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GOVERNMENT PULLS PLUG ON PRIVATE
DAYCARE

METZ WARNS DAYCARE
OPERATORS OF NDP AGENDA

LONDON (May 1, 1991) - In a presentation to a
private daycare forum sponsored by United Voices
for Fair Treatment in Child Care, FP leader
Robert Metz warned that when the NDP speaks of
“expanding child-care spaces, it will not only be at the
expense of taxpayers, but at the expense of private
daycare operators as well.

“Judging by the opinion polls,” reflected Metz, “‘it
is clear that most Ontarians cannot bring themselves
to believe that the government they just recently
elected is committed to the gradual elimination of
ALL private options and market responses to
need, particularly if the service in question can be
considered ‘essential.’” The NDP is committed to
making things tolgh for private foodbanks, private
accommodation, private education, private healthcare,
and now, private daycare. God help us when they
completely take over the food industry,” Metz con-
tinued, “"because on that day we will know hunger.”

Metz was invited to appear on the forum’'s panel
along with Judy Preston, president of the Associa-
tion for Private Daycare Operators (Ont), Bob
Lauder of the Reform Party, and lan Gibb,
member of the Child Care Council and owner of six
private daycares.

0z IS THIS THE END?

Arlene Forster, a private daycare operator
involved with organizing the forum, summed up the
mood of private daycare operators with the question:
“Is this the end of commercial daycare in Ontario?”’

It was clear by attendance at the event that private
daycare operators had the support of parents. One
parent who spoke at the forum conveyed the sense of
betrayal left by NDP promises: *‘| voted for the NDP
thinking it was a vote /orthe support of daycare,” only
to discover that what the NDP really supports is an
unresponsive government monopoly on the pro-
vision of daycare.

Metz reminded attendees that the NDP’s actions
were perfectly predictable: ‘‘New Democrats are
socialists and socialism means government
ownership and control. Your dilemma as private
daycare operators and customers is part of a much
larger picture in Ontario, a picture that offers fewer
and fewer economic options for Ontarians every-
where."”’

> WHATTO DO

As a long-term solution to the daycare dilemma,
Metz offered a formula that in every respect is the
opposite of the NDP plan on daycare: (1) Phase out
universality in all social spending; (2) Target
social spending to those who truly need it; (3)
Gradually remove the government from being the
actual provider of a service; (4) Reduce regula-
tions, taxes, and other unnecessary market re-
strictions on all providers of service; (5) Allow
taxpayers the right to direct their personal taxes
or subsidies to the private or public social agency of
their choice.

TOO LATE FOR MOST

TORONTO (December/91) - Unfortunately, long-
term solutions to the industry’s woes may never
benefit current daycare operators. Already, the
government has revealed a $75 million NDP plan to
“convert’” half of Ontario’s private daycare centres
into high-cost ‘‘non-profit’” centres as its first step
towards universal daycare, a move that will drive
many daycare operators out of business and absorb
many others into the state-financed system.

Ironically, a poor Ontario economy already rava-
ged with high taxes and unemployment may be the
NDP’s biggest obstacle to implementing its plans. At a
time when so many inefficient state-monopolized
services are draining the vitality of this province, it
would be irresponsible and ill-considered to create yet
another tax burden -- simply to replace a private
functioning daycare system with a state-run system.
However, a party committed to a socialist agenda is
trying to do just that. <END>



Protesters backing a bully

By Robert Metz
Guest writer

“All we are saying is give peace a chance”
goes the popular tune that peace activists have
adopted to support their demonstrations against
United States’ involvement in Kuwait. It’s true:
that is all they are saying. Beyond that, they have
nothing to say, nothing else to protest against,
and nothing to offer in the way of a realistic
solution to a problem that has plagued mankind
since the beginning of recorded history: war
itself.

Supporting the war is not an issue; nobody
supports war. The real issue is whether or not
we support our right to take collective action
against armed physical aggression. It seems to
me that unless we support such a right, our
ability to peacefully govern ourselves
will be utterly lost. That leaves those
who use force against others in per-
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erressoenssssssmm Nation against its own citizens; it

protesters then? A glance at their protest signs
will demonstrate that they are not protesting for
peace, but against the United States.

Considering that, in the absence of conscrip-
tion, none of the protesters will have to go to the
gulf, the protests are somewhat misdirected. If
they hate war, fine. Nobody’s asking them to go.
But by protesting against those who have made
a different choice, they are undermining the
rights of fellow citizens to take action against
aggression, and by default, supporting the phi-
losophy and actions of dictatorships. It is a tragic
display of moral cowardice.

.As philosopher-novelist Ayn Rand so power-
fully wrote in her 1966 essay, The Roots Of War:
“This means that (peace protesters) are op-
posed to the use of coercion by one nation
against another, but not by the government of a

3 means that they are opposed to the
{ ) use of force against armed adversar-

petual control, eliminating the possi-
bility of peace altogether. If you're
not allowed to strike back at someone
who’s hitting you (or your friend),
then you simply don’t have any rights
at all. The bully wins every time.

PROFESSIONALS: That's why T must

speak out against the so-called peace
protesters — particularly the profes-
sional agitators who invariably have
some hidden political agenda to pro-
mote (usually socialism or anar-
chism) and who exploit the sincere

ies, but not against the disarmed.”

