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HOUSE 

Friday, May 7, 1971 
The House met according to ad

journment and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

Prayer by the Rev. Mr. Roy 
Moody of Gardiner. 

The journal of yesterday was 
read and approved. 

Papers from the Senate 
Reports of Committees 

Ought to Pass in New Draft 
Report of the Committee on Le

gal Affairs on Bill "An Act relating 
to Electrical Inspection" (S. P. 
483) (L. D. 1563) reporting same in 
a new draft (S. P. 567) (L. D. 1708) 
under same title and that it "Ought 
to pass" 

Came from the Senate with the 
Report read and accepted and the 
Bill passed to be engrossed. 

In the House, the Report was 
read and accepted in concurrence, 
the New Draft read twice and as
signed the next legislative day. 

Non-Concurrent Matter 
An Act Increasing Minimum 

Wages (S. P. 16) (L. D. 44) which 
was passed to be enacted in the 
House on April 28 and passed to be 
engrossed as amended by Senate 
Amendment "B" on April 23. 

Came from the Senate passed to 
be engrossed as amended by Sen
ate Amendments "B" and "C" in 
non-concurrence. 

In the House: 
The SPEAKER: The Chair rec

ognizes the gentleman from West
field, Mr. Good. 

Mr. GOOD: Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House insist on its former 
action. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman 
from Westfield, Mr. Good, moves 
that the House insist on its former 
action. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
man from Bath, Mr. Ross. 

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House: Senate 
Amendment "C" S-144, increases 
the present Minimum Wage from 
$1.60 to $1.80. It states that we will 
not go up to $2.00 until the federal 
wage standards do. 

But it does one other thing. Mini
mum Wage for employees in nurs
ing homes and hospitals are now 

ten cents less than all others, and 
this raises them on October 15 of 
this year to $1.60, and after Octo
ber 15, 1972 they will be raised to 
$1.80 in conformance with every
body else. 

So I now move that we recede 
from our former action and concur 
with the Senate. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman 
from Bath, Mr. Ross, moves that 
the House recede from its former 
action and concur with the Senate. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
man from Brunswick, Mr. Mc
Teague. 

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker 
and Members of the House: The 
House has voted in the past, strong
ly, I think by a margin of approxi
mately 3 to 1, to go along with the 
$1.80-$2.00 version. We passed it 
through here by a signifioant mar
gin. The facts have not changed; 
I hope the House will continue to 
support this. 

I support the motion of our House 
chairman, Mr. Good, that we in
sist and would like to discuss with 
you Senate Amendment "C" and 
tell you why in my opinion, regard
less of whatever the good inten
tions were behind it, that it would 
be very detrimental to Minimum 
Wage. 

The Senate Amendment "C" pro
vides that we shall go to $2.00 when 
and if the Federal Minimum Wage 
goes to $2.00. Look at the amend
ment which is under filing number 
S-144 and yOU will see that it 
doesn't say that if the federal goes 
to $1.95 we go to $1.95. If the feder
al went to $1.95 we would stay at 
$1.80, again lagging behind. 

Earlier in the session I intro
duced a bill to tie our state Mini
mum Wage to the federal mini
mum. At that time I received a 
written opinion from the Attorney 
General's office that this was un
constitutional, to tie it in in such 
a way. I understand, but do not 
know for certain, that there now 
is an opinion perhaps in writing, 
perhaps orally, I don't know, that 
approves Senate Amendment "C" 
for constitutionality. 

I would suggest that there has 
not been a change in the Constitu
tion in the last two months and if a 
bill that I presented to tie our Mini
mum Wage to the federal is un-



2350 LEGISLATIVE RECORD-HOUSE, MAY 7, 1971 

constitutional in February, that 
there is grave question concerning 
the constitutionality of Senate 
Amendment "C" in May. 

VVhat has changed, because the 
Constitution has not, is the chance 
of passage of a meaningful in
crease in the Minimum VVage to 
keep us ahead and just to catch 
up with inflation. Perhaps the cal
culations were in February, that 
this House and the Senate would 
not be responsible and responsive 
as it was to the needs of the people. 
And thus the ruling was - and 
frankly it is based on old legal 
precedent, and if we accept those 
old cases perhaps it is all right. 
But thus the ruling was that we 
could not tie to the federal. 

