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THE LEGlSLATlVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
" '2:30°0'clock, Saturday, May 8th; 1965. °

: MR..CHAIRMAN: :Section 1, passed; Section 2 --

MR, MOLGAT;: Mr. Chairman, while we're on this bill, I beg to move, seconded by the .
Honourable:-Member for Lakeside, that this committee recommend to the House that Bill No,
110, an:Act respecting payments to Members of the Legislative Assembly and Ministers of the
Crown, upon their ceasing to be members or Ministers of the Crown, be not further proceeded
with at this session but be referred to the Standing Committee on Statutory Regulations and
Orders. : ’

MR. CHAIRMAN presented the motion,

MR. JOHN P. TANCHAK (Emerson): . Mr, Chairman, I haven't spoken on this resolution
yet and I suppose I cannot be ruled out of order for being repetitious or speaking too long so
I'l-proceed now to say what I think as far as this resolution before us,. or this bill before us,
stands now, ‘

I'm not going to lecture anybody because I'm not a lecturer. I will not philosophize much
because I'm not a philosopher. I'll simply state what I think of it in simple language as any lay-
man would do.. The Premier of Manitoba likes to talk about priorities, .He seems to make a
lot of it - first things first. , In his budget speech he criticized the Ottawa pension plan and I
suppose that ‘in his opinion there was no priority here. That may be one of the reasons why he
criticized the: plan but.then when it comes to a pension for himself, for his Ministers and MLAs
of this' Chamber, this seems to.be quite a different matter, a matter of urgent priority, It is
so urgent that the government is rushing this legislation, this bill, through in the dying days of
this:session. It .may be ‘a matter of priority in the thinking of some,

Now much has been said that a pension for MLAs is necessary in order to encourage good
citizens to stand for:election as representatives in this Legislature. In my opinion, I really
think that'this is exactly what we should. avoid, this ''carrot'' or this kind of 1nducement is wrong.
I say that it is not desirable .and it is not going to induce the right calibre of men to offer them-
selves for. this. service.. .1 would rather say that the desirable incentive or_mot1vat10n of any
person 'who enters this arena, the arena of politics, should be the desire to serve his country-
men and to improve their lot,

In the.past we have known many people who have sacrlflced even their lives, and monetary
inducements did not motivate them, -I have spoken to several members of this Chamber who
are presently sitting and quite a number of them told me that at the time when they did run for
office.as an MLA; practically everyone whom I asked said, ''I did not even know what my
remuneration would be if I was elected.'" So surely. it wasn't the monetary incentive that moti-
vated this person to try for this high office. ! )

It was mentioned by the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources that some good men
refuse to try because they.could not afford to do so. . I cannot subscribe to this theory. I would
say that this reason given.was not the reason. It was simply an excuse, The real reason
could have been one of two - one or two of many things, such as probably some of them were
afraid of defeat; .another reason could be different political philosophy; third reason, probably
the abhorrence of politics,. because they hear so much about politics, and some people really
and truly think that politics is not clean, There could also be a feeling of incompetence on the
part of the party who's asked to try. It could be some personal or family history in the back-
ground which the individual does not want to have exposed or scrutinized and it could be many
many other such reasons, but I'm sure that it wasn't the fact that the 1nd1v1dual could not
afford it.

"~ If the individual really and truly does think that the remuneration is not suff101ent and
this.is;the -only.reason, they:1 say,, this is the calibre of person who is not of that calibre, not
of the calibre who should sit in here, if it's only the remuneration that keeps him away from
here. I would say, avoid.such a person,

As I said- before, I knew before that there were some candldates who consented to try
politics.and eventually were.elected and who didn't even know what the 1ndemn1ty was gomg to
be... And I know that.most.people,..and I mean those that did not try this yet, think that $4,8,00
for two and a half. month's work is more than enough. The people at large think that. They
multiply this by 4.8 -~ 2-1/2 months -= to equate it to a year, relating it to a full year, and
come with.an equlvalent of over $23,000 per year, Of course,.no member gets that we know,
but they .just relate .it that way. . And as far as they are concerned they think that we in th1s
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(MR. TANCHAK cont'd). ...... house are adequately remunerated.

Another argument used, that many former members found themselves in need after re-
tiring from politics. It is quite true and I know of some but let us ask - those fault is this?
And I'm not casting any - what shall I say - feelings of my own on.-the character of the people,
but I would say this, who can say how much worse they might have been without participating
in the politics. The reverse is quite true., How many of them could have been better off if
they stayed out? And this all is a huge '!'if'' and I do not think that it applies; or in other
words, it applies to any person, even the person who presently may be lucky to call himself
a millionaire. We had examples of that in the past, in the 1930s.

I would like to say here that probably we hear a lot of talk about the birds and the bees
and I'm going to leave this to the doctors and the chiropractors, they can tell about the birds
and the bees, but I'll talk about the bees and the ants for a while. Maybe we should take
example from the bees and the ants and not take example from the grasshopper. Now I'll have
to concede that these people whom I referred to, who found themselves in dire circumstances,
would have benefitted through a pension if there was one. I mean the ex-MLAs. A pension
probably would keep them fed and keep them warm, if they're not fed and warm now. So this
brings us now to the principle of any pension - it doesn't matter which pension it is, The
members, and especially the government members of the Legislature and the Ministers, in
their great hurry to give themselves a pension on ceasing to be members here, have dis-
regarded the basic principle of any pension scheme and that's what we come to, The principle
as I see it, of any pension plan is to make sure that once a person is forced to retire due to
age or incapacity that he does not go hungry and that he is not cold and our society through the
Welfare Department takes care of some of that, .

Now let's come back to this pension plan. Does the principle apply in this proposed plan?
In my opinion, no, it does not apply. It may apply to a certain degree, in the case of the back-
benchers of which I am one, but it certainly does not apply as far as the Cabinet Ministers
are concerned, The principle doesn't, This truly is a case of proposed pension benefits for
Ministers being nothing more than a case of making the wealthy rich, The principle is lacking,
Again I repeat, that the principle of any pension plan should be to assure that a citizen does
not go hungry or cold and not to make the wealthy rich, If a pension is desirable it should be
based on the MLAs indemnity in all cases, which is $4, 800 at the present time, And I think
that would be more equitable, I say, if it is desirable, However at this time I cannot support
a bill which requires that the tax harassed citizens of the Province of Manitoba finance even
partially a pension plan, for those who are responsible for these tax increases and it's the
MLASs,’ and especially the government, who is responsible for these tax increases and I can't
support the bill, We are to blame for imposing the taxation - the government members and
the Cabinet Ministers - for imposing these vicious taxes, It is the Cabinet Ministers who tell
us that the people of Manitoba -- they tell them that they must dig deeper into their pockets
because the Provincial Treasury is short of money to provide necessary services for them,
The Cabinet Ministers and the Premier tells them that by imposing new taxations. Now they
intend to use some of these vicious tax receipts to feather their own nests, or feather their
own beds. This is inconceivable and I would like to say that the government must have had
this in mind, among other things of course, when the Minister decided to increase taxation.

In my opinion this is not timely; at a time when we tell the people of this province that you
must dig deeper into your pockets, then we tell the people at the same time, you must provide
a pension for us, for the guilty party.

Our economy is not ready for it and I say cannot stand it at this time, no matter how
small it be and I would say, as my Leader has suggested now, that we have a committee study
this and comment to this House later on this matter.

MR. T. P. HILLHOUSE, Q.C. (Selkirk): It appears to me that of late, this government
has embraced or adopted the oriental philosophy of face - they will not retreat because they
feel that any retreat is a loss of face or a loss of stature, I would suggest to the government
that in this particular instance they should adopt the motion moved by my Leader and thus
show to the people of Manitoba that they are a government of stature and a government which
is willing to look into this thing more thoroughly than was done when the legislation was first
introduced, with a view to correcting some of the very obvious errors and omissions in the
present legislation. Had this legislation, Mr. Chairman, been noted in the Throne Speech,- or
had there been any prior consultation between the parties in this House respecting the contents
of the intended legislation, I am sure that we would have had a better bill before us now than
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(MR. HILLHOUSE cont'd)....... the bill with which we are dealing, and if any proof of that is
required, all we have to do is to take a look at the amendments with which we were given
shortly after the first opposition to this bill was raised. The amendments are an improvement
over the original bill as drafted but this bill, even with these amendments, is still lacking in

a lot of respects and I think that a great deal could be done if my Leader's motion were adopted
by this committee and this matter were considered, not in the heat of debate in this Chamber
but in the quiet reasoning which would follow in a committee to which the public would be in-
vited,

There are certain aspects of this bill which I do not consider to be correct. One is this,
that a man could be a defeated candidate and still take the advantages of this legislation because
the bill says that any man who is a member on the coming into force of this Act, may at any
time within one year after its coming into force elect to contribute under the provisions of the
Act. To me it is conceivable that there could be an election between the coming into force of
this Act and that man's election to make contributions, In other words, you don't have to be
a member of this House in order to elect:to pay contributions under this Act.

Another place too where I think there could be an improvement made and that is in the
length of service. This Act only provides for a minimum of eight sessions - eight regular
sessions it says. Now according to my interpretation of The Legislative Assembly Act, all
sessions are regular sessions and there are no such thing as special sessions, although we
have in the past been calling them special sessions and giving special indemnities to members,
But apart from that consideration altogether, I think there are a lot of respects in which this
bill could be improved and I would strongly urge the government to give this matter more care-
ful consideration, not in this committee but by referring it to the committee suggested by my
Leader. I would like to point out to Mr. Chairman that I have always been led to believe, and
I think it is fundamental law, that a trustee must be more careful with the money that he is
handling than with his own money and we are - or at least the government is - the trustee of
the funds of the people of Manitoba and I submit that they must use, not only ordinary pre-
cautions, but extra special precautions before spending that money to see that that money is
spent to the best advantage and I submit that they are not doing that here.

But apart from that altogether, Mr. Chairman, there are one or two matters I think in
respect of which this bill could be improved. This bill as it reads now, even with the amend-
ments would permit and allow a member of this Assembly not only to receive this pension
after leaving the Assembly but would also permit that person to keep getting that pension even
if that person became a member of the House of Commons, a member of the Senate of Canada,
a judge of either a Superior Court or an Inferior Court or an individual occupying a position
with the Crown in the right of Manitoba in any other capacity.

Now I think these are matters that are very, very pertinent to the substance of this bill
and I think these are matters which should be given consideration, and I therefore support
most heartily the motion made by my Leader and I urge the government to accept the motion,
not to reject it, on account of that oriental philosophy which they seem to have adopted.

MR, J. M. FROESE (Rhineland): Mr. Chairman, I welcome the motion before us be-
cause there are certain things contained therein that I feel are of merit, First of all the
committee that this bill would go to is a committee represented by all groups in this House,
Secondly, it would give an opportunity for the members on that committee to bring about
equality of pensions for all members alike, Had this not come about, I had intended to move
an amendment that would delete Part II of the bill, I think there is too great a disparity and
discrepancy between the ordinary members' pensions and that of the Cabinet and others listed
under that part of the bill, However, should this motion get support I think it's so much
better than to just have that part deleted. In this way the whole bill would be reconsidered and
certainly, as has been pointed out, ‘there is no rush to this legislation. = This can surely stand -
another year and the committee would be meeting between sessions, so that this thing could be
considered and given more thought. I, for one, don't expect an election coming up in the en-
suing year, and I think this view is held by more members than just myself and I certainly
can give the motion before us support. _The amendments that have been brought in by the govern-
ment since the bill was introduced have been brought in to accommodate the views of some -
members of the NDP group I think and, in my opinion, are worthy of support as well, but I
think members should give support to this referral motion that is before us now. I think it's
worthy of support. ) : :

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for St. Vital.
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"MR. GROVES: I'm sure, Mr. Chairman, that we've heard all the arguments now-on
both sides -of this pension plan, We've heard it compared witk the birds and the bees and the
grasshopper -and the ant-and I'm surprised that the honourable members of the Opposition
haven't ‘thought of ‘another analogy and I'm sure that if I were a member of the .Opposition I
would be tempted to recount to the'members the story of the three little pigs. You will
remember-that the three little pigs left home and they came to a fork in the road and they all
went their individual ways and one little pig built his house of straw, and the other little pig
built his house of wood and the other little pig built his house of stone. And the little pig that
built his house of straw, .the big bad wolf came and huffed and puffed and blew the house down
and ate up the little pig and the same thinghappenedto the little pig that built his house of wood
and only the little pig that had built his house of stone was able to survive the huffs and the
puffs of the big bad wolf and he alone was not eaten by the big bad wolf,

“Now, Mr. Chairman, I'm sure that we could take that story, if one was a member of the
Opposition, ‘and apply it to the motion that's presently before -- not the specific motion but
this bill that's before the House. Because the three little pigs left home, the same as they
had in the nursery rhyme story and they are decided to go into politics, and the first little pig
got elected to a Legislative Assembly that didn't have a pension plan and sure enough when
his time came to retire from politics and the bid bad wolf, in the form of looking out for his
future and supplying his family with groceries, etc., came along and huffed and puffed and
took away his clothes and his groceries and left him destitute. And the second little pig got
elected to a Legislative Assembly that had a pension plan only for MLAs - backbenchers -
and this little pig, he fared a little better than his brother and he was able, because of this
pension of his; to build a house of wood and although it was a much more substantial house
than the first little pig, over the years the huffing and puffing of the big bad wolf in the form
of security and those things that we look forward to in our old age, sure enough his house
crumbled as well and he was removed of his raiment and his food, and he ended up and spent
the latter part of his life also in destitution, But the third little pig was much more fortunate
than that; he was elected to a Legislature and he became a Cabinet Minister, And he got a
rather attractive pension plan because he was'a Cabinet Minister and he was able to build his
house: of stones, and because of his good fortune he was able to withstand the huffing and puff-
ing of the big bad wolf and lived out his life - not in luxury perhaps but certainly in much
better circumstances than his brothers and was able to live out his years in comparative com-
fort, - . .
So, Mr. Chairman, I'm rather surprised that the members of the Opposition omitted to
make this analogy and I'msure that if one were to borrow a book of nursery rhymes from the
library that you could find many other circumstances that you could fit to the type of argument
that we've heard.

