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October 29, 1973 

The House met at 3:00 P.M. 

't-fr. Speaker in the Chair. 

Tape 67 

MR. SPEAKER: Before we continue with other business I would like to 

IB-1 

welcome to the galleries today twenty-six students from St. Bonaventure's 

Grade VII (G) class with Brother Conti. I trust that your visit here is 

most interesting and informative and indeed I would like to welcome other 

visitors who are with us today in the Speaker's Gallery ·at the back and 

any other. I see Mr. Carter, M.P. down there~ I trust that your visit 

here is most enjoyable and interesting. 

PRESENTING PETITIONS: 

MR. E. ROBERTS: (Leader of the Opposition): Mr. Speaker, I rise, Sir, 

not to present a petition but to raise a point affecting the privileges 

of the House. The point, Sir, is concerned with the conduct of the 

honourable gentleman from Port au Port and I regr?t that the honourable 

gentleman is not in his seat. I do not know if he is in St. John's 

today but in any event, in view of the necessity to raise points of 

privilege in as timely a fashion as possible, I propose to proceed even 

in the honourable gentleman's absence. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a fundamental principle of parliamentar¥ conduct 

that the officers whom the House elects to govern itself, you, Sir, as our 

Speaker, the Deputy Speaker who is also the chairman of committees and 

the other officals - I speak not of the clerks and the officals of the 

Table but of the elected members who Ye elect to be our presiding officers 

that these men, Sir, be absolutely fmpartial and fair. I have no hesitation 

in saying, Sir, as I have said before, that your conduct in this role we 

think has been exemplary. 

Mr. Speaker, the same cannot be said for the gentleman from 

Port au Port and that is why I raise a question of privilege today. 

I was not in St. John's yesterday, Sir, but. I am told and I have here 

a cutting from a newspaper and a transcript from a radio station and 

I am prepared to get the tape recordings if they are available, that 

the gentleman from Port au Port, the Deputy Speaker of the House, made 

Yhat amounts to a vicious and a brutal personal attack upon the gentleman 

from Bell Island, 
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The attack, Sir, may have been in order if it were made in the 

House as a matter of opinion but it is my submission that coming from 

a presiding officer, the Deputy Speaker of the House, it ie not in order. 

Mr. Speaker, to compound the offense, the statements in question were 

made uhile the Deputy Speaker was actually in the Chair~ He had stepped 

out in the hall, I assume for a cigarette or a bit of a breather. He 

gave a statement to a radio station reporter and these statements were 

of such a nature as to cast the most grave doubt upon the gentleman from 

Port au Port's fitness to continue in hie position as Deputy Speaker~ 

Mra Speaker, in that light I raise the question of privilege, 

Sir, and I wish to move, seconded by the gentleman from White Bay South, 

that in view of the unprecedented action of the Deputy Speaker in making 

a public pet'Sonal attack outside this House on the member for Bell Island 

whereby serious doubts have been cast on the abil;ty of the Deputy Speaker 

to preside in this House in a fair and impartial manner, this House 

resolves that it no longer has any confidence in the Deputy Speaker~ I 

have a copy, Sir, for Your Honour if the page would be kind enough~ 

Mr. Speaker, let me say that I move this with regret but in 

view of the conduct of the honourable gentleman, I do think, Sir, tPat 

serious doubt has been raised as to whether or not he is fit to carry 

on his duties as Deputy Speaker and as chairman of committees in an impartial 

manner$ Mr~ Speaker, this is of the utmost importance in any parliamentary 

house where we have the adversary system of two sides, that the presiding 

officers be fair and impartial~ Yo~r Honour's conduct, I have no hesitation 

in saying, has been exemplary throughout
1
with some difficult situations • ... 

Unfortunately the gentleman from Port au Port has not seen fit to follow 

Your Honour's example and has not lived up to the high standard. 

1 move. this motion Yith regret, Sir. but I think in the 

circumstances it is necessary. 

11011. ll.ll. HARSHALL:(!1UHSTER WITHOUT PORTFOLIO): Mr. Speaker, if 

I _may speak to the motion~ As the Hon~ Leader of the Opposition has 

indicated, the alleged statements Yhich were made, which were alleged to be 

breachs of privilage of the House, were uttered,by the information that 
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was given to Your Honour, outside of the House itse1 f. This is not 

the time to be debating it. It is to be done by notice of motion. 

HR. SPEAKEP: Order please. I feel that this motion by the Hon~ Leader 

of the Opposition is not a debatable motion and I feel that maybe the 

"'.overnment House Leader might he debating this motion as such. 

!-fR. MARSHALL: Your Honour I I concur that there is no debate. Perhaps 

the Hon. Leader of the Opposition did debate it a little bit but I just 

say on a point or order that the motion in itself is out of order because 

it refers to statements which are not part of the business of this 

honourable House. Your Honour, I quote as a quotation, as an authority 

from that, paragraph 114 in Beauchesne, page l02vand also they are 

authority for statements made outside this House itself. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, if I may speak to the point of order, 

to the point of order as to whether or not the motion is debatable. 

in my understanding that is the point before the House,raised by the 

gentleman from St. John 1 s· East. 

It is a standing order, Sir, of the House of Commons. It 

is standing order 32. It is fotmd on page 106 of Beauchesne and is the 

one to "1hich we refer often on this question, "Every motion is debatable 

including names and number of motions, any and such other motion made upon 

routine proceedings as may be required for the observance of the proprieties 

of the House, the maintenance of its authority, the appointment or conduct 

of its officers .. " It is my submission, Sir, 

Indeed, may I further point Out citation 72 (1) found on page 

, 62, Your Honour,i "The Speaker's action cannot be criticized 

in debate or upon any form of proceeding except a substantive motion." 

I submit, Sir, that the effect of these taken together is to 

show conclusively that this motion is in fact a debatable motion and 

that it should be debated at an appropriate time. 

MR. MARSHALL: Mr. Speaker, let me clarify: I nm not saying that the 

motion is not debatable. It obviously is debatable as such time as 

it ia brought before this !louse in a normal process after notice hns 

been given. What I am saying - I think the Hon. Leader of the Opposition 

prohahly misunderstood me when I was saying that it was not dehatable at 

,.7qr; 



October 29, 1973 Tape 67 IB-4 

this time - what I am saying is that the alleged statementsj as set 

forth by the Hon~ Leader of the Opposition, do not form part of the 

business of this House but were statements uttered by the admission of 

the Hon. Leader, outside of the House itself and thus the motion is 

out of order$ 

MR. SPEAKER: I shall take this motion by the Hon. Leader of the 

Opposition under advisement and rule on it later~ 

!ION. J.C. CROSBIE: (MINISTER OF FI!lANCE): Further to that point of 

order, the Hon. the Leader of the Opposition has expounded for some 

five or six minutes some grave breach that the member for Port au 

Port is alleged to have made and we have not before us any of the words 

alleged to have been used or any other material~ That is another reason 

why, in my view, in addition to the reasons cited by the House leader, 

this motion is entirely out of order~ 

MR. ROBERTS: Mra Speaker, to that point of order:! am quite prepared, 

Sir, to table. I have a Cutting. I can have in a second a full copy 

from todays edition of the St. John's 11Daily News" wherein the gentleman 

from Port au Port is quoted as saying, 111 think he is an extremely dangerous 

man", said the gentleman from Port au Port, by name, who commented that the 

gentleman from Bell Island, by name and that his performance in the 

House tends to develop an arrogance in government~ I shall gladly 

lay that before the Chamber. I will lay it on the Table if Your llonour 

should so wish. Furthermore I shall obtain the tape recordings of the 

offending item vhich was broadcast on·radio station CJON. on the one 

thirty nevs yesterday,should honourable gentlemen wish it~ Here is 

this mornin,z's 11Daily News", Sir, if the page would like it. It 

is fotmd on page 2 4 He had better get me one that has not got it 

cut out. 

MR. SPEAX!!R: I feel that there has been enough discussion re this 

matter nov and, ~s ~ said, I shall rule on it later. 
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NOTICE OF OUESTIONS AND ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS: 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable Minister of Finance. 

MR. CRO.SBIE: The honourable and sensitive member for Bell Island, 

the honourable and thin-skinned member from Bell Island asked me 

a question several days ago -

MR_. NEARY: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: I will leave that to someone else's judgement. He asked 

me a question some days ago about a matter of shares in which he 

is evincing a tremendous interest and because I did not have the 

information with me I just want to correct any inaccuracies that 

might have occurred and I also want to drive the honourable 

gentleman to a fit of deep depression, Mr& Speaker, with regard 

to certain matters currently pending,and I hope that this will help 

tq further depress him. 

In connection with the -

MR. NEARY: Is he going to table that? 

MR. CROSBIE: No, I am not going to table it so the honourable gentleman 

should write it down or it will be in hansard. 

MR. NEARY: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: We know the honourable gentleman can only write in 

baby hand,ia it? In connection with shares of Canadian Javelin 

Limited that were owned by the Government of Newfoundland, Mr. Speaker, 

I am just leading up to the essential. The position was that since 

1965 the government have held shares of Canadian Javelin Limited. 

These shares were turned over to government in consideration for "'Ill 

the sale of NALCO, the shares of NALCO owned by the government,to 

Canadian Javelin Limited, a total of 84,872 shares~ 84,872 shares 

were held by the government, 80,000 received by the government on 

April 28, 1965, an additional 2,400 received•• a stock dividend 

on June 10, 1971 and a further 2,472 received as a stock dividend 

on October 16, 1972,for a grand total of 84 1 872 shares. 

Nw when the government had decided that after holding these 

shares (o~ eight years there is no longer any F,reat point in the 
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province holding them and that the shares therefore be sold~ So on 

July 30, 1970, our fiscal agents, Burns Brothers and Denton Limited, 

were instructed to sell these shares and to sell them very 

carefully so that the market be not disturbed. The shares were 

sold~ The honourable gentleman should note this, their shares 

were sold between July 30 and August 7, both on the American 

stock exchange and the Montreal stock exchange. 

MR, NEARY: tn the name of the Newfoundland Government? 

MR, CROSBIE: Do not ask irrelevancies, They were •old by our 

fiscal agents. Whose name they were sold in is a matter of complete 

irrelevancy~ A total of 58,572 shares were sold on the American 

stock exchange and 26,300 on the Montreal stock exchange~ The lowest 

prlce paid for the shares was twelve dollars and one eighth and the 

the hi2hest Price p_aid was thirteen dollars and five eighths. 

During the period July 30 to August 7, the honourable gentleman 

might be interested, there were 2,175,000 shares traded on the 

American stock exchange and 74,325 traded on the Montreal stock 
' 

exchange~ It is therefore obvious that the 84,872 shares 

of Canadian Javelin owened by the government and sold during that 

period could not materially have effected the market nor its price. 

The total amount realized for the shares now being held in 

trw,t for the government is $1,089,321.82, 

I informed the House the other day of subsequent events where 

Canadian Javelin Limited instructed Canada Permanent Trust Comt,any 

not to transfer the shares,and ,that matter is now before the court. -e 

There vas a mistake in one of the papers the other day, where they 

said the government had taken action against Canada Pennanent Trust 

Company~ The governmenthave taken action against Canadian Javelin 

Limited. 

MR. NEARY: And Canada Permanent True t Company. 

MR. CROSBIE: And Canada Permanent Trust Company. 

MR, NEARY: That is right, 
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MR. CROSBIE: The action is taken against them both. 

The full information of course on the whole matter will be 

given in the various court actions. The honourable gentlemtn 

opposite will be glad to realize that the market went up during 

the whole period and not down. We hope that he will be even 

more familiar with all these facts before the year is finished. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY: 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for Bonavista North. 

MR~ THOMS: Mr. Speaker, I would like to direct a question to the 

honourable Minister of Forestry and Agriculture. Could the 

minister inform this House when we can expect more detailed 

information on the recent exch~nges in cutting rights 

between Bowaters Newfoundland Limited and the Newfoundland 

Government? 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable Minister of Forestry and Agriculture. 

MR. E. MAYNARD, Minister of Forestry and Agriculture: Mr. Speaker, 

if the honourable member would care to enquire at my office, I could 

give him the details on any particular exchange or the details on 

all the exchanges that were made. 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for Bell Island. 

MR. NEARY: Mr. Speaker, I would like to direct a couple of questions 

for the honourable the Premier. The first question, Sir, has to do 

with the fishery advisory committee that was to be set up tmder 

the Collective Bargaining Act for inshore fishermen in the province. 

I understand it'was some time ago. I think it was within· two weeks 

after the chairman of that committee resigned. Could the Premier 

tell us if there has been another appointment made or when we 

can expect an announcement on a new appointment of a chairman to 

the advisory committee on the inshore fishery. 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable the Premier. 

MR. F.D. MOORES (PREMIER): Yes, Mr. Chairman, the committee was 

establishedsas the honourable member from Bell Island knows. The 
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chairman unfortunat~ly did resign when he realized that it could 

take a great deal more time than had been anticipated by him. 

The Minister of Manpower and Industrial Relations who is 

in charge of this is I know actively pursuing the matter of getting 

a new chairman for the committee and a new member and a three 

man commit¢ee with a chairman. 

Also, Mr, Chairman, 1f I may say at this time, if it be 

in order,that that co-ittee vill have, hopefully with legislation 

introducted by this House, by this government into this House, 

the right to ,ascertain the facts and figures from any books that 

may be relevant from fish companies or unions or whoever and that 

it will be in effect the committee that will have some major imput 

into the recommended prices of fish as an advisory group to our 

government~ 

Also, Sir, it might be pointed out that this committee was 

set up with the restrictions under the previous administration. 

Those restrictions as to the right to go into books, those 

restrictions as to acti~ities of ~embers of the committee vill be 

changed so that they will be fully effective, That will be done 

in the next legislation, within the next Legislative Assembly, 

MR, !IEARY: Mr, Speaker, will the hOnourable Premier indicate to 

the House vhat steps his government is taking to try and stop a 

three or four cent increaSe in gas and furnace oil in this province? 

MR. MOORES: Mr. Speaker, the only.steps ve have taken is the only 

ones ve can take.. The Liberal Federal Government announced ,about a .._ 

month ago_ I guess,rhat there would be a freeze on petroleum products 

in Canada, particularly Eastern Canada. They in the meantime 

have changed their minds apparently whereby they are allowing an 

increase. We have appealed to the Minister of Mines and Energy 

in Ottawa, Mt'~ McDonald, saying uoequivocably that we are totally 

opposed to a freeze that led to a thaw before the length of the 

freeze, that in fact we protest any federal allowance for these 
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oil companies to incr~aae their rates and until such time as a 

satisfactory explanation has come from the Liberal Government in 

Ottawa, we on this side of the House will not be satisfied. 

MR. NEARY: Mr~ Speaker, supplementary question: Will the 

honourable Premier indicate to the -House if his government 

intend to follow the example set by the Premier of Nova Scotia, 

Premier Regan, another Liberal Government, in calling all the 

major oil companies together to try to work out a solution to 

this problem and offset this proposed increase? 

MR. MOORES: That will not be the case, Mr. Speaker, because it 

is a matter Of federal jurisdiction. We vill make protests to 

the federal goverrnnent and until such time as they have ma.de their 

decision, then our actions will be governed accordingly. If it 

is necessary for us to ask these people to come together, if the 

federal government do no~ see it in their wisdom to give some 

protection to Eastern Canada, if the federal government do not 

see that it is right to do it, then of course we will look after 

our interests in this provincee 

MR. NEARY: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the honourable Premier would 

indicate to the House if Lord Taylor's l~xury home up there on 

top of the hill has yet been transferred from the university to 

the Newfoundland and Labrador Housing Corporation or in the name 

of the province? 

MR. MOORES: Mr. Speaker, now we are getting down to what the 

honourable member for Bell Island is all about. The fact is that 

that residence is owned by the Department of Public Works. It is 

under the jurisdiction of the university. The university has been 

given the authority to rent it to whomever they see fit. I vill admit 

here and nov that I have applied to rent the establishment. I think 

the rent is too high. That being the case,I think it is a personal 

matter but in the cafle of the member of Bell Island, Sir, if I 
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might say so, most things are personal matters~ 

MR, NEARY: It 1• a public -

NM - 6 

MR. MOORES: Mr. Speaker, if I may tarry on with that. The public 

knowing that it is owned by the university snd as far as -

MR. NEARY: It is owned by the Department of Public Works, 

Mi.. MOORES: It is owned by the Department of Public Works under 

the jurisdiction of the university and if I may reply to this, Mr, Speaker, 

if I may just reply to this particular accusation, it is a building 

which I have applied to rent, I have not rented it yet, As far 

as any building that is owsed by the governmen~ under the jurisdiction 

of the wiversity or any other group,! assume that whoever is given 

the jurisdiction over that building have the right to rent to 

whomever they may see fit. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, supplemantary question, Sir, hes the 

Premier had any indication from the university as to whether or not 

they are prepared to rent it to him or to anybody elee1 

MR, MOORES: The answer to that, Mr, Speaker, once again I will 

gladly answer it, is that I have heard from the board of regents 

that they are prepared to rent it upon the terms to be worked out 

between the nev president of the univers4.ty, whom we are very proud of, 

and my.self, if satisfactory terms can be worked out. 

l!R, ROBERTS: Mr, Speaker, a further supplementary question: Have 

the university made this offer. The offer to the Premier is 

obviously an offer to the Premier and that i• fina - but have 

the university in effect offered anybody else the opportunity to 

try to acquire a very choice residence which apparently is now 

surplus to tha needs of the university? 

MR. MOORES: I have no idea; Mr. Speaker~ I can only say that as 

the Leader of the Opposition's father is one of many people and 

respected people on the board of regents. I assurn.e that that 

board of regents had the acumen to make a decision on their owno 

MR~ ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, with respect to the personal attack 

on my father -
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MR. MOORES: That iS not a personal attack. 

MR. ROBERTS: No. No. There is an attack, !'1r. Speaker~ As a matter 

of fact, not only have I had no communication Yith my father. not 

only have I had no communication on this matter, it may interest the 

Premier to know and if the board of regents has gone wrong this 

may be the reason why, my father has been out of the province for 

the past month~ He arrived back on Friday. 

I repeat my question to the Minister of Education who is 

responsible in this House for the administration of the tmiversity. 

Have the university invited any person interested in purchasing 

or renting this building, the president's house at the university, 

to apply or is it a sweetheart deal between the Premier of the 

province on one hand and the university on the other hand? 

MR. OTIENHEIMER: Mr. Speaker, in reply to a question basically 

two - there were two questions I think there, number one~ Has 

the board of regents or has the university invited any applications 

from other people for the rental of the premises in question? Number 

two. Ia it a sweetheart deal? 

I think the easiest thing to do is dispose of the second 

part of the question first because obviously that is a loaded 

question, an answer to which would be to~give credence to the validity 

and rationality of the questions. So number two I think obviously 

reveals
1

the opposition would agree I am quite sure what is a loaded 

question .. 

MR. ROBERTS: Well it is a question that demands an answer. 

MR. OITENHEIMER: Oh yes, sure: Ia it a s~eetheart deal between the 

university and the iovernment? That demands an answer. That demands 

a serious, impartial, rational, intellectual answer because it is 

such an impartial, intellectually honest and rational question. •Well 

the answer will get the same kind of treatment that the question 

deserved, but it is probably vulgar and maybe unparliamentary so it 

is better to go without being answered. 

The first part of the question. Mr. Speaker, is or was: Has 

the board of regents of Memorial University made any offers for 
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rental to other people? My answer to that, Mr. Speaker, is that 

this government, some months ago, showed that it believed that 

the u:niversity should be,within its own legitimate area of 

jurisdiction, autonomus. We show that by pasaing legislation, 

by repealing legislation enacted by the last administration whereby 

pr••ident• were appointed by the cabinet; by giving that authority 

to the board of regents, which board of regents has exercised 

that authority. We therefore, ahoved demonstrably in otatute and by 

action our belief in the autonomy and the legitimate area of 

the jurisdiction of the university that it not be subservient to 

the government and in questions of rental of any of their premises 

we leave the same autonomy and the question would be more properly 

directed "to the chairman of the board of regents. 

MR. P.!lBERTS: As Shakespeare said, ''!le thinks the man doth protest 

too much$ 11 The Premier of this province stood just now in this House, 

Sir, and said that this property -

Mlt. Cl!OSll!E: - That is not a question. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, the honourable gentleman does not know 

a question from - That is unparliamentary tOOe 

MR. CY!.OSBIE: I know a horse's vhet not. 

MR.iROBERTS: Yes, you should,you are surrounded by them~ 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. 

MR. ROBERTS! Mr. Speaker, I ask a question then of the Minister 

of Public Works: Whether he is auare we have a classic conflict 

of interest, the Premier on one hand renting it from the Public 

Works Department. 

Ml!. MARSHALL: Point of order if I may. Perhaps we can be spared 

from this morose rhetoric that we are now receiving. The question 

period requires questions to be asked and not to be embellished 

by nonsensical speeches before hand nor statements. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr; Speaker, so much for that specious and farcical 

point of order~ AJJ I was saying, 
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MR. ROBERTS: 

Mr~ Sp~aker .. 

MR. l'.ARSHALL: 

I have a question for the Minister of Public Works, 

On a point of order, Mr~ Speaker~ I would like this 

point of order ruled upon, if I may, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order please! 

I am sure that all honourable members are aware, as the Hon. 

Government House Leader said, that the question period is such that 

questions should be very precise and to the point. I do feel perhaps 

that the Hon. Leader of the Opposition is getting into a debate on 

this matter. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, I have no intention of debating it at 

this time but I do at another & • May I ask the Minister of Public Works 

whether he is aware (the government own this property, although it 

is being administered by the university so the Premier tells us) that 

the Board of Regents administering the property (a quasi trustee function, 

I assume) have invited offers from the public at large for the rental 

or purchase> rental in this case, of this very choice property? 

MR. ROUSSE.AU: No, I am not aware. The Premier has not spoken 

to me> as Minister of Public Works, about that. We understood it 

to be and we just heard it from my colleague, the Hon. Minister of 

Education. We on this side of the House feel that the Board of Regents 

at the university are quite able to determine whether or not 

they have a situation in which they should rent a house or not. I have 

not been consulted as Minister of Public Works. I have no doubt 

that I will be in the end result. If the Hon. Leader of the Opposition 

would like to put the question in writinr. Certainly I will undertake to 

check it ouL 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, a further supplementary question for the 

honourable gentleman. Will he undertake to make public the terms 

and conditions of the rental agreement7 
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MR. ROUSSEAU: Could I an""7er that by oaying that the Premier did not 

at any point not undertake -

MR. SP!WU!!l.: 

!!R. !l.O!JSSEAU: 

that. 

MR. ROBERTS: 

Order please! 

The Premier did not at any point not undertake to do 

I am not asking - I am asking if the honourable 

gentleman vill undertake to do it? 

MR. ROUSSEAU: This government are prepared to undertake to give 

the condition• of the rental of the house which is situated at Mount Scio 

Road, publicly, certainly. 

!IR. 11.0BERTS: Thank you. That is all I wanted to knw~ 

MR. !!EARY: Mr. Speaker, I would like to -

.lllil IIO!l. l!l!Ml!ER: (Inaudible) • 

!IR. 11.0l!ERTS: You are bloody well right it wovld have -

MR. SPIWl:El!: Order please! 

MR. !IEAl!Y: !Ir. Speaker, I would like to direct a question to 

the honourable minister - if the honourable Premier would just restrain 

himself fqr a few moments, Mr,. Speaker,, I know we touched a·nerve there. 

I would like to direct a question 9 Sir, - Mr. Speaker, what is wrong 

with the lion. the Premier today, he is so jumyy and edgy? 

!Ill. MOORES: 

!!R. ll!W!Y: 

!Ir. Speaker. 

MR. MOOill!S: 

Ask the question~ Come on Bat Face, let us go! 

That is certainly becoming of a Premier of this province, 

That is what I am ~~lking - ;he honourable member 

Order please! ... 
I would remind all honourable members that when a member 

rises to speak, he bas the right to be heard in silence and I trust that 

the honourable member for Bell Island will proceed with his question. 

!IR. liEAl!Y: Thank you very much, Mr 9 Speaker~ My question is 

directed to the !linister of Social Services. In view of the fact that 
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the government have found suitable accommodations for one young couple, 

would the minister now tell un if the government have found accotmnodations 

for the other one hundred families who live in less-substandard homes 

than Elizabeth Towers, vho are being evicted during the month of October. 

if homes have been found -

MR. MARSHALL: 

MR. SPEAKER: 

MR. MARSHALL: 

On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. 

Order please: 

On a point of order, th,e honourable member for 

Bell Islandia making a speech again. This is a question period 

in which questions are asked, not make speeches. 

MR. SPEAKER: I feel that the honourable member for Bell Island 

is proceeding to ask questions in a rather lengthy manner and trust 

that he will just ask the question and not debate. 

MR. NEARY: Mr. Speaker, I want to know from the Minister of 

Social Services if his d~partment has yet found accommodations and 

shelter for one hundred families vho are being evicted this month 

mostly from houses and apartments rented from the Newfoundland Rental 

Agency? 

MR. MURPHY: Mr. Speaker, the gentleman refers to one hundred 

families. I had a record of forty. I pnsed these over to the 

only agency responsible for housing and that is the Newfoundland 

and Labrador Housing Corporation. We inherited something, Sir, 

and this will become naturally a part of this answer. The problem 

we inherited was one of 3,000 people on long-term assistance that we took 

over from the former administration, if you want t~ call it tha~and 

paying rent of $2.5 million, I had a survey don'e about four months 

ago, Sir, and we discovered th.at 900 of these'families are living 

in homes or designated homes Of the former Liberal Government that 

are not fit for human habitation. I think, Sir, the honourable member 

can see what I have inherited. Now We have forty families, to my knowledge, 
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that are being evicted or have notice to vacate homes. I think we 

have found homes for thirty and we are still trying to get the 

balance~ Housing ia one of the tragic things that we inherited 

from the great former government -

MR~ DOODY: Who was the minister responsible? 

MR. M!llll'!!Y: Do not talk. They did not have a minister, that was 

the point. But 900 of these cases, Sir, under this great benevolent 

gentleman from Bell Island, are living in homes not fit for human 

habitation. In answer to the question, I am aware of forty, Sir, 

not on.a hundred. We have found homes for the greater part and we 

are otill trying to find homes for the balance. 

MR, NEARY: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question. Has the minister 

yet started to construct these gas chambers to do ffWSY with these people? 

l!R. M!JRP!IY: Mr. Speaker, if I bad a gas chamber, l know the first one 

I would put into it. 

MR. Sl'!WCER: Order please. 

IIR. MARTIN: Hr. Speaker, I have a question which I would like to address 

to the Minister of Rehabilitation and Recreation. ln view of the 

fact that this summer's railway strike has had the effect of rendering 

the C.N.R.'s November 10 deadline for freight to the Labrador Coast 

um,ork..able, I am wondering if the honourable gentleman could tell the 

Howse whether his department is aware of this and if eo vhat is being 

done to make sure that ~e are not going to have a crisis this year 

similar to the one we had last year? 

MR~ DOYLE: Yes, Mr. Speaker, l can assure the honourable gentleman 

that the officials of the department are quite well aware of the 

situation and as recently as about an hour a~o. ve are completely on 

top of it, To the best of my knowledge,information as of now, we anticipate 

no problems for this vinterQ I assure him and other members of this 

honourable House, Mr. Speaker, that I will do all in my power to aee 
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that we are not faced with the same problems which faced us in the 

past winters. 

MR. MARTIN: I have another question, Mr. Speaker, which I would 

like to direct to the Hon. the Premier. We note that many government 

departments and government agencies have dropped the word nLabrador
11 

from the name of the province. I wonder if the honourable gentleman 

could inform the House if this is ,as a result of official government 

policy and if not, what he intends to do about it? 

MR. MOORES: Mr. Speaker, in regard to that, as the honourable 

member for Labrador South probably realizes that the official name 

of the province was never changed from the Province of Newfoundland, 

it cannot be for apparently constitutional reasons. On letterheads 

and so on it had been used, "The Province of Newfoundland and Labrador" 

for whatever reasons by whoever used it. However the case is 

that without constitutional changes, as I understand it, the name cannot 

be officially changed to Newfoundland and Labrador, from Newfoundland, 

without that being done. Any representation the member from Labrador 

South would like to make to the government on that behalf, we would 

gladly listen to ita Also in future years, if a plebiscite be in order, 

whatever is in order,to correct it permanently and for good. It is 

something that the government is open to for suggestions on or anything 

ve can do to bring it about. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr~ Speaker, a supplementary question, relating to the one 

from the honourable gentleman from Labrador South.. Could the Premier 

tell the House if the government have taken that act to implement a 

decision~ There is on the Statutes of the Province an act called the 

"Coast of Labrador Act." Whether that has the effect of changing the 

name of the province or not is another point. There is an act called 

the 11Coast of Lab,rador Act, 11 Under '?'hich government stationery and so 

forth - it says here on this note pad, "House of Assembly, Newfoundland 

and Labrador." Have the government taken any action to change that? 
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They have not changed the statute. Have they taken any action to 

change that policy? 

MR. MOORES: Mr. Speaker, I am not familiar with exactly 

what the Hon. Leader of the Opposition is talking about. I do not 

mind saying so. I will gladly take notice of the question and try 

to get a satisfactory answer as soon as I can. 

MR. !WBEJI.TS: I thank the Premier, 
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Mr. Speaker, but perhaps it is a fairly simple matter. There is 

legislation which says that "Insofar as it is the province' e right, 

the name of the province shall be Newfoundland and Labrador. 11 Now 

we are leaving aside whether the province can cha~ge its own name. 

But insofar as it is within the province's right, what I want to know 

is whether the government have taken any action to change that policy 

insofar as I am only speaking of actions entirely within the competence 

of the government of this province. ls there, for example, any decision? 

I notice on the letterheads we now have in the House, Your Honour, it 

says Newfoundland House of Assembly. Is that the result of a government 

decision or is it the result of some clerk somewhere just deciding to 

strike the words 0 and Labrador?" 

MR. 'MOORES: Mr. Speaker, again I will have to take notice of it because 

I do-not know specifically. My own personal inclination would be to 

say that it was not a government decision but that may not be the 

case. But l will gladly on tomorrow give the details on this question 

asked by the Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, a further supplementary. Would the Premier 

be good enough to look up an order-in-cotmcil passed on May 10, 1973 

which was purporteC -to do just what I have said, they have namely changed 

the name of the province by order-in-council. 

MR. MOORES: Mr~ Speaker, if I may say ao,that is the reason I took notice 

of it to make sure that I will get the fact accurate, as opposed to giving 

an off-the-<:uff ooinion. 

MR. ROBERTS: Well the off-the-cuff thing is that it ~aa done. 

MR. MOORES: I do not know. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

MR. SPEAKER: Order three, second reading of Bill 123. I think the 

Honourable Minister of Manpower and Industrial Relations adjourned the 

debate last day. I am assuming that he wishes to continue at this time. 

HON. J. G. ROUSSEAU: (MINISTER OF MANl'OIIER AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS): 

Mr. Speaker, I spent some forty minutes on Friday and it is a little 

difficult of course to speak.in two separate sections on this bill 
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but I would like to spend a couple of minutes to go over a few things 

I said on Friday, But first of all I would like to correct three 

small things, if I may. (1) I noticed in the news media over the week­

end the two terms of choosing f!fY words with caution3 The other media 

suggesting that I cautiously ·supported the bi"l\. In my own opinion, and 

they may have read it differently, and I accept their prerogative for 

that, I vaa attempting to speak intelligently on the bill and tried to 

choose my vords certainly with caution but not in an attempt to tmderline 

the stand that I will be taking, As I suggested at the beginning, I 

intended to try and provide some conceptual framework here by which I 

could ""'ke my position on the bill quite clear but I wanted to do it 

in relation to a total concept which I vae trying to evolve. 