Now we are told that at least 
in regard to time we can tie to 
federal. Again my suggestion is 
that the Constitution has not 
changed, but the vote count has 
changed. I ask you, if it were real
ly the intention of Senate Amend
ment "C" to be helpful to the work
ing people of Maine, if it were 
really the intention to tie in to the 
federal, then instead of saying we 
stay at $1.80 even though the fed
eral increases to $1.99, why did not 
the amendment provide for a penny 
to penny increase along with the 
federal? 

And if I may be so presumptu
ous I will 'answer my own ques
tion. The rea,son Why is because 
the game of non-concurrence is 
being played on us. Many people 
do not want to stand forthrigiht 
and openly against Minimum 
Wage. I compliment the genJtle
man from HoULton, Mr. Haskell, 
that his opposition to the Minimum 
Wage has been fortlhnight. He has 
not tried to hide the basis, of his 
feelings. 

But in spite of whatever smoke 
is raised by Senate Amendment 
"C," the issue today in reality is 
clearly before us as it was' when 
we approved this measure by a 
vote of over 3 to 1 - and inci
dentally I should s'ay on a bipar
tis!an basis. If my recollection is 
correct, although proudly the 
Democl'atic party stood almost to 
a man behind Minimum VVage, 
the majority of the RepubHc'an 
party also stood with them. 

I ask you to recall the names 
IlIOt only of the working people of 
Ma,ine but rec'all the very incisive 
poLitical judgment of Mr. Good: in 
his statement in this House rabout 
two weeks 'ago, directed to mem
bers of his party, the Majority 
Ballty. The reason tha,t the major
ities of the Majority P,arty have 
been cihanging - ,if I may para
phrase Mr. Good,is not merely 
because the Democra'ts, bave out
standing candidates like Senator 
Muskie; it is also bec'ause some 
few, and I suspect and hope the 
minority in the Republican Party, 
feel compelled to have a knee
jerk reaction against things to help 
tJhe working people. 

This should not be a partis'an 
issue. There are poor people who 
are Republicans 'as well as Demo
cl'ats. Don't be taken in by this 
smoke screen of Senate Amend
ment "C" and ask yourself once 
more the question - if it really 
was a good fa~th effort to tie us in 
with the federal then why if we 
go along with Senate Amendment 
"C" do we stay at $1.80 when the 
federal wage goes up to $1.99? 

Let us inspect and chara'cterize, 
after reflection, Senate Amendment 
"C" for what it is, an attempt to 
do by indirection what could not 
be done by d:irection, wlhat crnmd 
not be done directly. It is simply 
an .attempt to defeat a meaning
ful increase in our Minimum 
Wage. Mr. Speaker, when the vote 
is taken I ask for a roll '~all. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes' the gentleman £rom Brew
er, Mr. Nords. 

Mr. NORRIS: Mr. Speaker and 
Ladies 'and Gentlemen: I would 
like to compliment my good friend 
Mr. McTeague on a fine poliJti.cal 
speech this morning and now I 
will try to address myself to the 
bill. VVith the feeling of my con
stituents I have repeatedlly voted 
ag,ainst tlhis bill, but with this 
amendment on it I naw find that 
I feel that it is palataJb~e to me 
and would be pala1Jable, to my con
stituents. So I would hope that you 
would go along with the motion 
of Mr. Ross to recede and concur 
with the Senate. 

The SPEAKER: The Chaiir rec
ognizes the gentleman from Houl
ton, Mr. Haskell. 
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Mr. HASKELL: Mr. Speaker 
and Laddesand Gentlemen of the 
House: I am not going to bore 
you by repeating arguments I have 
a,lready made against this, bill.. 
However, Mr. McTeague does' raise 
a new argument in his presenta
tion; namely, that it is necessiary 
to constantly increase wages, in 
order to keep up witll inilation. I 
think that many of you are fattnil
iar w1th the fact that the constant
ly increasing wage structure is, a 
very significant causlative fa,coor 
of inflation. 

