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' . THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY;,OF MANITOBA .
19:30 o'clock, Tuesday; May 11th, 1965,
Openlng Praver by Madam Speaker.
MADAM SPEAKER Presénting Petitions
Reading and Receiving Petitions
Presenting Reports by Standmg and Specml Commlttees
Notices of Motion
“Introduction of Bills
Orders’ of the Day : :
- 'MR. ELMAN GUTTORMSON '(St. ‘George): ‘- Madam Speaker, before the Orders of the Day,
I wonder if the First Minister has an answer for my question that 1 directeéd yesterday. o

HON. DUFF ROBLIN (Premier) (Wolseley): Madam Speaker, we have come across no
reason to suppose that these persons are not subjected to the taxation 1ike anybody else, )

MR. GILDAS MOLGAT (Leader of the Opposition) (Ste. Rose);: Madam Speaker, before
the Orders of the Day, I'd like to address a question to the Minister for Municipal Affairs.

Does he approve of all the by-laws that are passed by local government districts?

HON. ROBERT G. SMELLIE, Q.C. (Minister of Municipal Affairs) (Birtle-Russell):
Madam Speaker, '1'don't see the by-laws personally, but they do come in to the department and
are scrutinized by the-officers of the department and- approved there before thej, come 1nto
effect, ‘ : :

“MR{*MOLGAT: Madam Speaker, a subsequent question. Is there a relationship made
then when they are scrutinized between the by-laws of one local government district and another,
and also between the by-laws of local government d1str1cts and those that are normally passed
by cities and towns, o

-MR. 'SMELLIE: Not necessarily; :

MR, MOLGAT: Madam Speaker, a subsequent question, ~Has the Minister received any
complaints’ regarding By-law No. 272 of the Local Government District of Consol regardmg the
licensing of taxicabs in that district.

MR. SMELLIE “I'm not aware of any, Madam Speaker, but I'11 take the question as
notice, - : o )

MR. MOLGAT: -Madam Speaker, my information is that the Local Government of Consol
under that by-law set-a fee of $100 for taxicab'licenses plus a $50 license fee, plus a $15 per
cab fee and a $10 operator's license, and it is felt that this is out of line with what is being
charged in other cities and towns, ThlS is my reason for asking the Minister if there was a
relationship made with other by-laws.

ORDERS.OF THE DAY

MADAM SPEAKER; Committee of the Whole House. The Honourable the Provincial i
Secretary. i

HON, MAITLAND B, STEINKOPF (Prov1nc1a1 Secretary) (River Heights): Madam
Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs, that Madam
Speaker do now leave the Chair and the House resolve itself into a Committee of the’ Whole to
consider the following bill: ‘No, 110, anAct respecting payment to Members of the Le'glslatwe
Assembly and Ministers: of the Crown upon their- ceasmg to be Members or Ministers of the
Crown, :

"MADAM SPEAKER presented- the motion ‘and dfter a voice vote declared the motion
carried and the House resolved itself into a Comm1ttee of the Whole w1th the Honourable Member
for Winnipeg Centre in the Chair. - '

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE HOUSE .

MR.. CHAIRMAN: - Before we adjourned, ‘the question was brought to the attention of the
committee as to’whether or not'we had the right to vote on ‘Bill' 110 which provides for payment
to Members of the Legislative Assembly and Ministers ot the' Crown upén their ceasing to be
Members or-Ministers;,“and I'would like te point out that members must vote on these questxons h
because there is-no one else to vote-on them. When the Legislative Assémbly Act is amended
to provide.for indemnities or increased indemnities or smaller indemnities, we all vote on that
question and'that is the only ‘way: that'the indemnities can be changed; bécause thefe’is no one '
else to decide: the: question other than members of this House,. Furthéermore, when we jjass our
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(MR. CHAIRMAN cont'd). . . .estimates, one of the items provides for payment of living
allowances and expenses to members and again all members of the House vote on those
questions as there is no one else to dec1de on those questions which apply to all members of

the House,

In May's Parliamentary Practice, the 17th Edition, at Page 435 we have this statement
"In the Commons it is the rule that no member who has a direct pecuniary interest in a question
shall be allowed to vote upon it, but in order to operate a disqualification this interest must be
immediate and personal and not merely of a general or remote character. On the 17th July,
1811, the rule was thus explained by Mr, Speaker Abbott, 'This interest must be a direct
pecuniary interest and separately belonging to the persons whose votes were questioned and not
in common with the rest of His Majesty's subjects or on a matter of state policy.'. On occasions
when the objection of personal interest in a vote has been raised, which came obviously within -
the exemption from the application- of the rule defined by Mr. Speaker Abbott, the Speaker or
the Chairman has overruled the objection or has decided that a motion to disallow the vote would
"be out of order.''" And on Page 436 there is an example given of a case where a'motion to dis-
allow the vote would be out of order or was overruled in the:case of voting salaries of members,
In Beauchesne's Parliamentary Rules and Forms, 4th Edition, 1958, at Page 44 there is

Citation No, 66, clause (2) which reads as follows:  ''A member's right to vote on a question

on which he is personally interested is one of those matters that must be decided by the House
and not by. the Speaker.:!" It would seem to me that this is a matter to be decided by the House
and I propose to call in Madam Speaker and ask her to ask the House to decide on whether or
not the members of this House have the right to vote upon Bill 110 and matters connected with
it. .
- MR, DOUGLAS L. CAMPBELL (Lakeside): Mr. Chairman, :before that is done, -1 would
like to say a word on this question, First and foremost, I think that you would agree with me
that so far as quotations from Beauchesne and May are concerned, they operate only in cases
where we do not have a rule ourselves. Where we have a rule of our own, we don't turn to
anybody else, Our own rule operates, and our rule, it seems. to me, states very distinctly
what the situation is.

Now for interpretation of what it means or how it would be appl1ed it might be that for
that interpretation or for the application that it would be well to consult what has happerned inthe
Parliament in Canada or in the Parliament of the .United Kingdom; but as far as our own rule
is concerned, - if we are in any doubt of what it means: then it seems to me that the proper place
to go to is the court and not to a parliamentary authority, because in Manitoba the interpretation
of statutes and all such go first of all to the courts in my opinion. And for you to-suggest that,
as May undoubtedly does, that this is for the House to decide, is just -another case of where
we have a rule that seems to me to be very clear, and then if we have doubt about that rule,
then once again we come back to the very people who are the beneficiaries of it to decide it,
and I think once again this places the members in an invidious position, I would think that what
we should do, it would be better when this Rules Committee meets, we'd better decide in the
Rules Committee exactly what we want some of the rules to mean and try and put them in some
language that would be beyond the peradventure of doubt,

In the meantime, we're faced with this one and I would submlt with all respect that
this is a matter that seems to me to be quite clear, and that if it isn't clear, -that we don't have
to ---the House can make the decision because there we are back inthe same case again of the
people who have the personal interest being asked to make the decision. Somebody has to make
a decision on this. Let yourself or Madam Speaker take the responsibility of making it, and I
suggest to you that Madam Speaker is the proper one because after all you, like the rest of us,
are personally interested. Madam Speaker is interested too, but at least she's inthis different
»osition, that the House sets apart the Speaker as the one person that, by virtue of the position,
is clothed with a certain amount of authority and is supposed to be completely non-partisan.

So first and foremost I say to you, with all due.respect-to Beauchesne and May, they do
not apply where we have a rule of our own, Our rule is paramount-and basic where we have .
one, I think it's quite proper to go to them for interpretation, but I don't think we have to agree:
in that interpretation as applicable to conditions in this province, and I suggest to you that if
there's any question about the meaning of this rule, the proper place to refer it is to the court.

MR. ROBLIN: I would like to say a brief word on this point, Mr, Chairman, because 1
couldn't disagree more with most of what my honourable friend has said, It is absolutely
absurd to suggest that we should refer the rules of this House:to the:court, This House is the
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(MR. ROBLIN cont'd). . .master of its own rules. There's no higher court in th1s province
than this' Legislature, and to refer to some outside body for 1nterpretat10n is to my mind a very
poor piece of advice indeed. I think it is quite proper that if there is any doubt about thé rules
that we should ask Madam Speaker to make a ruling, and I for .one am prepared to abide _With )
whatever her ruling should be. But if there is doubt about the rules, this House with Madam
Speaker working together is the body that determines the rules, After all, we made them in
the first place and we make them and unmake them from time to timé as we go along, and to
suggest that it be referred to a court to my mind is a proposition without merit.

1 would also like to say that it strikes me as- exceedingly odd that members oppos1te
discovered this flaw in our procedure at the present time. They sat there all’ these many
years and changed other salaries or other emoluments or other remunerations respecting '
members of the House with never a thought of conscience, never any doubt about what the rule’
should be. It is obvious it seems to me that the rule cannot be an absurdity, and the rule
would be an absurdity if it were to be interpreted to mean that we could not deal with matters
affecting the salary or remuneratlon or other flnanc1a1 matters affecting members of thls
House. }

If it were the right rule, if the interpretation were correct, how on earth in the beginning
did we ever set'a salary for this House? Obviously it would be impossible todo it, How on '
earth did we ever change salaries; how on earth did we ever bring in expense allowance; how
were any of these things ever done inthe past if the rule was as my honourable friends opposne
seem to think it to be.

Well the question answers itself. The rule is ‘intended of course to stop people from
dealing with matters in which they have an individual personal concern in themselves as per-
sons as distinct from members of the Legislature, I think there isn't any question abotit the
way the rule should be interpreted, but if the Chairman is in any doubt about it and he wishes
to refer it to Madam Speaker, I certainly would have no objection to that, but I really can't
say that I follow the argument advanced across the way'in any particular.

MR. CAMPBELL: Mr. Chairman, I would expect the Honourable the First Minister to
think that any suggestion was absurd that took--(Interjection)--I beg your pardon?

MR. ROBLIN: I really don't think that every suggestion made from the opposite side is
absurd, just this particular one at the moment, ’ )

MR. CAMPBELL: Well his batting average seems to be pretty high recently for thmklng
that they're absurd on this side of the House, and it's quite in keeping with his ‘arrogant attitude
that he should say-- (Interjection)--I beg your pardon? --quite in keeping I suggest, Mr.
Chairman, with his arrogant attitude and with the arrogant attitude displayed by the front bench
in connection with this particular legislation where they are attempting to rush through the
House a piece of Ieglslatlon that's palpably benefiting the front row and is tailored to fit their
situation,

Now I'm quite cognizant of the fact that the amendments that are introduced now make a
difference in that situation, but as far as the bill that we still have before us - the amendments
have not even been considered yet - as far as that bill is concerned, it's palpably designed to
place my honourable friends in the ‘position where they have already qualified for a very large
pension and--(Interjection)--Yes, this is quite right, and what I'm saying is that I'm just com-
menting on my honourable friend's attitude.

Now of course we make the rules of this House, of course we have the authority to make
the rules of this House, of course we're the highest conr_t in the land; but when we have diffi-
culty of interpreting our own rules - and there's certainly difficulty in interpreting this one -
when we have difficulty in interpreting our own rule, then for goodness sake who are the right
people to refer it to - the court. We're not asking the court to make a rule for us, but we
frequently have to find that we have to ask the court to interpret the statutes that we have put
on the books,

It's just as ebsurd for my honourable friend to say that that is absurd as it would be to
say that we're:the ones who should decide what a case means when it comes before the court,
that we should interpret our own laws, Of course we make the laws, but who interprets them
- the courts, Here we are in this position that certain ones of us have qualified - we are al-
ready qualified for a pension under this legislation - certain ones of us, There are lots who
aren't qualified and consequently their interests may be a potential one, but in the case of
some of them that are already qualified, even accordmg to the amendments that are here we're
already directly concerned in this question,
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MR, GUTTORMSON: .-Mr. -Chairman, onthe point.that the First Minister.has raised, I

mlght remmd him ‘of a few years ago when we: ‘passed legislation in this House dealing with
.-legal entities, and before. any cases came before the court, -this government referred it to. the
court for an interpretation of.the law that this House itself had passed.

HON, STERLING R. LYON, Q. C. (Minister of Mines and Natural Resources) (Fort
Garry) Mr. Chairman, on.the point raised by the Member for Lakeside and reiterated again
by the Member for St, George couldn't be further: off the mark if they tried. - The Honourable
Member for - I always want to say Brokenhead, but I mean St. George. The question-of
referring legislation to a court is one matter and a separate matter altogether. -Never have I
run across in Beauchesne,; and my reading of Beauchesne is probably as extensive as that of
most members:of the House, never have.l seen a case ‘where a court is called upon to interpret
rules, - and if I may say so, I think -my honourable friend from Lakeside knows that fact, If he's
sat in this House for 42 years and doesn't know it,-then his education is rather sadly lacking.

The point that was raised by the Member for Selkirk,. if there was any merit to it -1 would
say that it is a legal absurdity, and he knows when we talk about legal absurdities - there are
other absurdities in this House, but we're now talking about a legal one - and this would be a
legal absurdity if the House could not presume to deal with matters relating to its own member-
ship, to emoluments, pensions and so on, because the law abhors a vacuum and you can't have
a situation where no one can deal with it. . If we can't deal with it, who can? -So in that situation
you would have a'legal absurdity so ergo the question is answered by asking it. There.is no
disability attaching in my humble opinion to anybody in the House voting on this question.