I did have a very nice telephone call over the weekend. (I must 

mention thi,)from a young lady who suggested that I spoke on Friday and 

said that I mentioned the working man and forgot the 'WOrking women. So 

I would gladly,on behalf of the womens liberation group in the province, 

like to change that record for posterity in Hansard and suggest that 

by using the tem "working m_an" I included the tem "working women" 

because I know there are many women who provide for the Households in the 

province,and be it so noted. 

Ali 1lO?I. Ml!Ml!ER: All womankind. 

MR, !IOUSSEAU: All wom,mkind, in such which way, Actually in fact when 

I spoke about the labour and management, and I talked about the human 

relations approach in management I was speaking then very academically 

end very theoretically but actually the gentleman who started the 

scientific management process whereby the worker in a plant was a thing 

and not a human being was a gentleman by the name of Frederick Winalov 

Taylor~ The person who started around the mid-forties the human relations 

approach in management, tmion relations, vea a lady Mary Barker Follett. So 

the vomen can feel .that they certainly had an input into labour- management 

relations* 

Also there was one other term that- was used in the 0 Evening Telegram" 

on Saturday that may have been misread, I did not suggest or if I did then 
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I was either taken in the wrong contect or I made a mistake myself. 

I do not know which it i• but whatever it i•,it is incorrect. When 

I said that the labour code when it was passed there would be no 

need then for the individual act like the Fishing Industry Collective 

Bargaining Act or the Newfotmdland Teachers Association Act or the 

Public Service Collective Bargaining Act,that is not accurate. The 

Labour Relations Code is not intended to change any of these, the neeQ 

for any of these individual acts ,1though certainly the new labour 

Relations Code that l ended rrry talk on, on Friday;would have some affect 

on the individual articles in each of these acts. If any were changed 

in a Labour Relations Code, as I suggested,of .course, one vould 

immediately assume that the changes would then be made appropriate to 

each of these acts. 

On Friday I ended up by talking about the context in which we 

feel that labour is going in this province. I mantion the Cohen 

Commission Report and the Labour Code which we are presently in the 

pipeline. The next one that I would like to speak about for a few 

minutes, if I may, is the Labour Standard's Code~ Now the Cohen Commission 

Report suggested and I quote "The various enactments (and that is labour standaids) 

enactment in totality represent a substantial set of rules governing 

the conditions that must be observed in the employer/employee relationship. 

It would be a convenience to employers and employees to have 

all these rules consolidated into one statute as a labour standards code 

for the province,." 

Now I knov when I became minister labour standards kind of 

baffled me. I guess probably many people do not understand exactly what 

is meant by labour standards. l might suggest some of the different 

types of act to which I refer. The new Labour Standards Code, for example, 

would include acts of the following type: 11The Annual Vacations With 

Pay Act, n 11Tbe Employment of Childre?l Act, 11 which has not been proclaimed, 

11The Effiployment Notice of Termination Act, 0 11The Hours of Work Act, 11 

11 The Minimum Wage Act, " "The Termination of Employment Act, 0 uThe 

Weekly Day Of Rest Act," 11The Workmens Wages Act," etc, this type of 

labour standard legislation. 
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So in addition to these acts which I have just mentioned of course 

the new code would also include "The Wages Protection Act, 11 and 11The 

Statutory !lolidayo !11th Pay Act." So at the •mme time as we are looking 

at the pipeline drafting of a labour code we are al•o looking at the 

consolidation of all the different pieces of labour standard legislation 

in the province. This of course will form the Labour Standar~s Act. 

In addition 1 of course, as l have suggested,we are also looking 

at the Fishing Industry Collective Bargaining Act. lie have written each 

of the operators and each of the fishermen aaying;llhat are your thoughts? 

Can you live with it? If you cannot, would you like to see it aF~nded or 

thrown out? Again we are looking at consultation with the people involved 

and certainly ve have every intention of involving them in any decision 

wllich may be made in respect to the Fishing Industry Collective Bargaining 

Act. 

As well, of course, we have the NTA Collective Bargaining Act 

which was passed during the last session of the House. iuat another 

individual act~ There is another one of course of _great concern to us 

,md that is the Trade Union Act. Relatively' speaking within the context 

of the labour code and the Labour Standards Act and the other things-that 

we are trying to do, the Trade Union Act right now is not a matter of 

priority, It is important but not at this point in time a matter of 

priority. lie intend to bring in some u.endments to this act. If we have 

the ti!ll<! and the draftsmen are available we will probably consider of 

course a new act in the coming session but it is a matter of practica­

bility in the sense, do we have the people who are prepared and ready 
.... 

to draft such a major act as the Trade Union Act? 

The Apprenticeship Board, of course, we undertook that if the 

reaction from labour and management was to the effect that we should 

retain this board after snnouncing that it would be done away with. lie 

bad the reaction and we said that we will retain the board. Right now 

ve are looking at a nev concept in the apprenticeehip field,a new 

concept of an act wll:!.ch came into effect some twenty years ago which 
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we fe~l is not really relevant to today's needs for trades people, for 

people in the various trades with training and certification and so on 

and so forth. So we arc looking at that in a much broader sense. 

Now I stood up on Friday and suggested that I had no compunction 

whatsoever of sitting down and talking to labour at anytime nor does 

government nor do I have any feelings that I could not look them in the 

face and say nLook we pretty well tried to do as much as ve can to 

assist labour. We tried to do the same thing for management. 11 I 

suggested that labour and management are not always going to get what 

they would like to have in terms of the legislation in this province. 

Now when I talk about the Labour Code and the Labour -Standards 

Act and the other acts and the other things that we are doing in legislation, 

I suggested that this rather mammoth publication was going to be the 

basis of a lot of the work we did in labour relations. 

We liave before us in the Haus~ today an act ~called "The Public 

Services Collective Bargaining Act." I would like to quote if I may a 

f"'1 parts of this act. The first one that I would like to suggest is 

there have been some question of arbitration. Now I think in labour 

sense when you are trying to talk objectively, you assume that neither 

labour or management like the concept of arbitration especially when it 

is compulsory or binding and final. 

Now if I msy read from page 504 of the Cohen Commission Rl!port. It 

is recommendation I think number seventy-two regarding arbitration~ 

The Commission recommends and I quote, "The legislation, 11 atid Ye are talking 

about the public services legielation, "The legislation should provide ... 
in addition to the requirement of grievance procedure for the establishment 

of an independent forum for the final step of arbitration." Now the 

arbitration that they are referring to throughout the book here is at 

this point in time 11hat ve have suggested in the act to be final and 

binding arbitration. 

I would like to go to page 509, if I may. I would like to read 
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reconriendation 80, chapter 17, page 509,with rei~rd to certain employees. 

The commission recommend - this is recommendation 80 - the commission 

recommend and I quote, 'The legislation should provide a procedure 

for deEignating certain employees or classes of employees whose work is 

essential to the safety, security or health of the public~ In the event 

of a strike in the unit to which they belong, they would be required to 

eont.inue to perform services~ 11 

So, the concept of essential employees is contained in this, as 

•I suggested on Friday - and I am not now calling it a bible but it is 

the basis on which we are proceeding in new labour legislation in this 

province~ So, the Cohen Commission Report recommend that we have 

essential employees designated& Where the employees by work stoppage 

would have an effect on the safety, security or health of the public 

of course, they should not be premitted·to strike~ 

There is a further recomnendation of the Cohen Commission 

Report that I would like to read if I may, Chapter 17, page 495. I 

have it numbered here and we have it m.n:nbered - this is departmental 

numbering so if I am wrong on that I run not misleading the House. It 

is just the way we have it numberedo We have it numbered as 78 re­

commendation~ The commission recommends - and I quote, 11At the outset 

no right to strike should be provided for and -

Ml!. ROBERTS: Could w have a quorum call? 

!IR. SPEAKER: Would the clerk count the House,please? There is a quorum 

present., 

MR. ll!lUSSEAU: And I quote on page 495, "At the outset no right to 

otrlke should be provided for and compulsory, final and binding arbitration 

should be the rule. After two contract periods have elapsed it should then 

be open to the bargaining agent to exercise an option between strike 

action mid arbitration as a method of dispute settlement .. " 

So, that in effect the Cohen Comission suggests•, not in this 

one but I am sure that if anybody read it he vill take my vord for 

it that the Cohen Comission suggests that there be no right to strike 

for hospital employees as well as for the police and for the members 

of the fire fighting contingent of our society. 
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MR. AYLWARD: I wonder would the minister permit a question? Does 

the chairman designate any particular segment of the hospital or 

IB-2 

say all.~ospital e,nployees7 You know, does he define essential services 

of safety any better than just a generalization that no one employeed 

in health or safety -

MR. ROUSSEAU: The important word here is at the floutset1'. At the outset 

what the Cohen Commission Report recommends is that no right to strike 

be allowed in hosµitals, public s~rvices fire and police. 

MR. AilWARD: Everybody. 

MR. ROUSSEAU: Everybody, right. So that you have situation here where -

the point I am trying to make now is that we are using this and the 

Federation of Labour have come out in support of it. We are happy.that 

finally we are moving on the Cohen Commission Report. Well, I will 

tell you this here and now in this instance of the Public Services 

Collective Bargaining Act we are not moving in the right direction. We 

are not giving the hospital employees no right to strike. We are not 

giving civil servants no right to strike. We are attempting to 

compromise. So that in a way, I presume you could say that we are 

inconsistent but nevertheless we feel that we want to take an attitude 

which because we are going from step zero to step one hundred too quickly, 

we ha~e a.rather small problem~ 

AN HONOURAllLE HEMllER: Come over here my son. 

MR. ROUSSEAU: It will be a long dreary, dreary day before I am over there. 

So that in following the concept of -.ch I have been talking 

about, the Labour Relations Code or the labour code, as you will know it, 

the Labour Standards Act or any other of the future·legislation of this 

province, we will attC111pt to follow basically the ideas of the Cohen 

Commission Report. That does not mean that we are going to accept blindly 

every suggestion·m~de by the Cohen Commission Report~ If you recall on~ 

Friday, Mr. Spea~er, I mentioned that at least it was one man's report 

or at least a group of people who were consistent in that they worked 

at it from start to ftnish so that we would have some consistency in the 

various recommendations that were made. 
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Before that I have another one here somawhere that I would 

like to read that I think i• vary important to thi• debate. I would 

like to read this if I may. I am sure all honourable gentlemen here 

and many interested people around the province have read this but I 

would like to read it again so as to put it on the record as par~ of 

IB-3 

the suggestion when I have certain things to suggest in a few minutes. 

I quo~e - Mr. Cohen is speaking about essential services in the public 

service - n'rhe fundamental issue i:egarding collective bargaining in so 

called essential services is that of the status of work stoppages whereby 

public access to these services is interrupted or curtailed. The concept 

Of e~aent1W:.;ty for these purposes go beyond ;he notion of convenience for 

economic. interest to a more urgent set of services vhol!lf interruption 

involves a threat to the security of the state, the destruction of property 

or risk to the physical health or safety of members of the public. If 

this concept were to be expanded beyond the notion to embody economic 

interest and inconvenience, the notion of worY stoppage as an instrument 

of dispute settlement could be displaced~" 

I go on to page 507 and I quote again, "There are some services 

in the community whose interruption involves too great a risk of public 

detriment to justify its value as a dispute settlement device i~ stimulating 

meaningful collective bargaining$ In these areas greater attention should 

be paid to methodn of improving bargaining which culminates in arbitration 

and in providing a meaningful and fair arbitral process so that the 

employees are not disadvantaged by the abaense of the strike right by 

virtue of their happening to -work in essential industries. 0 

One other one here, essential services~ This one here was in 

the public service .. Another point here and' i.·cannot just find it at the 

moment. It is to the effect that -- I will quote again if I may, "The 

notion of sanctions of work stoppage or the strike poses some distinct 

isaoos when applied to the public •~etor. To begin with the atoppa~e of 

work in many of the functions of government does not impose an economic 

sanction ac the employer but rather an inconvenience in carrying out the 

functions of government,in varying degrees of inconvenience to th8 public 

served by the government~ Some functions of government are essential for 
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the sa'fety and security of the citizens while others are important for 

economic or social activities of the population* While essential services 

cannot be curtailed without a social cause which has prohibited it, the 

stoppage of other governmental functions has been shown by experience 

not to be beyond possible .acceptance. 11 

So, in effect. what I am saying is that we have looked at this 

Royal Comission on Labour Legislation by Cohen. We have followed it 

to some extentw We have accepted his postulation of arbitration,final 

and binding in this instance. We have accepted hie recommendation for 

the designation of essential employees in the public service. We have 

not accepted his suggestion that hospital workers as well as·police 

and fire people_ have no right to strike. We have attempted to compromise 

in that situation and have, as such, of course, permitted within the 

juriodiction of this legislation the right to strike in certain instances 

except for those people who are designated as essential employees. 

Now, 1 would like to go back for one moment please because I 

vant to hammer it again. On Friday I suggested - and in the past six 

months believe me, the number of work stopp'ages legal and illegal we have. 

seen in the province - we have had some experience in this matter that 

at the outset you have your normal collective bargaining process. Under 

normal conditions, of course, this should bring about a settlement in 

any possible work stoppage~ The collective bargaining process puts you 

there with 

... 
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management and labour on both sides of th~ table. In the event 

that this ia not successful in bringinc about a ~ettlement to 

the dispute,you have the conciliation officer or the conciliation 

board. 

Now, this is not ,a process which is going to last two or 

three days and then bang the government is going to call the' 

House together and we are going to have a declaration of 

emergency services. 

The emergency pouers aspect of this pact I would respectfully 

suggest, Mr. ,speaker, is not a sort of thing that would occur 

as a matter of course~ I think the ~~mbers of this House would 

debate the question with very much caution, if I may use 

that term, with knowledge of all the aspects of the situation and 

if in the feeling of this House that the need be.to proclaim an 

emergency, then I think that all members of this House would have 

no hesitation in doing so, 

l think that to put the emphasis that we placed on this 

emergency powers is one which distorts the real intent of this 

bill which in effect is the ability of the public service to 

collectively bargain with the government and- then to go on strike 

if they are not able to reach a sati"sfactoey conclusion, but with 

the ability for the !louse of Assembly here convened to suggest that 

a state of emergency exists,by proclam.tion,and then to bring 

about an end to the dispute by final and binding arbitration, 

I think we have said on this side of the Rouse that 

arbitration is not something that management i• happy with,. I would 

suggest too that it 1• not something which labour likes but it 

is something that in this instance is going to have to be tried and 

whether or not in the final analysis we can decide whether we are 

going to live with it or not i• another thing. 

... 

I attended a meeting with members of the Canadian Union of 

Pu!>lic Employees, with my colleague the Minister of Finance, in which 
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we discussed the bills. a little while back,and my colleague told 

them quite frankly there that this was not now and forever, that 

this government intended to look at the Public Services Collective 

Bargaining Act at intervals in the future& If there were 

some aspects of it that we did not think were wise or workable, 

certainly I do not think that anybody would not believe that 

government wereprepared to take a second look at any part of that 

bill that is not a workable solution to any impending legal 

dispute or illegal dispute,if you want to bring it that far. 

There.are a couple of things I think we should also keep 

1n mind here wherewe have a rather complex situation at the moment. 

We have a bill before the House which we call the Public Services 

Collective Bargaining Act and that in itself probably would not 

have caused the comments that it has caused if it were being 

considered by itself but we also have unfortunately and concurrently 

the strike of the x-ray and lab technicians. As you know, 

government met with the x-ray and lab tech;1icians over the weekend 

and unfortmately,of course the dispute was not settled. The 

strike still goes on. 

MR. NEARY: Just to follow on with the miniSter's statement: 

Did the government make a new offer or is the government flexible 

on the position? Just what did happen over the weekend? Would 

the minister tell us? Was there another round of negotiations? 

HR. ROUSSEAU: No, there was not another round of negotiations. 

Tburs~ay evening when I returned from the House, I had two 

members of NAPE who wanted to see me and I met with them and 

they had some thoughts they wanted passed on and I passed them 

on to the Premier and to the Minister of Finance and we discussed 

the situation and as a result of our· discussions a meeting was 

held on Friday. We discussed the situation I think with the 

negotiating team of the x-ray and lab technicians as well as the 

.., 

two members of the executive of NAPE,with my colleague, the Minister 

of Finance, the head of the negotiating committee for the Hospital 

6821 



October 29, 1973 Tape No. 72 NM - 3 

Association, Major Meinnes and the member of the Treasury Board, 

negotiating team and myself$ We discussed the situation and 

there,were no increased offers made to them~ We had a few points 

that were clarified and of course they went back and held a meeting 

and it was not satisfactory to the x-ray and lab technicians~ 

Of course our position is as stated before. The government 

has made it• final offer. There i• no more money there. I think 

this position has been ma.de quite clear and except the final 

binding arbitration with a letter from government that in the unlikely 

event that the arbitrators should award less than was the offer 

now
1 

which they voted on and accepted by seventy per cent~ if 

it were less than that, the government would undertake to of course 

give them that offer. 

So the government's position is now that the government is 

prepared to put this question to final and binding arbitration and 

if the arbitrator, io the unlikely event the arbitrator awarded 

leas than of course which is that amount which is presently on 

the u,01,,. then of course government will undertake to give them the 

l!R • !!EARY: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the minister would permit 

another short question~ Did the matter of parity with the nurses, 

this msunderstmding, did that come up during the round of 

negotiations? 

l!R. l!OUSSEAU: Now I have got a call on the old question. I am 

sure that the Minister of Finance, m.y colleague, when he stands 

up at'ld says this,but I am going to aay this: As the member knows, 

it is oot too often one makes a definitive statement unless one 

knows what one is talking about. Right? One does not noTI!Uillly do that 

and I certainly ,lo not. 

I will stand in this House today and after sitting through 

a session with the negotiation team from the x-ray and lab 

technicians snd two officers of NAPE and say to this House that 

I am satisfied on direct questioning from me that there was 

never an offer made across that table that the x-ray and lab technicians 
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would ever receive the same ~ay scale or parity with the nurses~ 

I am not saying that maybe the other aide did not understand 

that from a question that may not have been answered or something 

else, it may have been an interpretation on their part~ I put thi·s 

question to them at least three times and maybe five times. I kept 

asking them because I wanted it clear, in my personal mind, having 

sat across from this negotiating team and the two member of NAPE 

for an hour-and-a-half or an hour-and-a-quarter, whatever it was, 

and asking that question on a number of specific occasions, I 

am satisfied that the management side, if I may put it that way, or 

the Treasury Board side and the Hospital Association side of that 

table never said nor inferred that the x-ray and lab technicians would 

receive parity with the nurses. I am satisified. 

MR. NEARY: Well what is the roadblock now? Why will they not go 

back to vork? 

MR. ROUSSEAU: That is ·as much as 1 am going to say. The minister 

will speak about it later on, undoubtedly in hie conversations 

with the member across the House, but right now I am satisfied 

in my own mind, so you have to take that on good faith at the 

moment. 

MR. NEARY: What is stopping an agreement now? 

MR. ROUSSEAU: I do not know that. Nov one second, I am just 

telling you rrry part nov,the Minister of Finance will reply further 

to that. I am just telling you what happened over the weekend. 

MR. NEARY: Well is the minister now the chief negotiator for the 

government? 

MR. ROUSSEAU: Not necessarily. The minister now vould like to go on 

with his speech,if he may. 

MR. NEARY: In other words, the minister does not want to answer 

the question. 

MR~ ROUSSEAU: The question I was discussing there before I was 

interrupted with the question was that we have a complex 
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situation now where we have the bill, we have the x-ray and 

lab situation and as I ougga•t•d I am oatiafied that the 

x-ray and lab people were not offered,in my ovn mind anyway, 

NM - 5 

Im satisfied that they were not offered parity with the nurses~ 

But this of course complicates the present bill before the House-

l ,m also concerned with the efforts of an individual 

union to bring about a public outcry with respect to this bill. Now 

we have !M!:t with the people involved on a number of occasions and 

in my own opinion I do not think it was necessary that an 

individual or the union itself,I suppose, if one talks on behalf 

of the imion, it was necessary to personally attack one member on this 

side of the Nouse. 

l'think we have sat down with this union and we are prepared 

to sit down with any tmion to discuss any aspects of any bill~ As 

I said on Friday, there is no way that management are going to get 

everything they want in any given bill, there is no way that labour 

will be able to secure all its want in my given bill. We are going to 

have to finrl some middle path in which we can have some sort of a 

flexibility built in or some sort of s compromise for both labour 

and management~ These are things that directly effect them. We 

certainly feel that they are going to come out and say from botb 

sides, both management and labour, "Look we do not like this aspect," and 

the other .side, whether it be labour or management, iiwe do not like it. 11 

We are prepared to sit down and listen to the recitations of either 

aide but in the final analysis government has to make a decision 

and stand with that decision and certainly this govemment is 
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p~epared to make its decision and stand with it. We have an 

unfortunate situation, of course~ I guess in a way,vhere 

labour in the past eighteen months has been unshackled, if we 

may say. They feel now that they have a medium of freedom in 

which to act and of course they are attempting to secure the 

benefits they can as fast as they can. That is acceptable. That 

is their prerogative. 

Ho~ever, you know you can only go so far so fast~ We 

feel that it is importantthereare certain aspects in this bill 

that are essenti~l to the bill itself, that at this point in time 

we cannot change. 

misUilderstood~ 

I will say one other thing, lest it be 

Now I am calling on rrry credibility as a member of 

govermnent and as an individual and I will say this, that we are 

going to be accused on, this side of the Rouse of the opposition or 

somebody else forcing us into various positions in respect to the 

bill before the House. 

It is going to be suggested that fo~ce was put on us 

to change verious aspects of this bill. I say to you that is not 

the case,. because t have been consulting with my colleague on this. 

the Minister of Finance and various other ministers. Government as 

a whole, of course, in cabinet have been consulting on it. I met on 

Monday or Tuesday of this week with some officials in Corner Brook, 

during the Federation of Labour meeting, at which they suggested some 

changes. These were brought back and discussed so there are many of t~e 

changes that were and are going to be moved to this bill, and there 

are quite a few amendments to-be made. Thia government is not 

inflexible, we are prepared to listen to reasonable,responsible 

arguments from any individual or any group provided that, of course, 

the proposed amendments do not change the essence or the principle 

of the bill. 

We have been discussin~ for some time now certain 

changes to the bill and they will be brought before the House when we 
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are in committee,by my honourable colleague the Minister of 

Finance. I say now that I that I accept thet this bill is 

not what labour wants. I have no doubt as well that in many 

instances it is not what management wants. I think there has 

been an attempt to provide some sort of compromise and certain 

of the articles in certain of the sections of this bill, in order 

to make it a little more appealing to either or both sides, when 

in effect it has not changed the principle of the bill. We are 

prepared to do that. We are prepared to do that with this bill 

or any other bill. 

I say within the context of where we are moving in labour 

legislation in this province,that any change, any change that is 

made in the neu labour code, the new Labour Relations Act which is 

growing out of the Cohen Commission Report and which hopefully will 

be brought before the next session of the House, any changes in 

that act vill be reflected in the acts that we have as an individual 

act~ For example, the Public Service Collective Bargaining Act 

or the N.T.A. Collective Bargaining Act or the Fishing Industry 

Collective Bargaining Act~ vhiehever act has any application to 

these changes,they will certainly be introduced as amendments into 

each of the existing acts~ That is a cOfflfflitment ve make~ Certainly 

we do not want any consistency in our labour legislation. 

I think that it should be remembered we are attempting 

to make some strides in respect to labour legislation. It is not 

goin~ to be done overnight. It is all not going to be palatable 

but it has to be accepted in the sense that it is ,not one piece of 

isolated legislation it is a part of a much larger plan that we have 

going forward,within the next six to twelve months I guess, rather 

than six months~ Hopefully within six months but it may be twelve months9 

we will have a number of pieces of legislation on our books with 

respect to labour~ 

As I say, it is going to be a difficult situation. We 

would hope that at every turn of one of these new bills when they come 
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into the House, we will not have to have any other situations 

occurring at that time as we do now with the x-ray and lab technicians 

and other concurrent instances which are causing a lot more ~ravity 

for this given situation of a bill which in itself is, as I said, 

middle of the road legislation. It does not grind the rublic 

service down into the ground. It permit~ strikes but it does not 

give the unrestricted right to strike. In conjunction with the 

Cohen Cownission Report, if indeed we were to follow their suggestions 

as we are following to a great extent in much more of our labour, we 

would not in effect be giving labour in the hospitals, for example, 

any right to strike under any circumstances~ 

There are features to the bill that are good~ There 

are features in the bill, of course, ue are going to find over the 

next year that may not be "WOrkable~ Government is prepared to sit 

dovn and look at it again and saY; 11Look this does not 1work in this 

situation. What else'!" It is a matter of trying to find the best v1ay 

to bring about an end to an adversary system,in which labour and 

management will get together and try to hammer out a bargain. If this 

is not the answer then we have to tey many other thin,a. 

This government as a group and,as an unofficial group of 

individuals amongst ourselves, have sat down many times as l mn sure 

many people across this province have and" even the members across the 

House ha_ve sat down on many occasions in the past few months and have 

said; ''Look what can we do to stop the strife in labour "1e have in 

the province? There has to be a va.y to do it. The strike here, are 

we going to outlaw the strike or are we not'?" I am sure that many a 

night over a cup of tea in many of the homes in this province that 

subject was brought up~ 

We are trying in our best way to cope with the situation. 

We know what our priorities and objectives are and ve would hope to 

reach them. We feel that in this instance this bill is one of the 

steps towards brinr,in~ better labour legislation to this province. 

We certainly hope that we would in the end result have the support 
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of bOth labour and management and the people of this province in 

respect to this labour legislation. I have no hesitation at all 

in supporting my collea~ue in his introduction of this bill on 

the floor of the House. I would also suggest thnt I am pleased, 

certainly with the amendments that are gain~ to be made to the 

bill. I think, all in all, while it is not a bill that is totally 

acceptable to both sides, I think it will be a bill that we will 

learn to live with. We will learn to see whether certain things 

with respect to the direction we are going in labour are good or 

bad$ We are prepared to sit down and look at these again sometime 

in the future, Mr~ Speaker, and to change these in respect'to the 

remaining labour legislation we will be bringing up within the next 

six to twelve months. 

HON. DR. A.T.ROWE (l!INISTER OF HEALTH): 

support this bill presented to the-House by my colleague the 

President of Treasury Board, the honourable Minister of Finance. 

I must at this point congratulate my,colleague the 

honourable Minister of Finance on the immense runount of work Yhich 

he has put in in bringing this progressive legislation before the. 

Rouse~ It will provide, I hope, a remedy t..° some of the province 

1n the general labour unrest in our province and I fully support 

my colleague and the government in this regard$ 

I am becoming more and more disturbed, Mro Speaker, to 

see labour unrest making its appe,arance in the health system, where 

nurses, technologists, nursing assistants and other hsopital workers ... 
have all been involved in recent months. I am ~reatly concerned 

about the attitude exhibited by labour leaders and the technologists. 

k'hen an agreement freely entered into and concluded except for a 

technicality can be thrown aside, it doe& not to my mind display 

that sense of honour and responsibility and concern for the public 

!nterest which society can reasonably expect of all its health 

m>rkers~ Indeed, I am very disappointed that the ~overmnent offer 

of compulsory arbitration was so quickly dismissed. 
l 
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I am supporting this bill, Mr. Speaker, because I 

believe that there is an irreducible fflinimum amount of service 

which a hospital must be capable of providing at all times, strikes 

or no strikes~ This minimum will have to be precisely defined but 

we may take as an approximate figure twenty-five percent of staff 

needed. 

!IR, NEARY: (Inaudible) 

DR, A.T.ROIIE: A member has the right to be heard in silence, 

Mr. Speaker? 

MR. SPEAKER (DUNPHY): Order please! The honourable member has the 

right to be heard in silence. 

DR, A.T,ROIIE: This minimum of twenty-five percent will have to be 

precisely defined but it would not necessarily have to be the same 

people all the time. They could be rotated and other circumstances 

could affect the situation. But, Mr. Speaker, just as 
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a civilized society requires the services of a fire department 

and a constabulary and so also must we have our sick people cared for. 

The structure of a civilized society will crumble if we are left without 

some essential hospital services. There must therefore be this basic 

minimum service which is to be maintained at all times~ 

The principles incorporate in this bill are, in my opinion, good 

principles. They represent some of the most advanced thinking in collective 

bargaining between public service employers and employees in this country. 

This legislation equals and indeed improves upon the legislation of its 

kind which is operative in other provinces~ It should be remembered that 

in five provlqcea of Canada hospital workers have no right to strike. 

With the exception of Prince Edward Island binding arbitration is used in 

all of these for settling labour disputes. 

I am not suggesting, Sir, that this bill i• perfect. Neither am 

I ouggesting that the pessege of this bill will immediately create an 

atmosphere of management s.nd labour peace~ This government ia not naive 

enough to think that management~ labour peace can be legislated. The 

bill vill,however, in my opiUion provide ~undamental rules of procedure 

for _the conduct of negotiations betveen public service employees and 

employers which if properly and reasonable adhered to can result in 

good management and labour relations in the Public sector. 

I thank my colleague, the member for St. John's SouthJ for his 

lucid and his wise exposition of the bill and his suggested amendments. 

The bill, Sir, is unlike the Public Service Collective Bargaining 

Act of 1970 which proposes rule by regulation. The bill is also unlike 

the recently repealed Hospital Employees Employment Act which categoristally 

denied every hospital employee the right to strike~ This bill, Sir, attempts 

to establish a realistic balance with regard to the right to strike among 

persons employed in the public serviceo The strike weapon in the hands 

of an essential employee is a much bigger weapon than when it is 

wielded by an unessential employee. Quite evidently the strike weapon 

in the hands of a crossing sweeper does not threaten the health, safety 

or security of the public as 

x-ray and lab,technologists~ 
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Section 10 of this bill, Mr~ Speaker, provides for the 

categorization of certain employeea as essential employees. In fact 

the performance of their duties mav at any time be necessary for 

IB-2 

the health, safety or Recurity of the public or may be otherwise in the 

public interest. Now, while the principle of this section is quite 

common in public service, collective bargaining legislation, included 

in the Federal Government and in the Province of New Brunswick has 

been the subject of considerahle objection both from unions and from 

members of this honourable House. 

The objections of certain tm.ions are to a degree understandable 

as their prime concern is the economic and the social well-being of their 

constituent members. The right to strike has always been considered a 

sacred right by organized labour but, Mr~ Speaker, there ate instances 

in the public service where the curtailment of this right is nece~sary 

for the health, the saf~ty and the security of the public. 

This administration has no intention of eliminating the right 

to strike. What we do propose is to place the right to strike in 

prospective insofar as strikes among public service employees are concerned 

but only in cases where a strike could be injurious to the health and 

safety of the public. As the elected representatives of the people Ye 

have an inherent obligation to provide eSsential health services for 

every man, woman and child in the province. It does not mean, Mr. 
, 

Speaker, that this legislation or bill will forbid strikes among hospital 

workers. The concept of essential services envisaged by this administration 

with regard to certain employees goes beyond that of public convenience to 

far more vital issues in this curtailment which would have threatened 

health and the safety of the people. 

If this concept of essential services were to be expanded beyond 

this then the strike as an inStrument of dispute settlement in collective 

bargaining would be completely displaced. This administration, 1 repeat, 

has no intention of eliminating or displacin~ the right to strike among 

puhlic service employees. This administration, Mr. Speaker, is most 

concerned about the social economic well-being of employees paid from 
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the oublic treasury, dispite the claims of honourahle members opposite 

that we have negotiated in bad faith. For thet r benefit~ not present, 

that we have not done. Honourahle members opposite are in no nosition to 

accuse anybody on this side of bargaining in bad faith. Those honourable 

members or gentlemen were part of an administration which wrote one of the 

most repressive and regressive chapters in the history of labour in this 

province. Let us say, Yr. Speake7, never did they accomplish a meaningful 

system of collective bargaining within the province~ 

In 1970 they brought in enabling legislation which provided for 

rule by regulation. In other words, the cabinet were going to determine 

the ground rules. Now they sit in great judgement on behalf of the labour 

movement, champions of the labour movement~ They have very short memories? 