In fact we have 'a Slituaition ~e 
almost analQgous to a dog chasmg 
his own tail, an attempt to keep 
our wages UiP with in£lation Whicih 
is caused by wa1ge increases. At 
some point we are going to have 
to grab the dog and hiave him sit 
down for a little while. Which in 
my view is the thing that is ne'ces
sary if this country is, going to 
solve an extremely serious inJfla
tiona,ry issue. 

Another point which has been 
made in reference to an increase 
in wages in nursing ihomes', I ha,ve 
made the argument here that we 
are going to substantially increase 
welfare costs. Now if you think 
that it isn't going to very sub
stantially affect the total costs 
for the State of Maine for welllaTe 
costs, you think in terms of the 
impad of this wage increase on 
the cost of nUlrsing home care and 
convalescent care for weWare 
cases' in the srtate, and projed this 
over a period of time and I think 
you will begin to see that this does 
indeed have an extremely impor
tant effect on the wel:tiarecosts 
of the state indirectly, through in
creased prices for welfare in this 
situation, in addition to the fact 
that you are, 'and constantly do 
screen out of the labor market 
the very people that you alre pur
porting to try to help. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Lew
iston, Mr. Cote. 

Mr. COTE: Mr. Speaker and 
Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
House: Today being May 7, whlch 
is a day of all days probaMy in 
this state, I would like to s'ay that 
my coHeague from Lewis,ton, Mr. 
J albert, who had a simUar bill 
introduced on the Minimum Wage 
Law, this morning would stand up 

here ,and voice his seDJtilments 
along with Mr. McTea'gtle and Mr. 
Good. So I would like to put my
self on record and Mr. Jalbert as 
supporting 1Jhe position as taken 
by the gentleman Mr. Good. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Old 
Town, Mr. B~nnette. 

Mr. BINNETTE: Mr. Speaker, 
Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
House: I shall be rather ,brief, but 
after hearing my good friend Mr. 
Haskell state about the dog chas
ing around, I don't know, we 
haven't got to worry much about 
that, we have a dog leash law. We 
did, I think we still have it, have
n't we? 

So I really believe that Represen
tative McTeague has brought out 
a very important factor in regard 
to that amendment, and I would 
like to have that defined once 
again, please. 

The SPEAKER: The ChaIT rec
ognizes the gentleman from Bath, 
Mr. Ross. 

Mr. ROSS: Mr. Speaker and 
Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
House: The gentleman from Bruns
wick, Mr. McTeague, inferred that 
Rep ubI i can s were sometimes 
against labor. I must remind this 
House again that a Republican 
sponsored the first Minimum Wage 
bill. Since then Republicans have 
sponsored all of the increases. I 
spoke and voted for the original 
bill, but I now support this amend
ment in fear of losing the entire 
thing. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle 
Lake, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, 
Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
House: First let me comment on 
O'le comment made by the gentle
man from Houlton, Mr. Haskell, 
and that is the costs of the wel
fare if the increase of $2.00 should 
take place. It ought to be pointed 
out that in both the amendment 
that we accepted and the amend
ment that is presently before us, 
the maximum for nursing homes is 
$1.80, 'and at no time would there 
have Ibeen an increase to $2.00 in 
that particular field. 

So this bugaboo about the cost 
that we would have to pay em-
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ployees in nursing homes is kind 
of ridiculous, because it is non
existent. For those of you who 
know anything about nursing 
homes, perhaps you would be in
terested to know that it is very 
difficult to get people to work 
there, because of the type of 
work that they have to do. I 
would be willing to take $3.00 
out of my own pocket to pay them 
for an hour's work rather than 
my receiving $1.60 or even $2.00 
I can assure you. 

My personal reaction about the 
remark made by the gentleman 
from Bath, Mr. Ross, is that he 
is worried about losing the whole 
thing. Well I honestly don't be
lieve that a serious attempt has 
been made in the other body to 
get it through. I believe that we 
ought to give them that chance, 
and for that reason I would agree 
with the motion made by the gen
tleman from WestfieM, Mr. Good, 
that we insist. If that should fail in 
the other body, then it would come 
back to us; and then the motion 
of the gentleman from Bath could 
be entertained. 

I think at this point when we 
really don't know whether or not 
it can be gotten through any
wheres else but here, I think we 
are kidding ourselves and we are 
really selling the working man 
down the drain. I consider this 
amendment nothing more than a 
sellout and I do not think that we 
ought to endorse it. So I would 
hope that we would vote against 
the motion to recede and concur, 
and then we would vote yes on 
the motion to insist. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from F air
field, Mr. Lawry. 