MR, LAURENT DESJARDINS (St. Boniface);: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that on this
point of order - of course wetve heard:from- the legal adviser of the House .- but it seems.to me
when there is-any debate like this,that there's an easy way:out, There's already a motion.
asking that this be referred to committee where you'll have some outside advice and so on, I
think that it would be very easily done to send this thing to committee and then to report next
session, This is another thing that can be looked into also. It just shows that we're trying to
rush into-something.

It's all right to say we decide here - we decide here - but this affects a lot of people in
Manitoba, not only 57 people - because we're the ones collecting - but. there's the question of
those that are paying in that will pay the shot. I think that it is another reason, again if we're
unsure ‘of this and if we want to be fair, especially in view of the fact that it's so important to
us.that ‘are so vitally interested.

The ‘Honourable First Minister said I could see if it did something to a person personally
and not as members, well when a fellow is out of this House and he's collecting, I think it's
helping this man personally, not-as a member - he's no:longer a member, I think it's the .
least that we can do, if this:government doesn't want to.keep on being arrogant the way it's been
and if it doesn't want to railroad this thing through, if it's really sincere, if it's trying to
establish some part of pension - some of the people here said they did agree with pension - I Co4
think that the least they can do is quit this ridiculous pressure that they're trying to put on to
push this- thing through and send it to committee where some people that are not concerned at
all personally can have a chance to look at it and tell us first of all if the pension is.a good one;
if the: pension should be paid to everybody; or if the pension should be paid for those that need
it, like we have in England and like you suggested, Mr, Chairman,

MR. RUSSELL PAULLEY (Leader of the New Democratic Party) (Radisson): - Mr
Chairman, may I apologize to the committee for beinglate. It happened that my little red
Rambler ran out of gas, ‘otherwise I would have been here at 9:30. Time has taken its toll on
the Member for Radisson - he can't even watch his gas tank now, : :

As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, the point of order before the House is whether or-not
a member can-vote on a matter in wh1ch he has a direct pecuniary interest. :Is that correct,
or is the motion before the House the motion for referral of this matter to a committee?
--(Interjection)--Well then, Mr. Chairman, may I-ask on what basis was the point of order
raised on the motion, because it appears to me that there is two matters under- consideration.

We have a motion before us as I understand it proposed by one of the members. of the
Liberal Party that this bill be referred-to a-committee, “and I would respectfully suggest in all
due respect to those who have participated in the point of order,-that on the motion that we're .

_concerned with, namely, whether or not this matter should be reféerred to a committee,. that
every member ‘in this House is not coneerned insofar as the.pecuniary return so.far as the
motion that we have before us is concerned. If we were dealing with the: sections of the bill as
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(MR. PAULLEY cont'd), ......to whether or not a pension should be paid - ‘and there are ten of
“usasT understand it'in this House who may have a direct pécuniary interest = but only on that
motlon not on the niotion that is on the’ floor at the present time.  I'think we all have a right"
whether we ‘may‘or we may not be now ehglble for the pension, so I suggest to you, Mr,
Chairman, that the point of order should be on the direct motlon concernmg the bill rather than
on a motion to refer this matter to'the committee.

"MR. CHAIRMAN: T1'in still of the original’ opinion that I gave to this commiftee that it
would be-absurd that if under this rule we eouldn't increase or decrease our indemnity - and
we have certainly increased or decreased the indemnities in the past - and if we couldn't doit
who else could? “No one, if that rule is to be taken as applying in this case,

Secondly, in the estimates, Appropriation No, 2'is an appropriation that we pass each
year, year after year, which provides for travelling expenses, living allowances and area
allowances to mémbers, “and if this rule is to be interpreted as honourable members of the
Opposition think to be correct, we could never pass that and neither could anyone pass it.

So in my opinion we are dealing here with a matter whichis similar to living allowances,
travelling allowances and area -allowances or indemnities, something that applies to all
members of the House who qualify, just the same as this would apply to people who qualify for
living allowances and travelling expenses, and that in accordance with Beauchesne Citation 66,
clause (2), this is a matter which must be decided by the House.

‘Committee rise. "Call in the Speaker,

IN SESSION

MR. CHAIRMAN: Madam Speaker, the question has been raised in Committee of the
Whole under Rule 12 as to whether or not members can vote on matters respecting Bill 110°
which provides for payments to Members of the Legislative Assembly and Ministers of the
Crown upon their ceasing to be Members or Ministers, I have ruled in accordance with Citation
66, clause'(2) of Beauchesne's Parliamentary Rules and Forms, that this is a matter which
must be decided by the House. The Committee has instructed me to refer thls ruling to you,
as to the correct ruling to be followed in this House at this time.

MADAM SPEAKER: Members of the House have heard the ruling of the Chairman. Shall
the ruling of the Chairman be confirmed?

MADAM SPEAKER put the question and after a voice vote declared the motion carried.

MR. ROBLIN: ‘Madam Speaker, if that is understood that the ruling is that we have the
right to proceed with this bill, I would then suggest that the Chairman resume his seat and that’
Madam Speaker leave the Chair so the Chairman of the Committee can resume his place.

MADAM SPEAKER: ‘Would the Honourable Member from Winnipeg Centre please take
the Chair,

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE HOUSE

MR. CHAIRMAN: The motion before the Committee is 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, ~I-think we have had a very full discussion on this motion
and T think that we have come to the time when we should put this question: - Are you ready for
the question? i

MR. LEONARD A. BARKMAN (Carillon): Mr. Chairman, before you place the question,
I would like to say a few words on'this bill. I agree there has been a lot of discussion on it
but 1 think this bill ‘needs ‘quite a bit of discussion. I for one, four or five days ago I don't think
I would have had anything to say, but after all these amendments and the changé in so many
things, I feel'that I must say-something on Bill 110, or on this Pension Plan.- I want to assure
however the Members ‘of this House that the few words 1 want to say are without prejudice
against anyone; “There are certain points’ in this bill that concern me smcerely in regard to
some of the points that have been brought up. :

~1 realize'that this is not a popular thing to speak about in this House and possibly very
popular outside’ of the Housé, but I wish to speak on the ‘subject with an aim that it shall not
make any difference to me whether it is popular or unpopular, I'believe the principle - or I do- -
believe there is a principle involved here and I have a special ‘respect for all’the older members,’
especially the 11 that have been méntioned and again discussed a few minutes ago, ‘but 1 helieve



2610 May llth, 1965

(MR, BARKMAN cont'd);.,... ..the facts are clear,

Much has been said of the high mortality rate of some of the polltlc:ans and 1 agree w1th
a lot of those statements, but, Mr, Chairman, I think thatI would like to discuss or mentlon a.
few of the questions that are in my mind on thls plan, and possibly the number one question is
this: - why was the figure eight years chosen in the flrst place‘? Why not five years or 10 years
as it is proposed now? Well I think we know the answer in this case, but what I am concerned
about is this, Let us say if this pension plan or proposed pension plan is needed and has been
needed the last eight years,  or possibly for more years, why was it not presented to this House?
Why was it not presented by former members, or for that matter, ourselves?

You must agree it could have been, but 1 cannot convince myself that we have a clean-cut
right to go back even just for one year. While that does not seem to be the opinion of most, of
this House, I feel that way and my thinking here is this, If the people representing all the
Members of this Legislature in the past years - and there have been many - did not see the
need, and I am of the opinion that there could have been a need - this I shall not discuss - but
I as one individual have the right to help pass laws while I am sitting here as a member, or
may in the future which I do not know, but the question is why wasn't this bill passed long before ?

It keeps on bothering me and I know that my conscience will not.allow me to say that
past members that have been. sitting in this House made a mistake in not introducing a plan.

To me, my responsibility toward the pension plan or any other bill begins when a bill is intro- .
duced and I am one of the members at that time, or I am present - or might be present possibly
in the future - or if I am a member at that time,

I feel strongly about making this type of a retroactive, and somehow say in my mind that
it ought to have been made a long time ago, We are certain the members before us were just
as capable, if not much more capable, of thinking of this if the need was there. So you might
ask what right have I got to take this attitude, Well I just come back to this and say there must
have been many reasons or they would have done it before. I'm not just speaking of former
members, I'm speaking of the present members here in this House who could have passed a
bill similar to this within the last eight years, Mr, Chairman, or present members, you and I
today know we could have brought this plan in sooner, but I think the answer is quite obvious.
We just simply did not see fit and thought it necessary until now, so how can we now honestly
say it ought to have been done eight years ago when the plain facts are we did not.

Also, I am against a plan of this nature, For that matter, I would go as far as to say
not necessarily a type of a pension plan for the future, one that the Honourable Member from
Lakeside mentioned, the people know what we are going to do and we tell them what we intend
to do - fine, So could we or anybody go to an insurance company for example - and one of the
members mentioned that the other day - or for that matter any other company and get a retro-
active pension plan as we are trying to get on this basis, I think the answer is no. I believe
there are a few cases where this is possible, but certainly not on the same basis, so let us
think soberly and pass legislation and not claim that this should have been done long ago or
eight years ago, but ask ourselves the other question that I wish to present. Is it fair to the
people of Manitoba to pass this type of a bill?

Yes, Mr, Chairman, somebody will say as far as I am concerned it is easy for me to
say this as a young member - you have not donated or contributed anything or very little com-
pared to some of the older members - this is very true, but if this pension plan was needed -
sooner, I come right back again and I ask you again, all of us in this House, why was legisla-
tion not passed accordingly?

The fact that if we believe a pension plan is needed today gives me in my humble opinion
no right to say it was needed before today, so how can we.take such responsibility when we
didn't pass it before. . Maybe we say they should have, but the fact is and I come back to it again,
and I might be sounding like a broken record by now, but the fact is we did not - this Legislature
or the one before did not - and in my humble opinion we have no right, I think the principle is
wrong in accepting this type of a retroactive plan, . Possibly - possibly - or unless the public
has a chance to have a hearing or if they approve of such a plan when we go to them, .either in
the next election whenever it may be, then I wish to change my mind if they- okay this. »

Mr, Chairman, let us study some of the other principles of this bill, Are the securities
or the proposed amounts in this plan not still out of line, even with all the amendments, .
especially considering, astoo often has been said, some of the Ministers., Much has been said
in regard to what they are going to get and what they are not going to get,, but mostly what they .
are going to get, and I don't intend to go into that, I had intended before, but I think enough
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(MR." BARKMAN cont!d). ......has been said about that. Lo

But I doubt very much 1f the people of Manitoba are really ready to accept. thls type of a
financial responsibility, and I'm sure that a lot of us have been thinking that-if we deserve this.
type of a pension plan; what about our municipal people?- What about the school trustees? You
could go on.and on for the many people that are serving publicly, I'd have to say if I run as a
candidate- in the next election and had voted for this bill,- I'm very much afraid I need not even
bother trying to be a candidate. But the latter part.does not bother me at all; I just simply
believe for myself, I cannot feel free at this time to support a bill of this type.- :

Mr. Chairman, my attitude, as some others have said on this side, and mine also, in
regards to all the new taxes that have been suggested and enforced since last summer - and we
know there have been quite a few of them - that I have most sincerely opposed these increases.
How then can I vote for an increase for myself? I know I cannot, for the present time
especially if this bill - or any future bill for that matter - calls for this type of retroactive
type of pension.

1 am of the opinion that the Ministers and the private members of this House today are
getting sufficient indemnities and salaries, and if we're not, at least we have the right to re-
quest for more. So we cannot blame this on the taxpayer. I1t's up-to us if we wish to ask for
more. Therefore I cannot see why there is a feeling that there should be possibly a subsidiza-
tion - - that Ministers especially and some of the members should be. subsidized by a retroactive
pension plan,

Mr. Chairman, another point I have concerning this bill is in the principle of giving
members, or Ministers for that part, only one year's time to join this pension plan. I wonder
if there is an explanation, I am sure the Honourable Minister will possibly have one, but I
cannot see the reason for this time limit, Surely it's not meant to scare or to rush somebody
into this. Possibly I just don't understand it, but I can't understand any other reason than that
and I don't think that it's necessarily right to do that.

Again I have to come back to what the Honourable Member from Lakeside, my colleague,
said when he mentioned, '"What right have we in thinking, ! as he said, ''to take a plan like
this when we were all not working full-time, '* Well I guess we would have to admit the same
thing applies to all of us except the Ministers, who in my opinion I believe are getting their
difference of worth with their salaries, Who in the world would. think - or who in the world,
in the municipal field, especially in the rural areas - I would not say in the city centres -
would think of a pension plan; or even if they did, I doubt very much if many municipal people,
or for that matter many school trustees, would even try to attempt to get a pension plan from
their own people in their own areas. And why? Why cannot they look for this type of a pension
plan? . ) .
So much has been said about wishing that people would not have it bad in their older
years and I'm sure that all of us could think of so many reeves and so many councillors that
really are not in the position that they ought to be, .and here, while I think we're in a much
better position in this House than they have been and they've served for much less, we wish to
take a pension plan and don't even think of them., But I think the answer is simple, because we
all know that these people, the municipal people and the school trustees - and again I have-to
agree - they do not necessarily and should not necessarily get this type of a. pension plan be-
cause we all know they're not working full-time,

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the Honourable Member from Lakeside when he said the
other day, and also, Mr, Chairman, yourself, that we don't have to worry too much in regard
to encouraging better people to run for office - encourage them with a pension plan - and that
a member who gets defeated later has such a rough time to find a job or a position, . Maybe if
we thought of MPs instead of MLAs, possibly the danger might be a little bit more there be-
cause of their full-time job and because of them losing their connections at home, but I cannot
see it in the case of - most cases - in this House of an MLA, And to the latter I would like to
say, although I might have to eat my own words some day but I hope not, that I do not think
that this present group - and I think I know most of them - I don't think any of this present
group need fear this is going to happen to them at all.

