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CANADA

PHouse of Commons Debates

OFFICIAL REPORT

Friday, July 26, 1940
The house met at eleven o’clock.

PRIVATE BILLS

FIRST READINGS—SENATE BILLS

Bill No. 115, for the relief of Lilias Augusta
Shepherd Harris—MTr. Bercovitch,

Bill No. 116, for the relief of Forest Went-
worth Hughes—MTr. Factor.

Bill No. 117, for the relief of Margaret
Florence Stewart Corley—Mr. Casselman
(Grenville-Dundas).

PRIVILEGE—Mr. TURGEON

PRESS REPORT WITH RESPECT TO REGISTRATION OF
FIREARMS

Mr. J. G. TURGEON (Cariboo): Mr.
Speaker, I rise to a question of privilege, I
would not do this did I not feel that it should
be done in justice to the members of the
committee on the defence of Canada regula-
tions. My question of privilege is with respect
to an item which appeared in the Ottawa
Journal of this morning, and which is to the
same effect as one published in the morning
Citizen. 1t says:

Plan to Register all Firearms

J. G. Turgeon (Liberal, Cariboo) said
Thursday night the House of Commons militia
study committee, of which he is secretary, had
recommended to the government a national
registration of all firearms by September 15.

That is completely and utterly untrue. No
such statement was ever made by me. The
Liberal party study club on militia matters
never discussed at any time the defence of
Canada regulations, and never discussed, even
incidentally, the question of the registration
of firearms. As every hon. member knows,
the recommendation relating to the further
registration of firearms was presented to the
House of Commons yesterday by the chair-
man of the committee on the defence of Can-
ada regulations, and anything done with respect
to firearms was done by that committee.
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INTERNED ALIENS

TREATMENT OF THOSE ALLEGED TO BE OF ANTI-
NAZI SENTIMENT

On the orders of the day:

Mr. M. J. COLDWELL (Rosetown-Biggar) :
Mr. Speaker, T should like to direct a question
to the Minister of Mines and Resources
(Mr. Crerar). I received by air mail yester-
day a lengthy letter from an organization
called the “Council of Austrians in Great
Britain”, among whose patrons are: His
Grace the Archbishop of York, His Lordship
the Bishop of Chichester, Viscountess
Rhondda, the Right Hon. A, Duff Cooper, M.P.,
Mr. D. N. Pritt, K.C., M.P,, and others, draw-
ing attention to the fact that among the
Austrians and Germans transported from
England to Canada are a number of anti-nazi
civil internees. The organization states:

We are most anxious to know about their
fate and to ascertain that the welfare that has
been carried out for them by refugee organi-
zations in this country—

That is Great Britain.

—should be continued in Canada.

They implore me to press for discrimination
as between the nazi prisoners and quite a
different kind of refugee of Sudeten, Czech,
Austrian and German anti-nazi sentiments.

Will the government give immediate atten-
tion to this matter?

Hon. P. F. CASGRAIN (Secretary of
State): Mr. Speaker, among the people who
came here from England recently there would
appear to be some people in the category of
which my hon. friend has spoken. These
people are in separate camps. I am given
to understand that some liaison officer of the
British government will be coming soon to
Canada and the matter will be submitted to
him upon arrival by the department.

REVISED EDITION
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UNEMPLOYED MINERS

BITUATION IN CUMBERLAND COUNTY, NOVA
SCOTIA—CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAY
ORDERS

On the orders of the day:

Mr. CLARENCE GILLIS (Cape Breton
South): May I be permitted to direct a
question to the Minister of Public Works
and Transport (Mr. Cardin) arising out of a
telegram I received yesterday from Mr. Silby
Barrett, international board member of dis-
trict No. 26, United Mine Workers of America,
setting out that 450 miners in the River
Herbert and Joggins district, Cumberland
county, Nova Scotia, are working only two
days a week, due to lack of orders for coal.
I understand that a copy of this telegram was
sent to the minister. Orders for coal to that
section come largely from the Canadian
National Railways. Is the department familiar
with the situation as described in the tele-
gram, and if so, can any action be taken for
the purpose of alleviating distress in that
particular district?

Hon. P. J. A. CARDIN (Minister of Public
Works and Transport): T have not seen the
telegram to which the hon. member refers,
but I shall see the officers of the department
in about half an hour and I will look into the
question.

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

FUND TO BE ADMINISTERED BY COMMISSION
ASSISTED BY ADVISORY COMMITTEE—PROVISION
FOR EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Hon. N. A. McLARTY (Minister of Labour)
moved that the house go into committee on
Bill No. 98, to establish an unemployment
insurance commission to provide for insurance
against unemployment, to establish an employ-
ment service, and for other purposes related
thereto.

Motion agreed to and the house went into
committee, Mr. Vien in the chair.

On section 1—Short title.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Mr. Chair-
man, there seems to be the most indecent haste
in getting this measure through parliament.
I have no doubt that all of us are anxious
to close the session, either by prorogation or
by adjournment. But this measure, one of the
most important to come before the house this
session, was introduced only in the very late
stages of the session. It had some discussion
here in the resolution stage and at succeeding
stages; then it was referred to a special com-
mittee, as suggested, for study. When the

[Mr. Casgrain.]

committee’s report was presented yesterday
afternoon the evidence had not been printed
and was not available to hon. members,
especially the evidence of certain independent
witnesses, including Mr. Wolfenden, upon
which I lay a good deal of stress. I received
this evidence at three minutes to eleven this
morning. I have had opportunity only to
skim through, during the preliminary stages
of this morning’s session, some of the observa-
tions which Mr. Wolfenden made.

It cannot be said that this bill has had
adequate study by the membership of this
house, whatever may have been the time
devoted to it in the committee, and I under-
stand there was considerable discussion there;
the evidence which has finally reached us is
indicative of that. But certainly there has
not been time to study the evidence which
was taken before the special committee.

The government is bound to put the measure
through now, and I am not going to take the
responsibility of holding it up. But I do say
this, and I want it to reach the country, that
this house is not given adequate time to
discuss it, and members have not had oppor-
tunity to study the suggestions and the con-
tribution which was made by Mr. Wolfenden,
whom I regard as perhaps the outstanding
authority in Canada in this field.

Let me, however, take the opportunity while
I am speaking from this place to put on the
record certain correspondence between the
chief commissioner under the 1935 employ-
ment and social insurance commission and
the Prime Minister.

It will be recalled that under the 1935 act
Mr. Harrington was appointed chief commis-
sioner, Mr. Tom Moore was appointed as
representative of labour, and a gentleman
from the province of Quebec was appointed
as representing employers. The act was given
royal assent, and the commission was set up.
An election followed and the government of
the day was defeated. The attitude of the
Prime Minister and the gentlemen supporting
him was that the act was unconstitutional.
The decision of the courts has confirmed them
in that view, and I am not going to review
it or traverse the issue at all. But I do desire
to lay before the house the correspondence
to which I refer, which was directed after the
election. by the then chief commissioner to
the Prime Minister; correspondence between
one gentleman and another; correspondence
which, I think, was treated with scant consider-
ation by the Prime Minister. I shall leave
the matter to the house to judge.

I may say that we asked for this correspond-
ence through the ordinary channels, and i
had hoped that it would be tabled before
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this bill got its second reading and went to
the special committee. I am not saying that
it was delayed, but it is a strange coincidence
that it reached me only after the second
reading had been completed and the bill
had been sent to the special committee. That
coincidence was unfortunate.

This is the letter which was addressed by
Mr. Harrington to the Prime Minister on the
first day of November, 1935, within a fort-
night or so after the election:

My dear Mr. Prime Minister:

The employment and social insurance commis-
sion has several duties confided to it, amongst
them and of primary importance being the
organization of an employment service through-
out the dominion and the institution of a
national system of unemployment insurance.

It has been estimated that the insurance
scheme alone will embrace between 1,500,000
and 2,000,000 workers in the dominion located
everywhere from the Atlantic to the Pacific.
These workers and their employers contribute
weekly to the insurance fund and particulars
of them and the types of employment must be
recorded currently.

It has been estimated that this joint fund
towards which the government contributes 20
per cent will amount to over $40,000,000 a year,
and approximately this total will be disbursed
annually by this commission in small weekly
benefits to an average of 150,000 to 200,000
unemployed.

This subject naturally divides itself into two
phases, namely, one of organization and the
other of administration.

It will easily be seen that the organization
necessary to administer these provisions must be
widespread and intricate. It must provide
facilities for recording particulars of the
workers covered by the act and allow them
access to some office or agency to register their
unemployment in order to obtain positions or
to establish their claim to benefits. The Employ-
ment and Social Insurance Act requires the
whole permanent staff under this commission,
not merely the officers and clerks, but also
all other employees to be selected in pursuance
of the Civil Service Act. While the work of
organization may be delicate, it is no more
so than the administration of the scheme when
once it commences to function.

Questions will continuously arise as to the
validity of the claims made, anomalies affecting
somewhat similar classes but in different employ-
ments and procedure for running the offices
methodically and with the highest degree of
precision. It is unnecessary to mention that
2,000,000 clients contributing towards the fund
are potentially 2,000,000 critics of any ineffi-
ciency or shortcomings in the staff or adminis-
tration.

Two of the commissioners to be appointed
are selected as representing what may be termed
special interests affected by the act, namely,
workers and employers. The chief commissioner,
on the other hand, represents no particular
interest but is presumed to be able to hold an
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even balance and give a fair and efficient
administration. The act contemplates con-
tinuous and sympathetic access by the chief
commissioner to the government. Regulations
fixing classes to be included or excluded; regu-
lations relative to procedure; regulations rela-
tive to the establishment of claims, in short
all regulations require the approval of t.}.le
government, and the necessity for them will
arise very frequently. In addition, there are
a number of other points that will arise from
time to time which it is the duty of the com-
mission to submit to the government for
approval. These measures are endangered by
many pitfalls that can be avoided only by the
exercise of great care and painstaking adminis-
tration.

For many years organized labour and many
other bodies have considered unemployment
insurance an advanced social measure as tending
to relieve workers from the fear of want due
to temporary lay-offs. On the other hand, it
has, especially in its contributory form, what
might be termed natural enemies, and its oper-
ation is at all times delicate.

This commission was appointed on July 20,
held its first meeting on July 26, and at once
proceeded, in collaboration with the organization
branch of the civil service commission, to
design an organization necessary to carry into
effect the provisions of the act. The plan or
organization as finally agreed was approved by
the governor in council in the month of August
and it was decided to fill the eleven major posts
in it. Ten of these were to be filled by adver-
tisement and competition by the civil service
commission. The eleventh was to be filled by
a transfer of the director of employment service
from the Department of Labour. The com-
petitions for these positions closed on the 9th
of September but no appointments have as yet
been made. The chairman of the civil service
commission, however, under date of October 30,
now advises that his commission is in a position
to make five of the appointments if it is the
desire of the employment and social insurance
commission and the policy of the government
that they should do so. In his letter, a copy
of which is enclosed, the chairman further states
that his commission hesitates to make appoint-
ments which might conceivably be abruptly
terminated either by government policy or by
decision of the courts and that before taking
action in the matter he desires to receive any
advice or comments which I might deem proper
under the circumstances. It has been no part
of my duty as chief commissioner to participate
in or interfere in any way with the selection
of the staff nor have I done so. Such staff as
we have at present has been furnished us
temporarily through the kindness of the civil
service commission.

Quarters have been engaged at the Jackson
building and a floor there has undergone
alterations to suit the requirements of the
commission.

This commission reports to the President of
the Privy Council and I trust this brief state-
ment of our position may be of some value to
you in the circumstances in which a new govern-
ment is bound to find itself with many pressing
problems from many different directions. At
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the moment, however, I find that delay in
making appointments to the staff has brought
the work of the commission practically to a
state of suspension and would therefore welcome
a statement at your convenience as to the
future of this commission which will enable me
to reply to the questions submited by the
chairman of the ¢ivil service commission.
Yours faithfully,
G. S. Harrington.

nghl{:II Honourable W. L. Mackenzie King,

Prime Minister of Canada,
Ottawa, Canada.

That was a decent letter from one gentle-
man to another, and it was never acknowl-
edged so far as the file shows, and I assume
that the file is correct. Apparently there must
have been some oral communication between
the Prime Minister or his secretary and the
chief commissioner, but no acknowledgment
of that letter was ever given, and especially
the last part of it, which I think in all fairness
and justice requires some answer.

The chief commissioner and the other two
commissioners stayed on in Ottawa during the
months of November, December and well
into January. Nothing was heard from the
Prime Minister with regard to the matter,
except, as I suggest, by inference from the
correspondence that there had been a verbal
communication between the Prime Minister’s
secretary or himself and Mr. Harrington, with
an indication that the matter would be taken
up at a later date and discussed. Nothing
was done.

On January 21, 1936, Mr. Harrington
addressed a further letter to the Prime Min-
ister which I propose to put on the record.
He says:

You will remember my letter of last Novem-
ber which set out matters affecting the employ-
ment and SOCl'Il IIISUIEU]CG COmmISSlOll to thﬂt
date and inquiring as to the commission’s future.
It was your wish then that as you were leaving
the city the affairs of this commission should
stand until after your return when you would
discuss them with me.

It is a fair inference from that statement
that there was some verbal discussion with
the Prime Minister and an understanding that
as he was leaving the city he would take these
matters up on his return.

It was my desire in my former letter to give
you a summary of the situation and to make
clear that not only would the creation of an
organlzatlon necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of the Employment and Social Insurance
Act be an extensive and intricate piece of work
but the administration of the scheme afterwards
would be at all times exacting.

Since the government assumed office in
October last no member of it has communicated
with this commission concerning the matters
confided to us by the statute. The government’s
course of action and statements relative to this
commission have been taken and made without
any reference to or inquiry of us.

{Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

I hope the house will note that statement.

When departments of government were re-
quested to draft estimates of expenditure for
the coming fiscal year this commission was not
notified to do so.

That seems to me to have been a matter of
discourtesy.

The solicitors preparing the case for the
validity of our act did so without consultation
or contact with us.

That is a serious statement. Why was
Mr. Harrington, himself an outstanding mem-
ber of the Nova Scotia bar, never consulted
as to the constitutionality of this act so that
a fair statement of the position might be put
up to the courts? I would ask the Prime
Minister to answer that question.

In short, there has been a complete absence
of 1ntercourse between the government and this
commission, while at the same time government
statements given the press have intimated that
some of the matters confided by statute to this
commission are to be administered by a new
commission yet to be set up.

