








Thursday, March 30, 1978

ORAL QUESTIONS
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourabie Leader of the Opposition.

MR. EDWARD SCHREYER (Rossmere): Mr. Speaker, | have a couple of questions for the Minister
of Finance. The first question is to ask the Minister of Finance if he could indicate to the House
whether the Estimates of Revenue which we receive as a province from time to time from Revenue
Canada, whether those Estimates of Revenue have been revised again, once or twice, since last
autumn.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON. DONALD W. CRAIK (Riel): Mr. Speaker, in reply tothe Leader of the Opposition’s question, |
presume he’s referring to 1977-78 fiscal year and | think the answer to his question would be no, not
substantially.

MR. SCHREYER: Yes, Mr. Speaker, | was referring to the close-out of the current fiscal year, 1977-
78. The Minister’s reply is “not substantially,” l accept that for the moment, then pose this question to
the Minister of Finance and this flows from Page 4 of his notes for a statement on the Main Estimates
of expenditure. On Page 4, the Minister said, and | quote, “These preliminary Estimates, if
unchanged, could have resulted in an increase in combined current and capital expenditures of
nearly 20 percent over the 1977-78 vote. We had to reduce these initial figures, part of the legacy left
by the former government.”

I would like to ask the Minister of Finance if by this statement he wished to imply or insinuate that it
is somehow unique that preliminary estimates brought forward by the departmental administrations
are never substantially altered.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, the question placed by the Leader of the Opposition is with reference to
the remark contained in my opening statement that the preliminary estimates for requests for 1978-
79 were some 20 percent above those of 1977-78; that is approximately what was availabie to us from
the former government when we assumed office. Mr. Speaker, this is our first year in office, whether
or not it is usual or unusual, Mr. Speaker, will have to be answered by the former government. All |
know, Mr. Speaker, is that the departmental requests, the first requests of the departments which
came to us, were, as | indicated there, some 20 percent higher than the year before. Presumably, Mr.
Speaker, the former government would have gone through this screening process; if that’s the case,
that’'s up to them. I'm saying that that’s what we were faced with and that's what we dealt with.

MR. SCHREYER: | rise then, Sir. | could rise on a point of privilege but I'll rise now by way of a
supplementary question and ask the Minister of Finance point-blank if he is trving to imply or
insinuate that it is somehow unusual or rare for governments in the screening of  imates as first
brought forward from the departments, to cut in the order of 15-20 percent. | suggest to him that it
happens every year.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, in reply to the question, | woulid refer just from memory from last year,
either the opening statement or the budgetary statement of the former Minister of Finance who
indicated how much had been saved because of the review process. If the former First Minister wants
to go back and review that statement | am sure it will give him a firm foundation for trying to make the
claim that he is making now, but let it not be said that the former government did not try and state
what their workload had been in presenting what they did.

"~ MR. SCHREYER: | rise now on a point of privilege. In no way, Sir, am | trying to suggest that the
government did not take the departmental estimates and do substantial vetting.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. On a point of privilege? May | suggest to the Honourable Minister
that what he is raising at the present time may be a point of debate rather than a point of privilege.

MR. SCHREYER: Sir, there were only three sentences to my point of privilege, and it becomes
manifestly clear what the privilege iswhen | complete the third sentence. My point, Sir, is that | am not
suggesting to the Minister of Finance that the government did not go through the process of taking
the estimates as they come from each of the departmental administrations and make substantial
reductions. | acknowiedge that. My point of privilege, Sir, is that while trying to leave the impression
that is rare, that in fact is commonplace to the point of being an annual routine event in the same
order of magnitude — not only by this province, by the city administration, by the government of
Canada, and by other provinces in this country.
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to do a report with regard to provincial debt which is entirely in disaccord wiui ihe feelings of those
members?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourabie Minister of Finance.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, the first part of the question was with regard to the departmen  staff
from finance that may have worked with the Task Force. There were people from the Departinient of
Finance, and | think from all departments that were involved in the development of the Task Force
work in initial reports and so on and so forth. As far as the second part of the question, asto whether
or not something is being said they disagree with — if that :he question — Mr. Speaker, I'm not
aware of that.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster with a supplementary.

