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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 

Tuesday, 14 February, 1984. 

Time - 8:00 p.m. 

MATTER OF PRIVILEGE Cont'd 

MR. SPEAKER, Hon. J. Walding: Order please. On 
the motion of the Honourable Government House 
Leader and the motion of the Minister of Natural 
Resources, the Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
- ( Interjection) - Thank you to the Member for St. 
Johns for that warm welcome. I appreciate very much 
his enthusiastic response to my words earlier. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, earlier today I spoke 
about the motion before us. As I said it's a complicated 
maze of procedural initiatives that we're dealing with. 
The matter of putting the question now is really a form 
of closure, on top of a motion that seeks to limit bell 
ringing to two hours, which is another form of closure, 
and ultimately, to allow the government to impose the 
closure on the constitutional reso l u t ion and 
amendments thereto. So we have a form of triple closure 
a l l  intertied in a p rocedural  endeavour that was 
masterminded by the Government House Leader. 

Mr. Speaker, I spoke about the fact that rule changes 
can be and should be dealt with on an orderly basis, 
that there was a great deal of foreknowledge of the 
potential use of the bells for the purpose of stalling or 
in some way holding u p  the government's initiatives in 
this particular regard, and the fact of the matter is, 
this government should have been aware of the potential 
use of the bells. They were aware because they insisted 
that a two-week limitation be placed in the agreement 
that they signed last August. They could have read, as 
I did earlier today, the Speaker's Ruling from Madame 
S peaker Sauve in the H ouse of Common s ,  who 
indicated that Parliaments and Legislatures have an 
obligation to examine their rules, bring them up-to
date, and to deal with them on an orderly, non-partisan 
basis, on a censensual basis rather than have the matter 
come up as it is today under duress where a government 
is attempting to impose its wi l l  on the opposition 
because it has the majority in the House, and forcing 
through a change of rules midstream because they don't 
like the way the rules are working to the advantage of 
the opposition in this particular instance. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is the nub of what we' re dealing 
with, a government that is attempting to change the 
rules of the game in midstream; a government that has 
by agreement in the past set forth the rules under which 
we all operate in this House. Yet ,  today because it 
doesn' t  suit their purpose, they want to change those 
rules and they want to change them to the disadvantage 
of the opposition. That's really the issue that we are 
dealing with. 

Further to that,  Mr. S peaker, aside f ro m  the 
procedural w rangling that has gone on, there has been 
a force, a pressure on the proceedings ever since the 
new Government House Leader, the Member for 
Springfield,  decided that he could demonstrate to 
everybody, all and sundry, his side and ours, that he 
was the master of the rules, and that he had the 
parliamentary skill . . . 

MR. H. ENNS: All  that he'd learned at public expense 
as Assistant Clerk. 

MR. G. FILMON: That he'd learned and gathered at 
public expense, as the Member for Lakeside says, as 
the Assistant Clerk of the House. He could put together 
all of this skil l  and knowledge in a package that would 
ensure that the government could always impose their 
will on the opposition, because he had the answer 
procedurally to every possible move that we could 
make. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, that obviously hasn't happened 
but, as I said before, our options are being narrowed 
and narrowed and narrowed by a l l  of the various ploys 
and tactics that are being used by the Government 
House Leader in order to try and restrict our capability 
to block the proceedings that are before us, because 
we fundamenta l l y  d isagree w ith the government 
entrenching various things such as the statement that 
French and English are official languages, and such as 
the various statutes which can' t  be identified for us by 
the Government House Leader or anybody else on that 
side that bear any reference to the use of French and 
English, they wil l  now be entrenched without any of us 
knowing whether or not that's a good thing or a bad 
thing. 

The Government House Leader says, he doesn't care. 
It doesn't matter to him. He feels that it's okay to have 
it al l  entrenched, and that we should be the ones who, 
if we have some concerns, do the research and find 
out what's involved. Well that's not the way it ought 
to be. 

MR. C. MANNESS: It's a cop-out. 

MR. G. FllMON: That is a cop-out, as my colleague 
from Morris said. But, Mr. Speaker, further at issue in 
this whole matter is the fact that really, because of al l  
the procedural wrangling, because of the debate and 
acrimony that occurred last summer over whether or 
not this whole issue would go to public hearings because 
of the imposition of closure that has caused the bells 
to ring on many occasions in this new year portion of 
the Session that started previously, that in fact started 
in the late period of 1 982, so this is a Session that has 
spanned three years, Mr. Speaker. Because of all that, 
I think many of us have lost sight of the fact that the 
constitutional resolution and the amendments thereto 
have really not been debated to a l l  that great an extent. 

For instance, as my colleague, the Member for St. 
Norbert, mentioned yesterday, he is one of a group of 
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people who have not s poken either on the main 
resolution or either of the two amendments thereto 
and, you know, he is one of our prime spokesmen, a 
constitutional - expert may not be the word, but certainly 
a knowledgeable man in constitutional terms, because 
he represented our government in the constitutional 
talks in 1 9 8 1  and 1980 with the Federal Government. 
He's a former Attorney-General and al l  those things. 
He above all should be on the record, but he was not 
given an opportunity because of the manner in which 
this government moved heavy han d e d l y  a n d  
precipitously t o  bring closure i n  o n  this whole issue. 

I ask why this government can't act normally, openly 
and allow things to proceed to their normal ultimate 
conclusion? Why must we be so offended by the 
imposition of closure? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside 
on a point of order. 

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. If 
government members are going to have a conference 
with their back turned to my Leader while he's speaking 
to this important issue, I would ask you to do the usual 
courtesy . . .  

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. H. ENNS: . .  of asking them to have their 
conference somewhere else. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. I would ask all members to remember the usual 
courtesies that are extended to the person having the 
floor. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My fellow 
caucus members are well aware of what I am saying 
here. We discuss these things regularly in caucus. We 
are very concerned about this issue and we take the 
time to discuss it and d iscuss it thoroughly. I am not 
as much concerned about which of my members are 
here at this point in time as I am of which members 
of the government are here and who's paying attention, 
because it is they, Mr. Speaker, who have something 
to learn. It is they, Mr. Speaker, who ought to know 
what is being said by the people who disagree with 
them because the people who disagree with them on 
this issue are in the vast majority in Manitoba. That's 
something that they should learn, and they should learn 
by listening to the debate in this House. They're unwilling 
to speak, obviously, on the matter and I refer to the 
fact that many members on my side had not had an 
opportunity to speak on the constitutional resolution 
and the amendments. 

Mr. S peaker, beside the Member for St. Norbert, the 
Member for Assiniboia has not spoken on either the 
main resolution or the two amendments, and the 
Member for Portage la Prairie has not spoken on either 
the main resolution or the two amendments. There are 
three others who have only spoken on one out of those 
three. I say to you, Mr. Speaker, that they have a right 
to be heard on this. 

What bothers me even more than that, Mr. Speaker, 
is the fact that there are so many on the other side 
who have spoken on this issue. As I look through the 
records in Hansard as to who has been put on the 
record on the other s i d e  of the House, on the 
government side of the House, Mr. Speaker, I'm shocked 
at how few have actually had their views placed on the 
record on this issue. I just want to go th rough them 
so that people are aware that not only are we dealing 
with a government on an issue in which the Whips are 
on, and I' l l  talk more about the freedom to vote as 
they choose, and whether or not the Whips are on this 
issue, but we are dealing with a government who has 
muzzled most of its members on this very, very 
important issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I went through the back rows and 
surveyed the records in Hansard and we have, for 
instance, somebody who has not spoken either on the 
resolution or either of the amendments, the Member 
for Ellice. Now the Member for El lice as I recal l  -
(Interjection) - no of course you're right. He used to 
speak a l l  the time when he was in opposition. Mr. 
Speaker, there was nobody who had more on the record 
in Hansard in the Sessions of 1979, 1980, 198 1 than 
the Member for Ellio�. and now he doesn't speak on 
perhaps the most important issue he's going to have 
to deal with in his term of office in this Legislature. He 
has not spoken, not a word. 

You know, when he ran for Mayor, though, I'm 
reminded he definitely had an opinion on the issue. Do 
you know what his opinion was? He thought that there 
ought to be a free vote. He felt that this was an issue 
of such importance that it seemed to cross party lines, 
it seemed to cross ethnic lines, it seemed to cross 
geographic lines. He felt, Mr. Speaker, that there ought 
to be a free vote on this issue. So he obviously has 
some very serious concerns about the government's 
position on this; yet he has not put his views on the 
record in this Legislature. His constituents wil l  not be 
able to know just where he stands on this issue and 
I would be concerned about that if  I were the 
government, Mr. Speaker. Who else, as I went through 
the members in the back row, the Member for Riel has 
not spoken on e ither the resolution o r  the two 
amendments thereto, Mr. Speaker. I correct that very 
slightly because at one point in the debate she stood 
up and said, Mr. Speaker, I took the adjournment on 
behalf of the Attorney-General. That's her contribution 
to the record, and I'm reminded by the Member for 
Lakeside that over 2,000 of her constituents have asked 
to know her position on this issue. 

The other day in the Winnipeg Sun she was quoted 
as saying that, well, maybe the government should take 
another look at this. There certainly seems to be a 
great divergence of opinion out there amongst the 
people of our province and maybe the government 
ought to take another look at this. So, maybe she should 
stand up and place her views on the record. But, of 
course, Mr. Speaker, under the circumstances in which 
we operate today with closure hung over our head, 
with the knowledge that when this procedural discussion 
and the matter of privilege is dealt with, we wi l l  have 
closure on us and the matter wil l  go through in the 
course of less than a day and it'll be gone, over with 
and on to Ottawa. That's the reason why, we, on this 
side, are so upset with the whole process, the whole 
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procedure. Many people's views are not on the record 
and should be on the record on this issue of such vital 
importance to the future of our province. 