Sir, when they talk of the ineptness of this administration in dealini 

vith representatives of labour. 

I cannot agree, Mr~ Speaker, with the charges that have been 

1Wi.de in this House that the Department of Health has not been sufficiently 

involved in the conduct of negotiations in the public service~ It is 

normal practice in most juriadictions for the treasury board to play the 

leading role in public service collective bargaining. It was undoubtedly 

based on this principle that the fomer administration established a 

collective bargaining division of treasury board staff. 

All summer I have been in day to day contact with events pretaining 

to collective bargaining with all ser'Vice employees£ As I Said on 

Thursday, I have deliberately avoided public statements on these 

negotiations because it is our conviction that the negotiations cannot 

be conducted publicly~ I have also made all the expertise that I can 

obtain, available within the departmen½ to our .negotiating team and 

in fact hospitals, l am told, were a1ways represented in these negotiations. 

Nou, in.spite of our concern and involvement in such matters, some 

of the honourable members, of the opposite side particularly, have seen 

fit to try eo~.e mischief and to shatter 1n the public eye the Governwent's 

concern and sincerity in these matters. The Hon. Leader of the Opposition 
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called my opening statement of October 26 despicable and provocative. 

I have no ~ish to bandy words with this honourable gentleman but I 

would like to remind him of what he said when as ~inister of Health 

he was faced with a similar situation. On May 7, 197q in the Holiday 

Inn,a.t the meeting of health and hospital workers in the middle of a 

wage dispute, he said to them and I quote, "There is no magic solution~ 

The hospital services are ~rinding to a halt. My main concern is for 

the health of the people of the province. n That is exactly -what I 

said the other day. My concern is for the health of the people of 

the province, that we can sit dmm and bargain and get people back to 

work, inflaming -

MR. DOODY: Mr~_Speaker, is this man allowed to speak? 

DR. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, in conclusion I urge the honourable members in 

the House on both sides -

}fR. SPEAKER: Order please. I would.like to remind honourable members 

that any honourable member does have the right to be heard in silence. 

DR. ROWE: In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge honourable members in the 

name of humanity to refrain from the practite of partisan politics 

in this honourable House when we are dealing with such a very serio~s 

situation. This administration or any administration for that matter 

would be derelict in ita responsibilities to the people of this province 

if ~e permitted public service employees to use the sick and suffering 

as an instrument to accomplish their ends~ 

This does not mean, Mr. S~eaker, that we want to preclude 

all hospital employees from striking. We do want to establish however 
.... 

a realistic balance in the exercise of that right among employees of 

essential services. After all that is one of the things that we were 

elected to do and to do anything less would be to pass the governing 

of this province over to certain union leaders~ Mr. Speaker, we do not 

intend to do that. We, not they, were elected to govern this province. 

We are answerable to the people of Newfoundland, the union leaders are 

answerable only to their members~ Thia, Mr. Speaker, is the vital 

difference. 
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Mr. Speaker, I support this bill now presently before the 

House with the indicated amendments. Thank you: 

MR. SPEAKEP: The honourahle member for Bonavista South: 

IB-5 

!"fR. vof?GAN: r-'r. Speaker, I have a few words on this piece of legislation. 

I feel it ie the obli~ation of all members on this side of the House of 

Assembly to soeak their views accordin~ly 

... 
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because this is not a bill of the Hon~ Minister of Finance. It is 

a govepnnent bill. On this side of the House, we are all supporting 

it with the necessary amendments, especially the one proposed by 

the honourable member for St. John 1 s South~ This legislation is 

giving the rights to workers in the public service, the right to 

strike which they do not have now. It is also going to give the 

government of this province the authority it will need at the time 

if it is going to maintain the safety, the security and the health 

of this province. If this government are going to shaw leadership, 

(this is what this province deserves, leadership) if we are going 

to show leadership as members of the legislature, as members of 

the government, if we are going to show, leadership, we must be able 

to maintain the safety and security of the public of this province. 

There is one thing over the past number of months that has been 

bothering me. Being an outspoken politician, [ am going to say here 

again today; it has been bothering me as a representative of the 

people in this House of Assembly that we have seen so much labour 

problems during the past number of months. What has been bothering 

me is the fact that most of the labour problems have been caused 

by irresponsible labour union leaders. It has to be said whether 

it comes from a cabinet minister or a backbencher, it has to be said 

and I am saying it here today. What I am going to say today, I will 

have no bones about saying it outside this House~ 

October 23, 11It takes away from the public employees completely 

the right to strike." (The next quote): ''lie will say to hell with 

essential services." That quote came from Mr. MacMillan, National 

Director of CUPE. Yet that same organization had this piece of 

legislation in their hands in April, back in April of this year. Why 

wait until the eleventh hour to condemn the legislation? Why could not 
\ 

constructive proposals be brought foiward. constructive recommendations 

on this piece of legislation? Why wait until the eleventh hour and 
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coodemn it as being totally unacceptablef "Completely and totally 

WU1cceptable to CUPE,n said the national director on October 26, 

!Ir. !!acllillan. He goes on to say that it is a possibility that all 

CUPE locals in the province will walk out, if the bill is passed, 

He goes on to say that if he -

!!R. W. N,ROWE: Point of order, Mro Speaker~ A ruling was handed 

dmm here a day or two ago that nobody was allowed to quote anyone 

outside the House either to undermine or to support argument in the 

Would Your Honour uke the same ruling now on Wat the 

honourable member is doing? 

One 1s permitted to read telegraphs. 

Point of order, Mr~ Speaker. I believe the 

ruling 1a·that one 1s not entitled to read in detail but l do not 

think there is any ruling against•summarizing comments which have been 

1!1Ulde outside the House* 

!!R. SPEAKER: The ruling section that the honourable member 

for lihite Bay South just referred' to, which I quoted a couple of 

days ago,wu Beauchesne, page 133, Standing Order 157, subsection (5), 

which says: 0 It ia: not in order to read articles in newspapers, letters 

or communications emanating from persons outside the House and referring 

to or commenting on or denying anything said by a member or expressing 

any opinion reflecting on the proceedings within the House. 11 I ask 

all honourable members to take note of that ruling. 

!!R. !!ORGAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker~ 

In summa'.rizing the national director's statements,·his quote was: 

"The Rone Minister of Finance should be having a psychiatric examination. 

lie should be: thrown out by the present administration." These are the 

kind of statements that the labour unions are making. This is not, 

something we will need to resolve the labour situations we have in 

t~e province today, these kind of statements. This is not the 

Hon. Minister of Finance's bill, it is a government bill. We are backing 

it accordingly. It is not because it is a governm~nt bill we are backing it, 
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we are individuals over here as well. -We are backing it because we 

all believe in it. If this government do not have the authority 

to take action in a time when we have an emergency, how are we going 

to show this province the leadership it deserves at any time to 

maintain the safety and security of all the public of this province? 

Are we a government of the few individuals in labour or are weia 

government of all the public of this province? Who are we governing 

for? To maintain the whims and wishes of the labour union movement? 

Are we here to maintain security of this province, for all the province, 

and all the public? 

Mr. Speaker, the most annoying part of all - I can 

realize getting criticisms from the labour union movement. It is 

what you would expect to get when there is labour legislation before 

the House but to receive the same kind of criticism from honourable 

members ori the opposition_side of the House is unbelievable. The 

Hon. Leader of the Opposition did not just stand and disagree with 

members on parts of the bill but he disagreed with the principle 

of the bill. "The bill is a fraud. It would touch of an air of 

bad will in labour relations in this province." That is a quote 

made in this Houae of Assembly, by the Leader of the Opposition. 

It us unbelievable. You would expect that coming from the labour 

union movement but not from the Leader of the Opposition~ Is he 

maintaining that we will forget the se~urity of this province, 

forget the health needs of this province, do what the labour union 

-movement vants us to do at their whims and wishes? Is that what 

the Hon. Leader of the Opposition is talking about? '~tis a step 

backvard. 11 He stands in this honourable House and condemns the 

legislation, condemns it. Yet in 1969 a piece of legislation was 

passed by a government, the Liberal Government, which gave only the 

cabinet the right to decide who were' the essential employees. Yet 

now we have legislation whid, says the labour relations board will 

decide~ We are not giving cabinet the right even to decide on when 
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to declare an emergency., The amendment now proposed will let this 

Legislature decide and rightly so. Let the House of Assembly 

decide when to declare a state of emergency~ 

Mr~ Speakery playing a game of politics with the public's 

security and safety and health needs is a very serious thing. I 

think that each and every member of the opposition should stop and 

think: "What are they standing for? 11 "The rights of Newfoundlanders 

or the rights of a few?1 1 What are. we standing for? Are we standing 

to ,see the rights of the people who have health needs in this provinc8j 
I 

forgotten and wiped aside, to give the few individuals the right• 

they are demanding? Are the opposition wanting a situation where 

the other nonessential employees in the public service will not 

have the right to strike? Do they want that? What do they want? 

They vant only one thing, Mr~ Speaker, that is to play a game of 

politics, whether it is important to Newfoundland or not to play 

Mr. Speaker, across the country of Canada, who are the provinces 

that have a right to strike in the public service? Nova Scotia, no; 

Prince Edward Island, no; Alberta, no; Manitoba, no; British Columbia, 

at present, no; Quebec, they have a right to strike with an eighty 

day limitq These are the provinces that do not give the public 

employees the right to strike. Here in this province we are being 

repressive according to the opposition, when we are taking a step 

fovard, a step forward in giving the Public service of this province 

the right to strike. If we cannot have 
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some kind of a weapon, if we cannot have some kind of authority, 

where we can show leadership in this province as leaders, if we 

cannof do that, if we cannot maintain the public security and safety 

of this province we might as well forget and hand everything over 

to the labour movement in this province. 

We are not going to do that. We are not going to do 

that because we are all individuals over here who stand individually 

on what we believe in. We believe in this bill. I am sure that it 

is not a repressive step it is a forward step. It gives the right 

to the individual.sin the public service to strike which they do not 

have now. It also gives the right to this government to protect 

the rights of all Newfoundlanders~ Thank you very much. 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for Bonavista North. 

MR. P.THOMS: Mr~ Speaker, I listened to the words of moat of the 

honourable members who have spoken on this bill and to me the words 

that they have uttered are very surprising indeed. 

The people who conjured up the words of this bill I am 

sure must have done so after a long weekend of continuous hangover. 

The hangover ·did not come from blueberry wine. 

!'r. Speaker, in clause (4) of this bill - it is a very 

good clause but we leave it to the honourable members on the other 

side of this House and see if I can open their eyes to a few of the 

facts that are contained within this bill. Number (4) says that 

every body have the right to be a member of an employee organization 

and to participate in the lawful activities thereof. That means, as 

far as I am concernedt that every employee who is employed by the 

Government of Newfoundland and Labrador is entitled to become a 

member of hie or her union and also that he or she is allowed, is 

permitted under this act to participate in any lawful activities 

thereof. Lawful activities thereof! 

Of course a strike is a lawful activity. A strike is the 

only and final weapon of all employees, not only govern~ent employees 

but employees no mntter who their employer is. t•r. Speaker, I aizree 

6839 



October 29, 1973, Tape 76, Page 2 -- apb 

vith thia. Thi• is perfectly correct. Thi• ~lvem tho employee 

his God ~iven ri~ht. 

Mr. Speaker, over in clause (10) of this bill the 

wordin~ is such that it nullifies section (4). If this bill is 

passed you may iust as well forget about section {4), it should 

never have been written~ We are saying in section (4) that those 

people who are classified as essential employees have not the 

ri~ht to strikeb We do not exactly say it ,in section (10), 1,1e 

say it down in section (25), where an employee who ia 

classified as an essential employee cannot take part in these 

strikes. 

Mr. Speaker. I do not kno~ who discovered the word 

essential or whoever thought of putting the word essential into 

section (10) but the word essential to me as it relates to an 

employee and we are speaking most specifically and thinking most 

specifically at the present time about people who are employed 

in our medical institutions across our province, to me an 

essential employee in a hospital is every employee from the janitor 

to the doctor,bar none. 

How can any member of the Department of Labour or the 

Department of Health or a hospital commfttee sit down and classify 

a technician, an ambulance driver as essential people and not 

classify the rest of the people who are employed by that establishment? 

What are ve going to do,create two classes of employees one upper 

and one lower? Are we ~oin~ to take the right to strike away {ram 

the higher class? No I am afraid not. I a~ree wtth the honourable 

member for St~ Johnfs South when he says that every person in a 

medical institution is essential. Not only is he essential he is a 

must. The institution cannot funCtion properly without these 

personnel. 

~-:..1!.AKP-Y!* Would the honourable member pe~it a question? 

MP.. TH~_S_:_ Why ,of course! 

!fR._B_AjlJ~'(: Does not the honourable member see a difference between 
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an institution not being able to function proµerly and an 

institution not being able to function at all? In other words, 

is the honourable member sayini that all essential services 

should be withdrawn? Is the honourable member sayin~ there 

should be a right for hospital employees, for example, to 

withdraw all services from the public in the event of a strike? 

MR. THO!'S: nr. Speaker, it has been a known fact by me all my 

life, since I had any sense at all, to know that every person who 

is employed has the ri~ht to strike, even the honourable member 

for Placentia West. He can go on strike today if he should want to. 

I defy any m~n to try to take that right away from him. 

Mr._ Speaker, to say that a hospital will only function 

partially is like saying that you can go in a hospital they will 

cut you open but because someone is on strike they will not close 

you up again. That is really what the honourabie minister is 

saying. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are to pass this bill and if we 

leave it and we undoubtedly will leave it to the various labour 

boards, departments or organizations who control these institutions, 

these essential employees will be classified. Now, Mr. Speaker, 

when this is done it gives the government certain powers, certain 

rights over various employees who are in their employ~ I believe 

we are missing something very serious here also. Not only should 

we classify certain people in our medical institutions as essential 

personnel but there is nothing to say that the government cannot 

take a step further. They can. classify the poliCe as essential 11 

personnel, they have classified the firemen, they can classify 

people working the Highways Department who I consider just as 

essential as the lab technicians. 

Mr~ Speaker. if the government, in this case the employer. 

has the right to impose this legislation upon essential employees, 

what is to stop industry from demandin~ from the ROVernment that they 

be ~iven the same right? Because within private industry there are 
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people who could be classified as essential personnel under this 

bill. Not under this bill but under a bill similar to it. Then 

where do you draw the line? A doctor in the hospital I assure 

you is more essential, if you ~ant to use the word, more essential 

than any other person in the hospital. Does he have the right to 

strike? Are Ye, going to take away his right to strike? We have 

had strikes in other provinces by doctors. 

So, Hr~ Speaker, it ~s like my friend from Labrador 

South said, the bill is alr~ady passed. It was passed in cabinet 

and any words that we utter during this debate are useless. No 

matter what we day, not matter what public oppositon there is to 

this bill we have a dictatorial regime today in Newfoundla~d that 

will not bend to rhyme nor reason. 

Mr. Speaker, the office of the opposition is flooded 

with messa~es from various locals of CUPE§ I have on my desk here, 

which I was reading a few minutes ago, fourteen messages from 

various CUPE locals. Everyone of them ask that this bill be 

vithdrawn. Mr. Speaker, I do not pussyfoot around. I want to 

give notice now that I will vote against this bill and I fail to 

see why any man in this House of assembly who has any democratic 

principles about him at all can vote for this bill. I fail to 

see how the ~inister of Finance can bring such a piece of 

legislation into this House of Assembly. I cannot see how he 

brought it in when it should have been brought in by the Minister 

of Manpower and Industrial Relations. The minister in this field 

means the ~inister of ~anpm,er and Industrial Relations. Ia this 

an indication that this minister is incompetent and that he 

could not pilot this bill through this House and that he had to 

get the heavyweir,ht, the Minister of Finance to help him out? 

AN HON. 1-'El'fJlER:., That is right. 

MR. THQ;IS: Surely! What a shame! 

JAR • NF.ARY : ______ ,. He had to get the old var horse himself. 
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l'R, THOMS: Mr. Speaker, any man who stands up in this House and 

supports this bill should be ashamed of himself because it is• 

bad piece of legislation. 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for Grand Falls. ·------
l"Jl. SENIOR: Mr. Speaker, I think it would be appropriate for 

me at this time to have just a few words to say concerning this 

bill as a great many of oy constituents would be affected by it. 

About a year nnd a-half ago I had the opportunity to 

be a member of a le~islative committee. At that time I had the 

opportunity to meet with many of the labour leaders or some of the 

labour leaders in this province, particularly the people in the 

Federation of Labour. At that time I had an opportunity to listen 

to them and discuss with them much of the leRislation which 

exists in this province and affects the labour movement. 

I made notes on many·of the suggestions which these 

people put forward. These suggestions were subsequently brought 

before our govermnent and I am happy to say many changes which the 

labour movement requested were madee Legislation, some of which 

was considered repressive, such as le~islation which forbade 

certain emplqyees to strike, was repealed. 

Without going into great detail, Sir, I cannot see for 

the life of me how this government has.not been sensitive to the 

vi.shes and the needs of labour in this province~ Although there 

are many constituents in my district who would be affected by this 

bill, there are also many constituents who would not be affected by 

it, maybe not directly. As an elected representative, Sir, I feel 

we have an obligation to consider the welfare of all the people that 

we represent. 

This legislation which we are discussing today, I cannot 

see, Sir, how it is 1n principle detrimental to the labour movement 

in Newfoundland. If this bill be passed it is not the end, it can 

be chahged. I think we have proven this already since this bill has 

come up for debnte in this House 9 vhere members of this honournble 

6843 



October 29, 1973, Tape 77, Page 2 -- apb 

House have made suggestions and our government or caucus have 

been sensitive enough to sur,iest amendments to the legislation 

already. 

If this bill be passed and if in practice it should 

present problems I see no reason why further amendments cannot 

be made. I feel we have an obligation to consider not only 

workers who are directly involved in labour unions or those who 

may be involved in a particular dispute but rather the welfare of 

all our people. I think this is.particularly true where we have 

employees who can be classified as essential to the welfare of 

the public. 

I feel, Sir, that in certain professions, when people 

enter these professions they enter it with the realization that 

they do have a responsibility to the public~ Of course we should 

not overlook the fact that an employee in any ~rofession has a 

right to a fair wage and has a right to negotiate for a fair wageG 

I do not think there is anybody who would object to that. In 

certain professions it has to be borne in mind that they are more 

essential than others and absolutely necessary to protect the public 

good. Sir, I accept this bill and see no reason why it cannot be 

acceptable to all members of this honourable House~ 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable the Minister of Education. 

l'R.~EI!'ER: Hr. Speaker, I would like to speak briefly on 

the bill before the House~ A great d7al has been said on it both by 

government members and honourable members of the opposition. I doubt 

if there is much new or original to be said. I think it is worthwhile 

howevP.r to review what in my opinion at least are some of the most 

coient points to be decided by this House when the time comes to 

vote upon the principle of the bill. 

What does this particular bill purport to do? What is 

the essential purpose of this le~islation? In other words, irrespective 

of who ia or is not on strike now, irrespective of who hna or who 

has resigned now, irrespective of events of the past one, two, five 
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or ten days, b_ecause this bill is not being passed for a period of 

onet two, five or ten days, what is the essential purpose of the 

bill? 

The bill for the first time in the history of 

Newfoundland affirms the right to strike in the public service. 

For the first tlll'le in the history of Newfoundland there is- an 

affirmation of a legal right to strike of the public service* 

After twenty-three years of rule by colleagues of the honourable 

gentlemen opposite, some of them included, there was no affirmation 

of the right to strike of the public service* Now, this bill, the 

essential purpose of it is to affirm the right to strike of the 

public service.-

No such right was introduced by the previous administration 

in twenty-three years~ That right with respect ~o hospital employees 

was categorically, unequivocally denied in the legislation of 1967, 

the Hospital Employees Amendment Act, when four of the honourable 

members who are now sitting in the opposition were sitting as 

supporters of the government. When four of the honourable gentlemen 

opposite were sitting here that act was passed which made illegal. 

the right to strike of those public servants employed in hospitals. 

After that act was repealed by the present administration 

a few months ago, when that act was repealed then these employees 

came under the Newfoundland Labour Relations Act which in itself 

gives no right to strike to public. employees~ So, for the first 

tll!le in the history of Newfoundland as a province or indeed before ... 
confederation, for the first time in our entire history there is a 

bill, the essential purpose of which is to affirm the right to strike 

of the public service. 

Does it ~ive ah unreserved," a total,absolute, unmodified 

right to strike? It gives the right to strike under two qualifications. 

What are. the qualifications? That in the essential service this 

right vill be abrorated. Then who decides whether the service be 

eAsential or not7 It is not the Minister of Finance, it is not the 
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Minister of Manpower and Industrial Relations, it is not the 

totality of ministers in the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 

it is the Newfoundland Labour RelatiJ;ms Board. The Newfoundland 

Labour Relations Board which is neither government nor opposition 

nor union nor employer but representative of all interests, of 

the interests of labour and management, it is this body,the 

Newfoundland Labour Relations Board,which by statute will have the 

exclusive right to determine whether the service is essential or 

not. 

The government do not have that. right. This government 

voluntarily abrogate• that right by this legislation and the 

provision that it i• the Newfoundland Labour Relations Board which 

represents both labour and management which will determine whether 

the service is essential or not~ 

This bill has as an essential principle the affirmation 

for the first time in Newfoundland's history of the right to strike 

of the public service but not a totally unqualified right. A 

right with two qualifications. The first I have mentioned. The 

qualification of essential service which is to be determined not 

by the government but by the Newfoundland Labour Relations Board. 

The second qualification is that of an emergency 

situation and who will determine an emergency situationa According 

to an amendment which the Minister of Finance has assurred the House 

on behalf of the government will be introduced, that determination 

will be not by the cabinet, not by the government but by this 

legislature. We have therefore the affirmation of the right to 

strike with two qualifications. 

Let us compare the principle of this bill now before the 

House with what preceded it and what is in operation unless and 

until ••• 

I know the honourable member is not trying to 

deliberately deceive the House but the amendment says that all the 

House ~ill do ia ratify the decision that is made by the Lieutenant 
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r.overnor in Council. 

!:'.fl• HICl(!'AN_: Or reject. 

~ll\. NEARY:_ That is what the minister said. 

:MR. O'ITENREI~f£R• To ratify or to not ratify. If one ratifies 

there is the option to ratify or not ratify. It is the same 

thing. It is a question of words. One ratifies or one does not 

ratify. One agrees or one disagrees~ One votes yes or votes no. 

!:;R.,_NEARY: The original decision will be taken by the cabinet. 

MR. OTTENHEI!!ER: ----- But the final decision is made by the House of 

Assembly. Every decision I suppose in a sense, except for private 

members' resolutions, is made by the government. Because 

because everything except private members' bills and private members' 

resolutions are government orders. The business in general of the 

House is determined by the governfflent house leader. Except for 

private members' bills and private i:nembera 1 resolutions the order 

of proceedings in general, except for emergency debate and questions 

etc.,the order of proceedin~s 1 and ~hat is to be debated are as a 

general rule determined by the government~ 

Haw things are actually disposed of, whether they are 

voted yes or no depends, obviously, upon how members vote. 

MR. NEARY: But the minister will remember hie attitude on the 

borrowing powers e Does he remember? 

MR. OTTENHEIMER: Right. 

~-=--N-~,!;_ Well this is the same principle,is it not? 

MR. HICK!-!All:_ No. No it is not. 

MR. OTTENHEIMER: No. it is uuite different. It is quite different--. 

plus the borrowing powers situation baa been considerably chan~ed 

since the present administration has taken over~ But here the 

final on whether the emer~ency situati~n exists or not rests with the 

leiz:islature. 

Y6u have a hill which (l) affirms for the first time in 

Newfoundland's history the right to strike of the public service 
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but number (2) does it with two qualification• and these are with 

respect to essential services which is to be determined by the 

Newfoundland Labour Relations Board and with respect to emergency 

situations which in the final analysis is ratified or not ratified, 

confirmed or denied by this legislature. 

}1L~EJ\RY;_ Mr~ Speaker, I wonder if the minister would permit a 

question? Has the minister seen the amendment? If he has would he 

tell us what it is? We have not seen it. We do not know what it 

is all about. 

MR. OTI'ENHEIYER: ~r~ Speaker, everybody will see the amendment 

when it is actually introduced into the legislature. My colleague 

has already inidcated the general purpose and tenor of the 

amendment. The Minister of Ftnance has already done that. 

Let us compare what this bill sets out to accomplish, 

the e••ential purpose of this bill with two things; (1) what 

preceded it until,it was repealed~ and (2) what was in 

operation in the interim and is indeed still in operation unless 

and until this bill is passed. 

Until the repeal of the Hospital Employees Act,strikes 

in hospitals were unequivocally outlawed. There was to be no strike 

in hospitals. There wa no question of whether the service was 

essential or not~ There was no question Of whether the Newfoundland 

Labour Relations Board deemed that certain employees were essential 

and certain were not. There was no option to the legislature to 

agree or disagree that an emergency situation existed. There wae a 

total abolition of any strike in a hospital. That legislation was 

repealed by the present administration some months apo in one of the 

rnost progressive acts that this government has made in labour relations. 

Unless and until this bill is enacted,what exists in the 

interim? The Newfoundland Labour Relations Act which does not give 

a right to strike. With qualifications or no qualiflcations,it just 

does not ~ive the right to strike to public employees. 

I'll. NEARY: 1/hy not amend that? 
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~-=- OTI'E}Ifl!_I!i£R: Now obviously what exists now after the repeal 

of the Hospital Fmployees Act is unsatisfactory. There in no 

affirmation of the right to strike of the public service. 

MR* W.N.ROWE: But is there a right to strike affirmation or not? 

1-'R. OTTENHEI}IER: Presumably, within provincial jurisdiction what 

exists depends upon the law of the province as long as it is valid 

within the jurisdiction. 

MR. W.N.Rg_WE..:. Will not the minister agree that the legal opinion is 

that the lab technologists are on a legal strike at the moment? 

MR~OTTENHE_!MER: 1 would not feel qualified to give an opinion. I 

was admitted to the bar a short while ago but I have had no 

invitation to ,Join the judiciary as of yet. I would hesitate to 

answer th.at question. 

What we have then is a comparison between the present 

legislation without any affirmation of the right to strike, a 

comparison Yi.th what was repealed by this administration, the 

enactment of 1967, which outlawed totally all strikes in hospitals 

with a threat of decertification, probably the most potent threat 

that any government can wield over the neck of the labour union 

movement and of course, the recourse to fines. 

Now let us compare the labour relations attitude of this 

administration and the previous administration. 

MR. NEARY: They are thrown out now~ You do not need to go over that, 

they are gone. 

~TTENHEl)'ER: ~r. Speaker, one can only compare with what went 

before. There have only been two sets of administrations in this 

province, twenty-three years and nineteen months. Let us compare 

the attitude of this administration in terms of labour matters to the 

previous administration. 1 ~an recallt it is not that long ago, 

seven years a~o, 1967, when that Hospital Employees Act was brought 

in. There were three on the othe~ aide, the honourable member for 

St. John's Centre, the honourable member for St. John 1 s East Extern 

and myself. There were three in opposition and the government 
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with the·remaining seats. That was before the days of independence 

and of course, one gentleman in the Speaker's Chair. 

MR. NEARY: Including the three on thnt side~ no not for~et the 

three on that side~ 

1'R • O!TEN!IE P-!ER: No. How could I forget them? 

~!R. Nl'.APY: That is right. 

MR. OTTE!lllEIPER: I certainly would not do them the injustic.e of 

forgetting them. 

This administration has been accused by the opposition 

in various speeches during the last few days of arrogance, of 

negotiating in bad faith, of not being willing to listen to suggestions, 

of going ahead blindly, stubbornly, obstinately, not willing nor 

able to invite or accept suggestions for improvement from other 

quarters, 

!<IL W.N.ROIIE: Right •. Right again. 

MR~ OTTENHEIMER: Essentially we have been accused, as honourable 

members confirm, of arrogance, blindness and obstinacy. 

l'll. W.N.ROI-/E: That is true. 

HR • OTTEN!!EIMER: Let us just compare t~is arrogance of the 

Progressive Conservative Administration with the Situation which 

preceded it. In 1967, when the legislation~waa brought in to 

unequivocally outlaw strikes in hospitals with the threat of 

decertification, how many suggestions for improvement or change or 

amendments vere listened to by the then administration? With the 

four honourable gentlemen who are.now in the present eight-man 

opposition, fifty percent of the present opposition, fifty percent 

of them, Mr. Speaker, ••• 

SOME HON. 1-'E!IBERS: (Inaudible) 

1:f!t~ SPEAKF~(sTAGr.)~ Order please! Honourable members, as usual, 

may conduct their friendly banter but it cannot become a tirade 

against the speaker vho obviously (the speaker with a small ''a'') 

does have the right to be heard in silence. 

... 

l'R. 0TIE~1!EH'EP : I missed the interruptions because a few years a,.o 
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when it was just the opposite, these thin~s were if not encouraged, 

at least it gave a certain amount of enjoyment and excitement. I 

am not wishin1; to dispute Your Honour's ruling. Obviously every 

member does have that right and if the Chair enforces it, then 

obviously one goes along with it. 

Let us ask ourselves how many amendments or suggestions 

were changed for improvement, were listened to _1ust in 1967 ~ when 

half of the present opposition were sitting on this side? How many? 

Not one, ~r. Speaker, not one. There was not the slip,htest 

inclination on the part of the Liberal Administration to listen to 

a suggestion. from the opposition, fr~m the labour unions, from 

anybody whatsoever, because they had all the answers, not in their 

heads but in their head ; because there was only one head in that 

administration - not one suggestion from the unions, not one from the 

opposition, not one from any backbenchers, not one from anybody~ 

One suggestion that I can recall in 1967 was one I made 

myself. It may not have been the answer, I certa~nly claimed no 

infalibility then I do not claim it now. ft was a suggestion but it 

was disgarded as if it were the most absurd suggestion ever made. 

That was a suggestion that the government speak with the union, I 

think it was the Grand Falls Hospital strik~, either Grand Falls or 

Corner Brook, I believe it was Grand Falls which precipitated itt 

to ask for a thirty day cooling-off period and to see if negotiations 

could be re-entered. 

AN HON. l-'El-'llER: (Inaudible) 

~. OTTENHEI?-fEJl~. I do not think the Minister of Finance spoke on -e 

it at all. I think it was only the then Premier who spoke. If my 

memory serves me correctly, I made that su~~estion with at least 

some knowled~e that if not totally acceptable there was a fair area 

wherein this would be acceptable. Certain members of CUPE in Grand 

Falls were in touch with me as no doubt they were in touch with 

honourable gentlemen opposite at the same time. 
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They wanted some assurance that if such a course 

of action were sugiested that it could receive sympathetic 

consideration and at least there would be this coolin~-off 

period. That was totally dismissed without anybody even 

bothe,ring to look into its possibility or lack thereof~ 

What dove have this time? Nobody claims, I certainly 

do not, I do not think any member does,that this piece of 

legislation is necessarily the last word in public service 

legislation. In this whole area of labour relations especially with 

respect to the public service, especially with respect to those 

areas of the public service where the total public good is 

intrinsically involved, nobody claims that anybody has the final 

answers there; 

This government do not have the final answers, the 

opposition do not have the final answers, I am sure the labour 

unions do not have the final answers and management does nots 

These are areas where there is growth and development and change 

and obviously a year from nO'W' or two years or three years from now 

ve should all be in a better position with respect to this, 

What do we have? We have had a number of suggestions 

made for improvements to this bill by backbebchers on this side, 

by members of the opposition, indeed by the labour union itself. 