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'll clarify it to my honourable friend beca :1sincerely hope that
he would not want his professional staff to be asked to demean themselves. —(Interjection)— Nor
would they, and I'm glad that the First Minister says so. I'm not sure that the Task Force would not ask
them to do this and | would ask you to check with your department to make sure that their
professional integrity is being protected from the members of the Task Force.

MR. CRAIK: Well, Mr. Speaker, I've no hesitation in making the inquiry to see if there is anything
unusual of that nature.

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

MR. BILLIE URUSKI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to direct this question to the Minister of
Finance as well. With respect to the severance payments that have been paid out to the several
hundred civil servants that have been fired, could he indicate whether those funds are going to be
added to the deficit of last year, of this year, or are they going to be added to the cost of the 1978-79
Budget?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. CRAIK: Well, Mr. Speaker, those that preceded March 31, there was a special warrant passed
about two weeks ago covering a measurable part of that, whether it coversall of them ornot— | can’t
answer the member’s question in its entirety — certainly a part of it was and the special warrant is
tabled and it can be made available through the reguiar channels to him.
MR. SPEAKER: Before | recognize any other member, | want to bring to the members’ attention
three members of the House of Commons in my loge to the right. Mr. Doug Neil, the Member of
Parliament for Moose Jaw; Mr. Jack Murta, the Member of Parliament for Lisgar; and Mr. Cecil Smith,
the Member of Parliament for Churchill. On behalf of all members, we welcome you.

The Honourable Member for Ste. Rose.

MR. A. R. (Pete) ADAM: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | have a question for the Minister of
Agriculture. In view of the increasing opposition, opposition which includes many Conservative
supporters to a proposed beef check-off in the Province of Manitoba on livestock, could the Minister
advise now if he is prepared to withhold introduction of such legisiation?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture.
HON. JAMES E. DOWNEY (Arthur): No, Mr. Speaker.

MR.ADAM: Inview, Mr.Speaker, oftheincre. 1gopposition from livestork producers throughout
this province on the proposed check-off, would the Minister be pre; ed at least to have a
referendum in order to assure farmers that this is not being rammed down their throats.

MR. DOWNEY: Not at this time, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Ste. Rose with a final supplementary.

MR. ADAM: Would he then be prepared to do it at a later date before he introduces legislation?
MR. DOWNEY: | think, as | said earlier, not at this time, Mr. Speaker. | have no plans to do that.

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

MR. DESJARDINS: Yes, Mr. Speaker, to the Minister of Health and | would tike to congratulate him

260






Thursday, March 30, 1978

answer to the Member for Ste. Ruse justa moment ago. I'm wondeniny wnether he can indicate to the
House on what basis he is preparing to establish a beef check-off in Manitoba in the knowledge that
there has been a referendum and that that proposal has been turned down by producers in a
democratic way.

MR. DOWNEY: That will be when | table legislation, Mr. Speaker.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. LLOYD AXWORTHY: Mr.Speaker, | have afurther setof questionsfortl  Minister of Health on
the day care issue. Could the Minister tell us that in view of the fact that the average deficitrun by day
care centres last year was in the order of $5.00 to $10.00 per week, per chiid, and this only provides an
additional $4.00, does he have any contingency plans to aid those centres, which will already be
facing even further deficits this year, to maintain them in their existing facilities or services as he said
he plans to do in terms of maintaining the existing program.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | would hesitate to hazard an answer to my honourabie friend on that
point. My attention was diverted at the outset of his question and | didn't catch the introductory
remarks. Is he referring to a specific kind of program independent of the regular day care program? |
didn’t catch his opening remarks.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | will restate the question. In view of the fact that a large number of
the day care centres operating in the Winnipeg region last year worked on a weekly deficit of $4.00 to
$10.00 per week, per child, and that the additional 80 cents per day maximum that he has just put
forward only brings up an additionai $4.00, what does he intend to do about those day care centres
that will still be running those $5.00 to $10.00 deficits per week? Is there any contingency plan to
maintain them in operation and ensure that they don’t simply fold up and go out of business?

