeg Free Press, the Winnipeg Tribune, every day, publishing a full
newspaper which has the particular view which | may disagree with, and which in effect allows for
$10,000 worth of publicity on its front page every day, Mr. Speaker, and which then | am prohibited
from buying advertising to try and come back. That's the worst feature of it. The worst feature, Mr.
Speaker, of what the Honourable Member for Morris —(Interjection)— what you would have todo is
to say that during an election, the newspaper can’t publish and that the only publications that will be
permitted are those that are blessed by somebody. —(Interjections)— And to me, it will be justas —
and | make no equivocation — just as horrendous if it was the New Democrats who blessed it or the
Conservatives who blessed it. | don't want a blessing from anybody. And that’s the kind of thing that
this type of election expense legislation — I'll conclude my remarks in a moment, Mr. Speaker — that
this type of election legislation expenses can gotoifitis notlimited and as relatively ineffective as the
Member for Morris indicates. His decision, his remedy, would be to eliminate it altogether.

Well, Mr. Speaker, | am not going to register opposition to that. | am saying that for better or for
worse, the political parties in this province, all of them, have elected for some type of limitations. | am
not a great fan of it and | would not want to extend it and | want to indicate to honourable members
that the legislation in its present form, although it permits all kinds of expenditures which are not
controlled by the Act, is far better legislation than if you tried try to follow it through and the kind of
controls that would be necessary to make it “effective.” It would be effective, all right, effective in
destroying what we know and what we regard and respect as the best features of our democratic
system.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: By leave because the member’s time is up. The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. JORGENSON: If the House Leader could assure the House that he will make sure that all of
the Returning Officers who will be fulfilling those positions during the next election, will be
appointed somewhat in advanced at the calling of the election so that they will at least have an
opportunity to do the job that they're expected to do.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, we, like every previous government, will try to do our best in this
connection. | can remember in 1968, there were some very late appointments of Returning Officers
and there were some problems. | believe that most of the returning officers are now appointed and
that they are now getting now —(Interjection)— Get ready! . . . thattheyare now in the process of
receiving instructions and —(Interjections)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. GREEN: Well, Mr. Speaker, | haven't seen any instructions, | haven’t seen the instructions. |
regard the Chief Electoral Officer of the province as somebody that ! don’t talk to about elections. |
talk to him about other things.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR.AXWORTHY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | thought | was going toarise to debate the question of
election reform. After listening to the Minister of Mines, | think that we are really debating who is on
the social register. He confused me a great deal, Mr. Speaker, with all his preoccupation with the
beautiful people. | don't know whether his obsession was because he wasn’t chosen as one of the
beautiful people in the poll done by the Winnipeg Eye Magazine magazine last week. In fact there’s
maybe even more out of joint because a city councillor has made the grade and no member of this
House was able to gain those exalted ranks, or whether in fact he justlabours under a great deal of
delusion as to the those who are active and involved in other parties. | think the Minister tends to
suffer if anybody in this House does, from a high degree of class myopia because he seems to feel
that the students and the workers and the postmen and the bakers are on his side and somehow in the
Liberal and Conservative Party, they are a group of cocktail, swinging sort of five o’clock swingers
from the Winnipeg Inn, and that the only time that all the returning officers ever appointed by Liberals
or Conservatives, were drawn from the Hollow Mug or from the Town and Country Lounge. It seems,
to me, Mr. Speaker, frankly, a little silly.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable Minister state his matter of privilege.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, itis a point of privilege and it is a little silly. | said that no matter which
party was in power, the returning officers are appointed fromamongsttheordinary, average citizens,
of students, housewives, etc. | said that eachparty appoints these people and that when we appoint
them, they should not be insulted. That’s what | said. And we never insult them when you appoint
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them.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | think the Minister frankly if that was exactly what he said, then we
will have a chance to check Hansard. The impression that he left was somehow that what the whole
cause — and | don’'t know what brought this on — was because somehow it was the beautiful people
who wereresenting the fact that now the New Democrats were running the ballotboxes. And | frankly
think, Mr. Speaker,that’'s nonsense, sheer, unadulterated, silly nonsense coming from the Minister of
Mines and Natural Resources. | think, Mr. Speaker, we don’t know who said it. | don’t know where he
is getting his funds from. —(Interjection)—

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.