I went through and I found further along the way the 
Member for Concordia had not spoken on any of the 
three aspects of this resolution or the two amendments. 
He's a former Speaker. He's somebody who has 
participated in the House to a great extent in the past 
and who should have his views on the record, Mr. 
Speaker, but he does not. 

The Member for Rupertsland, Mr. Speaker, is not on 
the record on this issue. The Member for Rupertsland 
has not placed his views on the record or taken a stand 
on this matter. Now, you may say to me, "well, it doesn't 
really matter. Everybody will know where they stand . "  
But, you know, we've heard al l  sorts o f  whispers i n  the 
hallway, we've heard whispers in their constituencies. 
I travelled the province as members know during the 
course of the months of September to December. I 
was in every area of the province and we'd be in some 
of the constituencies of members opposite and the 
whisper would be: well, you know, he's told us that 
he doesn't really agree with the government on this 
issue, but you know, the Whips are on and it's a 
government decision and he's going to have to go along 
with it, but the Whips are now off. We' l l  talk more about 
that in just a minute, Mr. Speaker. They say the Whips 
are off, at least that's what the Premier said last 
Thursday. 

Further along the way, oddly enough a person who 
has a great deal to say in this House on anything and 
everything, the Member for Wolseley, is not on the 
record in either the discussion of the constitutional 
resolution or either amendment that's been proposed 
to it, not on the record. Mr. Speaker, that's not only 
a surprise, I think it's shameful. 

A MEMBER: What about Mary Beth? 

MR. G. FILMON: Now we get into the second row, and 
we find some interesting people who are not on the 
record on that - (Interjection) - oh, I beg your pardon, 
Mr. Speaker. Here's somebody else in the back row 
who has a good deal to say, if not a great deal to say, 
on anything that happens in this House. The Member 
for lnkster has not spoken on the resolution or either 
amendment. He spoke yesterday on this closure form 
of motion, the procedural motion, but not on the 
resolution or either amendment. Isn't that a surprise, 
Mr. Speaker? I certainly think it is. 

Then we go on, as I said, to the second row, and 
there the Member for Kildonan, the Minister of Labour 
and U rban Affairs - (Interjection) - the Minister 
responsible for the Status of Women, she reminds me, 
has not spoken on the resolution or either amendment. 

MR. H. ENNS: Not a word. 

MR. G. FILMON: Now it's a matter, I would think, of 
great concern to her constituents. In fact, I know it is. 
I know that some of the greatest opposition to this 
constitutional amendment comes from her area of the 
city. I know that people are constantly in contact with 
ourselves on this side of the House. They're contacting, 
I think, the Grassroots organization. They are in very 

significant numbers, and yet the Member for Kildonan 
has not let them know where she stands. 

She is content to very passively let it go by, and then 
on the thought that later on when the next election is 
called, she ' l l  be able to say, well you know, I really 
didn't agree with what they were doing. But on the 
other hand, you know if I had voted against it, the 
government would have gone down. It was a matter 
of confidence, and so on and so forth. Well I think that's 
shameful. 

We go along further. The Minister of Education . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable Minister 
of Labour on a point of order. 

HON. M.B. DOLIN: Mr. Speaker, I realize this is my 
first term of office in this House, but I 'm wondering if 
the Leader of the Opposition is, in fact, imputing motive 
to me. I would hate to think that he might be doing 
that, because I would certainly want to assure anyone 
in this province that I do not intend at any time to 
qualify the position I take now. I would suggest that 
he is saying that I shall do that. It is not true. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order p lease. 
I listened quite closely to the member's remarks and 

I did not hear him impute motives, but I 'm sure that 
he knows it is against the rule to do so and will watch 
his words with care. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FllMON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
You' re absolutely right. I did not impute any motives 

whatsoever. I would have no idea what the Minister of 
Labour's motives would be on any issue quite honestly 
and I wouldn't d ream to impute any for her. 

The Minister of Education has not spoken on the 
resolution or either of the amendments. I would think 
that her constituents would be very, very interested. 
You know, it has been pointed out that a number of 
the acts for which she is responsible will  be affected 
by entrenchment that's contained within 23. 1 .  She says 
she's not at al l  concerned with it and there' l l  be more 
on that later, because I think she ought to be concerned .  
I think she ought to b e  concerned that they may be 
carving in stone issues that she will  have to deal with 
later and it will remove her flexibility as a Minister in 
dealing with these issues. I think she ought to be on 
the record, but for some reason she's chosen not to 
be. 

Mr. Speaker, the Chairman of the Treasury Board, 
as we go further along the second row, the Member 
tor Churchill, has not been on the record on this issue. 
Now I have heard that he's one of the people who's 
soft on this issue. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Well, you know, the members opposite 
think that's a joke. Mr. Speaker, I would say that any 
observer of this House in recent years would have to 
say that the Member for Churchill was never reluctant 
to put his views on the record on any issue, any time, 
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and any circumstances. Now all of a sudden on this 
issue he has not been heard. He is not on the record 
anywhere and his constituents will have no idea where 
he stands, or why he has taken the position he has. 
- ( Interjection) - Well, the Minister of Municipal Affairs 
says to read the Leaf Rapids paper. I ' l l  be happy to 
do that. As a matter of fact, I intend to be visiting Leaf 
Rapids in the not-too-distant future. I ' l l  ask the people 
there if they know the position of the Member for 
Churchil l  and if they understand why he's taken it. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, I have the record of 
Hansard and I wil l  say that despite the calling from his 
seat of the Minister of the Environment, the Member 
for Churchil l  is not on the record with respect to the 
resolution for either of the amendments. - (Interjection) 
- Well, a committee referral is an entirely different 
issue, Mr. Speaker. We're not dealing with the substance 
of the motion. Mr. S peaker, the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs is saying that because people spoke on a motion 
to refer this matter to committee, that they've spoken 
on the issue. That's where I take issue with it, because 
we .. . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: M r. S peaker, I am speaking about 
bell ringing, the tactics that are being used in the House, 
the response to the closure motion and why we're 
offended. Why all of these things have happened is 
because many members have not been allowed to 
speak on the resolution or the amendments, many 
people have been denied their rights, Mr. Speaker, under 
the tactics that have been used. - (Interjection) -
Absolutely so, Mr. Speaker, and that is the case. I ' l l  go 
on, okay, I ' l l  go on now. 

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Why don't you say vote now 

MR. G. FILMON: I ' l l  go on now. You know, the Minister 
of Finance is very uncomfortable about this situation. 
I understand that he's one of the people in caucus who 
wants to dump this issue as well and is trying to convince 
his colleagues of that. 

A MEMBER: Who's that, the Minister of Finance? 

MR. G. FILMON: The Minister of Finance, you know, 
he's the one who a lways has a great deal to say but, 
you know, he doesn't seem to be too - and I ' l l  get to 
him because I ' l l  be at the front row soon and we'l l  know 
about him on this issue in just a moment. 

But the Member for Gimli . . . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Finance 
is having just as much success with me as he did in 
persuading the people of the Winnipeg Labour Council 
about his 3 percent - (Interjection) - Well, the Minister 
of Labour says that they wouldn't invite me. I wil l  tell 
him that when I was the Chairman of the Works and 
Operations Committee of the City of Winnipeg, the 
\!Jinnipeg Labour Council did indeed invite me. Their 
Executive Secretary, or Executive Director, Mr. Harvey 
Patterson, was very cordial. 

HON. A. ANSTETT: Anybody can make a mistake once. 

A MEMBER: Yes ,  but why don't you recognize your 
mistake. 

MR. G. FllMON: I met in the Labour Union Centre 
with Mr. Ed Blackman, who is the head of CUPE, and 
I went to the Union Centre and we had a number of 
fine d iscussions. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand well the nervousness and 
the concern of members opposite. They see their entire 
base of support eroding and disappearing, including 
labour, because organized labour now realizes what a 
d isaster they are to th;s province in every way, shape, 
or form, in every respect, and they keep telling them 
that every time they have an opportunity. These people 
are very upset. The one who's most upset, of course, 
is the Minister of Finance, because he has not been 
able to persuade the organized labour movement in 
this province that he knows what he's doing. Of course 

HON. V. SCHROEDER: I sure persuaded them about 
bell ringing. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: You know fortunately, Mr. Speaker, 
we aren't dictated to by the Manitoba Federation of 
Labour as members opposite are. We don't have to 
listen to them. We're free of our bondage, not like the 
members opposite who are in chains to the Manitoba 
Federation of Labour and when Dick Martin says, 
"Jump," they say, "How high?" Of course, the Minister 
of Finance can' t  get out of his office unless he gets 
permiss ion from the pres i d en t  of the Manitoba 
Federation of Labour, but that's another story, Mr. 
S peaker. 

I ' l l  go on with various members in the second row 
who have not yet spoken on the constitutional resolution 
or the amendments. 

A MEMBER: You're a real statesman Filmon, you would 
know. 

MFI. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: The Minister of Government Services 
has not spoken on the constitutional resolution or the 
amendments thereto. He has not s poken on any of 
those. 