Mr. Chairman, somehow I have the feeling we are trying to protect the people most that
need the protection 1ea_st. I am sorry to say, but I believe that the Ministers' salaries - and
much has been said so I don't want to say too much - should be high enough without subsidizing
it with a pension plan; and if it isn't high enough, let's raise it but not subsidize it with a
pension plan, I feel sentimental towards what the Honourable Member for Inkster had to say
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(MR. BARKMAN cont'd), . . the other day, but'I believe the solution here is found that the
bill has put an age limit on the plan now - and as’ was suggested at that time maybe age 55:.0r.
age ‘60 - now of course-it's set at 55.

g Agam what does an ordinary pension plan call for? We know 1t's age 65. and you cannot
even start collecting at age 65 if you are ‘still earning $900 or more and you have to wait till
age 70 before you can collect, I am certain all of us here in this House would. like to see the
Honourable Member for Inkster retire honourably and comfortably- - I'm not bringing it up for
that reason - but we could also suggest that with the confidence the people of his constituency
have given him for such a long time and the fact that he 'served well, and at the age he is now,
I don't feel that anybody in his constituency or in this House even would let him down.

" I have not exactly the same feeling as the Honourable Leader of the. NDP Party when he
mentioned in his speech - and for a while I thought it was quite a passionate speech - that he
had lost a whole year of pension rights. I think the Honourable Leader would also have to
admit that he gained more than one year of pension rights by having been a member in this
House for the time that he has, and the fact that he mentions the CNR had just started their
plan three years ago makes me think again that it was not necessarily mature or necessary to
have this plan sooner. So why a retroactive plan for this Legislature? I will admit that I think
the honourable member is one of the harder workers and I would also wish him well when he
does retire - and I for one do not necessarily wish him an early retirement, I-do not say it for
that reason - but as a fighter and as a champion of the people as he has claimed in here so
often, I cannot see how he can take the position that he does in supporting this bill,

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the Honourable Member of St, Matthews that we could have
a plan, including & plan for the Ministers, but I cannot agree that they are not necessarily
underpaid and I think I've said enough on that If they are, I do not believe again that they
should be ‘subsidized with a pension plan, When the Honourable Member mentioned a retire-
ment allowance - fine, I certamly agreed with him; but I cannot agree with the method that
this bill suggests,

Mr, Chairman, in conclusion, I am not necessarily completely against a type of a pre-
sent or a future pension plan, but I am against this unbalanced type of a retroactive pension
plan, While quite a few Biblical quotations have been given in this'House in the last while,
something stayed on my mind and I couldn't get it off my mind and possibly some of it is still
there. I believe it's in the Second Chapter of Corinthians - in the Seventh Chapter I believe
-- in the Ninth Chapter it is, where there is a quotation that says something like this: - ''"Those
that'sdw sparingly shall reap sparingly; those that sow bountifully shall reap bountifully. !’

I believe that this Bill 110, or the proposed pension plan, would not be a Biblical truth., I think
here in this bill we are sowing sparingly and have an opportunity to reap bountifully in many
cases, and I would have to go along with the motion that a committee should be set up.

MR. CHAIRMAN: All those in favour of the motion.......

MR. GUTTORMSON: Mr. Chairman, the last amendment that was introduced by the
Minister who brought this bill in regarding - that's Motion No. 15 - it seems to me that
Cabinet Ministers who leave the Cabinet are still entitled to a pension even if they remain in
this House, Now I'l quote the part of that motion which makes me believe that, It says,

""Any allowance payable under I or Part II shall be discontinued during any period when the
person to whom the allowance is being paid: (a) is a judge or is receiving an annuity under
The Judges Act (Canada) or holds a full-time judicial or semi-judicial appointment; or (b) is
a member of the Senate or the House of Commons of Canada or of the Leglslature of any other
province of Canada,'' This doesn't say..... ..

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Motion 10 above that refers to a member of this Legislature, "it
has the effect of preventing a member from this Legislature collecting a pension.

"MR. GUTTORMSON: Pardon?

MR, CHAIRMAN: Motion 10, which is above Motion 15, is an amendment which has the
effect of preventing a member of thlS Leglslature obtaining a pensmn at the same time that he
is a member, :

MR, GUTTORMSON: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, when the Minister who introduced this
_ bill replled to some of the criticisms of the bill, 'he accused us on this side.of the House -of
being political and other uncomplimentary remarks and I would suggest to the' Minister that
if we were so political and we were so wrong, as it was said, then I think that he shouldn't
have brought in the amendments? If we were just political and everything was right, “he should
have et the bill stand as it was., It's obvious that we were right and that the criticisms were
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(Mr. GUTTORMSON cont'd)....: sincere and well thought out. . Of course yesterday. he had-a .- g
- change.of heart and he said they were excellent. - After attacking the same cr1t1c1sms on Satur-
day, last evening he said they were excellent -and they were going to follow some of them
Perhaps he would consider: following some more. . The Leader of the Qpposition suggested w1th-—
drawing the bill. : This seems to many would be an excellent suggestxon but the Minister hasn't
seen fit to answer it-yet.

He 'said-that they took years to study it. Now it's d1ff10u1t for me and Ithmk for many )
members of the House to believe that it was:studied for years,: and then when they bring a bill
into the House and-in‘the space of three days they bring in three amendments,. some of them
making:-some. major .changes to the bill that was introduced.

- The Leader of the Opposition said that the bill was poorly planned. I'm not. so sure I agree .
with him on that point because it indicates to me that it was well planned because. of some of
the provisions that were contained-in .the bill, It seems that they couldn't possibly have been in
there unless it was devised. -According to some of the members of the Conservative caucus the
major. architect of this plan; the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources, has accused us of
everything under the: sun. He hasn't made any remarks in this debate without being vindictive,
If we say we disagree with a provision in the bill, he jumps us in a vindictive manner. .However,
this.is not unlike the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources.

Earlier this session I introduced a resolution calling for the rescmdmg of the heat tax.;
Although some of the members across may feel that this is unnecessary, .that it wasn't hitting
many .people, I'd like to tell the members of this House that in my.constituency it was felt by
a great number of people, and proof of the pudding that this is hitting a lot of people in Manitoba
was the announcement by the Minister of Welfare that he was going to increase the welfare costs.
to the welfare recipients in view of the increase, because it was felt that they would suffer as
a result of the increased tax. :

Last evening 1, like I presume most of the members in this House; received their driver's
licences, For my wife and I, it's going to-cost me $10. 00, where it would have ‘eostr $4.00.in
1958. e . ‘
I'd like-to ‘ask the Minister what wouldbe .. wrong, and if he can give us an explanation
why it wouldbe so wrong.to refer the subject to a committee. In:view of the fact that we have
made a number of suggestions and the government has seen fit now to bring in-some changes,
surely this is proof that the bill isn't satisfactory, .and perhaps upon further study by a committee
who have time to examine all the clauses, bring in a bill which would be satisfactory. I don't -
know, but I can't see the rush in implementing this bill at this time.. Surely no one. in this Hguse
is going to suffer by not passing this bill. The chances are that there'll be no-election this year
and therefore no member -of this House who decides to retire or is defeated will not suffer be-
cause they'll still be around. We still have another full session to discuss. the matter.: I would
suggest that he take our advice and withdraw the bill, and if he still feels it should be.introduced,
do so at the beginning of the session next year after proper study has been given to it..

Another matter I'd like to ask the Minister when he gets on his feet to explain is the-de-
finition of the word ''year!'. When he introduced the bill, in Section 2 we have definitions of all
the different words: contribution, Deputy Speaker, Leader of the Opposition, member, minister
and so.on - session - but we have no definition for the word. ""year' -- (Interjection) -- The
Minister of Education tells me:it's 365 days. We have the government's.definition of the word
""upon'; and I-think in view of the definition of that word, I think which means a year or more,

I think it's fair to ask the government to ?2fine this word.

1'd like to ask'the Minister for example how it would affect those members such as h1m-
self and others in this House who were elected on December 14, -1962. Just for purposes of clar-
ity, - supposing some of that group came into the House initially.at that date, would they not be
eligible unless they.sat say to December, 1972? Just what is meant by year or could he explain
that to me please.

I think that the M1n1ster would be well adv1sed to follow the adv1ce and w1thdraw it,. I thmk
the:majority of the.members of this House would agree with us; ‘I think the Minister would get
credit for withdrawing the bill and accepting the advice of this group to do so. He made a re-
mark yesterday-that he had heard from his constituents that they were all in favour of this bill -
or those that he had talked to. Well I -think that the Minister would agree in all falrness that )
the constituents that he represents, the situation of most of them are dlfferent from some other
parts of the province. That constituency. has the:good fortune to be -- the residents are reason-
ably well-to-do or .comfortably fixed in relation to many other areas. I think it would be
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(MR. GUTTORMSON cont'd) .... reasonable to assume that the feeling doesn't necessarlly
prevail throughout the provmce I know that there are other sections of this city, other parts
of the province that wouldn't find it nearly as acceptable as he 1mp11ed yesterday.

A great deal has been made of the pension given by the Federal Government, but I'd like
to point out to him that in the federal field there is no special pension for Cabinet Ministers
as such. As I understand the legislation, all members are treated ahke ‘that whether a man
has been a Cabinet Minister for 15 years or a backbencher for 15 years, he's treated in the
same manner. If I'm incorrect -- I would be subject to correction.

If I'm not mistaken the city aldermen brought in a bill, or asked this Leglslature to give
them permission to implement a pension plan for the aldermen, and if my memory serves me
correctly, the members of this House turned this down and wouldn't have any part of it, so it ]
would indicate that we're not being too consistent in this matter, '

When the Minister replies, I would suggest that he deal with the matters that have been
raised on the bill and try to refrain from being vidictive and personal, as we are. I've not
called anyone any names. I've found fault with the bill and I would suggest that the Mmlste_r
should treat the matter in the same light when he sees fit to reply to some of the remarks that
have been made on this side of the House. ) ’

MR. STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, I will reply to the questions just posed to me by . the
Honourable Member from St. George and I hope that I will be able to reply in the same friendly
vein in which he has just presented these questlons. )

 His first question was why would it be wrong to refer ittoa commlttee and what is the
rush. There doesn't seem to be any rush, The next question or suggestlon was that the bill
was poorly thought out or poorly planned, and I think all of these three questions could be bulked
together and a reply made that would cover all three of them.

No one who.has had anything to do with this bill would agree that it has been poorly planned
or poorly put together. The mere fact that the bill is rather concise and neat and speaks forth
its suggestions in plain and unfettered language, must I think be attributed to the fact that the
research on the bill was done and was done properly. The bill was divided into three parts. Part
I has Sections from 3 to 8 and they deal with the retirement allowances for members, and it
is not very difficult to follow the thinking and the planning of those eight sections. Part II is
almost a replica of Part I, save that it deals withthe Ministers, the Speaker and the Leader of
the Opposition, and includes the Deputy Speaker. Part III is a general statement on the bill,
rather short, concise explanation or details of the operation of the bill,

The amendments that have been made may appear to some -- the two and a half or three
pages that were received last night really constitute the full group of amendments that were
made. The amendments that were brought in the second time included the amendment that was
made the first time, the amendment that had the age start at 55, and that is included on Page 2
of the amendments. - The sheet that came with them, or came a little later, is a more detalled
explanation of the amendments in the first group of amendments.

Now having gone through the process of having the bill put togehter, and again I would like
to probably fault myself if there is any fault coming, in thatI didn't in explaining the bill go
over the bill chapter and verse and explain each one of the sections of the bill. T did feel at the
time that the bill was brought up the first time and the expla.natlons were given and I had done
so in a rather general way, butin a kind of a generality that would include everything, and so
once the bill was presented it would be a simple matter to figure out the benefits that could be
derived by any member or any group of members and what their payments would be.

The underlying principle of 6% on payments and 3% on indemnities or 3% benefits is con-
stant and is the same throughout the bill. Therefore, when you would bring it into the House,
one would hope to get some suggestions. I don't think it's the kind of a bill that one would want
to criticize it for the sake of criticizing it. One is either in favour of pensions or is not in -
favour of pensions, and there are those who are definitely opposed to them,

There are those who are opposed to pensions for leglslators at any level, whether they be
at the federal level, the.provincial level, the municipal level - including school trustees, and
if that be their thinking, why certainly no one can find fault with it, but it ¢ertainly must be a
very modern concept if 8 out of 10 Legislatures in Canada today have pensions plans. These
pension plans are not too old in the light of Canada's history, some of them only a few years,
most of them less than ten years in existence, so the Legislatures of Canada have been slow. '
in adopting the practice that business and the industry have followed for some yeare.