MR. AXWORTHY: You see, Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is that it is really putting out a very
serious charge which the Minister is usually responsible for of using ad hominem arguments to deal
with what should be dealt with on their substance. And the fact that to throw in the red herring or to
throw in the red beautiful people and whatever particular subterfuge he was trying to introduce, |
think has nothing to do with this bill.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker, this bill is an embarrassment. It is an embarrassment to
government, it's an embarrassment to all members of this House, that so very little has been done to
bring The Election Act of this province up to date to reform its inconsistencies to deal with the
problems that have previously been identified. It has nothing to do with social class, it has nothing to
do with beautiful people. It's simply a matter that for four years, after having all parties identified
serious inequities and problems in the operation of elections, this government has come up with the
kind of paltry, putrid little document that is presented before us. Talk about great minds producing
sort of little mole hills. Mr. Speaker, if there is anything wrong with this government, it is not that
there’s a problem of discussionbetween the beautiful people and the workers of the New Democratic
Party. It's just that the government has obviously and clearly wants us to believe or think ortoreactor
to understand. And they have no excuses, Mr. Speaker.

Four years ago in this House, a resolution was passed outlining a series of problems dealing with
election reform. It was accepted by the Attorney-General on the basis that it be referred to the Law
Reform Commission because in the 1973 election, a number of problems had been identified. Four
years later what we've come up with — if you look at that Act — addresses none of the problems that
were contained in that resolution or in that debate, four years. And in fact, Mr. Speaker, the reason
why that resolution was passed was because at that time and at the same time, even now, there’s a
great deal of public skepticism about the conduct of elections, whether it's responsible for Manitoba
or not. Maybe we are reaping the whirlwind of the corrupt practices that we saw in the Watergate
affairs in the United States or whatever. The fact of the matter is that there is a general public mood of
concern about the way elections are conducted. And this government has done nothing whatsoever
in any way to correct it. —(Interjection)— Thatisnot my opinion; itis an opinionthat can be gathered
by anyone that you want to talk to. And that’s the problem, this government no longer talks to people
to find out what they think. They simply consult within their own internal Chambers. They’ve become
so wound in into their own sort of internecines or kind of communication that they no longer
recognize that there is a world out there where people have concerns.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker, that going back to the resolution that was introduced in
1974, when we introduced some of the concerns that were introduced at that time, and see what
corrections have been offered in this bill. One of the major problems that we identified last time was
that in the 1973 election there was double the number of spoiled ballotsthatthere was in 1969. Close
to 1,000 more ballots were spoiled in that one election. Now, that has nothing to do with who wasthe
returning officers. It has to do in large part with the changing conditions that we are going through. |
can think of my own particular constituency where there is a much higher degree of mobility
amongst people. People change their residence much faster than they did ten or fifteen years ago.
They move around an awful lot more. They change their location. They find, therefore, that they have
far less sort of permanency in those areas and therefore far less ability to get information. So that
when we argue we argue for things like having a permanent advance poll somewhere, in certain
locationsinthecity —(Interjection)—No. . . I've already been interrupted enough, | think, and | only
have a few moments left. I'll be prepared to answer questions when | am finished speaking.

We argued at that time for some system of a permanent advance poll so that people would beable
to vote, because manypeopleinthisdayandagetravel alot.It’'sa way of lifein 1977. When having the
advance poll held, as it was in my constituency, a week before the election, meant that many people
were disenfranchised simply because other requirements forced them elsewhere and they didn’t
have a chance to vote.

Now, Mr. Speaker, that is not a big renovation but there is nothing in this bill to deal with that
problem. We identified the problem in 1974. We made representations to the Law Reform
Commission on those grounds. There is nothing in this bill that says anything about that problem.