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, the increase in the per diem of 80 cents, to $6.80 from $6.00, which is
really, as the honourable member knows, to $8.80 from $8.00 hecause you have to calculate the
maintenance grant in there too, was worked out with officialso  _rdepartment and administratorsin
the day care field to accommodate their needs for increased revenue; that was the best we could do,
tRat seemed to be acceptable. There are no contingency plans beyond continuing a review through
the year.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, as a supplementary to the Minister. Could he indicate whether the
provincial government intends to enforce the power acquired last year under the ameriddments to the
Act, to provide regulations of day care centres, which again, is causing other day care centres to
close up because of increased standards . . . Is there any intention to provide support for the
development of new facilities, or the upgrading of existing facilities, to develop higher or better
standards for the physical locations of these centres?

MR. SHERMAN: | can’t guarantee the honourable member a specific decision inthat respect at the
moment, Mr. Speaker, but it certainly is under consideration by me with officials of my department.

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

MR. AXWORTHY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have afinal supplementary. Does the statement by the
Minister also include the continuing maintenance of lunch and after-schoo! programs? The three
programs are presently being funded — will they continue to be funded under the same formula or
with some additional support by the government for those programs now operating in the city?

MR. SHERMAN: Those existing progr are being maintained, Mr. Speaker. There is no
expansion, no extension, but those existing programs are being maintained.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Minister of Agriculture. The Minister of
Agriculture will recall, Sir, that several days ago | asked him if he would communicate with the
Canadian Wheat Board or the Honourable Otto Lang to ascertain what, if anything, could be done to
ease the problem of country elevators being plugged as a result of current federal policies that result
in off-board grain being sold without quota considerations to country elevators, thus depriving
farmers with quota still available of the opportunity to ship because of plugged elevators. The
Minister said he would inquire, and | am asking him if he will indicate what the nature of the response
has been.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture.
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percentage ratio in 1978 as it was in 1969. That’s one point, Sir.

The other main point is that my honourable friends are trying to leave the impression that it was
only here that we were running into deficit situations, not only pretending that didn’t happen in the
sixties, but pretending itdidn’'t happen today, it was just here in Manitoba. Well, they like to point to —
all of a sudden it’s interesting — they like to point to Saskatchewan and Alberta. But we alt know, Sir,
that Saskatchewan and Alberta are the two atypical or untypical provinces fiscally and budgetarily in
Canada today, and that the reason for it has to do with what was perhaps best summed up by the
Minister of Finance of Alberta just a couple of weeks ago. The Minister of Finance in Alberta
indicated, | think two weeks ago, plus or minus a few days, that were it not for the revenue generated
by oil royalties, were it not for oil, that basic taxes in Alberta would have to triple. A 300 percent
increase to be contemplated, Sir, were it not for oii. And that puts Canada’s provinces’ fiscal positions
pretty well in perspective.

If my honourable friends are suggesting that Manitoba’s fiscal position today is somehow more
negative than that of Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland, then | would
like them to demonstrate specifically how they come to that conclusion. The fact of the matter is, Mr.
Speaker, that in the past 18 years in Manitoba there have been surpluses — to attempt to be non-
partisan about it — for at least six of the 18 years since 1960. | say as a matter of fact and without
hesitation that in our neighbouring province of Ontario for the past 18 years there have been 17
deficits on combined current and capital accountand one surplus, and thatthe accumulated amount
of 17 years of deficit in that province amounts to something in excess of $4 billion.

| want to say further that if my honourable friends can find examples of any other province east of
the oil-producing provinces, Alberta and Saskatchewan, that have not had deficits, net accumulated
deficits, in those provinces proportionately equal or higher than ours, on a per capita basis, then |
want them to demonstrate what provinces those are, because they don't exist.

My honourable friends want to take all of this out of context and out of perspective, and it is my
task, Sir, to indicate that there is no reason for the kind of pessimism that is degrading confidencein
our province and its future. My honourable friends obviously don’t believe in Keynesian economics
very much, they think that somehow something is fundamentally wrong when indebtedness
increases, while turning a blind eye to increases in gross provincial product, in gross national
product, and the like. I've never heard them talk yet about the value of assets, to be put alongside
gross funded debt, to net it out for what we call, net debt. They don’t use that term.