I ask the house whether that was a
courteous way of handling this matter. Here
was a man who had been premier of his
province, a man who had a gallant record
overseas, a gentleman in every sense of the
word. It is not like the Prime Minister to
treat such a man in that way; it is not his
usual practice, I want to say that. But I do
think that by ignoring Colonel Harrington he
treated him with scant courtesy.

A reference to determine the legal status of
the present act must be subservient to the
general questions of whether the government
desires to institute national labour exchanges
and a national system of unemployment insur-
ance and, if so, whether it will administer these
provisions by an independent commission or
departmentally. The Minister of Justice is
reported recently to have said in effect that the
government desires either to be satisfied that
the present act is valid or to ascertain the
constitutional amendments necessary to consti-
tute a valid system. If that is the govern-
ment’s attitude then much valuable time has
passed unused. A reference to determine the
validity of the levy of contributions will not
be final until the judicial committee of the
privy council has passed upon it. In any event
it would be impossible to impose such levies for
many months. If on the other hand it is
intended ultimately to proceed with the scheme
all these many months are required for prepara-
tory work necessary before any system can be
brought into effect with an expectation of work-
ing satisfactorily.

The enumeration of some of these preparatory
matters will illustrate the point: The type and
location throughout the dominion of regional,
district, branch and sub offices, and arrange-
ments for agencies; the procedure to be followed
in these offices with the drafting of the necessary
forms and returns, details concerning the collec-
tion of contributions and the disbursements of
benefits; the methods for the collection, main-
tenance and transference of particulars of
information concerning some two million indi-
viduals; drafting essential regulations governing
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employers and employees; and the consideration
of a myriad of similar details necessary to
transact such an intricate business before it
can be expected to function with any degree of
satisfaction. All of this requires some staff
and organization, and since thxs commxssmn is
dependent upon the civil service commission for
the appointment of all our officers, clerks and
employees, and has so far received none, our
business has been practically at a standstill
for some three months.

It has been possible for the two commissioners
appointed on behalf of working people and
employers respectively to occupy their time
with matters of special concern to these two
groups, but for the chief commissioner, not
charged with the duty of representing any
particular interest and therefore without any
special business to administer, there has been
a period of over two months of almost complete
idleness.

. With this background you will appreciate my
feeling that the situation lacks evidence of that
cordial cooperation between the government and
the chief commissioner without which it would
be difficult if not impossible for anyone success-
fully to administer such a delicate business.
Appreciating the difficulties confronting a new
government and realizing the importance of this
measure to so many people in Canada it was my
desire to pursue a course that would cause no
embarrassment and would not jeopardize the
future of the plan. Reluctantly it has been
borne in upon me, however, that neither
pressure of business nor accident explain the
total failure of ecommunication for a period of
three months, and that my association with the
commission may not be helpful to the cause of
social improvement provided in this measure.
I have decided therefore to terminate my
connection with the Employment and Social
Insurance Commission. To leave the field free
for such action as the government may wish
to take appears the course best suited to the
circumstances that have developed.

You may accept my assurance that I have
no feeling in this matter but quite the reverse
and shall be glad, if you desire me, to assist
my successor as far as lies within my power.

Yours faithfully,

G. S. Harrington.

That letter is addressed to the Prime Min-
ister.

I wonder what the committee think of this
correspondence, and what the country will
think of it, in the light of the fact that to
neither one of those letters did the Prime
Minister, entirely contrary I think to his
custom, contrary I am sure to his own better
judgment, to his own sense of courtesy, send
any reply.

I shall not comment further on these letters.
They speak for themselves. They were written
by a public servant with a high sense of his
responsibilities who felt not only that he had
been absolutely ignored but that the system of
social legislation, of social improvement which
he was earnestly desirous of serving, and which
he was perhaps better able to serve than any
other layman in Canada, was prejudiced. I
made the statement advisedly the other day—

I have since had additional evidence to sus-
tain it—that no man in Canada has given more
serious consideration to social questions, ques-
tions of sociology, of social insurance, than
had this gentleman who was selected for that
position. Yet the Prime Minister, for some
reason which has never been divulged—so far
as I know this is the first time these letters
have been made public—for some reason
unknown to us, unknown to Colonel Harring-
ton, has never yet answered or acknowledged
them, and the public are left to judge, to
take whatever inference they may from the
Prime Minister’s silence. I suggest to the
Prime Minister—and I am speaking as one
gentleman to another—that he as a gentleman
and Colonel Harrington as a gentleman has a
right to know from him why he treated him
in this manner.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: Mr. Chair-
man, first let me clear up any matter of dis-
courtesy between my hon. friend the leader
of the opposition and myself in relation to
the correspondence which he has just read.
It is true my hon. friend asked for a return
of the correspondence. I was as much sur--
prised as he was when I found that the cor-
respondence had not been tabled on the after-
noon on which he asked for it. I immediately
sent over to my own office to ascertain why
the correspondence had not been tabled when
the return was asked for some days earlier.
I was told that the correspondence had been
sent from my office to the Department of the
Secretary of State, which is the department
which makes the returns of correspondence
when it comes from two or more different
departments. I found that the Department of
the Secretary of State had been holding it
to table it at what the department evidently
believed to be the right time. The return
may have called for correspondence from
more than one department in which event it
would be held till all departments concerned
were heard from. I then sent word to my
secretary to secure the correspondence so far
as it related to the Prime Minister’s office
from the Department of the Secretary of State
so that I could table it myself without further
delay, and the correspondence came to me
during the afternoon while my hon. friend
was speaking. Before six o’clock I tabled it,
explaining that it was the correspondence that
had been asked for in the afternoon.

As a matter of fact, my own staff had not
spoken to me of or shown me the communica-
tions that were on the files; I had no personal
knowledge of the request. If I had had, I would
certainly have tried to follow the matter up
immediately. Those are the facts with respect
to the delay. However, the delay has not
in any way prejudiced the position of my hon.
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friend, because he has this morning been able
to place the contents of the letters on the
record of the day’s proceedings.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): It would
have been very much better if I had been fur-
nished with the letters for the purpose I
had in mind originally. I acquit the Prime
Minister personally of delaying the thing,
but I do not acquit the Department of the
Secretary of State.

Mr. CASGRAIN: What complaint does
my hon. friend make against my department?

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: I am quite
sure the delay was wholly unintentional and
not inspired by any wish to embarrass my
hon. friend.

With regard to the matter of proceeding
with this legislation, as my hon. friend says
it is quite true that the evidence was not
complete until late last night, and was not
available in final printed form until this
morning. But the essential parts of the
evidence have all appeared in the press during
the last couple of days, and I imagine my
hon. friend has read the press reports, as
I have read them, and I have no doubt he is
already familiar with them. So I do not
think he or others will be embarrassed if we
proceed with the measure to-day. I believe
it is the desire of all hon. members to see
this bill pass this house as soon as may be
possible, among other reasons that we are
told it is likely to meet with a long delay
in another chamber. That expectation was
my sole reason for calling this order this
morning ahead of some of the other bills that
appear on the order paper. I did so in
order that the unemployment insurance bill
might get over to the other house and leave
no excuse for saying that the bill had not
arrived there until every other measure had
been disposed of in this house.

Now let me come to the correspondence my
hon. friend has just read. To understand that
correspondence, one has to recall the circum-
stances concerning the appointment of Mr.
Harrington and the commission. As hon. mem-
bers will recall, when my hon. friend’s prede-
cessor, Mr. Bennett, introduced in this house
the measure called the employment and social
insurance bill, it was just prior to the general
elections of 1935. The Liberal opposition of
the day took the position very strongly that
the legislation was unconstitutional, and that
no one knew that better than the Prime
Minister of the day himself who was intro-
ducing it. We pointed out that there was a
special clause in the Supreme Court Act which
gave the government the right to refer to
the supreme court for an opinion as to its
intra or ultra vires any bill that might be

fMr. Mackenzie King.]

presented to parliament. This enactment was
made for the very purpose of avoiding the
embarrassment that might arise if a bill were
enacted and later found to be unconstitutional.
We asked the then Prime Minister to submit
his bill to the supreme court. He had every
reason to believe, as we pointed out, that an
opinion could have been obtained within a
day or two, so that a reference would not
have unduly delayed the passage of the legis-
lation before the end of that session had it
been made and the bill declared to come
within the competence of this parliament.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The Prime
Minister is optimistic when he says a day or
two. I never heard of that being done.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: No; that is
quite true. At any rate Mr. Bennett would
not agree to submit the bill for an opinion.
He would not take any chance one way or
the other, but persisted in having it passed.
More than that, after parliament itself had
been dissolved, he then undertook to set up
the commission, of which he appointed Mr.
Harrington the chairman, or chief commis-
sioner, and this commission began to appoint
a number of officials and to send out forms
for one purpose and another.

The whole business to my mind, if T may
be permitted to use the expression, was a pure
election bluff, nothing more or less. It was
an effort to have the people of Canada believe
that the Conservative party of that day were
determined to place a measure of unemploy-
ment insurance on the statute books; and that
they were giving evidence of the good faith
of their belief in its constitutionality by
appointing the commission, appointing a staff,
starting a lot of machinery to work at great
cost to the country—and all this during the
period of an election.

During that election campaign I took the
position, which was also taken by the mem-
bers of my party, that the enactment was
ultra vires and the steps being taken to
set up the commission a waste of public
money; that in reality there was no authority
to appoint the commission because there was
every reason to believe that the act was
unconstitutional. We stated that as soon as
we were returned to power, if we were
returned, we would ignore all that Mr.
Bennett had done until the legislation was
referred to the supreme court. We promised
to take the first available opportunity to see
that this legislation was so referred. We
stated that if the supreme court decided that
the measure was ultra vires, as we believed it
would, we would then immediately seek to
enter into correspondence with the several
provinces of Canada to see if we could not—
with their consent, instead of by the method
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of coercion which the then Conservative leader
was adopting—bring about an agreement
between the provinces in regard to the enact-
ment of an unemployment insurance measure,
as we have since succeeded in doing.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Did the
right hon. gentleman ever say that to Colonel
Harrington after the election?

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: Just a moment,
my hon. friend; I am coming to that. It
must be remembered that Colonel Harrington
is not inexperienced in public affairs. As my
hon. friend has pointed out, he was premier
of Nova Scotia, and he has had long experi-
ence in public life. Colonel Harrington does
not need to take any political lessons from
me, either in the matter of constitutional
procedure or as to personal behaviour. T
think he understands these matters quite as
well as I do. For that matter neither do I
feel that I have anything in particular to
learn from him as to what is appropriate in
such circumstances.

That was the position during the 1935 cam-
paign. When the election was over, the ques-
tion that to my mind was most important of
all was the matter of getting an agreement
between this country and the United States
with respect to reciprocity in trade, and I took
the very first opportunity to endeavour to
bring about such an agreement. That was the
first matter to which I and the government
gave attention, and it involved, as the cor-
respondence which my hon. friend has read
bears out by inference, that I had to be
absent from Ottawa part of the time in con-
nection with those reciprocity negotiations.
I must confess that I was a little surprised to
receive the particular communication from Mr.
Harrington which my hon. friend has read.
I can perhaps best express the reason for my
surprise by a reference to what Colonel
Harrington said in his last communication.
If I recollect aright, his-words were something
to this effect: “I am going to resign in order
to leave the government free to take what
action it thinks proper.”

Why was that step taken by Colonel
Harrington three months after the present
administration came into office, rather than
on the first day that the Liberal administration
took office? That was the step Colonel
Harrington knew was the correct one to take
in view of the fact that the government which
had been returned had said that the whole
legislation was unconstitutionl and that it
would pay no attention to the legislation until
it had been referred to the courts and a
decision had been rendered. Colonel
Harrington’s proper course was to have said
at once, “I tender my resignation to the

government so that it may be perfectly free
and not embarrased in dealing with this
matter.” TInstead a letter was written to
embarrass me. That was the reason for the
letter, and that was why no answer was given
to it. What Colonel Harrington was looking
for was some word from the Prime Minister
which would enable him to say that before
the matter had been referred to the courts
Mackenzie King had dismissed him as chair-
man of the commission. I was not going to
be placed in that position, and I let Colonel
Harrington know it. I did not do that by
correspondence, as my hon. friend says, but
I sent word to him. This whole matter was
five years ago; I cannot remember the details,
but T have a recollection that I telephoned
Colonel Harrington myself and said to him
that I had these important negotiations
under way with the United States, and that
I had other matters to deal with that were
more important than the questions he had
raised, so his matter would have to stand. At
any rate that word was sent to him; whether
by myself over the telephone or whether by
someone in my office under my direction
I cannot say at the moment. But Colonel
Harrington understood, just as well as I
understood, that the government had no
intention of dealing with the legislation other
than by referring it to the supreme court, and
then taking action after the supreme court
had given its decision.

I could elaborate on this matter further if
it were desirable to do so, but I can assure
my hon. friend that no discourtesy to Colonel
Harrington was intended. As a matter of
fact, if there was discourtesy at all, to my
mind it was in the circumstance that Colonel
Harrington, knowing the position in which I
was placed as Prime Minister of a government
that had been returned in opposition to the
legislation that had put him in office, did not
immediately tender his resignation to me
instead of waiting for three months to take
that step.

All of this stuff that was recorded—and I
call it that, because it really was nothing more
than stuffi—was pure bluff. Colonel Harring-
ton knew as well as any hon. member in this
house knows, that to go ahead to proceed with
the appointment of clerks, and the setting up
of machinery, and all that sort of thing, when
the matter was to be referred to the supreme
court before further action was taken, was
not the kind of procedure which he or any-
body else would be justified in taking, at all.

And may I point this out, as well. The
Department of Labour was the department
which had to do with these matters though
the commission was to report to the president
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of the council. My late colleague, Mr. Rogers,
was the minister at the time. At the moment
I cannot say what passed by way of communi-
cations between Mr. Rogers and Colonel
Harrington, but I know that Colonel Harring-
ton was made fully aware of the reason that
no communications were passing between the
government and himself, which would give
countenance to anything which might appear
like assent on my part to his continuing on
before the court itself had taken action. I
think that is probably all I have to say on
the matter.

I hope my hon. friend’s good opinion of
my politeness will not have suffered as a
result of the explanation, which I am making
quite frankly to him. All I have to say is
that when any gentleman who has no right to
be in office holds on to that office waiting for
correspondence from me which may appear
to justify his action, he may have to wait a
long time.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): One word.
My right hon. friend has been very polite
to me, and I have tried to be very polite
to him. I hope so far as I am concerned that
that relation will continue, because I must
say I do not intend to live in the midst of a
dog fight the rest of my life. I may have been
so constituted at one time, but if so I have
learned better. That is all I am going to say
about that.