The same thing is true, Mr. Speaker, in relation to the problem of the returning system itself. We
suggested at that time that there be a degree of permanency — a permanent voter’s list to be looked
at. That would be one way to continually renew a voter’s list rather than following enumeration.
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Let me explain to you, Mr. Speaker, what happens in my own constituency, again, which is agood
example asadowntown riding. Most people work from nine to five. When do the enumerators go out?
From nine to five. Many of them will simply not.go out in the evenings; the good oneswillgoback the
odd time. I've had cases whee enumerators have gone back, as they are required to, one, two or three
times during the daytime. And yet | would suggest that 70 or 80 percent of my riding is not home
during the daytime. They are usually working or at school or somewhere else. Now, we catch all of
them ‘but there’s an awful lot of people missed from the voters’ list simply by the way that we
enumerate. We pointed out that problem. We said that there are solutions to it. Where are the
solutions in this bill, Mr. Speaker? They are not to be found. Now, that’s not somethingto do with the
“beautiful people” or anything else. The Minister of Mines and Resources misses the pointthatthere
are problems in the election system and that they should be corrected. We are all simply saying that
the world does change and the election system should change along with it and those changes
should accommodate the fact that if there is one person, one singlevoterin the Province of Manitoba
that is disenfranchised for reasons of the inadequacy of The Election Act, then, Mr. Speaker, we in
this House and the government are responsible for that and bears avery heavy load. Because no one
should be disenfranchised for reason of an inadequacy in the machinery. There should be no
disenfranchisements. Yet, Mr. Speaker, problems that were identified four yearsagoaregoingtobe,
because conditions have not been changes; the laws have not been changed and yet the same
problems haven’'t gone away.

Mr. Speaker, that doesn’t make sense. | don't know what this government was thinking about
when they brought this bill in. | don't know if they put their mind into neutral; if they hadforgottenthat
a resolution outlining these things in a debate had been gone through in 1974; that representations
havebeen made to the Law Reform Commission. The reason is, of course, that | don't think that they
really bothered to concern themselves much anymore with the procedures of a democratic system.
What the heck, you're in power, it seemed to work before, why bother making any big changes? Do
the minimal; dowhatyou have to;getalongwith what's easy, butdon’t bother to apply yourelf. And so
as a result, this government, with this bill, unless we can get some changes in Committee — and we'll
be moving changes — is going to be responsible for the disenfranchisement, | would suggest, of
thousands of Manitobans simply because they have not been prepared to bring The Election Act up
to modern-day standards.

Now, that is the problem with this bill. —(Interjection)— No, what we heard today was a defence
that had nothing to do with The Election Act, it was an attack upon the judiciary, the same old story
the Minister of Mines and Resources has been rolling out for the last how many years, that the
problem with Manitoba is its judges, that if we could only, | guess, get to the point where either the
New Democratic Party would appoint the judges — and God knows that day will never come, | hope
— because look atthe mess they’ve made of that; or that we set up tribunals where they canhavetheir
own appointees.

Well, Mr. Speaker, | don't think that you get very far by these ad hominem arguments. | think that
that is really —(Interjection)— Well, I'm not using, I'm simply repeating what the Minister of Mines
and Resources had to say. | didn’t put the words in his mouth. He is fully responsible for what he says
himself. | am simply saying that it's about time this government got serious about its job and started
looking at problems as they exist rather than relying upon old prejudices to rationalize its own
inactivity. —(Interjection)— That's right, it's always someone else that’s at fault.

But there is a clear-cut case where reform was required, where changes should have been made.
The chance was there; you had four years to do it and nothing has been done to bring it up to
standard. There is no excuse for that.

Let's talk for a minute, Mr. Speaker, about the question of election financing. The point that has
been raised by the Member for Morris about election expense ceilings, | think, is only half the
argument. The other half of the argument we presented in our resolution in 1974 had to do with the
funding of elections because one of the real concernsthat | receive from my electors is the concern
about who pays for elections. Who is putting the money into elections, because obviously there is a
connection between those who pay and those who call the tune? And one of the recommendations,
proposals that we made back in 1974 was that we take a look at some form of public funding of
elections, that we allow for tax write-offs. It could have been introduced without a great deal of
trouble so that people could support the party of their choice similar to the kind of system that is now
in place in the Federal system. _

Well, Mr. Speaker, | have heard members opposite say, “We can’t adopt that system,” and yet the
hypocrisy of this government, the hypocrisy of the New Democratic Party where they are preparedto °
use the Federal Election Expenses Act to raise money for their own provincial activities. | know for a
fact, Mr. Speaker, that last year or the year before, the Minister of Public Works and the Premier
attended swishy little lunches for the beautiful people, the engineers and the architects invited for
$100 dinners. They invited the beautiful people for $100 dinners sponsored by the New Democratic
Party with a write-off under the Federal Election Expenses Act. Now, we didn’t say that there weren't
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any Federal New Democrats at those dinners; there was the Premier and the Minister of Public
Works, they were entertaining the beautiful people with their speeches at that time and using the
Federal Election Expenses Act to write the thing off for all those beautiful people who were
contributing.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if | would suggest, youknow, thatthere seemstobe a certain inconsistency, to
say the least, in that particular posture, thatif the Election Expenses Act is good for raising money for
the provincial party, then why can’t we have our own? Why can’t we legitimize that kind of fund
raising? Why shouldn’t we have our own system to do it? Why should we borrow uponthe Federal's?