A number, not all, but a number of these suggestions for improvem.ent 

are going to be introduced by the Minister of Finance before this 

bill is finalized in committee stage. I bring this up just to make 

a contrast of attitude between an administration of which the 

present opposition Yere supporters (that is fair enough, that was 

their privilege, obviously) and this administration. Here we have 

listened to suggestions for if'ltprovement from backbenchers, from 

members of the opposition, from members of the labour movement and 

a number of these amendments are in fact going to be incorporated 

into the bill. 
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Mr~ Speaker, the opposition have made it clear that they 

do not support this bill. That they have made clear but they have 

left this House and I think they have left this province in doubt 

as to precisely what their position is. I suggest, ~r. Speaker, 

that that is not the kind of luxury that they should indulge in. 

They have made it clear that they are opposed to this bill. They 

have made it clear that they are going to vote against this bill. 

They have not made it clear what their position is and I think they 

owe it to the legislature. to the province and to their oYn 

supporters to make it precisely clear what their position is. 

~r. Speaker, I do not go on the premise that it is the 

aole and exclusive duty of an opposition to oppose. There are those 

who feel that the opposition'• only responsibility is to oppose the 

government. Whatever they bring in,vote against it. Whatever they 

are for,be against. 

AN BON. 1-!E:t!BER: (Inaudible) 

MR. OTTENTIEil'ER: Exactly. Exactly. Offer them the preferable 

alternative. From the mouth of the honourable member for Bonavista 

North has come the answer. Suggest the preferable alternative. 

Give the preferable alternative. Now, my friend, now., now is the• 

time when the obligation comes to suggest wRat is the preferable 

alternative. You cannot say; ''Well, when the people of Newfoundland 

put us in we will tell them what out labour policy is. If that is 

in three of four years we will tell them. If it is in ten or 

twenty years -we will tell them. 11 ·The people of Newfoundland are not 

going to si~n any more blank_ cheques. Their hands have gotten tired .,. 
from it. There are not going to be any more blank cheques, Mr. 

Speaker. 

,Now is the time when the opposition owe it to this 

legislature and I would suggest to thf!mseives and to the province 

to state what exactly their solution is to the problem of labour 

relations and strikes in the public service. I am glad that the 

honourable member from White Bay South agrees with that and I have 
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no doubt that he will make known what the opposition's actual 

position is. I think he will agree that up to now it has not 

been stated with any explicitness or any clarification of what 

has been stated not only in bill form but in form of actual 

principle. 

So far, what the opposition have conveyed to the 

legislature and to the province is that they are opposed to this 

bill. Obviously, that in their privilege that is their right. 

I would su~gest that unless one• accepts the preniee that it is 

the exclusive and only obligation of the opposition to oppose 

then that is not enough. I ~now that the honourable member for White 

Bay South agrees because he is nodding and we look forward to 

his contribution in the debate to learn exactly what the 

opposition 1 s position is on this matter. 

MR. W.M~RSHA~L: It is to bring back the Hospital Act,is it not? 

l'R • OTIEN!lEl}'ER: I do not know. 

!'R. MARSHALL: That is what they want. 

l'l!. OTTEN!IE!l-']"._R_: My colleague suggests it might be to bring back 

the Hospital Act. 

draft it for us~ 

!'R. OTTENHEIMER: 

We will get the honourable the ~inister of Justice to 

The question is, Mr. Speaker, essentially I 

suppose it boils down to this; does the opposition believe that 

there is no ri~ht to strike in the public service? There are those 

who believe that. The ~overnment do not believe it but there are 

those who do. One cannot have cakes and eat them at the same time. 

So I think what this House, this province, the labour movement in 

Nevfoundlnnd, what patients in hosrdtals and r,rospective patients 

and what the public of Newfoµndland will want to knOY is what is the 

position of the opposition. Hhnt specifically are they for? 

"P. W.N.ROWE: · Right. 

MR. OTTFN11EPff'.R: There are only a few possibilities ,obviously4 

(1) they are against strikes in the public service totally 
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or (2): They are against strikes absolutely in certain specified 

areas of public service. Or, this is an extreme, they can see an 

unqualified right to strike, an unqualified, totally unqualified right 

to strike for each and every member of the public service. According 

to this philosophy there is no reservation, none on the right to 

strike. Everybody in any hospital 1 in any aspect of the public service 

whatsoever, has a total right to strike. These are two extremes. I 

do not know what the opposition's position is. Far be it from me to 

attempt to guess. I would thi~k that it ia neither but I do not know. 

I would not think they would say, " No right to strike~ 11 I would not 

think but I do not know that they would say 1 
11An absolutely un­

qualified right to strike in any aspect of the public service, 

hospital, blood transfusion, anything.totally unqualified right to 

strike, the same as elevator operators or anybody else." If it be 

neither of these then som"'1here in the middle ther~ is the right to 

strike but qualified. 

Now this is what this government are bringing in, legislation 

the purpose of which is to give the right to strike but qualified -

qualified, as I said earlier, in two ways. (1): 1/hether the service 

is essential, to be determined not by the government but by the 

Newfoundland Labour Relations Board. (2): 1/hether the situation is 

an emergency, the final determination of which rests with this 

legislature. So the purpose of this bill is to give a qualified 

right to strike. 

Nov if the opposition are not giving a total unqualified right 

to strike or are not banning totally strikes in the public service, then ... 

they are in that area of a qualified right to strike. Now we know 

what the qualifications of the government bill are, these two 

qualifications. If it is in that general area that the opposition 

suggest a preferable alternative to this &overnment's legislation, 

because that is their duty to suggest an alternative not only to say 

that we are against; then somewhere in that middle area of a qualified 

right to strike we in this 
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in thi• government, the public of Newfoundland, tho people in tho l.Jlbour 

Movement, unions, the general public will look forward to their specific, 

concrete suggestions for a preferable alternative. If it be that 

middle area of a right to strike which must be qualified, then we look 

forward to what are the qualifications~ Obviously they are not ours. 

That it be essential, is determined by the Labour Relations Board, that 

there not be an emergency situation is finally determined by thiS 

legislature. If it is a qualified right to strike, then we look forward 

to learning exactly what the qualifications are. 

Mr~ Speaker, this government in nineteen months have I think 

established a constt'Uctive, progressive record in the area of labour 

relationa~ After about twelve months in power we enacted a Teachers' 

Collective Bargaining At:.t, For the first time in this province the 

teaehera have the right to collective bargaining, the·right to strike, 

covered by legislation mutually agreed upon by negoti8tions between the 

Newfoundland Teachers' Association and the Government of this Province. 

We also after a year in office abolished the exparte injunction in 

legal strikes, supported by members on'both sides of the House, as indeed 

was the previous, the Teachers' Collective Bargaining Legislation. Again 

a progressive step fOrward in Labour Relations of this province. 

We repealed the Hospital Employees Act which I think most people 

will agree vas a retrogressive piece of legislation enacted in 1967. 

We are now bringing in legislation which will assure to the public 

service the right to strike, but it will not be a totally unqualified 

right. It will have the two qualifications previously mentioned, 

Mr. Speaker, 1 do not think this government have anything to be 

uha:med of in its labour relations policy.' The accusations of arrogance 

and being closed-minded and not listening to suggestions from any 

quarter are blatantly absurd because suggestions have been incorporated 

into this legislation made by government members on this side, members 

of the opposition, members of the labour unions. I do not think that 

accusation is founded at all. 

The general purpose of this bill is pretty clear. Nobody claims it 
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is the last word because there are very few last words in this life 

or in this society or in the changing conditions under which we live. 

I think one can claim with confidence that it is a major and important 

step forward in labour relations within the province. If the opposition 1 s 

views are within that middle area, if they are not a complete abolition 

of strikes and if they are not strikes under any conditions, totally 

unqualified right to strike, if they are in that middle area of the 

right to strike but being qualified by certain considerations of the 

public good, ( We have listed the tvo that this government believes in.) 

if they are in that area then certainly we look forward to specifically 

learning what their suggestions are. Thank you! 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for Bay de Verde. 

MR. B. HOWARD: Mr. Speaker, L would like to say just s few words on 

the legislation now before the House of Assembly, bill 123. For the 

most of my adult life I have been connected with labour, prior to being 

elected to this honourable House. With my background in labour, I think 

it would be wrong on my part not to say a fev words on this particular 

legislation. 

First of all, one does not have to look too far into the past 

to realize that the ordinary workers in Ne1,1foundland were never treated 

properly when all things were considered. Secondly, the platform plank 

of the Progressive Conservatives when we were campaigning was to listen 

to cons-tructive criticism and to follow the wishes of the people when 

that was possible. 

Last Friday morning we all had the ocassion to listen to the 

remarks made by the honourable Member for St. John's South and true 

to the Progressive Conservative platform. the government in its wisdom 

have decided to make certain mendm.ents to the new legislation which 

vill make this piece of legisl~tion one of the most progressive on the 

North American Continent. These new amendments, which will give labour 

an· equal chance, should be accepted and should be workable tp all 

parties concerned. 
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During our campaign for elections I heard the Honourable the 

Premier on many occasions stress the importance of participating in 

democracy~ I am very pleased and honoured to be a member of the 

goveniment today as we see the finest example of this type of democracy 

in action. This government is dedicated to making sure that all of 

its members have an input into its final policies~ Time and time 

again I have heard the Honourable the Premier state in his election 

campaign that we would be pleased to hear constructive criticism to his 

policies by members of his party, 

There is no doubt about it that the Premier's campaign promises 

to the people are being reflected in the proposed amendments. For too 

long in the "set we lived in a situation whereby members could not 

speak, have differences of opinion and still remain on the government side~ 

We are proud to be a part of a new political era which allows and 

even encourages views to be brought forward in the House of Assembly 

by its members. Indeed thia is a great step forward for all Newfound­

landers can be thankful that the eurpressioo of idea• from us 

backbenchers is a thing of the past. 

In any negotiations one must be prepared to give and take. This 

applies to management as well as labour. It is a tvo-way street but 

neither party should make up its mind that their policies are irrevocable. 

To trrf knowledge there are no problems that cannot be solved by discussion, 

although no party msy end up with everything that they would like to have. 

Speaking on behalf of the wonderful'people of Bay de Verde District, 

'Who in my opinion are the very salt of the earth, I cannot see hov I as the 

elected member for Bay de Verde could support the action taken by the 

x-ray and laboratory technologists when they decide to strike and leave 

the lives and health of my constituents as well as the lives and health 

of the people in this province in jeopardy. If because of their actions 

one single life is ~oat, supposing the government were to give in to 

every single demand that x-ray and laboratory people are asking for, it 
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would not begin to pay the price if one single life were lost because of 

this situation. I feel that the lives of my constituents as well as 

the liv-es of other Newfoundlanders should have been of paramount 

importance when the decision was made to resign. 

In our democratic society, and democracy is the best form of 

government that is available, because experiences in other countries have 

found this to be so. 
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Democracy can only work when those who are participating in it 

accept ;he responsibility that goes with it, We cannot have 

anarchy and deroocracy existing side by side. Either we have 

anarchy or democracy but we cannot have both. 

For hundreds of years courageous men and women have laid 

down their lives so that those who follow them would be entitled 

to have a vay of life that they were not entitled to. This is a time 

for responsible people to prove they are responsible by their action 

accepting the processes of our democratic system and not by 

ahifting~the blame on those who are not responsible~ 

I would like all of my constituents to go to bed tonight knowing 

that democracy as we know it has been strengthened by the process 

of democracy, rather than the irresponsible acts of a few individuals 

who are trying to play God with the lives of all.of us. 

On the other hand the employ~ee must be looked after as 

'well and this is what this legislation i• all about. Binding arbitration 

is relatively new to the vocabulary of Newfoundland. I am sure that 

many p.;rhaps do not understand what it is all about. Basically what 

it me.ans is when a satisfactory solution cannot be found to a diaPVte 

whether it be pay or otherwise, one member is appointed by the union and 

one member is appointed by the government. A chairman who is acceptable 

to both parties is appointed. Between these responsible people a 

satisfactory solution to all parti~s can be worked out. 

I know that labour does not want binding arbitration and 

neither does the government. It is not the best solution but it is 
.., 

the best way that we know of in our society and in the type of government 

structure thac we have. 

In a Communist country or a Fascist regime or in any of the 

other so-called types of government we ~otq_d not have the opportunity 

to criticize. Ye vould have to accept or we would find ourselves 

in concentration camps, removed from society where we would nQt be 

a source of embarrassment to those we disagree with. In the case of 

binding arbitration, it is the middle of the road approach and the members 
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of an arbitratton board should be fair to both parties. 

With the cost of living escalating out of all proportion 

and as a former union leader, my sympathies lie with the union 

and I know they need the money and I wholeheartedly support them 

in trying to obtain whatever wages and fringe benefits they can 

from their employers. 

However, I cannot see how the government can condone or 

approve of the stand taken by x-ray and laboratory technologists 

against the people of this province by their irresponsible act. 

I ask every parent and child. to seriously consider the situation 

before them today. I further point out to every parent in my 

district as well as parents in the rest of the island, that the 

lives of the rest of their family, vhether they be husband~ mother, 

child or what have you are in terrible jeopardy. 

There is no doubt in my mind should a serious accident occur, 

that many lives would be lost. For instance, if a bus load of children 

were to collide with a train, there is no way that laboritories in the 

various hospitals that are on strike could cope with the situation. The 

plain and simple fact of the matte.r is 1 many innocent people could 

possibly lose their lives because self interests are being placed 

above the public interestss 

I cannot understand the follOYing arguments,because if one unit 

of an organization receives more money than another, it is no reason 

for that unit to go on strike. We are asking for wage parity between 

janitors and d9ctors, between registered tradesmen and professional 

engineers, between legal secretaries and the owners of lav firms, 

surely even in the christian ethic certain people fflUBt occupy positions 

of greater responsibility than others. 

If this is not the case, the negotiation teams are a waste of 

time. If strikes be permitted on these grounds then the unions might at 

well be given the right to make out their own cheques for what they think 

is a proper wage and employers might just as well sign them. As one 

Newfoundlander to another, I appeal to the good,common sense and the 
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secse of responsibility that all Newfoundlanders have displayed· 

1n the past towards one another, not to place the lives of 

any ohe segment of society above our own self-interest but to have 

disagreements settled by binding arbitration. 

Newfoundlanders in the past have shown the strength and 

the courage of their convictions to rise to the challenge and to 

overcome the difficulties that were thrust upon them. This ia a 

time when all Newfoundlaaders are required to unite together for 

the benefit of all not for the personal benefit of a few. 

From what I know of this government ve hav8 marched 

progmssively forward and yet there is a long way to go, The 

gap waa very wide when we took office and it is difficult to close 

it overni,ght. 

This government would like very much to give wage parity with 

the Province of British Columbia and some of the other provinces in 

Canada whom we have taken as our models in some of the responsible 

fielda. However, to do this would mean we would have to cut back 

in other areas such as public service, the building of hospitals, the 

paving of roads, installing much needed water and sewerage, the building 

of schools and other very essential services for the well-being 

of all Newfoundlanders, 

In closing I can only appeal to the good common sense of 

Newfotmdlanders -.mo have endured the hardship of living in this 

province and ask them to give this govemme.nt a chance to do more 

for them in its short time in office than has been done by all the 

governments combined since this island was settled five hundred yaars 

ago. 

MR. SPEAKER: Earlier today the honourable Leader of the Opposition 

rose on a point of privilege and introduced what was in essence 

a motion of censure against the honourable member from Port au 

Port and the Deputy Speaker of the Legislature. I said at that time 

that I would take the matter under advisement and did juat that, 
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I have to rule now that the honourable the Leader of the 

Opposition was out of order in bringing the.motion in at that particular 

time. It was not a matter of privilege, it was a matter of difference of 

opinion I iuess between two honourable members. 

I am sure that if the honourable Leader of the Opposition 

wish and I personally hope that he does not, to bring in a motion 

of censure against the honourable member for Port au Port, there 

is a time and a method whereby h~ could do that. 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for Green Bay~ 

MR. P, PECKFORD: Mr. Speaker, I would just like for a few moments 

to express my opinion concerning bill no. 123. over the past 

three or four days we have heard from quite a few speakers on both 

sides of the House and I thought as a member of the House I too 

should stand in my place and give my few ideas concerning the bill. 

First and foremost, Mr. Speaker, it should be recognized by 

all and we should not lose sight of it, that the main principle 

contained in this bill 123,as· pointed out so succinctly by 

the honourable member for St. Mary's,is the fact that this bill 

gives collective bargaining rights to the public service employees 

of this province and that tris principle was the principle that has 

been denied the public service employees of this province for years 

and years. 

In other words, it is the first time in the history of this 

province that this kind of principle·ha• been affirmed by this 

honourable House. Hence it seems unfortunate to me, especially 

in the past two or three days, on Saturday and Sunday when I travelled 

around my own district and asked people for their opinions as to 

this bill, especislly those who had heard of the bill, that they 

were of the opinion, wrongly so, that the government, by bringing 

in this bill 12?, was doing what the former administration had 

been doing over the past five or ten years and that namely was 
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to vithhold from all employees in hospital the right to strike. 

1 do not make that comment lightly because I did deliberately 

and intentionally over the past couple of days ask people throughout 

my district this very question. The thing that came home to me was 

that apparently the word has gone out from St. John's, has gone out 

from the capital, that this government, in its power and its supposed 

arrogance, is trying to ram dovn the throats of the hospital employees 

of this province legislation that is so detrimental that we are 

simply doing something in the bad interest of the public employees 

of this province. How they got that opinion I cannot say for sure 

but there has,been, as far as I am concerned, over the last week. 

confusion on the whole issue of the intent of this bill, 

It was pleasant for me to hear the honourable member for 

St. Mary's clarify the whole situation as to what this bill propose• 

to do~ Hence, it should not go unno~iced by anybody, as has already 

been said, that it is the first time in the history of this province 

that a deliberate, determined, intentional, ratio~l and sane attempt 

is being made to accommodate, as far as possible, the rights of 

hospital employees in this province. Hence, I am pleased to be 

able to say at this time as I was in the former session of the 

House able to speak for a few moments about collective bargaining for 

teachers, myself being a former teacher. 

The other point: After you once establish this bill, it 

tends to allow collective bargaining within the public service of 

this province. The main crux of the problem with the union and the 

union leaders and the opposition seems to centre around the fact ~f "11D 

e.nqP.ntial and nonessential employees. The intention, under the 

legislation, is for the Labour Relations to decide vho is essential 

and hence cannot strike and who is nonessential and can strike. It 

is on this point that unfortunately and to the deteriment of most 

of the members on the other aide that they did not clarify their 

positions~ 
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I have no doubt that the honourable member for White Bay South 

is perhaps somewhat happy with this situation because he gets the 

golden opportunity to clarify the position of the opposition on this. 

I think it is totally unfortunate and totally irresponsible for some 

of the members on the other side to stand in their places arld to 

criticize totally this legislation without giving alternatives 

or vithout really talking on the principle of the bill. The 

honourable member for Twillingate, I think spoke~ The honourable member 

for Labrador North spoke. The Leader of the Opposition made one of the 

most disastrous speeches I ever heard in this House; especially the 

Leader of the Opposition. It wa.s absolutely disastrous~ Then 

we heard from the honourable member for Bonavista North, in his usual 

great style. We also heard from the honourable member for Bell Islando 

In all those speeches, in all those words, in all those phrases, never 

once did anybody tackle head-on,on the other sid~, whether they agreed 

or disagreed with the pr~nciple that there &Ee some people in the 

hospitals of this province whose services are so essential that they 

should not be given the right to strike, They evaded it. An answer 

has already been sent by members on this side. I will not even go 

so far as to say anything more categorically. It seems that they 

were trying to play politics here in the Mouse on such an important 

bill. I think they have made a fatal error. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the majority of people of this province 

who are knowledgeable about this legisfation, who are knowledgeable 

about the affairs of the past of this province, when we had legislation 

on the books prohibiting all hospital workers to strike, that the 

majority of people in this province are of the opinion that this kind 

of legislation is the most sensible and the most sane kind of 

legislation to attempt to bring in at this time. 

As has been said by the Hon~ Minister of Finance and has 

been said by many people on this side, nobody in his right mind 

believes that this is the end-all and be-all. Thia is not the panacea 

to all the labour troubles in this province,in the public service. 
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Nobody intended it to be, We believe that it is sensible legislation, 

We are villing to give it a try~ Perhaps we might even come to the 

point in the next two or three years when we will perhaps agree with 

the Province of Saskatchewan and allow all hospital workers to strike. 

But let us try it out for ourselves, let us take a middle of the road 

approach and let us give it a try and see what happena, If next 

year after the experience of collective bargaining we see that 

there are certain aspects of this bill that need to be changed, I 

.., quite convinced from my association with this aide of the Howie 

over th& last year that we would be willing to bring in other 

.amendments to suit vhatever problems we have with the a.ct after 

it :I.a instituted•, 

To try to contend from the other side and even 

,some of the statements hr the labour leaders over the last three 

or four days that this is totally ~epressive labour legislation, 

I think is totally irresponaible, l cannot understand some very 

intelligent and knowledgeable men in this province.who have come. 

out over the last few days making such stat,ements, l just do not 

see it~ I cannot understand it. For years they have been crying 

for some form of middle of the road approach in labour legislation 

and now we bring in this kind of a bill; we have just finished giving 

collective bargaining rights to teachers and now ve bring in a 

bill like this to try to, sensibly and rationally - why would it be? 

Why do I or members nn this side of the House and others across 

Canada, five other provinces, why are ve bringing in something and 

putting in essential and nonessential, if we did not think it was 

essential? I mean why are we doing it? Are this government trying 

to get the pubtic of this province to get their backs up7 Are 

we trying to cause a disturbance? Are we trying to not do what the 

people of the province want? 

AN HON, MEMBER: Yes, 

!Ill. Pl!Cl{FORD: I think they are totally wrong. Do they think 

that in our wisdom or lack of it that all we are interested in doing 
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here is to introduce different bills and legislation which is going 

to be detrimental to the people of this province? No way! It 

is wrong to say that. Even though it sounds better in the public 

mind to paint black and white pictures of important complex issues, very 

often they are not that black and white and hence here is one area where 

it is not~ I was extremely disappointed that I did not see a more 

responsible attitude shown by the members on the other side but 

yet just to attack and to negatively criticize this bill, providing 

no alternatives• Although it is incumbent upon members of the 

opposition to criticize the government, it is also incumbent on them 

and perhaps an even greater responsibility to provide, after they 

have given that negative attitude, some more positive alternatives 

to the kind of things that we are trying to propose. 

In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, I am willing to support this 

bill fully. I am happy to see, as we all are on this s1de,1n 

discussing the bill in caucus and other places that under the 

emergency thing that is in the bill, that the emergency would be 

declared not only by the cabinet, the Lieutenant Governor-in-Council, 

but it would also have to come to this House and this gives an 

opportunity for all elected representatives to have a chance to 

speak on it. 

MR. II. N. ROIIE: 

MR. PECKFORD: 

seen the amendment. 

in due time. 

MR. II. N. ROIIE: 

MR. PECK.FORD: 

Did the honourable member see the amendment? 

Yes, I have seen.the amendment~ I sure have 

The honourable member will get to see it 

Arrogance! 

Mr~ Speaker, this is a pure example of it. 

The honourable member from White Bay South is trying to dismiss 

something now because they do not have a copy of that amendment,as if 
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the honourable member for White Bay South, as if the learned, 

honourable member from White Bay South, the most learned, honourable 

member from White Bay South who can take an amendment (surely he csn) 

and does the honourable member need days to peruse that amendment? 

ls it going to have so many -

MR. II. II. l!OIIE: 

!!ii.. l'ECKFOllD: 

A lot of time. 

The honourable member needs a lot of time. 

Yes, I am beginning more and more to pity somewhat the honourable 

meml>er's constituents in White Bay South. If this be true, I have 

i misconception of the honourable member for White Bay South. I had 

always thought that he was a very learned member of the House. I 

really did. Now I am starting to change my mind on that. I think 

it is very wifortunate. 

Mr. Speaker, concerning the lab technicians in their 

walkout and their reaigna_tions, I too as many others on this aide 

of the House have said, I do not understand why a group of people 

who have responsible jobs wished to put in jeopardy the many people 

in this province in hospitals as a result of a technicslity. 
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Perhaps it was said in some meeting, I do not know. But I cannot under­

stand why the jobs that they had, that they were willing, and you can 

take that word "principle" and say that walking out on principle, and 

you can bring that a long way. It sounds good~ It sounds rosy. It 

sounds wonderfulo But when you are talking about the people in hospitals, 

when you are talking about the health and safety of people I think that 

you have to weigh the both of them, that in the best interest of all 

it would have been to the technicians advantage to go back to work and 

to resume negotintiona~ 

As so many people have said already, here we are in this situation 

and so the government say to the technicians;. ''Well, Okay! Let us put it 

to binding arbitration and you will not get any less than the original 

proposaL11 Yet even given that, the government coming back and saying 

that , that they would not get less even if the board said that they 

did pot deserve the nine percent this year and the twelve per cent ne~t 

year, that they were not willing to go along with it. I do not think it 

is a reasonable case that they had. I think that they have overstepped 

their responsibilities as work.ere in hospitals in this province. I for 

one cannot find it in me to go along with that kind of attitude nor that 

kind of behaviouE. 

Nov what happens from here on in is,of course, anybody's guess 

but I think it is unfortunate that it had to happen. I have heard that 

not all, I do not know, I think it would be a good question to find out, 

Mr~ Speak.et', just how many of the techrticians have resigned~ There are 

over 300 in the province. I am just wondering how many are still at their 

jobs and have not resigned. I believe in principle, in another way the 

other thing that docs not seem to have gotten across to the public of 

this province is the fact 1 because this also came out in the little survey 

I did, that many people thought that the technicians had not even been 

offered anything. I/hen I told them that they had been offered nine per 

cent this year and t:'iJelve per cent next year it changed their whole 

complexion on how to look at the situation that we have. 
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Mr. Speaker, my own thought is that it is completely unfortunate and 

I like other members here would appeal to all technicians arotmd the 

province, x-ray and lab technicians,to reconsider theit decision and 

to return to work post haste, because I think it is in the best 

interest of all to do so_ The whole atmosphere sunounding this over 

the past summer has been quite unfortunate in labour matters. 

Without saying anything more, Mr~ Speaker, I just want to say 

that as far as hill 123 is concerned I am going to support the principle 

of this bill when it comes to a vote, and look forward to the amendments 

that the Minister of Finance has to propose at that time, 

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member for St. John's East. 

l!R. MARSHALL: It is now almost 6:00 o'clock, Mr. Speaker, perhaps we 

might call it 6:00 o'clock so we can come back at 8:00 o'cloc~,if that 

ia agreeable? 

BON. MEMBERS: Agreed. 

MR. SPEAKER: It now being 6:00 o'clock I do leave the Chair until 

8:00 o'clock. 
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The House resumed at 8:00 P.~. 

!-lR. ~APSHALL: ?-fr. Speaker, we adjourned the debate at six o'clock 

this afternoon and I shall not take the time of this House very long 

tonight because I am. waiting with unbridled and unbounded anticipation 

to hear the mental gyrations that are going to have to be performed by 

the opposition, by their spokesman in this matter, the honourable 

member for White Bay South, to give forth the position of the,opposition 

as it presently stands at this period of time, one minute after eight o'clock. 

I d'o not know what it will be, probably one minute after eight o'clock tomorrow~ 

I would also like to know, Mr. Speaker, I would be interested 

to know when the honourable member speaks if he could give us a 

rational as to why there is any change if any between the position taken 

UO\I by the opposition and the position taken at the time when the most 

repulsive piece of legie1ation that has ever gone through this Assembly, 

that is the notorious Hospital Worker I s Act ,preventing my buddy next to 

me,aa the hcmourable memher calls tbe Hon. Minister of Justice.who is 

a man who saw the light, a blue beam of Tory light. Unfortunately, the 

members opposite have not yet seen the light. We are g6ing to wait, 

as I say, in anxious anticipation to see through the mental gyrations 

as to what their change is and why they make this change. 

I regret very much having missed the speech by the honourable 

member for Bell Island. The previous administration which passed this 

invidious act a few years ago, compounded it, and here now they are ta~king 

as if they are the champions of labour. The honourable member for Bell 

Island, of course, was censured, if- I believe, by the Newfoundland 

Federation of Labour some years ago and I think he is the only person. ,. 
the previot11:3 administration then subsequently showed their great regard 

for labour by appointing him to the post of Minister of Labour,some time 

after he had been censured .. 

No, Mr. Speaker, there is no dOubt about it, I do not believe, 

I think it is quite evident that the opposition has no credibility 

whatsoever because of the stands that they took in the past4 Why is 

the change in their attitude now when they are supposedly the great 

supporters of labour? Is it because, for inatance, that now they have 
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freedom of speech 1 fr~edom of expression and now it is. no lenser II Yes" or 

"no 11 Sir, three bags full, Sir? In any event, Mr~ Speaker, that is the 

pasto 

Let us just look at how this particular government - I do not 

intend and I could not possibly improve on the resume given. by the honourable 

¥inister of Education today with respect to the ~ill with respect to the 

nature of the bill and how good the bill is and how acceptable it is as 

balancing the social interest as against the labour interest itself. 

I do not think that this debate should go without pointing out how 

this government has handled labour situations this year as against the 

position taken by the previous administration and how they did it when 

they were in power. 

In this particular instance, Mr. Speaker, we almost cried on 

the other side of the House and it was a very serious situation when the 

previous administration came and passed the hospital legislation and 

the rationale that was used was that this was a strike against the sick 

and dying. The necessat')'"result of this was to attempt to marshal an 

opinion against labour itself. They were attempting and this set back 

the labour movement in this province for many, many years as a result 

of it. I do not think that we should get too involved with talking 

about strikes in hospitals being strikes against the sick and the dying. 

The fact of the matter is that we removed the restraint against strikes 

and strikes occurred in this province and there was no great damage or 

danger done to the people in the hospital itself. 

This government handled it vr,:ry calmly and very coolly. They 

did not act precipitously, as a result of which there were strlkes. It 

showed that strikes can occur in the hospital without there being any 

overt problems with the hospital people themselves. If there had been, 

this government would have just as calmly and coolly and decisively acted 

to prevent it. 

I think that this bill is an admirable bill because it involves 

two particular situations. ln the on~ case I do not think any person on 

this side of the House would ever suppor.t a bill which was in the nature 

of the previous act, that is to outlaw hospital strikes themselves. 
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Obviously what this bill doea is it allows hospital strikes. 1f ahy 

measures that are g~in~ to be taken which are any different than they 

were before, we are going to consult the House of Assembly with respect 

to any chan~es. t would much prefer to see that in the event that this 

happens, in the unfortunate event that it should happen, that Ye should 

deal with each particular irstance rather than sayinp:, as the previous 

administration did, as they put into lmi, that nobody may strike~ I think 

'We should say that they can strike but in the event that it is necessary 

for the general well-being of the province.then and in that event we shall 

act. We shall act through the Rouse of Assembly. 

The situation occur that it may be a dire and extreme emerg_ency 

and that is what the cabinet is here for, this is what your executive 

branch is.here for, so, in that event, "it ought to have the power to act 

in the interim. Thia is all that .this bill does, Mr. Speaker. It confers 

the right to strike but it says, if there is any dire emergency that needs 

to be dealt with, the cabinet may deal with it in the interim. In the 

meantime we come back to get it ratified by the House of Assembly, which 

is exactly what the situation is,. 

MR. W. ROWE: Would the honourable minister answer me a question. The 

Minister of Finance was gracious enough to give us some c·opies of the 

amendments earlier on and there is n~ mention of what the honourable 

minister just said. 

MR. MARSHALL: No, but the point is this, that the House must declare a 

state of emergency,. Oh yes, it is very, very tunny! It is extremely 

funny. 

