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W ITII the single exeto l rine Edward Islandi, alof the provinces of Canada, lnchiding the. Dominion
governmienit, have enlacted workmien's Compensation lgsa
t:o:i. The Iaw of Saiskatehlwani, however, a1though designated
in its titi. as a workmnen's compensation lawv, is meeiy anl
employer's liability neLt, andi is therefore mit includti il) the
followlng discussion, Th'le Dominion aet provides that if a
fedieral emiployee (govertnment railroads exceptti) sustains
un njury he shall receive the sanie compensation as any
other person wýou1tl undier sîmiilar circumistances receive
under thie law of the province in) whichi tlic accident occuereti
Administration of the Dominion act is placeti in the bands of
the provincial boards, and any comipensation awarded mayt
b. pai by the Dominion Minister of Finance.

Ch rono)logical ly, Canadian legisition practicahly par-
allels, tb-t of the U71iitud Staites. The flirst law was cilacted
hy Britishi Columbiia in 1902. followed hy Alberta ini 1908,
Quèbec in, J1909, anti Manitoba ani Nova Scotia in 1910.1
Themo varly laws wvere patterneti Ift,,r tii. British act aýnt
ver. relly motiified emlyes iability laws. No admiinis-
trative commissionls were rodeanti usuaill> ýuits for
damlages, were permnitteti. A radical d:epart-ur-e froin theu
British type of la%%, howevver, took place in 19141, whenl On-
tarTio enat!ted the. firat of the collcctive-Iiability Comi]pensation
acte preva,,.iling, in miost of theprvice at tii. present time.ý
Thev laws were patter-neti upon the niutual liabiiity idea of
the. German workmen's compensation sy3temi andi uponi the

.xui~staite funi pflan of the Washington act. Nova,
Sectia enacteti a similar law in 1915, folwdby British
Columbia ia 191f6 andi by Alberta anti New Brunswick in
191K.

Canadien andi Amnerican Laws Conpared

An analysis of the. Canadian ]aw,ýs shows al numnber of
âtrlklng cha racteris tics andi of deviationis fromr the Aeia
type, of Compensation act. Sonie of thle more important of
these are the following:-

1. In Canada tiiere is a i-rmarkaïzble uniformiity allongi
th. several Compensation laws. This uniformiity applies toý
the sicope of the acts, benefits, injuries coveredi,atiisr
tion, ainti proceitire. In the. Unitedi States comlpensatin tt
aýre tilatingulsiiet more for their tiissimiilaritY than for, thoir
unlformity.

2. In Canada ail cf thie laws aire conipuilsory upon Hie
mporsconiing wlthln the scope cf th. act. 111 the Uniteti

States onlyv 13 are coinpulsory while 32 areeltve

*From the. "Labor Review" cf the Bureau cfLao
Statisties, U.S. Departmnent o! Labor. This comlparison in-
cIudeg 1919 legilatlon.

t1n the. Unitedi States the Federal Com"pensaition Act was
pnsdi 1908, while Montana enacteti a colipe(ns;ation law

i1909 an New Yorkit n 1910, though these erystate laws
were later declared uneonstitutional.

3. I Caadathe scopie of the, law in each province
(Yutonexcptei)is limiteti to enunuierateti hazardous em-
pluyent. Tereis somie diver-sity in the number cf such

emplymttsbut the principl hiazaLrdous industries are
ovured, incluiding manufaeturingz, ining, construiction, anti

traspotaton.In the Unitedi States only Il states limit
theLir. scopie te the so-callet hazardous industries, while 32
staitis cover the "nonhazardous" as well as the "hazardousl"
indJustr-ies.

Occupational Diseases Enuînerated

4. In Canada occupationai diseases are conipensable in
very province, except Quebec anti Yukon. Such diseaSes,
however, are, limiitedti o those enumerateti in the statutcry

shde.In the Unitedi States only 6 of the 45 state laws
inicludle occupational diseases, but in these six States all oc-
Cupational diseases are rovereti.

I. n Canada ail of the provinces except Maitoba,
Queecani Ylukon have exclusive state insuranice funtis, In
Ontaiehcweeremployers under sehedule 2 (municipali-

tics aloaepes, telephone, telegraph, anti navigation)
areperitttiscîIf-insurance. In the Unitedi States only

vii-ht of theu 45 states have exclusive state funtis, while nine
have comnpetitive state funtis,

6;. la Canada probably the most significant charact-
eristic cf compensation legislation is the assumption. of
liability« on thle part cf the province. Injureti wortklfleni are
paili direct by the xvrmnscompensation board eut o! thle
accideont funtli. This iý truc. irrespective of whether or -not
11he emiployevr has contributeti bis premiiums to the funid anti
even if tile employer is insureti or carrnes his own nisk.
Failure on, tll( paýrt of the employer to meet bis comipensa-
tion ob)ligaitions, dues not deprive the injureti workmien or bis
depundents cf Compensation benefits. This obligation la as-
sii dl by the accident funti, which Ili turn b)as redress
againast the defaulting employer through an action et law.
Under iinocf the lasin the Unitedi States dees tiie state
aIssumei( liab1ility, In, case cf insolvency of the employer anti
in-iurance cairrier thle iinjuireti employee lopes bis' Compensa-
tioni benqefits.

No) %ppeal Except in Two Provinces

7. In Cainada the workmnen's Compensation boards have
exclusive, aini final Jurisdietion over al] cornirsation rnatters,
no apipeail to the. courts being, permiitteti except in New, Bruns-
wvický andi Nov Scotia. !l these two provinces appealma
b. mnd ta thie Supreime Court upon questions o! law, but
only' witli tii. permission cf the. jutige cf sii court. Ia
none o! the states of America tices tii. administrative coin
mission bave final junistiiction. Ta every state appeal many
lie mad t the courts upon ques:tions' of law anti In many cf
the. states uipon questions of f act.

8. In Canada memnbers o! the. worknien's compensation
bioarts hold . office during gocti behavior, except that in