I wouldn't want to sit down and let this be recorded for the eyes of future historians as
my-contribution to this debate on the matter of pensions., And I think that we should get
serious, that we should, now that we've heard all these arguments, get out of this fairyland
that we've been in for the past little while and get down to some serious thinking about the
issues that have been raised. ‘And I have to admit, Madam Speaker, that the members of the
Opposition, they've got themselves a good political gimmick that they can work the dickens
out of, not only for the balance of this session, but for next session and during the election
campaign, whenever it might come, And in addition to the pension plan that they have been
contributing, I have to frankly admit that they have some other good political gimmicks. The
Honourable Member from St, Boniface this morning mentioned one of them. He brought out
a picture that was in the newspaper, this was taken of one of the walls at the Conservative
convention with the slogan, ''Let's Get All Manitoba Out of the Red.'* Well I'm sure that if I
were ‘a member of the:Opposition and I were standing on a platform and I had a receptive
audience in front:of me that I could make.a lot of mileage out of that one too, And I'm sure
that if I were a member of the Opposition that I could make a lot of mileage out of the heating
tax and.1:could make a lot of mileage out of the cards that the Honourable Member from St
Boniface had this morning and the other day, And I could probably make a lot of mileage out
of the goose preserve and the other -things that have been mentioned in the debates in this House,

- However, the honourable' members of the Opposition I think should keep in mind that they
don't have to convince me and they don't have to convince the members on this side of the House,
There are after all, as I said before, better men than I and better men than the Honourable
Member for St. Boniface, that could be doing just as good a job here. The people thatthey
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(MR. GROVES cont'd)...... have to convince are the people of the province, the people that are
going to cast the ballots at the next provincial election. And on ballot they are the ones. that
are going to have to decide whether this'government deserves to go down.to the ignominious de-
feat that they predict, solely on the basis of whether or not we brought in a pension plan for
members. The electors of this province are going to have to decide in the next election cam-
paign whether or not the Liberal Party is an acceptable alternative to the present government.
-—(Interjection)-- I think they are - they are going to have to decide on the basis of all these
little gimmicks that are going to be trotted out and used, they're going to have to decide
whether these people are really an acceptable alternative to the present government. They've
got to decide too, despite all these gimmicks that are going to be trotted out, whether or not the
Liberal Party has done in this Legislature and in the next one, and in the past few, an effective
job as the Official Opposition. They also have to decide whether the individual members, not
only of the Liberal Opposition, but whether the individual members of this House in all parties
have done a proper job for their constituency and whether they have brought to the Legislature
of this government constructive ideas for the progress of this province. And they are going to
have to decide too -- and I'll keep coming back to the pension plan, Mr. Chairman, so that I
can be at least a semblance of being in order -- they've got to decide, despite the criticism that
this pension plan is going to get and these other issues that are going to be trotted out, whether
the candidates that are offered by the Liberal Party and the other parties in this House, are
acceptable people to represent them in this House. They have to decide too whether in their
opinion they want the present Leader of the Opposition, or whoever the Leader of the Liberal
Party might be at that time, whether they want him to be the Premier of this province. They
have to assess those who the Liberal Party have put up as candidates in the various constituen-
cies and decide whether or not these are people which they wish to take on the administrative
responsibilities of government.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Will the Honourable Member please keep to the motion before us,
that's to refer this matter to the Standing Committee on Statutory Regulations and Orders.

MR. GROVES: Oh, are we speaking to that specific motionor ......

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes. ‘

MR. GROVES: Oh,

MR. CAMPBELL: On a point of order, this is —- it has not been the practice in the House,
to keep to the particular motion. If that was followed in the House, I'd have a good deal of
sympathy with it but it just has not been the practice and we are bound in this committee by
the practices of the House, and by the rules of the House. --(Interjection)-- That's right. One
of the rules is that if anyone wants to speak, he stands up. So I suggest to you, Mr. Chairman,
that you're going to find that on this question you'll have a good many of us that will be cover-
ing both the general merits of this motion - why this should be referred to a committee and the
principle of pensions, all at the one time and I submit to you that we have to go by what we do
in the House and that's not to divorce the two. ‘

MR. CHAIRMAN: Well, I would agree that it should be kept to the principle of pensions
on this motion, but in my opinion, we are getting away from that. Rule 38, again I would point
out, refers to the fact that the speeches must be relevant.

MR. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, on the point of order, surely my honourable friend
from St. Vital -- and he doesn't need me to defend him because he's quite able to defend him-
self -- but surely if he wants to taik about the contribution that different members make here
and say that in an election that the public must decide as between this party and that party and
this leader and that leader and that sort of thing, surely this is in order on this debate because
surely that is not only related to but quite central to the theme of eligibility for pensions.

MR. GROVES: My only comment, Mr. Chairman, is that it has been suggested by mem-
bers of the Opposition that this pension plan is something more than just a pension plan, that
it's something that's going to lead solely and almost exclusively to the defeat of the government.
And surely some of the other speeches have strayed a bit off the specific track of the pension
plan. However, I'll abide by your ruling. But if you'd just bear with me for a moment, I'm
going to come back to the mention of the pension plan.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Go ahead, but keep it to the....of the pension plan or the motion.

MR. GROVES: If you'll just keep in mind ~— if you'll just bear with me for a moment, I'm
not going to mention the pension plan right now. All right? --(Interjection)-- As long as I come
to it eventually. I won't be very long, Mr. Chairman. So, to pick up my train of thought, I was
mentioning those things that the people of the province are going to have to decide, if they're
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(MR. GROVES cont'd)....... going to make a change in the government. And I think that we
also have to consider that if, at the time of the next provincial election, the people are accept-
able or susceptible to a change, they also have to consider the New Democratic Party, whether
they are an acceptable alternative to the present government. And I must say that on the basis
of their performance in this Iegislature, certainly if I were in the position that some of them
will be in and that I was susceptible to a change, that I would tend, on the basis of their con-
structive performance at this session, to favour them. And they're going to have to decide
whether the government programs of parks and roads and the improvements that have been
made to the school system in the past few years - whether the improvement to the system of
welfare in the province, are things that out-weigh any anger or displeasure at our at this ses-
sion having introduced a pension plan, whether we introduce it now or whether we refer it to the
committee mentioned by the Honourable Member from Selkirk.

And they must consider all of these things, I think, on balance. And the pension plan,I
am sure Mr. Chairman, isn't by any stretch of the imagination going to be the sole reason why
‘the people of this province are going to decide to reject this government and elect another. By
then, a year from now, if this Bill will have passed, we will know how many of the members of
the legislature have chosen to elect to become part of this pension plan. The world, Mr.
Chairman, won't come to an end I am sure if the present government were not re-elected at the
next election or the following one. And I am sure that I and the other members on this side of
the House weren't sent here by Divine Providence to be the sole persons to govern this pro-
vince. And we won't have Heaven on earth either Mr. Chairman, if the Opposition after the
next election becomes the government of this province. And I as an individual wouldn't even
contemplate blowing out my brains if the New DPemocratic Party became the next government
of this province, despite the many uncomplimentary things that have been said about them at
this session. And again I say, on their performance, their constructive performance at this
session, they certainly might warrant some consideration. No one issue led to the defeat of
the previous administration and no one can make me believe that it did. And I'm going to say a
few nice things about the Honourable Member for Lakeside because I think - I thought at the
time and I still do - that he headed a good government for the times in which we were living and
I give him full credit for that. His misfortune I guess was the fact that times changed and he
didn't change with the times, but I must say that the Honourable Member from Lakeside has
some principles, he has a philosophy that I think did this province well during the difficult
times, particularly during the war, when he was in office and we must give him credit for having
stuck to those philosophies and that's more than a lot of other members of his party -- that's
more than we can give them credit for.

All the arguments that are before us now in connection with this pension plan we've heard
on many occasions. There will be lots of opportunities at the next session of the Legislature
to debate these matters again and ultimately I think that the people of this province are going to
have to decide whether, on the basis of this pension plan, all the dire things that have been pre-
dicted by the Opposition should happen to those of us on this side of the House.

So I would appeal to the honourable members, surely there aren't any new arguments that
can be brought out in this debate and I would ask them to consider us disposing of this bill, de-
bating it again at the next session of the Legislature when one can see perhaps in better per-
spective how many have enrolled and there is time to consider what the ultimate effect might
be and also to consider that they're going to have lots of time and lots of opportunity to pursue
the point that they have been pursuing now about whether or not this outwelghs all of the credit-
able things that have been done while this government is in office.

So I appeal to them to let's get on with this Bill. We have another one that I am sure is
going to take up some discussion and I'm sure that all members would like to see the end of
this particular session. k

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Burrows.

MR. MARK SMERCHANSKI (Burrows): Mr. Chairman, I cannot see why the matter of the
pensions cannot be worked out in complete detail and this should have been done in consultation
with possibly all concerned in this House at somewhat an earlier time schedule. I cannot see
the wisdom in the matter of urgency at this late hour of the present sitting-of the House. Now I
feel that all members in this House are making, and do make, a contribution to:the matter of
every-day debate and procedure in this House and I think that on the one hand we seem to be
preaching the fact that it.is demanded of us to make a sacrifice in terms of time, and we're also
reminded continuously that it is a place of high principles, and I quite frankly, Mr. Chairman,
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(MR. SMERCHANSKI cont'd)....... cannot understand the approach that it is mandatory or highly
desirable that there be some type of a pension scheme in order to attract the right type of people
into the political arena. 1 do believe that most of the members sitting in this House have
got other professions or other business interests, except possibly the members of the Cabinet
and that this places a somewhat different approach as far as a pension scheme is concerned, as
compared to other people who are employed in our society. And I think that I would like to look
upon my service to this House something along the same line that I have contributed, and I am
quite sure others have, in terms of other community projects and groups to which we contribute
of our time and effort.

I also feel, Mr. Chairman, thattorushthis as we appear to be rushing it through, thatI
honestly think that if we ask ourselves the question as to how fair we are being with ourselves
and the taxpayers in this province, I think we have to come to the conclusion that we are unfair
and that we are taking a distinct advantage of the taxpayer of this province. I feel that it is com-
pletely unrealistic because the bill outlines a pension system on two levels. Now it appears to
me that the average member of this House who is not a member of the Cabinet is in one category
and the ministers are in another. And I think when you analyze the bill and what it proposes to
do to the average member in this House who is not a Cabinet Minister, in reality it contributes
very little. On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, the Ministers of the Crown are very competent
individuals, or they are regarded as such, and by that very virtue, Mr. Chairman, is one of the
basic reasons why they are possibly less in need of a pension scheme than the other members
in this Chamber, because during their term of office they are constantly dealing with the indus-
trial world, with the business world; they are able to work out contacts, knowledge, ways and
means of business administration and it would be one of the last things that they should worry
about as to what is going to happen to them in the event that they are voted out of office, because
these are the people that have within their ability to contribute, to contribute of the utmost to
society, to business and industry in the province. And to think and say anything different, Mr.
Chairman, just simply does not add up.

The other feature is, I de think that there are many people in this province that look with
a grea: deal of resentment about the members in this Chamber working on the basis of a pen-
sion scheme. Mind you, I do believe that a pension scheme has got its merits, but Mr. Chair-
man, this should be thought out on a proper basis, this should be worked out in conjunction
with what ie being done in other similar industries, which is the Province of Saskatchewan, the
Province of Ontario, the Federal Government, or any other province, but to make a presenta-
tion of a Bill at this late hour and then admit by members of the opposite side that as late as
last night they made certain observations that certain facts pertaining to this pension scheme
were misquoted by certain editors in the newspapers. Mr. Chairman, if this is such an im-
portant issue, if this is such a vital importance to the members in this House, I would suggest,
Mr. Chairman, that whoever is responsible for drawing up this bill, I think that he also is re-
sponsible to present to us an illustrated chart showing up exactly what is involved, rather than
have everybody put their own interpretation on the meaning of this Bill.

There also seems to be a lack of good faith because this government seems to preach to
us on the basis of the good times, the good conditions, industrial growth that have been created
and an atmosphere that has been produced by the efforts of this government. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, here again, if this is the climate, if this is the type of atmosphere that has been created,
I strongly recommend to the Ministers of the Crownthat as leaders in the business world and the
community there is much less sense to talk about a pension scheme by trying to put it through
in the last dying hours of this sitting of the House. Why not give it the proper importance? Why
not take it out of the realm of urgency? Why not have it studied properly, analyzed properly
and let us practice some of the very same basis that this government preaches. Let's go out
and rnake a feasibility study. Let us make a study of this, and analyze it and I am sure, Mr.
Chairman, that if it is a proper analysis, and if it is sold properly, then it's going to be an
advantage to every member in this House. I feel that this entire effort is unrealistic, it's un-
necessary, .and we seem to be rushing into something that we still don't seem to quite under-
stand. - And, Mr. Chairman, there are many suggestions which are well meant and these sug-
gestions are generously offered, but at times these are not feasible and they are not practical,
and at the same time you have to at times come to the conclusion that under those conclusions
it is  not-economically feasible.