Now I come to the front row, Mr. Speaker. -
( Interjection) - Oh, I'm sorry, there's the Member for 
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River East, the famous bowler in the government caucus 
has not spoken on the resolution or the amendments. 

MR. H. ENNS: He had a lot to say at 3:00 o'clock in 
the morning about burning an American flag. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, as I come to the front 
row now, no I'm sorry, in the second row, I've forgotten 
that the Minister of Agriculture has not spoken. Now 
of course from the Interlake he has a big problem. He 
has had one of the stronge s t ,  best-organized 
oppositions to this proposal of any member on that 
side of the House. The people of the Interlake area are 
very much opposed to what the government is doing 
and he has not spoken, so they have no idea just really 
where his sympathies lie and how strongly he feels 
about this issue and why he's supporting it, if he's 
supporting it Mr. Speaker, I think that that's absolutely 
astounding, absolutely astounding. 

Let's get down now to the front row and let's talk 
about two of the very very significant and prominent 
absentees from the debate on this issue. Right sitting 
next to each other, two of the prime candidates for the 
next leadership of the New Democratic Party, the 
Minister of Finance and the Minister of Energy and 
Mines have not spoken. 

MR. H. ENNS: Not a word, not a word! 

MR. G. FILMON: Not on the resolution and not on 
either amendment. They may have spoken on referral; 
they may have spoken on this, but not on the resolution 
or the amendments. 

A MEMBER: You mean Schroeder is possibly a leader 
of that party? 

MR. G. FILMON: Well there have been rumours to that 
effect, Mr. Speaker. The gold-dust twins, the Minister 
of Finance and the Minister of Energy and Mines are 
not on the record. Does anyone suppose that they might 
want to get out from under this if they are future 
leadership candidiates in that party? Would you think 
that this might be the millstone a round their neck in 
future? 

A MEMBER: They want nothing on the record. 

MR. G. FILMON: I would think, Mr. Speaker, that there 
would be ample opportunity for them to have spoken 
on it but they have not taken the opportunity. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the Member for Brandon East, 
the Minister of Income Security and . 

A MEMBER: Whatever. 

MR. G. FILMON: . . . whatever. 

A MEMBER: Incompetence. 

MR. G. FILllllON: And Employment Services. That 
individual is not on the record on this as well. He's got 
enough problems of course . . . 

l\llR. H. ENNS: . . .  think he could save himself from 
the McKenzie Seeds thing by supporting this issue. 

llllR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: He has enough problems on his plate 
with the McKenzie Seeds issue and everything else. 
It's obvious, of course, that he doesn't want to take 
on another millstone by supporting this issue or making 
some statement that will be on the record that can be 
quoted by his opponent in the next election, I can assure 
you. It's best to leave these things unsaid and 
unfortunately a very large number of the government 
members have left a great deal unsaid about this 
proposed amendment to the Constitution and the 
various other amendments that are on the record, Mr. 
Speaker. They have chosen to be silent on this issue. 

A MEMBER: I don't blame them. 

MR. G. FIUlllON: Well here we have it, an issue on 
which, as I said, we take great exception because 
members opposite have chosen not to speak. Members 
on our side have been denied the opportunity to speak 
by the tactics and the imposition of closure that has 
occurred. Closure - the first time in 54 years on a 
substantive matter in this House, we have closure on 
this issue. Why have they imposed it? Why have they 
imposed it? First on the bill, now on the constitutional 
resolution. Well, Mr. Speaker, members opposite said 
that it was because we had spoken too much on the 
issue. The Member for Thompson referred to the fact 
that over 100 speeches were made by this side of the 
House on this issue and I have the information and the 
information does not verify his claim. The information 
says that we had, to this point in time, four speakers 
on the resolution . . . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Four? Four? We 
had four speakers and you impose closure . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Four speakers on the resolution, 17 
on the amendment proposed by the Minister o f  
Municipal Affairs, and 1 2  o n  the sub-amendment . 

A MEMBER: Shame. 

A MEMBER: A long way from 100. 

MR. G. FILMON: . . . by my colleague, the Member 
for Fort Garry, 12 additional ones, I'm sorry. Since then 
there have been four others, so we're now up to 37. 

MR. C. MANNESS: A long way from 100 Andy. You 
don't count the referrals. That was unprocessed. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: So they have said that there's been 
too much discussion and too much debate on this issue, 
therefore we have to impose closure. But we're imposing 
closure because the government doesn't want to let 
this take the normal course, doesn't want to have to 
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deal with the amendment in the normal form, doesn't 
have to face the possibility that there may be other 
potential ways to arrive at agreement on this issue. 
They don't want to deal with that. 

HON. A. ANSTETT: What potential ways? 

MR. C. MANNESS: Drop it. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. G. FILMON: Well, Mr. Speaker, we put forward 
an amendment to the constitutional proposal and the 
amendment of the Government House Leader. We put 
a sub-amendment - the Member !or Fort Garry - and 
when it was put forward the Government H ouse Leader 
said, " I'm pleased with it." A major reversal. He said, 
"Now we're at a point where we can do something 
about it." You know the opposition has obviously 
become seriously involved in this whole process. That's 
the kind of things he was talking about. What happened 
was that immediately after that he started talking 
closure. He started saying we're not getting anywhere, 
we don't agree with what you're doing and therefore 
we've got to impose closure. That's what he said. Only 
a few days before that he had said, well, I'm very pleased 
with it - a major reversal. - ( Interjection) Wel l ,  he's 
telling me it wasn't called for 10 days, and that's true 
because the Government House Leader insisted . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, he has very correctly 
pointed out to me - the Government House Leader -
that debate didn't take place for about ·10 days because 
they didn't call the resolution for about 10 days. What 
they kept doing was calling the bill and they kept 
insisting that we would be forced to debate their bill, 
that they would not try and accommodate our wishes 
in debating the resolution, but they would force us to 
debate the bill. So, as a result, the bells rang tor a few 
days, Mr. Speaker. I think it was four days and, at the 
end of that time, I put the position of this side of the 
House on the record. That was a Friday. The following 
Monday, Mr. Speaker, they imposed closure on that 
Bill 115, after I had been the only speaker on this side 
of the House to put our position on the record , they 
imposed closure. The other speakers were speaking 
to the six-month hoist, Mr. Speaker. I was the only one 
who spoke to that bill and then they imposed closure. 
That's how they dealt with that issue. 

M r. S peaker, what a D raconian measu re by a 
government that says it prides itself in upholding civil 
liberties. We've had speeches about freedom; we've 
had speeches about the democratic process and their 
desire to protect it and enhance it; we've had a l l  those 
lovely sounding speeches and yet their response to our 
side, after one speech on Bill 115, was closure. That's 
what they think about freedoms; that's what they think 
about protecting democratic rights. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. If other 
members wish to enter the debate, they will have their 
opportunity to do so in due course. In the meantime, 
would they kindly extend the same courtesy that other 
members of the House have received. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: We should have known about this 
government's commitment to the truth when we saw 
"A Clear Choice for Manitobans," their election platform 
document that was widely circulated throughout the 
province during the fal l  of 1981 that was signed by 
Howard Pawley on behalf of the New Democratic Party. 
It said, "No, we can guarantee that no Manitoban will 
lose his job, no Manitoban will lose his home, no 
Manitoban will lose his farm, no Manitoba business will 
go out of business. " They can guarantee. That's what 
they said in writing and signed it, Mr. Speaker. We 
should have known about their commitment to the truth. 
Now, at the same time as their talking about a 
commitment to democratic rights, to freedoms, they're 
trampling on them by closure, Mr. Speaker. 

Well, as I said earlier in the debate, the wolf is out 
of sheep's clothing, Mr. S peaker, and we know that i!'s 
alive and well on th'' other side of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, the further irony of it all is that all of 
this is being han d le d  and rammed through by a 
Government House Leader who prided himself so much 
on the protection of democratic freedoms and traditions 
in this House, who recoiled from S peed-up, saying that 
the long hours and the relaxation of the rules wasn't 
conducive to proper decision-making, wasn't conducive 
to doing things in the proper democratic manner, that 
forcing passage of legislation through long hours of 
sitting and under duress was bad for this Legislature 
and refused to support the measure of Speed-up. That 
person is now the person who, for the first time in 54 
years, brought a closure motion to this House on a 
substantive motion and who is trying to ram through 
this legislation and this constitutional amendment, more 
particularly, under the threat of closure. Wel l ,  I ask him, 
Mr. Speaker, does the end justify the means? 

As well, we have the prospect of a Premier, a Premier 
who - and I refer to the get together we had in his 
constituency at a Youth Parliament in which he spoke 
in glowing terms about a commitment to democracy, 
a commitment to freedom, and who told people in his 
constituency, young students, about how important it 
was for us to protect our democratic freedoms and 
rights in this province, who talked about his discussion 
with an older woman in Chile in 1978, who told him, 
you should be proud of and you should cherish and 
you should always protect your democratic freedoms 
in your area of the world, because she said to him that 
t'ley had had democracy at one point in time, and then 
they woke up one morning and it was gone. It was 
gone. No longer was it there for them. 

So, I wonder, Mr. Speaker, how this government's 
imposition of closure squares with that kind of statement 
by the P remier, how he can deal with a constitutional 
amendment that will be entrenched for all time in future, 
that will affect the lives of yet unborn Manitobans in 
terms of the distribution of linguistic rights, how he can 
deal with that under closure. I ask, Mr. Speaker, how 
that can possibly be? 
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I go back to the point that has been made over and 
over again, that constitutional amendments above 
everything else ought to be dealt with by consensus, 
ought to be dealt with by some special measure that 
seeks to g ive it an extra consideration, an extra 
opportunity to bring more people on side with the 
initiative. 