Mr. LAWRY: Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House: I don't 
pretend to be an economist. How
ever, as a small businessman I 
must of necessity come in contact 
with people in situations which do 
affect my thinking. So far in this 
session we have been bombarded 
with L. D.'s which would liberal
ize Workmen's Compo benefits and 
Unemployment Compensation ben
efits, and it does seem to me that 
if an employer is to survive he 

must have some control over the 
cost per unit of whatever he sells. 
To do this either he increases his 
volume or reduces his costs. He 
enjoys little control over the mar
ket of how much volume he can 
obtain. 

So I feel he must look elsewhere 
to reduce his cost per unit, and I 
submit that this is in the area of 
payroll primarily. And to reduce 
his payroll in this day of inflation 
means only one thing, a reduction 
in the number of employees. And 
I feel tha,t to add this two-step 
increase in the Minimum Wage 
would not only be unwise at this 
time, but detrimental to the work
ing man we are trying so hard 
to protect. I hope that we do recede 
and concur with Mr. Ross's motion. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Skow
hegan, Mr. Dam. 

Mr. DAM: Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House: I will be 
very brief. I merely want to go 
on record as disagreeing with my 
seatmate. I do not agree with his 
philosophy at all. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Bruns
wick, Mr. McTeague. 

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker 
and Members of the Hous'e: The 
gentleman from Bath I think pos
sibly has misconstrued or per
haps possibly also to the gentle
man from Bath I have misstated 
or not accurately, entirely with 
accuracy, stated what I intended. 

First, I believe like Mr. Ross I 
am concemed primarily not with 
the creation of partisan issues but 
with the enactment of legislation. 
I think this has been the tenor 
generally of this session and I 
hope it continues. I would suggest 
that the motion before UlS to in
sist was made by the gentleman 
who is the House chairman of the 
Labor Committee. I would suggest 
that a majority of the members 
of both p.arties 011 .the Labor 
Committee has supported this 
legislation. We do not seek in any 
way ,a partis'an issue; we seek as
sistance for people that need it. 

Speaking of cutting costs and 
he~ping people find employment, 
,and helping the economy general
ly, I find it ironic that we think 
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that the belt tightening that is to 
be done, it is to be done bW Ithe 
thinnest of all, those who make 
$1.60 or less than $2.00 'an hour. 
With~n this week there have been 
announcements tha,t banks ,are 
,again skYl'ocketing their interest 
mtes. Do we allow the bankers to 
go ahead ,and do this because they 
have the power? And are we to 
deny the right to keep up with in
flation to the working people? 

The isseu 'ag,ain is~and I would 
try to reply to Mr. Binnette who 
raised the question, 'and I would 
like to make this clear. There was 
a bill put in near ,the beginning 
of the session to tie our Mini
mum Wage automatically, both to 
doUars and cents and as ,to timing 
to the fedel'al wage. The Attorney 
GenemI's office in a wdtten opin
ion by an Assistant Attorney Gen
eral ruled that matter uncOllslti
tutional. If anyone has lmowledge 
of 'a written opinion of the At
torney General's office sustaining 
the constitutionalUy of Senate 
Amendment "C", which is reaHy 
the issue today, land perha,ps 
some other members of the House 
would be interested in it. Perhaps 
it came from a different As's[stant 
Attorney Geneml. Perhaps the 
Constitution has changed, perhaps 
the political count has changed. 

But I suggest to you th'at Senate 
Amendment "C" is much weaker 
than Ithat. Remember, look at it 
yourself, read it, ,and ,ask youl1self 
this question after reading it. If the 
federal Minimum Wage goes to 
$1.95, will Maine still be fHceen 
cents behind? If the answer to 
that question is yes, I think it 
follows that this amendment is a 
smoke screen to defea,t ,and di
minish the concept of the Mini
mum Wage. 