We should not be guessing on such an 1mportant issue. If it is as important as some of the
members on the opposite side seem to suggest, then let us take a little longer time, let us delay
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(MR. SMERCHANSKI cont'd)....... this issue until the next sitting of the House. Let us strike
off a committee or recommend it to the committee that is sitting on some of these other mat-
ters-and let them analyze it so that we can be presented with a proper conclusion and on these
bases, I am quite sure that we would find very little difference among the various members in
this House.

It appears that the philosophy in this whole matter is that if it is only possible to establish
a toehold or to'get one's foot in the door that maybe public opinion will die so that at a later
date we can simply amend it or change it and this is a lot easier than bringing in a brand new
bill. And I know that there must be a certain amount of doubt in the minds of some of the mem-
bers in this House and I say this, on both sides of the House, in that at times, it is a matter of
loyalty to the party, it is a matter of our responsibility to be in unison with what our party
would like us to be; and in terms of what is truly the correct and proper dictate in our own
mind as to what our people in our constituency or what the public opinion might tell us to the
contrary. And it is for this Mr. Chairman, that I do not think that this is like a broken record,
because when the man who is the mover of this entire principle admits that he is confusedabout
figures, so the fact of the matter is, why weren't proper figures prepared? I can't understand
this. Why weren't proper figures prepared? And if the honourable member anticipated criti-
cism of this nature, then, Mr. Chairman, he is at fault by virtue of his own action. To criti-
cize the account in the newspaper is of no consequence. These accounts were only criticized
based on the facts that were presented in this House by the responsible Minister, and it is up
to him to set the record right.

- Mr. Chairman, in any situation where you're confronted with a new move such as a pen-
sion plan, you have various plans; you analyze them; you study them; you want to know the
reasons supporting a certain plan and why one plan is better than another; and I venture to say,
Mr. Chairman, thatthe Honourable Minister does not know the actual facts pertaining to what
is involved in terms of the amount paid in, the amount to be received, and under what condi -
tions. There seems to be a great deal of confusion, and if there is confusion, Mr. Chairman,
as admitted by him, I want to ask the individual members in this House to what extent they un-
derstand the terms of the proposed pension scheme, because I am certainly not clear. I am
confused into the bargain. And Mr. Chairman, in industry or in your own business you would
not travel along this road, You would be a little more cautious. You would want some time out.
You would want to have the proper consultation. You want to have the proper directive from
those people who know what they're talking about so that we would know exactly where we are
heading in reference to terms of retirement, and how much, and how many years.we've been
sitting here (or sessions), and get all these facts lined up.

It would appear, Mr. Chairman, that the classical mistake is certainly no fault of ours
on this side and I suggest that we delay this bill. I would suggest that this be put into the hands
of a proper committee and that a proper study be made and brought back to us at the next sitting
in order that we would understand the items or conditions involved in this what appears to be a
very important matter. And the reason it appears to be an important matter is this, Mr.
Chairman, that the taxpayer of Manitoba today,he is annoyed. He is annoyed by all these out-
side taxes, and the pension scheme: means just that additional 1/16th of a cent or a quarter of
a cent or a half a cent more on his taxes. This is an insignificant amount in terms of the one
cent analogy, but it is important when you speak in terms of several thousand dollars; and I
think that the taxpayer today is rightfully annoyed and he has just cause to be annoyed.

Mr. Chairman, to say that some of this is due to political expedience, I regret a state-
ment of this nature because I wonder to whose political expedience this is charged to. To whose
political account would you charge this to? And there is no panic button. There is no trap.
There's simply a proper explanation that should be given to us and a proper oue that should be
made.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to observe one over-all basis and that is this. It would ap-
pear to me that this additional tax which may only be the extent of a straw that broke the ca-
mel's back is completely out of proportion, and until we apply the proper business approach to
this matter -- and I would strongly recommend to this government that they apply this stick or
standard of comparison to themselves which they so very much preach and recommend so
highly to others. I think that this, Mr. Chairman, is a shining example of what this govern-
ment is preaching to others and does not carry out in its own circle of proper recommendation.
as has been shown by this matter of the pension. - : .
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(MR. SMERCHANSKI cont'd)....... )

.- Mr, Chairman, I'll simply close on the basis-that I will never forget the present Premier
of the province, shortly after his election to this office, went on the TV and on the air on many
occasions and said there would be no increase in taxations 'in this province; and we have seen. -
nothing but increased taxation; and Mr. Chairman, the public of today is very much annoyed
through this renewed pension scheme arrangement if it may not be a very costly matter in
terms of dollars and cents. This is not fair tothe taxpayers of Manitoba, and furthermore, if -
you analyze the background of every member in this House, there are very few members sitting
in this House that, if they would search their inner souls quite deeply and ask themselves to the
amount that this pension scheme is going to contribute to them - I would exclude some of the
older members who have sat in this House for many years - but some that have sat up to four
and eight years, I don't think that we are in such dire need that this matter should be passed in
this sitting of this House, that it should be decided on today or on Monday. I very strongly re-
commend that we delay action on this, refer it back to committee, and let‘s bring it up-at the
next sitting of the House.

MR. STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, the last speaker suggested that in presentmg this

Bill I had suggested that I was confused and gave some rather confusing facts, and to the extent
that after listening to me apparently he too has been confused. I never recall having used the
word in any of my remarks on this Bill so far. I have tried to, in my own way, set the facts .
of the Bill out. They seem to be most straightforward. I would think that they are so easy to
follow in the Bill that even one not used to dealing with the astronomical figures that my
honourable friend the Member for Burrows is used to, I think that almost anyone could under-
stand that after a person has been here or attended eight sessions and is no longer in the House
and they had contributed to the pension plan for part of it, that they would be entitled to three
percent of the total amount that they had contributed, of salary or 1ndemn1ty that they had. It
is just that simple. It is a three percent figure.

. The statement that he made and repeated that we were belittling the cost of this to the
taxpayer, to the Provincial Treasury, is of course his statement and not mine. Nor have I
it reiterated on this side of the House. The figure was given on request as to what
we anticipated the annual average cost of the pension plan to be, and we made the statement:
It's one of these situations where, after the figure has been given, others in the opposition
have taken it and said that even if it were correct, even if it were a small amount, it should re-
quire the attention that they thought a Bill of this importance should have. We, too, agree
with that and have throughout. This is an important Bill. It affects not only those of us in the
House but certainly it affects all Manitobans, even more in the prmciple than in the dollars
that are at stake.

' Throughout the debate and no matter how long it goes, I am satisfied that all members of
the Opp051t10n will agree that the pension plan is a good principle and should be adopted for
this House. Why, then, do they belabour the point? - Why do they keep on suggesting that it be
referred to a committee for further study? This I cannot comprehend. Maybe this part of the
debate is where I'm a little bit dull. I think that the reasons can only be political, -and notwith-
standing the remarks by the Honourable Member for Burrows, there seems-no other ]ustlflca—
tion.”

ever

The pension plan in itself has been studied, has been studied not for days, not for weeks,
not for months, but for years. This plan -- there has been talk of a pension plan, as one
knows, in 'this province for many years, and as long as I have been here, in my work as the
Minister responsible for the superannuation fund for the civil servants, I have watched and
studied these figures, having in mind what type of a pension plan would be suitable for the mem-
bers of this House; the fact that other prcvinces have instituted plans, some of tte m going back
quite a number of years; the fact that there is a plan in Ottawa; the fact that these are in ex-
istence under as close to circumstances as we have in this House as one could get, far closer
than any private plan where you have contributions usually by management, by individuals
themselves - the employees - and worked out on an actuarial basis not only for that small plant
no matter how small that plant may be, or that operation, or the business, but based on-a type
for the whole mdustry And we in fact took in mind what our-industry is. Our industry hap-

.. pens. to be that of the busmess of makmg 1a.ws and lookmg a_fter the 1nterests of the people of -

Mamtoba :
I'm sure that the Honourable Member for St. Bomface, in- hlS eagerness. to prolong the
debate, can play on any phrasées’or ‘words that I'may utter:” My redson for entering the debate
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(MR. STEINKOPF cont'd)....... a second time this afternoon is purely, I think to again try
and do my best to point out the fact that the plan has been given study. It is a simple plan. If
there are any questions that anyone would like to ask about this plan we'd be very happy to ans-
wer them. I'm sure we can. There is no confusion. It is a simple plan; it is simple to under-
stand; and I hope that if they are sincere in their statements that this is not a game of politics,
that they will sit down and spend these many hours that they have already spent on this plan,
and if the brains of this House were harnessed in an effort to take a look at a good plan we
would have had more energy and effort than all of the sittings of any kind of a committee had it
sat for many days after the session, and I again suggest to them that they stick to the Bill it-
self; if there are any complaints or any suggestions or any information that they want, that

this is the approach to take; and that we get on with the business of passing the bill, because we
are here to wait until they do make up their minds to ask these questions and we are prepared
to give them the information.

MR. DESJARDINS: ....... the Hoaourable Minister would clarify ..... he thinks that I
was prolonging the debate when I spoke approximately half an hour this morning - that's all I
spoke today - I wonder what he means by that ? Ithought I stuck pretty well to the plan or the
Bill. I asked him certain questions.” I don't know, unless he answers them this afternoon. I
wonder what he means by that? I think that this is quite unfair. I spoke about half an hour and
he spoke about three or four times.

MR. SMERCHANSKI: I wonder if the Honourable Minister would permit a question. If
this Bill has been so thoroughly studied and if this Bill has been prepared with such detailed in-
formation, why wasn't this Bill brought in earlier in the session so at least we could have had
a chance to have a look at it and study it; and if all this study and all this preparation has been
done so early in the game, and it's all been studied, nothing was rushed into it, why was this
Bill brought in in the last four days of this sitting of this House ?

MR. STEINKOPF: Well, for the very reason that we were studying it, that it wasn't
ready, that we went over it and we studied it until the very last minute. We had to consult with
others, with our own members, our own caucus, which we did; and we brought in a bill which
we think in its presentation is so simple and so easy to compare with other bills of its type in
operation in Canada, that we.were proud of having the kill here. And it's true somehody can
suggest that shortly after the bill came in -- the Honourable Member for Gladstoue even wen:
so far as to suggest that the amendments to the bill were made before there was any discussion
on the bill, but this I don't think was the fact. It was after there had been a number of sug-
gestions made by some of the honourable members in the Opposition and of the NDP party . that
that amendment that has been presented was brought before the House.

MR. MOLGAT: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the Minister would permit another question?
Why, if this Bill has been studied for years as he said, was it necessary to wait until the
dying days of the session to consult with his colleagues in his own caucus. He gives that as a
reason for not bringing the bill in earlier in the session. He said in his speech that it had been
studied for years. If so, then surely it could have been discussed with their members long be-
fore the end of the session. Secondly, if it had been studied so thoroughly, why was it neces-
sary to bring in such major amendments to it within three days of presenting the bill to the
House and within a day of having it discussed here ? '

MR. STEINKOPF: Well, Mr. Chairman, it's a matter of time. We are talking about
time: why wasn't the bill brought in 30 or 40 days earlier than what it was ? May I suggest that
the welfare of the members is not certainly in my mind and I'm sure in the minds of some of,
or most of my colleagues, ahead or placed ahead of that of the interests and the welfare of the
people in the Province of Manitoba, and this session has been a long one and a very busy one.
This is only my third session - third or fourth; that it is by far the best in respect to legislation
that has been brought before this House. The number of bills have been brought forward in'a
very businesslike manner. They have been prepared well. They received a tremendous amount
of interest not only from the Opposition but the public at large. This government has shown its
willingness to lead. If it hadn't, why I'm sure they wouldn't have brought this bill in. Anyone
knows there's no political advantage to introducing a pension bill for one's self. This is pro=:
bably one of the most hazardous occupatlons that a politician can get himself involved in, and it
was a bill that we were working on right’ until just a few weeks agd, a few days ago,  and then had
to get the thing cleared; and this is the reason-it is here and for no other reason. It was not
planned to bring it in towards the end of the session.’ It just happened'that way.
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MR. GORDON E. JOHNSTON (Portage la Prairie):..... permit a question? Why wasn't
this important piece of legislation mentioned in the Throne Speech if it was all planned out this
well?

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Chairman....... more questions to ask the -- I didn't intend to
rise again but he said I was prolonging the debate. Now the Honourable Minister said that this
has been studied for years, been studied for a long time, and he had to bring it to the caucus;
this was the right thing to do. They had to get all kinds of information; This was the right
thing to do. Providing, I believe all this right now, how can he turn around and say that after
he brought it in in the last day -- and we have asked, this is only the second day - we had a
very small part of the day Thursday afternoon - well we are bringing it today and he says we
are prolonging the debate when we ask questions that he doesn't even answer, that he can't
answer. He said that it had to be brought to the attention of the Conservative caucus. Well
this is one question that I'd like him to answer right now if he can. What is the duty of the Op-
position?  Does he feel we are only merely rubber stamps; because he tells us this has been
studied by the Conservative caucus, we should pass this. This is No. 1. Iwant him to tell us
what we are supposed to do if we feel there is something wrong. But I think we have proven
our point already, because he has already made an amendment and this morning I pointed out
something else that he had no answer for this. He couldn't correct that.