Just to show you how ridiculous that can be, Mr. Speaker, | say to you that if the province of
Ontario were to own the Bell Telephone System, own all the assets of Bell, and inherit all of the
debenture liabilities of Bell, then the guaranteed liability indebtedness of that province would all of a
sudden be substantially higher, and presumably be a cause for great nervousness on the part of
Conservative economists.

There is always a way to decrease indebtedness, and one way is to simply sell off assets. |
suppose Manitoba could, like one or two other provinces — there are only one or two that I'm aware
of that do not have provincially-owned power utilities — but were it not for our provincial power utility
there would be some company existing here in Manitoba that would own all of the assets and have all
of the consequential liabilities. And the province’s accounts would look that much smaller. But what
is the net effect of it all? Is the quality of life any better in Prince Edward Island, given the fact that they
do not have a power utility, therefore they have no guaranteed liability and indebtedness as a
province because of that fact? The power utility there is owned by a private company. Itis a fossil fuel
burning power utility. The province of Prince Edward Island has no indebtedness with respect to it,
but what does it change? And the rates, whether it be private or public, the rates are what they are by
virtue of whatever system of generation they use.

The Conservative party has gone on an uninterrupted campaign of insinuation to leave the
impression that Manitoba has an oversized public service, and that this is the reason why we have
such high spending. On both points, Mr. Speaker, it is so important, for the sake of honesty itself, that
we come to grips with those two contentions. | want to refer honourable members  forthose who
have any interest in facts rather than innuendo and insinuation, half-truths — | want to ask them to
read again either a Statistics Canada catalogue on public service employment in the ten provinces
and the federal government, or, equally acceptable, equally authoritative, cross-checking
fundamentally and basically with each other is a second publication, this one called Provincial
Municipai Finances, put out by the Canadian Tax Foundation, which | have aiready referred to. And it
shows, Mr. Speaker, that on page 6 and on page 34 of the most recent issue, 1977, that in fact, the
number of civil servants, departmental civil servants in Manitoba — and | will deal with both,
departmental civil servants and total civil servants plus public corporation employees — that on both
counts and in both respects, Manitoba does not have, not only does not have an oversized Civil
Segice,dbut in fact it is the third lowest in terms of civil servants per thousand people of any province
in Canada.

I might as well put it on the record, Sir, that for exampie, starting with the most easterly province:
Newfoundland, 22 departmental civil servants per thousand population; Prince Edward Istand, 31. To
some extent that's understandable because of the small population base of that province. Nova
Scotia, 21; New Brunswick — I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker — yes, 22 Newfoundland; Prince Edward Island,
31; Nova Scotia, 21.7; New Brunswick, 19; Quebec, 13.5; Ontario, 12; Manitoba, 12; Saskatchewan
13.7. I'm sorry, Sir, | must start over. | don’t want to mislead my honourable friends, and | have this
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cutting to the bone really is more cutting into the blood vesseis of the community, and as those life
bloods begin to spew out they are going to have to do some serious repair at much heavier cost than
the moneys they are saving now.

And | think, Mr. Speaker, that that is the worstkind of management — management which has no
anticipation for the future, no objectives for the future but is simply sort of living for the moment. That
itself is not good management.

So 1 would say, Mr. Speaker, when we come to considering Interim Supply, that we will simply use
those standards of management that this government will establish for itself, to look at each of these
departments, to ask them what it is and why it is that something was cut and something wasn't cut.
But more than that, | think , and this is perhaps the real question, is that if they were interested in
being good managers then they should realize that the first option in that management is to insure
that the organization that you are administering and looking after is one that will be effective in the
performance of its duties.

And that effectiveness, not efficiency but its effectiveness, is largely determined by the
commitment, morale and dedication of those working in the organization. And it won't take an
extended estimates debate very longto find out very quickly that what this governmenthas done is to
destroy the effectiveness of the public service of this province which really no longer feels that it can
be committed or dedicated because it doesn’t feel that it has the support or the consideration of those
who have been elected to act as their employers for the next four years.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Winnipeg Centre.