It isn't very long ago that - certainly in the memory of the Honourable Member for
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(MR. STEINKOPF'cont'd) e I_nkster' that old age pensions were being talked about in this
House. I wasn't here but I understand almost since the day that he came into this House around
1940 that he. had.a permanent resolution on the Order Paper requesting old age pensions, and I
gather that each year the party that w-5 in power took just a little bit more recognition of those
resolutions because they saw what was happenlng around them and that the changing society re-
quired this kind of security to perish the thought of the old folks home that one used to read
about as a child. '

Not that 1 suggést that a pension is brought in here for need; I think this is part of a
package deal. It is part of a way of life today and it is part of a way of life for men who spend
two months of their year, maybe a little longer, in this House - a great majority of them not
only away from their business but away from their homes, a complete dislocation of their life.
It may be a part-time job but it is certainly not the type of a part-time job that one really thinks
of as parf—time jobs in the normal sense; and it certainly isn't one night a week or two nights a
week to a council meeting where business can be conducted very close to the City Hall Chamber
or wherever it is, and even conducted while at the council meeting.

There is also a real premium charged here on those who do not attend regularly. Anyone
who is not in the Chamber or is certainly w1th1n ‘the building, cannot do justice to this job,
and to justify the pension and to bring up and to think out a reasonable type of pension for this
House was not - we didn't come to it easily - but when I suggested that much thought had been
given to it, I didn't mean necessarily myself or this House. Much thought has been given to it
by the other Legislatures in Canada and we strive not for uniformity for the sake of uniformity
but for a uniform standard of living in Canada; a uniform thinking in Canada; and if we are cap-
able of passing uniform legislation, certainly there should be some degree of uniformity in the
salaries and the pensions that the members of this House get.

Now I'm not suggesting that as we are being paid as one of the lowest Houses in Canada
that this is a bad thing. This is the consensus of opinion, and people in Manitoba - legislators
are prepared to accept it and I see no reason why they should be paid more than what they them-
selves think they are worth. We now feel that this pension plan is something that the members
are entitled to and they are worth it, and this is the consensus of opinion of this side of the
House and that is why the bill is presented.

The bill has now been before this House many many days. There is no rushing through of
this bill. We are as patient as you would like to be, to give us your suggestions. We have al-
ready shown that we will accept them in the same spirit in which they are given. Any suggestion
that the bill is being railroaded or is being pushed through the House I think can be discounted
by anyone who has sat here since the debate has started, and the debate will continue I hope on
the same basis as it started out today at least, where we again are getting the real opinions of
the Honourable Members of the Opposition without getting into the personalities.

So for that reason, or for those reasons, I see no reason why the bill should be sent to
any committee. We are the people who have been elected to make the decision. We have done
our homework on the bill - it is here. I don't think that there is a pension plan in the country -
you can consult any group of people who know their business on pensions and I'm sure that they
will come up with the same suggestion that we have received time and time again, that th_e best
thing to do is to pattern it after the plan in the other provinces. This we did, and if you wilj
check the charts that are before you, you will find that almost on every score we are in agree-
ment and certainly within the principle of those pension plans.

After the pension plan has been in operation a number of years, then I'm sure that those
who dre sitting here at that time will take another look at it. It may have served its purpose; it
may have not. It may have been too rich for the taxpayers of Manitoba, but that's something
that can be controlled. It isn't an uncontrollable factor. On the other hand, as I really believe,
it will turn out some 10 or 15 years from now not to have been sufficient. Some of the benefits
that have been suggested I too would like to see if it were not for the fact that the costs of
the bill would go up, such as payment to widows and orphans of members of this House. Some-
time if the community can afford it, they may add this benefit to the plan before you, and for
probably any members who are in the House at that time.

The definition of the word "year" - I think I understood what the Honourable Member for ‘
St. George means - it would be from December 14, 1962 to December 14, 1963, that is from
election to dissolution of Parhament and those would be counted as years There could be a part
year in this operation or a lag between an election if someone was out.

I don't think there were any other specific questions. There was a reference made to the



2616 . May 11th, 1965

(MR. STEINKOPF: cont'd) . . constituency of River Helghts and the general impressionl
guess one would .gather-is that R1ver -Heights -isn't really an average constituency, it probably T
would. be a little above-the average, that is so far as the economic standing of the constituents .
are concerned. This may be so and.I' would not argue that point, but notwithstanding I would .-
think that in River Heights; partxcularly on either side of Centennial Street and the streets run-
ning three or four blocks.on either side,: there are any number of pens1oners people who_ have
worked hard all their lives and who have earned a pension: people who have worked. for organl— )
zations that have paid: for pensions, who have contributed to their pension plan and theyv know

the worth of a pension,. and I think that many of them are finding it as difficult today to meet the
rising cost as in any:.other constltuency in Manitoba. ' '

~In talking to these people and in discussing with them too the question of heating tax, where
their tax in:some cases is paid on heating costs of anywhere from $100 to $150 per house, they
have ‘expressed to me a very distinct willingness to absorb that tax because they are the ones
that will benefit on the other things. They are not.the ones that are buying the cigarettes or the
liquor or having a couple of cars and using up a lot of gas for driving around, and also will get
the benefit of the rebate on their taxes.

Now I would suggest that the members contmue as the) have, to gwe me any other sugges-
tions-or direct :questions that they.have and I will continue to try and answer. them.

MR. BARKMAN: Mr. Chairman, I would like to set the records clear as far as the state-
ment I made about the-Honourable Ieader of.the NDP party in .regard to the plan that I mentioned
of the CNR. - He says that I must have misunderstood him and I take his word for that, so I wish
to retract that -part. :

The other question that I believe the. Honourable M1n1ster d1d not answer was the question
that I tried to place -~ and I guess I didn't make it very clear - why the one year or approximately
one year time limit-on the acceptance or joining this plan.

MR.  STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, this is for the retroactive feature - that you can Jo1n
the plan at anytime you'd like, that is from this day forward ‘but in order to have a cut-off date
at some time, for a retroactive position, it was decided to make it a year - June 1, 1966.

MR. MORRIS GRAY (Inkster): I'll only be one minute. Did anybody say ""hooray'? As far
as the Opposition claims - I don't know how they found it out - but about eleven members here
are eligible for the pension at the moment. As far as I am concerned, I'm not applying for the
pension and I'm not. very much interested and I do not intend to state what I'm going to do between
the two.years. By that time I may be the late Mr. Gray, Anyway, if they feel that théy have
eleven;: take it for ten. I will not decide on whether I will accept the pension to. which I have to
contribute a certain amount in many hundreds of dollars, in order to get it. So instead of eleven,
please, use the figure ten, because one definitely is out, for the time being. We have two years
to go. So the whole thing, .is - well, two years, not one. All right, as far as I am concerned, I
am going to support it.but not because I am personally, directly interested. I am not starving,

I have enough to eat and I don't spend too much, .so don't worry anything about it. So next time
when youargue about' it - because we have repeated it dozens of.times, by every speaker of the .
Official Opposition - worrying very much, how much it costs and so on. I rose just to answer
one accusation about refusing the-aldermen to. get it. First of all, I don't recollect any time re-
fusing in the last quarter of a century that I'm here, every time thata request.came in from the
city council for legsilative permission to do something, I always argued, they are just as entitled
in this House, being public representatives elected by the people, I always argued, I always
suggested that they ask-for a home rule charter, so they don't have to come to this House every
time whether they have an approach, or they forgot about any little small details. The matter is
too important, the council is too important. - elected by. the people ~ they could have their own.
So you cannot-charge me.or the group for it because we -have never refused yet, anything, to my
recollection,: for giving the couneil anything.. .

So I'think perhaps, let's quit .now;. its very-difficult to stay here at th1s time, too much
longer. The Opposition made their point, - rightly or wrongly, it's not for me to judge - my
judgment will never be taken anyway: So let's settle the whole, thmg now, instead of stajr]ng
another week. And not as an old politician, but not.as an-old statesman, but as an old individual
who has seen life perhaps as much or more_than any honourable member in this. Houge, feel that,
let's. maintain our democracy; demand your rights - each member has a r1ght to.demand their
rights, ‘but I don't think he has justification to.compel me.to.stay here long after they have miade
their point. And their point.may.be right. I am at:liberty to disagree with them But they may
be right. So I hope that-the whole thing is now settled, and after all its the House under our
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(MR. GRAY cont'd)....... democratic. system that has the final say. Let's find out and let's
get on with the business.so we could perhaps, at least the farmers could perhaps go to the ir
farm and cultivate the necessary food that we require. for us and the hungry world, o

MR.. JOHN P. TANCHAK(Emerson) Mr. Cha1rman 1 have spoken on this once but I feel V
1 should say a few more words. And commentmg on the presentation or the speech ‘made by
the Honourable Member for Inkster, I say that I agree with him that this should come to some
kind of a settlement and I'll be the first one to say, "I agree" that we should terminate this;
but the solution is very very s1mp1e and that is that the sponsor of this bill, the Honourable °
the Minister, should get up and announce in this House that we will agree to the amendment that
is before us that this should go to the committee, and I assure you that if the Minister did
make that statement, Ido not think that the Opposition will oppose any more. So the solutlon
to that is simple and I agree with the Honourable Member for Inkster that we could términate
this and then as he says some of our farmer friends would be able to go back and put their
wheat and their oats in, providing the weather permits.

I mentioned the sponsor, the sponsor of the bill, the Honourable Minister who is defendlng
it, the bill.. I.know it is very. difficult for him to defend the bill, as the one that's presented to
us here, because this bill was not designed properly, it was not well thought up. But I do not
envy him his position. I know he has to defend it. He is the sponsor. But I'm not go1ng to blame
him entirely for this bill because I am sure that he and he alone did not design the bill by Vh1m—
self. There was a suggestion made here that the designer of the bill probably was the Minister
of Mines. and Natural Resources because he had most to say about it and defend it.

But there's one thing that I'm wondering about - we had the Leader of the House here,
the Premier of the Province of Manitoba, and the Premier himself controls the purse strings -
I'm just Wondering why this was unloaded on the shoulders of the Provincial Secretary. ‘1 would
think that since he's the controller of the purse and he's the Leader of the House, that the Prem-
ier should have introduced this bill and probably the Premier has more experience than his
Cabinet Ministers, and he might have been able to defend this bill, if he thought in his opinion
this was a good bill. But I notice that the Premier, most of the time, "sits and doesn't even sit
in this House while - most of the time, I'll say - when the bill is being discussed. It seems to
me that he is not too concerned whether this bill is the proper bill, whether it should be accepted
by the House or not, because he has said, if anything very very little as far as this bill is
concerned, I would like to hear the Minister's view, the Premier's views on this bill. It would
be interesting to 11sten what he has to say, not only his subordmates the Cabinet Ministers - and
Twould say that it is not fair to the Cabinet Ministers who are defendmg,lt todefend it whenhe is re-

sponsible, more responsible, than the Ministers who have spoken so far,forthe introduction of this
bill,by virtue of being the leader,because I am sure that if he does not think this bill was the proper
thing,the proper kind of abill,that he could have vetoed it in his caucus. I do not attend the caucus
of the Conservative Party and I do not wish to do so. But that's my opinion and I for one, would
like the Premier to make some kind of a comment on it and try and defend th1s bill. I'm looking
forward to it.

Now we have already made come progress and good prog‘ress, by debating, by opposing this
bill - and when I say: this, 1 am referrlng to the amendments that were brought forward by the
government as a result of the Liberal Opposition in this House. And I would like to say - this
word was mentioned before, that this bill would be more conscionable now. It was referred to
as.an unconscmnable transactmn and it was an unconscionable transaction. There was some
objection to it, In my opinion, it was - the way it was introduced in the first place. And why‘7
What is it? Because in the way it was introduced, before the amendments were placed before
us. I would like to consider it as a guaranteed annual wage for the Cabinet Ministers, because
that's exactly what it was, if it was to have been passed in its original form. It was so designed
that the M1n1sters could have made a financial killing in this, because - some flash cards were
flashed before us several days ago and it indicated that it was possible, the way the bill was in-
troduced in the first place, for a young cabinet minister to pretty near realize a quarter of a
m11110n dollars by the time he was through on this earth.

I.myself, one of the Liberal group, am very happy that we took the stand as we did in
this House, on this bill. The results prove it, as I said before, the amendments before us. If
we had taken the same stand as the rest of the members in this House, and supported the bill,
the bill would have become law, and the government now agrees with us that the bill was not a
proper bill, because the1r amendments were brought forward. Well we must have been right.
We must have been flghtmg for what we beheved was right, and the government now does agree
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(MR. TANCHAK cont'd) .i..... with us, in part, by bringing forth these amendments. I think:
that if this bill would have been accepted in its original form, it would have had a degrading
effect on all the members of this House. Listening to the news, listeningto the radio, -the
television, reading the papers, that's just the impression that I get, that if the bill was accepted
in its original form it would just have done that.” Why do I say it? Because many people, rightly
or wrongly, believe that our politicians are not sincere and you hear that quite often - Oh,
politics, it's so and so ‘- I'm not going to use the word that they do ‘- and this would have -added
to it. They wouldn't have had faith in the people that conduct their affairs. And I say if it wasn't
for the Liberal Party, all the legislation would have been under question and suspicion; not"
only this bill but any other legislation that was passed or to be passed in the future, would

have been questioned. I for one am very happy that we d1d take this stand because we have
accomplished something.