However, I do not think the other argument
of the Prime Minister is conducive to the
best conduct of public business, and so far as
I am concerned I am not going to descend to
it, unless I lose control of my better judg-
ment.

I do not think the Prime Minister had any
right to characterize this letter as a bluff.
Nobody knows better than the Prime Minister
about the use of bluffing, in political tactics.
I believe he has attained his present high
level in the course of the last twenty years
more by bluffing than by anything else I
know of.

Some hon. MEMBERS: Order.
The CHATRMAN: Order.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If it is out
of order, I will withdraw it; but I am using
the Prime Minister's own term.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not believe that
that language should be used.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Just hold
yourself,

The CHAIRMAN: Order.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Just hold
yourself a moment.
(M, Mackenzie King.]

The CHAIRMAN: I am concerned exclu-
sively with the application of the rules of the
house.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If I have
violated the rules of the house, then I am
sorry. i

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): There is
no internal evidence of bluffing in those
letters; there is no internal evidence of any-
thing of the sort. Those letters are a true
statement of the facts—and I do not believe
they were dictated by guile, or anything of
the kind. They were dictated by a sense of
futility—by the belief that people were not
getting anywhere. The object which the
person in question had at heart was not being
furthered by the delay; in fact it was being
retarded.

It seems to me the proper course for the
Prime Minister to have pursued was to ask
Mr. Harrington to see him, to talk the whole
matter over with him as to what was hap-
pening, and what was going to happen, and to
suggest to him that it would be better if he
would resign. If the Prime Minister had done
that he would have had that resignation on
the same day, because I want to say right here
that Colonel Harrington is a proud man. He
is poor, but he is proud. He would not have
stayed for one minute, under the circumstances.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: May I say to
my hon. friend that I agree with him that
that is exactly what Colonel Harrington, to
my mind, was angling for at the time. He
wished me to send for him to tell him I wanted
his resignation.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): But you
did not.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: No, I did not.
I did not do that, and Colonel Harrington
sent in his own resignation without my asking
for it. ;

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): But you
wanted him to resign.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: It took him
three months to do something which he ought
to have done at once. Anyway I was not
going to be left in the false position to which
I have referred. I have had a good deal of
experience of sending for gentlemen and
talking pleasantly with them, and then later
having differences arise as to what the con-
versation was, or what it amounted to.

I am quite content to leave the communi-
cations to speak for themselves. The people
of Canada had spoken. They had spoken in
the general election of 1935, and had made it
perfectly clear to the government taking office
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that they regarded the legislation in question
as unconstitutional, and that it should not be
on the statute book at all; and I was accepting
the decision of the people of Canada.

When my hon. friend talks about bluffing,
in connection with my record, I will just ask
him to consider the view the people of Canada
have taken with respect to my position
concerning public matters, and he will see
whether or not that position has been regarded
by them as one of bluffing or of reality.

The CHAIRMAN: 1 would ask hon. mem-
bers again to direct their attention to the
rule I read last night, namely standing order
58, in reference to speeches in committee.
Subsection 2 of that standing order is as
follows:

Speeches in the committee of the whole house
must be strictly relevant to the item or clause
under consideration.

As T understand the situation, the corre-
spondence to which reference has been made
was tabled, and there was some understanding
that reference might be made to it in com-
mittee. Last night in connection with another
measure and again to-day the discussion has
been absolutely out of order, because it has
_been in flagrant violation of subsection 2 of
rule 58. I take this opportunity of drawing
the attention of hon. members to the necessity
of avoiding tedious repetition of arguments
by sticking to the section of the bill under
consideration. In my opinion we ought to
take each item of the bill and limit the dis-
cussion thereto.

In several of the debates of this session the
habit has developed of making a general
statement on the section covering the short
title. May I point out that the calling of the
short title does not open the way for such
general discussion. While I am sincerely
desirous of giving as much latitude as possible
to hon. members in debate, I must point out
that it is extremely difficult for the chairman
to draw a line between what is reasonable
latitude and what is an abuse of a privilege.
Therefore T invite all hon. members to give
me their cooperation by adhering more strictly
to the rules and to the section under con-
sideration.

Mr. McLARTY: Mr. Chairman, in the
remarks I am about to make I shall endeavour
not to transgress your ruling or to violate the
provisions of standing order 58.

Undoubtedly it will be a matter of gratifica-
tion to the committee that the report of the
subcommittee was a unanimous one. The com-
mittee was of course agreed in principle. But
not only was there unanimity in the form of the
report but there was the same unanimity in the
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spirit with which the committee approached
its work. We felt we were there to analyse
the bill, to improve it, and not to change it
in principle unless in fact some principle
appeared which could not be justified. It
was our endeavour so far as we were able to
present to this committee and to the house
as fair and effective a measure as it was pos-
sible to obtain.

In the course of our consideration of the
bill we made twenty-two amendments. In
the majority of cases those amendments were
merely by way of clarification. Through them
we attempted to clear up certain sections of
the bill which might have been regarded as
vague. However we did make certain addi-
tions, and I would ask permission of the
committee to deal briefly with them.

The first amendment which might be re-
garded as important is to section 14 of the
bill. A second subsection is being added at
the request of the Railway Association of
Canada. It was contended that an anomalous
position was created by reason of certain
transportation systems operating on both sides
of the international boundary line. At present
any employee of the railroad whose head
office is in the United States, such as the
New York Central, is covered, not by the
United States social security act but by the
railway unemployment act. This applies to
employees who reside in Canada. I would
point out that this amendment is only permis-
sive in order to clothe the commission with
power to deal with any anomalies that might
arise in view of this situation.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is
in connection with international employment
generally.

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, that is the purpose
of this new subsection. The next amendment
to which I might refer is to section 17 of the
bill. This amendment was also made at the
request of the Railway Association of Can-
ada. Under the provisions of the bill it is
assumed that wages are paid daily or weekly;
in order to bring other payments within the
purview of the bill it was necessary to give
the commission some discretion. For ex-
ample, under the Railway Act it is provided
that payments to employees must be made
not less than twice a month. It was pointed
out that if we compelled the railways to make
a weekly return and to pay their employees
on a weekly basis the expense of changing
their bookkeeping systems would be enor-
mous. The result of this amendment will be
that they will be able to make their payments
as at present and the commission will have
the power to direct the basis upon which
payments shall be made into the fund.

REVISED EDITION
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' The next amendment is to section 43 (f).
This paragraph provides that a person shall
be disqualified for receiving benefits while
he is in receipt of pension under the Old Age
Pensions Act. The committee was impressed
with the soundness of the argument advanced
some time ago by the hon. member for
Comox-Alberni (Mr. Neill), that a man who
had paid his contributions should receive his
benefits under this legislation as a right and
should not be precluded from exercising and
enjoying that distinctive right because of some
other benefit he might be receiving by what
might be regarded more or less as an act of
grace.

The next amendment is to paragraph (g)
of the same section. This relates to those
who come under what is known as the zero
section of the schedule. Persons under sixteen,
while they may accumulate rights, cannot draw
benefits. However, they can draw benefits
when they are employed for a number of
weeks in a higher category. This amendment
is merely to clarify that provision.

The next amendment which I believe is of
sufficient importance to mention to the com-
mittee is to subsection 8 of section 83. This
amendment provides that some measure of
remuneration, the amount of which may be
determined by the governor in council, may
be paid to the members of the advisory com-
mittee. It was pointed out that certain
representatives whose services might be valu-
able on that committee might not be able to
afford to serve without remuneration. It was
pointed out also to the committee the
importance of this committee under the general
scheme of the bill. Consequently it was
thought advisable to leave it discretionary
with the governor in council as to whether
and in what amount payment should be made
for such services.

The other amendments to which I might
refer are somewhat detailed. In section 102
the word “fixed” has been changed to “pre-
seribed.” This is made necessary by the fact
that section 93, subsection 1, requires that
before the regulations of the commission
secome operative they shall have the approval
of the governor in council.

An amendment has been made to the first
schedule in order to add “wood processing
plants” to those which come within the bill.
This was done at the request of hon. mem-
bers from British Columbia; and the com-
mittee felt that this amendment would more
clearly define the situation.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Would
wood processing plants include saw mills and
planing mills?

[Mr. McLarty.]

Mr. McLARTY: Saw mills and planing
mills are now included in any event.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Saw mills
that operate three, four or five months in
the year?

Mr. McLARTY: An amendment to which
I was just going to refer leaves to the discretion
of the commission the decision as to what
would be continuous operation. Saw milling
was under the legislation originally, and this
amendment was suggested by certain British
Columbia members because they felt that
saw milling was not sufficient to cover all
processing of lumber.

Mr. REID: Sash and door factories, for
instance.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Saw mill-
ing in New Brunswick is usually limited to a
seasonal period. The standard saw mills do
not operate more than six months in the
vear, while the so-called portables usually
operate in the winter for about three months.

Mr. McLARTY: That situation is taken
care of by leaving to the discretion of the
commission the decision as to what will be
reasonably continuous operation. :

The only amendment to the third schedule
which I think is worthy of mention at this
time is to paragraph (iii) of section 1. The
suggestion is to add the words “widow or
widower” after the words “married person”.
The Department of Justice was of the opinion
that this was essential in order that a widow
or widower with a dependent might be covered
by the schedule.

In the same paragraph the age of a
dependent is increased from fifteen to sixteen
years. I believe that these are the only
important amendments which need to be
referred to at this stage.

As the report indicates, during the sittings
of the committee representations were made
by numerous bodies but I believe that these
representations can be boiled down to a few
definite categories.

There were those who said that this bill
should not be passed while we were at war.
They paid no attention to the fact that we
are now at the all-time high of employment.
They paid no attention to the fact that after
the war we shall have to make some provision
to meet the situation which will almost
inevitably arise, if not immediately after, at
least a reasonable time after. They forgot
also that it will take time to put the machinery
of this bill into operation. It is not a matter
simply of this house passing this bill to-day
or to-morrow or some other day and then
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having it immediately function. That can-
not be done. The machinery to be set up is
quite complicated and to put it in operation
will take some time.

The second representation urged against the
bill was that sufficient time had not been
given for its consideration.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : Hear, hear.
That is right.

Mr. McLARTY: My hon. friend says
“hear, hear.” I will endeavour to indicate
to him the consideration which the bill has
received.

As he knows, agitation for unemployment
insurance has been a live issue for twenty-
one years. As he knows, in 1935 a committee
was appointed to consider a bill which, while
it contained some differences, was generally
the same in principle as this one, save prin-
cipally for the graded rule. He knows too
that in 1935, when our bill was passed, we
did not have the advantage of the consolidated
British bill which was passed after the act
of 1935. We did not have the advantage of
the United States security act and its opera-
tion in fifty-one states and federal districts
of that country. But since then this matter
has been studied. It is not as if, the resolu-
tion addressed to the imperial parliament,
having passed on the 25th of June, next day
the resolution was put on the order paper,
and the bill was not produced in the mean-
time. It is the product of intensive study for
the last five years.

In the first place, my predecessor in office
asked to come from Geneva Mr. D. Christie
Tait, recognized as one of the world’s best
informed experts both on the legislative and
administrative aspects of unemployment insur-
ance; and he spent considerable time revising
it. In addition there has been continuously in
the Department of Labour a committee which
is studying it, comparing it, compiling data
which is available from all possible sources,
including many other countries. I venture to
say that no bill which has ever been presented
to the parliament of Canada has had more
full and complete consideration than the bill
which is now before this committee.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That may
be true of the department, but certainly it
is not true of this parliament. After all,
we are making the law.

Mr. McLARTY: May I point out to my
hon. friend that we are here to-day to study
it in committee. We can give it all the
consideration we wish, right here. That is
what we are here for.

There was a third representation made, by
those who felt that while the measure was a
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good one, they had been so careful in looking
after their employees that it was not necessary
that they should be included under the bill.
These were largely financial institutions. May
I say that these institutions painted an
impressive picture of the provision they have
made to look after their employees when
unemployed, and also in the matter of a retire-
ment fund. It is possible that their employees
may not benefit as much as employees of
other industries under the proposed bill. But
if you remove from this bill what may be
called the sheltered employments, and cover
only those in which the unemployment record
and experience are weak, what becomes of
your insurance principle? Surely the broader
the basis of the act the better and more
actuarially sound it must inevitably become.
Undoubtedly some institutions treat their
employees with preferred care, but I suggest
that if institutions and industries which look
after their employees properly, guaranteeing
them against any loss of time or of money due
to unemployment, were withdrawn from the
act, you would destroy its actuarial basis.

In addition, the fundamental purpose of
this bill as I see it is to promote the economic
and social security of our people. If that
be the case, is it asking too much of our
financial institutions and good employers that
they shall spend at least a fraction of their
revenues in promoting that economic and
social security of the country?

A fourth point was raised in committee,
namely that some of those in the excepted
employments should be brought under the
terms of the act. Perhaps it will be suggested
that certain employments of this class should
properly be included in the benefits of the
bill, but I would ask that in considering the
matter the connmittee remember three or four
principles upon which the bill is established.

In the first place it is only fair to remind
hon. members that this is an unemployment
insurance act. It is not a health insurance
act. It pays no benefits for sickness.

In the second place it is not an unemployed
aid or assistance act. In other words it does
not pretend to cover by any means the field
of unemployment. As hon. members are
aware, both the national employment commis-
sion and the dominion-provincial relations
commission have recommended that to supple-
ment the national unemployment insurance
bill there should be passed what was called
by one a national assistance bill and by the
other a national aid bill. But that is subject
to certain definite negotiations and arrange-
ments whereby the responsibilities and duties
as between the provinces and the dominion
are properly allocated; and it is deemed
unwise to hold up this bill, which, if it is
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actuarially sound, can do no harm in any
event and will remove at least a certain
number of our population from the necessity
of receiving unemployment aid.

There is another reason why some of the
industries may be excluded. After all, the
whole fabric of this bill is built around the
employment offices. It is necessary that
reports be made to, and constant contact kept
with, the employment offices.

Mr. MacNICOL: May I ask the minister
if that is along the same line as in Great
Britain?

Mr. McLARTY: I cannot answer, because
I am not sufficiently familiar with the practice
there, but I believe it is practically identical.

Mr. MacNICOL: Well then, it is all right.

Mr. McLARTY : I will withdraw that. At a
later stage I can deal with the differences.

Mr. MacNICOL: I just made the observa-
tion that if it is along the same line, it is all
right.

Mr. McLARTY: I think it is pretty close
to it, but I used the word “identical”, which
I should like leave to withdraw.

Certain industries do not lend themselves
to the application of the employment office
system. Take for instance the case of school
teachers. If a school teacher is seeking
employment, naturally he or she would not
go to an employment office but to the secre-
tary of a board of education or some other
employment agency of that board.