I spoke about the fact that the New Democratic Party 
requires a two-thirds majority of members present at 
an annual meeting to pass a constitutional amendment 
- two-thirds majority. Many other organizations require 
you to give notice at one annual meeting for imposition 
of an amendment at the next annual meeting, a whole 
year to come. Pierre Trudeau, committed as he was 
to the entrenchment of a Charter of Rights and the 
patriation of our Constitution, waited 13 years, 13 long 
years to get consensus amongst the provinces, the 
opposition and his party in Parliament. Yet this Premier 
is prepared to have it go through with a simple majority 
which may be as little as four or five votes in the final 
analysis . . .  

SOME HONOURABLE M EMBERS: Oh, oh! 

llllR. SPEAKER: Order p lease. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, does the end justify the 
means? 

MR. H. ENNS: If that's what you need, call an election. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

A MEMBER: Mr. Speaker, I'm having some d ifficulty 
hearing the speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Now we have what we're dealing 
with, courtesy of this Government House Leader, an 
individual who is trying to work by a manipulation of 
the rules rather than let debate take place. 

This House has been off on a tangent for most of 
this issue. Firstly, it was the argument over whether or 
not they would allow the matter to go to public hearings 
on an intersessional basis to allow the public to be 
heard on this fundamental matter of importance. All 
last summer, for six weeks we debated that issue 
because the government refused to allow the public 
to be heard. Finally, we dragged them kicking and 
screaming into those public hearings, and they indeed 
heard the public on the matter, Mr. Speaker. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are dealing with this motion 
of privilege, because the government, rather than have 
the constitutional resolution and the amendment dealt 
with, spoken to, debated in this House, has chosen 
instead to impose closure. So we on this side have 
used the means at our disposal to block closure from 
happening. That's why the bells have been ringing; that's 
why we are on to those procedural debates; that's why 
we're on to this motion of privilege and not dealing 
with the issue. Because the government says that they're 
going to force this thing through one way or the other 
by closure, and we do not want to submit to closure 

on a constitutional amendment that may never be able 
to be changed in future by future Manitoba 
Governments - may never, I say. 

We regret, Mr. Speaker, that we have had to resort 
to the bell ringing. We would rather that it didn't have 
to be this way, but the government and the Government 
House Leader won't l isten to reason on this - won't 
l isten to reason. When we ask for hard answers, there 
are none forthcoming. 

Let's look at today's question period where we were 
attempting to deal with what is covered by Section 
23.1, where we are going to be entrenching al l  provincial 
acts that make reference to the use of English and 
French. We're going to be entrenching those for al l  
time in future. We asked which are the acts that are 
covered. We asked that of the Legislative Counsel. As 
the Member for St. Norbert read the response, he can't 
tell us. He can tell us off the top of his head of a few, 
but he can't tell us all of them. 

A MEMBER: What about the Minister of Education, 
what d i d  she . . . ? 

MR. G. FILMON: There are many regulations. There 
are al l  sorts of laws of our province that are going to 
be affected by that entrenchment provision, and the 
Government House Leader says he doesn't care. He 
says it doesn't matter to him because he wants that 
provision in there. It doesn't matter to him that these 
are going to be entrenched, and people wil l  not be 
able to deal with them. Future governments of this 
province wil l  not be able to deal with them. 

MR. A. BROWN: The Member for Radisson says it's 
good, and Andy says, me too. 

M R .  G. F I L MON: He says it may hamper future 
Legislature's ability to operate, but it doesn't matter 
to him because he feels that it's protecting rights. But 
when you don't even know what rights are in those 
laws, I think that you can't honestly say that you know 
what you're protecting. I believe that you can't honestly 
tell anybody in this province why you're doing it if you 
have just simply made a blanket provision that all laws 
that refer to English and French are going to be 
entrenched in the future. 

It seems to me that there is a responsibility on behalf 
of the government to have this matter thoroughly 
research e d  to ensure that we know what we're 
entrenching, why we're entrenching it, and whether or 
not it's a good idea. Blanket provisions like that will 
only get us into trouble, wil l  only invite litigation, will 
only invite court challenges, and wil l  only invite the kind 
of bitter divisiveness that we've been talking about 
throughout. But he's flippant. He's totally flippant about 
it, Mr. Speaker. His response was, what rights do you 
want to take away from someone? We don't want to 
take away any r ights, but we want to make sure that 
we know what's in there. 

Just as an example, Mr. Speaker, The Public School 
Act refers to the fact that if the parents of 23 school
age children come and ask for a French Immersion 
Program in their school division, they can have it. It 
must be at least 23. 

A MEMBER: That' l l  be entrenched. 
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MR. G. FllMON: Now that's going to be entrenched. 
Now what would happen if in future some government 
wanted to change that to 21 or 20 or 19? Mr. Speaker, 
that may well require a constitutional amendment. 

A MEMBER: Absolute nonsense. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Open your eyes, you dummy. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Go back to your dummies . . .  

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. If  the Honourable 
Member for Arthur and the Government House Leader 
wish to hold a private debate, would they kindly do so 
outside the Chamber? 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: And he should know better, he's a 
former Clerk of this Chamber. 

MR. G. FllMON: The problem is that we're not able 
to obtain the straight answers on these things. We are 
not able, because the government hasn't done its 
homework, hasn't had the proper research done, has 
been doing constitutional amendments over the Cabinet 
table. They have been drafting them on an ad hoe 
basis, and they have said this is what we want to do. 
Go ahead and have it  done in legal terms so that we 
can present it to the House, and they haven't backed 
up their research and the information. They haven't 
brought the information that we need to this House as 
leg islators to make this kind ol decision on a 
constitutional amendment, of al l  things, something that 
wil l  be entrenched in the Constitution of Canada. 

Mr. Speaker, that's the same problem that we had 
in dealing with Bill 115. They imposed closure after 
one s peech on second reading in this Legislature on 
our side - one speech. They imposed closure. They 
took it to committee and at committee they were told 
by person after person of serious concerns, problems 
with the definition of the words "available services"; 
problems with the defin i t ion of the "right to 
communicate in French and English at principal  
administrative offices, "  and so on. 

They haven't worked out what the various provisions 
might be of that bi l l ,  what the consequences were. They 
have no idea how many staff might be involved in the 
provisions and the requirements of B i l l  115. The 
Attorney-General has blithely told us that there will only 
be 300 positions affected by that bill - 300 positions 
approximately. 

Mr. Speaker, we have been looking into it and we 
have been trying to come up with a ballpark figure and 
we think that it may be indeed much higher. We believe 
that there may well be 1,000 Civil Service positions 
that are affected by the provisions of Bi l l  115. But, you 
see, the problem is that the government doesn't really 
know. They really weren't all that aware of the effect 
of saying that the language districts that were served 
by various offices of the government would require 
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services in both French and English. So you take an 
area like that represented by the Premier, Selkirk, and 
right off hand you'd say, "well, certainly that's not going 
to be affected by Bill 115." Who's going to need to 
provide French language services in Selkirk? Except 
that there are adjacent municipalities that come under 
the 800 or 8 percent and government offices in Selkirk 
that service those areas may well have to provide French 
language services. I'm just giving an example by way 
of reference to the bill, Mr. Speaker, of how the 
government hasn't done its homework, of how the 
government doesn't understand all of the requirements 
that it is getting Manitobans into by this whole proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, al l  that the Government House Leader 
is interested in doing is showing his own caucus and 
the people of the province that he can out-maneuver 
this side of the House. That seems to be a l l  that he is 
attempting to do. That seems to be his only concern 
in this whole issue, that he can show people that he 
learned so much as the Deputy Clerk of this House 
that he can now out-maneuver us in a procedural sense. 
That's what's behind this whole thing. He has indicated 
that he can force the government's wil l  on us as the 
opposition and on the people of this province. Mr. 
Speaker, a l l  he had h, do was let the debate take place 
and he wouldn't have needed tc resort to all of these 
tactical maneuvers, to the heavy hand of closure, to 
al l  of these kinds of procedural proposals. Al l  he would 
have had to do was to let the debate take place. 

Mr. Speaker, since he's embarked on this course -
and it really doesn't matter at this point because we've 
gone on for two weeks basically on procedural matters, 
off on a tangent in those two weeks, we could have 
probab ly dealt  w i th three or four substantive 
amendments to the constitutional resolution and had 
everyone on our side speak on them and we would 
stilt have gone through all of those areas because, you 
know, we've shown it by this debate, that even if 
everybody on this side speaks, we can only go for about 
four or five days maximum. That's what it takes to 
cover this entire side in terms of speeches on the matter. 
But that would have required an interest in the 
democratic process having taken place. I f  we look at 
ii, we have made one substantive amendment, the 
removal of 23. 1, the one that the Government House 
Leader said was a major reversal ,  the one that he said 
he was pleased with. 