The situation is that the power with respect to the cancellation 

of the right to strike lies in the House of Assembly,by this legislation 

which is entirely consistent with the position that ve have taken in 

the past. Now, Mr. Speaker. I look forward, as I say, with great 

anticipatton to seeing how consistent the opposition is with respect 

to the position it took in the past and what it is taking nO'W' because 

they have the credibility they deserve which is really minus zero. 

G873 



October 29, 1973 Tape 83 (night) IB - 4 

HON. F. D. 
0

MOORES:(PREMIER) Mr. Speaker, this particular bill before 

the House at this time is of major importance to the proviriee~ It is of 

much more major importance possibly as a matter of principle than it is 

as a bill. I suppose the principle that we are debating as far as this 

bill itself is concerned could be applied to this House itself as well 

because there are ti.mes in this House of Assembly when all of us, every­

one of us, when we are dealing in personalities, when we are dealing in the 

glib remarks, when we are dealing - and there are lots of examples; the 

member from Bell Island, the member from Humber West, all of us. 

To be totally honest about it, Mr. Speaker, the fact is that when 

we are talking on the labour movement in the government or the people 

of this province or on both aides of the House of Assembly, we do not 

have a thrust based on what is important to our society and to our province~ 

If'we do not occasionally put aside personalities and talk about the real 

iosues at stake, then ve are ne~ligent in our duties, not just as elected 

members hut as a very small part of the society which we particularly in 

this House represent. Mr. Speaker, I think this is a subject that can be 

discussed meaningfully in the future but tonight I vant to talk about the 

bill that 1• before this Rouse. 

Mr. Speaker, other than the member from Bell Island who will· 

always be a personality, I would like to make.a fev remarks pertaining 

to the bill before us. First of all this bill, as I said, ie of major 

importance to our province. Contrary to any misinterpretation by those 

in this House or those outside, it is not an anti-labour bill. The 

intent is quite the reverse. The intent of the government is that t~is 

is progression in labour legislationo 

that in a moment. 

I will be saying a few words on .., 

llhat 1 would like to say in the meantime is to discuss the x-ray 

and lab technician dispute very briefly. I would like to discuss it 

because in the public's eye and I think in the eye of a lot of people in 

this House that particular dispute is getting superimposed on the issue 

we are debating here. That should not be but it happens to be the case. 
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Re~ardin~ the x-ray and lab dispute, technicians 

dispute, I would like to deal very briefly and I mean, Mr. Speaker, 

very briefly with that particular subject. The only thing I can 

say as the leader of this government, is to appeal to reason in 

this particular dispute which has ramifications far beyond the 

dispute itself. 

We cannot legislate nor can any group of people 

legislate nor can any party legislate happiness in the labour 

movementaNor can we legislate reason nor can we legislate rationale. 

That is something that the individual himself must do. In this case, 

regardin~ these technicians who are so important to our society, they 

are essential there is no question about that, the health of our 

people is something that has to be considered by them. 

The sympathy for what they are trying to to, is not 

wrong. To improve their lot, of cOurae it is not vrong, but the 

sympathy for that .should be done in the labour context and not in the 

context of human emotions. When we are dealing vi.th health, Mr • 

. Speaker, that will always be the case. 

What has happened here is that the collective bargaining 

process,whic~ is so important to labour, which is so important to 

the labour movement,is now in the process of this particular 

dispute, in great danger of being damaged. 

Each group that negotiates with an employer or various 

employers, in this case these people are negotiating with government 

who happens to be the employer, but each group who is represented 

by a union of its own,neAotiates as an individual unit of labour. 

Here we have had a case where the negotiating committee for the union 

recommended to the membership that the settlement be accepted~ We 

have had a situation whereby the membership voted overwhelmin~ly for 

the acceptance of the nep,otiatini team's proposition and then~ after 

this had been done,because another unit had gotten a better deal, all 

of a sudden this group wanted a better deal~ 
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I can understand why, ~r. Speaker, but when we are 

talking about the labour movement we Cannot possibly base our 
I 

negotiation on what the next guy did after they have accepted an 

agreement or a position based on the negotiation of its 

representatives~ 

What we are talking about, Mro Speaker, in the case of 

the x-ray and lab technicians
1
is the collective bargaining principle 

itself. I can understand why they want parity with nurses. I could 

have understood last year why nurses would have wanted parity with 

the x-ray and lab technicians 1 because there is a differe'ntial. If 

in fact the reason for parity should be that nurses had it or that 

they wanted to have the same as the nurses wanted to have, well then 

they should be in the same unit or they should accept the responsibility 

of having arrived at a deal and the next time around try to improve 

it. Certainly in collective bargaining this principle cannot 

possibly be abused. 

Arbitration, ~r. Speaker, is not desirable. I know it is 

not desirable to labour and I suppose it is equally not desirable to 

management. Arbitration is not a happy solution. But in this 

particular case where these many and wonderful circumstances have 

happened,! really do not see any other way out. 

The government has given the position that there is no 

way they would get less than they have presently been offered. If 

arbitration says they should be on parity with nurses or whatever, 

anythin~ on the plus side, we will go along. Mr. Speaker, with all 

due respect,! cannot see what else this government can 'do without 

defeating the whole principle of collective bargaining. 

Ye are talking about something else, Mr. Speaker, which 

I would appeal to theae people on, the health of the people of this 

province. The health of the people in this province is s0111ething 

that is even more important than anybody in this Rouse or I suppose 

any of the principles that constitute what we are trying to do. 
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Because I suppose, if the first death occurs in the province 

due to a strike of this sort,emotional pressures quite naturally 

will come to government and to those who are on strike~ Not only, 

Mr~ Speaker, do we have the case of the possibility of direct 

deaths but we also have the person who has possibly a cancer 

today that has not been diagnosed~ We have the indirect possibilities 

of what may be happening because of lack of service* Mr. Speaker, 

that is something that all people., government~ members of the lab 

and x-ray technicians should take into consideration. 

Now 1 Mr. Speaker, after speaking to the x-ray and lab 

technicians, I suppose,really,rather than this Hous~in an appeal to 

them to return to work and try to work out over a period of time, 

because things do not happen overnight, a position whereby they can 

be happier in the future or whatever, Put more pressure on the 

negotiating unit or whatever the case may be. The situation today is 

that if the government give in on the principle that I have just 

talked about, of collective bargaining, it is useless for any union 

in this province to try to meaningfully, collevtively bargain again. 

Thia bill that we have before us today, contrary to what 

has been said and the emotion of debate, is in fact a major step 

forward and as I said before,is a pro-labour bill as we have known it 

and not the reverse. Because in this particular bill we have come from 

a position where we did not have any negotiations with unions in the 

public service (None! No collective' bargaining, no right to strike) 

into a position where today ~e do have a right to strike. What we 

are suggesting in this bill, in fact and I will be talking about 

this in more detail in a moment,vith the exception of Saskatchewan, 

this is the most advanced labour legislation in the public service 

in Canada. 

Mr. $peaker, we on this side are not incapable of playin~ 

political games as all of us in this House are. Particularly 

sometimes outside this House,as to what·we really mean when we present 
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a bill or what we mean as a government. In this particular case 

we are talkin~ about somethin~ of very major importance and this 

government has to grasp the nettle and shov exactly where we 

stand. There is no point tonight in my saying that strikes are 

permissible in the civil service in total. That is not the case. 

What I am saying in effect is that government are saying that 

strikes are permissible in the civil service except for essential 

services,and make no doubt about thatG 

We are not saying that we have the total and complete 

answer to the labour-management problem as it applies to the public 

service and government,not at all. What we are saying is that we 

are not going to practice hypocrisy, ~e are savina that civil 

servants in the main have the Fight to strike but those regarding 

public safety, public health do not have the right to strike as far 

as we are concerned.. Because, Mr'~ Speaker, we in this government, 

really I suppose are the court of last resort, or this Rouse of 

Assembly I should say, in this context. 

This House of Assembly has the responsibility over and 

above any one specific issue. We have a responsibility, Mr. Speaker, 

to say what is in the public interest because we are the elected 

representatives of the public. We have that responsibility, we 

should not back off from it for political points or any other. What 

we are saying is we are introducing a bill that goes beyond the Cohen 

R.eport,vhere they suggest that no hospitals nor no people in security 

areas have a ri1ht to strike. We are saying; "Of Course," but it 

should be decided by the Labour Relations Board,," which I will deal with 

in just a moment. 

The fact is, ~r. Speaker, that we are elected by the 

people and if we do not do what we have to do as members of this 

House, on both sides, then hopefully we will be replaced$ I say 

hopefully in the best sense, Sir. The principle of the right to 

strike, yes! But not at any cost! We are public trustees and we 

must deal in the public interest. That, Sir, we intend to do. 
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The situation generally in this province. the history 

of labour, this is the first time that we have had collective 

bargaining in the public service~ We have had a ~reat many disputes 

this year in the public service but contrary to what people say~ 

because of the disputes and because of the publicity that accompanies 

that, this is in fact the first year when the public servants were 

allowed to cause any fuss, allowed to go on strike, which they 

were. We have tried tote fair~ Of course, there will be instances 

where people say we were unfair, those particularly who were 

affected, but there has been no case where the unions have been 

bullied or threathened. It is the only time in history that they 

have been allowed to bargain and strike and do those things with 

dignity. The reason why unions are there, Sir, is to represent their 

individual pride, their individual dignity and even though a strike 

may have occurred, this government did not stop it by not allowing 

it as was the case previ6usly. 

Mr. Speaker, the situation in this province of suspicion 

and emotion which is involved in most strike situations is possibly 

the worse situation that one can have. I suppose it is created by 

both sides on most occasions. Suspicion and emotion is much more 

dangerous than facts because the human emotion is something that is 

there to br used by leaders from any position. 

our economy and our society must be protected. Solutions 

to strikes, particularly as they apply to this bill.must be done 

rationally. The involvement of unions in this province has been very 

rapid. For people who have come in from outside it may seem that 

unions are something that were always here 1 that always had a place 

in our society but that is not the case. 

The fact is 
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The fact is that the union movement in this province has evolved 

very, very quickly by North American or any other ~tandards. 

Equally the leadership of those unions has evolved rapidly 

and in some cases probably has not kept up with the labour 

movement itself. Equally one can see in industry and in 

management that they have not caught up with the impetus 

of the labour movement, because I am sure there are a great 

many people in industry today whO still cannot understand why 

unions exist at all. The fact is they do, the fact io that they 

are here and that fact, Mr. Speaker, is a good thing. 

There are exceptions to the industry-union histo-ry, like the 

pulp and paper mills which have had a long history but in the 

ma.in unions in this province and the leadership of them are new. 

In one way you know that is a good thing because all the traditions 

that have built up over the years in mo-st civilized parts of 

North America, the traditions of bittemess,which is a very common 

trait, because unions, Mr. Speaker, do not have thesis with management 

or management with union. All you are looking at is year to year 

truces. There is a great deal of difference. 

We in this province do not have those traditions established 

yet. What I am saying and will be saying in the future is that we 

have an opportunity to probably overcome and hopefully overcome 

the tradition of bitterness and suspicion that exist between the 

worker and the employer, 

Unions must show leadership. They must take a difinitive 

position and like management they must not be always political 

but be prepared to stand on what they have negotiated and what they 

have done. I suppose here r,could refer back to the x-ray and 

lab technician negoitating team. 

This legislation we are putting before this House now is not 

perfett. No one is claiming it perfect. Aa a matter of fact I would 
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be most upset if I did not think it would be changed in the not too 

distant future. 

But, Mr. Speaker, it is a big step foTWard and it is better 

than any other province in Canada with the possible exception 

of Saskatchewan~ The thing is this, that with this legislation 

we are prepared to be flexible. We are prepared to make 

amendments. We will not change the principle of the bill. On 

this legislation, as far as the principle is concerned, this 

government stands finn. We stand firm because we want to, because 

ve should. The bas.ic principle of collective bargaining, the 

right to strike is a very major part of this bill and will be 

protected .. Also, the principle of essential employees to be 

designated by an independent board to protect the-public interest 

is the second principle and responsibility of this government,which 

will also be protected1 

I might say here, Mr. Speaker, that the representative of 

CUPE who is in this province at the present time, Mr. MacMillan,who 

is in the House tonight, has made in my opinion, over the last few 

days, some very irresponsible comments regarding what may or may not 

be in this bill. Comments whereby this is the most repressive piece 

of legislation in Canada,which is totally untrue. 

Mr. MacMillan is a pers~n from the Mainland whom we always 

welcome in this province, anyone from the Mainland, but when he is 

dealing with such things as the labour future of this province 1 would 

wish he would come more than on a momentary basis. I wish, in other 

words, he would come and sit down and find out where we are at in th!i 

province and negotiate for Nevfotmdlanders in Newfoundland rather 

than dropping in from on high, Because, Mr. Speaker, in this legislation 

in fact, if you compare it to other parts of Canada and I would 

very briefly, as has been done before, we are giving the right to 

strike. The essential services are bei~g appointed by an independent 

group - the Labour Relation Board. 

In Nova Scotia there is no right to strike by anybody, In 

New Brunswick there is a right to srrike but with more restrictive 
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clauses than in this bill. In Prince Edward Island there is no 

right to strike at all. In Quebec there is a right to strike 

with an eighty day time limit to cool off at which time the 

minister involved can make his on high decision there~ Ontario 

there is no right to strike, Alberta has no right to strike, 

Saskatchewan as I said, yes. British Colwnbia has nev legislation 

coming in but until that is passed there is no right to strike. 

Peculiar enough the NDP province of Manitoba, for civil servants 

has no right to strike - for crown corporations and some agencies 

yes,and the cabinet has the authority to stop strikes by crown 

corporations and agency employees~at their discretion. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are in fact moving ahead. We are moving 

ahead. We have improved our position from what it was before and 

we vill continue to do just that~ It is not our intent to stifle 

labour. our intent is to try to improve our society and our 

economy and our labour position. The bill has a right to strike, 

collective bargaining. 

Having heard from the opposition that in fact the attitude of 

our government has been one of capitulation, Mr. Speaker, if flexibility 

is capitulation, then we have capitulated. We have not gone away from 

the principle. The principle of this biil has not changed but if we 

can change or amend the various clauses where the principle does not 

change,where it is more acceptable to all llt'Onpa, where it is fair 

of course we can be flexible. We can say we were wrong. For too 

long we had a government that could not say it was wrong. We had 

a government that could tmder no conditions say it was wrong. It 

was perfect and it was followed by its members as such, except 

for those who have had guts enough to leave it on an issue,as opposed 

to those still espoused the same principles. 

We have said that the House of Assembly will decide what io 

an emergency. we will make that cHange of course from the cabinet 

to the House of Assembly so the House of Assembly is Yhere the 

people are mostly represented. It was not there for the Lieutenant-
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Governor in Council, the House of Assembly to make a unilateral 

decision that it is an emergency. Of course ve can do it 

through the House of Assembly. We welcome the suggestion from the 

Leader of the Opposition and others. Of course ve are willing to 

change it because, Mr. Speaker, this still has to be done through 

rationale and reason. 

0883 



October 29, 1973 Tape 86 (night) PK - l 

The essential employees as I said are being appointed or being design­

ated by an independent body, the Labour Relations Board, with mions 

representing the employees have equal representation and submission as 

does the employer, in this case, the government~ 

However, I can say one thing, Sir, that the health and security 

of the people of this province will not be jeopardized by any emotion 

of any negotiating team because in the public interest as I have said 

before this government have a vecy real and absolute responsibility 

to protect the people first of all, and that means all of the people. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to deal with something that I 

suppose is great newspaper fodder, if you like~ It certainly is a 

subject which the opposition enjoys. It is a subject which moat people 

allover enjoy, and that is the business of the Minister of Finance and 

Treasury Board not representing the position of this government. 

Mra Speaker, I cannot say too clearly that the position stated 

by the Minister of Finance, the President of the Treasury Board,is 

absolutely and completely the position of this government. 

All HON. MEMBER: Io th:l.a a change in policy? 

MR. MOORES: No, Mr. Speaker, it is not a change in policy. The policy 

was always there~ Haw the Minister of Finance says something, how he 

offends the opposition is not really relevant, it is not important~ 

But what is important is what he says on this bill and what he said 

every time on a position of government policy has been definitive and 

representative of this government~ I do not want anyone to go out of 

this Bouse of Assembly, Sir, not realizing that the Minister of Finance's 

position on this•particular bill was the position of this govemment. 

Ile introduced it as the President of Treasury Board, I might say 

here that contrary to any political connotations I feel that he was fair, 

sympathetic and with evecy good intention in these negotiations and his 

. Treasury Board ueooleff nPPotiationa with those that he has been involved 

in. On behalf of the government, Sir, we feel that he has done a job well. 

We respect the job that he has done. As far as I am concerned this government 

feels that it has been an excellent job. 
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Mr. Speaker 7 we have heard some comments from.the opposition 

during the debate, none really of any major significance, so I will 

be very brief in giving the government's position on them, The Leader 

of the Opposition never spoke to the bill. I think he tried to warp 

the specifics, particularly where the lab and x-ray technicica.ns vere 

involved~ We heard a lot of verbage, very little substance and certain­

ly no solutions. 

I would like the remaining spokesman of the opposition to give 

us one position as to where they stand on the following question, Sir. 

How do they stand regarding essential employees? Do they think there 

should be none? Or should there be some to be appointed by a third party? 

Will they just take a position on that, Do they think that there should 

be essential employees designated under this bill for the protection of 

the sick end for the security of the province? 

AN HON. MEMBER: Inaudible. 

MR. MOOR.ES: One other thing, Sir, if they do not like this bill itself, 

if they do not like the labour ai.tustion of the province, would they come 

up for once,even though it is unlikely,with what they think their solution 

to the whole problem should be? 

AN HON. MEMBER: We will when we become the government. 

MR. MOOR.ES: Mr. Speaker, on that particular point the member for 

Bell Island says when we become the government. After twenty-three yean 

of stagnancy, rebirth is almost unlikely, Sir. 

The negotiating committee were accused that the committee who 

negotiated with the lab and x-ray technicians did so in bad faith. Under 

the Chairmanship,with Major Macinnis of the Grace Hospital that, Sir, 

is an unbelievable comment and one that was only used I am sure to score 

political points. 

Another point mentioned. was my involvement in labour disputes 

in the province, which has happened on three occasions this year,, 1f you call 

it indirect involvement as well as ,in one case direct involvement. I 

will gladly say vhat that involvement was. At the Come By Chance Refinery 

0885 



October 29, 1973 Tape 86 (night) Pk - 3 

they had a wildcat strike that had the whole thing in limbo. I will 

admit that the Minister of Industrial Development and myself got involved 

vith the union leaders at that time to tey and reason out the position. 

I will also say that in the beat labour practices that was not correct 

to do& Hoever in the economic circumstance we did it, and possibly 

wrongly oo. The fact that we did it and that it resolved is another 

story. 

Regarding the Buchana strike,which is the second one, my only 

involvement was to persuade, After a request from the international 

representive of the union,to meet with him, then to meet with the vice 

president of ASARCO, who was in charge of labour relations, my only 

involvement was to persuade both of them to sit down at the negotiating 

table again. That is not the solution; but just to get them back 

bargaining. 

The other one was the nonprofessional employees, where,as I said, 

at no time did I talk to either of the negotiating groups but rather they 

did it on their own, and with my I suppose assisting only in that I was 

in conference with those who were involved in the settlement of it. 

Mr. Speaker, I can say right now that if I had the opportunity 

in these three cues to do or not do what was done, I would do the same 

thing again. 

Mr. Speaker, it is amazing to me that with the previous record 

of labour legislation by the Liberal Government of the past that there 

is really any criticism today because the only court of appeal, the only 

Labour Relations Board, the only spokesman and the only policy at that ... 
time was the Premier of the day. It is amazing to me that today we are 

looking at support of the opposition of what really at that time was the 

same thing. They do not say that we were wrong, we should have protested. 

We have people on this side of the Houae,wh9 were in the same government 

and they will say that they were wrong and they did not protest. But 

the big difference is, Mr. Speaker, that the people on this side of the 
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House who was in that government had guts enough (a) to get out and 

(b) to stand up for what they believe in today, which is better 

legislation for the labour movement. 

MR. W. N. ROWE: Inaudible. 

MR. MOORES: For the member of White BAy South who asks if lam serious, 

I am dead serious~ As far as the member for Bell Island was concerned 

when he says it was the funniest thing that he has ever heard in the House, 

I doubt ve"Cy much if he has ever heard anything in the House because he is 

usually talking in the House, Sir. The member for Labrador South, I 

compliment him on the length of his speech. He said in essence more than 

the Leader of the Opposition, the Official Qpposition,which took three 

hours and about five minutes. He also talked about one thing which I 

think is worthy of comment and that is the business of the select committee 

to study this particular problem. This side of the House voted down the 

select committee because in this instance I think we are having a full 

scale debate on it, and will do so as we go through the clause by clause 

phase of committee itself. 

But one thing that I would like to say at this time, Sir, is that 

the committee system in this House of Assembly is something that should 

be much more active than it presently is. It ia our intention to intro­

duce legislation and introduce procedures whereby the committee system, 

for all members of the House, on both aides, will become active and 

meaningful as well, because I think it is very important. 

Mr* Speaker, just to close, and a general comment on this bill, 

we on this side of the House 1 the government, will back the labour 

movement in the main but we will not back the labour movement when the 

labour movement is wrong. Like others, in other groups in society, 

that can happen. The one thing that cannot be allowed is anarchy 

in any group in our society. In this case we are looking at where labour 

is taking one extreme view and ve, as supposed to be the government, are 

taking the other view. But we have to live with balance and counterbalance 

because that is hov society and solutions are worked out* 
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The labour code,as the Minister of Manpower and In_dustrial 

Relations said today,will be changed and changed substantially in the 

major session of the House coming up in January or in February,whenever. 

Those changes,whatever they may be,will affect this particular legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing I will only say that this government stand 

firm on this legislation. That this government are proud of this legislation. 

That this government make no apologies for this legislation because it 

is better than anything we have had in the labour movement, in the 

labour legislation in this province previously. It is good legislation. 

It will get better in the future, Sir. Most of all, it will protect the 

public interest. As the member for Bell Island said, it certainly will 

get better in the futuree But, Sir, I am sure,in closing it is appropriate 

.to say with no contribution from himself because then there was no way 

it could get better. Thank you: 
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HR .. II!!. ROWE: Before the minister closes the debate, I would 

assume, Sir, in accordance with our understanding, that the 

only person remaining to speak on that side of the House is the 

honourable Minister of Finance - well maybe Gas'em Ank might 

have different ideas but the mtderstanding I have, Mr. Speaker, 

with the House Leader and the Minister of Justice is that the 

courtesy would be extended to us to have the final words to 

sum up. 

MR. A. J. MURPHY: Inaudible. 

MR. II!!. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, would you try to restrain Gaa 1 em 

over there. 

MR. SPEAKER: Again I would like to remind all honourable members that 

a member when speaking does have the right to be heard 1n silence. 

I request all honourable members to observe that. 

MR. WM. ROWE: Thank you, Mr. Speak7r. The courtesy has been 

extended to allow us to sum up our position on this particular 

legislation prior to the Minister of Finance making his final 

remarks on the bill. 

Now, Sir, first of all I would like to say that a very 

interesting phenomenon has occurred in the past day or so in 

this House on this bill~ We saw the Minister of Finance come 

into the-House and very bravely outlined what he considered to 

be or thought to be progressive legislation that the whole 

world was going to be proud of. And suddenly the world blew up 

in h~s face, Mr. Speaker, and it occurs to him and everybody 

else on that side that everybody does not like this legislation, 

and with a straitened outlook they cannot understand why 

that should be so. Why does everybody in the world not love this 

legislation? Because of that in the past day or two we have 

seen member after tedious member rise in this House and instead 

of trying to defend this legislation, and therP are defensible 

parts to it and indefensible parts to it, instead of trying to 

defend this legislation, we see an attack on this side of the House, 
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a completely defensive attitude with regard to the legislation .. · 

Instead of defending the positive aspect of it, instead of saying 

that·this is good about it, that is good about it, instead of 

saying that it might be improved here or improved there, instead 

of going on in that vein, Mr~ Speaker, all we hear is an attack 

on this side of the House and what was said or was not said by 

honourable members on this side of the House. 

The honourable member for Green Bay came back from him 

district over the weekend in a state of shell shock because 

some of his constituents had apparently the erroneous idea 

and impression as to what this legislation was all about, in his 

eyes~ Perhaps Mr~ Mc.Lean should be drawn to one side and asked 

to do some extra work for the'government and the party, Mr. Speaker. 

I am getting across the message that this party would like to get 

across to the public~ 

So we see Member after member rising in the House and going 

on with ancient histOry and how can we defend the position now 

when ve took one position seven years ago. that kind of childish 

sophomoric type of attitude, Mr. Speaker, on a very important 

piece of legislation. 

The present government cannot understand why an aura 

of crisis and disbelief has grown up around the province about this 

legislation. All that I can say, Sir, is that if a government are 

inept and foolish and perhaps stupid enough to introduce an 

important and_inevitably controversial piece of legislation right 

in the middle of an emotional labour relations crisis in this 

province,then they deserve all the contempt and hatred that is 

poured on their head, if they are that inept, that foolish, 

that completely lacking in tmderstanding of labour relaeions and 

what goes on in this province, Sir, with regard to public set'Vants and 

other people trying to negotiate for better deals, better rights, 

better money fofo the work that they are doing. 
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It is impossible to understand the motivation of the 

government in bringing the legislation in at this time. I 

suppose if one wanted to he unkind with the government one could 

say that what' they were trying to do was to bring in this legislation 

at a time when they could safely have this red herring, this spectre 

of the sick and the dying, because of the lab technicians going out 

on strike, this red herring could be dragged across the piece 

and this legislation would go through without too much effort, 

without too much fuss, without too much public debate. They 

would have their bill and they would have the big stick then with 

which to hit any members of the public service who might be 

designated as essential public servants or employees. 

You can only ask, Sir, why now with the unseemly haste 

in trying to get this bill through the House of Assembly? Why 

was the bill not brought in six months ago or eight months• ago 

when the thing was surely and certainly drafted? Members of the 

public have had the bill for at least six or seven months,! understand. 

The bill was ready before the House of Assembly adjourned in 

May or April, whenever it was. Why did they not bring it in 

then, Mr. Speaker, when at that time I believe there was no 

labour crisis going on in the province,· everything was pretty 

smooth sailing? The merits of this bill could have been debated 

without any reference at all to any kind of a labour crisis, no 

possibiliry of a red herring. The bill would have to stand or 

fall in this House and in the public eyes on its own merit. Why 

did they not do it then? 

I find it hard to believe that the Minister of Finance certainly, 

who is a man I admire in public life and in private life 

he is a man l admire, I find it hard to believe that he is as 

cunning and shrewd as to try to bring in legislation and as callous 

as to try to brin~ in legislation and use a red herring to force it 

throu~h the House and to use it as a b~g stick to frighten back 

perhaps some employees who have gone on strike,legally or illegally~ 
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One can only assume, Sir, that this legislation was not 

brought into the House six months or eight months ago because of 

the selfish interests of certain members of this government, 

including the Premier, not the Minister of Finance I am sure, the 

Premier and other members of his government vho wanted this 

House of Assembly to close down post haste and therefore ordered 

the poor House Leader, ·I do not think he was the instrument, I 

do not think he was the instigator of it, forced the House teader 

to bring in the unpalatable measure of having this House opened 

day and night on several occasions going right through the night 

in order to force legislation and the estimates through the House, 

in order to close down this House to accommodate certain ministers 

of this government, including the Premier, in their own selfish 

interests to get out of this House, get out of the province and go 

off on a little holiday, 

Point number two, Sir, is that if any government in that 

Wtr'J put its ovn selfish, petty interests before the general,overriding 

general public interests, such as repres~ted by this bill, then 

again they deserve all the calumny, all the contempt and all the 

hatred that they get and as they have gotten across this province 

particularly from the labour movement and from other thinking 

individuals as well. 

On these two grounds alone, Sir, the fact that they have 

introduced it at a very critical time, at a controversial time, and 

the fact that it was not introduced when it should have been introduced, 

six months or eight months ago, on these two grounds alone, this -.. 

bill and the government that is going to put this bill into effect 

once it is passed into law, this government is automatically suspect, 

this government automatically should come under gruter scrutiny 

than they otherwise might come under. 

Mr~ Speaker, there are other examples besides these two, 

other examples as to how this government, this administration has, 
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one cannot say deliberately but almost deliberately it seems, 

almost in a calculated fashion, has gone out of its way in 

order to rouse the ire and in order to upset and get the 

back., up and make stiff necks in all the labour relations 

and negotiatinns that are going on, the public servants of 

this province. 

The attitude of the Finance Minister for example has 

already been pointed out. The Finance Minister, a very capable, 

very able public figure in this province, a man who is admirdble 

in many respects, not all, admirable in many respescta, he has 

gUts, his hard working nature, his perseverance are all qualities 

which a lot of people wish their could e~ulate. 

But, Sir, in other respects, and that is when he rubs off 

,against the public, when he comes ·1nto contact, confronts the 

public, in other respects like that he i• only what one could 

characterize as somewhat of a failure in that regard. His 

tendency to come out publicly and say to the public servants of 

this province that this is the final offer, no change, noC-H-A-N-G-E. 
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To come out in a very public even arrogant way, and as one person 

said to me, one member of the Progressive Conservative Party as a 

matter of fact said to me, 11 You do not mind somebody coming out with 

a strong public statement concerning labour relations in the public 

service but does he have to rub their noses in it. 11 That is what that 

person said, Mr. Speaker& Does he have to get the back up of the 

employees involved? Does he have to assume a rigid position,forcing, 

publicly assuming a rigid position which can have no other effect 

than to force ~he other party into a similar rigid position? 

By doing that sort of a thing I am afraid,intentionally or 

miintentionally, I prefer the latter, unintentionally, he has 

1.mfortm1ately I think created an air of mistrust, a certain suspicion 

has poisoned the atmosphere of labour relations between government an~ 

treasury board, the coimnittee of the cabinet and the public servants of 

this province. That is another point, Sir, 

Another point also which I would like to make i• the decay 

of the credibility of the Treasury Board which this government has 

brought on itself over the past several months in its public dealings 

with members of the public service and their negotiating teams;· We 

have had the example of again where the Minister of Finance has come out 

and hu stated categorically that this i~ the final offer. We have had 

at least one occasion, and you only need one occasion in this• Mr .. Speaker, 

one mistake in this whole area, very ticklish area of government is 

enough to set things back several years perhaps· .. 

We have the Premier coming out and more or less,and this was 

certainly the public impression, more or less overruling the Minister 

of Finance, the President of the Treasury Board, publicly overruling him 

in what he said was his final offer a few days before. He now aaid they 

had nothing to do with it. Well, Mr, Speaker, if you had looked at the 

front page of the yellow rag,the "Evening Telegram11 and I do not knO'W' 

what kind of a rag the "Daily News". is but if you had looked at the 

front pages of those nevspapers and saw the smiling Premier coming down 

with his colleagues,1ncluding the President of the Treasury Board and 
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the Minister of Manpower holding hands and smiling and yucking it up 

generally, I certainly got the impression that he saved the day for 

everybody, Now when it gets a little bit hot for the Premier suddenly 

he finds that no, it was not he at all, Sir, it was really the 

Minister of Manpower who is involved in it. But the principle is 

the same. 

We have the member of the Treasury Board, the President of 

the Treasury Board coming out and publicly saying that this is it, 

no more. You cannot get any more. We cannot afford any more. Then 

somebody in the governmen~ either a committee of the cabinet or the 

Premier himself or somebody overrules him and leaves the distinct 

impression in all the negotiating teams and the unit• of the public 

service that i~ the Minister of Finance, the President of the Treasury 

Board,saya this is the final offer, it means nothing, it is meaningless, 

that all they had to do was kick up enough fuss. "All they had to do waa 

make sure that the Premier is put on the spot, make sure that the govern­

ment are brought into a little bit of disrepute,even short-term, and 

they are likely to get whatever they are after. 