Now I think I'd like to ask a few questions. I don't know if they'll be answered. I'm just
wondering whether the backbenchers knew when the bill was originally introduced that they were
only thrown the crumbs, if the bill would have gone in its original form,: while the Ministers
would have a feast. That's exactly what it was. I'm just wondering if they knew it.- I wonder
if it was properly caucused. :

Something else. Did they know that one could have drawn two pensions from the: same
employer. Did they know that? And did they agree with that, the backbenchers? I'm just wonder-
ing. Presumably the Cabinet Ministers knew. I do not know. Now-they would get I said, a double
pension; they would have gotten a double pension, And who was the employer in that case or
would have been the employer ? The people of the Province of Manitoba would be the employers
of this - probably you say it the government, the Premier and so on - but it's still the people
of Manitoba. And I'm just wondering, to make such a blunder, such a boop, was it an oversight
on the part of the Cabinet Ministers? It could have been, but I'm wondering. If it was an over-
sight on the part of the Cabinet Ministers then we are right in insisting that this bill be sent to
a committee to study, because if the Cabinet Ministers were incapable of designing a proper
bill, how can we trust that the Cabinet Ministers would finalize - there will be rules and regu-
lations - how can we trust the Cabinet Ministers to make a good job on this?

Now on the other hand, we can look at this way: That the Cabinet Ministers did know -
what they were doing, that they did know what implications this bill was going to produce;- then
if that was the case, they did know, so I would say that I could accuse, and all of us, the people
of Manitoba, could accuse the Ministers of the present government, of the Conservative Govern-
ment of scheming to feather their beds at the expense of the people of Manitoba. So there's
only two - either they knew orthey did not know - it was an oversight. Now what is it? Was 1t
an oversight or was it purposely done to benefit a select group in this House ? i

Now we have an amendment before us, why should this bill be referred to a committee to
study it? And I would say so that if a pension scheme is developed, it may be an-equitable one,
fair to the pensioner - fair to the recipient, I mean; fair to the people of Manitoba and one -
this is very important - that the Province of Manitoba could afford at this time when the citizens
are being so heavily taxed, especially in this year. How could we be sure this is the case with
respect to the proposed pension plan? We don't know. We haven't had-enough time and probably
some of the members of this House haven't got the means at their disposal to study it and"
haven't got the time. The only way, I submit, is to have exhaustive study of this before this is
passed in the House. Where is the best way to do'this? I would say the best way to do this would
be in committee. This is the reason why we say, send it to a committee. In committee this
would be thoroughly studied. People could make presentations and recommendations could be
made to the Legislature and maybe if a-pension bill is-desirable it would be a bill worthwhile
accepting.” Just as an example, when this bill was introduced even the sponsor was confused,
the sponsor of the bill was confused himself at that time.” We have had several figures given
to us and each figure was different. Now, probably we haven't got the figiires as far asthe
ten year period is concerned. They may be conflicting and confusing too. There was a conflict
in figures between the Minister and one of our local papers here, Winnipeg papers. The Minister
seemed to disagree with the figures given by the daily paper, . and the paper disagreed with
him. I don't know how that is going to ‘end. I for one do not know who is right, but-I would say
- one may say that we should accept the statement of the Minister, -it's quite proper in this
House, but we have experienced in the past some examples where the Minister wasn't quite
right, and here, as far as this bill is concerned we have witnessed the same thing. So in the
conflicting figures given by the Minister and the paper, I would say I'm inclined to accept the
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(MR. TANCHAK cont'd) ...... latter's figures, because surely a paper, with.subscriptions in.
the thousands, which covers thousands of citizens of Manitoba, would really thoroughly study
the problem. I'don't think that this news media would like -to confuse thousands and thousands: of
people in the Province ot Manitoba; while the Minister here, probably in the first place is only
confusing 57 of us here plus a few attendants and so on. So I cannot believe that any news media .
would purposely try to mislead the people of Manitoba - and I-am not suggesting that the Minister
is, but T think that the Minister himself is a‘little confused, therefore I think we should ask the
House to accept the recommendatlon that we are giving, our amendment, and send it into com-~
mittee to have it studied.

I have a book here, and I'm' just going to refer to it as I speak and it says '""Pensions - .
"Canadian Handbook of Pensions and Welfare Plans' and it gives you some reasons here why a
pension plan is desirable, if it is so. One reason, the first one says: '""An approved pension plan
allows the accumulation of a fund, the earnings of which are not subject to income tax., "

MR. CHAIRMAN: Please keep to the motion before the committee and that is whether or
not this bill should be referred to the Standing Committee....

MR. TANCHAK: That's exactly what I'm doing.

MR.  CHAIRMAN: And your quotations have no reference to this motion before the. com-
mittee, :
MR. TANCHAK: No, but I would like to differ with the Chairman, I'm trymg to give
reasons why, and these are the reasons why this bill should go to committee, I'm going to out-
line the whole .....

MR. CHAIRMAN: You're getting away from the motion before us.

MR. TANCHAK: No, I would like to differ, with due respect, but here are exactly the
reasons I am trying to place before us why we should send. this bill to committee and if you'll
bear with me we'll go ahead and see the relation here. This is one of the reasons why there
should be a pension. There are only two, it won't take too many anyway. Another reason: .'"An
approved pension plan is the only practical method whereby contributions can be collected from
employees to reduce the cost of pensions. ' Another reason. Now, there's reasons why employers
propose a pension and some of these things would be studied in committee. I'm sure that the com-
mittee would pick up a book like this and they'll study and everybody interested will study to find
out what is the best pension plan; why should this pension plan be introduced and when it should
be introduced. The employer may be forced to put a pension plan as a result of collective bar-
gaining whether he likes it or not. That's one of the reasons, they say.

Now in this case I wonder where the demand came and this is what should be studied.

Was - in the opinion of the committee is a pension plan necessary. To form or to give a pension
to anybody, it is necessary that somebody ask for that pension plan, Now I would like to

know in this House, who approached the government, -who asked for the pension plan? I know that
none of us on this side have asked for a pension plan as far as I remember. I wonder who did it?
Was it the Cabinet Ministers who approached the Minister, the Premier, or was it the backben-
chers of the Conservative Party who asked for a pension plan, If there was no request for the
pension plan, I would suggest that this committee would consider it if it was in the.committee.
They would consider this. Is it advisable? Who asked for it? I didn't ask for it and as far as

I know I haven't heard of anybody asking for it. That's one questlon that the committee would
consider. Who asked for it?

Now another one. '""The existence of a pension plan makes it less embarrassing for the
employer to get rid-of an ‘employee who has outlived his usefulness. ' Now if he had outlived
his usefulness, it makes it easier for the employer to get rid of him; but the employer in this
case does not, the goverment does not get rid of anybody. It's the people who get rid of ..
so I do'not think the people of the Province of Manitoba are concerned in this.

But here is another question. Why was this pension introduced ? Was it the intention -

I'm not trying to put words:in the First Minister's mouth - is it the intention of the First
Minister to retire some of his Cabinet Ministers and that would make it easier for him, less
embarrassing for him as in their employer, since he's the First Minister, to get rid of some
of his deadwood, -and then naturally they'll expect a fancy pension and. it would be easier for
the employer to retire these Cabinet Ministers.

"The employer is held in higher regard by the community. ' The employer, if he prov1des
a pension, would be held in high regard by the community - I don't think in this' case that it
does apply. We are taking of our own and the Leader of the House probably agrees with a pen-
sion scheme. :
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(MR TANCHAK cont'd) C : :
~1A’good pernsion. plan 1mproves the employee’s competltlve position'in bidding for labour.™

It-improves:his compétitive position in bidding for labour.-In-the first place, I:wonder whether:
we could be termed labour - although I don't say we don't-work in here whether we could be
termed labour, but-what competition, unless you take it as a-whole during the élection ="

and there was' quite an‘arg’ume’nt made: on this ~ competitive position in bidding for labour.

I disagreed with that in the first place that any pens1on ‘scheme - that money should be the in:-
centive to bring good people in: : : o

"A pension plan provides an orderly schedule of promotions for younger employe€es and-
the atmosphere of the organization remains youthful and progressive.' I don't think that in
this case it would apply at all; ‘because the people who are introducing this bill have no say'in -
this whether the people who enter this would be youthful. A pension plan gives security to the
employees if the firm is wound up."Gives security to the employees. I1-suggest that as far as
this House is, it wouldn't wind up as such because the affairs of Manitoba must continue and
there will never be a winding-up of -- well of the session, yes, but not of the-House -- (Inter-
jection) ~- yes, I would suggest the people could wind me up, fine -- I'm not too worried about
that and I'm not too worried that'when I do wind up that T wouldn't be able to take care of my-
self. It's the will of the people and if they so desire, I'll thank them for it.

Now there are others. '"If a pension plan is funded in an unorthodox manner it usually re-
quires the investment of large sums of money. ' So this is another thing that could have been
studied. Now I'm not going to bore the members of the House with more .... There are more
reasons why this problem should be put in the hands of a committee to study the situation. And
1 do not see anything wrong with that. I think that we could surely wind this up as I said before,
if the Minister got up on his‘feet, or the Premier and said yes, this is a'good suggestion we
agree to it. We'll send it into committee. I ‘am sure that the result would be different.

There are five specific questions here before I close, that I don't think-were fully answer-
ed’'and somebody should answer it. T would just like to hear the Premier do it. He probably
knows more ‘about it, unless he's not interested in it at all. ' Why should this be retroactive ?
Why should we go ahead and provide for a pension for ourselves? Why should we do it? I think
we'd be more modest if he said this:''let us provide a pension to commence after the next elec-
tion.*" - And none of us as the Honourable Member for Brandon suggested they might wind me
up, -none 'of us are sure that we'll be here again, so we are providing for future members of
this Legislature and if some of us are lucky tobe elected again, of course we'll benefit, but
at least we cannot bé‘accused of feathering our-6wn nest, our ~wn bed." So why make it retro-
active? Why not make it in the future for the people who come after us, make it for them. Why
make it retroactive so that a few years back, ten years back; ‘so that it would catch some of
us in‘this House. The Honourable Member for Inkster himself just told us now that he's not
interested in it so naturally we are not doing it for his benefit and he would be a deserving person.
The former'leader of the Liberal Party, made the same statément, that he is not interested.
And we are not doing it for the elderly members of this House, for the two most elderly memnbers,
because they say that they do'not wish-'to take advantage, if this did come in. So I again say,
why do ‘we have to make it retroactive ? Maybe' this committee would say that I'm wrong, maybe
they'll say I'm right, but let's find out, let's find out. That's the problem.

Another thing that's never clear. The Minister seems to dangle the figure of $23, 000 on-
an average in the future some time per year that-this would cost us. How do we know that it's
right. He himself says that he can't arrive at any definite figure, it's just guesswork. Maybe
this committee with more time:to work 1t in' would be able to give us closer flgures actual
figures. :

A fourth question. Can' Manitsba afford it at this time? I would say no if we have to re-
sort to hew taxes. In the last seven years or so, every year we had to impose, or the Legislature
had to impose new taxes on the people so‘evidently there was more money needed, much more
morney needed; and even last year a tremendous sum was needed to pay for the services: that the
peoplé wished. Therefore; if we had a huge surplus, if wé didn't rieed any more, to collect any
new taxes, it may be justified. But' can Manitoba -afford it? -That's another question that this
committee could answer. Maybe Manitoba cannot afford it now; I don't know. And I.would say
why ¢an't we build 1nore dust-free roads. That's quite a question:. We can't. The ‘Honourable
Minister-of Highways told us that 1t is 1mpos51b1e to doit, and I agree with him'=- ... .. cover
all of Manitoba. : : : : o

MR. CHAIRMAN: .... The Honourable Member will please keep to the resolution,
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= MR., TANCHAK; Well these are just .specific questions. I'm just about finished..:.: :
I think-I'm’ speaking: to the.resolution: These are questions that the committee should answer.- .
I don't; think 1'm 6ut of -order,: When-I mention dust, I say: why can't we build dust-free roads

maybe this committee . 4ot AR
~'MR. CHAIRMAN member please keep to the questmn . : : :
- MR.. TANCHAK: . ... mavbe this committee can answer which is more, where the prlor-

ity is, is the.pension first, or the dust-free roads first.? We're doing this for ourselves -and I
would suggest that.we do more or the people of Manitoba rather than go ahead and take care

of ourselves.. There was -- - my honourable minister who has just spoken,. he seemed to reject
completely the idea of pensions for widows of members who may pass away-and leave their
children and wives. in desperate situations. I would say that it isn't impossible to-do it," and-

I would say that as.long as the member is retired from this House, retired by election, I.am
sure that. all. of the members could still take care of themselves, and their wives and:their
children if they have any at the time. But, when one of the members passes away and he is the
breadwinner,  then-this family may be in dire need, thev mayv be destitute.. So why couldn't

we incorporate something in here that rather than we get the pension, why not the widow, - why
not the people that we are responsible for, why not the families. 1 don't think it would be too
difficult. Maybe this committee would go-ahead and recommend something like:that, probably :-
instead of six percent deductible from our salaries, or indemnities, maybe seven percent
would, take care .of it and wouldn't cost the people more. I for one, if I accepted this pension,
and if the amendment-was brought in, I'd be just too happy to pay another two percent "if'* this
was part of the bill. I'm not saying that I'm supporting the bill, but I'say "if'""I would be-just
too happy to give protection to the women, to the wives, to the children .and so on, rather than
go after the -- take the money for myself. Of course that would include the family too. . But the ..
man is the bread winner of the family and if he is gone, those people could suffer. So-there's:
many. many-things that could be discussed in this committee and I do not think that this -amend-
ment that.we are discussing presently is-one that should be lightly taken. I think that it is quite
in order to do as.we are doing, the Liberal Party here, asking the House.to refer this to a -
committee to give it a thorough study and maybe it would be possible to come. out w1th a-pen-
sion.that would be a credit to this House and not a shame. ‘

MR. NELSON SHOEMAKER (Gladstone): Mr. Chairman, Idon't thmk thatI can be
accused of prolonging the debate of this particular motion. I may have spoken ten minutes yes-
terday on this motion.and briefly the other day. However; I must-saythis Mr. Chairman, and
I think that you are. one of the few members that will agree with this; because you were one of:
the first ones to speak on this, that, we are not wasting time here "if'' the debate that has,
resolved around this whole issue is any indication of the importance. of the issue. We have had
a healthy debate and I think this. alone proves that it is something that needs to be discussed.
The very fact that the daily papers have played it up at some length, given it headlines, is an .
indication that. it needs to be discussed -- (interjection) - pardon -- the papers -- my honour- .
able friend the man that clips off the dinosaur wings has just said that all we're after is press
coverage. The press don't have to report anything we say. The press .generally print what they
think is news regardless of what my honourable friends opposite think. They generally print
what the conceive to be the news of the day. Read their editorials and see what they say.