HON. S. LYON: The first one was out of order, the 
major reversal was out of order, you've been out of 
order since you came into the House. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

"Ut G. FllMOlll: Mr. Speaker, after the removal of 
23. 1 is dealt with, we would have other options, but 
we have told this government and this House Leader 
that our opposition is to 23.1, and I suggest to you, 
that no matter how creative you become, there aren't 
too many substantive amendments you can make to 
23.1 without eventually running out of options. Now, 
if you had two or three different amendments that you 
were prepared to try on 23. 1, that would be about the 
limit, Mr. Speaker, yet this Government House Leader 
didn't want us to be given that opportunity, didn't want 
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us to deal with that at all. He wanted to cut off the 
debate and ram it through and that's it. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, they still have the opportunity to 
deal with our amendment, our subamendment which 
is the removal of 23.1, and we hope that they will come 
to their senses and they will deal with that in a 
reasonable sense and they will support our amendment 
and allow this matter to proceed because that is the 
best way to go, Mr. Speaker, that is the alternative that 
we have given them and that is the alternative that 
carries the support of this side of the House. -
(Interjection) - Mr. Speaker, the Government House 
Leader said on Monday the 6th of February on Page 
5869 of Hansard in introducing his matter of privilege, 
a number of things. He talked about the willful 
disobedience of orders and rules of Parliament and 
the exercise of its constitutional functions are breaches 
of privilege, privileges of the House. Of course, we are 
not dealing with the willful disobedience of the rules 
and privileges of the House. We are dealing with the 
use of the rules to the advantage of each side of the 
House and in this particular case . 

A MEMBER: No, we're not. 

MR. G. FllMON: . . . we're dealing, Sir, with the use 
of the rules that are at our disposal. 

Mr. Speaker, he said further, the opposition is stalling 
and obstructing the government business which is 
currently before the House. I don't think, Mr. Speaker, 
there is any wish on behalf of members opposite to 
deny that is occurring. Wei!, Mr. Speaker, there isn't 
We're not denying that we are attempting to block the 
government's passage of this constitutional 
amendment. Our backs are against the wall. He has 
given us no options. He has given us only one option 
and one option only and that is closure. 

Mr. Speaker, this is our last line of defence and we 
are exercising that last line of defence and that's why 
we have allowed the usage of the bells to defend against 
a bad proposal by a bad government. 

Now another matter that i want to deal with, Mr. 
Speaker. We on this side of the House have wondered 
over and over again, how can they be so bullheaded 
about this? How can they be so obstinate? Why are 
they forcing this through under any circumstances? 
They're prepared to use whatever means available to 
them closure. 

A MEMBER: The Member for Radisson is in control 
over them. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FIUlllON: Closure has not been used in 54 
years. They're prepared to use it, Mr. Speaker. 

Well, how can they be so sure they're right on this 
issue? The Premier has given us their answer, Mr. 
Speaker. He said that the silent majority supports them. 
He said the silent majority supports them. 

He has said this on a number of occasions in the 
House and outside the House. We, of course, wondered 
who that silent majority was. We tried to find out. Where 
are they? Who was he listening to, Mr. Speaker, because 
we couldn't determine that there was a silent majority 
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out there. In fact, you know the Premier had done such 
a good job of convincing people, he had media people 
convinced that the silent majority was on their side, 
that there was a great tide of public opinion that wasn't 
being heard that really believed that we were wrong 
in opposing this, that we were wrong in using the tactics 
we've been using, and that the public were angry with 
us, not with the government 

That's the position that he's been taking and this is 
unbelievable. I don't know who he's trying to kid, but 
this is unbelievable, we thought, but we had to keep 
trying to find out a little more about this. Maybe the 
Premier knew something we didn't know. Maybe he 
did. 

I got a phone call, Mr. Speaker, from one of the 
people in the eastern Manitoba area, a gentleman who 
happens to live in the constituency of Lac du Bonnet, 
who has supported the Minister of Business 
Development and Tourism in the past couple of 
elections, who honestly believed that he was a supporter 
of the New Democratic Party in the past, and he always 
regarded himself as such. He phoned me to tell me 
that he didn't like what he heard in the media and in 
the reports of the meeting of the Premier in Selkirk 
last week, because the Premier said that the meeting 
was evenly split, that it was a saw-off - about half the 
people supported him and about half the people 
opposed him. He said further that after they heard him 
speak, he was able to convince a lot of the people at 
the meeting of his position, and in fact it was a very 
very favourable meeting to him. That's what he had 
said, and he kept saying things like that to people on 
this side of the House that really there wasn't all that 
much opposition in his own constituency. 

Well, this gentleman phoned to tell me, as a former 
New Democrat, just exactly what happened at that 
meeting, and he told me a variety of things. He said 
firstly the Premier was roundly booed when he arrived 
at the meeting, roundly booed. He said the vast majority 
of people at that meeting were not supportive of the 
Premier, not supportive in his own constituency. 

HON. A. ANSTETT: That's a crock, Gary, that's a crock. 

A MEMBER: That is not a crock . 

MR. H. ENNS: He didn't have more than 60 people 
at that meeting . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. H. ENNS: The rest were brought in. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. H. ENNS: There were 40 from Lakeside . 

MR. G. FILMON: He said you know what's even more 
astounding . . . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order! 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, this gentleman said, you 
know what's even more astounding than that? He said 



Tuesday, 14 February, 1984 

the day before the meeting, I sat in the Premier's 
constituency office in Selkirk . He said I wanted to get 
to talk to the Premier or somebody close to him and 
he said I made an appointment and I got an interview 
with M r. Sig Lazar, who is the Executive Assistant to 
the Premier, a special assistant to the Premier. He said 
I sat there for a full hour trying to talk to Mr. Lazar, 
and during that full hour I was constantly interrupted 
by phone calls that M r. Lazar had to answer. He said 
from my side of the phone conversation, al l  M r. Lazar 
was doing was apologizing and trying to explain the 
Premier's stand on the French language issue. He said 
it was obvious that every single phone call was opposing 
the Premier's position on the French language issue. 

He said I sat there for an hour and he said you know 
what else was happening? At another desk adjacent, 
on another phon e ,  was another assistant in the 
Premier's constituency office and he was phoning out 
to people saying, would you mind - and he said that 
the individual had a beard. There's somebody in the 
Premier's office who fits that description. In any case 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: In any case, the person on the other 
phone was phoning out and he was obviously phoning 
to a list of New Democratic members in the constituency 
and his message was, you've got to come out, you've 
got to support the Premier. You've got to come to the 
meeting, we need your support, the government needs 
your support, the Premier needs your support. Please 
come out to the meeting and support us. He was fighting 
with these people because they were turning him down, 
quite o bviously. 

Mr. Speaker, then of course it was said that a poll 
was taken at the door of the meeting and this lady 
was there collecting names on a petition for or against 
the government's position on this. It was reported that 
the count was, I believe it was 102 to 13 against the 
government's proposal. That was a poll taken at the 
door in the meeting of the Premier's own constituency. 

MR. H. ENNS: The Premier's meeting in Selkirk. 

MR. G. FILMON: Well, that shouldn't surprise members 
opposite because a poll was taken of people l ast fal l ,  
i n  October, throughout the Province o f  Manitoba and 
that poll was called the plebiscite, and at that time 78 
percent of the people of this province said they were 
opposed to the government's proposal - 78 percent. 

Yet,  M r. Speaker, the Premier kept insisting that things 
had changed, that in fact the silent majority out there 
now, after they'd watered down their proposal, after 
they changed a great deal of what they were doing in 
this whole French language proposal, after they'd made 
many changes, he was saying now, in the new year of 
1984, the s ilent majority was with them. 

In fact, further to that he said that people were 
offended by and very upset about our party's position 
on this whole issue. He was saying this so often that 
members on our side, my caucus and I, started to 
wonder whether it was possible that we could have 
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misread public opinion so badly on this, because the 
phone calls that we were getting, the letters to our 
offices, nothing seemed to indicate what the Premier 
said on the issue. 

So, M r. Speaker, we decided that what we ought to 
do is commission a public opinion poll on this matter 
to find out, have it professionally done and have people 
respond to us on this issue. As I said, it was conducted 
by a professional organization that does polling and 
certain questions were asked. 

Now, I wi l l  say for the benefit of the Member for 
Thompson that I assure him that this was done by a 
professional polling outfit ,  that it was conducted last 
Wednesday and Thursday, so the results are very very 
fresh and I think they're indicative of just what the 
public mood is on this matter. 

Now, the government chose to ignore the poll of last 
October, the plebiscites. 

A MEMBER: The people's vote. 

MR. G. FILMON: Now I want to tell them what the 
people think today. This is accurate, this is not the kind 
of analysis that's done from the seat of the Premier's 
pants as he talks about silent majorities. This, M r. 
Speaker, is accurate information done by a professional 
polling organization. 

Here's the first question. I ' l l  tell members opposite 
that the sampling was about 225 in the city and about 
110 in the rural areas . - ( Interjection) - That's right. 
M r. Speaker, the sampling of about 335 is enough to 
have accuracy we're told within about 7 percent. So 
it's of a sufficient sample, on a random sample, to be 
accurate and to give information of where the public 
mood is on this whole issue. 

I want to tell you, M r. Speaker, that the first question 
could be argued with in terms of what it says because 
I know it's difficult to capsulize it in one statement or 
one sentence, and really what you're attempting to do 
is just get the public opinion knowing that there may 
not exactly be an accurate understanding on the issue. 
But I think you want to ensure that the concept of 
entrenchment is there, and the concept of official 
languages is in the question, because we on this side 
are opposed to 23.1 which h as the concept of official 
languages entrenched in the proposal. 

So the question was: do you think the Provincial 
Government is correct in attempting to entrench French 
in Manitoba's Constitution as an official language? It 
is already entrenched, but this is as an official language. 

Okay, M r. Speaker, I want to say that I'm quite 
prepared . . .  

