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Maternity Benefits
has the effeet of making women who apply for maternity
benefits work longer than other people.

In this bill we are proposing 10 delete part of section 30(2)
so that maîernity benefits can be claimed at any time once the
person qualifies. At the prescrnt lime, Mr. Speaker, a woman
can only dlaim maternity benefits during the first 15 weeks of
the initial benefit period. This means that if she had already
eolleeîed ten weeks of benefits in the preeeding 12 monîhs,
because she was siek or lost hier job, she couid only colleet five
weeks of maternity benefits. Therefore the aim of this bill is
that maternity benefits should not be reduced because a
woman has collected benefits for other reasons. Other reasons
are in a different eategory. Matcrnity benefits ought not to be
touched by benefits received for other reasons.

Bill C-205 proposes 10 delete section 46 so that pregnant
women who arc not eligible for maîerniîy benefits can colleet
regular benefits. At the prescrnt lime the law says that womcn
do not qualify for materniîy benefits, even though they have
worked 20 wecks and cannol colleet regular benefits in a
period which starîs eight weeks before the expeced date of
delivery and ends six weeks after the birth of the ehild. For a
period of 15 weeks these womcn gel noîhing, even if thcy arc
out looking f'or a job and even if. under other cireumslanees,
they would be eolleeting unemployment insurance. On the part
of the stale I submit, therefore, that there is an arbitrary and
somehow inflexible assuomption of' the perîod during whieh
woînen are not available or capable of' work. I submnit thal is
not a decision for the state 10 make.

Bill C-205 also proposes 10 amend section 25 so that regular
benefits are available for pregnant womnen who are not eligible
for materniîy benefits but who do mccl the regional require-
menîs whieh miay be, in some parts of Canada, less than 2)0
weeks. This amendment would complement the removal of
section 46, 10 whieh 1 mnade reference a moment ago, by
ensuring that the woman is not prcvenîcd from colleeîing
regular benefits in the i 5-week period around the birth of her
child, and that she will be eligible for regular benefits if she is
unable 10 ssork because of pregnancy and has cuntributed 10
the fund for the number of weeks rcquired in hier region, hike
everyone cisc. if il is Icss than 20 wecks.

This bill proposes ho bring in fine our Unemlploymient Insur-
ance Adt wiîh the recomm nendations miade by the Romnan
Righîs Commission in recent limes. Hon. memibers may bc
familiar with the case of Stella Bliss who was nol able ho
obtain materniîy benefits because of what is called in the
deparîmental jargon in Ottawa "the mnagie 10 rule".' She was
disentiîled from regular employmcnî benefits even thoogh she
was capable of work and had a major aîîaehment as a
elaimant. She claimced ihis was discrimination on the hasis of
sex. The Supremie Court of Canada did not agrce that dis-
crimination on the grounds of pregnancy was discrimination
on the grounds of sex, and therefore hier appeal was
disallowed,
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The Human Rights Commission said that the case of Stella
Bliss illustrates that women can suffer economnic penalties if
they attempt to combine the social roles of work and child-
bearing, both, of course, a necessary and valuable contribution
in the development of our country. In pursuing the idea of Bill
C-205, namely, that of equal access to unemployment insur-
ance benefits, one inevitably has to ask what would bc an ideal
period for coverage of womcn in the labour force who are
pregnant and have a child before this type of economie support
comes to an end.

The presenit period of coverage is far too short. At the samie
lime il is cxtremely difficult to obtain an indication of what
would be an adequate period of lime. Some feel the coverage
should be extended to two, three or even four ycars. Il would
say the first step wouid be to amend the act so as to provide a
materniîy benefit of six months. This would be an increase of
il weeks on the existing 15.

Some may ask why this should be donc. Perhaps we ought to
look at this mnalter from the point of vicw of the child as much
as from the point of vicw of the mother and what benefits are
derivcd for socieîy as a whole. If we were to increase the
benefit period Io six months, we would have an invesiment in
thc future of our socety, the future generations. The happier
the ehild is, the fewer problcms he will have later on which faîl
into the category of juvenile deliqucncy, nccd for institutional
earc, and bchaviour of adulîs that somnetimes degencrates to
what we learn f'rom the headlines.

It mnust bc clear that every step along this path is addrcssing
tself to and is mneant for women who need hclp most. In this

country there is an incrcasing number of womcn entering the
labour force and an increasing number of single parents. The
wonmen we think of with regard to this bill arc not thosc with
the glamorous jobs. Aftcr a prcgnancy, they would not go back
10 a terrifie job. They would go back to factory jobs, clerical,
assembly fine or cleaning jobs. mostly in our cities.

These womcn have to bundle up their ehildrcn beîwecn six
and seven in the morning, winter and summer. They must take
the subway in order to get the child to a day nursery in
another place. The ehild is left there, picked up at the end of
the day. and contact is again re-cstablished with the child.

These situations are inceasing in number and are more and
more typical of our industrial soeiety. The emphasis must be in
considering the mnoîher and the ehild. Last week in this House
the report was submitted by the Canadian Commission for the
International Ycar of the Child. I would like to put on record
two quolations from that report because thcy seem 10 be
hclpful for the consideration of the govcrnmcnt once tl moves
in this direction.

One ihoughî in that report indicates that benefits should
follow the ehild. Distinction should not bc miade between maie
and female parents whcn eonsidering those benefits swhich
provide for the care and nuturing of a ehild. Jn other words,
the main stress or coneern oughî 10 keep in mind the inîcrest
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