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Introduction 
 
My name is Nancy Hutchison and I am the Secretary-Treasurer of the Ontario 
Federation of Labour, which unites about one million working people in the 
province of Ontario.  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to make this presentation today. Bill 77 – 
Fairness for Employees Act is a modest but critical proposal to modernize the 
Labour Relations Act to better reflect the reality of today’s workplace and 
workforce. 
 
History shows us that when workers act collectively in their workplace they 
have the ability to improve their wages and working conditions. Such 
collective action has resulted in critical improvements in health and safety 
standards for workers and for decent wages and benefits. These 
improvements in living standards have been critical to Ontario’s growth and 
economic resilience.  
 
Many employment standards and labour laws exist today because working 
women and men joined forces to effect positive change. Legislative measures 
were implemented to protect employees from reprisals merely for standing 
up for their rights and insisting on the improvement and enforcement of 
existing laws. Historically, for literally hundreds of thousands of workers in 
Ontario, formalizing this cooperative action through membership in a union 
has been a necessary pre-condition for effecting the statutory change that 
made life better—not only for employees in the workplace, but for 
communities and the economy as a whole. This is why freedom of 
association and the right to join unions are the cornerstones of any modern 
democratic society. 
 
Historically, workers with decent incomes and some disposable income have 
been able to contribute to the economy inside and outside the workplace, 
participate in civic life, and better realize their potential as participating 
members of society as a whole. From pensions to sick leave, from 
occupational health and safety to minimum wage laws and from vacation 
pay to parental leave, improvements in working conditions laid the 
foundation for healthy communities, thriving small businesses and a rising 
standard of living.  
 
The Changing Labour Market 
 
Evidence shows that the labour market has changed over the past 20 years, 
and the proportion of workers who do not work in large, single site 
workplaces are growing.  
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Since the 1970s, there has been a documented shift away from what has 
been considered standard work to non-standard work. According to a 2003 
Statistics Canada report:  
 

Many Canadians engage in non-standard work – that is, employment 
situations that differ from the traditional model of a stable, full-time 
job. Under the standard employment model, a worker has one 
employer, works full year, full time on the employer’s premises, enjoys 
extensive statutory benefits and entitlements and expects to be 
employed indefinitely.1 
 

Non-standard work can be considered as temporary, part-time, low-wage, 
less protected by regulation and where workers themselves have less control 
or influence over their circumstances. By 2008, fewer than two-thirds of the 
Canadian workforce could be considered to be in standard employment as 
shown by the chart below.2  

 

 
Despite reports that Canada and Ontario have recovered the jobs that were 
lost as a result of the 2008 global recession, a February 2011 Statistics 
Canada report noted: 

 

Employment Forms 2008, Canada

"Standard
Employment"
Permanent
Full Time

(deteriorating in
many cases)

64%

Temporary
Part Time

4%

Temporary
Full Time
6%

Self-Employed
Employers

5%

Self-Employed
Own Account

10%

Part Time
Permanent

11%

� Only 64% of jobs are full time and permanent “standard employment”. And much
of that is deteriorating.

� Over 1/3 (36%) of employed workers are in temporary, part-time or self-
employment (including dependent contractors), a dramatic change from the past.

Permanent Full Time (“Standard” Employment) 10,742,765 64% = 64% permanent ft
Permanent Part Time 1,807,869 11% = 11% permanent pt
Temporary Full Time 1,050,709 6%
Temporary Part Time 681,409 4% = 10% temporary pt/ft

Self-Employed Employers 801,531 5%
Self-Employed Own Account 1,603,215 10% = 15% self-employed

TOTAL employment * 16,687,498 = 100%
* Total employment ages 15 to 64 years. Does not include unpaid family workers.

CAW chart from data supplied by Professor Leah Vosko, York University
Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey 2008

CAW 2009/LR/lg:cope343
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Although employment levels recovered faster than in previous 
downturns, there were still 113,000 fewer full-time jobs in 
October 2010 than in October 2008. 

 
In contrast, the number of part-time workers rose by more 
than 50,000, but that increase was not uniform across all categories of 
part timers. 

