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said what we should complain about was
not the man wbo makes a profit, but rather
the man who does not. Because, he said,
after ail bis business goes broke and he
ceases to, be an employer.

And now 1 go on from the Economist:
There iB a conspiracy of labour, capital and

the state to deny enterprise its reward. The
state takes it away in high taxation. Ail eco-
nomic progress is, by definition, labour oaving;
yet the attitude of the trade unions, successfully
maintained, je that they will permit labour-
saving devices only proývided that they do flot in
f act Bave labour. eor is the attitude of organ-
ized capital any better. The embattled trade
association movement bas had great success in
building up a code of industrial good manners
wbich pute any atte t to reduce coes and
prices bygetrsil, or enterprise under the
ban of "destructive competition." The indus-
trialist who diecovers a way of making better
thinge more cbeaply (which le wbat hie je sent
on eartb to do) je deprived by the state of ail
pecuniary return and by his own colleagues of
any social reward. Inetead of a carrot h e gets
a raspberry.

SAnd there ie one furtber quotation from the
FEconomist I wish to rend:

Britain finds herseif today between two great
competitors both of whom, in their different
waye, keep a sharp edge on the motives that
lead to action. In the United States, glittering
prizes bave alwaye been offered to the ambitious,
and they glitter no lese today. Some attempta
have been made in America to encase the stick
in velvet, but thev have not gone very f ar. The
difference in welf are between empio),ment and
unempioyment, between succees and f ailure, is
etili unmistakably sharp, and to offer to the
incompetent the protection of restrictive prac-
tices is (with the time-hallowed exception ofuthe tariff) contrary both to the law of the in
and to the prevailing morality. The Soviet
economy made an original attempt to do with-
out incentives or sanctions, but it bas long ago
re-introduced them. Nowhere in the world to-
day is a bîgger premium paid for skiil or intelli-
gence or effort or (within the limite of a plan-
ned economy) enterprise. And nowhere, cer-
tainIy, are the penalties of incompetence or
lazinees more sharp.

1 want to corne back now for a few minutes
to these two kinds of economy, the so-called
pianned and the so-ealled unplanned. In the
first place let me say that the idea that an
unplanned economy je unpianned is sheer
mytb. Nobody believes that a business could
last for one week if it were flot planned. Every
business je planned. The difference between
the fully planned and what je sometimes called
the unplanned economy, or what I cal] the
prîvate enterprise economy or tbe free enter-
prise economy, is this: it is the difference
between a few people planning for aIl, with
thouzands and thousande of officiais and
people planning for tbemseives--and it will
be noted that I am not using the word
"bureaucrats".

Mr. ILSLEY: It is an improvement.

Mr. MACDONNELL (Muskoka-Ontario):
Tbey have thousande and thousand8 wbo corne
under tbem to carry out their wili.

I should like to give some figures I bave
here to show wbat bas happened in England
in that respect. In England apparently civil
servants increased in number from 1,450,000 in
1939 to 2,130,000 in 194. And I should like
to remind hon. members of the remark made
in the bouse not long ago by the hon. member
for Stanstead (Mr. Hackett) wben bie pointed
out that this huge mass of officiais bas invaded
office buildings in a fiood, so that not oniy are
they tbemselves withdrawn from useful work,
but they are actually an obstruction to otber
people who hope to do productive work.

Mr. COLDWELL: How many of those
officiais are tbere because of the war?

Mr. MACDONNELL (Muskoka-Ontario):
I cannot answer that.

Mr. COLDWELL: Because our own figures
have gone up, too.

Mr. MACDONNELL (Muskoka-Ontario):
Yes, and I arn glad my hon. friend mentioned
that, because our own figures bave gone up
enormousiy. I believe tbey bave gone up,
roughly speaking, in the civil service, from
75,000 to 150,000. And I tbink that does flot
include special boards.

Mr. McCANN: -It je 133,000.
Mr. -MACDONNELL <Muekoka-Ontario):

We shouid bave bad that figure before,
because we have not heard it up to now.

Mr. MûCANN: That is the officiai figure
from. the bureau of statistics.

An hon. MEMBER: It does not take into
consideration crown companies.

Mr. MACDONNELL (Muekoka-Ontaria):
As1 said, in the fuliy planned economy we

find a few people at the top and a mass of
civil servants to carry out their wiii. That
implies two things; it implies, first of ail,
that you have comprehensive wisdom at tbe
top, whicb, I maintain, just does not exist.
And secondly it means that wben you have
that planning at the top, you muet have your
planning carried out.

For instance, if certain decisions are arrived
at regarding labour, tben I think it is quite
clear you cannot bave collective bargaining
in force. There may be somns question raised
as to that, but that is my belief.

From wbat is happening in Engiand, a
co>untry which we think of as tbe borne of
freedom, I think it is clear that you have