I cannot see, Sir, how the position of say Ted Blanchard -

he is the chief negotiator -

MR. ROBERTS: Chief civil service negotiator-. 

MR. ROWE, 11.N. Chief civil service negotiator. I cannot see hov his 

position, how he can maintain his position. A fine gentlemen, first-

class, akillful,even brilliant man when it comes to negotiating labour 

contracts. How can he seriously look across the table at the negotiating 

team facing him and say, this is it, we can go no further. My inst~ctione 

from the government, from the Treasury Board are that we can go no further 

that you must accept this offer or resort to whatever legal weapons you 

might have." The negotiating team on the other aide will laugh in hia face, 

if not in his fact will laugh when they leave, Mr* Speaker, because they 

know that this is not a final offer or at least they have that impression. 

Even if the government intend that it is a final offer. they have by the 
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Premier's action in getting involved too closely in the Come by Chance 

dispute, by getting involved not in the ASARCO one. I do not th:lnk he 

did anything unseamly or improper in that one but getting involved 

in the dispute with the hospital workers from Grand Falls and Corner 

Brook, all he did was undermine the credibility of the Treasury Board 

and undermined the credibility of the Minister of Finance, the negotiators 

and the govemm<>nt itself in dealing with public seTVsnts and their 

negotiators~ 

What the Premier did was a perfect example of taking some 

short-term popularity at the expense of long term stability and long 

term good government in the provinceo I firmly, believe that he has 

lived to regret it now by some of the problefflS going on in the province 

and that he will live to regret it. I do not believe him, he might 

mean it for all I know, but if he thinks about it I do not believe that 

if he had his time back again he would have gotten involved as he did 

get involved in some of those negotiations because he now realizes what 

affect it has on the Treasury Board and the negotiator. 

In addition, Sir, aside from that decay or undermining of the 

credibility of the Treasury Board,we have all kinda of provocative 

statements coming out of the Minister of Health, for example, in this 

House by way of a ministerial statement.· I do not know if he said 

anything outside of the House. The Minister of Finance makes generally 

provocative statements not designed at all, Sir, to try to mollify or 

try to straighten out people, but ju_st trying J:o get across to the 

public that we are right and we will maintain our right at any expense. 

No apparent desire to cool people off and to get baclt to the bargaining 

table again. Lash out Yi.th a provocative statement. Make some statement 

which is designed only to encourage the other side in whatewr strong 

action they have taken. 

Again, S~r, and this goes back a few years. This goes back one 

or two years. I will now get into'a little bit, shortly,into some ancient 

history. as the House Leader has done and some other members of the 

government side of the House$ This is a perfect example as today we have 
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seen a perfect example with the government in trouble everywhere with 

its public employees, of the chickens coming home to roost- By that 

I mean simply that when the Minister of Finance, the Minister of Justice 

and other members of the government were in opposition, if ever there 

were trouble in the labour field with the nurses, for example, or with 

the teachers or the hospital workers or when the police went on strike 

that time, they used every opportunity to politically embarra'ss the 

government. They did not use the grandiose statements they are using 

now, the statesmanship attitude which they now assume that this is 

something which is too important for politics,take it out of the realm 

of politics. 

No, Mr. Speaker, they used every opportunity to try to use them 

as a political issue. And if nothing else what they did was put across 

to the public in those years that ticklish negotiations between the 

public employees on one side,whoever chey might be,and the government 

were legitimate grounds for political in-fighting, that it was a political 

football to be kicked back and forth between the various parties in this 

province. They made their own bed in this regard, Mr. Speaker. There is 

no doubt about that in my mind at all. Not only the party which the 

government represents but especially some of the leaders of the government 

made their own bed when they were over here and used every labour dispute 

that came up, used it politically and got whatever political gain they 

could possibly get out of it whenever they possibly could use it. 

MR. IIEARY: Tite Minister of Justice locked up the peace proposals in 

his top drawer. 

MR. ROWE, W.N. Well there is that too, that is too much ancient hisl:jjjt:y, 

if you go into the Honourable Minister of Justice, the Honourable the 

Minister of Finance the role they played back in 1967 and this sort of 

thing, Mr. Speaker. I may touch on it later, I may not. I mean u far 

aa I am concerned people do change, their minds change. People grow in 

stature and wisdom, I suppose their minds mature. Other facts come into 

their minds. Others things go on in other jurisdictions. You can change 
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your mind. I am not ashamed of that at all about changing my mind as 

long as the change is hopefully for the better and not for the wOrst~ 

Finally. Sir, let us cite another example out of several that 

could be cited, The Leader of the Opposition mentioned this when he 

spoke in the House. The recent settlement with the teachers. 

I am not going to go into the merits of the settlement whether they got 

what they should have gotten or not~ All I know is that the man who 

negotiated that settlement for them, Mr, Gilbert Pike 

(\/hat was it a week? Two weeks? Maybe even a month, I do not know.) very 

shortly after negotiating that settlement ends up appointed as an 

assistant deputy minister of the Department of Education I believe. 

Now maybe he did a great job. Maybe he negotiated as well a• he could. 

Knowing the man personally,! have no doubt that he did. But like the 

old legal_ 
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cliche that justice must not only be done but seem to be done, how 

can that kind of an action by a government 1where on the one hand they 

have negotiated supposedly in good faith with the teachers and then, 

within a week or two or a month even or two months or even three 

months, the chief negotiator ends up on the government payroll as a 

management personnel, how can that do anything in this province? How 

can it not do anything in this orovince but raise the hackles of 

organized labour and make them wonder what is going on, make them 

mistrustful of the whole collective bargaining procedure? Another 

mistake made by the government and by the treasury board and by the 

ministers involved. 

It is for these reasons, Sir; that I have mentioned, the in­

eptitude in introducing the labour legislation now and not doing it 

a little while ago, the attitude of the Minister of Finance, the decay 

of the credibility of the treasury board, all the provocative statements, 

the ministers when they were in opposition making their own bed politically 

by using labour strife as political ammunition to aim at the government 

and a recent teachers' settlement, how can all of these things have any 

other affect but to· raise the hackles of orgainized labour, particularly 

in the public service? Hov can it do anything but leave negotiations 

with the public service in anything but shambles, Mr. Speaker, in this 

province? 

If government - the Premier did it again tonight and some other 

ministers and members did it previously - have the gall, the unmitigated 

gall to come into this House and to try to shift the blame for labour 

unrest to a handful, two or three hundred laboratory technologists,"they 

are at fault one hundred per cent. PThey are irresponsible, 11 says the 

government. I am not prepared to believe that. I have no brief for 

them. I do not carry any brief for them. I carry no brief for the 

labour movement as a whole although I must say I sympathize with them 

to a far greater extent than I do 'With management. But to come into 

this House and to try to convince the memhers of this House or to go 

on televin1on or radto or to use the public newspapers and to try to 

convince the people of Newfoundlftnd that the lab technologists are one 
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hundred per cent at fault and that this government is shining,lily· 

~'hite in their dealings with them, Mra Speaker, is to mislead the 

people of this province. I do not believe for one minute that of these 

people who probably not one per cent of them are involved in public issues 

and this sort of thing. 

All they are interested in doing, the lab technicians,I would 

imagine, is going to work, doing a good job, getting well paid for the 

job and going home and following their leisure time activities. I 

do not think that one per cent of them are too interested in public issues 

which confront politicians every day and which politicians treat as 

routine. 

For the government to try to shift all of the blame to them, 

Mr~ Speaker, is.not to give a correct picture of what is going on because 

I believe that the lab technologists and what they have done is merely 

symptomatic of the ineptitude of this government in dealing with the 

public service of this province. Maybe tbe lab technologists have taken 

a strong stand, I run not going to go into the pros and cons of that. Who 

knows enough about it? Who knows what was said over the table to them, 

for example, by the negotiating team? Who knows what misunderstandings 

there were? All I know is that the record of this government to date 

in dealing ~ith its public servants is not a Jaudable one. It is not one 

for which they should be clapped on the back and told, 1twell done 11
• It 

is a bad record to date, Mr. Speaker. 

I am prepared to admit that this government has brought in some 

half decent legislation. I am prepared to admit that the teachers' 

legislation, I am prepared to admit that most of what appears in this .., 
bill here, the peripheral stuff, is good legislation but words are not 

enough. Passing legislation and think that you have done your job, that 

is not enough. Mr. Speaker. There has to be developed in this province 

a mutual trust between the organized labour·and their leaders and 

negotiators and public servants and their leaders and negotiators on 

the one hand and the government of this province. That is what is 

needed and no amount of legislation is going to help that. You can 
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bring in all of the acts you want to, Mr. Speaker, and unless you give 

the impression based on reality and truth that you are going to deal 

with these negotiators in good faith and you are not going to do some 

of the'incredibily inept things which I have already described, if you 

are not going to do that, Mr. Speaker, then you are going to find that 

the labour relations between the public employees and the government 

will be in the shambles that we find it in today. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, to come to the principle of collective bargaining 

"for the public service: There has been a lot of talk and mention about 

the fact that in 1967 a hospital act was brought in which nobody is 

particularly proud of now, seven years after the fact. Nobody is proud 

of it now. I doubt if the ~iniater of Justice who drafted it, the ~inister 

of Finance who supported it in the government and in the House, the 

Minister of Municipal affairs, myself who was a backbencher squeegeed over 

there in the corner where the memb~r for Bonavista South is now, I think -

I supported lt at that time. I happen to think it is wrong now. I happened 

to think that it was 'wt'ong shortly thereafter. I suppose it is the nature 

of party politics that you do things that either you do not think about too 

much at the time or you do things which might go against the grain but 

you are not prepared to bolt the party on a particular issue. It is as 

simple as that. 

In the case of the Minister of Justice and the Minister of 

Finance, they have a little bit more explaining to do,but who calls 

upon them to explain? Who calls upon them to say why they did it and 

why they changed now? Suffice it that they are prepared,ae we are 

prepared, to make improvements in the laYs of this province. So, I 

do not think I have to go around, I do not think anyone has to go around 

to apologize for what went on in the past and to apologize for trying to 

improve things now. 

As far as the principle of collective bargaining for public 

services is concerned, Mr. Speaker, I would say that my ovn philoso?hy 

and that I think of all my colleagues - I do not think that there is 

any diasentto this - is that there is and there should not be and there 

~901 



October 29, 1973 Tape 89 (niRht) IB-4 

is not,in any event, hut there should not be considered any diffenince 

betveen so-called public employees in this province and employees of 

the private industry in the province or in the nation. I believe 

firmly that any distinctions which have grown up traditionally and 

conventionally are artificial ones. I think that they are contrived 

destinctions. I do not think there in any distinction at all between 

what should be the rights of a public employee and what should be the 

rights of private industry or commerce employees when it comes to labour 

relatiOns, when it comes to collective bargaining, when it comes to all 

manner of union activities~ 

MR. NEARY: Mre Speaker, I wonder if my colleague would allow me to raise 

a point of order, Sir4 There is an awful lot of discussion going on 

on that side of the House and there is a lot of droning in the House 

drouning out the speaker, Sir, and it is awfully distracting. I wonder, 

Mr. Speaker, if you would do something about it,please,because my 

colleague is making an excellent speEch here. 

MR. SPEAKER: The point is well taken by the honourable member for Bell 

Island4 The honourable members who are disrupting things in the wings 

• 
vill either take their place in the government's cmmnon room or in 

their places in the House. 

MR. W. ROWE: Take for example, Sir, I thinkr in today's economyi in any 

event, this distinction, so called distinction that one is paid directly 

out of the public purse and another is not paid directly out of the public 

purse but by the private employer, I mean that is a distinction without 

a difference. lihy should that in any vay alter the rights or change the 

rights of one body of employees and another body of employees? That '!\fY 

in fa.ct be a distinction but it should not be a material difference. It 

should not have any effect on what rights one body has and what rights 

another body has~ 

As a matter of fact, Sir, if in· pr'ivate industry a massive wap;e 

settlement is arrived at which increases wages to a great extent, it has 

an inflationary effect and effects everybody in the public. If for 

example ~ar.ee are raised, Mr. Speaker, in private industry it means that 

an employer chnrp,es it off as a tax deductible expense and therefore 
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government does not collect that amount of money. I mean, these 

ramifications, these subtle distinctions and this sort of thing between 

employees in private industry and in public service have really, when 

they are scrutinized, no basis, have no economic difference whatsoever. 

In any event, Sir, they should be allowed not to have any 

difference when it comes to rights, labour relations and ri~hts under 

collective bargaining and that sort of thing~ 

Now, take for example this idea of the essential employee concept 

which has been introduced into this House in this particular bill, the 

concept that a public servant or a group of public servants, a unit of 

public servants, shall be declared to be designated to be essential and 

therefore they do not have any riAht to strike. But, Mr. Speaker, there 

are scores if not hundreds of ±nstitutions and companies in existence 

in the province and the nation and other jurisdictions 'Which are 

every bit as essential in that definition as public servants. 

Take for example if the Newfoundland Light and Power Company 

employees were all to walk out tomorrow on a strike, legal or ille2al 

as the case might be, were all to walk out and it were the type of 

a thing that could not be handled on a temporary basis by supervisory 

personnel or management, would that be a crisis? Would it be considered 

essential? Would these employees be considered as ess~ntial employees 

in this province? 

Take for example another utility, Bell Telephone, Newfoundland 

Telephone One time called Avalon Telephone, perhaps not quite 
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so essential but if they all went out and it was found impossible 

to man the long-distrance and other lines by supervisory personnel, 

would they be essential? They are not public servants they are 

public utilities, they are in private industry& Profits are paid 

presumably by these companies to their investors. Are they 

essential? They are at least as essential in my view as some of 

the peoplewhooI am sure will be designated as essential under this 

particular legislation. 

Take for example, Sir., all the school buses in the 

province. If the school bus drivers in the province were to unionize -

they are not paid directly by the government, they are paid by the 

various contractors, if they were to unionize and go on strike and 

went on strike and stayed on strike for a long period of time and 

the school children could not get to central high schools and this 

sort of thing, would this be considered essential? Are they 

essential to society? I think they are. They are at least as 

essential as perhaps the' lab technicians who have been out now for 

some time and are causing havoc I suppose, but we are surviving~ I 

am not saying that they are dispensable or anything. Thay ar.e 

probably indispensable. I would say that there are other groups of 

employees - the power commission which is a quasi-public body. 

There is some talk that it is going to be a cro1m corporation to make 

it even further removed from the government than it is now as a 

power commission. If they all went on strike,wuld that be considered 

an essential service? Would these employees be considered essential? 

I think so, they are essential. 

The same thing Yith the CN employees wh.•n they went on 

strike, Mr~ Speaker, to use a federal example. They went on strike 

and after a period of time it became intolerable to the economy. They 

are a crown corporation, Sir, quasi-public or whatever you want to 

call them, not 4irectly employed by the government but employed by a 

crown corporation controlled by the government or in which the 

government is the sole investor~ 
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They were considered to be essential, just as essential 

as anYbody employed by the government, perhaps in hospitals and 

this sort of thin~. In other jurisdictions, for example, in Nova 

Scotia, the example used by the ~inister of Finance and the Premier, 

my understandinF is and I may be wrong on it (perhaps the ~.inister 

of Justice who went to law school there some years ago and I think 

stayed there for a year or two thereafter articling and that .knows 

a fair amount about it, knows the answer to this) my understanding 

is that most of the hospitals,with few exceptions, there are one or 

tvo exceptions, are privately run hospitals and the hospital workers 

(perhaps my colleague knows something about this) are not public 

employees. They are employees of these hospitals and have the right 

to strike~ 

As a matter of fact, does CUPE represent these hospital 

workers? I get a nod from Mr. McMillan over the~e. They have a right 

to strike. They are considered to be, they are essential, Nurses, 

hospital workers, lab technicians working in these hospitals, they 

are as essential as our lab technicians. Yet, the impression given 

by the honourable the Premier is that no servants who are in a 

similar capacity to ones in our province have the right to strike •• 

Nonsense! Patently and factually incorrect~ They do have the right 

to strike~ 

If CUPE cannot agree with the hospital boards I would 

imagine, or somebody (whoever negotiates for the other aide) if CUPE 

cannot agree CUPE has the weapon ot calling out these hospital workers. 

The legislation in effect (I assume I 8lll right. 1 do not know. My .,. 
colleague knows more about it. We chatted about this before.) is,if 

they want to strike they can r,o out on stTike and no leaislation 

prohibits them unless the government of the province calls the House 

together and le~islates them back. 

This is the whole point I am trying to make, ~r. SpeakeT~ 

I am not trying to be political about this thing at all. I am not 

trying to make any political hay,I am just trying to establish for 
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the record that this distinction between a puhlic servant, 

essential or otherwise,on the one hand, and a private employee o,f 

a private corporation or body on the other is a distinction 

withopt a difference in many cases~ It is something that merely 

serves to cloud the issue. 

If you drive down through the United States,for example, 

you will notice that they have something there that is unheard of 

in our jurisdiction with one or two exceptions, all the ambulances 

seem to be oYned by private individuals. You will see Sam 1 s 

Ambulance Service vhipping dovn the road. Private hoopital-

AN HON. !'EMBER: What about Raig's Ambulance Service? 

MR~ W.N~ROWE: Well we have one or two examples in the province. 

There seems to be a greater tendency in the United States to have 

these things which we consider to be public services farmed out to 

private Corporations and private individuals. Now that is another 

jurisdiction. The whole point ia that you can have essentiality in 

the private service as in the public service. Why single out the 

public service for this discriminatory treatment? That is the only 

point I am trying to make, Mr. Speaker. Why single them out? 

Why single them out, especially in view of the fact that some members 

of the House-have mentioned and it should be mentioned again there is 

always a reserved power in any jurisdiction. 

The House of Assembly here, the Rouse of Commons in Ottawa, 

alvays a reserved power and if a group of employees are so damaging 

the health. security, safety, the economy of a jurisdiction, so 

damaging any of those factors that it becomes intolerable, then the 

govermnent who have to look after the best interests of the whole 

jurisdiction can come into the House of Assembly or the House of 

Commons, quickly, stay in all night if necessary, and put through the 

legislation,follo'Wing public debate,which vould require .the empl_oyees, 

whether public or private,to go back to work~ 

This is what happened with Cli,for example, which for all 

intents and purposes is a private corporation. The same thin~ would 

have happened with CP, Canadian Pacific,if they had been in the same 
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boat and it were causin~ the same amount of havoc. The government -

they did it with CP any,,ay. Sure. 

MR. ROBERTS: It happened in Vancouver with the dock strike. 

MR. W.!'i.ROWE: The Vancouver Dock strike. The ~overnment brought 

the House together and legislated them back to work when it became 

intolerable. When it became intolerable! 

Mr. Speaker, we on this side of the House and certainly 

I, speaking here now, we are all for collective bargaining. Forget 

about petty bickering that went on in the past. {We can throw 

stuff over about the Minister of Finance and they can throw it over 

to us) L~t us talk about here and now. We are all for collective 

bargaining, for unionization, for half decent labour realtions with 

the public service in this province, with all the rights and all the 

obligations that are normally attendant on that sort of thing, 

collective bargaining. 

We are also, Sir, on this side of the House we are also 

for the proposition that the public, the greater public interest must 

be attended to by the government and by the House of Assembly. We 

are all for that too~ What you happen to have is a conflict of rights 

and obligations. There is nothing new about that. There is no 

problem there. Did somebody in the government suddenly get a flash 

of insight that this is something new, something novel going on? 

That has been going on since time immemorial. The rights of one group 

happen to clash with the rights of the whole and so you have to try 

to figure out how far you can go ifl either direction to mutually 

compromise and satisfy everybody. That has been goin~ on since time.._ 

immemorial, Mr~ Speaker. 

This legislation, I am afraid, did not when it was introduced 

into this House solve that problem in any meaningful or satisfactory 

fashion. The Ninister of Finance brought in a statemtjnt saying that 

there was going to be some changes in some of it which made the bill 

more acceptable. There is no doubt about that at all. It made it 
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more acceptable but it did not go far enough,in our estimation. 

This bill does not solve the problem as to what to do about the 

conflicting rights of one group, namely; the public servants 

wishing to have all the rights of collective bar~aining,and the 

over-all general interest of the public~ This legislation does 

not do it. 

Night 

In my opinion, Hr~ Speaker, and again I must stress that 

I hold no brief for any labour union, I hold no brief for the labour 

movement as a whole, in my hunible opinion the designation of 

essential employees before the fact, without looking at the 

circum.stances of a particular strike is going half-way down the road 

to disaster in negotiating with public servants~ 
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In my humble opinion, I believe, that the very act of 

·the government designating so-called essential employees can only have 

the effect of putting the devil right in the people who are so concerned; 

the labour union for example and the membership of the union as a wholee 

It can only have that effect~ What other effect can it have? 

I think, Mr~ Speaker, that such a designation of essential 

employees. who do not have all the rights of collective bargaining has 

a reverse psychological effect on them. I think that it ha.a a tendency 

to tum people into martyrs. I think that it has a tendency to make 

people, if the occasion for a strike does arise, not to make people cower 

in a corner as. is probably hoped by this legislation but make people 

say," I do not care if it is illegal, I do not care if this is going to 

happen; all I know is that we did not get our just dues and we are 

going out on strike. 11 How many times has this happened, Mr. Speaker'! 

It happened with the police. It happens in various other jurisdictions 

I understand from time to time. If people feel strongly enough about 

it, no prior legislation I do not think is going to have the effect 

of stopping them from going on strike. I ~hink they will go on 

strike or resign as the lab technologists have done, if they feel 

strongly enough about it. In any event,! am in no way condoning 

that kind of activity. I am only saying that from my experience, 

observing the scene as a legislator in this House. 1 think that it 

is wrong in principle first of all to separate and segregate the 

private from the public employees and in any event to designate 

before the event certain employees whether public or private·as 

essential and therefore not having certain rights which are attendant""G 

on normal negotiating collective bargaining. 

Mr. Speaker, exactly the same consideration I would 

submit applies to this so-called declaration of a state of an 

emergency, what was hitherto the power of the government in secret 

session convened to come out and issue a proclamation saying, 11 a 

state of emergency exists, everybody back to vork~" 
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M~~ Speaker, that kind of legislation before the event 

can only have the effect, in my estimation, of creating bitterness 

and chaos in labour relations. Imagine, Mr. Speaker, put yourself 

in the position of a party to labour negotiations. You are negotiating 

with one side, the goverrunent,and if you go too far with that government, 

which is the other side, then they can say; "Okay, you have gone far 

enough! We are picking up our marbles and going home& A state of emergency 

exists, everybody back to work:" On principle, what kind of a one-sided 

arrangement is that? What kind of a weapon is this to have, for a 

government to have without having any public debate on the merits of 

the situation? We are glad to see that the minister has decided to 

change that. Mr. Speaker, it is a power which should only reside 

with the House of Assembly where all the people of the province are 

represented, where all shades of political views are represented and 

where there can be full and public debate. 

Mr. Speaker, to use another example, the CN strike: 

In my opinion again, if the CN employees, which people are coming to 

be consider as veey essential employees, if those employees had been 

designated before the event as essential employees, do you think 

for one minute that in a strong case as it happened in Canada some 

months ago that this would have prevented them from going on atr_ike? 

I do not think it would have had, Mr, Speaker. I think that there 

is a feeling of solidarity in numbers, I think that when there is 

something like that, a law passed and it is in effect fo.r a certain 

amount of time.,' it does not seem to have any psychological impact 

on anyones I do not think people pay too much attention to that 

kind of a law. 1 am not saying that they should not. I am saying 

that it seems to be psychologically wrong for that sort of a thing 

to be in existence. I do not think it would have stopped the CN 

employees from going on strike in that particul•r case. 
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Now look at the other example: What if the Government 

of Canada had had the power of its own Volition to merely issue 

a proclamation ordering the CN employees back to work? What would 

have happened? I doubt very much, Sir, in the heated emotionalism 

that was going on there if those employees would in fact have gone 

back to work on the simple order of the governmenta I doubt it~ 

I doubt it very much. What did happen was that the House of Commons 

was called together, the House of Commons which has all the power 

in the country, all the power in the country, in the federal jurisdiction, 

has prestige and when the public interest demanded it, the Rouse of Commons 

was able to get together, everybody was able to debate the issue 

publicly and after several days of debate a law was passed whereby 

the CN employees went back to work. 

They did not go back with pleasure. 

They went back reluctantly~ 

They did not like to go back. 

They did bow dmm to the will of the House of Comm.ans as anyone would 

expect. I do not know what would have happened if there had been 

a simple edict by the government, 

Now, Mr. Speaker, obviously the same situation should 

apply here that this kind of a power should only be exercised by 

the House of Assembly. It should be remembered that when the Leader 

of the Opposition spoke and when some other members of this House 

spoke, the Minister of Finance had not then at that time graced us 

with this amendment. 

MR. ROBERTS: Second thought after six months of study. 

_11'.R. W. N. ROWE: It was a second thought - a panic situation, Wich 

he came into this House with when he sav that his bill was going to 

bog down and it vas not as universally popular as he thought it 

was going to be. They accommodated the public, the labour people and 

the opposition in that regard. 

Mr. Speaker, my opinion and the opinion of the members 

on this side of the House (I do not speak for the honourable member 
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for Labrador South) is that public and private employees should ,be 

treated alike for labour purposes and for collective bargaining 

purpopes. If a strike by either become, intolerable in this province., 

if a strike by a group of public employees become intolerablet 

when one considers the best interests of the province, then let the 

government of the day whoever it might be have the fortitude, have 

the guts to come into the House of Assembly, to lay a resolution or 

a bill, draft legislation.before the House and let us debate it 

publicly and decide what should be done~ That is our position, 

Mr~ Speaker~ Do not draw these distinctions before the fact. 

If essentiality has to be determ.ined 1 let it be determined when the 

event occurs. 

Mr. Speaker, if ·the lab technologists are creating 

an intolerable situation in this province now, let the Ministet of 

Finance or the Minister of Manpower or the Premier bring legislation 

into the House, Mr~ Speaker, and deal with it in the proper way. 

Let us not try to get this bill snt:.aked through the House and then 

use the big stick hidden underneath the act, use that big stick 

to allow the government to order back the hospital workers, the 

lab technicians or whomever the case might be. 

I cannot help mentioning at this point, Mr, Speaker, 

that certain honourable gentleman in this House (I refer to the 

Minister of Finance, the Minister of Justice and the Minister of 

Municipal Affairs) are showing a certain amount of hypocrisy in 

their dealings with this House. First of all the Hospital Act 

vu passed in 1967 and all three ministers at that time voted and 

supported it, voted in favour of it. Then they got out of the 

government and fought against it rabidly, Mr~ Speaker, and said 

that they would see it changed, Now they bring ins bi;l,into 

this House, under which the government have the power, the capability 

to submit to the Labour Relations Board a list of people who can 

be considered essential. It is true that the Labour Relations Board 
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will make up their mind on it but I am willing to vager, Mro Speaker, 

(I do not know how much money but a considerable amount of money) 

that the Minister of Finance and bis colleagues will try to have 

every employee of hospitals in this province placed on that 

black list of so-called essential public servants~ 
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I am willing to wager that all or if not all certainly the vast 

majority of all people working in hospitals in any capacity, 

will.be on the list submitted by the government to the board to 

try to get them on the list of essential employees~ They go 

out of their way, they will do everything possible to get that 

done as a government. 

It might be interesting now, Mr. Speaker, to let the 

members of this House see the list of so-called essential 

employees. I am sure the Minister of Finance has one drawn 

up nov. I agree with the member for St. John's South when he 

said, rightly I think, that if there is a designation of 

essential employees,which I disagree with but if there is one, 

then let this House see them ·and debate it. 

An appointed board assumes a very strong, incredibly strong 

power in this vrovince~ Maybe this is something that should not 

bee It should not reside in the government,I do not think, a 

partisan government~ I think it should be a power which resides 

in this House to determine what public servants are to be essential, 

,if in fact that should go through. I do not think there is any 

necessity for it~ I think it is wrong to make chalk of one and 

cheese of the other before the event, because there are so many 

people who could be considered essential or nonessential as the 

case might be, when the circumstances of a strike or labour unrest 

are looked at,in the event that it happens. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me conclude with looking a little more 

closely at the legislation itself. I believe that this bill is, for 

some of the reasons I have given, a bill which should be improved, 

a bill which is not the best bill to be brought into this !louse at 

this time. For example, Sir, just before I get into th~t, I noticed 

another note here: Why should there be a distinction betwee.n 

bospital workers on the one hand or anyone wrking in the hospital 

on one hand and for example all the doctors in the province? What 

is more essential than a corp of doctors working for the health of 
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this province? i-There is the legislation which requires doctors not 

to vithdraw their services under penalties of either fines or 

even imprisonment for that matter? Where is it? It does not 

exist,as far,as I knc»1. 

MR. ROBERTS: In other provinces it has happened tWice. 

MR. WM. ROWE: That is right. Doctors have withdrawn their services 

in other provinces~ I understand, I do not know if there is any 

truth to it at all, I understand that the Newfoundland Medic.al 

Association, during the strikea'in Corner Brook and Grand Falls, 

wrote a letter to the Minister of Health, perhaps the Minister of 

Health can enlighten us on it, in which there was an implied if 

net threat and a promise that if this thingwere not remedied post haste 

that there was going to be an exodus of doctors out of the 

province. The minister might be able to let us know if that is a 

correct or incorrect statement, I do not know. You hear so many things, 

Mr~ Speaker, so many people approach you with so-called factual 

information. 

But why should lab technicians be considered so essential 

that they are not allowed to have the normal rights attendant on 

collective bargaining, while doctors which are the most essential, 

if you are using that argument, of all ~he people from a public 

health standpoint can withdraw their services to their heart's 

content,if they do not get the whopping big raises,for example, 

that the Minister of Health announced in this House last session, 

several hundreds of thousands of dollars for the medical profession. 

Where is the act that says they cannot go on strike or they 

cannot resign or they cannot withdrav their services? Sure you can 

quibble,they are professional people, they are not employed by 

anybody. It is a mere quibble. Asfar as I am concerned, they are 

providing an essential service, more essential than any other 

hospital workeis, yet they can go•blithely on their vay, withdraw 

if they see fit, not withdraw if they see fit. 

The whole thing is a travesty, Mr. Speaker, of making chalk 

of one and cheese of the other. It does not stand up to scrutiny 
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at all~ Either from the standpoint of private industry or 

public employees, it just does not stand up to scTutiny. 

Essentiality is an artificial contrivance, it has no meaning~ 

Public servants should not be segregated to one side when there 

are as many people or more in private industry for example who are 

just as essential to the well being of the economy and the safety 

of the province and the health of the province. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, on the legislation itself, I think that 

this bill is bad in many respects. I think the spirit in which 

the bill was brought in is certainly a bad one and does not 

portend too well for the future. Just look at some of the 'Provisions 

a little more closely, Mr. Speaker. 

Take section 5,for example,which is a great sounding sort of 

provision to have in a bill. lt is in the Labour Relations Act. 

The employer is not to interfere with the employee organization, 

for example. The employer is not to get involved in the organization, 

what goes on between the leaders of the organization, the bargainin~ 

unit and all this sort of thing, this is an internal thing and the 

employer does not get involved in it. 