Again, certain classes are excepted by reason
of difficulties in the matter of administration.
For instance, if domestic servants were
included, it would make the administrative
machinery in the matter of inspection so top-
heavy and complicated that the cost would be
altogether out of proportion to the good which
would be accomplished.

Then, too, there was a suggestion to the
committee that the amount of coverage should
be increased through raising the limitation of
$2,000 to $2,500. I believe the view of the
committee was that if we did so at this time
we might upset the whole structure of the act,
and if that were the result, it might not
become law for a long time. And as those
who were pressing for this amendment were
those most eager to have the bill acted upon
immediately, the choice was between one con-
sequence and the other. I have no doubt
they will feel satisfied with the decision of
the committee that we should proceed with
the bill as it is.

Because the actuarial matter is a compli-
cated one, and because in treating it one

[Mr. McLarty.]

must be extremely careful, I will ask the
committee to allow me to make reference
rather freely to my own notes.

Mr. H. H. Wolfenden, consulting actuary of
Toronto, was called before the committee to
give evidence. It is just possible that owing
to the necessarily incomplete reference in the
press to his remarks, a cumulative misunder-
standing may get abroad. On considering Mr.
Wolfenden’s evidence and representations as a
whole, the evidence shows that he is not now
and never has been opposed to the principle
of unemployment insurance.

Mr. MacNICOL: Did he not support it in
1935?

Mr. McLARTY: I believe he did. He is
not opposed to it.

Mr. MacNICOL: My impression is that he
supported the principle in 1935.

Mr. McLARTY: I think the hon. member
is right. He is not opposed to the present
bill and he does not recommend delay in its
passage. I have thought it proper that these
aspects of Mr. Wolfenden’s evidence should
be on record lest there should be some mis-
understanding. Mr. Wolfenden recommended
that specific steps be taken before the act is
brought into operation to see to it that all
concerned have an adequate understanding of
its implications before it becomes effective. I
should explain that it has been in mind all
along that just as soon as the preliminary
organization work of the commission to be
set up under the act is completed it will be
necessary to undertake extensive educational
work among employed persons and employers,
and for that matter the general public, con-
cerning the main features as well as the details
of the measure.

Perhaps the main portion of Mr. Wolfenden’s
evidence and remarks was concerned with the
financial foundations of the bill and his reasons
for believing that, although he certified the
financial provisions of the bill of 1935 as being
entirely safe, he regards the situation with
reference to the 1940 bill as being actuarially
indeterminate. It would appear that he takes
this position mainly as a consequence of the
present state of war, because the financial
foundations of the 1935 act are in the main
the same, with certain additional safeguards
which should make for added financial strength.

The rates of contributions in the present
bill have been recommended by the chief
actuary of the Department of Insurance, and
he has furnished a comprehensive report show-
ing in detail how the rates of contribution
are arrived at. From examination of Mr.
Wolfenden’s evidence and of Mr. Watson’s
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report on the bill, together with the state-
ments which he made in the committee, it
would appear that they may be using a
somewhat different terminology or a slight
shift in emphasis in saying substantially the
same thing. In his evidence Mr. Wolfenden
several times referred to his certifications of
the 1935 bill as having been given with con-
fidence as to the actuarial solvency of the
rates of contribution in that bill, but he had
in mind, in his own words, “the ever-present
power and possibility of the advisory com-
mittee making such amendments as seem to
be necessary”—and this with reference to a
period of eight to ten or twelve years, over
which he thought the scheme might continue
actuarially solid. In other words, it would
seem that notwithstanding his certifying to
the actuarial solvency of this scheme he had
in mind that the advisory committee would
be continually and actually on the job to
make sure that that state of solvency was
not impaired. Mr. Wolfenden also put forward
the view that the certification of the unem-
ployment insurance fund must be according
to the best judgment and experience of the
actuary, and he must make his calculations
with reasonable certainty but not with exces-
sive margins of safety.

As already noted, Mr. Wolfenden’s view with
reference to the present bill is that it is to
be regarded as actuarially indeterminate. From
statements made in the committee by the
chief actuary of the Department of Finance,
and also from a perusal of his report made
on this bill and the bill of 1935, it would
appear that his view is that the position of
the unemployment insurance fund, in fact
of any insurance fund, must always be actu-
arially indeterminate. He put forward the
view that actuarial science is not an exact
science in any practical insurance field. In
illustration of this he referred to the position
of life insurance, pointing out that the inde-
terminate factor in that business is the so-
called dividend to policyholders. He repre-
sented that for the great bulk of life insurance
a premium rather higher than believed to be
necessary is charged and then at the end of
the year the company balances its books,
balances its assets and makes actuarial valua-
tions of its insurance obligations and thence
arrives at ‘the surplus. It is out of the
surplus that the “indeterminate” for the com-
panies changes their dividends from time to
time. Most of us are perhaps aware of the
fact that the companies have made some
reduction in dividend scales in recent years
as a consequence of reduction of earnings.

It would be of course wholly impracticable
to take unemployment insurance on the basis

of contributions substantially on the high side
with annual or other revisions in any year
for which the contributions might be proved
to be in excess of the claim.

In Mr. Watson’s view the only reasonable
and practicable procedure in the circum-
stances is to make provision for a reasonable
average standard of unemployment, having
regard to experience over a period of say ten
years with a reasonable margin, and in setting
up rates of contribution it should always be
kept in mind that they must in the nature of
things be subject to review as and when it
may appear necessary or advisable to make
the review. It is one of the key provisions
of this bill that the unemployment insurance
advisory committee shall make a review at
least once every year.

I should like to refer the committee speci-
fically to one part of section 36 bearing on
this matter. Subsection 1 of section 36 reads:

The committee shall, not later than the end
of February in each year, make a report to
the governor in council on the financial condition
of the unemployment insurance fund as of the
31st day of December next preceding, and shall
make a report to the governor in council on
the financial condition of that fund whenever
the committee considers that the fund is or is
likely to become, and is likely to continue to
be, insufficient to discharge its liabilities, and
may make a report on the financial condition of
the fund at such other times as the committee
may think fit.

An examination of Mr. Watson’s report
shows that his report in 1935 and his report
on the present bill were founded on the data
of unemployment for the eleven years from
1921 to 1931, the average rate of unemploy-
ment over which period, as shown by data used
in making the calculations, having been 12
per cent. A good deal was made in the com-
mittee of the fact that although the unem-
ployment for that period might have been
satisfactory for the basis of his 1935 report,
it almost necessarily follows that it would
not be found satisfactory as the basis of the
present report. I find however in Mr. Watson’s
report. that the average number of benefit
days for insured persons, as computed on that
basis of 12 per cent, was increased by 30 per
cent, with a view in part to making provision
for higher unemployment than that shown
by the period of 1921 to 1931. In addition, a
number of other adjustments were made with
a view to computing rates which might reason-
ably be considered sufficient.

An element of substantial strength in the
present bill, which was not in the act of 1935,
is the ratio rule for the computation of
benefit days. TUnder the 1935 act insured
persons who might qualify for benefit by
making the minimum number of contributions
each year would be entitled to a minimum
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of seventy-eight days benefit in the year.
There was really not much incentive under
that bill for insured persons to try to improve
their benefit status by keeping in employment
every possible day. It is true that additional
days’ benefit might be paid to those who had a
good employment record over the preceding
five years. In the present bill the benefit
days of the insured person are definitely
related to the employment record of the
individual. Those with poor employment
records receive benefits, but they get lesser
benefits than those who have a better em-
plovment record. The practical workings of
the ratio rule may be well illustrated with
reference to persons who work uniformly any
given number of weeks per year.

It is interesting to note the manner in
which the ratio rule works out for insured
persons who have regular employment. Some
cases are given as illustrations.

Two important aspects of the ratio rule
which it is believed will strengthen the
financial structure of the bill are that for the
majority of insured persons the benefit days
increase gradually during the first three or
four years, but during those years on the
average will be substantially below the average
number of benefit days on which the rates of
contribution were based. The other point is
that if the insured person’s record of employ-
ment becomes bad he will not claim for
seventy-eight days in every year in which he
works for the minimum number of weeks, as
under the 1935 act, but will on the average
draw three days’ benefit for every week he
works. Thus an insured person working
twenty weeks per year will be entitled to
sixty days’ benefit, whereas under the 1935
act he would be entitled to seventy-eight days,
but he would not be entitled to more than
seventy-eight days even if he should work
considerably more than twenty weeks in the
year.

In the committee Mr. Wolfenden made
representations concerning the possibilities of
cataclysmic rates of employment, as a con-
sequence of the war. Mr. Watson did not
think it necessary or justifiable to assume any
such rates as were given. In support of this
he states that following the last war the rate
of unemployment as shown by trade union
figures continued low until June 1, 1920,
being in fact 2-1 per cent for the six months
ended on that date. For the next eighteen
months the rate averaged about 13-5 per cent.
For the first six months of 1922 it fell to 5-6
oer cent and continued fairly low until towards
the end of 1924. Although Mr. Watson recog-
nizes that trade union percentages of employ-
ment are lower than insurable claims as a
whole, nevertheless he feels that they do not

[Mr, McLarty.]

justify the assumption of cataclysmic unem-
ployment rates. Mr. Wolfenden represented
in committee that under the unemployment
scheme set up in 1935, which was a time of
fairly high employment, by reason of that
employment those then not employed would
in fact show a low rate of employment.

On this point the data for 1921 and 1931
given on pages 10 to 14 inclusive of Mr.
Watson’s 1935 report show the contrary to be
true. Obviously it can hardly be possible that
an unemployment insurance fund could attain
a position of prosperity if it were being set
up in a period of heavy unemployment.
Furthermore it is not likely that unemploy-
ment throughout the whole of Canada would
ever at any time attain the cataclysmic propor-
tions which might be stated to have occurred
in any particular locality or any particular
industry in this or any other country.

We had on this committee, Mr. Chairman,
representatives of every section of this country.
It is I believe a splendid commentary that
in a country as wide and as varied in its
resources and in its industries, such a com-
mittee representative of every section could
bring to this house a unanimous report.

Mr. MacINNIS: Mr. Chairman, as dis-
cussion on the report of the committee has
been considered necessary—

The CHAIRMAN: I would point out to
the committee that I assumed the minister
had the unanimous consent of the committee
to give a general bird’s-eye view of the bill
as amended by the special committee so as
to facilitate its study by this committee. But
under the rules of the house I do not believe
I could allow a general discussion to continue
on clause 1 of the bill. We are now on clause
1, short title.

Some hon. MEMBERS: By unanimous
consent.

The CHAIRMAN:
consent?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, I ask for unanimous
consent.

Mr. MacINNIS: It is not my intention to
go into the amendments to the bill as exten-
sively as did the Minister of Labour (Mr.
MecLarty). Indeed my remarks will be brief.
Before proceeding with what I have to say,
and without engaging in platitudes, I should
like to say a brief word about the committee
itself. I have been on a number of com-
mittees since coming to this house about ten
vears ago, and all of these committees took
their duties seriously, but I was never on
a committee that took its work as seriously
as this committee We were working under

Is there unanimous
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great difficulties, but the cooperation and the
temper of the members of the committee was
of the very best throughout. The Minister
of Labour, who was made chairman, succeeded
in the difficult task of getting the bill through
the committee in record time without having
once, as far as I can recollect, asked a member
to shorten his remarks or unduly hurrying the
committee’s work. This is something of an
achievement.

I think also that a word should be said for
the members of the Department of Labour
who were present at the committee meetings
to inform its members. I wish to refer par-
ticularly to Mr. Hodgson and Mr. Stangroom,
who I believe should be on the floor here
when we deal with the various sections of the
bill. I am sure that their assistance will be
as much appreciated by the members of this
committee of the whole as it was by the
special committee.

It is of course regrettable that the bill was
not introduced earlier in the session, and it is
possible that if it had been, more study
could have been given to it and more amend-
ments proposed. But although it is possible
it seems to be doubtful that such would have
been the case. In saying this I am not con-
doning the bringing down of the bill at this
late time.

Mr. MacNICOL: Better late than never.

Mr. MacINNIS: I think all the members
of the committee will agree with me when I
say that I believe the utmost care has been
given to the drafting of the bill. As hon.
members are aware, the bill with a few altera-
tions is the same as the 1935 act. But in
addition to following the 1935 Canadian act
the draughting officials gave close attention
to the form and administration of the unem-
ployment insurance act of Great Britain, and
the long experience in administering that act,
since 1911, must be taken into consideration
by members of this committee in dealing with
the bill.

I think I am also correct in saying that the
committee refrained from making amendments
to the bill, amendments which I believe
appeared reasonable to a majority of the
committee, for three reasons: First, the com-
mittee was anxious not to do anything which
might delay the passing of the bill. Second,
the committee was aware that important addi-
tions to the employments included in the bill,
or important deductions from the employ-
ments covered by the bill, would upset the
actuarial calculations on which the contri-
butions and benefits are computed. Undoubt-
edly this would lead to some delay and for
that reason, and in my opinion very properly,
the committee refrained from interfering with

the bill to any great extent. Third, the
committee was impressed with a realization of
the magnitude of the task of building up the
organization necessary for the administration
of the act. I doubt if anyone, except those
who have been closely associated with the
drafting of the bill, realizes the extent of
that organization and the great care with which
it will have to be created. As a consequence
the committee felt that it should not impose
too great a burden on the commission at a
time when it would be engaged in very, very
difficult work. I think that sums up the spirit
in which the committee dealt with this
measure. In any case, that was the way it
appeared to me.

A number of organizations appeared before
the committee, organizations which can be
classed largely in two categories; that is,
employers’ organizations and workers’ organ-
izations. The employers’ organizations, the
Canadian Manufacturers Association and the
Canadian Chamber of Commerce, asked for
postponement of the bill to a more opportune
time, and also for investigation or study of
some other nebulous schemes they had in
mind. Personally I was not impressed with
their arguments. I agreed with the representa-
tive of the Trades and Labour Congress of
Canada when he said that he never knew of
an opportune time to bring in social legisla-
tion, so far as these organizations were con-
cerned.

We had the benefit of the independent
opinion of Mr. Wolfenden, an actuary of some
note. Again I must say that personally I was
not impressed with Mr. Wolfenden’s evidence.
It seemed to me that his submissions were too
extreme, and extreme statements are always
suspect. I should like to quote very briefly
from what he had to say, first from page 216
of the minutes of proceedings and evidence
before the committee:

On this test, which I believe to be a fair
and professionally acceptable appraisal of the
problem, it is my conviction that the scheme
set out in bill 98 is, at the present time,
“actuarially indeterminate”.