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: I'm quite prepared to accept that 
that question can be argued with because it's difficult 
to capsulize it in one statement. What you're really 
trying to do is gain a sense of the public's mood on 
the issue and their understanding of the issue. You 
don't have time to try and explain it and if you try and 
explain it you can be accused of influencing the 
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statement, so this is as good as any. I ' l l  accept another 
statement if the government wants to do its own poll. 
But here's an indication of where the response was: 

76 percent of the respondents in the city were 
opposed to the government's position; only 17 percent 
supported the government's position; and 7 percent 
were don't know, or no answer. So out of 93 percent, 
76 opposed the government's position. 

In rural Manitoba, as might be expected, the numbers 
were s l i ghtly h igher:  76.6 percent opposed the 
government; 17.4 supported the government. Again, 
that's out of 94 percent. 

A MEMBER: What was the question? 

MR. G. FllMON: I 've already stated the question. The 
member can read Hansard. 

Now, I want to make the point, Mr. Speaker, that I 
don't regard that first question as being the important 
question on this. I ' l l  tell you why - because the public 
mood I think is very obvious, by virtue of all the petitions, 
all the public meetings, the plebiscites. The public mood 
on the issue is fairly well established, but what members 
oppos i t e  and particularly the Premier and the 
Government House Leader were tell ing us was that we 
were responsible for all the bitterness, the acrimony, 
al l  of the divisiveness, al l  of the upheaval and al l  of 
the convulsion. 

So the next question, Mr. Speaker, was: who do you 
think is responsible for the bitterness of the current 
legislative debate on the French language issue? Is it 
the NOP Government, the PC Opposition or some other 
group? You can say whichever you want and that could 
be the Federal Government, that could be Grassroots, 
the SFM, Trudeau, anybody else they could say was 
responsible for the bitterness. But let's see what the 
people said on it: 

In the City of Winnipeg, 47 percent said the NOP 
was responsible; 12 percent said the Conservatives were 
respons i b le;  the rem a i n in g  number were either 
"somebody else," or "don't know," or "no answer. " 
That's the distribution of where it stands. 

In rural Manitoba, the distribution was as follows: 
50 percent said the NOP was responsi ble for the 
bitterness, the acrimony and the divis iveness; 7 . 7  
percent said the Progressive Conservative Party; and 
the rest were "others," or "didn't know," or "no 
answer." So that, Mr. Speaker, is what the public thinks 
a bout it. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

llllR. G. FILMON: Here's another one. Mr. Speaker, I 
know that members opposite are very exercised over 
this and I ' ll tell them that the punch line comes at the 
end where the people are asked: how did they vote 
in the last election? So you ' l l  know whether or not 
these people are PC supporters, or plants, or whatever. 
You ' l l  know where they stood in'81 when they voted, 
so just hang on. 

The next question was: what action do you feel 
should be taken on the French language issue at this 
time? They were g iven four alternatives: 

(a) The proposal be passed and French entrenched 
in the Constitution as an official language. 

(b) The government be forced to d rop the proposal. 
(c) The government and opposition get together and 

work out an agreement. 
(d) Debate on this issue be adjourned for six months. 
In the city, 9 percent said that the proposal should 

be passed; 51 percent said the government should be 
forced to d rop the proposal ;  26 percent said the 
government and opposition should get together and 
work out some compromise; 10 percent said that debate 
should be adjourned for six months; 9 percent said 
that the proposal should be passed. That's in the city. 

Okay, let ' s  look at the rural area and see what the 
response was. Surprisingly, 13.3 percent said the 
proposal should be passed - in the country; 40.7 percent 
said that the government should be forced to withdraw 
or drop the proposal; 18 percent said the government 
and opposition should get together and work out an 
agreement; and 11 percent said that debate on the 
issue shoul d  be adjourned for  s i x  months. The 
remainder were "no answer" or "other." 

Now, here's another question. The members opposite 
are saying, ah, but the public is turning against you, 
you can't use these tactics, you can't ring the bells. 
You can't do all these things, because the public doesn't 
want you to. That's what the Government House Leader 
said. You guys are g etting nervous, he told us. You guys 
are being under pressure from all your people. He keeps 
referring to people who are telling him that we're going 
too far on this. We're going too far on this. 

Okay, let see what the people say. 

HON. A. ANSTETT: Go right ahead. Go too far. 

MR. J. DOWNEY: Six months from now, we'll find out 
how far we've gone. 

HON. A. ANSTETT: I ' l l  call your bluff. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FllMON: The next question, in your . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order p lease. 

A MEMBER: You' l l  l isten, Andy, when you're down the 
tube next election. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: In your o p i n i on ,  shoul d  the 
Progressive Conservative Party intensify, maintain or 
reduce its pressure on the government on the French 
language issue? In the city, 26 percent said, intensify; 
27 percent said, maintain; 28 percent said, reduce; and 
the remaining 19 percent said, don't know or no answer. 

In the country, 31.4 percent said, intensify; 40 percent 
said, maintain; 20.9 percent said, reduce; and the 
remaining 7.6 was don't know or no answer. 

So just to capsulize, in the city, 53 percent out of a 
total of 81 percent answering, 53 out of 81 said, intensify 
or maintain the pressure on the government. In the 
country, 71 percent out of 91 percent said, intensify 
or maintain. So that's what the public thinks; that's 
what the s ilent majority thinks of this government. 
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SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please , order please. Order 
please. 

MR. H. ENNS: We can have a better poll. 

MR. G. FILMON: Where did these people vote in the 
last election? Who did they support? 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: In the city sampling, Mr. Speaker, 23 
percent voted PC in the last election, and 30 percent 
voted NDP, 8 percent Liberal. The rest were "other" 
or "refused" or "no answer." Fair enough. Many people 
don't indicate where they stood, but those who did 
indicate indicated that they were very heavily supportive 
of the NDP in the last election. 

Yet today, they don't support this government at all 
in this issue. In the country, 40.7 percent had voted 
PC; 1 9.4, NDP;  6.7, Liberal; and the remainder were 
"refused "  or "no answer" or some other support. 

Mr. Speaker, those results stack up very closely to 
what the d istribution of voting support was, city and 
country, in the 1 9 8 1  election, very close. What does 
that - (Interjection) - Mr. Speaker, I just want to say 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. 

A MEMBER: Six hundred people want your resignation, 
Andy. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. W. STEEN: Vic, you know, if you had an election 
now, you could fix the pension plan. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: The Government House Leader said 
that this is opposition by Goldfarb. I want to remind 
him that his government spent $ 1 5,000 last spring or 
summer on a poll, 1 5,000 of taxpayers' money on this 
particular issue. They took their poll, and they obviously 
took advice from their poll and took direction from 
their poll. We as an opposition have the right and the 
responsibility to do what we did, and we have conducted 
that right and responsibility. We believe that it was the 
right thing to do. 

We've gone even fu rth e r ;  we are making the 
government aware of it. We didn't have to, because 
this was not from t axpayers' dollars, this was from our 
own funds. We did this because we felt it was the 
responsible thing to do in response to statements made 
by the Premier and statements made by his Cabinet 
Ministers. 

Here's one on the 1 1th of J anuary by the Member 
for Dauphin, the Minister of H i ghways. He said, "The 
Leader of the Opposition on Monday, Mr. Speaker, in 
his speech of this d ivis iveness. He talked about 
" d i visiveness, acr imony, convulsion of the ent i re 
province, "  but he did not say what was the major cause 
of that convuls ion,  of that acrimony and that 
divisiveness. He did not say that those people there in 
opposition were largely responsible for that divisiveness 
in this province by the position they took in this issue 
over the last six months. By exploiting and inflaming 
that divisiveness, they have for their own political benefit 
- that's their main purpose in this whole debate - and 
not for the benefit of Manitobans like they say, this 
concern that they bring forward, that they are concerned 
about this divisiveness in this province. " 

That's what the Minister said, Mr. Speaker, and I just 
want to remind him for the record that the people of 
Manitoba don't agree with him and don't believe him. 
Because, in fact , 12 percent of the residents in the city 
who responded to this poll attribute the divisiveness 
and acrimony and blame to us, and 7.7 percent of the 
people in the rural area - that includes his seat - attribute 
the responsibility to us. 

So, Mr. Speaker, that's our response to the talk about 
the silent majority. That is our response to the talk 
about responsibility for the debate in this House. That's 
our response to what his government has been saying 
about this whole issue. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that if, 
after hearing that, they're still confident about their 
position on this issue, let them call an election. Let 
them call an election! 

Mr. Speaker, one of the other areas that has come 
up frequently in the debate on this motion has been 
the topic of freedom, of protection of democracy, of 
all of those things. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, members opposite have 
continually referred to freedom, p rotect ion o f  
democracy, and they have been lecturing u s  over and 
over and over again. The Premier I told members 
earlier about his speech on the protection of rights and 
his visit to Chile and all of those things, his talk about 
not wanting to trample on minority rights and all of 
those issues. He has asked us: what freedoms would 
we like to remove? So has his Minister of Government 
Services. The Minister of Natural Resources has taunted 
us saying, "Why don't you support democracy, why 
don't you support freedom, why don't you support all 
of those things?" 

