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raiiread," uniess I have somethiog in the way
of money in my pocket te enable me te
travel. That is the important tbing, and it is
dependent on a mea.sure of economic inde-
pendence. To-day. if a man is te have free-
dem cf association with bis feiiow wverkmen,'
hie bas te have some sort of economic security.
That ecenomie security can be swept away
by the ukase of bis employers.

This bill relates te the refusai of employers
te recognize a tra(ie union, or the intimida-
tion of workers. I recail a rather celebrated
case in the west in wbich one of the judges
made a very strong statement with regard te
tbe dangers of intimidation. This statement
is taken from the charge te the jury of Judge
Metcaife in the King v. R. B. Russell. The
judge raid:

There is ne right in this country under our
iaws se sacre(i as the riglit of personal liberty.
No riglit ot labour or capital, about whicb there
bas been se ranch deciamation, is se sacred or
se carefuiiy guarded by the iaw of the land
as is tixat of personai liberty. But personiai
liberty is net liberty of the body only. It is
aise liberty of the mind and wiii; and tue
liberty of a man's mind and w iii te say bow
be wiii bestew himseif ami bis means, bis
talents and bis in(iustry. This is as mucb a
subjeet of tbe law's protection as is that of
bais body.. .

Take it fremn me, in strikes you cao incite
terrer witbout iitting a maxi over the head.
You can incite terror of starvation; yeu cao
incite terrer et thirst. Is that net quite as
effective as inciting by bodiiy violence? Your
stemacbi will bring you quicker than a crack
on the head sometimes....

In this instance I quite agree with wbat
Judge Metealfe said. He made this charge te
the jury with the idea of peinting eut bow
dangerous it wvas fer strikers te practise
intimidation, but sureiy the principie is the
saine, precisely the same in the case of the
employer. If cmpioyers intirnidate, threaten
te disnîiss a man, that intimidation, accord-
ing te Judge Metcaife, is just as rnucb an
invasion of his liberty as if the man were
bit over the bead. I am inclined te tbink
that we bave rnxnirnized altogether tee mucb
this aspect ef the matter, and bave ailowed
men in authority, sncb as employers. te
threaten. As I said a few minutes ago, if an
ernpioyee breaks a piece of macbinery bie is
under the penalty of tbe iaw. An employer
who dismisses or threatens te dismiss a man
for ne other reasen than that hie beiongs te
a trade union is guilty of intimidation, wbicb
ougbt net te be perrnitted. If the intimida-
tien were on the other foot, as it were, it
would be prevented by tbe law.

I cerne hack te the expianatory note
appended to the bill. I would ask bion. mem-
bers te give consideration te this, because it
seerns te me erinently fair:

[,Ir. Woodsworth.]

The purpose of this bill is to prevent em-
ployers frorn refusing to enipioy, or tri dis-
rnissi lg employees, or coxùspirîng withi otixers
therefer, for the reason that they are members
of a tra(le unionl.

As it is iawful for ivorkren or empioyces te
formn tixemselves inito truie unions and to
bargaini collectively, it shouid, as a matter of
public policy, be uniawfui for employers to
seek by overt acts or intimidation, threats or
conspiracy te prevent tbema f rom belonging to,
such trade unions.

I hope that in considering this bill hon.
members will recail that we are net living
under conditions which prevailed one hundred
years ago; we are living under modern in-
dustrial conditions. We a.re not living in an
age wxben labour was considered to have very
few rigbts, as then labour had very littie
power either econornicaily or politically.
More than that, I wouid ask the memabers te
consider that it is definiteiy in the public
interest that we sbouid flot ailow reactionaries
in our midst to indulge in practices whicb
almost inevitably iead to strife and bitterness
and often to riots. Some biame the men wbo,
in desperation go on strike; biamne rather the
employers wlio refuse te recognize the unions
whîcb, for their protection and interests, the
men are seeking te form.

Righit Hon. ERNEST LAPOINTE (Minister
of Justice) :Witb part of the remarks of the
hon. member for Winnipeg North Centre (Mr.
Woudswurth) I arn heartiiy in accord, and I
arn sure that ail hon. members of the house
are.

Mr. BENNETT: Hear, hear.

Mr. LAPOINTE (Quebec East): We are
aIl in faveur of unions, I arn strongly in
faveur, we aIl are, of recognizing the rigbt
of labour people te organize into unions.

Sorne bon. MEMBERS: Hear, hear.

Mr. LAPOINTE (Quebec East): I have
said se on different occasions. I have said
more than that; I have said that, at this
stage of the history of the worid, for em-
ployers te dcny that right is--

Mr. WOODSWORTH: Criminal.

Mr. LAPOINTE (Quebec East): -stupid.
But my hion. friend wants te go further than
that. Hie wants te make a crime of some-
tbing which in pitb and substance relates te
centract and cornes iinder preperty and civil
rigbts, and under aur constitution is within
the jurisdiction of the provinces. My hion.
friend shakes his bead, but the provinces have
aimost ail of them. enacted legfislation like
that which hie wants us te enact by means of
the criminal code. More than that, my bon.