Then he goes on to give his reasons for that
statement:

In this case—in the year 1940, in respect of
any estimate of future unemployment—it is, it
seems to me, wholly impossible to formulate
methods of calculation “with reasonable cer-
taintv, and with adequate margins of safety.”
It is quite impossible to assume with any
reasonable certainty what the basic rate of

unemployment, on which all the calculations
must be based, is likely to be.

If at this time it is impossible to base our
calculations on what the unemployment will

be for a number of years following 1940 then
the inference is that we should not go on
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with the bill until a time when we can find
a satisfactory basis. However, Mr. Wolfenden
denied that this was his contention. He then
went on to say what might be a fair assump-
tion, as he stated it, as to the rate of unem-
ployment, after pointing out that the actuarial
soundness of the bill was based on a rate of,
I think, 12 per cent. At page 217 he continued:

To give a second example, suppose that the
fund experiences the following rates—say in
1941, 6 per cent; in 1942 as low as 4 per cent;
in 1943, at the end of the war, with its dis-
location, 25 per cent; and in 1944, a rate which
has been shown in the United States at certain
times, 35 per cent; and in 1945, 35 per cent.
In that five year term, which again I would
emphasize is not a full cycle as it is ordinarily
understood, the rate of unemployment which
the fund would have to bear would be basically
21 per cent; and again in that case the fund
would become insolvent at the end of 1943 on
the assumption of a 12 per cent rate—

Then at page 230, in answer to a question
I asked, Mr. Wolfenden said:

By Mr. MacInnis:

Q. Do you know of any country where insur-
able employment went up as high as 35 per
cent?

A. No. I cannot quote these figures offhand,
but a rate of that kind may have been shown
in some of the European countries. It is
entirely possible, but certainly not in any of
the English speaking countries.

At the depth of the depression, if my
memory serves me rightly, though I have not
the figures before me, the employment reported
by the employers of Canada to the Depart-
ment of Labour was about 22 per cent. All
that would not be insurable employment; and
at the present time, since we are accepting
the best risks, T am quite sure that the employ-
ment would not go to that extent, unless of
course there was a terrific dislocation for which
you cannot make provision in any case. That is
my reason, and I think it is sound, for dis-
counting the evidence given by Mr. Wolfenden.

Four different labour organizations appeared
before the committee. 1In their ordinary
affairs sometimes there are violent differences
among these organizations, but in the matter
of the unemployment insurance bill and in
the desirability of putting it into effect at
the earliest possible moment, there was the
utmost unanimity. All these organizations—
the Trades and Labour Congress of Canada,
the All-Canadian Congress of Labour, the
Congress of Industrial Organization and the
Catholic Federation of Trade Unions—were
agreed that, despite its limitations and many
imperfections, the bill should be passed and
made law at the very earliest possible moment.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
And the locomotive firemen.

[Mr. Maclnnis.]

Mr. MacINNIS: Yes, the locomotive fire-
men as well.

Just a word in conclusion: I am sure there
will be no attempt in this chamber to delay
the passage of the measure, and I hope there
will be no attempt to delay or postpone it in
another place. I say that because the working
people in Canada have waited for a long,
long time for this small measure of social
justice. They will not take it kindly if the
matter is further postponed. Even if we did
postpone it there is no certainty that the
information we may have next year or the year
after, or even the year after that, would be a
more reliable basis than the one we have to-day
for the passage of a measure of unemployment
insurance.

This bill will not end unemployment. No
man or woman who understands anything
about social conditions expects it to do that.
But, as I pointed out the other day on the
second reading of the bill, it will give a large
number of individuals when unemployed the
right to certain benefits without having busy-
bodies prying into their private affairs. Surely
that is something worth while.

I may have somethirg to say when the
various sections are under consideration, but
I hope it will not be necessary to say very
much. I repeat that I considered it a distinct
privilege to have had the opportunity to serve
on the committee which considered this
measure. Going through life I have got my
education in little bits, here and there; so in
the eleven sittings of the special committee
which examined this bill I added to my
education.

Mr. GRAYDON: Mr, Chairman, I have
no desire this morning to delay the delibera-
tions of the committee in connection with a
subject as important as that of concurrence
in the report of the special committee which
considered this unemployment insurance
measure. However I do wish to say a few
words respecting some matters which were
discussed in ‘the committee, of which I had
the honour to be a member.

Unemployment insurance legislation during
the last number of years in Canada has
experienced a tortuous and difficult course.
It has encountered legislative, political and
constitutional difficulties which fortunately
to-day have been largely overcome. As a
result we have before the House of Commons
a concrete measure which in my opinion will
be of advantage to the working man of this
dominion.

This is not the first time a bill of this
kind has been before parliament. The enact-
ment of a measure of this kind has always
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been a policy of the Conservative party, and
one of the factors in my entry into public
life was that the late administration headed
by Right Hon. R. B. Bennett had been
sufficiently farsighted and sufficiently forward-
looking to evolve a broad scheme of social
legislation for Canada. In that social legislation
unemployment insurance formed a major part.

Under the guidance of the party in power
in 1935 there was enacted in parliament the
first unemployment insurance measure intro-
duced into Canada. I would point out to
the committee and more particularly to work-
ing men throughout the dominion that too
many false hopes must not be raised respect-
ing the actual benefits and advantages which
may be derived from this measure. For many
yvears I have had ‘the pleasure of being in
close contact with the working men and their
families in that part of Ontario from which
I come. I have been able, through close
examination of his problems, to sympathize
with him in the economic and social burdens
he has had to bear. I know something of the
thoughts in the mind of the working man,
and am confident he believes that in the
main unemployment insurance will be a
measure which will provide a fairly complete
solution for the problem arising from his
possible unemployment in the future, and will
give to him and to his family a measure of
security of which hitherto he has only dreamed.
and certainly has not experienced.

I think it only fair to point out to the
working men of Canada that the provisions
of the measure are somewhat limited and
restricted. I am afraid that some false hopes
may have arisen in their minds, hopes that
may ultimately be, at least in part, unrealized
when the limitations of ‘the bill are fully
known. I would hasten to point out also that
that is no reason for anyone taking a defeatist
attitude respecting the measure itself. I regard
the proposed bill as a step in the right
direction, and one which should be taken
now, regardless of what opposition to that
view may have been encountered in the com-
mittee or outside it.

In my opinion security for our workers,
limited though it may be, must not be post-
poned any longer. On another occasion in the
house I have discussed the length of time
democracies seem to take to bring about much
needed reforms, and to bring necessary legis-
lation into operation. I regret that we in
Canada have spent so much time talking about
unemployment insurance, and that it has taken
so long to implement the principle by legis-
lation.

At one o’clock the committee took recess.

The committee resumed at three o’elock.

Mr. GRAYDON: Mr. Chairman, when the
committee took recess I was referring to the
delay which had occurred in the years since
the close of the last war in bringing in this
very necessary legislation. On a previous
occasion I dwelt at some length on that point
and I have no desire to labour it at this time,
except to make one observation. Despite the
arguments which have been advanced by
members of the government in justification of
the introduction of this measure into the
house in the closing days of the session, I
still am not convinced that there is any real
excuse for the delay. I have felt and I still
feel that a good purpose would have been
served had the address been passed by this
house and sent to the British parliament at
the beginning of the session so that we could
have had this bill much earlier. Had this
been done, some of the complaints which
have been advanced with regard to the length
of time available for the discussion of this
matter would have been removed.

We might as well be frank about this
question of unemployment insurance. While
we had the benefit of the advice of two
actuaries of note when the bill was con-
sidered in the committee. I think we all
realized that the actuarial advice is governed
to a large extent by the conditions which may
prevail. While I am not one of those who
believe it will happen, there is the possibility
that after this war we shall be unfortunate
enough to have another long period of extreme
depression. In that event, it would seem to
me that before the end of that period is
reached the fund will be exhausted and the
government will have to provide additional
means of keeping the insurance plan in opera-
tion. It is quite possible that there will be
men who have worked through the major
part of the depression and will be laid off
just when the fund has been depleted. Having
contributed to the fund they will be entitled
by law to the benefits. Looking at this matter
from a business standpoint, I consider this
to be one of the dangers which will have to
be faced. We might as well be prepared to
face realities and be ready, should another
period of depression come to Canada, to
make additional provision in this regard.

Mr. GOLDING: Would not the government
be called upon to provide for them anyway?

Mr. GRAYDON: I am not objecting to
the bill on that ground because I realize that
what the hon. member for Huron-Perth (Mr.
Golding) has suggested is only too true.
Through the years we have been called upon
to provide for these people frora the public
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funds. But when we consider unemployment
insurance from a business and actuarial stand-
point we must keep in mind the probability
I just mentioned.

Despite the fact that a large number of
workers will come under the provisions of this
bill, a considerable number of exempted per-
sons will not benefit. I realize the difficul-
ties with which the department is faced when
deciding on these exemptions. I am encour-
aged by the fact that an advisory committee
is to work with the commission and is to have
the power to limit these exemptions. After
careful scrutiny and investigation that com-
mittee will have the power to bring within
the provisions of this act some of those now
exempted. Whether that is a practical way of
dealing with the matter I am not sure, but it
does provide that encouragement which is so
essential when dealing with those industries
which are now exempted. I have in mind the
horticultural industry, which I referred to in
committee. This industry takes in several
types of employment, and it is now exempted
from the operations of the bill. I agreed to
that particular section going through on the
understanding that it would be subject to
thorough review as quickly as possible, so that
those in horticulture the nature of whose em-
ployment is such that would reasonably make
them eligible to come under the provisions
of the act, may be brought in.

Hon. members no doubt are familiar with
the several sections of the bill which deal
with entitlement to benefits. Section 28,
paragraph (iii), states that any worker draw-
ing benefits must satisfy the commission that
he is capable of and available for work but
unable to obtain suitable employment. I
know beforehand the answer that will be made
to my objection to this section. The objec-
tion I raised in the committee, and I raise it
again now, is that this strikes in an inhumane
way at workers who may draw benefits for
a couple of weeks and then take ill. Accord-
ing to that section they would be no longer
“available for work.” I know the answer
will be that no scheme of health insurance is
envisaged by this bill, but I do not think
that is a complete answer. I should like to
direct the attention of the committee to some
of the serious consequences which might arise
should a man take ill and his insurance benefits
stop just when he and his family need money
the most. According to the section such a
man would not be available for work. It seems
to me that this test is one which will not be
acceptable to the workers generally.

Hon. members are aware that there is a
difference between the 1935 act and this bill.
The main distinction between the two acts

[Mr. Graydon.]

turns on the question whether the contribu-
tions are to be on a graded scale or on a flat
rate. The United States, because of consti-
tutional difficulties, have fifty-one different
schemes of insurance. In Great Britain the
flat rate is used, and because of the experience
over there, this parliament, in 1935, with the
unanimous consent of all parties, adopted pro-
visions establishing a flat rate. Now, upon
the information and advice of the departmental
officials, the flat rate has been discarded and
replaced by the graded scale. -

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Not in Great Britain, although Sir William
Beveridge favours the graded rate.

Mr. GRAYDON: Perhaps my hon. friend
did not hear what I said. I said that the
flat rate was in effect in Great Britain.

As members of the committee will at once
recognize, wide powers are given under the
act in the matter of administration. The
commission and the advisory committee are
clothed with an extremely broad responsibility.
This puts upon the government a heavy
obligation to see to it that the proper men
are appointed to these executive positions.
There are sections of our population coming
under this measure who will look with close
scrutiny upon the type of men chosen to
administer measures which will so closely
affect them and their families. I have had
the assurance—and I believe that an assurance
from a minister, especially from the Minister
of Labour, will be sufficient—that no politics
will be practised in the selection of men to
fill these various posts. I assume that he
meant by that, party politics: at least that
is what I meant. In this regard may I
suggest that he carry out this laudable ambition
and see to it that the commission is devoid
of ecriticism on the score of partisanship in
the appointments of its personnel.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not wish to interrupt
my hon. friend, but may I say that, while
the government has the appointment of the
chairman of the commission, the two other
members are appointed, one on the nomina-
tion of labour and one on the nomination of
industry.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That does
not mean a thing if the government does not
want to act on it,

Mr. McLARTY: I cannot agree with my
hon. friend.

Mr. GRAYDON: Perhaps I did not make
myself sufficiently clear. In my early remarks
with regard to the commission I had particu-
larly in mind the chairman, because those
who read the act will recognize that he has
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exceptional powers. For that reason, I believe,
he should be chosen, not merely from the
ranks of the party but from among the best
citizens of Canada, irrespective of politics,
so that his qualifications shall not be open to
criticism.

Another thing I would like to bring to the
attention of the committee is the matter of
appointments of those to be attached to the
advisory committee and to the commission
who are not technical and professional men.
We were assured in the committee that these
men will be chosen in accordance with the
provisions of the Civil Service Act. I want
to congratulate the minister and those who
had charge of the arrangements in connection
with the legislation for having made that
decision.

In closing my remarks I shall make just
a brief allusion to the developments which
have taken place in our social, economic and
political life. The country is moving steadily
towards providing better conditions for many
of our citizens. I should like to see further
advances in this direction. After all, while
unemployment insurance was a major part of
the social legislation of the Bennett govern-
ment, it was only a part, and so far we have
not heard at any time during the last few
years that it is the intention of the present
administration to reimplement any of the
other social reform measures which were passed
by the former government. However, steady
even though slow progress is being made in
bettering the conditions of the working men
and their families and those who are in
unfortunate economc circumstances.

I am proud to belong to a parliament which
seems to be almost unanimous in supporting
this reform. I was proud to belong to the
special committee which showed such single-
ness of purpose in attempting to adopt a
workable plan in the interests of the working
men and their families. It seems to me that
industry and business will cheerfully shoulder
their part of the burden. I am not one of
those demagogues who believe that business
and industry are the enemy of every other
class. We have no right to assume that
merely because there may be found in their
ranks, as among other sections of our people,
men who do not always play the game. The
future of Canada depends upon the close
relationship, the cooperation, the marching
and advancing together of industry and labour,
working in that true British spirit of harmony
which has brought Canada and the empire
to the great position which it now holds. I am
convinced that industry will willingly accept
the obligations which are laid upon it by this

bill. I further believe that the bill, when it
becomes law, will open a better era for many
of the less fortunate but deserving citizens
of our land.

Mr. JOHNSTON (Bow River): I want to
take this opportunity of commending the
government upon its action, although it is
somewhat late, especially late in this session.
It is high time that this legislation was carried
through. It is indeed unfortunate that so
many years have been allowed to elapse
before legislation as this could be enacted.
For a long time the hope of the people that
an unemployment insurance scheme would be
put into effect has been encouraged. Those
who will benefit by it will greatly appreciate
the fact that at last it is coming to realization.