Now there's another question that he's never answered. We have heard an awful lot of
priorities, and — let's say that we believe in the sincerity of this government. If they're so
far off this ..... on the priority list, I'd like to know. I think we are entitled to an answer on
this. And then we want -- we mention an awful lot about is the time right; would this ~- es-
pecially, as far as I am concerned, with this tax on heat; a tax that was admitted by those who
spoke from the other side of the House that wasn't a good tax; it was a tough tax;but that was
the limit. It was either that — in fact we had a motion or an amendment that said it was either
that or a sales tax and the sales tax is supposed to be the worst one of all. Now I want to know.
I want the Minister -- I'm ready not to prolong it like he says. If he can stand up now and tell
me: All right, we'll discuss the question of time as related to the tax, to the heat iax, and
explain this, give me his reaction. Even if I don't agree, once he tells me what he {ceis ahetit
this, then if he teils me that this is a fair pian, that he said that it's fair for the public, that
it's not an exteeme pian, that the benefit is not too high;if he tells me that this is it, with the
contribution that they make, especially the Cabinet Minister, that he feels that the 70% of the
maximum is all right, if he can tell me that he endorsed the plan, that his colleagues who have
studied it for years endorsed this and are ready to put it, very frankly put it up to the public
and say; this 'is what we did; now you're the judge, this is another question I want - and, as I
said, the priorities. '

Then I want him to explain a little bit what our duty is. He says we have been discussing
this for so long, and we are just bringing it up; this is an important thing, as he says, that
wasn't worth mentioning at all in the Throne Speech. And we feel that it is not right - and he's
talking about talking politics and so on, because we feel it is not right. I think that we're en-
titled certainly to express our views here. This is only the second day that we have talked.
Certainly he is wrong when he is talking of prolonging the debate when I spoke half an hour on
this today. '

HON. J. B. CARROLL (Minister of Welfare) (The Pas): Mr. Chairman, may I just say
a word on this subject. With'respect to priorities, I think this has been an item that has been
pretty low on the priorities of this government for some time, because I recall my first
months in Cabinet where the former the Provincial Secretary, the Honourable Marcel Boulic,
had this as one of the programs that he felt should be implemented, should be brought in for
the benefit of the Members of this Legislative. And why was he thinking about that? He was-
thinking about it primarily because we saw some of the tragedies of that '58 election. We saw
some of the people who had been cabinet ministers who did not have their houses built of brick
and have the nest eggs tucked away that some people have mentioned, and who had very great
difficulties in readjusting to life outside of the government. I think I know from personal ex-
perience in my present portfolio that there have been other members of the Legislature who
were not cabinet ministers who have been in very severe difficulties, and who after 20 or more
years of service to the public have had to receive public assistance, and I think it is a tragedy
that people who have given of themselves in service to others without thought of themselves have
had to face this sort of a situation. '
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(MR.-CARROLL:cont'd)...... = : :

- Now we talk here, the Member for Burrows about rushing into a plan I don't think we
are rushing very quickly when we are the second last province in the Dominion of Canada to
have a pension scheme. . This certainly isn't rushing it by any means - one of the last provinces
to try to.bring in a measure which has long been recognized by employers of Canada as being
something that's worthwhile for their employees(and I consider the members of this House to
be employees of the government). I think the government should certainly be doing something to
protect their interests because I think the days have changed considerably, and then when they
leave this House; ‘particularly after serving on a full-time basis, face the world - if they've
been here eight or ten years - which is quite different from the world they entered, and many
of them will have to go back and take re-training either, in the medical profession, of a year
or two in post graduate work at a:time when they have to maintain a large family responsibility,
others will have to start from scratch to build a practice; and I think that there are many re-
sponsibilities which we have that prevent us from accumulating for the future as we might
normally be expected to do.

But I think really. this has not been high on the priority of the government because it was
thought up back in 1958; it has been discussed from time to time. This happens to be the year
in which it was brought in. And I say the main reason for having brought it in was some of the
tragedies that we had seen from previous elections and some of the people that have come to
our attention, and we think that this is quite wrong. We hope to correct it by means of this
particular plan. We don't think it's an unconscionable transacticn. In fact we think it's uncon-
scionable that some of these people have been treated the way they have, that through circum-
stances they have ended up having to rely upon.public assistance for the last few months of
their lives. - I think this is quite wrong and I think this will provide that little extra something
which will help to provide people who have given service to the province and who return to pri-
vate life. :

MR. ALBERT VIELFAURE (La Verendrye): Mr. Chairman, I don't intend to make a
long speech on this bill, but I would like to say a few words to qualify my vote on this particular
bill. Being a new member in the Legislature here, I have always been very concerned with

the picture we should try and paint to the general public in the province, and after I was elected,
whenever 1 was asked to speak in schools or audiences anywhere, I always tried to give my im-
pressions of this Legislature, and I've repeated many times that I was very impressed with all
the members in the Legislature; that I thought that the Province of Manitoba had here people
that were jlist as sincere, honest and dedicated as we could find anywhere. And then again,you
often hear from.people, especially in the last few years because, well I think changing times
have had to do with it, but we in this Legislature, for example, voted ourselves an increase
when we came in, not too long after the people in Ottawa voted themselves an increase, and
now at this time to:vote ourselves a pension - and I'm not against the pension as such - but to
vote ourselves a pension at this time in the closing days of the session and in, as one might
say, in a locked room where we're the only ones that can discuss it, and voting ourselves some-
thing that is beneficial to us without having it go to a committee as most other bills do, I can-
not support this bill at this time.

I would support the motion that it go to a committee where people can come and make
representation, give'us their views, ‘although I'm not who thinks that all the legislation that is
passed here should be according to the popular ideas of the people - certainly we have to make
decisions that are not popular - but in this-case where we are voting ourselves something,
especially after we have. just increased taxes heavily in this province - last summer we have
seen a‘large increase in taxes - and-after, as I said, we have ourselves voted an increase, I .
don't think is the proper time. ~Certainly there is no rush-as far as I'm concerned that this
legislation should pass right now. It could be dealt with in the committee and brought back at
the next session, and as I say, before this committee people would appear, insurance people
would be there and offer maybe plans-that would surprise all of us; and we should remember
that as legislators we like people to do something for themselves and we.should certainly make
sure that before we vote ourselves a pension from the funds of the province,- that: we have ex-

" -perienced all other avenues - of providing ourselves pensions by contributing from our salaries
through ‘plans that, being bought in a block, could probably be just as nearly as favourable as
this here. " 'So therefore, I would strongly suggest that it be sent to-a committee where people
have the chance to appear, because of the simple fact that we. are voting ourselves something-
here, as one might say, behind closed doors. I think this is doing it too fast and I will support
the motion that is before us.
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MR. NELSON SHOEMAKER (Gladstone): Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask the Minister of
Welfare a ‘couple of questions, -because T wasn't quite certain whether I heard him clearly —

MR:. PAULLEY:......to ask a question? There's been an interjection of another speaker
in between.

MR. SHOEMAKER: :‘Well, with the leave of the committee and with the permlssion of the
Minister-of Welfare; if he wants to answer, fine and dandy. If he doesn't, someone else can,
but I thought that he stated and re-stated that former members of this House had actually been
on welfare.  That's what he said. They were in such dire straits that they had actually been
on welfare; :That's what I understood him to say. Then I would like to ask him or the Provin-
cial Secretary, because I haven't got an answer.to this one yet, what would be the consequences
to the people of this House or the people of the province if it was.delayed for a year? How -
would our welfare.be affected financially or otherwise? How would it be affected if it was de-
layed for a year? Now, could I have an answer to both of those questions ? Was I right on the
first, and an answer to the second.

MR. STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, I can't answer the first part of that but the second
part, I haven't heard a good reason why it should be delayed a year.

....... . Continued on next page
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MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Brokenhead.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, we've heard a good deal about the proposition that
this legislation or this bill, should be held off for a year and submitted to a committee. ‘It is
my firm opinion that this course of action is completely unnecessary. However, if the govern-
ment should feel it to be politically wise, I think they would be justified, and they couldn't be
faulted either way. in my estimation. On the one hand, if anyone who has had an interest in
this matter has investigated it at all, he would be :quite familiar with the pension legislation
proposition and he would be equally familiar with the kind of legislation that has been imple-
mented in other jurisdictions, so then he would know now what the bases of comparison are.
However, -1 think it is also necessary to say that if the government feels that the Opposition is
trying to get some vicarious kick out of this filibuster binge they're on today, they're completely
justified in holding it and submitting it to a committee. And if it goes to committee, what will .
be the net effect there ? I presume that opinions will be solicited as to the propriety of the pen-
sion, and we will hear pros and cons, and the question will also be asked of whoever appears
as to whether they think the amount of the pension is too high or too low, and we will have vary-
ing opinions on that too. The fact of the matter is that this kind of legislation or this kind of
subject matter is something that concerns this House.

I asked yesterday: what has been the past practice whenever we have been dealing with
matters relating to indemnity ? I said that if the past practice over the past decade and more,
had been to deal with it in Committee of the Whole, then why depart from that practice now ?

If it has not been the past practice then it's perfectly justified to submit it to a special or select
committee. It is not as though there are some things that cannot with all propriety be discussed
in the Committee of the Whole. It is a fact that in the House of Commons in Britain there are
times when the members see fit to discuss things without, as they call it, ''strangers in the
gallery' and so on. I don't think that that's necessary. Let it be reported. What's the point in
having it go to a year-long interim committee ? The fact is that I am convinced that if you relate
this pension proposition which we have before us in Manitoba to the pension plans in effect in

the other provinces, you will find correlation. Also -~ and I think this is important since it has
been raised by the Leader of the Opposition. He made a point yesterday about how we could be
justified in voting on pension legislation when one bears in mind the standard of living through-
out the province, in certain pockets of the province and so on. But I must point out that in
certain provinces. like New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, the per capita income is much lower
than here, and the pension legislation is on the books and has been for a period of years. New-
foundland also. I think that it should be said that we should compare the pension proposition here
to the per capita income and then relate that ratio to the pension paid out at the different stages
in other provinces in proportion to their per capita income, and let us see then how we stand;
and this has already been done and this pension legislation is not excessive. It compares favour-
ably.

The Member for St. Boniface, when he was speaking earlier today, made some point
about after eight years in this Chamber doesthe province owe you, owe any member here a
living? Mr. Chairman, after eight years in this Assembly and after having reached the age of
55, a member would receive $63.00 a month, Who can live on $63. 00 a month? It is not intended
as a means of paying someone's living or paying for someone's living. It's merely intended to
make adjustment. It's merely intended to allow members who have served here for a period
of time, to compensate them so that their own regular pension plans, are not unduly lowered
because of their having served here, and it should also be pointed out that this plan is voluntary.
Those who object in principle to it need not avail themselves of it.

The Member for St. Boniface also said something about the fact that people who have
fought in the armed forces do not receive a pension of the generosity that this proposal provides,
and I would merely retort to that that after 15 or 20 years in this Assembly, the pension pro-
vided will be such as to provide for a very, very modestliving indeed. After eight years it's
impossible, as 1 said, to live on $63.00 a month. But after 15 or 20 years it would provide
something that is just slightly below a livable pension, and I would point out that in the armed
services today, after a period of, I think it's after 20 years one qualifies for a pension, and it,
too, just barely provides for a living after 20 years of service. In fact one could argue that it
doesn't really provide for a living on its own. But it helps. Andthat'sall that this legislation
is intended for - to he:p. I'm not speaking now with regard to the Cabinet Minister's position -
I'm going to come to that later. But insofar as the pension payable to members - private mem-
bers - is concerned, after eight years, 63 bucks a month. Now they - I would ask you - are
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(MR. SCHREYER cont'd) .... they serious when they talk about this providing a living for ex-
private members of this Assembly ?

It is a fact, Mr. Chairman, that it is precisely this kind of proposition before us now
that lends itself to the most abject of partisan appeals. I can recall, not personally, but from
my readings and from documentaries on the CBC, that when there was a change of government
in Ontario in 1934, that the incoming Liberal premier, Mitchell Hepburn, made a great deal
of political capital out of the fact that the former Conservative ministers all had their own cars
provided for them by public funds, and he made a big to-do about auctioning the cars off, and
they were auctioned off, and this really sent his popularity soaring. But what was not equally
well-publicized was within a period of two months each cabinet minister had a new car, blacker
and shinier than ever.

The Member for St. Boniface talked about politics and political figures, etc. I wasn't
quite sure of the intention of some of what he said. He objects, I suppose, because this bill -
this is the essence of their objection - because the bill is not being sent to a committee for
further study. In the light of that, it could be objected to. I don't know if he is going to object
or not but we have a motion from the Honourable Member from Swan River, sending his French
language bill to committee or for further study for the next year or two. I suppose that he's
going to oppose that on the grounds that it is unnecessary procrastination and delay. I suggest
-- andI might be inclined to agree with him on that. It would be unnecessary delay. The matter
could be dealt with on its merits here.

Similarly, this pension legislation can be dealt with now. Members here - it's not as
though this was the first time they've heard of pension legislation having to do with elected
representatives. It's been on the statute books in Canada. I don't have to go outside of Canada
to Washington and Sam Rayburn; it has been on the statute books in Canada now for at least a
decade, at least a decade - a little more - and in most of the provinces for a decade and slightly
less. I know, I know that a political party that takes the position that they have taken will find
favour with some segments of the population, but I'm also convinced that when it is related to
the people, that what is involved here, the pension of 63 bucks a month for somebody who's been
here eight years when he reaches age 55, and slightly over a hundred dollars for somebody who's
beenhere for 12 and 16 years, and approaching $200. 00 for those who've been here for 20 and
24 years, no one is going to take serious objection. I'm satisfied that no one is, because what
is involved here is not astronomical sums. In fact I would go so far as to say that the $63.00
a month pension which applies after eight years at age 55 is really meagre. Now who would want
to object to that? All it's intended for is to supplement, and can in no way be stretched or con-
ceived as enabling one to eke a living from that pension alone.