 
Individuals who worked part time but would have liked to work full 
time (also called involuntary part timers) increased by 140,000 (+20%) 
over the period. Meanwhile, the number of individuals working part 
time on a voluntary basis declined by about 87,000.3 

 
The experience of the global recession is telling. Part-time and temporary 
workers were the first to be laid off. While this resulted in a dramatic drop in 
the proportion of part-time and temporary workers in the labour market, 
such a phenomenon is not a sign of health. It merely demonstrates the 
precarious nature of these kinds of jobs. However, as the effects of the 
recession ebbed, employment growth tended toward part-time, temporary, 
and self-employment.  
 
Between 2002 and 2009, the proportion of workers earning minimum wage 
in Ontario increased from 3.9 percent to 8.1 percent respectively. While this 
can be partially explained by an increase in the minimum wage implemented 
by this government in response to collective action by union and non-union 
workers, it remains the case that nearly one in ten workers still subsist on a 
wage that is well below the Low Income Cut Off (LICO). In 2009, the year 
prior to the last minimum wage increase, Ontario had the second highest 
percentage of workers earning minimum wage among provinces.4  
 
In Ontario, the proportion of workers earning $11.28 per hour or less (the 
minimum wage plus 10 percent) has reached more than 14 percent of the 
workforce. In 2008, the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives estimated 
that a living wage for a Toronto family with two children and two adults 
working full-time would be $16.60 per hour.5  
 
Across Canada, the incidence of employees earning minimum wage 
increased for three consecutive years between 2007 and 2009, with the 
highest jump, taking place between 2008 and 2009. According to Statistics 
Canada: 
 

Women are more likely to work for minimum wage than men. In 2009, 
they represented just over 60 percent of minimum-wage workers, 
although they made up one-half of employees. 
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The overrepresentation of women in this category of workers is observable 
among all age groups, but more significantly for women 25 years of age 
and over, whose rate was twice as high as that of men the same age.6 
 

The situation facing newcomer workers has also been more difficult since the 
onset of the global recession: 
 

In 2008, the proportion of immigrants earning less than $10 per hour 
was 1.8 times higher than the Canadian-born. At the other end of the 
spectrum, there was a lower share of immigrants earning $35 or more per 
hour than the Canadian-born. 
 
In 2008, for example, the share of these immigrants earning less 
than $10 per hour was nearly three times higher than Canadian-born 
employees, and the share of these immigrant employees who landed more 
recently earning $35 or more per hour was much lower than the 
Canadian-born. 
 
In 2008, even the shares of immigrant employees who landed in Canada 
more than 10 years earlier and were earning less than $10 per hour was 
greater than the Canadian-born, and the share earning $35 or more per 
hour was less than Canadian-born employees.7 

 
It should be noted that between 2008 and 2009, the proportion of minimum 
wage earners who were between the ages of 25 and 54 grew from 29 percent 
across Canada to 32 percent across Canada.8  
 
These trends suggest that even where new employment has taken the form 
of full-time employment, many of these new jobs pay less than previously 
held jobs and are based in smaller and more disparate workplaces where it 
is more difficult for workers to cooperate to effect change without inviting 
reprisals from employers. 
 
These trends underscore the need to ensure that workers can freely exercise 
their rights to form unions as a critical pathway out of poverty. Traditionally, 
the bigger workplaces with large and homogenous workforces, where 
employees share similar working conditions, similar shifts and where 
workers had much more interaction with their co-workers, have lent 
themselves to better cooperation among workers. But even when Ontario’s 
resource and industrial workforce was expanding, those people in more 
precarious, non-standard jobs were often at a disadvantage, just by virtue of 
working at multiple job sites that create a more disparate workforce, with 
less interaction among employees and where the structure of existing 
legislation fails to adequately curtail implicit or explicit threats of reprisals 
against workers who contemplate collective workplace action.  
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While most will take for granted the reality that the employer holds the 
ultimate power and authority in the workplace, this reality is felt far more 
acutely in smaller workplaces, where many of the employees already face 
labour market barriers to employment and are objectively far more 
vulnerable than others to the implicit or explicit threat of job loss or other 
reprisals merely for asking that existing laws be enforced. 
 
Modernizing the Labour Relations Act 
 
Bill 77 – the Fairness for Employees Act represents some very modest steps 
that we believe are important pre-conditions for workers’ ability to improve 
their working conditions and to freely exercise their right to free association 
up to and including forming and joining unions. Bill 77 is about ensuring 
there is a democratic space for employees to communicate with each other 
and deliberate on common issues in workplaces that have changed 
dramatically since the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. 
 