MR. J. R. (Bud) BOYCE: Mr. Speaker, | didn’t speak on the Throne Speech Debate because !
wanted to take the opportunity to listen to some of the views of the new members of the House, they
hadn’t spoken that much during the short session that the new government called, but | would like to
take this opportunity to congratulate you on being continued in your position because | have found
you to be a reasonable person to talk to and to deal with.

Mr. Speaker, | was tempted to speak on a point of grievance and moving into supply and to talk
some of my colleagues into expending our 440 moments — before we even got into a committee to
consider granting of this interim supply to the government — more to try and demonstrate whatin my
view is utter contempt for the legislative process by the present administration as manifested in
various ways. As an example of the contempt for process, where the First Minister called somebody
into his office and dismissed them. if it had been me | think | would have had a very good case for
action against the man as an individual because he really had no authority whatsoever to speak to
anybody in government because he wasn’t aven a member of the Legislature at that time. He had no
official capacity whatsoever to ask for anybody’s resignation. But nevertheless, that is but one of the
things that in my view demonstrates the contempt for this body.

For the government to suggest that it has taken this long to prepare the estimates because of the
horrible mess that was left behind and doubtiess this will be their tactic as they have already
indicated, to try and say that the former administration was utterly inept and that they have saved 300
millions of dollars by changing government. Mr. Speaker, as | said earlier in committee, | hadn’t seen
the estimates, the draft estimates, the requests of the departmental officials as they were being
prepared during the election process, as | said | had seen the ones that were prepared by the
Alcoholism Foundation, receiving a copy of them the day that | left the office. But nevertheless to
suggest that they couldn’t have been in the same position they are today two weeks ago or even three
weeks ago so the House could have been called into session to consider this supply motion, rather
than rush it through as we are going to do, in my view they did have the time. But, this once again
demonstrates the attitude of the government towards the Legislature, that it is just a necessary evil.

And one of the strange things about it is, after having sat on the other side of the House for eight
years listening to the expounding of the House Leader on the importance of the parliamentary
system and the respect that is due this body and how it is important to the democratic process.

But be that as it may, Mr. Speaker, the bill before us is a bill to grant to the government the
authorization, which is still necessary, albeit that they would rather that the opposition would go
away. The First Minister and the rest of our group have said that we will expedite it, and | therefore will
not take all of the opportunities that are available to us to delay the process of this particular
necessity as the prior Opposition did when we were in government in a comparable situation where
we introduced an Interim Supply motion several days before the expiration of the time necessary. |
can't recall whether we ever got down to less than a week — the Member for Inkster says it was always
weeks before. —(Interjection)— Once the filibuster was over two weeks, well, be that as it may.

It was very interesting to note that it all depends on how much cooperation a particular group in
government can get from the institutions other than government, where they can sustain themselves
without parliamentary approval — for spending money without parliamentary authorization.
Members may recall in Australia, where they were rather reluctantto call an election, they were trying
to spend money by special warrants, and the government was forced to call an election because the
governor-general would not sign the wararant. But | don't think the present government would have
that much difficulty getting the banks and the rest of the financial institutions to honour a special
warrant for the expenditures of funds even if we didn't pass this Interim Supply.

Nevertheless, it was interesting to listen to some of the debates that have come across from the
other side of the House. We hear figures bandied about three billions of dollars that are in public debt,
693 millions in public debt, and we always hear about the moneys that we owe. We never hear
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hogwash, people don't believe it. "Behave yourself here, you're going to get your reward in the
hereafter.” People don't believe it, and they get impatient, they get frustrated, and justas sure as God
made green apples, if you take something and let ii go and it fails, that when people get frustrated,
they get mischievous.

This government knows it. How have they demonstrated this? They have raised the ailocation for
what? To solve the problems of the people? No. More money for police. They haven't raised the
money to try and help people cope with some of these problems, to train them, to create lives in which
they can have an investment, no, no — they are going to control the people. Somebody said it rather
jokingly that it was interesting that the Cabinet had decided to have one of their Cabinet meetingsin
the bunker. Perhaps this is what their overall tactical stance will be over the next few years as they
deploy more police to control the people.