Remember that in spite of what 
Mr. Ha'skell has said about our 
inflationary pressures, whenever 
we talk about inflation we always 
seem to talk about ,the working 
man who is causing infl:ation. You 
know bank interest l1ates, to build 
your own home or to buy ,a home, 
were not too many years ,ago, 
perhaps three or three and a haH 
years 'ago, six per cent. I now 
understand that they are in the 
neighborhood of eight per cent. 
Gentlemen, that is a 33% increase. 

If we were to increas'e the Mini
mum Wage proportionately to the 
inc'rease in the interest ra,tes ,at 
banks, we would be increasing it 
to about $2.15. 

Why do we always seek to 
bLame ,those who are without pow
er and at the bottom of the 
economic scale? Let us give them 
a hand,and I wouLd like to re
spond to the philosophy of Mr. 
Lawry and slay I too ama small 
businessman in town wheI'e there 
are some people prosperous land 
some not quite So prospe'rous, ~nd 
I know ultimately that my pros
perity is dependent upon the pros
perity of the av'erage man. I think 
that is true of every member of 
this House. 

We can't have 'a society 'Of a 
few kings and many paupers.. If 
we 'are all to have a fairly good 
living, each, we must try to ex
tend opportunity, we must have 
a broad based rather thalll a nar
row based economy. Perhaps 
we come back today to the very 
basic p'hilosophical difference men
tioned by Mr. Haskell. He says you 
win increase welfare rolls. He re
peats the argument made in 1935 
'Or thereabouts when the 25 cent 
Minimum Wage 'was put through 
in the midst of the worse de
preSSIon in 'Our c'Ountry's history, 
and it wasn't true then and H 
didn't work that way, ,and it isn't 
true now. 

I say, on the contl'ary, that in 
order for any of us to be pros
perous we ,all muSJt beat some 
minimum level of prosperity, and 
that is why it is caned the Mini
mum Wage. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman frQm Chel
sea, Mr. Shaw. 

lVIr. SHAW: Mr. Speaker and 
Ladies 'and Gentlemen of the 
House: To answer Mr. Binnette's 
questi'On on the leash law, it is on 
the table in the Senate f'Or lack 
of money at the present time; and 
that is where it seems to me a 
l'O't of people who ,are now work
ing are g'Oing to be if we boost the 
price as. much as s,ome people 
WQuld like to increase it. 

The other day we had a hea:ring 
of the ApprQpriations Committee 
on the University of Maine. They 
\WInt $200,000 to bring their 
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lower paid people up to where the 
other states employees lare, land 
'One 'Of rthe things that the~ men
tinned was-I think they are pay
ing $1.60 now, 'and the inc'rease 
in 'wages wDuld force them to in
crease their expense. So they 
c'ame to us for more ImDney. 

I was called by a mem:ber,a 
fellow who runs a nursing home, 
and he s·aid in his nursing home 
he has a certain number of 
patients. He is Clompelled by state 
law to hire 'a certain number 'Of 
people to work in that home, and 
if we put this Miniimum Wage bill 
through it is going Ito increase his 
cost ,about $400 a week, ,and he 
expectS' us to increase the Health 
and Wel£are Department's 'ap
propriatiDn to take care 'Of this 
measure. 

EveryWhere yJou Iturn you run 
into the same srtuation. When you 
increase your 'beginners in ,a job 
a flat 'amount, then the ones at 
the top get three or f'Our times 
as much 'Of an increase. This is 
really a ballooning aspect. 

The SPEAKER: F'Or the Chair 
to order ,a DOill can it must have 
the expressed desire of one fifth 
'Of the members present and voting. 
All members desiring a roll call 
will vote yes; those 'Opp'Osed will 
vote no. . 

A vote of the House was taken, 
and IDiore than one fifth of the 
members present having expressed 
a desire for a roll call, a roll call 
was ol'dered. 

The SPEAKER: The pending 
question is! on the motion of the 
gentleman ·from Bath, Mr. Ross, 
that the House recede from its 
former action and concur with the 
Senate 'on Bill "An Act Increasing 
Minimum Wages," Senate Paper 
16, L. D. 44. If you are in favor 
of receding and concurring you 
will vote yes; if you are opposed 
you will vOite no. 