I think, Mr. Chairman, insofar as -- a lot has been said here about cabinet ministers
and the pension they will be entitled to. I think that it must, I think it must be said that this
should be related to the federal House. The kinds of salaries and pensions paid in Ottawa must
be considered when you're considering the wages and the pensions payable under this legislation
to Ministers of the Crown here in the province. They give full time to their work as do the
people in Ottawa, and I think it's wrong, basically wrong to sort of segregate and have two
kinds of treatment. The people that the Member for Ste. Rose spoke of the other day in Mani-
toba, low income and so on - and he related that to this pension legislation. It should be pointed
out that these people, while citizens of Manitoba, are.also citizens of Canada, and if people
who are-on low income in Manitoba object to even the concept of pensions, meagre or mediun:
as they may be, they have an even greater right then to object to the pension and salary scales
being paid in Ottawa, and they are after all citizens of Canada and should be related in that
context as well. :

It might vary - the practice be varied from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. I understand that
in Alberta, for example, there is no pension paid at all to private members, but that there is
a pension payable to ex-ministers of the Crown, the reasoning there being that cabinet ministers
give of their full time, etc., and should therefore qualify for some sort of pension considera-
tion after having given a certain number of years' service. Unless the members of the Liberal
Party can show that the ratio of proposed pensions here to per capita income in Manitoba is out
of line, or exceeds that of the ratio of pension payable in, say, New Brunswick, to per capiia
income in New Brunswick or Nova Scotia, then their argument really does not have much
validity: I would certainly agree that the pension payable in this province, and the ratio of that
pension to per capita income should not exceed, should not exceed by one dollar the ratio as
paid in other provinces, but I say with equal emphasis, and I say so - I don't care if it's
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(MR. SCHREYER cont'd) .... reported from one end of the province to the other - I would

say with equal emphasis that neither should it be less. Neither should it be strikingly less. A
little bit less perhaps. You can ignoreit on the grounds that you can't have perfection of ratio
relationship, ‘but-while stressing that it should not be out of line: upward I say with equal em-
phasis, why should it be out of line downward?

I think that the public, on the one hand, can come to resent, can come to resent pensions
that are unduly generous. On the other hand, I think that the public.should not appreciate, should
not appreciate at all any effort made to keep the indemnity and proposed pensions payable, to
keep them so low as: to make Manitoba stick out like a sore thumb relative to other provinces.
You know you can take this to the ridiculous exteme where the governing party would be afraid
to bring in any kind of indemnity legislation. The cost of living, let's say over a period of 20
years, the cost of living could goup ""X'' percent. The governing party could be paralyzed by
fear from making any upward adjustment in the indemnity. That wouldn't do the province any
good, would it? But yet a government could be so paralyzed if it knew that any attempt whatso-
ever to bring the indemnity up to a reasonable ratio would be met by an Opposition filibuster.

Let us look at the indemnity we have in this province today. I don't think anyone here
would suggest that it is out of line. If anything, it's out of line downward, but no one here
would suggest that it is really too high. Well then, when was the last time it was increased?
Back in 1959, I believe, or '63. The government in 1963 may have decided that there was
political harm in bringing in that increase, in which case our indemnity would have been some-
where back at the prel960 level, and that Mr. Chairman, I say without any hesitation, would
be too low for the good of this province. Or let's say back in '59 that they had decided there was
too much danger in proposing any increases.because it would be met by opposition criticism, in
which case:the indemnity would have been at the level it was in the early '50s which I understand
was around $2, 100 -- 1, 400 and 700. Well, who would suggest here that in 1965 an indemnity
of $2,100 would suffice ?. Who would say that this would be good for the province ? What I'm
suggesting now is that while we should not, while we should not vote ourselves indemnities on
the scale voted in-Ontario and Quebec, nor pensions on a similar scale, nevertheless we should
look at the per capita. income ratios, etc.

Mr. Chairman, I don't know if many members realize this, but the Legislature in Ontario
does not sit for any longer than it does here, and the duties of a private member, while he may
represent more people, his duties as a legislator- that is in the legislative process - are not
any more lengthy than they are here, and yet despite that you have an indemnity imbalance of
almost - well yes, in fact, it'is. Theirs is 275 percent higher, 11, 048. Say two and a half times
higher. That it should be higher I have no question. That it should be that much higher, per-
haps it's not for me to say but it does indicate that we're not, that the indemnity here is not out
of line, and since the pension is related to the indemnity, the pension itself will not be out of
line.,

MR. MOLGAT: .... honourable member permit'a question? Is it not correct that the
Ontario Legislature has a fall session as well as a spring session, and that they actually do sit
substantially longer than we do?

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, I wouldn't say ''substantially longer'. Their sessions
in the winter, or late winter of the year, rarely run for more than six weeks. We've already
been sitting how long here? So the point is -- in the case of Quebec it must be conceded
that their sessions run five months because, I suppose, they are in fields of legislation and so
on that the Federal Government is opposite to them and so on, but for which an indemnity is
paid of $15, 000 a year. And while I'm on that point, Mr. Chairman, I should point out that
when the Federal Parliament's indemnities were raised to 18, 000 there was a bit of a back-
ground story-to that. Because whenthe governing party, the Liberal Party; proposed an in-
crease, they did consult with the Whips of the other parties and they would not reveal the ex-
tent of the proposed increase. All they solicited was a commitment as to whether or not the
parties were in favour of the principle of an increase which, when granted, the indemnity was
increased, but at an amount that was not disclosed until it was actually tabled in Parliament.
An increase from tento eighteen thousand dollars at one fell swoop. And on that occasion, Mr.
Chairman, the attitude of two members there in particular stand out. One was the Leader of
the Opposition the Right Honourable-Mr. Diefenbaker, who opposed the increase, and another
one who was inclined to oppose it-was Bert Herridge, New Democrat for Kootenay, and this
latter gentleman happens to be d New Democrat. He also happens to be independently wealthy -
we have a few of those. And he said that he really was not inclined to be sympathetic with the
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(MR.. SCHREYER cont'd) ..... .idea of an increase; he thought that the public service aspect
of serving in the Commons was reward enough. He realized that indemnities had to be realistic
but he didn't think that the magnitude of the increase was warranted. And then he said openly

in the: House of Commons that while he himself saw no particular need for this, he was astoun-
ded to hear that some private members of Parliament in all parties did indeed have difficulty
maintaining two homes, transportation, etc., and I suppose one must concede that there are
these hidden expenses and some not so hidden, and he came to realize that some members were
actually in debt, and some pretty heavily in debt, for having served in the House of Commons
for ten or fifteen years. And he voted for the legislation even though he himself didn't have any
particular.need for it. He could have taken the position that it was wrong and that he was unequiv-
ocably opposed to it.. He might have made himself a bit of a folk hero, but he chose rather to
do the prudent thing, and I think it is prudent in this situation to vote for the pension leglslatlon
- no one is arguing with the principle,

What then are they arguing with? With some of the details. That it's not funded, I pre-
sume, is one aspect that they object to; that it's payable after eight years; that the province
owes them a living after eight years - at 63 bucks a month. I don't think there's too much to
complain about there; that it's payable at 55 - what's so unrealistic about that? I think, Mr.
Chairman, after all is said and done, that the Liberal Party here must surely have mixed
motives in opposing this legislation. I am sure that they have considered pension legislation
in the past. I am sure that they are fairly familiar with the different pension plans in effect in
other provinces. I am sure that the Leader of the Opposition is - he had the Ontario legislation
before him the other day. And I am sure he is aware of the Federal legislation.

I don't think we need apologize for putting through pension legislation when it is part of
the law of the land in other provinces and at the Federal level. I don't think we need apologize
as long as that pension payable is not-out of line with that payable in other provinces. I think
those last two points are really the ones that should be dealt with. I don't think that we're
entitled here, obviously we're not entitled to anything more, and I would like to hear just cause
or reason why we should not see fit to bring in legislation that would give certain members here
as much compensation after their defeat as would their counterparts in other provinces. I
don't know if other provincial assemblies went through this same sort of manoeuvering that we
are going through now. I will have to check it now; I will have to check it through various
back newspapers or Hansards or however; because I think what we find there will be indicative,
will be indicative whether or not this is the kind of subject that the Opposition just naturally.
likes to play. on, or whether it is only the Liberal Party in this province that seeks some
partisan game by seizing on something that can so easily be misunderstood.

As to the accusation that this legislation was brought in too late in the session, that may
at first glance seem to have some amount of substance, but it is not the only piece of legislation
that was brought in a little late in the day. There were other pieces of legislation too; some
more complicated than this. We have still shared services to deal with. Should that be delayed
too? In my opinion, it should not and neither should this.

MR.. CAMPBELL: I am sure I would not have spoken again in this debate if it had not
been for the remarks of two honourable gentlemen across the way. I was very interested in
the remarks of the honourable member who just took his seat and I would like to refer briefly
to them, but I can't blame him. I hope the Honourable Minister of Mines and Natural Resources
is not leaving, because, as he would guess, he is one of the ones that prompted me to speak and
I am sure he would like to hear what I have to say. My honourable friend the Minister of Mines
and Natural Resources is one of the gentlemen who is to blame for me being on my feet at this
time. The other one, of course, is the Honourable Minister of Welfare.

But.before.I mention their contribution to the debate, I would like to comment briefly on
the remarks of the Honourable Member for Brokenhead, an honourable member for whom I have
a very high regard, He's the kind of a man that I am very glad to see in this House because I

. think he has alot to contribute and I always listen to him with interest and .... I don't always
agree with him. I frequently do go a long way with him, but today for some reason it seems to
me that be was off the beaten path, and pretty badly; because when I hear a person of as great
ability and as 10g1ca1 thmkmg as my honourable friend, say to us, if I understood him correctly,
that we should relate.our pension to the Maritime Provinces in comparison with.per caplta
income, now really, Mr. Chairman, really. That isn't good enoughfor my honourable friend.
-To begin w1th we shouldn't relate our. pension to anybody else's pension.  We're masters of our

-.own fate in the Province of Manitoba. We.can have a pension or not have one, as we demde .....
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MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, would the honourable member permit one important
question ?

MR. CAMPBELL: Yes, sure.

MR. SCHREYER: I would like to ask the Honourable Member for Lakeside, that if he
disagrees with me he is partly to blame, because he isthe one who impressed me so much
with a passion for uniformity of legislation. Now I would ask him, what happened to his passion
for uniformity of legislation ?

MR. CAMPBELL: This is - - .... agree completely with the principle of u.uiformity of
legislation as far as it's practical in something that you want to do. But for goodness sake,
don't do something that you think is wrong. Don't do something that you disagree with. Don't put
in a policy that you don't believe in, just in order to be uniform. And this is where I must differ
in passing with my honourable friend the sponsor of this bill, because he has said that every-
body here is in agreement with the principle of this bill. I am not in agreement with the prin-
ciple of this bill because the principle of this bill is pensions for the legislators of the Province
of Manitoba. And I am not in favour of pensions for the members of the Legislative Assembly
of the Province of Manitoba, because it's a part-time job for the private members. There is
hardly a member that you can mention in this House who hasn't another position or profession,
and a good one.Show me one. And in the other case, in'the other case, the other qualification
- I'm in favour of the system of pensions. Of course I'm in favour of pensions, but it's pen-
sions for people who are on full-time employment, for people who work in industry.

My honourable friend the Minister of Welfare says that pensions are adopted as a policy
in Canada. Of course they are. Of course they are, and with that principle I'm in complete
agreement., But it's for people who are in full-time employment and permanent positions, and
even the Cabinet Ministers do not qualify on the basis of permanent positions. So I do not
agree with the principle. However, the principle is going to be adopted by this committee, nc
doubt, and so I.... recognizing the inevitableness as far as I was concerned. I'm quite willing
to do what I can to say, '""Well if you're going to have the pension, then deal with it as reason-
ably as possible. ' And I do maintain that we should give further consideration to this question
and that the place to give it is in one of the committees that's already established.

Now to get back to my honourable friend, the Honourable Member for Brokenhead - and
I have a very high regard for him and I was so sorry to hear him make such an illogical state~
ment as that. We don't have to follow the lead of any other province unless we think that's the
right lead, and I never advocated uniformity for something where we don't agree with the
principle. And to suggest that we should in some way or other follow them so slavishly that we
relate our pension on the basis of per capita income with theirs on the basis of per capita in-
come, I think is entirely illogical.