And then again, . Mr. Chairman, I don't suppose that my honourable friends are in the
habit of listening.to the B-Line or Beefs and Bouquets, the last three or four days, I don't
suppose..they're doing that. But if they are, then there must be a clear indication that the people
are concerned,, If these three things, the debates in the House, the news inthe Press, the -
radio“B‘eefs,ahd Bouquets. and B-Lines and other news stories is an indication, registers the
pulse of the:people at all, then certainly we have all kinds of evidence, all kinds of evidence:
to show that this.is.an important thing, and trying to rush through it .is not the proper thing for
we "supposedh," respons1b1e people to do. Regardless of what .my honourable-friends opposite .
say, Idon't think that we are a breed apart from: everybody else-in the province. I don't think .
we are., And yet this legislation is:certainly designed to provide for a .class of people that are
a breed apart from; the common folk, . the common folk that pay taxes. .Why is it-that most
- pension plans, for instance, are designed to provide for some means. upon.retirement from
working years. -Why the - and certainly it is - the Canadian Pension Plan has been improved -- ..
someone suggested;this morning that.they supposed that the Honourahle Member for.Inkster was:
in-this .House ahout the time that the. '"first" national plan was implemented and he no doubt -
in his.many years ifthe House has seen many many extensions in this field .of socialism. You're
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(MR. SHOEMAKER cont'd) ... right, he has, and it is improved; ‘and in three or four years
hence everyone'in Canada ‘will bé receiving a national pension-at 65. Most peoplé that buy
pensions, that elect to buy pensions of their own, buy them at age 65.  Heré we have one that.
starts at 55. Well I want to ask my honourable friends and indeed the M1n1stef, does he look
forward to the day that every member of the House will retire at 55? Does he think that this

is the time, that we have served our usefulness in this House at age 55 ? Why not set it -~ does
my Honourable Member for Brandon want to suggest - (Interjection) =~ I'm"not talking about
$50 per month =- (Interjection) — At age 55, certainly. I'm going to say to my honourable
friend - and I'im only prompted to say this because he has mentioned it Mr. Chairman, and I
have no reflections on any member of the House - but I want to say this about the government -
generally This government, one of the first things that they did was look after their own --
look after their own. They provided cabinet posts for most of the "senior' men of their
group - and by that I mean senior in yéars, of service, not in age - their older members of
the House. And true, true, there wasn't enough to fill the Cabinet posts, but what did they do
with my honourable friend from Brandon and the one from Morris, put special legislation
through the House to enable them to act as Directors on Telephone Systems and Hydro-and

so on; so in addition, so in addition to their regular indemnities, their $200 a day at the spec-
ial sessions - and that's what we got, someone said here and repeated it two or three times,
at the last session of the House, special session if you want to call it that - in fact there is no
special session - but we had a session that lasted’9 days, last August. We got $1800; that's
$200 a day. -- (Interjection) -- Certainly I took it, certainly I took it, I don't suppose there

is a member in this House that didn't take it, that didn't take it. So this government are ex-
perts at taking care of their own. But when you add up your members' indemnity, if you are

a Director on some of these Boards and Commissions,your special sessmns, your allowances
and everything else, we're not starving to death.

Someone asked me in the hall at least half a dozen times in the last week --"Shoemaker
haven't you got anything at home that requires your time back home to look after.," Mr. -
Chairman, I'm one of the fellows that prides myself on having my business in pretty capable
hands, and I put it there. I suggest that my honourable friends opposite, if they haven't got
their own bread and butter business in fairly capable hands when they are in here looking after
the peoples' business, this points up that they shouldn't probably be here, that they are not
the kind of men‘that should be here. If they are not able to look after their own business then
they are certainlynotable to look after the peoples business -- (Interjéction) -= The same with )
their pensions, absolutely. I'm one of the people that hope that I don't have to go cn relief.

Mr. Chairman, I want somebody to answer this question before we léave, because
I'm going to continue to ask it. The Honourable the Minister of Welfare one of the first
Ministers to speak on this bill said that there was in fact, four members of this House that
had gone on relief following the election in 1958, I think he said ""Ministers" . Well if that is
a factIwanthimtotell the House who they were.There's no shame in it. If he doesn't want to
name them in the House, send me a note. Tell me who they were so at least I'l1'be satisfied.
Because these are pretty serious charges. '

This is one of the things that my honourable friend the Minister of Welfare said, one
of the things that prompted the government to give this whole matter of pensions a long serious
hard look because he felt that it wasn't right for former ministers and members of the House
to go on relief after they were through here. Well I don't know -- I'm just an ordinary com-
mon member and last year, when you consider the $4800 indemnity we got a year ago, the
$1800 we got at the special session and the 8600 living allowance, I'm sure, Ifm' sure that that
quite apart from my bread and butter business, was far. more than the average wage earner
of this province, far more, and surely to goodness'I can buy a pension of my own if I want
to with that moxiey And if I haven't got enough money then'there is something wrong with my
spending habits. There's something wrong with my honourable friends’ spendmg hab1ts too.
if they can't provide a pension of their own on $17, 500. 00.

Now I wasn't going to say this, but my honourable friend the Minister who introduced
the bill told about a pension plan that he has and named the number of it. Mr. Chalrman Ican't
give you the number of it, but I have a Canadian Government Annhity that I start drawing on
next March - and at the risk of giving my age away, in 46 years I'll'be 100, so I'll put you
to some bother. I know these fellows pretty — (1nter_]ect10n) --1in 46 years'I'11 be 100, and
I bought this Canadian Governrhent Annuity - get your pencils out; Mr. Chalrmanl, I see a lot
have their pencils out now, because that's really going to be a problem for these fellows to’
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(MR. SHOEMAKER cai:t'd) ... ‘figure out.

A MEMBER: Is it retroactive ?

" MR, SHOEMAKER: .. and I bought and paid the first premium in 1957 to pay me $50
a month at age 55. 1was pretty hard up in those years and that cost me around $330 a year -
1947, the last payment to come due in 1965. I then doubled it up in five or six years after that
to obtain the maximum that is obtainable under a Canadian Government Annuity plan, which as
you know is $100 —- (Interjection) -- $100 a month, yes. So it cost me, in fact-every year I
get a statement from the goverrment showing the amount to my credit, and it cost me in the
neighborhood of $12, 500 in annual premiums, I'm not as fortunate as my honourable friend
the Minister that introduced this bill, He paid one single premium of -what did he say, $7, 800,
and purchased a deferred annuity of $100 commencing at-age 55, exactly the same as miine.
The difference between my honourable friend and myself is of course, that he had the money
"at hand" in which to lay out cold cash of $7,800 in one fell swoop. Well, Mr,Chairman, that
proves that at least there's one fellow opposite that doesn't need a pension, and it's my honour-
able friend that 1ntr0duced this bill. He doesn't need one and everybody knows that; everybody
knows that. :

Now, Mr. Chairman, I intended to ask a bunch of questions -- I'm going to get around
to them eventually, My honourable friend the Minister - it was him that prompted me to get
up - the Minister that introduced this bill, because in his opening remarks today, said that
he could not understand we folks over here contradicting and criticizing a nice little, neat
little bill with 5 pages in it - oh it was a nice little, neat little thing. It was one day, a nice
little neatlittle bill - about 10 days ago. In addition to knowing what "upon", the definition of -
"upon'", because it has taken on a completely new meaning since this legislature met - it means
12 months now - I want to know what neat means - what doés "neat" mean in his - you can
write that down Mr. Attorney-General if you like - write and tell my honourable friend, he
isn't in the House - ask him to explain what-'meat' is, because if this is what he means by
now a nice little neat little bill, well then he's got an entirely different definition to neat than
I ever conceived in my day. -- (Interjection) -- Neatsfoot oil my honourable friend says. Well
maybe if we pour a little oil on this it wouldn't take away from -it.

Another question I'want to know - and I see I've got two Ministers writing over there
now - is that everybody agrees we have three sheafs of amendments, right? Surely we can
agree on that! We've got a bill and three sheafs of amendments.

MR. DESJARDINS: I don't agree with that at all, Mr. Chairman, on a point of order.

We have one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight - there's eight sheets of amendments.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well, Mr. Chairman, I stand corrected. But there again this is
the trouble you get into when you start asking for definitions, because I said sheaf - s-h-e-a-f,
sheaf of amendments, and he thought it was "'sheets''. It's my false teeth I'm having trouble
with perhaps. ) '

MR. DESJARDINS: I thought it was your French accent.

MR. SHOEMAKER: It's like my honourable friend-the Member for Lakeside one day
- he won the ''sheaf tying'' contest at the Austin Museum, and my honourable friend the First
Minister who professes to be an expert on agriculture thought he said sheep - s-h-e-e-p -
it was a sheep tying contest, instead of a sheaf tying contest - you remember that Mr. Chair-
man, because we had a lot of fun over that one. And we are apparently having a lot of fun
over this one because I said we have "three sheafs'" of amendments. =~ And-in-addition, Mr.
Chairman, we have two other sheafs, I'd better be careful with my -- (Interjection ) -- Mr.
Chairman, this one --this famous document here dated May 3rd, 1965, says Pensions Funds
payable to Cabinet Ministers and Members of Legislative Assembly, pension funds page No. 2.
Where's page No.” 1? Where is page No. 1?: =~ (Interjection) =~ Well where is your page No.1
Mr. Attorney-General?

A MEMBER: He's got it locked in jail I guess.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Page No. 1 is missing here, I'd be interestedto know what did
appear on page No 1. And furthermore, this was. laid on our desk on May 10th yesterday at
about 3:'20 p. m. according to my notations on it, and yet the sheet bears the date May 3rd.
Where has it beenifor seven days? Where has it been for seven days and where is Page No. 1.
1 want to know that. Where was it for seven days and where is Page No. 1?

MR. SMELLIE: If my honourable friend would really like and answer to that question,
the provinces, ‘British Columbia to Ontario appeared on Page No. 1l-and the balance of the -
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(MR.SMELLIE cont'd) ... provinces appeared on Page No. 2.but theyv.were both reproduced;
on one page for the sake of convenience.

~MR.-SHOEMAKER:“Well .I want to thank -my honourable frlend the M1n1ster of Mummpal
Affalrs. It should-be-page 1 and 2; It actually constitutes both page:1 and page 2? So-that if I
folded it in two-like that, and called the first one page 1:and then turned it over, I'd have page
2. Or if I took a pair-of scissors-and cut it down .....

MR. SMELLIE: If it would be easier for myv honourable friend to understand that
way that'll be correct. ‘

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well prior to the explanatlon, we all had to guess.. So I guess I'll
fold it this: way and I'l1 'Mark No. 1 over there. Now that settles that one -- (Interjection)--
Well, if my honourable friend would just tell me where -- (interjectién) --I1f1I cut it in two,
it will make a sheaf, because the definition of sheaf is more than one, I think. Mr. Chairmah,
my honourable friend the Minister of Municipal Affairs neglected totell me in whose desk this
Page 1 and 2 edition has been since May the 3rd - up until the time we got it - because it
answers a lot of :questions that we asked .in the last seven or eight days., Where has it been
for seven days ? The date on here is May 3rd; we got it on May 10th. Does he want to answer
that now, - Mr.. Chairman? . ;

MR. SMELLIE: I have no idea.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Oh, you have no idea. Well that's a pretty straightforward answer.
Now as.you know, Mr.Chairman, I'm one of the few people in this House tiat read these In-
formation Services bulletins, pretty thoroughly, pretty thoroughly; I have said that the sub-
gcription price is nil'and they're worth-all you pay for them. So when I went home on Sunday;,

I was so certain that there would be an information services bulletin out on the pension plan
- a propaganda sheet out-on that - that I searched all through the ones that had accumulated
in the last week or two, and I-could.not find one. And quite apart from the fact that they are
straight propaganda, -they are as the name implies, informative - slanted information most
of the time, but they are informative and I suppose that my honourable friends by this time,
surely has-put out one or two prepaganda sheets on the pension plan, and I can't find mine.
So I wonder if one has gone out and I've lost it, and if I have then I wonder if they could
table another one today, before we sit here later on. Would they table the one that I've lost,
apparently ? If they -+ (interjection) ---oh, I can read it for myself, Mr.Chairman, but I want
it tabled because surely there is one out by this time - an information services-bulletin-on
pensions. Now I went all through the orange sheets, couldn't find one; and then I come along
to the green sheets and I said, "Lo and behold, here it is. Dates to remember. ' And I
went all through the dates to remember and I couldn't find it there so I wrote one at'the top.
"From May 1lst to.11th, PCPP, Legislative Buildings."
MR. CHAIRMAN: Would the honourable member please keep to the resolution before us.