The measures contained in Bill 77 are about ensuring that every employee 
may exercise their democratic rights without fear of employer reprisal. In 
this, we hope that every political party in the Ontario Legislative Assembly 
will concur that workers should have the right to associate, to freely discuss 
with the other relevant parties, and to vote their conscience when it comes to 
workplace issues. These are principles that legislators must support, not 
discourage. 
 
There are five key measures that we believe will facilitate workers’ ability to 
freely exercise their rights under the law in today’s changed workplace 
circumstances. 
 
1. Early disclosure of employee lists 

 
As the Labour Relations Act currently stands, when workers want to 
bargain collectively, they must work hard to determine who else in their 
workplaces should be involved in these discussions. Under existing 
legislation, such lists are provided only two days before the vote.   
 
We believe that when a critical threshold of employees have expressed a 
desire to work collectively to improve their working conditions, they 
should be allowed, without retribution, to freely discuss their working 
conditions with their co-workers, including union representatives. 
Certainly, the employer already has this ability. But while workers may 
have this right in law, they do not always have it in practice. 
 
Studies show that employers who learn their employees may be 
discussing collective workplace activities undertake significant measures 
to dissuade employees from doing so, up to and including measures that 
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push the limits – or – in too many cases – break statutory limitations. 
While employers are free to utilize whatever legal and strategic advice to 
intervene in the workplace debate, employees who seek similar advice and 
expertise are at permanent risk of reprisals. For workers who are already 
employed in precarious work, and for workers who already face labour 
market barriers to employment more generally, this implicit employer 
threat is ominous and ever-present.9 
 
Indeed, many of the deputations you will hear today will involve workers’ 
own stories of retribution when they were perceived – rightly or wrongly – 
as being open to working cooperatively with their co-workers or even just 
contemplating the merits of forming a union.  
 
According to Osgoode Hall Law School professor Sara Slinn:  
 

A survey of managers at Canadian workplaces where union organizing 
had recently occurred found 94 percent used anti-union tactics, and 
12 percent admitted to using what they believed to be illegal, unfair 
labour practices to discourage employees from unionizing.10 
 

In order to capture workers’ genuine desires, there must be meaningful 
and free deliberation between employees on workplace issues—both at 
work and away from work, though not on work time. Such 
communication should not be penalized or punished by employers, but 
should rightly be facilitated without undue influence.  
 
We believe that, in keeping with democratic principles that apply to voting 
procedures in other spheres of society, such as municipal, provincial, and 
federal elections, genuine democracy must be predicated on a real 
dialogue with those affected by and participating in the determination of 
the outcome.  
 
For instance, in municipal elections, voters’ lists – including names, 
addresses and the school board they support – are published in advance. 
Any legitimate candidate may request the relevant voters’ lists so that she 
has ample time to engage voters in a meaningful dialogue during a 
provincial election. (It is interesting to note that in Ontario municipal 
elections, a candidate is not required to demonstrate existing support for 
her or his candidacy via a threshold of nominators.) Any qualified 
candidate, having filed and received official acceptance of the appropriate 
nomination papers and fees, may request and receive access to the voters 
list without a list of nominators. Of course, candidates are bound by all 
relevant legislation, including the Municipal Elections Act, and the 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 
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Provincially, if a candidate is running with a registered political party, 
then a mere 25 signatures of the many thousands who live in an electoral 
district is a sufficient threshold for the release of the voters list for that 
riding. Again, the political party and its candidates are responsible for the 
appropriate use of the lists in accordance with all relevant legislation.11  
 
Federally, a candidate must be nominated by between 50 and 100 eligible 
voters, with the lower threshold applying to larger or rural geographical 
areas as recognition of the challenges associated with meeting and 
communicating with electors over a large geographic area. Again, once the 
appropriate paper work is filed and accepted, candidates receive the 
relevant voters list so the candidate may engage the appropriate 
audience. Again, candidates are expected to comply with all relevant 
legislation concerning freedom of information and protection of privacy.12 
 
By contrast, Bill 77 offers a much more modest proposal, establishing a 
very high threshold of 20 percent of employees who have expressed a 
desire to organize and ensuring that any employee list would be disclosed 
to the union only via the neutral Ontario Labour Relations Board. Of 
course all such disclosure would be in keeping with existing legislation 
regarding freedom of information and protection of privacy. 
 

2. Reinstatement Pending the Outcome of a Hearing 
 
Employees in precarious employment, and who face labour market 
barriers, are extremely vulnerable to employer intimidation and threats of 
job loss because the employer is the ultimate authority on hiring and 
firing decisions. 
 