ROLL CALL 
YEAS - Ault, Bailey, Baker, 

Bartlett, Berry, G. W.; Berry, 
P. P.; Birt, Bither, Bragdon, 
Brawn, Brown, Bunker, Carey, 
Crosby, Cummings, Curtis, A. P.; 
Ourtis, T. S., Jr.; Donaghy, Dud
ley, Emery, D. F.; Evans, Fine
more, Ga,gnon, Gill, Ha1l, Haskell, 
Hawkens, Hayes, Henley, Hewei;i, 
Hodgdon, Immonen, Kelley, K. F.; 

Kelley, R. P.; Lawry, Lee, Lewin, 
Lincoln, Littlefield, Lund, Mac
Leod, Maddox, 'MarstaUer, Mc
NaUy, Millett, Mosher, Norris, 
Page, Parks, Payson, Porter, ,Pratt, 
Rocheleau, Rollins, Ross, Scott, 
Shaw, Silverman, Simpson, L. E.; 
Stillings, Susi, Trask, TyndaJe, 
White, Wight, Williams, WOIod, 
M. W.; Woodbury, The Speaker. 

NAYS - Albert, Barnes, Bedard, 
Bernier, Berube, Binnette, Boud
reau, Bourgoin, Bustin, CaU, Car
rier, Carter, Churchi1l, Clemente, 
Collins, Conley, Oooney, Cote, 
Cottrell, Curran, Cyr, Dam, Dow, 
Doyle, Drigotas, Dyar, Emery, 
E. M.; Farrington, Faucher, Fec
teau, F:raser, Genest, Good, Good
win, Hancock, Herrick, Jurtras, 
Kelleher, Kelley, P. S.; Keyte, 
Kilroy, Lebel, Lessard, Lynch, 
Mahany, Mancheslter, Ma r s h, 
Ma ,r tin, McCormick, McKinnon, 
McTeague, Mills, Morrell, Murray, 
Orestis, Pontbriand, Sheltra, Shute, 
Slane, Smith, D. M.; Smith, E. H.; 
Starbird, Theriault, Vincent, Web
ber, Wheeler, Whitson, Wood, M. E. 

ABSENT - Clark, Gauthier, 
Hans'On, Hardy, J,albe,rt, Lewis, 
Lizotte, Luc,as, McCloskey, O'Brien, 
Rand, Santoro, Simpson, T. R.; 
Tanguay. 

Yes, 69; No, 68; Absent, 14. 
The SPEAKER: Sixty-nine hav

ing voted in the affirmative, sixty
eight in the negative, with fourteen 
being abs'ent, the House has voted 
to recede and concur. 

The Cha,ir recognizes the gentle
man from Pittsfield, Mr. Susi. 

Mr. SUSI: Mr. Speaker, I move 
that we reconsider our action 
whereby we receded ,and con
curred and hiope that you will vote 
against me. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman 
from Pittsfield, Mr. Susi, moves 
that the House reconsider its ac
tion wherebv we receded and con-
curred. . 

The Chair recognizes ,the gentle
man from Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, I 
move that this' be tabled for two 
legislative days and I ask for a 
roll call. 

The SPEAKER: The gentleman 
from Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin, 
moves that the reconsidera'tEon 
motion be tabled and specially as
signed for Tuesday, May 11. A roll 
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call vote has been reques'ted on 
the tabling motion. For the Ohair 
to order a roll call it must have 
the expressed desire of one fifth 
ill the members pres,ent and vot
ing. All members desiring a roll 
call vote will vote yes; those op
posed will vote no. 

A vote of the House was taken, 
and more than one fifth of 'the 
members present having expressed 
a desire for a roll call, a rall call 
was ordered. 

The SPEAKER: The pending 
question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Eagle Lake, Mr. 
Mal1tin, that the motion of the 
gentleman from Pittsfield, Mr. 
Susi to re~onsider receding and 
concurring be tabled and specially 
assigned for Tuesday, May 11. All 
in favor of tabling will vote yes; 
those opposed will vote no. 