" MR. SHOEMAKER: I will if they will supply me with an information .. .. I will guarantee

MR. CHAIRMAN: ... talkmg about everythmg under the sun. You should have some
respect for the rules of this House.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well, if myhonourable friends oppos1te had any respect for the tax-.
payers I might have some respect for the rules. So that makes us about even. Now I want that
information.sheet, I want a definite answer from the Minister of Welfare to name these people
that have been on relief. You will remember, Mr. Chairman, that another real reason that the
members opposite:said that we simply had to have a pension plan, was because the characters
in this Legislature in particular had deteriorated to the point that they had-to do something really
concrete to attract better members in here. It was getting terrible, they said; that we were
not. worthy of representing the people and-oh, this was awful. And when I asked my honourable
friend - he's not in his seat now - from Rhineland last night, did he - because he was :
relating to the House you recall, the way they operated their. Legislature in North Dakota and
Minnesota - I-asked him point blank whether he thought the quality and the character of the
members down there:was worse than it is here, because they .only get about .a third of the pay..
than in this House. He .was.not able to answer that. But.my honourable friends.opposite they
snickered away and they thought that - was-a real joke. Well then it was, must-be:a real joke; this
whole point of - this reason that they said.- The real reason: - two reasons - was to keep mem-
bers off relief, because-we don't want members on relief. Give them a pension; that will keep
them off relief.: The other one was it will-attract a lot of better people into this House. It's:
getting terrible, the quality of people we have here is terrible. Let's pay them something and
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(MR. SHOEMAKER cont'd).. ~:get some good people in for-a change. It would change the
face of Manitoba,, Well I want to know whether this still holds true. :

Another thing that we are entitled to know, as members of the: Opposmon, Mr Chalr-
man, .and.1.want somebody:to write.this down, because my. honourable. friend isn't there. We
want to know what we have saved the taxpayers in the last seven days with the mtroductwn of
these. amendments :Assuming that the bill goes through, as amended, assummg that it would
have gone through with no- amendments ~-because certainly it would have gone through with ..
no amendments if we hadn't objected, Now what would be the saving to the taxpayer by way .
of the amendments'? Somebody should be. able to. tell us this, I see my honourable frlend
coming in now;: maybe I should repeat that, for his benefit. I think I should. ‘

Mr. Chairman, and my honourable friend the Minister who introduced thls b111 the ,
Prov1n01al Secretary, the question that I asked was this - 1 just got done asking it. Mr.
Minister, some of your Ministers on the front bench have been courteous enough to take’ notes
of some questlons and I think they are going to turn them over to. you. But this one, I will
repeat. I made the statement that there was no doubt but that if no opposition had been raised
from this side,.-bill 110 would have gone sailing right through the House and become law, as .
is. I mean nobody is going to-argue about that. Now - not even the NDP. - everybody was quite
happy; that's a whale of dandy deal. And then we clipped the wings off my honourable friend
- the dinosaur wing clipping Minister of Mines and-Natural Resources, saw that 1mmed1ately
- whacked thousands off of his pension, . It did the same for a lot of other people s. My ques-
tion, Mr.Chairman, .is, my questlon 1s how many dollars has, the amendments saved today
of the taxpayers' money? Certainly there's been some major .changes made,. from no age _
limit to 55; .whacking down ceilings; limiting the length of time and all this. There must have
been a real genuine saving. About that time and prior to the amendments, _Mr., Chairman,
you must have noticed - all of you people opposite that get the 'Tribune and certainly you. get
it during the session because it doesn't cost you anything, despite what you've beekn saying
about it -- but on the editorial page of Saturday, May 8th, there's a nice little picture there of
the Mother of the Year, reading a card that says, '"Hi Mom, thanks for taking cere' of us."
"Gratefully signed by all the MLAs in the Cabinet. ' Now I think in all fairness, _nly honourable
friends opposite should send another card to my Mother of the Year and say, "We're a
little disappointed mom because you didn!t get away with it. You've whacked it in two and that
isn't the way - we wouldn't have sven sent you a card in the first place if we thought you were
going to.do that."

MR. JAMES H. BILTON (Swan Rlver) The card includes you

MR,. SHOEMAKER: I know it does. I know it does. But 1 didn't get a card from him and
my honourable friends I guess have been writing him cards all the time because -, Mr. Chalr—
man, that raises another point and I'm trying to stick to the question. If it wasn't for these .
interjections I would have no problem at all, But it does point up what my honourable friend. )
the Member forVirden - is it? Elkhorn,what's that constituency ? Mr. McGregor, The Honour-
able - erden He was the flI’St one of the backbenchers to get up and I'11 bet you if he was
in the House now he'd have somethlng to say. Do you remember the only resolutlon that he
brought in this year, in fact I think it's the only one he ever brought in. .And he said,, '"Boy,.
am I having trouble with my members over here, " That's exactly what he said. .-- (interjec-
tion). - When did he tell me that? I'l1 tell you when he told the House that. He told the House
that on Aprii 6th and he said, "I think sometimes we've got to stand up here knowing that there's
going to be:some, opposition to this resolution,. but when right is right' he said, "I believe . '
you've got to go beyond regardless of your colleegues regardless of the buck involved," .
-- (Inter]ectmn) -- It was a hundred percent; he was able. to convince_you eventually and I
imagine that my . honourable friends opp051te are going to convmce you and allthe rest tbat .
you're going to vote 'solid for this do-dad, this time. And he said that, "And if necessary, .
regardless of your friends!'. What's. he saying ? He is saying, 'I am having trouble with my
colleagues a.nd they're trying to buy me off." .

MR. P..J. McDONALD (Turtle Mountaln) veuse .

MR. SHOEMAKER: Mr. Chairman, he's not in his proper seat and 1 don't know whether
+ I should recognize the question from P.J. or not, But my honourable friend . sald and I have
one of his calling cards, that if Duff won't do it, P. J. will. Mr. Cha1rman, Iam. gomg to,
ask P.J. now, will he withdraw. this bill?. He says, "If Duff won't do it, P J will",
asking him now, the only favour I have ever asked him since he gave me one of his calhng cards
and he said he would do.it if Duff wouldn't, I want him to get on with the business of Manitoba. ‘
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MR. McDONALD: . .. few of the things we were ablé to do. S
MR. SHOEMAKER: Mr Chairman, I'm prepared to let -- I didn't hear that.:
MR. McDONALD: . few of the things we were able to do.

MR. SHOEMAKER. There is quite a few calling cardsout. I don't doubt that., Because
I think he bought several thousands of them. Mr. Chairman, another thing that I think will
follow if this plan goes through, is that reeves and mayors and councillors and the like, metro
councillors, will say if the members of the House can implement a pension plan for themselves, -
we're far more deserving than they are and they will immediately proceed to do something for
themselves in this regard. My honourable friends opposite always look up to another province
when they want justification for putting in a plan of this kind - always - they either look to
Michener or some other province, because for about a year they said they weren't going to
do anything - they wouldn't even comment on anything because they were going to wait and see
what Michener had to say. Did Michener have anything to say about putting - was this one ‘of
Michener's 72 recommendations ? I don't know whether it was. Is it? It was one of his recom-
mendations ? -- (Interjection) -- I wouldn't understand my friends opposite. I sure don't under-
stand niy friends opposite, Mr. Chairman, on many occasions, I don't understand them.

MR. E. R. SCI{REYER (Brokenhead): Mr. Chairman, would the honourable member
permit a question? - i ‘ ) ‘

MR. SHOEMAKER: Certainly.

MR. SCHREYER: Just a few minutes ago the honourable member made referénce to the
possibility of municipal representatives asking or expectmg a‘pension. I would ask him if
he doesn't feel that a good case could be made for an appropriate pension for these people if
they serve for say 10 or 12 or 15 years, including some sort of small compensation plan
in case they're injured while on their work? , ' '

MR. SHOEMAKER: Mr. Chairman, I think I did say that they were just as justified as
we were, they were just as justified. "You can go out in the rural areas and I think that you
will find that by and large their life of service to the community is greater in years than the
members of the House, in many many cases, in many many cases, that thisis so. But the
members opposite and the government opposite has said, has pointed up, well, the very fact that
there's only two provinces in Canada that now has no pension plan of any kind, it is justification
for Manitoba to have one, quite apart from the other reasons that they have named on which
I want some ......

MR. SCHREYER: ....subsequent question? I would ask him if he doesn't consider it
right that matters be considered in relation rather than in isolation. I'll repeat it Mr, Chair-
man. I asked the honourable member if he doesn't consider it right that matters such as thlS,
and other matters, be considered in relation rather than in isolation.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well that may be so, but where do you draw the line ? Where do you
draw the line ? If you say that every school board -- should every member of the school board
at some time deserve a pension? Should every reeve, mayor, council member in the province
be prov1ded with a pension? But if we have one in this House there is more hkehhood of them
having one I will say that because we do create precedents here,

MR. STEINKOPF: May I ask the honourable member a questlon?

MR. SHOEMAKER: Certainly.

MR. STEINKOPF: I didn't understand his reply Is he or is he not in favour of pensmns
for municipal councillors?

MR. SHOEMAKER: Are we discussing a pension bill for ourselves, or one for the memni-
bers?.Do you want to open up a whole new field ?- (InterJection) -- Okay. Fine and dandy. I
will repeat what I said before, Mr. Chairman, that by the very implementation of a pension
plan here, and no doubt my honourable friends will proceed to push it through - they will not
likely go along with the motion that is before you - they will probably proceed to push it
through - and if they do, if they do it will set an example for the school boards - and I say
they are just as deserving. I will say this in answer to my honourable friend, I will say
they are every bit as deserving as my honourable friend the Ministers over there They spend
a great deal of time and their own money and everything else,

MR. STEINKOPF: .......subsequent questlon?

MR. SHOEMAKER: Certainly.

MR. STEINKOPF: Does the honourable member think itisa bad thing to set a good
example? - )

MR. SHOEMAKER: I'm not saying this is a good example. I'm not saying this is a good
example.
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(MR. SHOEMAKER cont'd) ... ‘

'Mr.- Chairman, I wonder if my honourable friends are going to answer some of the ques-
tions that I have put to them, Mr.Chairman, I see the Minister of Welfare is here now. 1 can
repeat that question to him, because he said, one of the real reasons for implementing a pen-
sion at this time was that there were two, I think he said, Cabinet Ministers that were
actually on relief following the '58 election.

HON. J. B. CARROLL (Minister of Welfare) (The Pas): No, no. My friend is again
putting words into my mouth that I did not say. ' "

MR. SHOEMAKER: What did you say?

MR. CARROLL: If he wasn't sufficiently interested in what I said, then he shouldn't
comment on it.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well, we'll have his Hansard thls afternoon, I suppose. 1 wonder
what's holding up the Hansards because they're about five days behind now and it would be
kind.of interesting to get them. i '

I started out by saying Mr. Chairman, that I didn't consider that-we in the House were
a breed apart from everybody else. We're not a'breed apart from everybody else. My honour-
able friend the First Minister on March 3rd - that's over two months ago - speaking on the
Throne Speech, made quite a strong criticism of the proposed Canada Pension Plan and he
went to great lengths to say that it would do nothing for the little fellow earning less than
$600 a year. And he mentions that throughout his speech different times., Why I get $600 a
year expense account, And then he talks about $600 -- well what is the average income of the
worker of the province now? $1500,00? ~-- Something like that? The average wage for the
province, per capita wage. The average per capita wage is what? -- (Interjection) -- The
per capita income is $1500 he says. And the average wage is what? -- (Inter]ecnon) -
$3,000.00? Less than $3, 000. 00, Less than 3,000.

My honourable friend the First Minister seems very concerned because the Canada
Pension Plan will do nothing for the little fellow. My honourable friends opposite, I wish that
they would listen to what the First Minister has to say in this regard, because they seem
really concerned about a pension for the people that's earning nearly $20, 000 a year. Well,
they bothcan'tbe right. My honourable friend that introduced the bill said he had a lot of
phone calls over the week-end complimenting he and the government upon implementing this
pension plan for these people that are really in need over here. I had some phone calls over
the week-end and I had a very staunch Conservative visit me over the week-end and he wasn't
very much in favour of it. He wasn't very much in favour of it. And I said to him --and I'd
like my honourable friends to hear this - I said, in all fairness I don't believe that this pen-
sion plan was the brainchild of the Premier. I don't think it was. I said I don't really believe °
it was. I believe that the Cabinet, in particular, had a hard time selling this to him and I °
think some of the backbenchers had a hard time selling it to him. I really believe that.

