
are flot accepted by the parties, we bave The POSTMASTER GENERAL (Hon. Sirthe action of the arbitration board. That William Mulock). Except with the consentboard of arbitration would unquestion- ot the Huse, 1 have no right to make anyably be stili. more expensive. As 1 read further remarks, but as sorne hon, gentlemen
this Bill, the flinctions of the arbitration have evldently, by their observations, in-board are very mucb' the samne as those 0f vited me to reply, I shall try and dispose ofthe conciliation comrnittee, but their forai tlheir criticisins. In the first place, rny bon.of procedure is a littie different. Instead friend the leader of the opposition, and mYof saying to the parties we have ascertained bon. friend frorn East Grey (Mr. Spronle)the facts and think you shouid agree on such seem to think that, under the Conciliationternis, the arbitration board proceeds with a Act of to-day we could proceed as this Billlttie more 2olemnity to ascertain the facts proposes we should. I endeavoured to makeand then makes a report. It does not deiiver it clear ln my openîng remarks that tliea. sentence of arbitration binding on the American legislation and Incidentaily ourparties but reports to the ministers, and Conciliation Act have'the Inherent weaknessthat report Is published and cornmunicated that they can not be put into force execeptto the parties. These proceedings rnigbt have ivith the consent of the parties. Undler themore weight than the proceedings of the Conciliation Act, no commlttee, no board ofconciliation comrn]ttee but flot much more, arbitration could be appointed except withbecause the members of the conciliationi the consent of the parties. Therefore thesecommittee are qualified and wlll probably lion, gentlemen will see that we have nobe chosen to form the board o! arbitration. statute enabîing thue governiment to refer a1We wouid therefore have two proceedings, matter of this kind to, arbitration.held before two bodies, bavlng different
narnes but with very similar attributions, Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). I was fuily
and I venture to say that these proceedings aware of that, and pointed It out In the
wouid lead to no binding resuit. There îs ccurse of my remarks. But tbe point I made
the crucial point. The sentence o! the arbi- is this, that ln the present Bill, as ln the
trator bInds nobody at aI, and we are siniply Conciliation Act, you are appointing a tri-
making additional unnecessary expense, bunal which wili flot have the power of
wbereas at present the department bas ail eiiforCing the nwnrds it rnny make.
the powers necessary to ascertain the !acts, The POSTMASTER GENERAL. At ailand the minister birnseif or those be ernploys events, If rny hon. !riend did not refer tobave ail the necessary autbority and weight the Conciliation Act, bis friends beside hiliequired to advise and suggest a rernedY. did. As regards the contention of my bon.It seems to me therefore that by this Bill friend tbe leader o! thue opposition, that be-we are sirnply introdueing expensive mn- cause the two parties are unwilling to comechîinery witbout rnuch resuit. 1 listened together, tberefore it is Improbable that anyattentiveiy to what tbe hon. member for good wlll corne from bis measure, I wouldWinnipeg (Mr. Puttee) sald as to the ne- refer hlm for bis answer to the anthracitecessity o! these arbitration committees or coal strike arbitration. You could scarcelyboards renderIng sentences whicb would be find two parties more opposed to concilia-blnding on the parties. I understand tbe tion or arbitration, when President Roose-besitation o! the hon. Mînister o! Labour to velt undertook to brlng tbem together. Ifintroduce such legisiation. It Is somethlng there bad been statutory power, It Is doubtfulvery new and about which a great deal rnny if these two could bave been brougbt to-be said on both sides. I believe with the gether, but by virtue o! bis blgh office, thelion. member for Winnipeg that, harsh as It President was able to brlng pressure uponiinay apDear and as it might sometimes act them and, practically agalnst tbeir consent.in certain cases, it will be necessary for us, bring about arbitration.
lu vlew o! the great labour troubles uponl
which we have Just merely entered, to ad- Mr. CLARKE. Is it not a fact that the
opt some sucb princîple in our legisîntion, operatives were always wiillng to submit
la order to compel a settiement of teîese their case to arbitration ?
labour disputes. I say ail this, subject to The POSTMASTER GENERAL. Tliatthe doubts I have expressed regarding our inay be, but I understand that long beforejurisdiction, on whicb we sbould bave tbe the proceedings were given to, the public,opinion o! the bon. Minister o! Justice. As Carroll Wright, the editor o! the ' Labourregards provincial railways I -arn fraid tho t Gazette' and tbe 'Bulletin' of Wasbing-we wouid corne Into conflict at once with ton, was acting as an emissary on behaîf o!the local jurisdiction. But on general prin- the United States goverrnent, endeavouring
ciples, at the stage wbere conciliation and by solicitation and argument to Induce tbearbitration would be suggested as a rernedy parties to corne together. What was givenwe have no jurisdlctlon over labour dis- to the public was not the commencement o!putes. It Is only where the peace, order and the difficulties by any means. But ln tbegood governrnent o! Canada are concerned, end an arbitration was brought about. Tbereas for Instance la the existlng conditions at was no power to compel elther party to sub-Montreal, we might Intervene. mit to the award except the pressure o!

Mr. MONK.
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