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My hon. friend is only playing wi'th words
if he seeks to make out that that was not
an undertaking that the deduction would be
for one year only. Salaries of civil servants
would be where thev were two years ago,
but for my hon. friend continuing his de-
duction which. 'is equivalent to a reduotion,
or con.tinuing his reduotion which is equiva-
lent to a dchrntion, whichever way you wiah
to put it. What the civil servant is con-
cerned about and is finding out is that, he is
getting 10 per cent less than bis salary was
before last year's measure was introduced
while he wvas told by my hon. friend last year
that at the end of the fiscal year hie would be
exactly where he wau the year befoire. 1
realize that the minister ham been disappointed
in his expectations; I believe he hoped and
genuinely believed that, at the end of une
year, conditions would have so improved that
it would not be necessary to make this de-
duction for another ycar. I trust, however,
hie will not attempt to say that he did not
leave the impression that the deduotiýon would
be for only one year. I think lic lias learned
wisdom and is now taking the wiser course of
giving no undertaking along that line, so that
next year lie will be free to deal with the
matter as circumstanoes permit. But by his
statement of laut year he misled -the public
service into believing the deduction would be
for one year only, and now lie finds it neoes-
sary to continue it for another year.

Mr. RHODES: An old colleague and old
associate of mine in the bouse once made
the wise statement: There is a great deal in
the point of view; mucli depends on whicb
end of tlie gun you liappen to be at. My
riglit lion. friend in stating to the bouse that
last year I was playing with words-

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: Was playing
witli words this year.

Mr. RHODES: Let me say with ail defer-
ence to my riglit lion. friend that lie is
playing with words wlien lie suggests the im-
pression arises from the statement that neyer
again would a similar deduction be asked.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: I did not say
that.

Mr. RHODES: This year we are asking for
a contribution for one year only; that is alI.
1 bave said in the house at this session as
I did last year, that I liope conditions will
flot again caîl for a similar sacrifice. But I
cannot predict what world conditions will lie
a year hence, and I do not believe any lion.
member would venture for a moment to make
any sucli prediction. We hope tliey will lie
vastly improved.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: Does the min-
ister mean 'to say that what civil servants are
reoeiving as salaries to-day are what tbey
were receiving before this legislation was intro-
duced?

Mr. RHIODES: If we do not ask for a
similar deduction next year, that is wliere the
oivil servants' salaries will be.

Mr. MacINNIS: Taking up again the
point raised by the lion. mnember for East
Hamilton of certain government employees
wlio work on a day basis, let me say that
their wages are paid aocording to tlie prevail-
ing rate in the particular district in whicli
they live. The government under this bull
pays tbem not the prevailing rate, but that
rate leas 10 per cent. As the hon. memnber
for Kenora-Rainy River pointed out, these
men have already accepted reductions of
possibly 30 per cent, but despite that 30
per cent reduction, if they work for the gov-
ernment, they qnust accept an additional 10
per cent reduction.

The OHAIRMAN: I think tihe resolution
covers only members of the civil service and
of the House of Commons. Working men
under contract with the government would
not corne under it.

Mr. MacINNLS: I am not referring to
men working for contractors who have ten-
dered on govemment work. I am dea.ling
witli men paid directly by the government
and, for that reason, subject to that reduc-
tion. If next w'eek tbe employers in that
particular district, because of the government
paying less than they are doing, make an-
other 10 per cent reduction, these men, if
tliey are still government em.ployees, may be
asked to accept another 10 per cent redue-
tion, so that the point may lie reaolied wlien
these men will ha working merely for their
board and wlien the government ernploys
them. tbey will have to pay to the govern-
ment 10 per cent of the value of their board.
Wben tihe Minister of Finance realizes this
point, I believe lie will take steps to correct
it. It lias already been rectified at Van-
couver as regards locomotive engineers and
so forth, working for the Vancouver harbour
commission, who, because of the 10 per cent
reduction last year in the samne way as the
other railway ernployees, were exem.pted from
the 10 par cent daduction under the act passed
last year. Wlien the Minister of Finance seas
the justice of this point, I am sure lie will
be willing to considiar it and take steps to
safeguard the wages of men working by the
day.