We saw back last summer when NAPE,I believe, when the negotiating 

team for NAPE made a recormnendation or told the Treasury Board that 

it was going to try to accept something, get something through, and 

it was turned down by the membership. The Minister of Finance is . 

out, Mr. Speaker, making some kind of a statement, calculated to 

annoy and harass and otherwise irritate that segment of the public 

service, Mr9 Speaker, what has to be remembered is not only 

the legislation itself but the use to which some of the provisions 

of this legislation are to be put. If this government had a history 

of great relations vith the labour unions in this province, public servants 

and otherwise, if they had a history of great·sympathetic understanding 

of them, then I would say pass this bi~l, because·! am sure that it 

would be used correctly by the government. Pass the bill, I do not 

agree with a lot in it but I would say, "Let us see how it works 
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and come back next year and perhaps make some improvements/ 1 

I know from past experience that this government is not going 

to deal with the leaders or vith the public employees and their 

leaders, they· are not going to deal vith them in· good faith. I think 

they are going to continue to poison the atmosphere as they have 

already done and that is why it is even more important that the 

bill not have certain very unpalatable thir.gs in it~ 

Section 10 - essential employees: I believe that I 

can mention these by section because they are the principle and 

the guts and the substance of the bill, essential employee•~ I 

have not heard of any anarchy, Mr~ Speaker, any chaos in 

Saskatchewan where an NDP Government has brought in legislation 

which does not create any essential employees,which allows public 

employees to be treated in exactly the same fashion as private 

employees - no chaos, no anarchy, no constant strikes against 

the sick and the dyin~ you know, none of this political rhetoric, 

meaningless nonsense that we have seen trotted out in the House in the 

last day or two by members of the other side. No restrictions on 

strikes in Saskatchewan, no problem with this there because they know, 

Mr. Speaker, as we know here, that the great power in the province 

resides in this House and you can have a~ problem remedied as quickly 

by legislative action or nearly as quickly by legislation action 

as you can by executive action and certainly with better effect all 

arotmd. 

Public debate, the prestige of the House itself, representing 

all the people, no hint of secrecy, no hint of behind the door 

cabals making what might tum out to be an unwise decision. So, 

Mr. Speaker, section 10,aa we have already said, is repugnant to us~ 

It is certainly personally repugnant to me. I do not agree with it. 

There should not be any previous or prior designation of essential 

employees~ There should not be. There is no need of it. I have 

given the reasons why already and one of the examples that we have 

of it in Saakatchewan, where it does not exist, is a jurisdiction 
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which is not noted for its labour anarchy or chaos. So for those 

reasons, Sir, I do not think that Section 10 should stand there. 

I think there should be in place of Section 10, a statement 

in the bill which is not needed anyway because there is always a 

reserve right in the House of Assembly but there should be a statement 

so that any labour union, any leader of a labour union, any members 

of unions who want to read the bill ean see quite plainly that in 

the. event of certain services considered essential or to use. another 

word for that matter, being withdrawn from the public am1 if it 

effects the safety, etc., (We know the words they are all in the 

act. There is safety, best interest of the public, security, etc~) 

then the government is impowered to ~ome to the House and to seek, 

by resolution to seek to have the members go back and put their 

services back to work again~ 

Put that-in. Mr$ Speaker, there is no need to have it in but 

put it in. There is no reason why it should not b-..so there is no 

mistake on anyone's part that this power does exist and that this 

power can be uRed at a time if it is necessary to use it. Section 10, 

Sir, essential employees, if there is any designation of essential 

employees, do it after the fact when it is clear who is essential, 

either in private or public industry and forget about trying to segregate 

a certain class of public employees at the beginning. 

Section 24, Sir, the majority of employees in a unit must vote 

for a srrike,before a strike. can take place. I think 

that that is wrong. The Leader of the Opposition has already 

stated our position there. It should not be a majority of 

the employees in any unit who must vote for a strike but a 

majority of those voting~ Let them vote in secret for that matter_ 

I am all for secret ballot. I do not know if it makes any difference 

whether it is secret or not secret but have it secret and have a 

majority of those voting ~ho can detemine -
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MR. W, N, ROWE: 

_MR. ROBERTS: 

AN HON, MEMBER: 

MR. W, N. ROWE: 

receive? 

AN HON.MEMBER: 

MR, W. N. ROWE: 

saying here. 

Tape no. 93 

I do not care. 

Actually the House of Assembly can make law. 

(Inaudible), 

What proporition of those votes existing did he 

A majority is all I care, 

A majority of those votingo That is all we are 

MR, NEARY: Apply the same principle here. 

MR, W, N. ROWE: It is a simple principle. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Big difference. 
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MR. W. N. ROWE: Oh, big difference, right, different civil rightist, 

Mr. Speaker, a great civil rights man. To slash out at unions whenever 

one can get a chance is the popular thing to do it seems. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think what I have said here tonight 

with regard to our stand on the public service and the right to strike 

and everything is the popular thing. I do not think that getting rid 

of this essential employees clause is a popular thing. As a matter of 

fact it can be misused by any political enemies we might have or I might 

have, I think it can be and misinterpreted: 11 I am all for strikes 

against the sick and the dying and whatnot.'' I know and I think, in any 

event nobody is certain on these matters 1 that what I have said is right. 

I think it is not necessarily in the best interests of the trade unions, 

although if it is, I am all for that. I think it be in the best 

interests of the public at large not to raise hackles and to get people's 

backs up at the beginning. Why do that? Let us try to have good, 

sympathetic relationa between public employees and the government. If 

there come a time when there ·is a dispute going on which affects 

everybody so drastically that ~egislative action is needed, let the 

government bring it in at that time. Let us treat a specific issue 

at a time and let us debate it fully. That is all I am saying, Mr. Speaker. 
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I am not in favour of the unions having more power as such. All I 

am trying to do is express my opinion that thio will be for the 

better 'interests of the public at large. 

MR. BARRY: Would the honourable member permit a question? 

MR. W. N. ROWE: Yes, Hr. Speaker. 

MR. BARRY: Has there been any indication that in the provinces 

where there is a designation of essential employees that this has harmed 

the ability or harmed the collective bargaining process in these provinces? 

It seems to me it has not. 

MR. II. N. ROWE: I do not know, Mr. Speaker. The nurses.were all 

going to resign in Nova Scotia. A little while ago, they did resign, 

until the government caved in. I do not know. Maybe it resulted 

from this kind of suspicion evoking legislation, the adversary process. 

There should not be an adversary process between the government on the 

one hand. 

AN HON. MEMBER: (Inaudible) • 

Mll. w. N. ROWE: That is right, from what I can gather from our talks 

which we had in the Leader of the Opposition's office, with some non­

management labour experts, if they could be called that, university 

people and that sort of thing, who gave us the history of some of 

those things, 

I do not think. 

New Brunswick has not had a very happy time with it, 

Nova Scotia has not had a happy time with it, Thia 

kind of legislation, Sir, has the aff~ct of turning it into an adversary 

system. Now there comes a time when one has to treat one another 

u adversaries,. when someone has a strong position and you have 

a position that you want to override. Certainly, the government itself 

should not have pm;ers to hold a whip-hand over someone they are trying 

to negotiate with. Let the House of Assembly have that power. The 

government have the majority but at least we do have the benefit 

of public debate and the possibility that minds can be changed. 

When the Minister of Finance came into this Rouse, 

Mr. Speaker, with this bill, he stated (Hansard will bear it out) quite 
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categorically that we are not going to change this bill; we have looked 

at some of the suggestions that have come in; we are not going to 

change this bill,and he did in fact change it. lie did so. 

All HON. MEMBER: (Inaudible). 

MR. W. N. ROWE: Look at Hansard, Mr. Speaker. We will see it& 

MR. NEARY: The Premier had to take him out and have a talk 

with him. 

MR. W. M. ROWE: lie said that -

MR. MURPHY: (Inaudible). 

MR. W. N. ROWE: He said that he had certain mild, minor amendments 

which he was going to put through. lie made it quite clear that the 

major provisions of that bill were going to remain unchanged. One 

of the major provisions of that bill, Mr. Speaker (if the crackies 

can belt up for five minutes) is th~ fact that the government was to 

have power to whip everyone in line and whip them back to work. 

MR. MURPHY: , (Inaudible). 

MR. PECKJ!'O!ID: (Inaudible). 

MR. W. N. ROWE: Oh listen to it over there, Mr. Speaker, the honourable 

member for Green Bay. His own friends, Mr~ Speaker, will say that he 

has gone so nell-headed since he became something or other. Mr. Speaker, 

I hope he had a lesson in humility when he went back to his district 

over the weekend and ran back like - I am just having a little sort 

of leisure nov. 

Mr. Speaker, may I continue? 

order or something? 

HR. SPEAKER: Order please: 

Is there a point of 

MR. W. N. ROWE: Mr. Speaker, he went back to his district and he 

suddenly realized what trouble this goyer~ment were in, especially 

in this labour legislation. lie admitted it. He stood up and admitted 

it in the House. I am not putting words in his mouth. Misunderstandings. 

he thought. Misunderstandings? 

6921 



October 29, 1973 Tape no. 93 Page 4 

In any event, Sir, the point in Section (27) where 

there was the ability when this bill was put before the House, a 

major provision which the minister had no intention of changing at 

the time -

All HON. MEMBER: (Inaudible). 

lilt. W. N. ROIIE: Mr. Speaker, he gave it as part of the bill. Why 

did he cite this as one of the provisions of a bill? Knowing that 

there was going to be an amendment later, he cited this as a provision 

of the bill~ I mean,what is this7 The Minister of Finance is more 

intelligent than that. When he brought this bill in, Mr. Speaker, 

he fully intended the government to have that power~ Now he 

changed. I give him full marka for changing. The problem with it 

is not the arrogance of it (that is the wrong word) but the stiff­

necked attitude that he came into this House with, that they were 

not going to change that. When he saw the Heavens falling, then 

ha decided to change it. 

I think, Sir, in a way it is a victory for not only 

the ~position but certain members of this opposition, a victory for 

the labour movement who had gotten their ideas across, a victory for 

the opposition, a victory for certain other members of the House, 

I believe, the honourable member for St. John's South made some 

statements about it~ The Minister of Education admitted quite 

candidly that it was changed as a result of representations made 

by these several parties that I have mentioned~ 

The Minister of Finance was given the grace this time, 

Mr. Speaker,to be able to read the announcement of this change. 

Usually the Premier of the province comes out, whips it away from 

him, whips the rug away from him and makes the statement himself 

vhich 1• usually diametrically opposed to what the Minister of Finance 

had said earlier. This time at least the Minister of Finance could 

come in. eat humble pie and say, "We were wrong. 'We were wrong, Mr. Speaker, 
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on this provision that the government have power to bring people 

back to work. It should be ordered by the House of Assembly, if 

anybody, not the government .. " 

NoY all I ask is that they have the same flexible 

attitude with regard to this artifical, this contrived distinction 

between essential employees and nonessential employees, between 

public and private workers in this province~ There is no need for it~ 

That ia all, Mr. Speaker. 

The Leader of the Opposition put a motion before 

this House I believe that a select committee be set up in order to 

enquire into the merits and demerits of this bill and to receive 

representations from the public, whether they be trade unions or 

interested citizens or management groups. There is nothing wrong 

with that suggestion. We have already seen what happens when public 

opinion is brought to bear on a certain asPect of a bill. Maybe 

there are other aspects of the bill, particularly the one that I 

have mentioned, this essentiality clause. Maybe we can get some 

good imput, for want of a better word,from interested people in 

the province by way of a select committee. Then perhaps we can 

have a sounder piece of legislation as a result. 

Mr. Speaker, let me concl?de by making a remark about 

the lab technicians. Now is the prime example. If this government 

wish , if they think that the lab technologists are damaging 

irreparably or otherwise the health of this province, if they have 

information to that effect, (I do not have information to that effect. 

I can only go by what I hear, the Minister of Health and others 

I assume that they are~ I can believe the honourable gentleman9) 

then let the Minister of Finance or some other member of the government 

bring in the necessary legislation to put,them back to work. Let us 

have a public debate on it~ Let them bring them back. Let them bring 

in the legislation, instead, Mr •. Speaker, of trying to sneak the 

big stick into the government's hands by virtue of this legislation~ 

After this 1s over now, they will go to the Labour Relations Board with 
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a list they have already drawn up, I have no doubt. The list 

has been circulating for a few days$ I mean why do we not 

see the list? Is there something wrong with this list of 

essential public servants? Let us have a look at 1tG As 

a matter of fact why not follow the suggestion of the honourable 

member for St. John's South, bring it into the House and l~t us 

have a little debate on it. Let us have a look at ita This 

government which has shown itself to be flexible and not rigid 

in many respects should show the same flexibility in this regard 

too t would submit, Sir& Bring this in, let us have a look at it, 

see if it is in the best interests of the public employees and the 

province at ~Srge. 

... 
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Well, the reason that I was so unaggressive tonight is that knowing I 

was going to be followed by the ~inister of Finance makes me shiver 

in my boots. The first words out of him, Mr. Speaker, will be, that th~ 

member.for White Bay South makes me want to up-chuck. That will be 

the first words out of him or maybe he will change now, ~r. Speaker, 

because I have obviously anticipated it. Maybe he will use something 

else. It would not be the first time. 

What I would like to hear from the Minister of Finance is what 

,is wrong with the suggestion which we have offered. Let us hear bis 

comments on the artificiality of public and private sort of employees. 

Let us hear the essentiality of one and the nonesaentialicy of the 

other. Why-make chalk of one and cheese of the other? Why segregate 

one and not the other when it comes to collective bargaining rights 

and obligations? Why do that?· h1hy not,have the same legislation in 

effect for both? If emergencies arise, Mr~ Speaker, if problems arise 

which are beyond the powers of the government, call the House together 

and deal vith that. 

The lab technologists happen to be a case in point, let the 

government hrlng in a resolution or the legislation necessary. We will 

debate it for a day or so and if they can win the day, if they have the 

right on their side, I am sure that the lab technologists will go back 

to work. I would say, Sir, that they would go back to work more readily 

if that were the case. They would go back to work more readily as a 

result of a resolution or a law passed by this House as a whole especially 

if it happened to be unanimous and if they could have the provision of 

the arbitration and all this sort of thing and know that their rights 

are goin~ to be safeguarded. I am sure that they would do that sooner -

I am not saying that they will - but I am sure that they would do that 

sooner than if the ~overnment itself unilaterally orders them back to 

work by some provision in a piece of legislation, a gene7al piece of 

legislation. t think that is a fair comment. As a matter of psychology 

I think that is right. 

I do not think that this is p:oing to be the only s:f.tuation that 

arises. If we form the government in a year or tw~, Mr. Speaker, as 
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it looks we will, then I would like to have the legislation as I have 

proposed it. I would like as a member of that government to have, not 

the p0",,1er which I would almost be afraid to use in the government to 

lash people back to ~ork. Open the House and let us have a debate on 

it and if ve can Yin today, if we can - Ah! Mr. Speaker., tell 11 teddy 

bear" to belt off~ He has made Minister of Labour and he has not 

opened his trap in this debate. What a disgrace, ~r. Speaker! in this 

House~ Listen to it, despicable character. Disgrace, Mr. Speaker, not 

a word of contribution to this debate~ At least the member for Bonavia ta 

South had the courage and the eloquence to stand up and give us the 

benefit of his experience and advice on the matter. The Minister of 

Labour, former Minister of Labour, not a sqUE1.wk out of himo 

In any,event, Sir, I would like to hear the Minister of Finance. 

I hope he does not get too hard on me. I hope I can mollify him now to 

s,ry that I am not too bad a guy and if he would stick to the issues 

involved, namely: What is wrong with the suggestion that we have made? 

llhy have this artificial segregation? 

Mr$ Speaker, we will not vote for this bill because we think 

that one of the principles involved. namely'the one I have mentioned, 

this essential employees aspect, is a principle that we cannot adhere 

to. We think that it goes to the guts of the issue. We think that the 

bill should be improved. I am sure if the minister vill improve it in 

committee in the regards which I have mentioned, it will not have any 

problem going through the House whatsoever. We will vote unanimously 

for it. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

MR~ ROBERTS: Mr. Speaker, those who have just come into the House may ... 
be interested to know the latest result on the elections in our neighbouring 

province4 The Liberals, by the information I have, have elected 1 by a 

process that only the radio and television journalists understand, have 

elected fifty-six and they are leading in forty; ninety-six of 110 seats. 

Union Nationale have elected zero, leading zero. 11te Partie 

Quebecois have elected one and are leading in sixe The Creditiste have 

elected zero and are leading in two. 
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MR. SPEAKER: If the honourable minister speaks now, he closes the debate~ 

MR. CROSBIE: Mr. Speaker, I have to laugh at the honourable gentleman 

from Bell Island. He does not want any character asaassination tonight 

after he spent most of Friday afternoon doing just that thing. He does 

not need to worry because I do not intend to address myself to him at 

all. Tonight my mind is on a higher plain. 

Now, the honourable the member from White Bay South who just 

spoke, some of his speech made sense and some of what he said is 

defensible, new approachs from tha_t point of view. He has not made 

me feel tonight, Mr. Speaker, like up-chucking as I think he said, 

Rather he made me feel a little bit queasy. So he was considerably 

improved tonight. 

Now, at least the honourable gentleman who just finisred speaking 

has made the opposition's position clear and I will speak on that in just 

a few minutes. 

First, Mr. Speaker, I want to remind the House - I think it cannot 

be pointed out to often -- that what we are doing by passing this 

legislation, if it be passed, is giving for the first time, as has been 

stressed several times today, the public servants of this province the 

right to strike. Mr. Speaker, there is nothing in this bill that takes 

away the right to strike from members of the public service but there 

are two conditions in the bill that provide for some restriction of 

that right in the public interest if it be necessary~ 

To deal with the first one first, the essential employees 

provision of the bill: It ts not the ·govemment that will be able to 

say that any employee in any service is essential and therefore cannot 

strike. The employer,who might be the government and who might be a 

hospital board or might be the power cormnission or whatever, will be 

in a position, if the employer should wish to put before the union involved 

or bargaining agent and if they do not agree to put before the Labour 

Relations Board~ suggested list of employees in certain services who 

they feel to be essential, not with just a blanket authority but essential 

for reasons of health, snfetv or security. Just for those threa purposes 
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that we can even suggest that they are essential. Whether or not some 

part of those emoloyees are essential or not will be decided by the 

Lahour Relations Board whom we do not control and whom we have no control 

over. ·We did not know in what other hands to put this power. Obviously 

the courts would not be satisfactory for this purpose. We have no other 

board that we could think of or commission or agency that could do it. 

The only one that comes to mind is the Labour Relations Board. 

So, by this bill, the government cannot, the employer cannot 

take away anyone's right to strike~ We can suggest and if the union 

do not agree,leave it With the Labour Relations Board to decide 

whether there are certain employees in certain services who are essential 

and therefore it is against the public interest to allow them all to 

strike. What we visualize is not what the honourable member for White 

Bay South suggested. We have nO intention in this world, Mr. Speaker, 

of proceeding to the Labour Relations Board vlth a list of all of the 

employees in ~ospitals that we control ourselves, that the government 

operate. directly and suggesting that they are all eesentiale 

If we proposed to do that, we 'W'OUld have in this bill that no 

hospital worker could strike. That has been suggested by the honourable 

member for St. John's South~ That is what he feels the situation should 

be, that ~e should declare certain institutions essential and forbid anyone 

in them to strike~ The government does not accept that position and 

therefore the government has no intention in this vorld of suggesting 

to the Labour Relations Board that say all of the employees of one of 

the government, let us say Burin Cottage Hospital, are essential. We do 

not have that ~ntention whatsoever~ What we will moat likely do is 

suggest that a certain minimum number of employees in each category 

are essential from the point of view that a hospital must be able to 

provide care for emergency cases at leaste Not care for elective surgery, 

not care for somerody who has some chronic complaint or some condition 

not immediately dan~erous but viahes to be operated on. That is not an 

emergency but elective sur~ery. 

There are caaes where you have to have an operation and there 
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is no choice or you may be in a car accident and you ·have to have a 

fracture set or whatever. These emergencies each hospital should be 

able to deal with. So, they have to be left with enough employees to 

carry on just that bare service, to be able to give emergency service. 

Now, if there is a strike, as there was this summer in several 

hospitals, all we wish to insure is that there will be a bare minimum 

number of people there who can provide this emergency service. TI-le 

Labour Relations Board might decide - for example, Mr. Speaker, we 

have no intention of going to the Labour Relations Board and suggesting 

that all x-ray and lab technicians in hospitals now be declared essential, 

no intention in this world. But we might very well approach the board 

and the union and suggest that in the, let us take the general hospital - it te 

not one of ours but as an example. It is a board operated hospital. Let 

us say there are twenty lab and x-ray technologists - I do not know how 

many they have - we might suggest to the board that four or six lab 

and x-ray technicians in that hospital are essential if it is to provide 

emergency service 

v929 



October 29, 1973, Tape 95, Page l -- apb Night 

and it will be up to the board to decide. A certain minimum 

number of x-ray and lab technicians are obviously essential if 

there is to be any service ~iven by a hospital at all. If the 

board •did that, followed that suggestion, it would not be that 

John Jones and Bill Smith and Tom Ryan or whoever at the 

General Hospital are essential, it would be an order,as we see it, 

that 11X1
' number in that unit are essential~ Then if they want to 

go on strike they can rotate~ This week perhaps four of them will 

,be in and next week a different four and so on. That is how we see 

it operating. We have no intention of suggesting and we are not going 

to suggest that everyone of these employees is essential but we feel 

that every hospital in the province should be able to give emergency 

service. 

There are other areas where' it is very difficult to 

determine how many are essential~ What do you do with the Hoyles 

Home, Mr~ Speaker? If there wer£ a strike at the Hoyles Home and all 

those old people in there and they must have - they haVe to be looked 

after, they cannot he turfed out of the Hoyles Home if there is a 

strike at the Hoyles Homese What do you do at Exon House where the 

retarded children are and the children with all these personality 

problems are? You cannot permit a hundred percent strike at Exon 

House. There has to be a certain amount of personnel left there to 

see that they are looked after and cared for~ What do you do at the 

Mental Hospital? The Mental Hospital is not in the same category as 

the General Hospital or one of these other hospitals. You have a 

hospital there full of mentally ill people some of them quite 

dangerous5 Obviously you cannot have everybody just leave the Mental 

Hospital and go on strike~ Surely we have to take whatever measures 

are proper to see that service is maintained in those kinds of 

institutions. 

There are many government departments where we will not 

even be arguing that there are essential employees at all in that 

sense of the word. There are many departments where apart from the 
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management people we will not suggest that there are essential 

. I employees; In any event, it will not be in our hands it will be in 

the hands of the Labour Relations Board~ We feel that it is essential 

for us to try this, that it is necessary and that we cannot just 

give an unrestricted right to strike throughout the public service 

includin~ the hospital service. 

The only other provision of the bill, the honour~ble 

gentleman said we would be trying by the back.door and ao on, the only 

other part of the bill which interferes with the right to strike at 

all is the emergency provision. Ifs strike is on and it finally 

starts to affect the public health, safety or security, originally 

we had that the Lieutenant Governor in Council could proclaim an 

emergency and ~hey would have to return to work and go to compulsory 

arbitration. That has now been changed to the House of Assembly. 

Why has it been changed? Not because we were scared when 

we heard objections to it. We haveinet with CUPE and NAPE - CUPE 

the day the bill was introduced and NAPE a day or two before that -

tbey have pointed out their reservations about this being left in 

the hands of the cabinet and members opposite made the point. We 

had discussed it before the bill got second reading in the House and 

decided that a change was indicated. We heard the member for St. John's 

indicate the same view. There was no opposition in the cabinet or 

caucus at all to doing that. As a matter of fact, had we thought 

it through far enough we would have had it that way in the legislation 

in the first place. There is nothjng wrong with it. 

If you are in a cabinet you tend to think that if the 

Lieutenant Governor in Council is given the power it 1• all right. 

I mean we are in the cabinet and we happen to trust ourselves. We 

forget sometimes that perhaps other people do not trust us. Fine! 

There seems to be a little bit of ill trust so we will leave it to 

... 

the House of Assembly and that is what will be in the amendment that 

~oes before the House if we get it in committee tomorrow. 

The honourable ientleman in endin~ up his speech 
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explained the position of the opposition. They feel now that it 

should be an unrestricted right to strike in the public service 

as well as the private~ That is a defensible opinion and that is 

a defensible position* We thought about it and pondered on it and 

thought ourselves whether this could be done and have come to the 

conclusion that it would not be in the public interest, in our 

view, for that to be the situation. 

Perhaps we are wron~~ Perhaps when this le~ialation 

is passed we will find that the essential employees section does 

not work. Perhaps we will find that the Labour Relations Board 

make some decisions that we think are unsound, that they have said 

that too many people are essential or that it is becoming too much 

of a problem and too much of an irritation between us and the unions 

involved. If that turns out to be the case we will not hesitate to 

come back next year and say: "This has not worked it is too 

cumbersome, it has caused too much trouble, 11 and ask the House to 

change it and take it out. But we still feel, despite all the 

arguments that we hm~e heard about this, that this is the way we 

have to attempt to proceed~ If it should not work we shall review it 

and then we shall change it if that should appear to be necessary. 

The position put by the honourable member opposite is 

defensible~ They have tried it in Sas1'atchewan. We do not know 

what the long-term result will be. They are apparently going to 

try it in British Columbia. I only aSk the House to remember this; 

that the honourable ~entlemen opposite have a different view, a 

different approach and a different policy than their liberal 

confrdres at Ottawa, because our legislation follows the same 

principles aa they have in the Government of Canada at the present 

time. In the Government of Canada you can ~o two routes. You can 

choose to go th~ou~h negotiations and end in arbitration or their 

legislation permits you to go through the ordinary process of 

conciliation and eventually strike* The union chooses which way it 
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goes. But if t~e union choose to go the route that ends in a 

strike the federal government through ;he public service 

commission or bargaining (I do not have the right name here) but 

throtigh a board and that, board decides and designates Wo is 

essential. The federal le~islation pr,ovides for the desi~nation 

of essential employees just the same as our legislation does. 

MR. W.N.ROWE: That was pasaed in 1967. 

}'R. CROSBIE: Passed in 1967 and still in effect. Presumably it 

is the policy of the Liberal Government at Ottawa. So the 

honourable gentlemen opposite, I am just pointing that out, they 

can have their own p'olicy,they do not have to follow Ottawa but 

the Liberal Government at Ottawa do not take any different approach 

than we have taken in principle to this. We see no reason why it 

should not ~ork equally for us if it works for them. 

The Liberal Government in Quebec take a more restrictive 

attitude. Now in Quebec if you go on a strike in the public service 

they can declare. when it gets bothersome, an eighty-day cooling-off 

period. If that should not work then the Liberal cabinet in Quebec can 

decide what the settlement might be, not an arbitration board. That 

is the Liberal Government in Quebec. 

All ~e are saying here is that those who are found to be 

essential or if. an emergency develops and the Rouse of Assembly has 

to resolve that a strike has to end, that the matter then goes to 

arbitration. We do not decide what is going to happen. an arbitration 

board will decide. So, our legislation is far ahead in the sense of 

being more free than that in the Liberal r.overnment of Quebec which 

has been introduced and carried out~ 

In Ontario you cannot strike at all in the public service. 

The Premier tonight ran through the list of the other provinces. So 

there is only one province or t'Wo when British Columbia passes its 

legislation that gives this unrestticted freedom. Perhaps it will 

work perfectly there~ If it should work then that will be a good 

guide to us if we find the essential emoloyee business does not work~ 
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Remember, Sir, the present situation is this: Under 

the law of this province now and until this bill is passed not a 

civil servant in the province can go on strike~ Not one person 

who works directly for the government today is entitled to strike~ 

llhen this legislation is passed they will all be entitled to 

strike except those who may be found by the Labour Relations 

Board,in the next two, three or four months or however long it 

takes, to be essential in the particular work that they are doing~ 

Is this repressive legislation? Really, the laboUT 

movement is in danger of - What is it? Not respondinr? 

Who is the person who cries wlf? You know, the person who cried 

wolf all the time and the wolf was never there~ 

AN !!ON. !-'EMBER: (Inaudible) 

MR. CROSBIE: He cries more than wolf~ And the wolf was not there 

when it had been called five or ten times. The boy who called wolf! 

Look at the description this legislation has had from Mr, McMillan 

who is here tonight in the gallery 8 nRepressive! 11 "The government have 

declared war.
11 

I have not heard the government declare war. The 

only war I knew 
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about was over in the Middle East. I was dumbfounded to pick up 

the 11Evening Telegram" a couple of days ago and discover that we 

PK - l 

were going to declare war. Where a:r_e all of these priceless clippings? 

It was going to create. the hospital workers were going to be second 

class citizens. You can only describe that as complete and utter 

tommyrot or loftyrot because it was certainly rot. 

Here it -is in the "Evening Telegram" of October 27. •1rf 

it is war government wants it is war we will give them' The union 

Leader John(Lofty)Macmillan said yeeterday as CUPE continued its 

assault on the proposed Public Service Collective Bargaining Act, 

aonouncing the proposed bill as phony, phony." What 1• phony about this 

bill? It is about ten miles ahead of where the province is today and 

miles ahead of other provinces. What about his only little province 

up in Ontario? Mr. MacMillan h!'-5 not declared war on the Government 

of Ontario but he is down here bullying poor little John Crosbie around 

and declaring war on him. Not only that but the gentlemao wants me 

psychoaoalyzed. Where is that crisis? I wss blasted. I was blasted. 

"If -ever Mr. Crosbie was the image of Joey Smallwood he sure was yester­

day. " I/ell, my God! 

AN HON. MEMBER: What an attack? 

AN HON. MEMBER: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: "1 wonder if the mao should not have a psychiatric 

examination?" I have often wondered that, Mr. Speaker. I believe I 

should have a psychiatric examination to be foolish enough to get 

involved in the public life of this province aod to be attack, assaulted, 

verbally assaulted never physically, my character attacked, smirched, rrry 

family attacked,! have gone through it all since 1967. Mr. MacMillao 

is not going to bother me in the least with that kind of attitude. But 

I agree with him,I should have a psychiatric examination. I am completely 

nuts to be in public life. 

He went on to say that CUPE has gone through this since 1967 

when we were outlawed by the previous a~iniatration." We have not 

outlawed CUPE. We are delighted to have CUPE, I was juat reading their 

journal today, CUPE'e tenth anniversary. Very impressive record. A 

fine union. When I was not president of the Treasury Board and I was 

6935 



October 29, 1973 Tape 96 (night) PK - 2 

just looking on academically I have always admired CUPE. They are a 

tough bunch and they have done a lot for the people they represent but 

when Hr~ NacHillan gets on vith this kind of stufL He is not down 

here to scare, we are not the Beothucka~ We will fight a bit harder 

than the poor old Beothucks did before we get stampeded into doing 

everything that Hr. Hac.."1illan wants us to do* He goes on to say 11We 

find qo hospital workers will have any power under this bill to determine 

economic and .social justice.lJ I mean what complete tripe. He termed 

the bill morally wrong and said that union members would stage illegal 

strikes if such a step were ne~esaary to protect their rights~ It is 

not necessary~ It will not be necessary to protect their rights. Mr. 

MacMillan should not be down here trying to incite Newfoundland people 

to commit illegal acts. 

"I do not -think the government gives a damn if hospital workers 

strike or not~ 11 he charged. "It is only a matter of dollars and cents. 11 

Nov really, I care if they strike~ 

Nmnber one, a tremendous amount of time has to be involved in it and 

a tremendous amount of worry, worry to the patients~ It is a worry to 

the people on strike and all the rest of it •. We all care if they go on 

strike. So that statement is absolute nonsense9 

Now it was not bad enough for the Dig Red Rooster to go crowing 

at the government but along came the Little Red Hen, Mr. Richard Cashin~ 

MT. Cashin must have decided, the Little Red Hen must have decided that 

this was a good act to get in on~ "Old Crosbie is down# The Pt'emier is 

going to dismiss him any minute." So Boy Golly! along he came and gave 

me the boot! 

Now he has two versions in the paper today, Mr- Speaker~ First~ 

the "Daily News 0 Mr~ Cashin said~ "The House of Assembly, the lt?gislation 

now before the House is Close to Fascist Legislation" - close to Fascist 

Legislation~ In the 1'Evcning Telegramu he said, "The Public Service 

Legislation is semf·-Fascist~ '' But anyway there is some Fascistic 

tendencies involved, I guess it is L I am the Fascist~ He said, 11 You 

ea.rt.not put a gun to somconC''s head and expect peace. 11 I would expect him 

to be pretry darn quiet if I did. 