It's very interesting. Mr. Speaker, | don’t know who many people are aware — no, we have no new
members in the House. But anyway, | digress, this House is surrounded by all sorts of symbols —
Moses over here, Solon over here. In the Senate of this country—(Interjection)—and Saul over here.
In the Senate of this country, it's only engraved in wood, but nevertheless it is there. In the library of
the Senate they have — my Latin is kind of rusty, | haven't spoken it for along time — butitsaysinthe
Senate of this country, “principum munus est resistere levitati multitudinis,” — that's Cicero. "itis the
duty of the nobles to oppose the fickleness of the multitude, and this is their attitude. They still believe
in the divine right of kings; they still believe that they are the anointed. The First Minister says, “All of
the brains isn't on our side of the House; if you come up with a good idea, we'll accept it.” But the only
good idea is one that they agree with, that the only solution to a problem is what they . . . they know
best for people. They are not going to consult with people, they’ll listen to them — that’s for sure —
but they believe that the nobles, and they believe that they are the nobles of society, have to oppose
the fickieness of the people.

To go back to the point | was making, Mr. Speaker, that the disgruntiement of people, that they
have no reason to behave themselves, they have no reason to try. When the Minister of Labour comes
up and tells us, so many people in my particular constituency, who either work for the minimumwage
or their wages are related to the minimum wage, The people lived in that particular house for 60 years;
a beautiful place. Ferns in the front of it, clean, garden in the back. Six months after the survivor had
moved into a senior citizens’ home when her husband died, the place has to be demolished. If you
come to my house, you'll see that the house next to me is boarded up. They're going to tear it down
and I've lived there for some 16 years. About half of the block is gone. Why? Because people buy the
property and they don’t keep it up.

In fact, one particular house that the hospital owned, the people’s foot went through the floor inthe
bathroom and they were toid, “If you: don’t like it, move.” if you don'tlike itmove. This is supposed to
be 4 responsibie landlord. If you phone the hospital they say, “We're not responsible; we rent it out
through an agency; the agency’s responsible.” You try to get hold of the agent and you can’t even find
them.

In this particular house that I'm talking about, next door to me, there’s always the danger in these
places that youngsters will get in there and set fire to it. This has happened on numerous occasions
INhg:e \éacant property children get into it with matches and the rest of it — up it goes. Responsible
andlords.

Five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten times some of these houses have been paid for by the people who
have lived in them — and died in them.

The government, in cutting back their expenditures in this particular area — | use the term
expenditures because that's what it's called formally — but nevertheless, this is an investment in the
future. The Attorney-General, in making his remarks, said that he is tired of borrowing against the
future. I'm paraphrasing. Borrowing agatnst the future; spending into the future. Mr. Speaker, he read
from some article in which he talks about socialism. | don’t even know what socialism is in their
minds. | know what it is in my mind.

But when they’re talking about economic policies and the investments of money in the future,
when we talk about resources — the Minister of Mines says that the resources are in the ground.
There’s no resource in the ground, the resource is in people and if people didn’t put a value on that
which is in the ground, it's worthless whether it's diamonds or nickel or anything else. But,
nevertheless, every article that | hear those people talk about, they forget the fact that over the last 20
years we have spent, in the western world, $200 billion, $4,000 billion in the last 20 years. On what?

The former Minister of Mines suggested that this was the solution we should use in Manitoba to
make Saunders viable. Build aircraft, send them up, shootthem down. That's what the western world
has spent on wars and the instruments of wars in the last 20 years and don’t think thatrne saying this
that I'm an anti-militarist because I'm not. | really don’t know what the solution is to those peopie who
would force any ideology down somebody’s neck, whether it's in Chile or Russia. But, nevertheless,
to completely negate, or forget, or ignore the effect of the Viet Nam war on the United States and
Canada in this $200 million deficit that we're taiking about and the inflation and all the rest of itis to be
totally ignorant in economics. —(Interjection)— They’re stunned into silence. It sounds like I've put
everybody to sleep, Mr. Speaker.

And in listening to the First Minister the other night when he talked about us not hating them on
that side, | must mention to some of the newer members in the House — and everybody’s kind to the
new members — when we were new members over there, some of them were really vicious in some of
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