When a person disappears from the workplace who was known to support 
or thought to support collective bargaining, the chill on other workers 
inside and outside the workplace is obvious. Protection under the law 
cannot be delayed in these circumstances. For many workers living on 
the edge, merely the suggestion of reprisals such as reduced hours or 
termination is enough to undermine their confidence in taking action. 
Few people today – in whatever occupations they hold – can afford to lose 
hours, shifts or even a single pay cheque, never mind the cost in time and 
energy to engage in protracted legal disputes. To freely exercise their 
rights, workers need to see not only that the law exists but also that it 
will protect them. Under existing legislation, this is all too often not the 
case.  
 
Bill 77 makes a modest proposal that workers who are disciplined, 
discharged or discriminated against because they were exercising their 
rights under the Labour Relations Act during an organizing drive, be 
immediately reinstated to their original terms and conditions pending the 
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outcome of a hearing on the merits of the discipline imposed on such 
workers, as requested by the union.  
 
The intent of Bill 77 is in keeping with the notion that people should be 
innocent until proven guilty; this is especially needed in workplaces 
during an organizing drive when employers are actively resisting union 
organization.  
 
As is often stated: “justice delayed is justice denied”. Even if workers are 
reinstated to the workplace after a hearing that may have involved days, 
weeks, or months, many workers simply cannot even contemplate the 
consequences for themselves and their families of any reduction of 
already modest pay or any delay in receiving their pay. Unless workers 
are absolutely confident that they can exercise their rights without 
worsening their own and their families’ material well being, too many will 
be forced to forgo their basic democratic rights.  
 

3. Neutral and off-site voting, including telephone and electronic voting 
 
Under existing legislation, a representation vote is required of workers 
before becoming a formally certified bargaining unit. Proponents of union 
certification via representation votes place significant emphasis on the 
notion of a “secret ballot” as imagined in liberal democratic election 
processes. But such processes are fundamentally different. In municipal, 
provincial or federal elections, the voting booths are situated in 
convenient sites, in neutral locations, and are not controlled by any 
particular candidate.  
 
By contrast, the vast majority of union representation votes take place in 
workplaces that are, by definition, controlled by the employer.  
 
The mere fact that a given workforce is smaller than the populations 
engaged in liberal democratic processes reduces the anonymity and 
secrecy that come when large numbers of people cast ballots.   
 
A ballot box placed outside a supervisor’s office, or in a location that is 
not sufficiently neutral, can have the effect of discouraging employees 
from freely expressing their will. More generally, but particularly in 
smaller workplaces, it is quite possible for the employer to deduce – or 
believe themselves to have deduced – who is sympathetic to collective 
bargaining and who is not and treat such employees accordingly. This 
leads to perceived exposure and increased vulnerability.  
 
If we are to agree we want a representation mechanism that best reflects 
workers’ genuine choices, it is self-evident that if a vote is to take place, 
then it should take place in a manner that maximizes participation. This 
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must mean voting stations are as conveniently located as possible—even 
among a workforce that may be disbursed geographically—and that 
ballots are cast in as neutral a fashion as possible. Bill 77 will help 
achieve these goals by ensuring that the vote takes place in neutral 
locations and that there is a legal right to use telephone or online voting 
as determined by the employees and their union representatives. 
 

4. Interest arbitration for a first contract 
 
When workers have democratically decided to work collectively to improve 
their working conditions, they should rightly expect such a process to end 
with a contract, not another hurdle to overcome. Far too often, workers 
who have finally certified with a union find themselves bargaining with an 
employer who is still resisting the process. Delay tactics in contract 
negotiations that push the statutory limits cause unnecessary delays in 
concluding a contract for workers who already had to overcome enormous 
obstacles just to secure the right to bargain collectively. 
 
Although existing legislation provides for the settlement of a first contract 
through a process of arbitration, the threshold for accessing this route is 
still too high and workers can find themselves locked out or on strike 
because the employer has fulfilled only the most minimal technical 
requirements of the law, not complied with the spirit of it – which is to 
bargain fairly and in good faith. 
 
Bill 77 proposes a measure that exists in other jurisdictions where either 
party may apply for arbitration if, after a set period of time, a collective 
agreement has not been settled. This is a measure that equally protects 
employers and employees from bargaining tactics that do not comply with 
the spirit of good-faith bargaining. It will help to send a message to 
workers and employers that, once a collective bargaining unit has been 
certified, both parties are expected to conclude a contract in a timely and 
efficient manner.  
 