ROLL CALL 
YEAS - Albert, Bedard, Ber

nier, Berry, P. P.; Bffi'Ube, Bin
nette, Boudreau, Bourgoin, Bustin, 
Call, Carrier, Carter, Clemente, 
Conley, Cooney, COte, Gottrell, 
Curran, Cyr, Dam, Dow, Doyle., 
Drigotas, Dyar, Emery, E. M.; 
Farrington, Faucher, Fecteau, Fra
ser, Genest, Good, Goodwin, Han
cock, Jutras, Kelleher, Kelley, P. 
S.; Keyte, Kilroy, Lawry, Lebel, 
Lessard, Lynch, Mahany, Man
chester, Marsh, Martin, McCor
mick, McKinnon, McTeague, Mills, 
Murray, Orestis, Pontbriand, 
Rocheleau, Sheltra, Slane, Smith, 
D. M.; Smith, E. H.; Stal1bird, 
Theriault, Vincent, Webber, Wheel
er, Whitson, Wood, M. E. 

NAYS - Ault, Bailey, Baker, 
Barnes. Bartlett, Berry, G. W.; 
Birt, Bither, Bragdon, Bl"awn, 
Brown, Bunker, Carey, Churchill, 
Collins, Crosby, Cummings, Curtis, 
A. P.; Cwtis, T. S., Jr.; Donaghy, 
Dudley, Emery, D. F.; Evans, Fine
more, Gagnon, Gill, Hall, Haskell, 
Hawkens, Hayes, Henley, Herrick, 
Hewes, Hodgdon, Immonen, Kel
ley, K. F.; Kelley, R. P.; Lee, 
Lewin, Lincoln, Littlefield, Lund, 
MacLeod, Maddox, Marstal1er, Mc
Nally, Millett, Morrell, Mosher, 
Norris, Page, Pa,rks, Payson, Por
ter, Pratt. Rollms, Ross, Scott, 
Shaw, Shute, Silverman, Simpson, 
L. E.; Stillings, Susi, Trask, Tyn
dale, White, Wight, Williams, 
Wood, M. W.; Woodbury. 

ABSENT ---' Clark, Gauthier, 
Hanson, Hardy, Jalbert, Lewis, 
Lizotte, Lucas, McCloskey, O'Brien, 
Rand, Santoro, Simpson, T. R.; 
Tanguay. 

Yes, 65; No, 71; Absent, 14. 
The SPEAKER: Sixty-five hav

ing voted in Itheaffirmative and 
seventy-one in the negative, with 
fourteen being absent, the motion 
does not prev'ail. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
man from Eagle Lake, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker, La
dies and Gentlemen of the House: 
Lt seems' odd to me that this after
noon, without knowing whether or 
not this particula,r amendment is 
in itself constitutionaJ, in view of 
the decision that has been handed 
down by the Attorney General's 
Department earlier, that we are 
going to ram this thing through 
fur an .obVious political reason. If 
the Attorney General's office can 
decide at one point that something 
is unconstitutional for one in
dividual, it ought to be unconstitu
tional £or everyone else. That was 
the realSIOn why I made the mo
tion to table. Obviously that did 
not prevail. 

I Ipersonally think that, for an 
obvious reason, there is no inten
tion of giving anyone an opportu
nity to table it. I don't understand 
what is going on. Perhaps I am 
being poH:tically naive, and maybe 
I am not. 

I would pose a very simple ques
tion to any member of the House 
who cares to answer as to whether 
or not they hold a decision i1rom 
the Attorney General ruling wheth
er this amendment iSCOIllSltitU
tional, and if they do, I would like 
them to tell us about it. And if 
someone can't, then obviously it 
ought to be tabled so we can find 
out. 

The SPEAKER: The pending 
question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Pittsfie1d, Mr. 
Susi, to reconsider whereby we re
ceded and concurred. 

The Chair recognizes the gen
tleman £l1Om Brunswick, Mr. Mc
Teague. 

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker, 
is a motion to table for two days 
in order at ,this time? 

The SPEAKER: The motion is 
not in order at this time. 
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Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker, 
is a motion to table for a lesser 
time in order? 

The SPEAKER: A motion to 
table for a lesser time would be 
in order at this time. 

Mr. McTEAGUE: Mr. Speaker, 
I move this matter be tabled for 
one legislative day. 

Whe.reupon, Mr. Ross of Bath 
requested a vote on the motion. 

The SPEAKER: A vote has been 
requested on the tabling motion. 
All in favor of tabling: this, for one 
legislatiVe day will vote yes; those 
opposed will vote no. 