One unfortunate circumstance relates not
to the terms of the legislation but to the time
at which it is being introduced. At this late
stage of the session it is utterly impossible
for hon. members, particularly those who were
not members of the special committee, to study
in detail the evidence which was produced
before that committee. Here we have three
or four large volumes of the committee’s
evidence, as well as proposed legislation with
regard to the Prairie Farm Assistance Act,
and the terms of this most important bill.
We have also the amendment to the wheat
board act, another extremely important
measure. All these are brought down in the
last three or four days of the session, making
it impossible for hon. members to give them
the consideration warranted by their import-
ance.

While the classes of people who are included
in the scope of this unemployment insurance
bill will be delighted that it is—at last—
brought down, it is disappointing to find that
so many groups of employees are not to share
in the benefits of the measure. It was men-
tioned that school teachers would not be
included. It will be said that there are other
provisions that can be introduced whereby
they may have a form of unemployment
insurance. I submit however that this question
should be considered now, because if we wait
another four or five years the teachers will be
so much the worse off. They belong to a
profession that is doing a great deal of good
work, and that work is being carried on under
most difficult financial arrangements, so that
they need this protection while they are
employed. The longer we delay making pro-
vision for them the less benefit they will
receive.

There is another branch of labour which

will be greatly disappointed. I refer to
domestic servants. They work wunder a
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depressed wage scale, almost an insufficient
allowance to allow them to maintain even a
low standard of living.

Then there is that other great body of
labour, the western farm labourers. They will
not get any benefit under this scheme, and I
do not know of any class that work under
more difficult conditions than farm labourers.
They have only limited employment in the
fall and in the spring—in the spring possibly
for a month or six weeks when seeding is
carried on and, in the time of harvest, another
four or six weeks, a maximum of twelve
weeks’ employment. And they get an exceed-
ingly low wage. They will not be able to
get any direct benefit from this unemployment
insurance scheme, and it will be another four
or five years before anything is done for them.
I suggest that now, when the house has the
ambition and the intention to put into force
a form of unemployment insurance, the time is
opportune to make provision at once for these
other classes,

Then there is another type of unemployed—
at least they are not unemployed just now
—who will not come under this bill. I refer
to the soldiers. I do not know of any type
of labourer throughout the dominion who is
contributing more to the welfare and safety
of Canada than the soldier, and a great many
of the boys who enlisted came from the ranks
of the unemployed. Some of them have never
had a day’s work, week in and week out,
month after month and year after year. Now
they are fighting in defence of the country
and most definitely they should have some
assurance that they will be entitled to par-
ticipate to some degree in the benefits of this
insurance plan. Tt should be done at once
and not left until after the war, or these
fellows will be given the same treatment as
was given those who took part in the last
great war. When they come back from the
front they will be disbanded and scattered
throughout the dominion without a thing to
do. Employment conditions will be terrible
after the war, especially if these men have
not the privilege of coming under this legis-
lation. This is a serious matter which should
be given some thought at this time.

In view of the fact that there are so many
exemptions among the labouring classes, it
seems to me that this bill is rather inappro-
priately named. It is not insurance against
unemployment; it is employment insurance.
Only those who are employed will be able
to derive any benefit from it. T am not
belittling the bill, because I can see the benefit
which those who are employed will receive.
But the name is entirely misleading. I very
much fear that if the public at the time of
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the election had known that this was not an
unemployment insurance scheme but merely,
as was stated in this house some time ago, a
means of distributing poverty, they would
not have been quite so enthusiastic in voting
for the Liberal party.

I am surprised at the representations made
by the banks and their endeavour to get out
from under the obligations which the act
imposes. They are objecting to it. I do
not know of any industry in the country that
pays worse wages, considering the profits they
make, than the banking industry. It is true
that the young fellows in the banks have
comparatively steady employment, but their
wages are most miserable, and these young
fellows spend their entire life in that work.
I think the bankers association should be
ashamed of themselves for trying to get out
of their obligation under this bill. I hope the
government will stand firm in their resolve
to see that they come under the bill,

There is one unfortunate part of the bill
that affects every individual in Canada. The
bill will definitely raise the prices of con-
sumable goods. There is no question about
that. It is all very well to say that the
worker contributes his share. He will do
that because he is forced to do it, and
making his contribution he will be thereby
reducing his own purchasing power and his
standard of living, because his contribution
is taken directly out of his wages, so that
he has that much less to go on. True, it
provides him with insurance against unem-
ployment, but so far as the industries are
concerned, they have never assumed that
financial responsibility themselves. They have
always included anything of the sort in their
prices and there is nothing in this bill to
make sure that they will not do it again.

In this connection I would refer to a ques-
tion asked by the hon. member for Macleod
(Mr. Hansell) on July 23, as reported at page
131 of the evidence. The witness was Mr.
Norman J. Dawes, president of the National
Breweries. It is surprising, as you go through
the evidence, to find that all these industries
are objecting to unemployment insurance
They come out and give you a nice talk about
how much interested they are in the unem-
ployed and how glad they are to see that
the government are taking steps to legislate
for unemployment insurance, but that is all
on the surface, because every one of them
objects to it. They can give you no good
and sufficient reason for their objection. At
page 131 of the evidence the hon. member
for Macleod asked this question:

Would your share of the contributions be
inclined to increase prices to the consumer?
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The answer was:

No. The cost of our product is so high now
that we cannot increase it.

That may be true in this particular industry
because, as all hon. members know, the increase
resulting from the industrialist’s contribution
in this case would probably be a fraction of
a cent per glass of beer. If beer is selling
at ten cents a glass he cannot very easily
make it 104 or 11 cents.

Then the hon. member asked:

Q. I mean generally speaking. In the manu-
facturing industry, for instance, would it be
inclined to increase the price to the consumer?

The manufacturer cannot stand all these
taxes; he has to do something with them. They
reduce wages or else add it to the price.

That is clear and concise; there is no mis-
understanding. The manufacturers, so far as
their contribution is concerned, are going to
add it to the price of the goods. It means
an indirect sales tax. Every man who buys
manufactured goods is going to pay the manu-
facturer’s share of the contribution towards
this fund. So that the term is misleading
to the public. When the government say
that the manufacturers are going to con-
tribute so much, that is definitely not right,
because the manufacturers have no intention
of assuming this extra cost. Eventually it
will come out of the taxpayer in the form
of this indirect sales tax, and it will lower
the standard of living of every citizen in
Canada. The taxes put on this year are
exceedingly high; all taxpayers, especially
those in the lower income brackets, are going
to feel this tax increase tremendously, and
any additional taxation on the public will
not be received with too great pleasure.

I am not against the bill at all. I hope
the government will ignore the presentations
made by the chamber of commerce—I do not
know what industry they represent; I have
never been able to find out—and the boards
of trade and some of these industrialists who
think now is not the proper time to give
effect to this measure. They say, “You should
not rush this bill through, because they have
not had time to consider it.” I doubt if they
would consider it any further if it were left
for another ten years. Their only concern,
as I see it, is that business is now being
stimulated a little and in some instances it
might affect their profits. If the bill is to be
enacted at all, now is the proper time, not
when the employment situation is worse, not
when industry begins to subside, not when
the war is over and we know definitely that
industry will close down extensively. Now is
the time. I hope the government will com-
plete the legislation at this session and put
it into force immediately.

Mr. GILLIS: I have not very much to say
with respect to the technicalities of the bill.
I rise merely for the purpose of associating
myself with those who have identified them-
selves with the general principles of the
measure now before us. One observation came
to my mind as I listened to the discussion
when the resolution was first introduced.
Having been associated with organized labour
for a long period of years, and knowing some-
thing of the struggles of the people who
desire the present legislation, I thought I was
familiar with practically everyone who was
actively interested in having measures of this
kind enacted for the benefit of the people.
I was surprised to hear the claims made from
one side of the house and the other; therefore
I made it my business to examine Hansard
to find out exactly how much certain people
who claim to have been advocating legislation
of this kind had been interested in it from
as far back as 1922, I do not want my
remarks on this particular angle to be con-
strued as partisan, or as seeking to take away
any credit from those who claim that for
years they have been actively associated with
this class of legislation. What I say I say not
because I am a member of this group. But I
think the man who stands out head and
shoulders over everyone in Canada in respect
to this class of legislation and with particular
reference to this bill is the man who heads
this group, the member for Winnipeg North
Centre (Mr. Woodsworth).

In 1922 Mr. Woodsworth entered the house
on March 8, and on March 14, in the first
address he delivered, as reported on pages 84
to 92 of Hansard of that year, he painted a
vivid picture of the evils of unemployment
and urged unemployment insurance. Carrying
the examination of Hansard through until the
last session I find that repeatedly, session after
session, the hon. gentleman, with the assistance
and cooperation of members of his group,
introduced the question of unemployment
insurance, and while many others have given
it lip service and would lead us to believe
at this time that they were utilizing their
power and authority for ‘the purpose of
bringing about this measure, the hon. member
for Winnipeg North Centre demonstrated his
interest, and to him I give the credit for the
bill that is before the house at this session.
He used his authority as a member of parlia-
ment to bring to the attention of those who
had the responsibility and the prerogative the
necessity for a measure of this kind. He
celebrates his birthday on the twenty-ninth of
this month. I consider the measure before
the house at the present time a fitting gift
from the government of Canada to the hon.
member on the occasion of that anniversary.
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I have no intention at this time of making
a detailed examination of the clauses of the
bill; it would be a waste of time. As the bill
is considered clause by clause we shall have
opportunity of registering our objections,
expressing our opinions and getting answers
to questions.

Two classes that I am sorry are not included
in the measure are the seamen and the fisher-
men. I have some knowledge of their prob-
lems, and I believe there is no class of workers
in Canada more in need of the protection of
such a measure. This was forcibly brought to
my attention only this morning by the receipt
of a telegram from the Canadian Seamen’s
Union, which reads:

Canadian Seamen’s Union on behalf of
thousands of seamen and fishermen protest
discrimination in proposed unemployment insur-
ance bill in leaving us out from benefits of
said bill. Seamen and fishermen are greatly
affected by unemployment and we urge you give
serious consideration to rectify this injustice.

I realize that to attempt at the present time
to inject other classifications into the bill
would upset the whole actuarial basis on
which the bill is worked out. Perhaps it is
not possible to have these -classifications
included. Nevertheless I put myself on
record as deprecating the fact that these men,
who have a serious unemployment problem
year in and year out—with particular reference
to the fishermen—are left out. As the leader
of the opposition very well put it a few days
ago, the fisherman appears to be the forgotten
man as far as parliaments and legislative
bodies throughout Canada are concerned. I
know no other class of workers in Canada
more afflicted by unemployment than that
group. I presume that we shall have an
opportunity to propose amendments later,
looking to the inclusion of these groups.

There is another class of people who prob-
ably do not come to the minds of many mem-
bers of parliament, but because of the fact that
I have been associated with them over a
long period of time I am very familiar with
the conditions affecting them. I am referring
now to men who are in positions of leader-
ship in trades unions, of whom there are
thousands across Canada. They leave their
regular occupations to accept office in the
unions, but under this bill they are given no
protection against unemployment. Every
year or two they must take part in an elec-
tion, with the chance of being defeated. Once
they leave their position with the union, by
reason of being voted out, they enter the
ranks of the unemployed but though they
have given of their services to the benefit of
the people of Canada over a period of years,
when through no fault of their own they
become unemployed they do not come under
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the benefits of this bill. This is particularly
unfortunate, because for a long period of time
these men have been fighting for the very
measure now before the committee.

There is another aspect of the bill which I
should like to stress, and about which those
who are interested in having the terms of the
bill implemented should be most concerned.
I refer to the administration of the act after
it is finally passed. I have had considerable
experience with compensation boards and
similar organizations set up by governments
to administer acts. Once a commission is
appointed it becomes a law unto itself. The
act may read all right, as our compensation
acts read all right; the bill may be made as
perfect as possible, yet when that commis-
sion is appointed it has full jurisdiction over
the administration of the act. In my experi-
ence it inevitably happens that a three or
four man board interprets an act as it sees it
and as it wants it to function, and in the
final analysis perhaps seventy-five per cent of
the material good that should accrue to the
people for whom you are attempting to legis-
late is lost through these people placing their
own interpretation upon the terms of the act.
We have had many unhappy experiences of
this kind with compensation boards, because
the English language can be construed to mean
almost anything. That is why I say this
bill should be discussed section by section,
so that the minister can give us his interpre-
tation of the different provisions of the bill.
Then, when the commission is set up, at least
we shall have Hansard to show what was the
intention of the government in connection
with the bill.

I do not want to occupy any more of the
time of the committee. I merely wanted to
identify myself with the measure, and to say
that as representing an industrial constitu-
ency—

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Many of the sections are fully explained in the
report of the committee, and this is something
very unusual in committee proceedings.

Mr. GILLIS: Would the report of the
committee be taken as an authority in regard
to the interpretation of the act later on?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
It would be a guide.
Mr. GILLIS: I think the minister’s

answers would contain the proper interpreta-
tion. As I started to say, I do not want to
occupy any more of the time of this com-
mittee, though I may have a good many
questions to ask as the different sections are
dealt with. I merely want to put myself on
record as being perfectly satisfied with the
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measure, and I want to commend the govern-
ment on the courage and initiative they have
shown in bringing in and piloting through this
bill at this time. I know that every agency
that is opposed to the interests of the com-
mon people of Canada has utilized every avail-
able means to defeat this bill, and I pay tribute
to those who had the courage to bring it in
and have it enacted.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I have a
very few observations to make with respect
to the bill, and I should prefer to make them
now rather than later. I apologize to the
hon. member for Trinity (Mr. Roebuck) if I
intervened ahead of him.

What has been said here to-day with respect
to the administration of the act lends a good
deal of force to what I said a few days ago,
and I particularly commend to the attention
of the minister the remarks of the hon. mem-
ber for Peel (Mr. Graydon). But more
important than that, or at least just as
important as the administration of the act,
is the question raised by the hon. gentleman
who has just taken his- seat (Mr. Gillis), in
regard to the interpretation of the act by the
commission. I was amused at the question and
answer that passed between the hon. member
and the Minister of Pensions and National
Health (Mr. Mackenzie). The hon. member
for Cape Breton South is not a lawyer, but
the Minister of Pensions and National Health
is a lawyer, and I am sure he knows—if he
does not he should—that nothing that may be
said in a parliamentary committee or during
a parliamentary debate will have the slightest
influence on the interpretation of any statute
by any court of law in this country. They
repel even the suggestion that they are bound
or even influenced by anything we may say
here as to the interpretation of a particular
section of a statute.