You know, it's i ronic that the member who participated 
or was present at the flag burning at the U.S. Embassy 
is now speaking about the protection of rights and the 
preservation of democracy. What an outrage, what an 
insult, Mr. Speaker, all of these people, who practice 
Big Brother in all of their dealings in government, telling 
us about commitments to freedom and democracy. 
What an insult! The party and the government whose 
major premise has been throughout its time in office, 
not only now but in the 70s, to become more and more 
involved in the private l i ves of individuals of this 
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province, more and more involved in l imiting and 
restricting their rights and their freedoms of choice in 
particular ; these people are telling us that they're doing 
all of this in the name of democracy, in the name of 
freedom. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, they're the people who have in 
the past opposed public aid to private and parochial 
schools, denying people the free choice of a place to 
educate their children, denying that free choice in the 
past. 

Mr. Speaker, on a free vote . . . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: . . . with respect to the issue of aid 
to private and parochial schools, there were only three 
on that side who had the courage to support that public 
aid to private and parochial schools. That was back in 
the former government's term and that was when the 
Member for St. Johns, the now Member for St. Johns, 
the Minister ol Health and the former Premier Schreyer 
stood out and apart from their caucus and supported 
public aid to private and parochial schools. 

This is the government that brought in farm land 
ownershi p  legislation this past Session. A great deal 
that does for freedom of choice, a great deal that does 
for people's ability to look after their own economic 
affa irs when they prevent Canad ians outside of 
Manitoba from owning farm land here. That's a great 
commitment to freedom, Mr. Speaker. They restrict the 
use of the corporate ownership vehicle to own land in 
this province. That's a great commitment to freedom 
of choice where even Manitobans can't chose the 
manner in which they're going to own farmland because 
of this government's action in The Far m Lands 
Ownership Act. 

They further restrict the rights of individual farmers 
to chose who they can sell their land to. You know, 
they can't now sell to the highest bidder, they have to 
sell to the highest qualified bidder. 

Mr. Speaker, they don't believe in the free market, 
in the free economic activity of this country, that this 
country was built on, and they continue in law by law, 
statute by statute, to l imit the freedoms and the 
opportunities that people have to live in this province 
and to practice their own way of life. 

Mr. Speaker, you know farmers always are people 
who live very very meagre existences because their 
biggest asset is their land and they make a living, 
despite the fact that we have a tacit low-cost food 
policy in this country and in North America, because 
they worked to build up an asset and the only asset 
they have is the land which they farm, the land which 
they work. Then this government doesn't even want 
them to be able to sell it so that they at least can retire 
in reasonable economic circumstances, because they 
want to restrict their market. That's the k i n d  o f  
commitment they have t o  freedom. 

M r. Speaker, talk about freedom, talk about a 
commitment to freedom, what about their compulsory 
helmet and seat belt  legislation. There they are 
restricting people's freedom of choice. Admittedly, there 
are al l  sorts of medical issues at stake and al l  sorts 

of issues about that, but their major premise was that 
people shouldn't have the choice, that they wanted to 
restrict that freedom of choice for people to make that 
decision as to whether or not they wore helmets or 
whether or not they ought to be compelled to wear 
seat belts and so on. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FilMON: Mr. Speaker, I have said often times 
that that would not have been a measure that we woul d  
have brought in a s  a government. Mr. Speaker, I said 
that it was an omnibus bill and that I happened to agree 
with the medical evidence on seat belts, that I wasn't 
necessarily in favour of helmets, but, Mr. Speaker, that's 
what a free vote is all about. That's what a free vote 
is al l  about and I am happy to have taken that free 
vote. I am happy to have had that opportunity. Mr. 
Speaker, these people opposite have piously talked 
about their commitment to freedom, and that's what 
they do, they bring in legislation restricting people's 
freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, they bring in rent controls, restricting 
people's right to own property and restricting people's 
right to a fair return on investment. Mr. Speaker, I have 
said before that there are rent controls and there are 
rent controls, and we had a form of rent controls that 
worked, that was reasonable, that offered a fair return 
on investment. But these people bring in a kind of rent 
control that restricts people's freedom of choice as to 
what type of accommodation they'll live in because 
they've got the vacancy rate down below 1 percent 
and people can't move anymore. People can't find a 
place to move to because there are no vacancies in 
this province because of the kind of rent controls that 
they brought in, terribly restrictive, terribly bureaucratic, 
rent controls that will  not allow people a fair return on 
investment and wil l  not allow tenants the free choice 
to move to accommodation that they choose because 
there is no choice anymore. They have taken away 
people's freedom of choice and made them dependent 
on government, made them total l y  dependent on 
government for their protection and for their opportunity 
to live in rental accommodation. 

Mr. Speaker, in every way possible they're attempting 
to pass laws which make individuals dependent more 
and more on the government. When they have them 
in that position, then they can use scare tactics and 
fear tactics as they do during every election campaign. 
You know how they go door to door and they tell people, 
if you vote for the Conservatives - this is in a provincial 
election - they're going to cancel Unemployment 
Insurance. Even though it's a federal matter they go 
door to door and they tell people, if you vote for the 
Conservatives they'l l  cancel Unemployment Insurance. 
They go door to door and they tell people, if you vote 
for the Conservatives they'll cancel Medicare. You know, 
the big lie, the fear tactics. They tell people in personal 
care homes, if you vote Conservative you're going to 
get turfed out after the election. That's the kind of 
tactic they use because they want to make people more 
and more dependent on the government so that the 
people are afrai d  to vote for any free choice. Mr. 
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Speaker, they take away people's self-reliance and 
independence by everything they do and then they have 
the audacity to come to us in this House and on this 
issue talk about freedom and the democratic process. 
They have the audacity to do that to us. 

M r. Speaker, any time you take away people's 
responsibility to look after themselves to some extent, 
if they're capable of it - and the vast majority of people 
in this province are capable of looking after their own 
independent economic affairs - you take away part of 
their freedom and that's what this government has done 
throughout its term of office despite the fact that it 
hasn't been a very long term of office. Some would 
say it's been too long already, but they have taken 
away people's freedoms throughout their term of office. 

Mr. Speaker, you know, when we talk about freedoms, 
when we talk about real freedoms, members opposite 
don't know what they're talking about. Members 
opposite don't, in most cases, come from circumstances 
in which their f am i l ies real ly  h ad that k i n d  of 
commitment to freedom because they had to flee 
oppression, because they had to flee governments of 
all sorts of d ifferent stripes that were very oppressive 
that took away rights, that took away freedoms, that 
d i d  not allow people even their own livelihood, even 
their own homes, without government control. Many 
of us on our side did. 

I know my father, for one, fled during the First World 
War, fled oppression in Eastern Europe. So did the 
family of the Member for Lakeside; so did the families 
of many other people here. They came to this country 
to get away from oppression of governments who 
imposed their wi l l  on people and took away their 
freedoms. People fled with the clothes on their back 
to come to a place of freedom, and we on this side 
appreciate that, Mr. Speaker. We don't talk piously 
about it, we don't talk in platitudes about freedom, Mr. 
Speaker, we talk in real terms because we know what 
real commitments to freedoms are. 

Mr. Speaker, my father, even t hough he was here 
before he died more than a half century, wouldn't d ream 
of going back to the Eastern European countries. I 
used to say to him, you know, you can speak seven 
l anguages, you could go over there and enjoy travelling 
in Europe. There are many beautiful places. You see 
it today, you watch the Olympics in Sarajevo and you 
say, my, wouldn't that be a wonderful place to visit? 
Wouldn't it be wonderful to visit some of these countries 
behind the Iron Curtain, some of these countries that 
are under communist rule, some of these Eastern 
European areas and just see what it's like? He wouldn't 
set foot in there, not on a bet, not if you offered him 
a mil l ion dollars would he go back to those countries 
because he fled with the clothes on his back, lucky to 
escape with his life, and never again wanting to put 
himself at the risk, or at the fiat of a communist or 
socialist regime. 

Those are the kinds of talk about freedom that people 
opposite should be interested in. Talk to the war 
veterans of this country who fought in the Second World 
War and the First World War. Talk to them if you want 
an und erstan d in g  of f reedom, if you want an 
understanding of a real appreciation for democracy. 
They went and risked their lives; they were will ing to 
lay down their l ives to protect freedom. Don't tell me 
about your platitudes about your vision of freedom, 

your vision of government controlled freedom. Don't 
tell me about that, because it's empty words, that's all  
i t  is ,  and that's al l  we get f rom that s i d e. You r  
commitment t o  democracy i s  meaningless. 

Mr. Speaker, we on this side are not going to be 
lectured to in pious terms by the socialist theorists 
across the way. We are looking to protect the freedom 
of people in this province because we know what 
freedoms people are looking for. 

MR. H. ENNS: They don't understand that in the 
Politburo. They don't ring bells in the Politburo or in 
the . . .  

MR. G. Fil.MON: Mr. Speaker, their use of extraordinary 
means to ram through a measure for a constitutional 
amendment that may never be changed in future by 
a future government, their desire to ram that through 
by closure is not a commitment to freedom I say to 
you, is not a commitment to freedom. How dare they 
lecture us about their commitments to freedom in the 
democratic process? They're constantly chipping away 
at people's freedom of choice, their economic freedoms, 
their freedom of speech and everything else. You know, 
they talk out of both sides of their mouths about their 
commitments to freedom, Mr. Speaker. We see it for 
instance in their talk about political activity in the Civil 
Service. You know, all the time they've told us how 
they opened up the opportunities for civil servants to 
become politically involved. You know, that was in the 
mid-70's and quite a few members on that side took 
advantage of it. 

The Member for Wolseley is a former civil servant 
of this province; the Member for Transcona is a former 
civil servant of this province; the Member for lnkster, 
a former civil servant of this province; the Member for 
Radisson. We have, Sir, people on that side of the House 
and people who are on the payroll  on that side of the 
House. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Teulon, Teulon. 