Now, I'm not saying that they are the only ones that are doing it because the other parties,
including our own, are also employing the same tactic but we're not being self-righteous about it like
friends opposite. We don’t go around sort of saying, “Well, we rely upon the people.” | know the
people they are relying upon; they are relying upon those people who think that they should be going
to a dinner because the Minister of Public Works and the Minister responsible for MHRC are inviting
them.

Mr. Speaker, | think that . . . well, | see the Member for St. Matthews shaking his head. I'dask him
if you like; | could show him in fact probably the invitation list, because it came to mebysomeroute,
as to who went to those old dinners in the Mall Hotel and other places. They were there. So let’s not be
self-righteous about it. Let’s admit that there should be a proper system by which people donate to
political parties of their choice and get the same kind of concession that we do for submitting to the
Winnipeg Ballet or the United Way. | think that if a democratic system is important enough it should
be supported. And by the way, the Election Expenses Act, Mr. Speaker, the Federal one, ishavingthe
effect that it was supposed to have because whattheyare finding out isthatthe donationsare coming
in far more frequently from those ordinary people, those $100 givers, and that the corporations are
giving far less now than they gave before. It's having a desired effect.

| want to know, Mr. Speaker, why we are not doing that in the Province of Manitoba? They had four
yearstobringitinto effect. They had the chancetodoitand they fumbledit. They fumbleditforlack
of attention and for lack of concern. —(Interjection)— Why? What'’s the possible excuse? You know,
what can they say that . — (Interjection) — Oh, we had other priorities. Yes. Now that's a good
question, Mr. Speaker. | would say the first priority of any group of elected people is toensure for the
proper, effective, democratic functioning of the election system. | don’t think there is any more
important priority because that goes to the roots of our very system, and if the Member for Ste. Rose
thinks that there are other priorities more important than making sure that people aren’t
disenfranchised, that there are problems in the funding of elections, then, Mr. Speaker, he is sadly off
base.

A MEMBER: We know that.

MR. AXWORTHY: Because | think the fact of the matter is that we again must go back to basic
principles, and that is that from our party, first and foremost, we think that the most important
question is how the democratic system functions. How adequate isit? How good is it? That's the first
task. Then you can start worrying about the others once you're sureit’s in shape. Butldon’tthinkyou
put it down on the list, you don’t put it No. 17 or No. 98, which this government obviously has done.

So, Mr. Speaker, we would suggest that there is still room for afar more serious number of both
specific changes in The Election Act dealing with the question of the introduction of advanced polls,
mail imbalance, enumeration, the operation of the Returning Officer, the training of such, the kind of
system that is worked out to ensure against controvert elections, all those things that could have
been reported upon by the Law Reform Commission much sooner if they had been given the priority
and we could have been enacting legislation on.

And secondly, and just asimportantly we feel, that there is a requirement to provide for a different
system of funding of elections to eliminate the big high rollers who can dominate the elections
through the power of the purse.

The Minister of Mines and Resources is wrong. The elections are affected by money,
unfortunately. —(Interjection)— It may not be the only reason why people get elected but it has an
awful lot to do with it. We feel, for example, that the ability of those of economicpower to affect the
political system, that the concentration of that power is something that should be checked and
balanced. | think that there should be alternatives provided and that we should give the kind of
opportunity for the ordinary citizen to support a political party and not rely upon the big downtown
insurance companies or professional Portage and Main law offices, whoever are footing the bills in
this day and age.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, that isthe way the system is still going to persist in Manitoba because
we don'’t have a proper Election Expenses Act in place, that we're still going to be relying upon the
class warfare that the Minister was so concerned about. It has nothing to do with the returning
officers. The class that we are more concerned about is the disadvantages in terms of who has
economic power and who can pay the piper to call the tune. That's a much more important concern
when it comes to elections, and there’s nothing in this Act to rewrite or redress that imbalance and
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therefore, that the system is not going to function as well as it should.

I'd also suggest, Mr. Speaker, that something else should be done, and it may not be in the way of
changes to The Election Act, but | would suggest that one of the other problems that | discovered,
talking to people about what happened in the election, is that a lot of them justdon’t know what their
rights and obligations are; that in order to determine exactly who can vote —let me give youacasein
point. We still have an anachronism, | believe, in our Election Act. We still allow “British subjects” to
be eligible to vote. Now, Mr. Speaker, who is-a British subject any longer? .