A vote of the House was taken. 
65 having voted in the affirma

tive and 70 having voted in the 
negative, the motion did not pre
vail. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair rec
ognizes the gentleman from Eagle 
Lake, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. MARTIN: Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House: I hate to 
be persistent in the question of 
whether or not this is constitu
tional, but obviotls,ly the gentleman 
from Bath knows the answer, and 
I would like him to tell us be
cause he asked for a division on 
the tabling motion. 

Thereupon, Mr. Susi of Pitts
field ,requested a roll call on the 
re,consideration motion. 

The SPEAKER: A roll call has 
been requested on the reconsidera
tion motion. FOr the Chair to order 
a roll call it must have the ex
pressed desire of one fifth of the 
members present and voting. All 
members desiring a roll call vote 
will vote yes; those' opposed will 
vote no. 

A vote of the House was taken, 
and more than one fifth of the 
members present having expressed 
a desire for a roll call, a roll can 
was ordered. 

The SPEAKER: The pending 
question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Pittsfield, Mr. 
Susi, that the House reconsider its 
action whereby it receded and con.. 
curred on An Act Increasing Mini
mum Wages, Senate P1aper 16, L. 
D. 44. All in favOr of reconsidera
tioo will vote yes; those opposed 
will vote no. 

ROLL CALL 
YEA - Bedard, Bernier, Berry, 

P. P.; Berube, Binnette, Boudreau, 

Bourgoin, Bustin, Call, Carrier, 
Carter, Clemente, Conley, Cooney, 
Cote, Cottrell, Cmran, Gyr, Dam, 
Dow, Doyle, Drigotas, Dyax, Em
ery, E. M.; Farrington, F'aucher, 
Fecteau, Fraser, Genest, Good, 
Goodwin, Hancock, Jutl'as, Kelle
her, Kelley, P. S.; Keyte, Kilroy, 
Lebel, Lessard, Littlefield, Lynch, 
Machester, Martin, McCormick, 
McKinnon, McTeague, Mills, Mur
ray, Orestis, Pontbriand, Sheltra, 
Shute, Slane, Smith, D. M.; Smith, 
E. H.; Starbird, Theriault, Vincent, 
Webber, Wheeler, Whitson, Wood, 
M. E. 

NA Y - Albert, Ault, Bailey, 
Baker, Barnes, Bartlett, Berry, G. 
W.; Birt, Bither, Bragdon, Brawn, 
Brown, Bunker, Carey, Churchill, 
Collins, Crosby, Cummings, Curtis" 
A. P.; Curtis, T. S., Jr.; Donaghy, 
Dudley, Emery, D. F.; Evans, 
Finemore, Gag non, Gill, Hall, 
Haskell, Hawkens, Hayes, Henley, 
Herrick, Hewes, Hodgdon, Immon
en, Kelley, K. F.; Kelley, R. P.; 
Lawry, Lee, Lewin, Lincoln, Lund, 
MacLeod, Mad d 0 x, Mahany, 
Marsh, Marstaller, McNally, Mill
ett, Morrell, Mosher, Norris, Page, 
Pa'rks, Pay son, Porter, Poott, 
Rocheleau, Rollins, Ross, Scott, 
Shaw, Silverman, Simpson, L. E.; 
Stillings, Susi, Trask, T y n d a Ie, 
White, Wight, Williams, Wood, M. 
W.; Woodbury. 

ABSENT - Clark, Gauther, Han
son, Hardy, Jalbert, Lewis, Lizotte, 
Lucas, McCloskey, Obrien, Rand, 
Santoro, Simpson, T. R.; Tanguay. 

Yes, 62; No, 74; Absent, 14. 
The SPEAKER: Sixty-two having 

voted in the affirmative and seven
ty-four having voted in the neg,a
tive, with fourteen being absent, 
the motion does not prevail. 

Non-Concurrent Matter 
Tabled and Assigned 

Bill "An Act relating to Require
ment of Schools of Barbering and 
Training for Registration as a Bar
ber" m. P. 740) (L. D. 1002) which 
was indefinitely postponed in the 
House on May 4. 

Game from the Senate passed to 
be engrossed in non-concurrence. 

In the House: 
The SPEAKER: The Chair rec

ognizes the gentleman from Ma
chias, Mr. Kelley. 


