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Justice Major of the province of Manitoba.
His report was much along the same line,
that the trouble arose from the fact that the
union wanted something contrary to Cana-
dian law. I challenge that statement out-
right, whether it comes from the publishers,
from Mr. Justice Major or from the Minister
of Labour. The very wording of the clause
in the contract does not substantiate that.
Furthermore, the agreement made in the
office of the Department of Labour on Janu-
ary 30, 1946, wiped out any question about it
at all.

A little later another commission was estab-
lished, this time under Mr. Card. In due
course Mr. Card made a report in which he
made the same claim, that the trouble arose
out of the desire of the union for something
that was contrary to Canadian law. He also
tried to make the point that the trouble
arose because the head office of the union in
Indianapolis was dictating to the union in
Winnipeg. If there was any truth in these
charges one would not be so much annoyed
about them, but when they are untrue and
are handed out by the publishers, then by the
commissioners that are appointed and then
are concurred in by the kind of statement the
Minister of Labour bas made, it makes one
wonder how much impartiality there is so
far as labour disputes are concerned.

There has been one commission since then,
the Lett commission. Brigadier Lett and
others were appointed in British Columbia
to inquire into the dispute out there between
the Vancouver Province and the union. As
bon, members know, the disputes in Van-
couver, Edmonton, Hamilton and Ottawa
were sympathetic disputes because the mem-
bers of the same union in these other news-
papers felt that their colleagues in Winnipeg
have not been fairly dealt with.

The report of the Lett commission was
definite, namely, that the federal Minister of
Labour should take steps to bring together
the principal parties to the dispute. That bas
been one of the claims of the union through-
out the whole story-that it was not just a
local matter to be referred to provincial auth-
orities but a matter of concern to the federal
Department of Labour because on the one
hand you had a chain of newspapers and on the
other a union that is nation-wide.

After the Lett commission report was tabled
-I regret to say that the newspapers did not
see fit to give it a great deal of publicity-a
request was made in the bouse by the hon.
member for Calgary West, and I frankly
wonder why he made it, for the tabling of the
Card report. That report was tabled by the
minister, and although it was actually pre-

sented to the minister some months before the
Lett commission report, it bas been given all
kinds of publicity by the newspapers, whereas
the same newspapers have given very little
publicity to the Lett report. I cannot blame
the minister for that, because he does not
control the newspapers-somebody may inter-
ject, thank goodness for that. The fact is that
the impression bas been created that the Card
report is the last word because it is the most
recent one tabled in the bouse and it is the
one which bas been given most publicity.
That is not true; it is not the last word. And
in fact it simply mouths the charges which the
publishers have made right from the begin-
ning, that the union was being dictated to
from Indianapolis and was asking for some-
thing contrary to Canadian law. All of this
adds up, as I said, to a distortion of the true
picture and my quarrel with the minister-
he says we have no quarrel, but we certainly
have-is that his statements to us in the house
right down to June 4-and his statements since
have not been very helpful-have had the
effect of giving credence to these charges made
by the publishers and supported by the first
two commissions established.

Latterly, as I began to put questions on the
order paper ta get the facts before us, we were
able to get the information brought out in
public that the unioi had agreed on January
30 last, to that additional phrase in the con-
tentious clause. We were able to get the
information about other newspapers having
similar contracts and were able to get atten-
tion directed to the Lett commission report.
The minister then appointed Mr. Justice
Richards as an informal investigator into the
whole matter.

Mr. MITCHELL: Mr. Justice Richards is
not an informal investigator.

Mr. KNOWLES: I will take whatever word
the minister applies.

Mr. MITCHELL: I do not know where
my bon. friend gets his language.

Mr. KNOWLES: What would you call him?

Mr. MITCHELL: He is an agent of my
own.

Mr. KNOWLES: But he is not a commis-
sioner.

Mr. MITCHELL: We have appointed three
commissions already.

Mr. KNOWLES: Three?

Mr. MITCHELL: This would be the fourth.

Mr. KNOWLES: Let us get our arithmetic
straight. How do you mean-three already?
Two at Winnipeg, and one at Vancouver?