A MEMBER: Idi Amin.

MR. AXWORTHY: That's right. Is Idi Amin a British subject still? He’s a Member of the
Commonwealth. | presume that those who are still under that orbit of the Mother Queen or whatever
we now call it, are considered in the colloquialism of being British subjects. Well, when someone says
to me, and | have a large number of recent immigrants in my riding, —someone comes from Guiana,
are they a British subject? Someone from Trinidad a British subject? Do you have to be from
Scotland, England, Wales to be a British subject? Well there’s some confusion about that, Mr.
Speaker. | thinkit's about time we cleared up some of those anachronisms because when people read
The Election Act or someone tells them they say, “Well, | consider myself a British subject because |
come from one of the British Colonies,” — they're still colonies if they still have them, or recent
protectorates or whatever they ought to be. The British still have a few of those hanging around the
world.

But there are a number of problems in relation to exactly what are the rights of people in terms of
mail imbalance. We suggested in our resolution thatitwould be very useful that every elector receive
proper information about the election, that they receive in the mail a basic setup of who is eligibleto
vote, what are the residency requirements, what are the times and dates of polls, advance polls, and
mail-in ballots, so the people would know, that we could eliminate a great deal of the present
confusion that always exists around election time simply by giving sufficient information. But again
that doesn’t seem to be of much interest or of much concern.

Again the problem is that the election machinery — — the Minister argued against some form of
permanent election machinery — well we think that there should be some form of more permanent,
not necessarily full-time, but more permanent machinery that would be able to undertake the
appointment of election officers, returning officers much further in advance. There’s noreason why
they couldn’t have been appointed two or three years ago, as the Federal Government does. It
appoints officers years in advance and subjects them to — every summer they go for training and
retraining — every summer to make sure that they fully know The Election Act. At the same time it
alsomeansthat people who wantto be enumerators. . .1seenoreasonwhyitisdisparaging to New
Democrats why we shouldn’t suggest that if people would like to be enumerators, if they would like to
serve their community by being an enumerator, why they couldn’t apply for the job; and that people
who are on retirement, senior citizens, who would like to make a little bit of extra money, haveallittle
extra time, that would be available for that kind of service, why they couldn’t make application, why
they couldn’t be election officers. That takes nothingaway from ordinary people operating, they'd be
the same ordinary people but there wouldn’t be a mad rush the day the election is called to find out
who is a loyal supporter to put them on as enumerators.

So again. Mr. Speaker, it comes down to the fact, | don’tthink we'vethought the problem through
very effectively. We haven't looked at the kinds of ways that we could improve the system to bring it
up to a contemporary modern-day standard and to eliminate any problems that might be employed.
And there’s nothing to say that the people operating the machinery areat fault, but we are saying that
The Election Act, as it is presently constructed, has required an awful lot more examination than has
been given it.

So, Mr. Speaker, our position on this bill is that it is embarrassing for all but perhaps more than
being embarrassing it is going to be a serious impediment to several thousand Manitobans being
able to secure their full election rights simply because the machinery doesn’t work and keep up with
conditions. That is the problem with this Act,thatitdoes need correction,and it willalso. . .because
it has nothing to do with the question of public financing of elections it will not deal in any adequate
way with the ability to redirect the balances and correct a lot of the inequities when it comes to how
do you fund elections and who pays the bill.

So, therefore, Mr. Speaker, it is our intention when we getanopportunityand havethetime, totry
at least to move amendments to change some of the proportions of the bill to at least make some
improvements through them.

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

MR. D. JAMES WALDING: Mr. Speaker, the honourable member indicated he would accept a
question at the end of his remarks. The question has to do with the statement he made that more than
1,000 ballots were spoiled in the last election. Is he aware that a spoiled ballotmay be exchanged for a
valid one by a voter?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.
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MR. AXWORTHY: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'm quite aware of that but | am also aware that when the
ballot boxes were opened that was the end result and that many people simply, for reasons of not
knowing, really were not aware of how they should be using their ballots

MR. WALDING: Mr. Speaker, is the honourable member aware that a spoiled ballot does not go
into a ballot box?

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The hour being 5:30 the House is now adjourned and stands adjourned until 2:30
tomorrow afternoon.
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