Mr. Chairman, why should it go to a committee? My honourable friend the First
Minister and some of the Cabinet Ministers has, as I stated before, raised quite a storm over
the proposed Canada Pension Plan and they have delighted in quoting what Mr. Kilgour, the
President of the Great-West Life had to say in this regard. Some of it was read yesterday.
And do you know what Mr. Kilgour had to say on the second last page of this address, this
wonderful address that he made in appraisal of the Canada Pension Plan? I'm going to read
one paragraph to show that I'm not taking it out of context. I'm quoting: "If every member of
Parliament has to address two or three public meetings in his own constituency on why this
plan is good for Canada, and answer searching questions from interested people who go to these
meetings, the spotlight will be very revealing. Our members' -+ and he's talking about the
members of the House - "Our members also need a public inquiry so that they may understand
the pros and cons without which sound legislation cannot be reached." So I suggest that, léet
the taxpayer have something to say about it and send it to the committee.

My honourable friend who introduced this bill has repeatedly said when we asked him,
why the hurry, what would happen if we delayed it for a year? He gave exactly the same reason
as my honourable friend the Attorney-General said about the heat tax ‘- no special reason. He
said nothing would happen, he didn't suppose, if it was delayed. But it was a nice little, neat
little bill and we should get on with it now and forget about it. Well, if nothing is going to
happen, if it's postponed or delayed, then for heaven's sakes let's send it to a committee or
withdraw it'- one or the other. Let's give it a little more thought. Surely, surely in the light
of the debate that has taken place, the press coverage, the TV coverage, the '"beefs and
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(MR. SHOEMAKER cont'd) .,,... bouquets", what people are saying, they all suggest and

. indicate-that it should -be: given'more thought. Most of them are:saying it shouldn't be-given
any thought at all - that's ' what.most of them are saying. The rest of them-are saying, give it
some more thought. ‘Consider: the fellow, as my honourable friend-the First Minister says,
consider the fellow with the $600..00 pension --don't consider the fellows with the $17,:000
a year job. My honourable friend the Minister of Welfare says.-we can't proclaim- any more
sections.of this new. jet age, dynamic Act because we haven't.got the money,

MR. CARROLL: Mr. Chairman, if my friend persists in twisting and distorting.and
completely falsifying what members on this ‘side say, I think we should call him to.the Bar of
the House. Mr. Chairman, I ask him to retract the last statement which he made.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Which one was that? -- (Interjection) -- I said my honourable
friend was speaking on. his estimates.

MR. CARROLL: He doesn't know what he's saying.

MR . SHOEMAKER: I said my honourable friend in speaking on his estlmates said that
the reason that they could not proclaim all of the sections of the Social Allowances Act was
because they couldn't do it all at once, they needed more money. Isn't that right? .

MR. CARROLL: No, Mr. Chairman, that is not right. And my honourable friend I think"
knows it. If he doesn't I suggest-that he refrain from referring to things that he knows
nothing about, -obviously. .

MR. ‘SHOEMAKER: -Well surely my honourable friend knows what he said.  What d1d he
give as the reason for not proclaiming the whole Social Allowances Act operative now? What
did he give as-the reason?

MR. CARROLL: Youread it in Hansard and then you'll know, my friend.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well, don't you.remember what you said ?

MR. CHAIRMAN: ....., getting far away from the resolution before us.

MR. SHOEMAKER: Well, what I am going to say now then,. and he can take this as
notice, to say that we should not proceed with this.bill until all of the sections of that Act
are declared. Where: does priorities come in? So, Mr. Chairman, let us in all fairness to the
taxpayers of this province and in consideration of the storm that is being raised by the tax-
payer in this regard, let's either withdraw it or refer it to the committee as the motion
suggests.,

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Chairman, I think it was well worth itto have thls debate be-
cause when this thing started the NDP were solid behind the government. I don't think they
had bothered to read the bill at all, but they were solidly behind it. They wanted the principle
of the pension, itdidn't matter if the Ministers were put on a pension of a thousand or three
thousand - that didn't matter at-all - it was carte blanche, you were for the principle or you
weren't,

Now this is what they did, butthey were talking in a dlfferent way. . The Honourable the
Leader of the NDP ‘said, -on May 5th I guess: "I think I'm safe in saying that almost everyone
in this House with the exception of a few members in my group are in professions of some
lines where their wages continue while they are in the Legislature. ""-Well I don't know what
kind of a statement that is. Then he added that he did not think that the public would ob]ect
to a reasonable return - a reasonable return for service to the province.

But today we've had one member of that party that brought in something constructwe,
something that had to do with the motion that we had in front of us, because he said that you
should not look :at this thing in isolation but in relation, and that's exactly what we say. If
he believes this, the only thing that he:could do-is vote in favour of sending this to committee, .
because then we should look at the whole structure of the pension. o

.- It was suggested here that we are the masters of our own destiny - the Flrst Minister
said this this morning as well as the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources - we decide
~what's good for us; we don't have:to-ask-anybody else. But apparently we still have to decide:
to approve ‘if anybody else gets a pension or anything like that; they are not capable of deciding
themselves. This:would go all down the-line when we start something like.this. The Honourable-
Member: from Brandon said,. well that's a.good example - it's a good example. Well if the
rest of the-people in public life in Manitoba follow the example of this arrogant government
the people of ‘Manitoba, will really be in trouble.

You know what started when the wages went up in the federal, it: went down to the pro-
vincial-then it went .down to the city and to.metro and to the municipalities, and now this year -
we're talking-about --'there's a bill passed to provide the school trustee, and the same. thing:
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(MR. DESJARDINS cont'd) : ... with the pension. -How can we get this attitude-that we know -
it all, -thatwe have to dictate ito the rast of Manitoba. -Certainly ‘this report that appears in
the paper --1I guess it was the Tribune of May 6ththat was just talking about these pensions, -
just alongside:the.one entitled '"Tory Cowan Amongst Schemes Critics™ -—-and there's one
here that talks about Mr. Rebchuk, an alderman in the City of Winnipeg, and this is what it
said: ""Alderman Rebchuk made the statement Wednesday in the midst ‘of recurring reports

in City Hall that.the Manitoba Government had promised unofficially to consider a plan for
alderman.if and when its:own plan is approved. Has this government the right:to do a:thing
like that without discussing this in committee? Since when have they got the r1ght to make
deals;without. discussing it in committee ?" : :

.The . report, -and I continue here, '"The reported government promise was apparently
the result of a motion by Alderman Rebchuk passed by City Council February 4th, 1964, to
ask the Legislature for permission to set up a scheme which would pay benefits to aldermen
with at least:ten.years service.- The motion was reaffirmed by council on an 11 to 5 vote on
February. 7th, 1965, Estimated cost-of the plan to city taxpayers would be about $4, 000 a year."
Now since when hasthe government the right - maybe they have the legal right - but since
when can they put themselves above everybody else and make deals with another body like
this. I'd like to know when, and if we are to follow the suggestion of:the Honourable: Member
from Brokenhead, we'll go back to committee and we'll study this in the rlght way - the -
pensions, the-salaries, we'll have comparisons and so on. ’

Now, Mr, Chairman, I think that again, and probably more so than anything in the last -
three or four:years, this government has shown that it is an arrogant government, that it
lacks the.interest of the people:of Manitoba, that this attitude in this'thing is callous and this
is what it is. It is .some more mismanagement. If this is such an important piece of legisla-
tion, why wasn't this mentioned in the Throne Speech, Mr, Chairman? Why? Why wasn't it
mentioned in the Throne Speech? If it's because they decided they weren't ready, the govern-
ment wasn't ready, why don't we wait until next year? How else can you - you can follow the
rules, you can go-around the rules, you can be honest legally, but what about your conscience ?
Why weren't the people of Manitoba advised that this was coming up ?-What kind of: notice of -
motion did they have ? The last day this was brought in and we're told - well this government
by its attitude right now is showing that it has no interest at all. .

To start with, the Leader of this House hasn't said one word on this important business . .
- not one word. He hasn't been here any time at all. Just a minute here:and there to see how
things are:going, here he is now but no. he's out again. Well, Mr. Chairman, look.at the
front bech. The Minister of Health hasn't said one word - not one word; the Minister of Educa-
tion hasn't said-one word on this important thing; the Attorney-General, not a word and he's
laughing - he's laughing at the people -of Manitoba right now. This is what he's doing. -= -
(Interjection) -- Yes, the Minister of Welfare. He got upand he says, 'well it's a good thing
because there's two former Cabinet-Ministers that are on-relief, that are on welfare."

MR. CARROLL: Again I'rise toobject. I think I would point out-too that if my honour~
able friend had:shown as much interest in this House as some of-this:side, he'd have been
here to listen to what some of the other honourable members have said in this debate, because
I had to correct. the member for- Gladstone when he raised that same point. I did not say that
in this House, - and .if my honourable friend has been interested in what I said he'd have taken
note of what I said and it'would have been more accurate. :

MR. DESJARDINS: -Well apparently there's one of their main reasons gone out the
window. It was to help the people that needed it, but apparently nobody's on relief now. I think
that when this one goes by, if it is passed, Mr.Chairman, I think that:all the front bench will
be receiving welfare. Because what is welfare ? It's supposed to help the under-privileged and
they consider- themselves under-y'rivileged mambers of society that live comfortably - and
believe me they want to live comfortably - and this is at the expense of the taxpayers of the
province and to me that's welfare. I mentioned a while ago if you steal a:couple of loaves:of
bread you're in jail. Well if this goes through, there's. a lot of people :that deserve to'be there.

I think that the Minister who introduced this showed an awful lot of nerve this morning
when he said that no one would think that the bill was not properly prepared. He's got a lot
of nerve,-;colossal nerve to make a statement like that on- a thing like this.

What if somebedy comes in.and wants to interest you in a plan, what do-they ask you.. :
Very.simple; and I'm-sure that in any six gquestions you'll get'these five. What do. you pay?
This was.clear, -he:told:us. For how:long ? This was clear, he told'us. What do you collect?



2630 May 11th, 1965

(MR. DESJARDINS cont'd) . ........ ... This was very clear. For how long  and
when do -you. start collectlng'? He hadn't thought about-that at all. This is a bill and-he.can
stand there and say that this-was well prepared.

MR. STEINKOPF: May I ask you a question? What hadn’t I thought of ? I didn't catch
that. . . :

MR. DESJARDINS: Beg pardon?

MR. STEINKOPF: What hadn't Ithought of? You just said that I hadn't thought of .

MR. DESJARDINS: You mentioned -- Mr. Chalrman the Honourable Minister mentloned
that this bill was well prepared.

MR. STEINKOPF: I don't think you understood me. I'questioned you on the part of what
I never thought of. There was one part of it - you said first of all, you ask what age the person
is going into the plan, how much it's going to cost, how longit's for, but there was one part
you said ..... ]

MR. DESJARDINS: Oh yes, the last one is the important thing. I said when do you start
collecting. This is it. If this was a bill that was well prepared .....

MR. STEINKOPF: Mr. Chairman, it was quite clear in the bill when you started
collecting. We'd well thought of that.

MR. DESJARDINS: Oh that's fine, thanks for the answer.

MR. STEINKOPF: So there was never any doubt in my mind.

MR. DESJARDINS: It was very clear, Mr. Chzirman, it was after eight sessions. It
was very clear, and this is a bill that was well thought out and they had worked on it for years
and it was clear - I was giving them the benefit of the doubt - it was clear that you eould
collect after eight sessions and the next day after he had stated that we didn't know what we
were talking about and that we should pass this, that we should give them a blank cheque,
carte blanche, he changes the —- instead of maybe the age 28, at age 55. If this is an indication
that he understood . ...

MR. STEINKOPF: A correction, Mr. Chairman. You could also still collect the bill
after 8 years without any trouble - eight sessions I mean - however we did change the time
limit. Instead of for life, for 12 years, but after eight sessions you still can under the bill
collect for 12 years.

MR. DESJARDINS: Oh he likes to play on words. In other words you can at any age but
for 12 years. All right, well what does that do? How many of the young people will start at
12? That was a good deal. You know why that's there ?-Because that's the time the Cabinet
Ministers could still be defeated, come here and start collecting this maybe for 12 years and
then go to Ottawa.

But this is another amendment. Every single amendment - I believe then that they
really prepared that bill, and this is worse because now I'm accusing them of doing it for
themselves. I think that the Minister should resign after presenting a thing like this - the
way he did at the last minute. I think that he should resign because this is mismanagement;
this is the most -- the port of mismanagement and every single Minister should resign also.

I definitely think that we should go to the people of Manitoba on this because this is not an
honest bill. This is-not an honest bill. He says that this is something very good.

Now you start collecting - there's another thing that was amended. If this wasn't tailor-
made for the Ministers. The first Section 3(a), eight sessions for a member - he's paying
on his indemnity of eight sessions; the Minister:-is also governed by eight sessions but he's
paying on his salary and he's paid once a year - I mean he's paid yearly. How has he the
right to go on the session to qualify ? How has he the right? This was another thing.

Now if there would have been at least a pretence, a gesture of trying to do -- they say
you have to have a retroactive clause somewhere. It would have been safe for them to include
all former Ministers ~ all former Ministers -- and that would have included this gentleman
here .....

MR. ROBLIN: Committee rise, Mr, Chairman.

MR: CHAIRMAN: Committee rise. Call in the Speaker.

IN SESSION

MR. JAMES COWAN, Q.C. (Winnipeg Centre): Madam Speaker; I move, seconded by
the Honourable Member for St. Vital, that the report of the committee be received.

MADAM SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice votedeclaredthe motion carried.

MR. ROBLIN: Madam Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Honourable Minister of
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(MR. ROBLIN ccnt'd) .... Industry and Commerce, that the House do now adjourn.
MADAM SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion
carried and the House adjourned until 2: 30 Tuesday afternoon.