In their attempt to claim the moral
high-ground on the issue of Canadian
and U.S. involvement in the war, pro-
testers are quick to cite past injustices
perpetrated by the two countries, ar-
guing that this negates the moral
right of either country to act. This is a
false and irrelevant issue. As citizens,
we must always be supportive of the
right action, whether or not it is being
carried out by persons with pure in-
tentions. Since none of us are pure in
this regard, does this negate our right

peace sentiment of many who simply ROBERT METZ of
wish to express their concern for Londonis leader of
those trapped in the ravages of war. the Freedom Party

to justifiable action? I think not.

NOT OIL: The war in Kuwait is not

In the case of Saddam Hussein, these ©f Ontario.
professional protesters are support-
ing the bully — in more ways than
they might imagine.

Though they profess love and concern for the
survival of mankind, peace protesters’ demands
that war or weapons be outlawed in the name of
humanity would ensure that the peaceful na-
tions of this earth would soon be taken over by
the criminal nations. Criminals and dictators
don’t obey laws — not even their own. How can
you possibly enforce the outlawing of weapons
without having them yourself? The contradic-
tion is obvious and, if accepted, self-destructive.

Given that they call themselves peace protes-
ters, it’s remarkable how you only hear from
them when Americans are involved in a conflict.
Wars and dictatorships have spilled blood for oil
for the better part of this century, not just since
Jan. 16. Where were all the committed peace

about oil, or about Kuwait, or about a
host of injustices that may have been
perpetrated by some Mideast nation
against another. The war is about a ruthless
dictator, who, by invading another country, has
given every other peace-loving nation on Earth
the moral right to take action.

In this case, they exercised that right. By do-
ing so, they have challenged the centuries-old
axiom that “‘might is right” with a new perspec-
tive, namely, that right is might.

Let’s hope would-be dictators the world over
eventually get the message. It is they who are
the enemies of peace.

Editor's note: When submitting columns to
Speaker’s Corner, include your name, address
and telephone number. We pay $25 for columns
printed. Unused manuscripis will not be
returned.

Above: repnnted from the London Free Press, March § 19971, While the pragrmatic arguments
forragamst the Gulf War will continue to be debated for years lo corme, te moral ethiea) and lega/
/sswes betind our nght to take action aganst ammed phy'sical aggression are cleas, at /east in the
opinion of FP leader, Robert Metlz. The commentary above was writlen and submitted fo the Free
Fress before the Guif War cornmenced, and was finally published a week alter the war had ended, but

the prnciple discussed, our nght to self-defence, 1s eternal
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(...OPENERS from pg 2)

0> REMARKABLE ACHIEVE-
MENT

It was no coincidence that in the
short span of time between the
formation of the Ontario Taxpayers’
Coalition (see last issue, FAreedomn
Fheer) and the 1991 Ontario municipal
elections, o other Ontarno com-
murnily was able ro produce as for-
midable a slate of candidates on
behalf of lower taxes tharn i London
Thanks to Freedom Party's exist-
ing membership base and its past
activity in the London community, it
became possible, within the few
weeks given, to find the right people
to take on the entrenched school
board bureaucracy and powerful tea-
chers’ unions. By the time nomina-
tions closed, there was af /eas’ one
coalition-endorsed school board can-
didate in each of London’s seven
wards, a remarkable accomplish-
ment.

1> PRINCIPLED PEOPLE =
PRINCIPLED POLITI-
CIANS

But let’s not fool ourselves. The
process of finding principled, hard-
working, and dedicated individuals
committed to actmg on the ideals of
a free and prosperous society is a
long an involved one. Our political
system actively resists principles and
common sense, and those who
choose to join the battle in the front

lines of political reform have to be very
special people indeed.

Such individuals must be pre-
dominantly committed to a major
established goal, and must not allow
their minor differences of opinion to
undermine that goal. Most of all, they
must be strong enough to resist the
temptation of compromising their prin-
ciples to political pressures out to
undermine and frustrate them.

Pleasingly, as current events have
been unfolding, it has become in-
creasingly clear to me that Freedom
Party has more than its fair share of
such people within its membership
and sphere of influence, and that in
the future, more and more of them will
be getting active in Ontario’s political
arena - both in the front lines and in
the support ranks.

t>> FREEDOM’S RESPONSI-
BILITY

Free citizens have a unique res-
ponsibility that unfree citizens (still
most of the world) do not have. That
responsibility is to protect and defend
their individual rights and freedoms.
To the extent that free citizens fail to
acknowledge and take action to meet
this unique and rare responsibility,
they will become less free - in other
words, over-taxed, over-regula-
ted, and over-governed.

The Canadian political scene is in

a tragic state (Ontario in particular),
and unless more and more concer-
ned individuals get involved in the
tough battle to reverse many of the
negative social, political, and econo-
mic trends that have us all in their
grip, the future will continue to be
what we allow others to make it for
us.

> YOU HAVE THE POWER

Remember, no matter who you
are, you canmake a difference! Like
others who have discovered our
freedom of choice alternatives, if you
haven’t done so already, you can
become part of the only political
team that honestly believes individual
choice matters, and that individual
freedom is the cornerstone of all
great societies.

To those of you who have been
continuing supporters of Freedom
Party, | offer my sincerest apprecia-
tion, thanks, and best wishes for the
coming new year and many years
ahead. You have already become an
important and significant force in
battle to preserve our fundamental
rights and freedoms and the bless-
ings we've come to associate with
them. After all, witflout your con-
tinued support, the effort simply
could not be made, and the remark-
able influence that Freedom Party
has already had would never have
been felt. <END>
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