A recent survey of the impact of first contract arbitration in a variety of 
Canadian provinces concluded that first contract arbitration (FCA) 
“reduces the incidence of work stoppages associated with the negotiation 
of first agreements by a substantial, statistically significant amount.” It 
also noted: 
 

… there is no evidence to suggest that the parties involved in the 
negotiation of a first agreement rely on arbitration to settle their 
differences—application rates and imposition rates are low across all 
jurisdictions. It appears the presence of first contract arbitration 
legislation creates an incentive for the parties to reach agreement 
without resorting to work stoppages or arbitration.13 
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Finally, the study stated: “Concern that FCA undermines the collective 
bargaining process seems to be unwarranted; on the contrary, FCA 
appears to support and encourage collective bargaining.”14  
 

5. Successor rights for the contract services sector 
 
Currently, legislation provides successor rights when a business is sold or 
transferred. Since the 1950s, Ontario legislation has recognized that 
employees who have democratically decided to form a union should not 
lose their collective bargaining rights – and employers should not be able 
to circumvent their obligations – when a business is sold or transferred. 
Such provisions were strengthened in the 1960s. In the early 1990s these 
provisions were extended, not just to the sale or transfer of a business, 
but also to the contract services sector. Unfortunately, during the 
previous Conservative government, these and other critical improvements 
to the Labour Relations Act were dismantled, including those provisions 
that protected some of the most vulnerable workers in society.  
 
While we applaud the current Liberal government for restoring some 
measures of fairness for workers – and we acknowledge that restoring 
successor rights for public and private sector workers has been a crucial 
improvement – we note that workers employed in some of the most 
precarious employment like food services, cleaning, security, home care 
and personal support services were excluded from such protection, even 
though these are workers most in need of supportive legislation. 
 
Today, as it stands, businesses or companies that use contractors for the 
provision of services like security, cleaning, homecare and personal 
support work have little obligation to the employees of the those 
contractors. During the competitive bidding process – when the company 
puts its service requirements out to tender – those contractors who pay 
their employees fairly and responsibly may lose contracts because their 
non-union competitors pay their employees much less. The result in most 
cases is that the very same employees who worked for the unionized 
company are called back to work for a new company. They do the same 
job, but for less pay and security.  
 
In the current environment then, responsible contract service employers 
are at a disadvantage in the market place. Employers and employees both 
lose out in this race to the bottom. 
 
The loophole that allows contract service workers to suddenly lose their 
modest improvements in wages and working conditions to a non-union 
competitor on the basis of under-paying its employees is a legislative gap 
that must be corrected in the interests of both responsible employers and 



O F L 	   S u b m i s s i o n : 	   B i l l 	   7 7 -‐ F a i r n e s s 	   f o r 	   E m p l o y e e s 	   A c t 	  	   P a g e 	   | 	   1 1 	  
	  

their employees. Simply put, the Labour Relations Act must be modernized 
to protect the rights of the growing number of workers employed in the 
contract services sector.  
 
Bill 77 proposes to extend the same successor rights that exist for other 
private and public sector employees to those in the contract services 
sector. By doing so, it will ensure that when a collective agreement has 
been established, the provisions of this agreement are not lost just 
because the uniform changes.  
 
This modest measure will have a threefold positive impact: 
 
i. It will ensure that if a different service contractor employer wins the 

contract, it must honour the existing collective agreement and allow 
the workers keep their modest improvements in pay and benefits. 

 
ii. It will help ensure that competition takes place – not on the backs of 

the lowest paid workers – but on other meaningful factors like quality. 
It will help create a floor on wages and benefits in the contract services 
sector. 

iii. It will help level the playing field between employers who treat their 
employees fairly and those who do not. 

 
In 2003, Premier Dalton McGuinty made an important promise to public 
sector employees stating: 
 

Public employees should have the same rights as employees in the 
private sector, and, as Premier, I will restore successor rights for 
Ontario government employees.15 
 

In 2007, the McGuinty government implemented these changes for Crown 
employees. We applauded those measures and we applauded the motivation 
for them. Fairness for all employees is a principle. Extending successor 
rights to the contract services sector – as proposed by Bill 77 – must be seen 
as the logical extension of the government’s own aspiration to ensure that all 
employees are treated fairly, whether in the private sector, the public sector, 
or the contract services sector.  
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Conclusion 
 
Bill 77 – Fairness for Employees Act offers modest but necessary steps to 
modernize the labour relations act to better reflect the realities of today’s 
labour force and workplaces. It offers paths to better engage workers and 
assess their genuine aspirations when it comes to collective bargaining. Most 
importantly, it offers modest protection for those who begin the process of 
improving their wages and working conditions.  
 
