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Investigation Act was brought to a head whenit was undertaken to reduce wages before aboard had sat on the controversy and hadfiled its award.- As the result of some cor-respondence and negotiation in the matter theemployers agreed to await the orderly consid-eration of the controversy involved by a boardof investigation, and the filing of the awardbefore taking advantage of their right tochange the wage schedule. There is anotherimportant thing in section 57: It is proposed
to place clearly upon one of the parties tothe dispute the onus or responsibility of apply-ing for the board of investigation. In manycases in the past the employer and the em-ployee have waited for the other to
move, the one expecting that the other wasgoing to ask for a board of investigation,
neither party accepting it as their responsi-bility to make the necessary application. Itseems as though-in the general orderly pro-ces, that, I think, Canada requires in the con-duet of relations between employers and work-men-the responsibility for making the appli-cation should rest somewhere. We are tryin<,m section 57, to define where that respon-sibility shall rest and to indicate to eitherthe employer or the employee, as the caseInay be, that it is his responsibility under thelaw to make the necessary application for theboard.

Mr. BOYS: Is there any compulsory featurein connection with this proposed ameadment?
I do not quite see what change is brought
about by it. One of the parties must rake
application under the existing law and eiinot that be the same under the awtendment?
Unfortunately, I have not the act itself here, t
and without it it is very difficult to follow t
these proceedings. o

Mr. MURDOCK: If my hon. fiient wililook through the bill hm will sce that the 
new words, which it is propose to inelude, s
in section 57, are set out in italios. mui a
placed on the page opposite that in which the O
text of the proposed Biet No. 84 appears t
There is the entire language of the section. i

Mr. GUTHRIE: I am not quite clear asto the meaning of the word "desired." Will tthe minister explain that fully?

Mr. MURDOCK: I am quite sure my hon. h
friend for South Wellington will agree thatan employer might indicate his intention to wchange a particular wage rate, either by re- aducing it or increasing it, as and of a certaindate, but an employee can only indicate adesire for an increased wage rate, or changedconditions, as of a certain date, and it seems fri[Mr. Mur-dock.]

as though there is a very proper distinction
between the intention of the employer to
change wage rates and the expressed desire
of the employee for changed wage rates, and
that is the distinction which we propose torecognize.

Mr. BOYS: I read the bill hurriedly andwhen I first spoke I did not notice that sec-tion 57 was quoted on the opposite page.-The language is-

The application for the appointment of a boardshall be made by the emplovers or the eroyees pro-posing the change in wages or Jours.

has that always been donc? One party
had to nake the application, so far as I
know the law.

Mr. MURDOCK: I only wish to say that myhon. friend's understanding was right, but un-fortunately we have not found it so. I could
give many concrete examples to indicate to
my hon. friend that both sides have just
simply marked time and donc nothing, oras some would say glared at each other, and
passed the buck, indicating it was the otherfellow's turn to move, and nothing was done
until there was a strike. That is not right.and both could state with some degree ofaccuracy under the law, that it was not their
turn to move. There was no specific or
special obligation placed upon them to takeaction. In other words, the employees have
said that the employer should set the example,
and the employer generally said "The cm-
plovees are the most concerned, and theyshould make the application for the board."
My hon. friend may be interested in knowinghat by far the largest number of applications
hat have been made for boards have been
nade by employees and not by employers.

Mr. BOYS: I think the minister misunder-
tood what I meant. AIl I said was that, soar as the law was concerned at present, the
pplication for a board must be made by one
f the affected parties. As far as I can read
his amendment, that is so. AIl the bill says
that:
The application for the appointment of a board

hall be made by the employers or employees proposinge change in wages or hours.

Suppose they do not make it, what will
appen?

Mr. MURDOCK: If they do not make it,e will be in very much the same position
we have been in the past.

Mr. BOYS: Exactly.

Mr. MURDOCK: In answer to my hon.end as to what will happen then, I cannot


