
L40 COMMONS
Unemploymrnt Insurance-Mfr. Kennedy

The employee pays one-third; the employer,
one-third; and the government, one-third.
Let us see wbat would happen under such a
plan. The employee's contribution cornes
directly out of bis wages, thereby reducing
bis purcbasing power and at the same time
reducing bis standard of living. The em-
ployer's contribution must be raised out of
bis business, and be must add it to tbe cost
of bis goods or include it in overbead charges.
In otber words, be is faced witb two alterna-
tives. H1e must make a profit if be is to
remain in business. He must tberefore either
raise prices, tbus reducing the standard of
living of the consumers, or reduce bis over-
bead charges, wbich means a furtber redue-
tion in the salaries of his employees. The
contribution by the government, especially
the present one. would in ail probability take
the form of increased taxation, and this would
result in lowering the standard of living gener-
ally.

These are some of the resoîts of a contri-
butery insurance seherne wbielh are opposcd te
the aims and objeets of geod geverniment.
It should ho the objeet of good gevernent
to seck to improve conditions in the coun-
t ry. Surely it is evident te ahl that the
average wage-earner cannot stand any further
reduction in wages. Lt lias alrcady heen
pointed out that 98 per cent of the wage-
earners receivo less than $664 per annuin.
Tbey cannet afford to have these wages
further reduced. Thcy are net receiving enough
to-day te enable themn te enjey more than a
bare existence.

Let me make myseif clear. Noither arn 1
nor are the members of my party opposed
te any schcme that will impreve conditions
for the working people of Canada. We are
bowever, convinced that a system of contri-
butory unemployment insurance cannot belp
tbe working man. Unemployanent insurance,
introduced by governmonts wbo bave claimed
a cure for unemployment, is merely an ad-
mission of defeat. Lt is merely a shifting of
the burden over on to the people and the
drawîng of a red berring across the trail te
divert their attention frorn tbe real issue.
The peopleoef Canada desire security and
freedom; yet under unemployment insurance
we are asked te render everyone less secure.
Taxpayers and workers are te bave their
security reduced by a reduction in their in-
corne te meet tbe costs of the insurance. The
unemployed are te ha regimented, contro]led
and as a body kept in a condition of perman-
ent indigence, presumably in return for the
privilege of being permitted to live in tbis
condition in a country capable of supplying
tbem with ail their wants. I submit, Mr.
Speaker, that the idea is monstrous and is a
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violation of the democratic rigbt of every
citizen of our land te life, liberty and tbe
pursuit of bappiness in this economnic environ-
ment of plenty. Lt is net unempînyment in-
surance tbat the poople of Canada want; it is
empînyment assurance.

The Minister ef Labour (Mr. Rogers), in
discussing unemployment, suggests that we
should encourage industry te take up the
]ag as far as possible, Others follow the
argument that wvas used by the London Times
on October 27. 1936. whicb said, "He is a
public benefactor who cao provide ernploy-
ment for two mon where only 0ne was em-
ployed before." Once again let me peint eut
that the cost of industry gees inte the price
of the product of industry; therefore, if the
cost of industry is te be increased by more
salaries baving te be paid, then the price of
the product of industry must be raised. Tbe
result is anether increase in the cest of liv ing,
which means reduction ef purchasing power,
xvhich means less goods sold, the stagnation
ef industry and more unemployment, and
again xve hav e completed the vicieus circle
and are back where wvo started but in a worse
eronorni condlition than xvben we started.
The sole justitication of any industrial systern.
canu only be personal censumptien. The truc
funet ion of factories oîr industrv is te pre(luce
gootîs, net make work. If it is the policy
ef Ilhe Minister of Labour te encourage prix ate
in(lutr. as far as possible te take up tbe
lauc in enmpîcyment. thiat is net consistent
xvith the introduction of contributory unom-
ploYinent insurance. I contenri that the intro-
duct ion of contributory unemployrnent insur-
ance would defeat that aim. Employers wbe
will ho forced te pay part of the insurance
prcrniuml for each and ex ery one ef their
employees will endeax our te work with as
few employeca as possible; thus the introduc-
tion ef contributory unemployment insurance
will tend te greater unemployment.

Another point is that the introduction of
n contributory systemn of unemployment in-
surance xvill aise bave the effect te seme
extent of taking away from workers their
prix ilege of association te safeguard their
exxn rights. For example, lot us suppose that
a railway company, a factory or seme other
industry loxvcrs xvages or lengthens werking
heurs. The cmpleyees. feeling the treatment
te be unfair er unjust. pretest te tbe em-
ployer. Notbing is donc. The mon in an
effort te ebtain botter conditions. threaten to
strike. Is it net pessible for tbem te be
intimidatod inte accepting these unfair con-
ditions by the tbrcat ef losing tbeir contri-
butions te unemployment insurance? Gov-
ernments have neyer moved te botter the
conditions et the peeple until tbe people tbem-
selves bave turned pressure upen tbemn by
effective demand.