MR. G. FILMON: We h ave executive and spec i a l  
assistants to various Ministers o n  that side are defeated 
candidates. I believe one is a special assistant to the 
Minister of Natural Resources; one is a special assistant 
to the Minister of Government Services; one . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

A MEMBER: Unemployed school teacher. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. G. FILMON: The former NDP candidate in River 
Heights has a sweetheart deal with the government we 
found earlier this week and so on and so forth. I could 
go all through it. The point I'm making, Mr. Speaker, 
is we're not the ones who raised that issue. We're not 
the ones who have boasted about, you know, that this 
was a good thing that they were allowing people to 
become politically active. Mr. Speaker, they are the 
ones who have bragged about it. They are the ones 
who have prided themselves about it, but what have 
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they done on the other hand? There was a gentleman, 
who is the Chairman of Grassroots, and he happens 
to be a federal civil servant on medical pension . 

A MEMBER: An ex-RCMP. 

MR. G. FILMON: . . and the Premier has the audacity 
to take public shots at him, saying that he shouldn't 
be allowed to do what he's doing. So it's okay, Mr. 
Speaker, for members on that side, if they're of the 
same political faith, to bring all of their friends, all of 
their defeated candidates into the public service, to 
have them run for public office, to get them at the 
public trough. It's okay because of their political beliefs, 
but if you dare to have a different political belief, then 
you wil l  be publicly chastised and publicly condemned. 
That's their commitment to freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, after the last election there happened 
to be a candidate who ran for  the Progressive 
Conserva t i ve Party in E l mwood, who was in the 
provincial  Civil  Service. What happened was that 
immediately the word went out - a vendetta I understand 
that was led by the Member for Wolseley - to get rid 
of her and it took them over a year, because fortunately 
the MGEA supported her position, and tried to defend 
her but they could only take it so far and eventually 
they got rid of her. 

There were other people who were communications 
officers on behalf of Ministers, who were immediately 
on the hit list, immediately on the hit list. Harry Mardon 
was one and I remember the Premier saying, as soon 
as we get into office he' l l  be gone, and indeed he was, 
and there were communications officers for many other 
departments. Yet these are the members opposite who 
talk about the freedom . . . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, these are the members 
opposite who talk about their commitment to freedom: 
freedom of political expression, freedom to belong to 
a political party, participate in the political process, but 
only ii it's the NOP Party. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Right, right! 

MR. H. ENNS: Let one man step out of line - Grant 
Russel l .  

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, the interesting thing is 
that the Premier had the audacity to criticize Mr. Russell 
because he was on a disabil ity leave from a private 
insurance scheme, it wasn't tax dollars, it was a private 
insurance scheme and here he is publicly criticizing this 
man because he did what? What crime did he commit? 
He got involved in a non-partisan organization to 
o rganize opposition to the governmen t ' s  French 
language proposal. That's the crime he committed and 
that's what he gets, that kind of public criticism. 

Talk about duplicity; talk about two sets of rules, 
depending on which side you are, the members opposite 

took great offence when one of the news media in this 
province turned up the fact that the Minister of Labour 
had been on a disability leave herself for the first nine 
months or so that she was in government. She was 
collecting from a disability plan that she had had, 
because of an i llness - most unfortunately, none of us 
would choose to have her or anybody else have an 
i llness and be taken off work - but she not only after 
that i llness, ran for election, successfully, sat in this 
House, was a Legislative Assistant, and continued to 
collect her income from the disability plan. Mr. Speaker, 
we didn't raise that matter on this side of the House, 
but I tell you government members and representatives 
screamed to high heaven that that was dirty, cheap 
politics. 

A MEMBER: Yellow journalism. 

MR. G. FILMON: Yellow journalism, but the Premier 
is allowed to practice that exact form . . . 

A MEMBER: And none of them wil l  report it. 

MR. G. FILMON: . . . of dirty cheap sensationalism 
under the same set of circumstances. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order! 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please! 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, it's not only members 
in this House. It's not only the Premier and his members, 
but it goes even to Ottawa. 

Yesterday in the House of Commons, Terry Sargeant, 
the NOP member for Selkirk-Interlake, pulled exactly 
the same sleazy trick. He got up in question period 
yesterday in the House of Commons and he accused 
Mr. Grant Russell of organizing bigotry in this province, 
and he suggested that as a federal civil servant, he 
ought to be stopped. 

Well, I want to tell you, Mr. S peaker, who are the 
bigots that they're referring to, that these NOP people 
are referring to? Who are the bigots, Mr. Speaker? 
Because 80 percent of the population of Manitoba is 
classified as a bigot under their definition, and their 
definition is being opposed to the government's French 
language proposal. That's their definition and that 
includes many many fine people, fine upstanding people, 
who have reputations beyond reproach in this province, 
yet they and their NOP cohorts in Ottawa say that they 
are bigots. 

Mr. Speaker, it's a shame, it's an absolute shame. 
I tell you that not only wi l l  these members of the 
government side of the House be shown what it means 
to be a bigot in the next election, because their 
electorate will tell them that they're not bigots, they 
don't consider them to be bigots, and they object to 
being called bigots. But sooner than that, Mr. Terry 
Sargeant will be shown by his electorate in the next 
federal election, that they aren't bigots because, Mr. 
S peaker, the populace in Selki rk- Interlake are as 
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strongly opposed, as in any area of the province, to 
this government's French language proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this further because I 
want to tell you about the continuing misinformation 
that is being spread everywhere on this issue. By way 
of preamble yesterday in question period, Mr. Sargeant 
referred to this proposal as restoring the French 
language rights of 1870. 

MR. H. ENNS: Lie, absolute lie. 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, that is absolutely patent 
nonsense. That was done by Bill 2 in 1 980; that was 
done by the actions of the previous government and 
it is continuing to be done. 

MR. H. ENNS: Zorro the zealot! Get up and speak 
Zorro. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: Their only commitment to freedom 
of assembly, to freedom of speech, to the rights of 
people to pursue their individual interest; their only 
commitment to that is if it agrees with their position. 
If  it doesn't, then they're not committed to those 
freedoms, Mr. Speaker. That's the message we're 
getting from this whole thing, and further to that, you 
know, they're talking about rent-a-crowd and organized 
orchestrated opposition - well, we had the best example 
of that today when the lap dog ol the NOP - or I'm 
not sure ii it's vice versa - but Dick Martin, the President 
of the Manitoba Federation of Labour . 

A MEMBER: The Deputy Premier. 

MR. G. FILMON: He went on television yesterday and 
condemned the opposition for opposing the government 
and for doing such a terrible thing as to use all the 
tactics and all of the techniques within their d isposal 
to stall and stop the government's proposal. 

Mr. Speaker, the President of the Manitoba Federation 
of Labour when asked said, he didn't care what means 
the government used to enforce its will. Closure? Yes. 
Force the vote? Yes.  He didn't care as long as it  went 
through . He believed that the government had the right 
to do it, no matter what means it used. 

Mr. Speaker, like the Minister of Government Services, 
the President of the Manitoba Federation of Labour 
believes that might is right. Mr. Speaker, these . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: . . . these are the great defenders 
of freedom. These are the great defenders of minority, 
the underdog. What rubbish! What rubbish! Mr. Speaker, 
they only support freedom ii it agrees with their views. 

Mr. S peaker, let's talk a l ittle b i t  about the 
misunderstanding of this issue on a national basis. I 
talked a little bit about . . . 

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh! 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. G. FILMON: I talked a little bit, Mr. Speaker, about 
what was said in Ottawa, and that's just one example 
of the misinformation and misunderstanding when Terry 
Sargeant, the Member for Selkirk-Interlake, gets u p  
a n d  says that this is merely the restoration of the rights 
of 1 870 - total rubbish and total nonsense. 

Let's take a look at it. Do you wonder why we have 
a problem on this? Members opposite are saying, well 
you know, the national media and the national press 
and people all over the country are branding us as 
racists and bigots, and they're saying all these terrible 
things, and it's all our fault. But you wonder why there's 
misinformation. 

Here is an article that appeared in the January 20th 
edition of the London Free Press. It's entitled, " Practical 
Compromise . "  Along the way, it says in reference to 
the whole issue in Manitoba, " Democracy is not just 
a question of majority rule. It's majority rule in 
conformity with minority rights as enshrined in law and 
the Constitution." We agree with that. We support 
Section 23, and we agree that those rights are enshrined 
and entrenched in law. 

The issue is not a d isagreement with rights and laws 
that are enshrined at the present time. The issue is 
with an effort to change the d istribution of rights, to 
confer new rights on only one group. Out of all of the 
people of Manitoba, only one group is to have new 
rights conferred on it .  

Mr. Speaker, here is  the real ultimate sham of this 
whole thing, and I quote: " For the past couple of years, 
the Pawley Government has been struggling to bring 
Manitoba law into conformity with that Supreme Court 
judgment." Mr. Speaker, they have done nothing but 
carry on what we left in place and, in fact, and I have 
said in earlier speeches on this matter, they didn't even 
do many of the things that we had on the books and 
on the papers to go; that we in Cabinet papers, that 
we in Treasury Board commitments were going to do 
far more than they have done in this last two years, 
far more than they have done in these last two years. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order 
please. The time of adjournment having arrived, when 
this motion is next before the House, it will stand in 
the name of the Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

The House is adjourned, and will stand adjourned 
until 2:00 p.m. tomorrow (Wednesday). 
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