11Th«? legislation before the House> today will deny the d~mocratic 
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rights of public service workers in Newfotmdland.' Now today they 

cannot strike at all and tomorrow if it be passed they will all be 

able to strike,yet this legislation denies them their democratic 

rights or would deny the democratic rights of public service workers 

altogether. Then he said, 0 T feel the government are the cause of 

the disputes." Naturally. 11The total inflexible attitude of the 

government shows that it is still being run by men with pre-Confederation 

mentality." Mr. Speaker, most of us young fellows on this side had no 

mentality before Confederation. 

Then he took a verbal swipe at the poor old Finance Minister 

saying 11He should be kept out of negotiations because you cannot approach 

negotiations with his arrogant and total insensitivity. " Well I will 

admit it is difficult. 

Now where is that poem of mine? I made up a poem here, I do 

not know whether it is fit to -

To the tune of: "SAID THE LITTLE RED HEN" 

Said the Little Red Cashin 

To the Big Bad Rooster, 

Let's peck &'W'ay today 

At the President of Treasury Board. 

You psychoanalyze him 

And asked Frank to fire him, 

And I'll accuse him, 

of fascist war. 

So they are really out to get me. They are really out to get us, Mr. 

Speaker. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: Having disposed.of the Scarlet Pimpernel I will go on to 

a more serious point~ We would like to conclude second reading tonight. 

I would li~e to unburden my old heart here tonight, but we would like 

to have it all over by eleven o'cloc~ if possible, so I am being cut back 

severely. I just wanted to see what the opposition said, to see if 
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there is anything we can comment on there. 

The Leader of the Opposition quite frankly most of his speech 

was to try and make more difficult in my view, in my opinion the 

situation of the x-ray and lab strike at the moment. Now the House 

was called together9 Mr. Speaker, at least ten days, I have not looked 

up the exact date, but it was announced that the House was meeting 

October 25, long before the x-ray and lab technicians went on strike 

on October 16. This legislation has no relationehip in the world to 

the x-ray and lab technicians stri~e. The House was set down for at least 

ten days before then and the subject was said to be this legislation. 

It is just an unfortunate occurance that the lab and x-ray people got 

upset after they voted to accept their contract and walked out. It is 

most unfortunate. This legislation may or may not have any effect on 

what they are doing. We do not know. We do not know what further stape 

will.have to be taken. But I thought I would just mention that for the 

moment. 

The honourable gentleman opposite made a point and it has been 

made by other people apart from himself about myself here tonight. He 

said that I ~as too definite, make too strong statements for no change 

and so on., 11 Well I agree this is a weakness. 

AN HON. MEMBER: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: No negotiating in public. You are in a very delica.te 

position unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, or you want to try and get it across 

that the government are going no further, there is going to be no change 

On the other hand if you say that or say anything, you will have the 

honourable gentleman oppoeite saying you are being entirsly inflexible. 

So are you suppose to make no comment? You are between the devil and 

the deep blue sea. 

Now the position on the lab and x-ray is that they are upset. 

We are not saying they are liars and they have lied. As the member for 

Sts John's South said, we realize they are sincere in thei'l' view and 

that they feel that they were led to expect.during negotiation• that they 

would get the same aa the nurses. But it•is very clear from the meeting 
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that the Minister of Labour and l had with them on Friday and with the 

other negotiators who worked for the government that never at any time 

were they ever told by a government negotiator that they would have 

the same as the nurses or substantially the same. Never were they 

told that the nurses were not going to get any further money~ In fact 

they knew that the nurses had rejected our first offer which gave them 

twelve and a-half per cent this year and that we are meeting with them 

again and ner,otiating with them again. But they have always compared 

themselves to nurses. During the negotiations nurses were discussed 

and so on, and they got the impression that this was the fact, this was 

the case. They admi.ted to us, they agreed with us that no person had 

ever made that promise to them and it certainly was not in writing~ But 

they are very uptight and very _upset about this. 

Well the position ia as the Premier explained today, and when 

I said anything on it before it was with the authority of the government, 

with the authority of the Premier. You do not think, Mr. Speaker, a 

cabinet minister can go dashing all around making statements on govern­

ment policy without, if he cannot check with the whole cabinet, at least 

checking with the Premier, The position is 
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that since they accepted our offer we can see absolutely no 

justifi~ation after their members voted to accept it and ve can 

see no justification whatsoever for making any more offers 

from the government. 

But we are not inflexiblev If an arbitration board decide 

that they should get exactly what the nurses are getting or some­

thing comparable to the nurses or substantially Yhat they are 

getting or if an arbitration board sav thev should Ret more~ we 

are willing to accept that. We will accept if an arbitration board 

find that bot we will not voluntarily give them any more. It would .1ust 

make no sense, if you go through the collective bargaining process for 

each agreement - the agreement was suggested by the negotiationg team. 

They said: 1' We accept the Conciliation board renort~ Will the government 

give us that?" After trying to get them to accept less and negotiating 

with them, we finallv decided they would accept nothing less, so we 

agreed and we gave them exactly that except for the hours of work. Some 

of them will get thirty-seven and a-half hours instead of thirty-five, 

which they agreed to. 

Then it went out to a vote and the agreew2nt was mailed out to all 

members and seventy nercent accepted it, an;i then the next day they went 

on strike~ 

Mr. Speaker, if we were to accept that procedure, if we were to say: 

''Well, desi1ite this lads, despite our agreement, despite your accepting 

it and voting on it ue are ow going to give you more 11
, that would be 

completely opposite to the whole system of collective bargaining. 

Because the x-ray and lab technicians are so important and because 

they are apparently so unset the government have said (We met with them 

last Friday) we will io to arbitration with th~m; we will guarantee them 

they will get no less than the present offer that they accepted, and we 

made several other 11ttle concessions ,to them nbout what would happen if 

they went back on Friday evenin~ or Saturday morning, yet dispite that 
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Mr. Speaker, they on Saturday morning decided they were not 

going to accept it and they are still out. So what the end 

result of it all is going to be we do not know. Whether this 

legislation will help or not we do not know. The onl v way it 

could help would be if we finally found it necessary to bring a 

resolution before the House and then hope that they will pay heed 

to the fact that the House has passed such a resolution. 

So that is the position~ We have done everything we can 

to be reasonable on the x-ray and lab technician situation and 

we now hope that eventually they will show reason also. 

We have a lot of amendments to bring in when it goes before 

the committee. We have given a copy to the opposition~ We have this 

problem nov of mass resignatioils and so on for the lab and x-ray~ 

The honourable gentleman made a lot of the hospital strikes 

in the provinces and '1bat happened in the hospital strikes. What 

happened in the hospital strikes was after the Western Memorial 

Hospital was out three or four weeks, the hospital board started to 

insist that if something ~erenot done they were going to close the 

hospital down absolutely, one hundred per cent. ntey would not even 

provide any efflergency service.in the Comer Brook Area but thev were 

going to shut it down lock, stock and barrel 

We felt that they did not need to do that. They could 

carry on emergency services but they said, "N0, 0 that they were 

going to shut the hospital up. How could we have the whole Corner 

Brook Area wihout a hospital functioning at all? They put the 

government in an abaolutely impossible situation. That is '1hy the 

government had to become so heavily involved and the Premier, because 

the Western Memorial Board said they were going to shut it down 

absolutely. We had until Monday to do something about it. We 

persuaded them to wait from Friday until Monday and over the week-

end as members of the House know, meetings were held hy the Federation 

of Labour who acted as mediators and CUPE and NAPE and eventually 

after all day Sunday a settlement was arrived at which gave them more 
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than I had said a week earlier they would get. 

I had said a week earlier that we had made our final offer. 

That was authorized by the government. That was the government's 

deci•ion on policy. I did not cook it up myself; the whole 

:abinet decided ite Yes, this offer was reasonable and generous 

and that was our final offer and I said it was our final offer so 

they would know it was our final offer and there would be no doubt, 

but circumstances changed unfortu;iately and a week later Western 

Memorial forced us, because they mid they were going to close down 

absolutely, forced us to give more for the hospital workers, To 

avoid that situation, that is what happened. The Premier did not 

just eome into it because he wanted to get some fanfare or get 

the ne,,s highlights or something like that or be looked on u a 

hero saving the situation, the Minister of Labour, the Minister of 

Industrial Development, the Premier, myaelf,there: might have been 

another cabinet minister, were here all day on that Sunday whil~ 

our negotiators met with CUPE and NAPE and the Federation of Labour 

taediated and eventually this settlement was worked out~ 

So that is what happened in the hospital strike. It was 

unfortunate how it ended up~ We were forced there by Western Memorial 

whom we could not force to stay open if they absolutely refused 

to stay open,whomwe could not force to provide emergency treatement 

if they would not do it. 

AN HON. ME!-!BER: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: Well this bill, as the honourable gentleman knows, 

the draft was ready last spri~g. It was sent to NAPE last spring. 

It was sent to CUPE last spring. It was sent to the electrical 

workers last spring_ It was sent to the nurses last spring. 

One reason it was not passed was that NAPE gave us their 

comments on May ,land said they had little time to study it and 

no one else had been heard back about it and it was felt best not 

to proceed with it last spring~ 
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I can assure the honourable gentleman that there were 

many times this summer that I had wished this had been passed 

last spring because we were oprrating in a vacuum. We have decided 

we would not apply the 1967 legislation to the hospital workers, 

that that was intolerable. We revoked it by Order-in-Council 

and in return we feel we were dealt with pretty harshly by the 

unions and all. I suppose that is the nature of the game. 

MR~ NEARY: CUPE was already operating under the Labour Relations 

Act. 

HR. CROSBIE: CUPE was forbidden to strike by the 1967 legislation. 

They were recognized under the Labour Relations Act as a union, 

certified under it, but at law were not permitted to strike. Anyway, 

that was repealed and we had no framework of our own to operate 

within and the reason for the essential employee thing is to meet 

this kind of situation. 

At Western Memorial,for example, some minimum number of employees 

should be essential so that the thing operates for.emergencies. Now 

with a strike weapon it is still going to be very effective. There 

is no hospital that can get along properly with most of its employ•~• 

on strike, just providing emergency care. The whole pressure of the 

strike weapon is still there but at least ve will be able to see 

that in areas like Corner Brook and so on there is some basic emergency 

facility available. 

MR. WM. ROWE: I wonder would the honourable minister permit a question? 

HR. CROSBIE: Yes, Sir, go ahead. 

· MR. WM. ROWE: On this list of amendments what is this "b 11 towards 

the end of the page there - The Public Service Collective Bargaining 

Bill - subsection 5, if the majority of employees in a unit 

are classified, etc.- what is that? 

MR. CROSBIE: The amendment the honourable gentleman mentions has 

been introduced at the request of NAPE who pointed out that it was 

possible that the Labour Relations Board might find to be essential 

..,re than half the people who work in the unit and in that event what 
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would be their remedy? They would not be allowed to go on strike and if 

over half of them were certified essential. what would be the point 

of a strike ? h"hat was the rer.edv? 

Well the bill did not contain a remedy so that has been put there 

so in the unlikely event that happens, they can go to arbitration 

under the other amendment that is to apply to ~ection 29, and that is 

why that is there. I am not going to go into a lot of the major 

9biections because many of them are met by the amendment9 

The ~onourable member for St~ John's South suggested that it 

•hould not be essential employees it should be institutions. Well 

we do not believe that we should forbid absolutely strikes in 

certain institutions. We felt this is a more reasonable approach. 

Instead of saying a hospital institution cannot strike, we are trying 

to establish a pattern where a number of employees will not be permitted 

to strike so it can be given emergency service but the rest of them 

can ~ So the strike weapon is not taken m,ay but we are attempting to 

compromise~ 

l!&ny of the people on this side feel and on the other side I have 

no doubt feel a hospital is not an institution where you should pendt 

a •trike at all but we feel that in this day and age and after ths 

struggles of the past we should attempt to compromise here • As I have 

said earlier.we have no intention of trying to argue that all employees 

are essential~ 

I should mention on the x-ray and lab situation by the way, 

Mr~ Speaker, that it is not the government that negotiates with them. 

We negotiate jointly with the Hospital Association, The Hospital 

Association represents many of the hospital boards~ The hospital 

boards are the actual employers. 

MR. NEARY: The government holds the purse strings. 

MR. CROSBIE: The ~overnment holds the purse strings and therefore 

haB to be involved in the negotiations. We do not decide all these 

matters by ourselves. For example at Friday's meeting, in addition 

to the Minister of Manpower and Industrial Relations, Mr. Eaton was 

there as President of the Hospital Association and Major Mclnnes as 
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the head of the bar~aining team who dealt with the x-ray and lab 

technicians but there vaa not a person from Treasury Board on the 

negotiating team, the x-ray and lab. They were Major Mclnnes, 

Mr. Kelland frOm the children's hospital, Jack Burt from the 

Department of Finance, because we were abort of people in Treasury 

Board, and two others, none of them from Treasury Board. 

MR. NEARY: Inaudible. 

MR. CROSBIE: He was at a meeting but not on 
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the negotations with the nurses the negotiating team was lead by 

Clyde Streets of Western vernorial Hospital for the hospital ~asocistion 

because they have to deal with everything involving employer - employee 

relationships except the money~ So, we are not alone. We are only one 

part of the employer~ 

I was very disappointed, Mr~ Speaker,_ in the Leader of the 

Opposition's approach~ I do not see how he could accuse the government 

of bargaining in bad faith without knowing all of the facts or not even 

atte-i'JI?ting to ascertain from us or from officials on the treasury board or 

the hospital association what all the facts are~ The govemment, Mr6 

Speaker, has never bargained in bad faith with the x-ray and lab or 

anyone else. We can easily see how there was a misunderstanding but 

there was no bad faith~ For the Leader of the Opposition to attempt to 

encourage - really what he is doing is attempting-to encourag~, to in­

furiate the lab and x-ray employees Bo they will stay out and out and 

out and really create a crisis. There is no bad faith. We do not 

believe they are in bad faith. We believe they are being wrong-headed 

and we believe they are ignoring the fact that they can put many sick 

people in a dangerous position by the attitude they have taken but we 

do not accuse them of bad faith. For the Le~der of the Opposition to 

take that approach is very, very disappointing and very saddening~ 

Now the member for Labrador South spoke and he is against 

the principle of the bill. He felt the whole thing was a pretty bad 

show but what solution did the memb~r for Labrador South offer the 

House? He is not the government exac,;:.ly but we are entitled to say to 

him, 11All right, you do not agree with our approach. You do not agree 

with essential employees~ You think that it is a retrograde step. 

What does the member for Labrador South suggest? 

N0'1,J', 'f,,fr~ Speaker, there are onl'.y rwo ways that I know of of settling 

labour disputes. One is by the strike and strife and who wears the other 

one down and who finally wins that struggle~ The other is by arbitration~ 

Well, there is negotiation in both cases~ Naturally you hope it is all 
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solved by Oegotiation. Of the ultimate solutions there are only two 

that we know of and we have provided for two of them in this bill. 

lb-L. 

So what is so bad about it? Why should the member for Labrador South 

get so despondent about it? Why should he look down on us poor mortals 

On this side, us poor politicians? He sometimes gives me the feeling, 

the honourable gentleman does, that we are pretty scruffy, that we are 

out somehow to damage the ordinary working man and woman and ~hat this 

bill we are putting before the House is a pretty bad piece of stuff~ 

I was disappointed that he had no solution to offer. At least I did 

not hear him offer any solutions to it. 

then sat dmm finally in disgust. 

He threw up his hands snd 

This was ao barbarous, this legislation which gives the right 

to strike to all public servants with these narrow exceptions I have 

mentioned, was so bad that the honourable gentleman from Labrador 

South had to collapse back in his seat, sickened by the corrupt sickness 

of this power·..;;hungry , demagogic bunCh over here. I am not quoting him but 

that is the impression that he gave~ He disappointed me as doubtless I 

have dis91'pointed him. . 
The honourable member for St. Joqn's South made an excellent 

speech and he had several good suggestions that·we have adopted. W-e 

cannot agree with him on the institutions,that we should just forbid 

strikes in hospitals. We cannot agree that this House should decide 

who are essential employees and vho are not. We feel a body like the 

Labour Relations Board is the best to do it,who can hear both sides 

and then make a decision. We have ~onfidence in them. He made a 

vetY. valuable speech and we appreciated the views he put forward* 

The honourable gentleman for Bell Island I will pass over 

tonight. I would not even attempt to describe what I think of him 

because it would have me banished from this House for about the next 

five years. lf I ever heard a sick spee·ch; a sick low addressed to 

this House, it was the honourable gentleman from Bell Island's •. Hovever, 

I do not expect anvthing better from him~ He uas overjoyed at the 

misery and discomfort and danger that were beinp: caused by the x-ray and 
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lab strike'. He was overjoyed by that and he had the low audacity; the 

mean spleen, the vicious propinquity to state that if anybody in the 

province died as a result of the x-ray and lab technicians strike, I 

personally would be responsible for it4 Nw, if that is not the 

meanest, lowest, most untrue, most insidious, most contemptible state­

ment ever made in this House, I do not know what it was, and I have 

heard a lot of low, mean, contemptible statements made in this House4 

So, I Yill just pass him by and then ue - Oh! I will not even mention 

the rest of it~ 

Now our brethren from Bona.vista North~ He said, Mr. Speaker, 

11Eveey employee has the Cod-given right to strike. 11 I could not believe 

T!1'f ears, I thought, had God been dead fro,, 1967 to 19721 Do you remember 

all those years. that the administration the honourable gentleman 

supported forbade strikes in hospitals at all. Where was the God-given 

right then when the Smallwood Administration forbade any strikes in 

hospitals? Where was the C,0d-given tight from 1949 to 1973 when this 

bill is passed? Where ~as the God-given right of public servants to 

strike which was never permitted by the administration headed by Mr9 

Sffiallt1ood who he admi;ed so deeply? Never. 
1 

11Time }fagazine" had 0 Is 

God Dead?" \las God dead during all those years that the honourable• 

gentleman can nw stand in the House and tel\ us that every employee 

has the God-given right to strike? There is no God-given right to 

strike. The right to strike ia given by the Houses of Assembly or 

parliaments of the land and not by C,od. It is something human. God 

has nothing to do vith it and it is.not a God-given right. It is a 

right given by legislation that can be taken away by legislation and 

a right that was fought for for hundreds of years, we all know, but 

not God-given~ 

.., 

Mr~ Speaker, the honourable gentleman should not suggest to us 

that we are doing something in this hill th·at takes away somebody's 

God-given rights. We are doing somethin~ to give thousands of people 

in-this province rights they never had before and not as the honourahle 

gentleman put it. The honourable gentleman said that section 10 prevented 

this God-gi.ven right~ Section 10 does not prevent any right, God-given 
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or otherwise* It gives the public interests of this province some 

chance to be protected. 

Il!-4 

The honourable gentleman said that every employee of a hospital 

is essential and they could all be designated. Well, I dealt with that 

earlier. Then he asked, 11 Why was it not introduced by the Minister of 

Labour? 11 It was not introduced by the Minister of LabouT, Mr~ Speaker 1 

because the treasury board represents the government in collective bargaining. 

AN HONOURABLE l-'EMJJER: The minister is referrin~ to the Minister of 

·Manpower? 

MR, CROSBIE: The Minister of ~anpower* The legislation was prepared, 

as was the teachers' le~islation by the collective bargaining staff of 

treasury board in consultation with the Hon* Minister of ~anpower•s 

Department. 

Another reason, Mr~ Speaker, we could easily guess that a large 

part of this debate would be occupied with attacks upon myself and the 

collective bar~aining done by the treasury board during the year. It 

was felt that I should have the right to reply. So, for all of these 

reasons it is not introduced by the ~inister of Manpower but by your 

humble servant who is now having an exercise of his right to reply. 

The fact that I have this right even kept the honourable gentleman 

from White Bay South a little sweet tonight or at least helped. That 

is why the Minister of Manpower who will administer the bill did not 

introduce it but he airees with it as we all agree with it. He knws 

as well as we know that it may have to Pe changed~ 

So, the gentleman from White Bay South was Wl.'ong when he said 

that we introduced this legislation in the midst of labour strife. 

Unfortunately the strife is on now just as the bill is introduced. We 

did not originate any red herring in the x-ray and lab technicians 

strike. There was no red herring. That happened to come after we had 

announced the House was going to meet. 

I have admitted that weakness of mine that sometimes I make 

statements that are too definite. I am going to try to watch that in 

the future because I have iot to learn. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, the president of the treasury board stands 
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in for the y,overnment as em~loyar and le is not an easy job~ Employees 

want more and employers naturally try to limit vhat the employees are 

going to get whether it is a private sector or the government sector* It 

is not my job for the union to come in and say we want a hundred per 

cent increase this year and for me to leap up and down and say, 11By 

r.ol1y! we 'Will give you a hundred and twenty-five. 11 That is not the way 

it works~ It is my job to act for the government as employer and to 

try to give only what we consider reasonable, not give away the whole 

treasury. We have a whole lot of responsibilities in addition to the 

public salaries and hospital salaries and the rest. Therefore, I happen 

to be in a position that cannot be popular by definitions I could only 

be popular if I went hog-wild. What are the guidelines? Fifty per cent 

there and seventy-five per cent here and a hundred there and fringe 

benefits there. Even the member for Bell Island would be dancing in 

the street I suppose, if I took that view but we would have no money 

for anything else in the government other than 
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that few but we will have no money for anything else in the 

government serviceo How can the employer be popular with the 

employees? I would be worried if Mr. McMillan had gotten up and 

said sweet words about me, or Tom ~ayo or NAPE or anyone else. 

1 would not be doing my job if they thought I was a push-over. 

1 would not be much help to this government if they thought I 

would fall over every time they barked. What good would I b~? 

I would be no good. 

MR. NEARY: !twas lashed out to Nutbeem, $40,000 a year. What 

does the honourable rinister expect the public ••• 

MR. CROSBIE: I could tell the honourable member something I 

would like to lash him with. 

MR. !!EARY: (I;,audible) 

MR. CROSBIE: I am on a diet but once I get down to the honourable 

member's weight, look out~ Now I would be accus~d of being a bully. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that as employer, President of the 

Treasury Board, all your colleagues are angry at you~ They are all 

down on uPoor Crosbie. 11 He will not agree to this and he will not 

agree to that. He will not give this, they want a million for that. 

All I am doing 1• trying to protect the few shekels that the treasury 

has. The Premier here, luckily backs me up ..hut any time he wants to 

give me a little push I am finished. My resignation is always in 

his hands. I am at his mercy. He has all the power. He is in the 

seat of power~ We all have to bow and scrape to him, at least a 

decent modicum. Anyway I am going_ to try to learn. I will take the 

honourable gentleman's advice, I should not be too rigid publicly. 

I am told by experienced negotiators that when they are 

negotiating and the union says to them: "Ia this vour final offer'Z'' 

They say: 'Yes boys this is our final offer. No more. You cannot 

get any more. 0 At that time they believe ;it is the final of fer 

.,. 

and that is their guideline. If it so happens that it should go out for 

a_vote and the union reject it, then,of course, you would have to 
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reconsider* If our negotiators said to any union when they nRkerl: 

is this vour final offer, if they said; 11No boys it is not our 

final offer,but off and vote on it anyway will you. There is 

more llhere it comes from but have a vote. 11 We would look pretty 

1am foolish. So I am criticized and attacked for saying it is 

the final offer. There ia only thing final, Mr. Speaker, and 

that is death and taxes - and the honourable gentleman from Bell 

Island. he is final too. 

The honourable gentleman from White Bay South is not 

the only one who says I am too definite~ My wife has been telling 

me that for twenty-one years. She is always attacking me and 

bullying me because I am too definite~ You know, I say: ' 1No change," 

and I should not be saying, r-No change. 11 I am going to try to 

wtch that,in the future. 

The Minister of Health, Mr. Speaker, did not make any 

provocative statements when he spoke in this House the other day. 

He expressed his indignation as Minister of Health at the situation 

he sees in our hospitals as a result of the x-ray and lab situation. 

He knows how vital they are and they know how vital they are~ He 

feels a bit outraged. He is entitled to that. He is entitled to 

express th.at~ He was not provocative. 

I was very sorry the honourable gentleman, earlier 

tonight, and I think it was a slip-Up and I want to bring it to his 

attention, the N.T.A. settlement and Mr. Gilbert Pike~ Mr. Gilbert 

Pike was President of the Newfoundland Teachers' Association and 

they got the new Teachers' Collective BargaininR Legislation passed 

with our assistance. They negotiated and they accepted a settlement. 

I forget the exact amount but it was six percent or something like 

that. The agreement was all Signed and everything went off very 

peacefully. Wonderful! It is grand to have an area where we have 

not had a strike or trouble. 

Then about a month or two later we needed an assistant 
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deputy minister for vocational education I think it•was and 

Mr. Pike was one of the applicants. 

~- R0_!3ERTp_:, Two weeks later the appointment was made. 

1-'ll. CROSBIE: I do not care if it were two days. Whatever it was -

I thought it was two monthso Anyway, Mr. Pike got the appointment. 

Now the honourable gentleman mentions that tonight and he did not 

make any charge but he said it did not look right, By brin~ing it 

up tonight it is an insinuation against Gilbert Pike that he sold 

the teachers down the river, that he sold them down the river and 

they accepted a lot less than they should have. 

Number one: we do not think that the teachers got less 

than they should have. 

AN HON. MEMBER: (Inaudible) 

l'R. CROSBIE: That was very unfair of him and unfortunate that he 

mentioned it. Anyone who knows Gilbert Pike knows that he is not 

the type. He was already a principal and a man who could make all 

kinds of money on his own. ~e does not need to be in government 

service. The agreement with the teachers is a good agreement. In 

addition, the honourable gentlemen opposite knoY, in addition to 

salary increases teachers get every year they also cost the treasury 

a tremendous amount just with all the upgrading that goes on. They 

are not in a comparable position to the rest of the public service 

at all. I can assure the honourable member that I never heard from 

any teacher that they thought Gilbert Pike sold them down the river 

and there has never been any sug~estion of that. I do not think the 

honourable ~•ntleman su~~••ts it but by bringin~ it up aa he did, it 

gives a bad impression of a public servant and teacher '4'ho are widely 

respected in this province. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to end up - I do not need to, 

reply to everything but we have never said the lab and x-ray technologists 

are one hundred .percent at fault~ ,We do say we do not agree with 

their actions now and there is no reason why we should. We see one way 

out which we have offered and still offEr to them. 
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, The honourable gentleman asked what is the difference 

between the public service and the private service with respect to 

strikes. There are areas in the private service and he mentioned 

one I agreed with like Newfoundland Li~ht~ Re said: ''What about 

if everyone in Newfoundland Light went on strike? If that happened 

and the strike went on long enough and all the lights started to go 

out everywhere and we had no power, if they could not carry_on 

with management personnel or whatever, that might be a situation 

where the House of Assembly might have to take some action to 

protect the public health and safety or it might not~ It has not 

happened yet, it has never happened and we hope it will not happen 

but that is one instance~ 

The school bus operators are not essential,which is the 

other example he gave~ If evecy school bus operator on the island 

vent on strike that would be no reason to call tf!e Rouse together 

anrl declare that strike at an end~ -Not at all! That is an 

inconvenience that everyone could put up with. 

When you get to areas of health, safety and security you 

are in a different area. We know that thete have been hospital 

strikes where very dangerous situations have occurred and this could 

happen again. We know we have places like the Hoyles Home and Exon 

Rouse and so on where it is essential to keep people there. The 

public service is not the same as the private service. 

..., 

Surely, Mr. Speaker, if you go to work in the public 

service or in a service like a hospital of that nature, Exon House 

the Mental and so on, you realize when you go there that there are 

~erhaps some rights that you are going to have to give up or that 

may be slightly infringed because you work in the public service 

sector. We are trying to interfere with them as little as ve can in 

this bill but there is n difference betveen the public and private 

sectors. There are conceivably situations that could arise in the 

private sector where you mi~ht have to call the House together. We 

hope that they do not happen. If they ever do, then we vould have to 
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do that. 

The honourable members suggest the bill does not solve the 

problem of public rights versus the right to strike. We think thst 

it does. We have said in this House and when I introduced the 

bill I said: ''We are open to amendments." We already knew that we 

were going to bring a couple of arnendmentm in then~ We have 

listened to CUPE and we have listened to NAPE and ve have listened 

to a lot of other people. 

Perhaps this essential employee clause will not work. 

We are awnre of the danger that it might not. It has been tried 

in New Brunswick and the federal govermnent. If it should not work, 

I say again tonight, if we should find it unworkable, we vhall come back and 

change it~ If it should turn out tobe of no help at all, we may 

eliminate it. 

'When the bill is passed we do not have to wait until a 

strike occurs to have the Labour Relations Board settle this question 

of essential employees* We intend to go as soon as we can and say who 

we think are essential and have the matter decided in the next two or 

three months, not when a strike is occurring, and get that settled, 

hopefully, satisfactorily with the union involved, We hope that they 

will give us a chance. We hope CUPE and we do not think that they 

will, we know that in matter like this strong language is used and 

people say things they do not really mean, we hope that CUPE will 

see that it is a sensible course to give us a chance to see how this 

legislation works and how we operate under it. If they find that it 

is not for the best or that they just cannot live with it,they can 

come back again and speak to us about it and perhaps we shall agree 

with them at that time that it is not workable. 

I certainly ask them tonight, CUPE, Mr. McMilland and 

Mr. Mayo and their people: ''For heaven I s sake di:, not be doing 

anything foolis!J if the bill is passed by the House.•· Threatening 

to go on illegal strikes, eighteen or twenty locals that they have in 

the province or twelve or fourteen, su~gesting they are ~oing to 
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take them all out on strike against the law if the House of 

Assembly pass thia bill~ I do not think these ~entlemen mean 

thaL It would be wrong for them to lead the:i.r members in that 

direction nnd unnecessary$ I feel sure they will not do it$ 

The one change they have asked for that we cannot agree to is 

the essential employee change~ We cannot agree to take it out. 

We feel it has to be given its chance~ There is arbitration 

available for those employees~ 

I think I have covered just about all that needs to 

be covered~ The honourable gentleman from White South feels the 

government may not use the bill correctly~ Perhaps we will not. 

We feel that we will~ Labour Relations, 
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conditions, Mr~ Speaker, are not ring;-around-the-rosey. We are 

not playing ring--.a.round-the-rosey. The unions certainlv understanC 

that. We have to play their game too. It cannot be all one-sided~ 

There is a lot of criticism I could make tonight. I could explain 

to the House many difficulties we have encountered with collective 

bargaining this year caused by the organization and so on of the 

people we are dealing with, I do not want to do that, I suppose 

you have to hold your tongue on it as far as you can. 

A lot of our difficulties this year are not caused 

by the government, Mr. Speaker, but caused by many other factors 

which I do not want to use now because the present strike is 

underway alld so on~ The blame is certainly not all on our side. 

to end up, as the honourable gentlemen opposite 

know, we have ten amendments to present. It might be that they 

may suggest an amendment or two that ve can accept as the matter 

goes through committee. The essentials we cannot accept any change 

in. In many respects, it hu been a very good debate. I think 

we have learned quite a bit in bringing the bill through. We think 

it is a great step forward for this province to pass this legislation. 

We hope the House will give us a chance ~and that CUPE and others 

will give us a chance to see how it operates. 

Mr. Speaker, second reading of the bill. 

I therefore move, 

On motion a bill, 11An Act To Govern Collective Bargaining 

Respecting Certain Employees In The Public Service In The Province," 

read a second time, ordered referred to a Committee of the Whole 

House on tomorrov. 

MR, SPEAKER: I call it eleven o'clock and I do leave the 

Chair until three o'clock tomorrow afternoon. 