This latter point is critical. For Ontario’s economy and communities to 
thrive, workers need to be able to exercise all aspects of their democratic 
rights. They must be allowed to work together to help raise the wages of all 
workers both union and non-union. Collective action has always been a 
critical pathway out of poverty for working people, which is why the right to 
join unions must be fundamental and meaningful. But in today’s challenging 
economic climate, legislators have a special responsibility to ensure that 
these pathways remain open to all workers, especially those in precarious 
employment. Bill 77 offers some modest steps in this direction and we 
encourage all Committee members to support it. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Nancy Hutchison 
Secretary-Treasurer 
Ontario Federation of Labour 
 
NH/PF/ss/cope343/June 7, 2012 



O F L 	   S u b m i s s i o n : 	   B i l l 	   7 7 -‐ F a i r n e s s 	   f o r 	   E m p l o y e e s 	   A c t 	  	   P a g e 	   | 	   1 3 	  
	  
ENDNOTES: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  	  Vosko, Leah; Zukewich, Nancy; and Cranford, Cynthia. Statistics Canada, Perspectives on Labour 
and Income, “Precarious jobs: A new typology of employment.” October 2003. See: 
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75-001-x/01003/6642-eng.html  
	  
2	  	  CAW Fact Sheet 2009, Sources Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey 2008, chart supplied by 
Professor Leah Vosko, York University. See: http://www.caw.ca/en/7688.htm 	  
	  
3	  	  Statistics Canada, The Daily, “Inside the labour market downturn.” February 23, 2011. 
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/110223/dq110223b-eng.htm 
	  
4	  	  Statistics Canada, Perspectives on Labour and Income, “Minimum Wage.” March 2010. See:  
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75-001-x/topics-sujets/pdf/topics-sujets/minimumwage-
salaireminimum-2009-eng.pdf	  
	  
5	  	  Mackenzie, Hugh and Stanford, Jim. Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, A Living Wage for 
Toronto. See: http://www.labourcouncil.ca/livingwagefull.pdf 
	  
6	  	  Statistics Canada, The Daily, “Inside the labour market downturn.” February 23, 2011. 
See: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/110223/dq110223b-eng.htm 
	  
7	  	  Gilmore, Jason. Statistics Canada, The 2008 Canadian Immigrant Labour Market: Analysis of Quality 
of Employment, November 23, 2009. See: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/71-606-x/2009001/part-
partie1-eng.htm. 
	  
8	  	  Statistics Canada, The Daily, “Inside the labour market downturn.” February 23, 2011. 
See: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/110223/dq110223b-eng.htm	  
	  
9	  	  Bentham, Karen J. “Employer Resistance to Union Certification: A Study of Eight Canadian 
Jurisdictions,” Relations Industrielles/Industrial Relations 57 (1) pp. 159-187) 
	  
10	  	  Slinn, Sara. National Post, “Anti-union intimidation is real,” December 7, 2007. 
http://www.labourwatch.com/docs/press/pdf/anti-union_intimidation_is_real.pdf 
	  
11	  	  Elections Ontario, Candidate’s Guide, 2011 Provincial General Election. 
http://www.elections.on.ca/NR/rdonlyres/32508606-E4AE-4BFC-9FB9-
41EA94CECC09/0/CandidateGuideF0405ENG072011.pdf    
	  
12	  	  Elections Canada, Election Handbook for Candidates, Their Official Agents and Auditor. 
http://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section=pol&dir=can/bck&document=index&lang=e 
	  
13	  	  Johnson, Susan J. T. “First Contract Arbitration: Effects on Bargaining and Work Stoppages,” 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review 63 (4), pp 602-603) 
	  
14	  	  Ibid.	  
	  
15	  	  National	  Union	  of	  Public	  and	  General	  Employees,	  “OPSEU	  says	  McGuinty	  must	  honour	  successor	  rights	  
pledge.”	  April	  26,	  2006.	  http://www.nupge.ca/news_2006/n26ap06a.htm	  	  
	  


