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Mr. Chas L. Caccia (Parliamentary Secretary ta Miniz-
ter cf Manpawer and Immligration): Mr. Speaker, we aie
grateful ta the hon. member for raising this problemn
persistently over an extended period of time. I can
understand bis frustration and bis desire ta see a satis-
factory solution. We should like ta assure him, Mr.
Speaker, that it is certamnly not a question of subservi-
ence vis-à-vis the United States or timidity on oui part.
If it has taken sa long it is because the issue is rather
camplex. It was initially a question of obtaining from the
United States a certain degree of reciprocity and now,
since this avenue has been explored, it is a question of
deciding whether we want ta adopt similai criteria and
standards of screening work permits to those adopted by
the United States vis-à-vis oui performers.

We aie studying this matter in the departmnent and are
weli aware of the fact that the entrance into Canada of
U.S. performers also generates a certain amount of
employment for supporting crews and staff in the service
industry. Therefore we would like to arrive at a decision
which will nat cut off aur nase ta spite aur face.

PUBLIC SERVICE-REQUEST THAT PRESENT LBGISLATION
AFFECTING RELATIONSHIP WITH GOVERNMENT BE

REVIEWED BY COMMI'riEE

Mr. Robert McCleave (Halifax-East Hants): On
Wednesday, June 9, Mr. Speaker, I asked the question
which brings us together this evening, and when the
Parliamentaiy Secretaiy ta the President of the Treasuiy
Board (Mr. Gillespie) replies later I wili tell the House
the sacrifice the han. member has made in order ta be
here. My question was as f allows:

Would the minister consider referring in the next session the
legislation which deals with the governmnent's relationship with
its pubic servants to a committee af the House for review, with
power ta recommend changes?

As will be found at page 6529 of Hansard, the Presi-
dent o! the Treasury Board (Mr. Drury) replied as
foliows:

We will certainly give consideration ta that.

If he had rested there I would have no camplaint, but
he went on to say-and this is what gets some people in
trouble:

I think there Is no doubt that any legislatlve proposals which
the government would put forward would go ta a parliamentary
comrmlttee.

Of caurse, under the rules of the House that would be
sa. I was more concerned that the initiation of the
changes made corne from Members of Pailiament rather
than from the buienucrats behind a minister. Between
June 15, 1966, and February 3, 1967, a special joint
conunittee of this House and the other place cansidered
measuies dealing with employer and employee relations
in the public service of Canada. Several meetings denît
with superannuation and the remainder, alinost two
dozen, dealt with an act respecting employer and em-
ployee relations in the public service of Canada, an act
respecting employment in, the public service o! Canada
an act respecting employment in the public service of
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Canada and an act ta amend the Financial Administra-
tion Act. In other words, we had four things before us.
The major problem lay in the development of collective
bargaining in the public service.
* (10:30 p.m.)

It is interesting ta read what the man who is ta be oui
star witness tomorrow, the Minister of Finance (Mr. Ben-
son)-and I take nothing away from him in his perform-
ance of a very difficuit task-had ta, say at that time. He
was then Minister of National Revenue and President of
the Treasury Board. At page 201 of Minutes of Proceed-
ings and Evidence No. 6 of the Special Joint Committee
of the Senate and House of Commons on Employer-
Employee Relations in the Public Service of Canada, he
is reported as saying:

-in the largely uncharted area of publie service collective
bargaining, conventional solutions are flot, in ail circumstances,
capable of dealing with certain unique aspects of publie service
relationships. To meet these new and unique circumstances we
have had to, develop new and unique solutions.

Probably that is exactly what happened. In any event,
Mr. Speaker, 1 had in mind when I raised the question
that Parliament should have a chance ta look at the
relations between the governiment and the public serv-
ants of Canada, flot at the behest of the governiment but
at oui own behest since I suppose most public servants
will say ultimately, if nothing is done, "Why did you not
do something about the circumstances under which we
are employed?".

I wish ta raise seven questions, and I will go over them
as quickly as I can. They are suggested by the Clyne
report. First, is enough fiexibility provided now, or
should more be provided ini this aiea, as the report
suggests? Second, what types o! public servants at a
senior level should be excluded fromn collective bargain-
ing? For those outside the scope of the Clyne report who
are at other levels, the third question is, how has the
classification system worked out? What changes should
be made? Fourth, what about retroactive pay going back
for months but paid on an annual basis? This matter has
given rise ta concein for some public servants.

The fifth question relates te dispaities because of pre-
vailing rates. I asked the Minister o! Labour (Mr. Mac-
kasey) a question about that matter earlier today. That
exchange took place when we were dealing with the
subi ect. It did not take place during the question period
but when we were dealing with the labour bull, at about
five o'clock. My sixth question, if I may revert ta the
question of classification again, is, what about those who
somehow get scaled down in classification? I arn thinking
of a fellow who has lost $10,000 that way. Raising his
problem here the House itself would be complicated and I
do not think anyone would wish to allow me hall an houi
in which ta, do so. However, because the case is of a
technical nature does flot mean that I should be debarred
from raising it somewhere, and I should like ta raise it in
committee. The seventh question has ta do with lan-
guage. Is the language question ta be dealt with as a
one-sided pronouncement by government or as a method
of collective bargaîning between the Government of
Canada and the public service?
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