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was only wasting time in this dispute in en-
deavouring to reconvene the old board.
However, I had not studied the act par-
ticularly, and I nssumed the Prime Minister,
who had charge of the matter, and who, I
had understood framed the act, knew its
terms, and that when he accepted the sug-
gestion of the leader of the Progressive
party that the old board be reconvened,
he was nccepting something that wns prac-
ticai and that would iend somewhere. But
on subsequent inquiry I find the impression
I wns under was absolutely and plainly
correct, and that there could be no possible
niisinterpretation of the matter at ail. I
must say that, under the circurnstnnces,
and a very clear reading of the statute, I
do not know why the Government ever
set to work to attempt to reconvene the old
board, to go back into the old dispute, be-
cause, manifestly, the oid board had no
power in the world to go back in to that dis-
pute. The old board had cù,.Apleted its func-
tions when it made its report, and it could
oniy be reconvened for the purpose of inter-
preting that report under section 22A of the
act. It could' fot be reconvened and re-
assume any of the powers at ail that it for-
merly exercised. Ail it couid do would be
to go down and gîve the support of either
side without any powers at ahi. Con-
sequently, when the old board was pre-
suniably reconvened, time was being wns-
ted, and when the mnembers resigned they
were resigning offices they did flot hold.
They hnd nothing to resign. The offices
they had heid terminated sometime before,
with the handing ln of their report. So
that there was nothing but time wasted in
connection with the reconvening of the old
board.

0f course, the minister under the pro-
visions of section 63A, which. he has just
referred to, nnd properiy referred to, couid
properly appoint a new board. He couid,
by going through the regular process, or
rather he could not, but the parties to the
dispute, could, if they so, chose, have taken
the former members. But they were the
mren to mnke the choice; under the nct,
the Government could not make the choice
at ail. If the Goverament was opernting
under the net, the Government had to
leave it to the parties to natme their re-
presentatives. Ail the rest of the pro-
cedure was just so much, I will not say
intentionai, but just so much waste time,
and I could not heip thinking that the
ininister hiimseif has been of that impres-
sion ail along. With, however, that time
gone, simpiy through inappreciation of the

law owing to hasty action on the part of
members of the Government, we are now
apparently at the stage where the law is
being complied with, where, under section
63-A, the ininister is taking steps to have
a new board established. That is ail right.
I do flot know whether that is the best
rnethod or not; the minister ought to be in
a position to know that a great deal better
than 1. There may be some advantage in
having a royral commission under the In-
quiries Act, and I arn quite prepared to
accept his judgment that this is the best
step to take. I arn glad to see something
done to bring about better conditions and
to have the Labour Departrnent function
as it is intended to function in disputes
of'this kind. Let me, however, express the
hope that, when the board is appointed, it
goes to the ground and learns ail the facts;
that the minister sees, to the best of his
abiiity, that it goes there, and also that,
hereafter, when we have declarations of
labour poiicy from the Minister of Labour,
we shal *be able to understand that they
are declarations of government poiicy. I
presume, however, that ail are concurring
with the minister this time in the appoint-
ment of a new board under section 63.ýA,
and that this is not a step which. he is
taking, only to be repudiated by his col-
leagues later on.

Mr. MURDOCK: I arn, indeed, gratified
to hear this evening the staternent from my
right hon. friend. I was personally con-
vinced, on the third day of Aprîl, when
he rose from his seat in this House and
undertook to insist that, unconditionally,
the Gillen Board 'be reconvened, he knew
f ull weil or believed that it wouid be in-
consistent with the provision and intent of
the net, under ail the circurnstances, to
reconvene that board, and that the board,
when it 'was convened, would have no effect
or authority in law. 1 feit, at that time,
that my right hon. friend-and I arn not
criticising in this-was endeavouring to
assist in deiaying the game for the pur-
pose, possibly, of casting sorne reflection
upen the Minister of Labour or the Labour
Department or, possibly, upon ýsorne of the
present colleagues or associates of the
Minister of Labour in the present Govern-
ment.

Mr. MEIGHEN: Before the minister
proceeds further in reference to my state-
ment, will he rend my words where 1I in-
sisted that the Gillen Board be reconvened?
I certainiy intended to insist that whnt was