Then my honourable friend dealt, atleast as much of the time, I think, with the question
of indemnity as he did with the question of pension. And of course the two arerelated. I'm not
objecting to that., And I am in favour of proper salaries being paid to Cabinet Ministers. I am
in favour of an indemnity. This is the reason, this is the reason that in the democracies of the
world they fought for years to get indemnities, so that people who were not of great means
could represent constituencies in parliament. And I am in favour of an indemnity, an indemnity
that's exactly what the term means: to indemnify for the time that you give to the public ser-
vice; and I am in favour of Cabinet Ministers' salaries, Cabinet Ministers' salaries to the extent
that is proper. I certainly think they're high enough now, particularly for the people that are
getting them, but I'm not objecting to that basis. What I am objecting to is the principle of
pensions for people who are not on full-time employment and for people who are not occupying
permanent positions. ' ‘

My honourable friend mentioned - and I was interested to hear him relate this circumstance
- about the fact that the two outstanding opponents of the indeminity increase - and I'm sure that's
what he was speaking of - in Ottawa were one prominent Conservative and one prominent NDP.
Well now, I can'tclaim any particular affinity with either one of them. Dief would be just as dis-
pleased at me claiming affinity with him as I would be. We wouldn't, either one of us; and yet
we did happen to be born in the same year. That was a big year for Canada one way or the
other. That's about the only connection I can claim with him. I certainly can't claim the char-
acteristics of the Honourable Member Mr. Herridge because I gathered that he was independent-
ly wealthy. I wish I could claim affinity with him in that regard but I'm not-able to. So that it is
not a meeting of minds with these folks and myself because of any similarity in our background
or our present circumstances or anything of that kind, but I'm willing to ascribe to them equally
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(MR. CAMPBELL cont'd) ..... honest motives and sincere ones that I would want to be applied
to myself. And when my honourable friend from Brokenhead says that the Liberal Party must
have mixed feelings about this particular question of the pension -- undoubtedly there will be
differences of opinion in the Liberal Party too. Thank goodness, for the sake of the public,
they don't all agree with my stand that my honourable friend the Minister of Mines and Natural
Resources would characterize as a dinosaur or paleontological attitude or something of that
kind. We have members in the Liberal Party who do represent different points of view, but we
are certainly agreed on this, that it would be advantageous and proper and right to held this
bill up awhile and not rush it through in the dying days of this session, and to send it out into

a public committee where the people who are going to pay these pensions have a right to be
heard.

MR. PAULLEY: ..... permit a question? The honourable member has been associated
with this Assembly for a considerable number of years. Can he indicate to me if at any time,
dealing with the matters of indemnities pertaining to the members of this House, that during his
term of office in this House, that the proposals were sent to a committee outside of the House
where public representations could be heard respecting the indemnities - in this case pensions
- and were subject to scrutiny by the public.

MR. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, I would say to my honourable friend that my recollec-
tion is that the question dealing with indemnities was dealt with in the way that's suggested ‘
now, but never in my time, has there been a bill - until the last few days - introduced concerned
with pensions, and I maintainthat it's a new procedure in the Province of Manitoba and that it
would be perfectly right and proper that it should be sent out. Does my honourabie friend wish
to ask another question?

MR. PAULLEY: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask a supplemental question, and of course
it appears from the answer to my first question that the honourable member agrees so far as
indemnities are.concerned, and this is also applicable, I would suggest, to salaries of Cabinet
Ministers and Leaders of Opposition and the Speaker of the House, that the public have not had
the opportunity to make representation. Does my honourable friend not agree that on matters
of this nature, albeit pensions, it is the concern of this House and this House has to make or
give its answers to the public outside in this instance to the same degree as they have to give
it in respect of indemnities or salaries for the Leaders of the Opposition or of the Cabinet ?

MR. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, I am not worried about the 40-minute rule here because
of the fact that if you call me to order on the 40~-minute rule I can just wait until somebody else
has spoken and then I can get up again anyway; otherwise I would certainly object to my honour-
able friend asking me many questions when he takes the occasion to make a speech on every one
of them. And what my honourable friend is really wanting to get around to - and I'll help him to
get around to the question - and that question is: did you increase the indemnity some time
while you were heading the government? And the answer is "Yes.' Yes, we increased the in-
demnity; that's right. We increased the indemnity and we went into the Committee of the
Whole. This is right. If this is what my honourable friend is wanting to get, and if he's trying
to show that I was inconsistent, that I was not uniform as I'm supposed to always be, in the
fact that once during my tenure of office as a Leader of the House that legislation was introduced
which increased the indemnity, that's correct. That's correct.

But this is a new procedure. This is a pension. This is a pension matter, the first time
to come up here in this House. The indemnity has been both reduced and increased in the time
that I have been here. I was here when the indemnity was reduced from $1, 800 to $1, 500, and it
applied to the Legislature that did it. That was quite okay. I'm in favour of that. I still maintain
that any time that the indemnity is increased, it should be increased by a particular House
to apply only to the next one, and we didn't do it that way either. But I still say that's the right
way, and this should be right with the pension bill; and the pension bill should not apply, in my
opinion, to the people who are presently members of the House at all, until they are re-elected
again, and then they start from scratch, every one of them. And as far as anybody that speaks
in here making any exceptions because of the fact of the old-time members, I don't want any
exception made as far as I am concerned. I don't want an exception. I'm not interested person-
ally. I'm interested only from the point of view of a new step that's being taken in the Province
of Manitoba, namely the introduction of a pension scheme which we have never had before, and
I say it should be held over and considered during the recess because we have seen that it has
not been, in my opinion, fully considered up to date. '

Now in the hopes that my honourable friend the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources
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(MR. CAMPBELL cont'd) .... will be back in a little, I'll speak to my honourable friend the
Minister of Welfare in the meantime. My honourable friend the Minister of Welfare says that
one of the reasons for introducing this pension is because this goverament saw some of the
tragedies:of the 1958 election, aad his colleague the Honourable Minister of Mines and Natural
Resources, speaking inthe debate earlier, conveyed to me that he had said '"members of the
Government of-that day. ' I haven't Hansard before me and I have to take the words as I re~
member them,*but 1. want either one of them to tell me-of a case where any member of the
Government of 1958 had the slightest difficulty in finding a position. I my honourable friend is
talking about the Cakinet Minister who was in our government and who came from up in his area,
I can iell him that that Cabinei Minister -found not the slightest difficulty in finding a job. If he's
talking about either of the two cabinet ministers - or if my honourable friend the Minister of
Mines and Natural Resources is - about either of the two who went back into municipal life
where they hadbeenbefore, as municipal-treasurers, I can tell him that both of them had no
trouble whatever in finding jobs and that one of them has been regullarly employed and the other
one has been turning jobs down ever since. If there are cases of these kinds I have never heard
of them. Not one. Not a single one. And as far as our cabinet ministers are concerned, I should
be pretty well-informed because I keep in close touch with them. I'd like to know the cases of
those tragedies.

Now admittedly, Mr. Chairman, admittedly they didn't go back into $17,000 johs. No
they didn't. They took a reduction in salary. Butthey went back into the kind of work that they
wanted to do, the same as we folks will go back into our work when we get dismissed from
here, but that's no tragedy; and to take maybe a temporary readjustment necessary and all
that sort of thing, because they may not carry on the standard of living to which they bave be-
come accustomed while members of the cabinet, but this is no tragedy, to go back into the com-
munity that you came from, or the kind of work you came from, I don't know of any tragedy and
I keep pretty close to the people there. Not one, And I ask my honourable friend not to use this
as a reason for introducing the pension, because I can say to him that I do not know of any
case whatever of a member of the government who was in that position, and if there is some one
of the private members other than our group,  I'd just be interested in hearing about it,

In the hopes that my honourable friend will be back in later, I'll change to another subject
and .....
MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, if the honourable member wishes a question at this"
point I have one. I would like to ask him if he would tell us as plainly and sincerely as he can,
as he undoubtedly can, does he think that $63.00 a month for a member who is 55 years old
and who has served eight years is too high? Does he think that a pension of $100. 00 a month
for somehody who has been here 12 years and who is 55 or over is too high? And finally, is
he aware that his own colleagues have said that they are in favour of the principle, which I under-
stand he is not?

MR. CAMPBELL: Yes, I am quite aware, I am quite aware, Mr. Chairman, that sever-
al of my own colleagues have said that they are in favour of the principle of a pension for mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly and Cahinet Ministers. I sayv I'm not. This is quite understand-
able. Call me old-fashioned, or if my:honourakle friend from Minee and Nati:ral Resources were
here, call me a dinosaur if he wishes; call me what you like;. but this happens to be my opinion.
And my leader here doesn't suggest to me that I even sit away off in a back seat or anything like
that because of holding an opinion of my own. Our greup is -- some of them are much more
progressive in their attitude than I, but we are 100 percent in agreement on this question that
even those who are quite in -favour of the principie of a pension, are determined, are convinced
that it should receive more consideraiion than it has up to this time and that it should go to a
committee outside the House so that the public is ..... -

Now as far ‘as the level of the pension, I must confess that J have rot even checked the
bill, I'm not very good at mathematics and computations anyway, and I'm not personally inter-
ested, and I have not evenchecked the hill as tc the pensions payable. I'm going to ask my i
honourable friend the Minister who sponsored this bill if he will give me some figures on that,
because 1 would rather get hie figures than my own. I have not evern checked that, and I'm not
interested in what the level is;. because I don't agree with the principle of part-time employment,
so-whether it's-high or low is of no interest whatever to me because it's the principle that I'm
dealing with-and I will come,. a little later on though, to the question of some figures.

MR. SAUL CHERNIACK, Q. C. (St. Jobn's): May I interrupt the honourable member,
and-ask him:.--he'said that he:was not in favour of the principle for part-time employment. Is
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(MR. CHERNIACK cont'd) . he then in favour of the principle for full-time ministerial

employment? o :

. MR. CAMPBELL: No No because there's two qualifications, and if my honourable
friend from St. John's had listened to me as carefully as he should, so that he would become
instructed in a logical presentation of this subject, he would have heard me say that in my
opinion there are two - - two prerequisites: permanent employment and full-time empldyment.
The two. And I maintain that the cabinet minister's post is not permanent. It lasts a little
while until the public catch on to them, but I pointed out the other day that the evidence that —-
how ephemeral it is, how fleeting is that existence, is the fact that more than half of the " '
present members of the cabinet were not in the original cabinet when this government took
office. So they don't meet that test of permanency, permanent employment and full-time employ-
ment,. so I'm not in favour of either one. 'Incidentally, when I'm talking about the present cabinet
half of them not being in'theorigilial one, reminds me of the story of the Irishman who was
being very critical of a council, and he said half of this council were rogues. The chairman of
council quite properly called him to order and said that's not admissible, and the Irishman
said, "Well all right then, I'll change it around and I'll say half of them aren't rogues, "
so half of this cabinet wasn't in the original cabinet. Now, if I've answered my honourahie
friend's question - - not satisfactorily to him, of course because he doesn't agree with me and
that's his privilege, but this is my point of view and I still stay with it, I'll take a chance now
since I've got on the other, of my honourable friend not escaping from me again. I'11 go ahead
with where 1'd started. You're going to stay ? Good.

MR. LYON: Mr. Chairman, I think you should tell my honourable friend that the calll
was answering was even more persuasive than his.
MR. CAMPBELL: Well I'm glad to see that my honourable friend has some associations

* that he's very fond of. I must tell him that we miss him in here.though while he's attendmg to
the others.

o I've made it plain to my honourable friend the Minister who sponsors this bill that not
everybody in the House is in favour of the principles because there's at least one exception,
and I have looked at the bill or listened to the discussions sufficiently to be sure of this, that
there are two things that I think are basic in this pension legislation. One is the minimum length
of service, because there is a minimum and this is right. If there's going to be such legislation,
this corresponds w1th my 1deas The minimum I take it is eight sessions. I'd, of course, think
it should be longer but it's elght sessions. Now what I'd like to ask my honourable friend the
Minister to tellme, and I'm sure he has this information so I'd apprecmte it if he would give it
to us in his reply - just as soon as possible so we can have it before us, and I feel happy in
asking the questions of the Honourable Minister because he's not one of the ministers that is
personally qualified at the present time. He's one who isn't eligible for a pension at the mo-
ment, so I'm not asking him about his personal affair in this way. Has this minimum been
achieved by the 1958 group in the House ? I take it that it has already been achieved by those of
us who came in in 1958 and are still here. If it hasn't, then I've made a wrong computation
right off the bat. I'm inclined to think, Mr. Chairman, that the eight year minimum has been
achieved by the 1959 group.of members, and I'd like the Honourable the Minister who's in
charge of the bill to tell me this, because as I look at the sessions it seems to me that even
the 1958 group is already qualified.

MR. STEINKOPF: Would you like those answers before you .
MR. CAMPBELL: No, I'd prefer to get them from my honourable friend later if he'd

. just make a note of them, But if they're not then I assume that they would qualify in the next
year. Then the maximum pension - T think this is clear, that it's 70 percent of the average
indemnity. 1 would suggest that the terms should be a little longer if we're going to have a
pension bill, T would suggest ten years and three elections, rather than the present; and then ‘
1'd like to know in connection with the pension if my honourable friend the Minister of Mines
and Natural Resources has reported to the House on the check that he undertook to make on
the figures that he gave with regard to the Federal bill. Did he give us correct information or
has he found on review that that was incorrect ? I thought it was incorrect on the basis of his
own figures,, and if it was, then that just shows you, Mr. Chairman, how difficult it is to
make these computatlons if such a sk111ed mathematlcmn as my honourable fr1end would have
given us the wrong miormatlon )

' And then Id 11ke, Mr Cha1rman, to ask the Honourable the M1n1ster to answer a'few
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(MR. CAMPBELL cont'd) .... more questions for me. What is the maximum pension available
to a cabinet minister who qualifies on the 8-year term under the situation as it exists now?
What is the maximum pension to the others who are covered by the bill? I don't feel at all hesi-
tant in asking these questions of the Honourable the Minister because I'm sure that in the work
that's gone into this bill that they have covered these questions and that they have them before
them.