Mr. MARTIN: It is inadmissible.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Even a
reference to it is not permitted, as I know to
my own cost. Once, when appearing before
the Supreme Court of Canada here in Ottawa,
I had the temerity to refer to what Mr.
Fielding once said with regard to the effect
of a section of a particular act. They were
very gentle with me, since I was just a country
lawyer, but I never forgot the lesson.

Mr. REID: That must have been years ago.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That was
quite a number of years ago. It is folly to
say that the report of the committee, or any-
thing we may say with respect to the inter-
pretation of any section of this act, will be
given effect to by the commission. I am sure
the Minister of Labour, as a sound lawyer,

will agree with that. The situation was
epitomized by a great jurist in the United
States in a book he wrote on the constitution
of that country. During the course of a dis-
cussion of Mr. Roosevelt’s attempt to increase
the membership of the supreme court this
jurist said, “The constitution is what the
judges say it is.”” That statement created a
great furore in the United States, but it was
true. The interpretation of the constitution
was for the judges, not for the legislative
branch or the executive branch of the govern-
ment. And the interpretation of any law
in Canada is for the courts. In this instance
the high court of this commission will interpret
the law without reference to anything you or
I may say, Mr. Chairman. There is no doubt
about that.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
But my hon. friend will admit that this parlia-
ment has the right from year to year to
revise the statute; and there is a recommenda-
tion in the report of the committee that the
report of the advisory committee be reviewed
by a standing committee of this house.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is so;
that is the exercise of the legislative function,
and it is fortunate that we have that power.
If we did not have it we would be bound by
the decisions of those who have the responsi-
bility of interpreting these statutes but who
have not any responsibility to the public such
as we have. That is a fortunate feature
of our constitutional set-up. It is the safe-
guard of democracy.

I was impressed by the tribute paid by
the hon. member for Cape Breton South to
his leader. It is true that in season and out
of season the hon. member for Winnipeg
North Centre (Mr. Woodsworth) has advo-
cated the principle contained in this measure;
and having regard to his physical condition
I should like to reaffirm what the hon. gentle-
man said as to his devotion to a principle.
Perhaps he was a good many years ahead of
his time. So is every pioneer who advocates
a great reform. In days gone by many of these
men were referred to as advocates of lost
causes. I have known some of them. Many
of them have not lived to see the fulfilment of
a cherished ambition in connection with
reform. Let us hope that in his declining
years, and in that period of ill health through
which he is passing, the hon, gentleman will
find much satisfaction in the thought that
the principle for which in season and out of
season he has fought is finally to triumph.

I had hoped the hon. member who has
spoken would have given us the benefit of his
further examination of champions for this
cause. Had he done so I am certain that
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with the honesty of purpose which has
characterized all his utterances in the house
he would have paid tribute to a former
leader of the Conservative party. It is true
that Mr. Bennett was not in the house in
1921. Perhaps it is unfortunate for the house
that he was not here. But let me point out
that Mr. Bennett was the first statesman in
Canada to give concrete proof of his earnest-
ness for reforms in this connection; and it
did not take him twenty-one years, either, to
give evidence of that proof.

Mr. ROWE: Twenty-one years is a long
time.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): It is true
that his efforts were frustrated; but the fact
remains that he was the first champion who,
in practical and legislative form, gave effect
to the principles of unemployment insurance.
I am confident that if the hon. member had
pursued his research further he would have
done justice to the memory of that man,
who is not here to-day.

The hon. member then referred to the
exclusion of certain employees from the opera-
tion of the bill, and referred particularly to
seamen and fishermen. I appreciate that there
is a difficulty in bringing within the ambit of
this measure the general class of seamen and
fishermen. But in certain respects that need
not be true. Fishermen on the east coast who
are employed in connection with the opera-
tions of steam trawlers, and who have steady
employment for twelve months of the year,
could be brought within the ambit of the
measure. They do have steady employment—
unless, of course, the Minister of Fisheries,
(Mr. Michaud) refuses further licences to
steam trawlers; and I must say I do not
think he will ever have the courage to do
that. I know that is a vexed question on the
eastern coast. These men are entitled to be
brought within the ambit of the bill.

I quite agree that it would be difficult to
bring in the fishermen who fishes in his own
boat. He is not an employee. But there are
men along the shores of Nova Scotia and
elsewhere who are employees, and I would
hope that the advisory committee, or what-
ever group may have charge of the operation
of the measure, will give at least some con-
sideration to this matter. I say that because
those men are wage earners, and if we are
going to set up a form of social legislation for
employees in Canada we cannot draw a dis-
tinction so fine as to exclude them from the
provisions of the legislation. Certainly their
position ought to be examined.

Then the position of seamen has been raised.
It is true that the old-time sailor has dis-
appeared in Canada. To-day everything is done
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by steam or some other form of power. But
there are men in employment who go down to
the sea in ships, and consideration ought to
be given to them. What about the men on
the liners, under Canadian registry?

Mr. MacNICOL: The British seamen are
included.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I realize
that most of the seamen now employed on
the big liners are working in ships under
British or foreign registry, and obviously we
cannot take them in. But the British seaman
is taken in under the British act.

Mr. NEILL: Is he?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I am
subject to correction in that regard, but I
am sure he is.

Mr. MacNICOL: I know he is.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : I commend
that suggestion to the ministry. This may be
a limited class, but I suggest they have just
as much right to be under the provisions of
this measure as have their brethren in England.
There may be difficulties; I am sure there
will be charges of discrimination, but that sort
of thing must be expected. The operations of
this act are strewn with difficulties. Yet,
having decided to go on, those difficulties
must be faced in a manly fashion.

Reference was made by an hon. member
who spoke earlier to the incidence of the cost
of contribution. T notice that the officer of
the Department of Labour who appeared
before the committee has revised his estimate
of the quantum of contribution, A while ago
we were told that the total cost of the bill
in the first year of operation would be
$73,000,000. I believe that was the estimate
handed to me, in which was included cost of
governmental administration. The minister
shakes his head, but I have added up the
figures, beginning with the $56,000,000 from
employers and employees, and working from
that point. That figure has been revised
downward to the extent of $8,000,000. Is that
any criterion of the correctness of the estimate
the Department of Labour has made concern-
ing this measure? In two weeks’ time they
have sliced off to the extent of $8,000,000 the
quantum of the total contribution, and are
still adhering to the number of beneficiaries
and their dependents. That caused me to
pause and to wonder—and I have wondered
a good deal about the soundness of this
measure, If I am correctly informed, the
deputy minister, or some other gentleman
from the Department of Labour giving evi-
dence before the committee, has reduced the
actual quantum by $8,000,000, or perhaps
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more. It will be realized that I have not
had the time to go through these long books
of evidence to verify that statement.

The contributions are not going to be nearly
as high as was estimated. No matter what the
cost of contributions by industries may be,
that cost is going to be passed on to the con-
suming public. Economically it cannot be
otherwise. To suggest any other course of
procedure would be pure folly, and contrary
to every economic law ever heard of. Let us
not get away from the fact that the cost is
going to be carried by somebody. I am going
to pay it and you are going to pay it, no
matter how infinitesimal our shares may be.

In the last analysis, what is the result? In
this life we never get something for nothing.
On many occasions I have proved that to be
so, and if the hon. member for Westmorland
(Mr. Emmerson) were in his seat I would
remind him that I heard his father say that
when he addressed us at the time of my
graduation, It is a truism which I have never
forgotten.

May I now refer briefly to Mr. Wolfenden’s
evidence. I regret exceedingly that I had
not the benefit of at least an interview with
him before I made my remarks on a previous
occasion respecting this measure. T call the
attention of hon. members to his evidence as
it appears at page 215 in volume 3 of the
minutes of proceedings and evidence of the
special committee which considered this
measure. He is there reported to have said
the following:

If I may, sir, I should like to place on the
record first of all my own interpretation of a
phrase which has assumed a great deal of

importance in these discussions. That is, the

meaning of “actuarial soundness”. T understand,

and I am very glad to hear, that it is the
intention of the government, so far as may be

ssible, to make sure that this bill is
‘actuarially sound”.

Then he goes on to say that he would like
to explain the meaning of that expression. If
it was the intention of the government that
this scheme should be actuarially sound, will
the minister explain why there has been such
a tremendous differential in the estimated cost
of operating this scheme in only two weeks.
Was the department’s estimate correct two
weeks ago? If so, then it is not correct now.
If the department’s estimate is right now,
then it was unsound two weeks ago. If I
read the evidence aright, they have changed
their position. I do not know whether that
was done to soften the blow to the employers,
but there is the position. I am not attributing
any motives at the moment, but there has
been a change of base. I should like to have
some explanation from the minister with
regard to this important matter.

The whole bill is important and that is
why I think the ministry could have been
at least a week earlier in introducing it. I
was intrigued at the suggestion made a little
while ago by the minister that this bill had
been under study practically continuously since
1935, that it was not the result of a hurried
preparation since the address to the imperial
parliament was passed. I assume that that
is correct. That being so, they had ample
time in the department to deal with this ques-
tion of actuarial soundness. Is this scheme
sound? If it is not, there is going to be
trouble in store for somebody, and that some-
body will be the taxpayer of Canada; make
no mistake about that.

Why do I make that statement? The
treasury of Canada is going to be considered
the most convenient place to which to go to
make up deficits. I am afraid that there
will be great unemployment after the war.
Should that unemployment be as high as 33%
per cent, which I certainly hope will not be
the situation, how long will this scheme stand
up under the burden of the financial strain
caused by such unemployment? Properly
speaking, additions to the fund should be
made by those who are primarily interested,
that is, the employers and employed. But will
that happen? I know what will not. What-
ever government is in power at the time will
be pressed by both classes to help out the
fund by contributions from the general taxa-
tion of Canada. Under our democratic form
of government no administration will be
able to resist that plea.

We have an illustration of this in the
processing tax provided for in the wheat bill
now before the house, about which I shall
have something to say a little later. In theory
this processing tax is an effort on the part
of the government to load on the general
taxpayers of the country a portion of the cost
of carrying the wheat crop. I cite this merely
as an example of what we may expect under
this measure if what I predict comes true
and if this plan is not actuarially sound.
What does Mr. Wolfenden say about that?
I am informed that he is probably the best
man in Canada to deal with a question of
this kind. At page 216 of the evidence given
before the committee he goes on to say:

I should like therefore to explain the meaning
of that phrase “actuarially sound”. To do so
I may quote from the following explanation
which I included in an address on the financial
implications of compulsory health insurance in
Vancouver in 1938. Actuarial soundness can be
claimed for any plan only when all of the
following conditions are fulfilled: (1) The bene-
fits offered by the plan must be defined, and the
conditions for their payment must be clear.
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So far as I have been able to study this
bill T think that condition No. 1 has been
fairly well fulfilled. The benefits offered have
been defined and the conditions of their pay-
ment are clear. I just want to make one
passing observation with respect to the
benefits. I hope the employed public in
Canada have not raised their hopes too high
with respect to the benefits to be obtained
under this measure. If they have, the time
is going to come when there will be a lot of
mighty disappointed people in Canada. It has
been said, and it is a trite saying, that this
bill is no cure for relief. It is not a cure for
unemployment; it is simply a palliative
intended to soften the blow. I am sure the
minister will agree with that statement.

Mr. POTTIER: That is something.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Yes, that
is something. I am not condemning the
principle of the measure, and my hon. friend
will not find that I have said anything at any
time or anywhere against the principle of the
bill. I think I made it clear in the statement
I made the other day that having regard to
its advantages and disadvantages, having
regard to our duty as Canadians to raise the
standard of living of our working people as
high as possible, this measure commends
itself to me. That is the position I take, and
that is the position which I think must be
taken by any man who has a realization of
the responsibilities of his position—unless, of
course, he is entirely hostile to the principle,
in which event he should say so. I am
prepared to stand or fall on the position I
have taken, no matter what some of my
friends may think. If they do not like it,
it is just too bad, both for them and for me.

Mr. KUHL: Will the hon. gentleman
explain just how this raises the standard of
living ?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I was
referring to the general principle of social
legislation. Surely the eight hour day, which
I helped put through this house in 1935, gives
opportunities for recreation, for study and for
education which are not available when a
man must work nine, ten or twelve hours a
day. That is an illustration of what I mean.
All the social legislation of the so-called new
deal of Mr. Bennett was designed to better
the condition of the working people. What
thanks did we get for it from the public? I
ask that question not in any spirit of pique
but rather in a spirit of disappointment. We
got no reaction at all.

Mr. KUHL: How does this provide more
purchasing power?
[Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I do not
want to get into a discussion of social credit,
if that is the intention of my hon. friend.
I would say most politely to him that I prefer
not to be cross-examined until some other
occasion. Then I will take him on, at any
time.

Mr. KUHL: The hon. gentleman made a
point,

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I made the
point that this and all other measures of
social legislation are, I believe, in theory,
and I hope will prove in practice to be, an
effort to raise the standards of living of the
Canadian working man. If there is nothing
like that in the bill, if this is not going to
benefit the working man, his family and his
dependents, then we had better reexamine the
whole position. I do not think I need argue
that question any further. To me it does
not require any demonstration. And I do
not believe I can convince the hon. gentle-
man. I am going to leave it at that.

Mr. Wolfenden’s second point in connection
with actuarial soundness is this:

The corresponding contributions, or other
financial arrangements, by which the costs of
such prescribed benefits are to be met, must be
determined by proper actuarial calculation.

That, I think, is fundamental. That was
built up in the old act on what I believed
at the time and still believe was a proper
basis. I have never yet been told—it may be
in this evidence which I have not been able
to read—the basis upon which this principle
of proper actuarial calculation is determined.
I confess my inability to discuss the question
with any degree of intelligence because I have
not the necessary data to do so, but I believe
that that is a correct statement of one of
the principles upon which such a bill should
be based.

Then he goes on to say:

(3) Any power to alter the basis, terms, or
conditions of the scheme must be subject to
an actuarial certificate that the cost of such
alterations are within the financial capacity of
the plan.

I understand that Mr. Watson of the insur-
ance branch has given such a certificate. I
have not been able to find it in the report,
but I am told that it is there.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Appendix A, the last report.