Then I did want to comment on the remarks of my honourable friend the Minister-of
Mines and Natural Resources when he suggested that the former government was niggling and
niggardly, if I caught his words correctly. I'm glad that one of his colleagues this afternoon
paid the former government the compliment of saying that he thought they did a reasonably
good job during the time it was here, but my honourable friend the Minister of Mines and
Natural Resources seldom if ever misses an opportunity to exercise his command of language,
vitriolic language, on the former government, and I want to tell my honourable friend that
when he's talking about the former government being niggardly and niggling that I wish he'd go
out and tell the iverage taxpayer of the Province of Manitoba what he is suggesting in this
pension plan. I wish he'd go out and tell a public meeting in his own constituency or in mine -
and I'd be delighted to be present at either one of them with kim - and have him tell any public
meeting any place in this province, that he considers that I'm a niggardly and niggling person
because of the way that I have acted during the years that I've been in this House, and I wish
he would go to the people of ihe Province of Manitoba, and I don't care what part of the province
it is, and explain to them that this is an affluent society as he told us the other day; that this
is an affluent society that he t.dnks should be quite prepared to pay to him after the length of
service that he has given in public affairs the amount of pension that he is already qualified for,
if my figuring is correct. I'd iike him to tell that to them and to explain to them some of
these facts and figures and data that have already been put on the record in this House about the
income of a lot of people in the Province of Manitoba.

When he suggests that this is an affluent society that we're operating in, this must-be true
for a large group of the people of Manitoba. For a great many people of Manitoba it's an affluent
society. It's a pretty affluent society for the fellow who sits in the cabinet seat over there and
looks out from one of those ::omfortable chairs on the rest of the world and with a $17, 000-plus
backing him up, but let hin- 3o to this large proportion of people in the Province of Manitoba
who have an average salary that is lower than the indemnity that we get here. The average
wage earner in the Province of Marnitoba does not make as much money as the indemnity that
we're paid here, and I'm not using "indemnity! in the term that it's used in the pension bill; I'm
using it in the sense of the full $4,800.00.. The average salary of the wage earner in the Province
of Manitoba is something like three-quarters of that amount, and the ARDA statistics that were
compiled from the 1961 censu returns tell us that in the Province of Manitoba one-quarter --
one-quarter of ‘he farm families sells less than $2, 500 worth of produce. One-quarter of them,
less than 2,50 for the whole family to live on; and even the percentage of rural non-farm fami-
lies with an ar,»ual income below $3, 000 - and this is a whole family - 48 percent in the Province
of Manitoba. And let-my honourable friend who wants to qualify for a pension on this basis go
out and tell them that this is an affluent society.

There are other figures ‘aere that I could give including one that comes from the -~ - and
again I quote from the Manitoba Ecoaomic Consultative Board report, which I have found to be
very useful and entertaining this year, and I would suggest that my honourable friends become
better acquainted with it than they are because if they look on Page 38 they will find a note that
Professor Firestone has estimated tha. 20 percent of our population in 1961 was at or below the
poverty level, etc. So when my honourable friend talks aboit people being niggardly and niggling
and living in the dinosaur age arnd expressions of this kind, and that we have an affluent society
here and that you should catch up with it, I say to my honourable friend: you're away ahead of
us in your position here to talk to people in those terms. '

But what wa= the other reason that my honourable friend was so emphatic in his support
of this legislation's It was to gct good men in here. Get good men in here - that's what he
wants. Well this slways does interest and intrigue me to hear the people who are already in
here saying, ''Let's get good men in here.'" We came in here under these conditions. And my
honourable friend from St. Vital has admitted on behalf of himself and one other that he knows
there are better men than in their coustituencies, but we're not all prepared to make that ad-
mission, I hope. I hope not. I am sure that if there's one person in here that wouldn't make that
admission it's my honourable friend the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources. There might



May 8th, 1965 2527

(MR. CAMPBELL cont'd) ..... be somebody who would break down and have a fit of modesty
but it wouldn't be my honourable friend, I can assure you. Not he. But this is what he wants; to
get good men in here.

He tells us, Mr. Chairman, he says he's been up and down the length and breadth of this
country, asking people to accept a position in public life, and what do the do? They ask about
salary and pension. Well now my honourable friend from Emerson has already dealt briefly with
this matter this afternoon, and I can corroborate completely what he has said because I believe
that I've had as much experience as my honourable friend the Minister of Mines and Natural
Resources in talking to people about considering public life as a vocation or avocation, and Ican
say with mathematical exactitude, Mr. Chairman, that I have never once had one single person
raise that question at me. I can say, with the Honourable Member for Emerson, that many of
them didn't know what the indemnity was and usually they didn't even ask. I have never once,
never, had anyone ask about either the salary or the pension, and I disagree completely with
what my honourable friend has said, because I do not believe that those are the reasons for
which people come into this House. I figure that in these different areas what my honourable
friend has been talking about is plain unadulterated nonsense when he says that the reason these
people are not here is because they can't afford to be. .

The honourable the sponsor of the bill says that he was actually happy to bring in this
bill. Well he may have been happy bringinginthe bill, Mr. Chairman, but he became unhappy
very soon after, because he followed right on theheels of this bill with a pretty substantial
amendment. And if it was studied for so long and so carefully, I would wonder that such a sub-
stantive amendment would have been brought in so soon. The Minister also says that there are
many unknowns in this situation. I recognize that, and I agree with him. There are many
unknowns. But Mr. Chairman, there are some fundamentals that are known. This affluent
society that my honourable friend the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources talks about
is not an affluent society for a great many of the people of Manitoba. The Financial Post
market survey gives added evidence of the fact that many pcople, many people in Manitoba
have a very low income, and these are the people, these are the people, Mr. Chairman, that
we're asking to pay this pension, the people that will have to pay their portion of this pension
if we put it into effect. ' :

It's true of course, Mr. Chairman, that it's not a large percentage of the annual expendi-
ture of this province. If you take the current and the capital expenditure tog-~her, that we have
already authorized in this session, it amounts to more than $225 millicn and certainly at the
highest figure that my honourable friend wouldbe likely to quote, the annual cost wouldn't look
like a big portion of that huge expenditure. But Mr. Chairman, I still say, it's the principle .
of the thing. It's the principle of we folk here voting ourselves another prerequisite, and doing
it just at the end of the session and doing it without taking it into the committee.

The personal involvement is something that we can't escape here. And the reason that
I've been suggesting that both indemnities and pensions, if they should come, should be dealt
with by one House to come into effect only after another election and then start fresh, is be-
cause I would like to mitigate, as far as possible, that feeling of personal involvement that we
all have to share here. And in the same way I would suggest that further consideration be given
to this bill now, that it be sent out to a committee, which of course will mean deferring it for
another year. But for goodness sake, the question that the Honourable Member for Gladstone
has asked several times, what harm would be done by leaving it for another year? The only
possible difference that could be made by leaving it another year would be if there should hap-
pen to be an election in the meantime. And if there should happen to be an election in the mean-
time, then the new Legislature could deal with the matter. It would be a good thing for them to
sharpen up their teeth on and it would be a good time for them to get to work on it early in the
session. So I really do urge, Mr. Chairman, that this motion be seriously considered by the
government forces. I believe it to be right, I think it would be a mistake to rush this pension
bill through. . ‘

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Chairman, I thought that I had made myself quite clear this
morning. I didn't intend to speak again but I will be just a very few minutes. But there are cer-
tain things that were mentioned here today, and I was quoted, and I think it was quite wrong,
out of context, and I would like to straighten out or make these few corrections.

First of all, I tried to make it very clear that we would discuss - there was more than
one thing to study. There was the question of principle, principle of the pension, and then even
if we adopted the principle was it advisable to implement this, to make this legislation at this
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(MR. DESJARDINS cont'd) ...... time? And then what kind of plan? And Ithink those are
‘very important things that are three different items.

Now the Honourable Member from Brokenhead must feel that we're wrong in saying that
we want to send this to the.committee. He also gave us an example - and he felt that I wasn't
too happy about a certain motion or bill that I'd prepared and that was sent to a committee -
and he's right, And he feels then why don't-because .if this meant more ‘study .- why.don't I
follow the same pattern here. Well first of all, that the certain committee, the way the motion
reads - it's been done in the past - this will be studied again. You don't hear anything about
it and it's exactly not to study it so nothing will be done. And this here, the reason for not
sending it to committee because we don't want the people to make representation. But even if
you don't believe this, if you don't agree with it, I would say that it's right if we were dealing
with the question of \principle only. I say it's true, when he says this has been before us for
a number of years, this question of pensions. If we had a pension here, we want to approve the
principle of pension -~ nothing else, I would say, right, this is our responsibility; we don't have
to go to:committee; we'll decide now. -

I would say that from what I see all the members of the Conservative Party as well
as those of the NDP would be in favour of the principle. I know that my honourable friend who
just spoke would be against. There might be the odd one in this party who would be against, and
I will not try to hide behind this. Just the principle by itself. No, I would be inclined to go for
it because I agree with some of the things, a lot of the things that were said. I think it might
not be a bad idea.to have a pension. As I say, normally. But now, we have to decide why we're
rushed; ‘we want it now, now, now. I saythis is not the time when we've got these taxes. No
member of the NDP = the member from Brokenhead has quoted me quite a bit; he hasn't said
a word about this. These are the people that want us to make the people of Manitoba believe
that they're the only ones interested in the small man. They haven't said a word about this.
This is the point that I'm talking about. I'm not arguing against the principle of pensions. I
probably would favour it, but not at this time. If we would just adopt this here, the Member
from Brokenhead would be right, let's decide now; we've been talking about this for a long time.

But this is not what we want to send to a committee. We can make up our mind about the
principle. We want to know if this is fair to the people of Manitoba to do it now, and we want
to know if this plan is fair. And this plan is not fair. And if the Member from Brokenhead wants
to be fair and wants to quote me, he should quote what he knows I mean. He stood up here and
he said, how many times, that as far as he was concerned, $64. 00 - you couldn't live on that.

I agree with him. And I don't think this is unfair and I think I said that. I said that two days

ago. Let's be fair. Now even if he stayed 15 sessions, even if he stayed 15 sessions at $120. 00,
I wouldn't think that this was out of line. All right, there I go. But let's go; let's stay with

me and I'll go some more. I say.that the Cabinet Ministers' pension is unfair..I say that

after -eighi sessions you could live on $314.00 a month. I say that $588.00 for 15 sessions is
too much for those friends in front of me. That's what I say. That's the only thing that I'm say-
ing. I said that this was a thing tailored for the Cabinet Minister, and I repeat this. I have said
that this was callous and I repeat this. And I would like to see the Honourable Minister of
-Mines and Natural Resources come.in and defend this position. I would like to see that.

Now.what we want to go to committee is not the principle, it's the plan. And we found a
lot of things wrong. We're always thrown this - they're always coming back with this, '"Well,
this is done here and this.is done there. ' But we're only talking about other politicians. I don't
know of any other place that.they decide - the people themselves, the employees - decides
what kind of pension they'll get. And I'm nct ready to accept because it's done in Ottawa, it's
right; or because it's done in Ontario, it's right, and that should close the matter; we're
mere rubber -stamps. It's done here; we should do the same thing. If this is what they're doing
out. there, 1 don't care .where it.is, as far as I'm concerned it's wrong -- $588, 00 after 15
sessions is away too much. It's out of line. And I say that this thing was il-conceived; it was
done without proper preparation. )

Iet me give you another example. I give you an example first of all, and some of the
things we said; we have this big amendment. Didn't they realize what this meantbefore ? Didn't
we realize that they could go after eight years? Oh you show the square .of the card. But I'm
going to tell you something else. You didn't. answer my-question this morning. You didn't answer
my question that somebody could:start collecting before they've paid a cent. You haven't
answered that. Answer this. This is what we want studied by .people that know.what they're doing.
This is the:kind of plan - the plan we want to study, not the principle. We're ready to make up
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(MR, DESJARDINS cont'd) .....:-our mind on the pr1nc1p1e now. The plan. If I was.to follow the
line of reasoning of my honourable friend that since we - all right, we've set the pr1nc1p1e
therefore here, you do what you want, A thousand dollars a month? Fine, we ‘accepted the prin-
c1p1e we don't have to look at it because we've been talking about this. pr1nc1p1e for 60 years.
Two thousand dollars a month? That's fme 1 say that this plan.is not realistic and I say it's
unfair, Now there's anothér thmg let's say that a Cabinet Minister - I know this.doesn't

. happen too often - stays in for the full time, atthe same salary, of 24 sessions. He quahﬁes

" for the max1mum of 10 990 or $915 pens1on a month. But if after ‘those 24 years as a Cabinet

,Mlnister his government is defeated and he stays on as an ordinary MLA or. if he resigns
and stays on as an ord1nary MLA. You know what happens ? He's stayed the same amount of
24 sess1ons but’ he wa.nts to give further contribution, like my honourable friend did - well
his salary is average, and instead of getting this $915 pension a month he gets $859 because he
spent another two years he1p1ng, he gets a lower salary. They m1ght say well maybe this is-
not it. because you ve reached the top. Maybe they'll bring another amendment. But this is not
clear. These are thmgs that could happen. You give another two years after giving 24 years of
time.. Your salary will be reduced because your average is not as high, so instead of for the
rest of your life getting 915 you'll get 859 and you'll collect for two years less. All r1ght

" ‘he. sha.kes his head, he says no, Maybe there's something that says in there that once you've
reached you don't pay any more and you're entitled to the maximum. But it's not clear to
me. This is why we want it in committee. But can he shake his head when I say this, this man
that quits then gets $915 and he can still be fairly young; he can go and be the pres1dent in
another company which is done pretty often, and get a good salary; he still gets this 915 a
month. But the other man who figures that he has a further contr1but1on to make, he will stay

' this full two years. He s not collecting a cent during that time. He's not collecting a cent but
he'll stay and mstead of getting this $915 a month he's staying here and what ‘does he, get?
Thirty-six hundred dollars for the year. Doesn't he ? -~ (Interjection) -- All rlght Well 111
try. You. shook your head at the other one, we'll talk about something else. If this person is
a Cabinet Minister for 24 years, he's reached his maximum -- not 24 years but 24 sessions -
he's reached h1s maximum of 70 percent of his salary of 15, 7 00 or 10, 990 a.nd he gets --
(lnter]ectmn) -- well lét me finish, then you'll ask a question.

MR. STEINKOPF: You're on a different, wrong premise and it will save a lot of time

T if you re interested,

’ MR. DESJARDINS: Well I'd l1ke to present it my way. I'm not too sharp maybe I
won't understand. This. person is getting, after he resigns $915, maximum pension a month -
right? When, he resigns he gets $915 a month which is maximum. He leaves, he's.out of the
House, he'll get ‘a job as president of some little outfit, ‘and so on, he can get some more money
there, but he stlll gets this $915 a month.

, . An r1ght Now the second man. He's also in the’ same Cabinet, He s been there also 24
‘ years “He's made the same contributmns - they came together he's the same age. He's .
also entitled to $915.83 a month. But he's mduced by the people in “his const1tuency - they
feel that he's been domg a good job, they ask him why don't you stay another term ? He's
“elected, It doesn't matter if his party is the winning side or not but he doesn't want tobe a
' Cabmet Minister anv more. He can not collect because he is'a member. He doesn't collect.
He's no longer a Cabinet Minister. He receives $3600.00. He's g1v1ng more contribution, he's
put in as much, instead of getting his $915 pension for doing nothing, -he'll get $3200 for staying
here as an MLA. That's not right? Well, all right then I will - I've. got very little to.say and
then T'I1 let you explam this because I don't see it. I don‘t see it'in here. I don't see anywhere
they say, as far as I'm concerned if you're an MLA you can't collect. .
And T say - and I'm not sure if the Honwrable Member for’ Brokenhead was here all
thlS tlme but 1 say it's not that $64 ‘that I'm worrying abuu. I'm with you 100 percent on.this.
And it's not even that $120 it's 588 so if you think I'm wrong on that tell me thls but I agree
with the principle of this thing and I think that it's not the same thmg when we decide only a
pr1nc1p1e 1'd _gree also with my honourable friend that we dec1de here. But we've got a plan
to study, we' Ve got to find out if ‘we should do it.now. And the only thmg in favour of this that
I've heard is because it's done in Ottawa or in another province, and I can't buy that, If that is
. e, 1 feel that It's unJust there The main thing that I'm complammg about is1- think
“that it is too hlgh 2 pension for Cabinet Ministers. I think the maximum is too high and I cer-
tainly felt before this amendment that th1s was not such a good 1dea to start collectmg a pension,
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(MR. DESJARDINS cont'd) .... $314 for the rest of your life at age 38. Now I think that we
should try to find out what we agree with., :

MR. STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, on the one case, I thmk it can be fairly easy explained
in the fact that the bill is in two parts - one part for the members and the other part for the --
it's actually in three parts, but the second part for the Cabinet Ministers, and the Leader of
the Opposition and the Speaker, and refers to special cases.

Now in the second case that the Honourable Member for St. Boniface referred to and say
that it was my case, that I'd been here 24 years, I'll then be 74 years of age and I can well
understand how it'd be a little tough to come back into the House and take on the responsibility
of a Cabinet Minister, but it might not be too tough to be to sit here in the back bench and
listen to the speeches and while away my old age here. The amount of money, the pension that
the person would have been entitled to draw as a Cabinet Minister would be paid, even though
he wasn't sitting here -- say that the figure was $12, 500 -- he could get a pension up to 70
percent of the $12, 500 and then would only be contributing to the pension for the $3, 200, the
ordinary member's annual salary.

MR. DESJARDINS: ... If there's an election now, and let's say well in two or three
vears when most of these Cabinet Ministers qualify, and let's say that -~ it probably will happen
-- the part is defeated. None of them are any longer Cabinet Ministers but they are MLAs.
They get their pension as a Cabinet Mmlster then?

MR. STEINKOPF: Yes ..

MR. DESJARDINS: Well that's another thing we should study then. That brings another
point.

MR. GORDON E. JOHNSTON (Portage la Prairie): Mr.Chairman, I've heard some talk
today, much muttering and seen some wringing of hands in the halls and the coffee room. We
could all be home. We could all be home if those mean Liberals would sit down and shut up.
We could all be home with our pension plan. Well, I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, what
vital business are we holding up by discussing this important matter? True, there's one im-
portant bill still in committee, Bill 141, to do with Shared Services. We know that the govern-
ment majority will carry this bill and it'll be implemented in some manner next September.
There are a few other bills that are of no importance as far as time goes, so the only time
we are taking up here at this time is our own time. So I say to those people that are crying the
blues and wanting to go home with their pension under their arm, it's just too bad, because
we're not goingto accommodate you quite that easily.

Now there was some remark made by the Minister earlier in the day that they were
just goin‘g‘to sit it out, and as soon as we stopped talking well then they were going to put it
through and then everything would be fine. Well I think my honourable friend knows by now
that we are not a rubber stamp opposition and we never will be. My friends on my left, or the
NDP, can speak for themselves; how they act is up to them and I say nothing about that but if
the Honourable Minister thinks that we're just going to ..... ‘

MR. SCHREYER: Is the honourable member suggesting that we're rubber stamps ?

MR. JOHNSTON: I made no reference to the NDP as rubber stamping. So I would say to
the Minister perhaps I can correct his thinking a little bit, that we are certainly going to dis-
cuss this as long as we feel we should and there have been points brought up today that the
Minister can't answer or if he can, he hasn't answered us..

MR. STEINKOPF: My. Chairman, could you give me an example?

MR. JOHNSTON: Yes. One of the questions asked was, what would happen 1f this plan
was delayed for one year in a House committee? You didn't answer that. question.

MR. STEINKOPF: I did. You may not have liked the answer. .

MR. JOHNSTON: Well you haven't given us the answer. You've.avoided it. It's been
asked about six times during the course of the debate. Another question that was asked was,
why was this delayed till the very last, till the very last day or two. .

MR. STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, that was answered. Where've you been all day?

MR. JOHNSTON: I'l comhe to that later as to why I think the reason that you left it till
the last day or two. Then after, when he did attempt to answer that, question he had to backtrack
a little bit - I said attempt - well then if you're all so’ all-fired sure the bill was so perfect,
why did you amend it after a couple of hours debate. Answer that one. Because you knew that
you'd gone. too far, that's why.

MR. STEINKOPF: But they were answered. Be factual.

MR. JOHNSTON: Why did you make the amendment then? Did you not think that you had



May 8th, 1965 2531

(MR. JOHNSTON cont'd) ..... gone too far ? If this bill could stand the light of day, what is

your objection to letting it go to the committee of the House? No, you want to rush it through
in the last day or two. If it was a good bill, perhaps with some corrections in the committee
it would go through, if everybody's in agreement with the principle.

I'll tell you why I think it was this bill wasn't mentioned in the Throne Speech, because
the Honourable the First Minister had something to say about another pension plan in his
Throne Speech and it would look very awkward to be knocking one and mentioning this munifi-
cent pension plan for the Cabinet Ministers on the next page in the same speech, wouldn't it?

Well, I am certainly not going to go home from this session and have to answer the
questions or to hear the remark - I see that you fellows have pushed through a nice pension
plan for yourselves in the last day or two. And I'm making my voice heard on this and I'm sup-
porting the view that this bill should be sent to a committee of the House. There's no valid
reason for not doing this, for taking another year on it. The only reason is it doesn't suit the
12 apostles over there who are going to be the benefactors in a large measure.

Actually I was glad to see the Member from Brokenhead get up and start to add some
constructive thoughts later in the afternoon. Up until that point I believe that was the first con-
structive mention that was made on thisbill from his group. Before that they were just about
as all-fired rushed to get this through as the Conservatives were. Now I'd like to refer to
Hansard and give you some of my reasons, or quote as what I think is the reason that this
wasn't mentioned in the Throne Budget Speech by the First Minister, and I'm on Page 224 and
the First Minister is giving those Liberals the dickens about their hollering about theheat tax
and so on. And what does he have to say and I'll quote: 'But the average man is going to be
paying something like 60 cents a month for this cruel heartless abominable unconscionable
heat tax. Well I want to say, oh, my foes and my friends, if you are disturbed about this, wait
till the Canada Pension Plan hits the tax paying public, wait on this.'" So a member speaks out,
"Are you for it or against it?' Mr. Roblin: "I'm going to talk about the Canada Pension Plan
and you'll know where I stand before I get through. I'm going to come clean on this particular
subject. ' I don't know what the connotation is there - and I start again: '"And I'm going to tell
you that under the Canada Pension Plan everybody earning over $600 a year will pay. If you
are a man earing 3, 600 a year and you are self-employed, you will be paying $108.00. You
will be paying more in one month to the Canada Pension Plan that you pay for the whole year
in this offensive and abominable tax on heat.' And he goes on talking about it, and further
down, in the next paragraph, he's speaking now of health insurance and medical insurance.

He says: ''Medical health insurance, that's left out in the cold because this is going to come in
first - - where the money is coming from for the health insurance heaven only knows. The
needs of education are going to be left out in the cold. A system of forced saving is being
brought in, and let me say the system of forced saving is quite unnecessary for the purposes of
the Canada Pension Plan.'

Well if I may digress for a moment, I can hardly blame the First Minister for making
that remark that in his opinion, he comes to that conclusion, when they had a pension like this
laying in their office waiting to bring it in in the last days. He said: ''Now let me give you
some information about what the Province of Manitoba thinks about the Canada Pension Plan.
First of all I've got to say this to you frank]y. Our options are limited. I am not going to make
any bones about it. We've got two choices. If the plan passes we may accept it as it passes
from the federal government or we may contract out. But, and here's the kicker, if we contract
out we must bring in a plan of our own with substantially the same benefits. Clearly a Hobson's
choice. " I wonder, when he made that expression Hobson's choice, was he thinking of the
members' pension plan here too. I'm for the principle, I make no bones about it. '"We have
reservations about the effect of the Canada Pension Plan on our provincial tax rolls and con-
sequently on our ability to finance the other needs of equal or higher priority.' Then further
down he speaks of the alternative needs of education and health. ' The new investments that are
needed in education are staggering and must perhaps be given the highest priority. "

So I'm suggesting that's why what I call the MCPP, the Manitoba Conservative Pension
Plan, wasn't mentioned in the Throne Speech because it wouldn't stand much scrutiny alongside
the remarks of the First Minister in this regard.

So what are people saying about this outside the House? And I'm going to quote now an
editorial from the Tribune aad the Minister who introduced the legislation has complained
somewhat bitterly that there has been some misinformation printed and he's done his best to
try and correct this. I say to him, why didn't he supply the information? Whydoesn't he have a
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(MR. JOHNSTON cont'dy ..:.:.. table-of figures that.car be referred to? But we didn't get
that. So:in the Tribune of Wednesday,” May 5th, there's a smail item on the editorial page and
it's called, '"Some twins-are more-equal, a tale of twin brothers. At age 22 one ran on a youth
platform for the legislature and won-but at age 30, after eight vears in the House, he was de-
feated. He applies for his MLA pension to be paid under the terms of Bill 117. He found he was
entitled to a lifetime pension beginning at age 30 cf $768 a year. He lived until he was 70 and
died happy for he had received a total of 30, 720 and his premiumis which he had paid as a voung
politician had been only 1, 536.

MR. PAULLEY: ... interrupt my honourable friend but I believe the rules of the House
say that we should cease at 5: 30 ‘unless you can’t see the clock, and this has been done in the
past. I recall it quite vividly where the speaker of the day says, 'l can't see any clock, that
there is, " and this was under the former administration, and there's none so blind as those
that won't see, but anyway Mr. Chairman, it seems to me as though it is 25 minutes to six.
I'm interested in the comments that:are being made by the Honourable Member for Portage and
if we are going to meet this evening and as far as I'm personally concerned I think we should,

I would suggest that you may consider -- I'm not making a motion because I know what happens
to motions of this nature in this Legislature -- I'm just suggesting that you possibly might
call it 5:30, ‘leave the Chair and come back this evening at which time the Honourable Member
for Portage will have three or four hours to.continue his dissertation.

MR. ROBLIN: Mr. Chairman, I think it is as niy honourable friend says past the hour
so we should consider rising. I think probably the best idea is simply to ask the Chairman to
leave the Chair and we'll continue our discussions at 8: 00 o'clock.

MR.MORRIS GRAY (Inkster): Before we adjourn, we won't finish tomght anyway, why
not adjourn until Monday to give us at least oneevexinga week to get a rest.

‘MR. ROBLIN: Well I'm always an optimist-Mr. Chairman, but ---I'm always an optimist.
You have to be in this business.

MR. FROESE: Mr. Chairman, what did the speed-up resolution call for ?

MR. PAULLEY: 5:30.

‘MR. FROESE: 5:30. So I think we should abide by it.

MR. ROBLIN: Mr. Chairman, if you'll leave the Chair, we'll continue at 8:00 o'clock.

MR. CHAIRMAN: I call it 5:30 and I leave the Chair uniil 8: 00 o'clock.