Mr. McLARTY: On page 271, the second
paragraph.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Well, I will
not take time to read it. If Mr. Watson

has given such a certificate, I am content to
the extent of his authority, but I should
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have preferred that it had been done by
more than Mr. Watson. That is not a vote
of want of confidence in Mr. Watson. I have
heard nothing but good of him. But it does
seem to me that we would be surer, shall I
say, of the position if a man who is not in
the government service, who is absolutely
independent and free from the trammels of
his personal employment and in a position
to criticize or suggest, had given such a
certificate, or jointly with Mr. Watson. That
was the plan which was adopted by the late
government. We felt sure that by having
the advice of two experts our position was
strengthened. However, I am not in any
position to controvert anything Mr. Watson
may have said. This is a very technical
subject. Only experts, really, are entitled to
analyse or criticize it. I have to be content
with this. I hope Mr. Watson is correct
and that time will justify the confidence which
has been placed in this certificate and will
vindicate the soundness of the position he
has taken.

Mr. Wolfenden goes on to say:

(4) Adequate machinery must exist for the
certification, inspection, and control of claims
for benefits, in order to make certain that
they fall within the terms and conditions of
the scheme, and for the impartial and judicial
interpretation of the numerous and difficult
administrative problems which inevitably arise.

Well, I can see trouble for every one of
my hon. friends in the House of Commons,
in relation to the subject matter of that
observation. There is not one of us who
lives in an industrial community but will
have man after man out of work who has
been denied the privileges of the unemploy-
ment insurance act, coming to him and say-
ing, “I want more benefit under this law,”
and he won’t believe you when you tell him
that you can’t get it for him. I recall some
of my own experiences in times of pressure
through unemployment. For five years I was,
as a member of parliament, little better than
a labour agent. That is why in a measure I
welcomed my release in 1935. I could say
with an honest air and an honest spirit and
an honest heart that I was through and I
could not do a thing for them. I could say,
“Go to Mr. Clark.” That is what will happen
to members of parliament.

Mr. ROWE: Probably that is why Mr.
Clark is not here.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Let us
be realistic about the operation of this act.
I pity my hon. friend from Essex East over
there—whom I see following me with a degree
of interest—in the community in which he
lives. I hope that employment will increase
in his community and that he will not be
bothered.

Mr. MARTIN: My constituents are very
reasonable.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I see men
coming into his front door and filling up his
waiting room.

Mr. ROWE: He might be “released” too.
You can’t tell.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is
true. But I had not visualized that at the
moment. If he continues, as he will for four
years at least, let us all pray, he will know
exactly what I am trying to get at in this
little bit of by-play.

The evidence goes on:

If any plan of insurance cannot meet these
tests, it cannot be certified as being “actuarially
sound.” Tt must then obviously be classed as
being either ‘“actuarially indeterminate,” or
“actuarially unsound.”

I know what is meant by “actuarially un-
sound”, but if I interpret correctly the expres-
sion “actuarially indeterminate”, it means just
this, that neither Mr. Wolfenden nor anybody
else can say that the scheme is sound. He is
an agnostic; he does not know. That exactly
sums up Mr. Wolfenden’s position: he does
not know.

If the actuary cannot set out the benefits,
conditions, contributions, powers of alteration,
and methods of organization and control in such
a distinet manner that he can, according to his
best judgment and experience, formulate his
methods of calculation with reasonable cer-
tainty and with adequate (though not, of course,
excessive) margins of safety, then it is obvious
that the basis of the plan must be “actuarially
indeterminate”—

Then he employs a phrase which is well
known to lawyers—“void for uncertainty.”
How often we have used that expression in
connection with a given position. I do not
attach much importance to the finding of
the committee on a point like this. Of neces-
sity the members of the committee cannot
know. They must be guided by what is told
them. Is this scheme going to be “void for
uncertainty”? It seems to me that is the
verdict of one who I understand to be the
best authority in Canada. That seems to me
to be damning the scheme with faint praise.
I hope the gentleman is wrong, because if he
is not the act will be back here. It will be
back anyway. I venture to suggest that next
year and the year after that, if we are all
alive and well and back here in our places,
this measure will be back in the lap of the
House of Commons. I do not think there is
any question about it. After all, is it not
the verdict of all of us who are considering
the matter that, so far as Canada is con-
cerned, this bill is an experiment? It is an
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experiment to which we have given our
adherence in principle. Let us hope that it
may be made workable.

Mr. Wolfenden gives his reasons for saying
that this scheme is actuarially indeterminate.
He says that in this case, in the year 1940,
in respect of any estimates of future employ-
ment, it is wholly impossible to formulate
methods of calculation, “with reasonable cer-
tainty and with adequate margins of safety”.
I quote:

It is quite impossible to assume with any
reasonable certainty what the basic rate of

unemployment, on which all the calculations
must be based, is likely to be.

And he draws a distinction between this
year of grace 1940 and the year 1935. He says
that at that time the world was at peace, and
then obtrudes the ugly head of war:

At that time, with the world at peace, it
was a perfectly reasonable assumption that a
12 per cent rate of unemployment, being the
gercentage of idle time to total time, as shown

y the records of eleven years from 1921 to
1931, would represent adequately the unemploy-
ment rate to be anticipated over a cycle of years
commencing in 1935 or 1936. In fact, in my
opinion the assumption of that basic 12 per
cent rate in 1935, and the rate of contribution
for the specified benefits which were calculated
bv Mr. Watson and myself on that rate, and
in conformity with the terms of the 1935 act,
were based on a wholly reasonable certainty,
and did contain an adequate margin of safety.

For that reason he certified the bill. On page
217 he makes this statement, having regard
to the fact that we are at war:

The conditions which we now face are utterly
unpredictable.

And then he goes on to give examples.
About the middle of the page he says, with
respect to this very question:

¢ . and again in that case the fund would
become insolvent at the end of 1943 on the
assumption of a 12 per cent rate—and the
advisory committee would again have to effect
a drastic readjustment.

Then he refers to another aspect of the
question to which he believes insufficient
attention has been paid. I will not go into
the various ramifications of that.

I do not think T should take up the time
of the house further. I voted for the bill, I
suggested that it should go to a committee
for study. I think we have had the benefit
of evidence and opinions which we could not
possibly get across the floor of the house, and
that is why I made the suggestion. T am glad
the Prime Minister accepted it. The bill
comes back practically unaltered. T must
conclude, I think, that either the bill was
perfect when it went to the committee, or that
there has been inadequate study of it while
in the committee. I do not think it can be

[Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

said that this bill is actuarially sound, having
regard to the criticism that has been levelled
against it by one who is considered to be the
best authority in Canada.

Mr. ROEBUCK: I rose a few moments
ago on the conclusion of a speech by the hon.
member for Cape Breton South (Mr. Gillis)
and my intention was to agree with him very
strongly on his suggestion that we get down
to the clauses of the bill. Let us make progress
in connection with this bill and get it passed.
It is a strange thing that talk makes talk
and the more speeches there are the more
there are to come until they are all wound
up, and yet I will violate my own principle
by making one or two observations.

The hon. member for Cape Breton South
paid what I think is a deserving tribute to
the leader of his group, and I wish to join
with him and with the leader of the Conserva-
tive group in that respect. I am also prepared
to give credit to the extent that credit is due
to the former leader of his own Conservative
group and to do it without carping criticisms
of motives or that sort of thing. But I do
think that after all it is results that count,
and the one man to whom this bill will stand
as a monument is the leader of our group,
the present Prime Minister. But there is
credit enough, let me say, for all of us. The
difference between some of those who have
advocated the measure and who should be
credited for having done so and the present
Prime Minister of Canada is that by good
judgment and action at the right time he has
brought the matter actually to fruition, and
here it is a success.

Mr. MacNICOL: Don’t forget it was here
before.

Mr. ROEBUCK: Yes, but not successfully.
Mr. MacNICOL: It passed the house.

Mr. ROEBUCK : It would be better had the
hon. gentleman not raised the point about its
having been here before.

Mr. MacNICOL: I am proud of it.

Mr. ROEBUCK: Perhaps so, but it was
here before when the hon. gentleman must
have known that it could not have been a
success at that time in the form in which it
was brought forward, because it was unconsti-
tutional and known to be unconstitutional at
the time it was brought forward, on the eve
of a general election. Let us not argue that
but give credit to all who have played any
part in bringing the measure to a success.
There is plenty of credit to go round.

I want to make an observation with regard
to a statement made by the leader of the
opposition, that the cost of this measure will
be passed on to the consuming public. He
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stated it with great emphasis and very dog-
matically, but with all deference and respect
I beg leave to differ, not perhaps wholly but
at least in part. A similar statement was made
by one of the witnesses before our committee.
The witness detailed the various social services
for which he was responsible in his own
organization, such for instance as protection
against accidents, accident control, sickness
benefits and that sort of thing. He said
that the cost of these services had been
passed on by him to the consumer. I
challenged it at the time; I asked him if it
was not a fact that these social services which
he had given in the limited community to
which he referred had paid for themselves.
He immediately corrected his statement and
said yes, that certainly the cost of his accident
insurance, his sickness provision and the care
of his staff and so on had not been passed
on entirely, at all events, to the consumer;
that it had paid for itself. It is true that the
consumer is the last well out of which we
must draw. But in computing the cost of this
measure to the consumer, as you put down
on one side the price that will be charged
against the payrolls of the dominion, on the
other side you must list the value in a better
satisfied working community and all that goes
with greater security to working people. Of
course the figures are large in the gross, but
in the individual case they are small, and
when you contemplate the very small figures
involved I very much doubt whether in the
last analysis anything will be passed on to the
consumer. But nobody knows.

It has been said that this concession to the
working people will only result in further
demands. Well, I suppose the working people
are not likely to be easily satisfied; nobody
else is. I presume we shall have further
demands in consequence of this concession.
But hon. members must remember that we
have had workmen’s compensation laws in
effect. We have had further demands, but
nobody has run to excess. We have old age
pensions, we have mothers’ allowances, and
we have the present forms of relief. Surely
if granting something in the way of a social
service but adds to the demands upon parlia-
ment, we should already have been swamped
by these demands. Why should we anticipate
greater difficulty in resisting unreasonable
demands upon this particular fund than we
have in resisting unreasonable demands in the
various categories I have mentioned? And
more might be added. Of course we shall
have demands: let us hope that we shall be
able to satisfy some of those demands as time
goes on and they appear to be reasonable.

I have in my hands a telegram addressed
to me by the Seamen’s Union. It is some-
what similar to that already read by the hon.

member for Cape Breton South. I should
like to put myself on record, with him, as
saying that I wish this group—and also the
stevedores, and I might mention many more—
had been included in the bill. The reason
why these particular men were not included
is that they are seasonal workers—very much
so. It was felt by the department and those
who have studied it that were they included
the bill would be greatly complicated, much
more than it is at present, and that it is
wiser under the circumstances to take the
steps that seem clear rather than enter upon
doubtful steps which might vitiate the whole
bill if we tried to go too far at once.

But we have provided in this bill a means
whereby we may extend it as time goes on.
The advisory committee and the commission
may take the initiating steps which will in due
season include these and others now exempted
from the measure. Meantime it is, as some-
one said, a first class start on what we hope to
accomplish from year to year. Of course as
time goes on the measure will be bettered.

Another point which has not been mentioned
in the discussion in the house is that this bill
is an admission on the part of parliament that
the disastrous conditions of unemployment
that have prevailed in Canada in the past
will continue in the future. I do not think
it is. It is true that because of the stupidity
of ourselves, this generation, we have not
successfully wrestled with or solved that
terrible problem of unemployment. We have
not even discussed the fundamentals of the
problem, we have weakly set it aside. The
time is coming when the business people of
this community, the great middle class, must
tackle that problem courageously; no matter
where the chips may fall, we must settle the
question in due season.

I want it understood, by my constituents at
all events, that in voting for this measure I
do not give up the hope that has been with
me as long as I can remember, that the time
will come when the Canadian people will
attack this problem effectively and abolish
the anomaly of an industrious and progressive
people, living in the midst of great resources,
yvet with large numbers of their population
unable to support themselves by their labour.
Stupidity, nothing else! Nature intended that
we should all be busy and that we should
make our living by applying our labour to the
resources of nature. But in some way or
other we have got into a jug-handled condi-
tion—stupid beyond measure—in which we
waste practically half the productive power of
our people. Perhaps we of this generation
have not enough intelligence or brains to
solve that problem; I hope our children will
be wiser.
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I am not admitting that passing of this bill
means that we have accepted that undesirable
condition, which has existed particularly
during the last five or ten years; I take it we
will go on trying to cure it. There will
always be a certain amount of seasonal unem-
ployment, and the changing of people from
one employment to another. There will
always be some out of work for a short time,
so that a measure of this kind can always be
useful, at least for many years to come. But
to say that we accept as a permanent condi-
tion the mass employment contemplated in
this bill does not conform to my notion of
common sense, and I want that reserved so
far as I am concerned.

Mr. McIVOR: The first reason why I think
this bill should pass now is that a former
government, who thought they were just as
intelligent as we are, wanted to pass a bill
of this kind. I think they were reasonable
and showed good sense, although they may
not have been as alert as the present govern-
ment.

There are objections to this bill; there will
be objections to any measure introduced in
parliament to help the men who are down at
the bottom of the ladder. T should like to
pay my tribute to the Minister of Labour
(Mr. McLarty) and to those who in days
gone by stood for the betterment of the
men who toil. The hon. member for Daven-
port (Mr. MacNicol) paid tribute to great
men in this house and in other places; I
would pay my tribute to another man, for-
merly in this house, whom I admire very
much, the late hon. member for Parkdale,
Mr. Spence—first because he was an Irish-
man, the second because he was a good one.
He was always willing to help the man who
was at the bottom of the ladder.

The leader of the opposition (Mr. Hanson)
said that every member of this house will
be in trouble if this bill passes. I would
rather take the risk of being in trouble on
account of the passing of this bill than in
trouble for failing to do my duty. I think
this legislation is long overdue. It is true
that it was passed by the previous govern-
ment, but perhaps because of lack of fore-
sight, or for some other reason, the bill did
not become law.

I should like to state one reason why I
think this bill should pass, and I will give
the highest possible authority for saying this
bill is sound; that is, the teaching of the
Master Workman. I think of the time when
he worked in a carpenter shop. When young
farmers would come to that shop looking for
jobs he would say, “Well, I have not enough

[Mr. Roebuck.]

work on hand.” At any rate he could not
employ everybody who came; and I see the
look on the face of that young carpenter as
youth after youth left his shop because he
could not employ them. Later he put his
teachings on record when he told the story
of the man who was employed at the eleventh
hour. That story teaches you and me that
even though a man works only one hour a
day, he needs to eat, as his wife and family
need to eat. To me the principle of unem-
ployment insurance is sound because of human
need, and I do not think there can be any
stronger argument in favour of a bill of this
kind.

Undoubtedly there will be unemployment
after the war is over, and for that reason
I should like to have seen our soldiers brought
under the provisions of this bill, just as I
should like to have seen the seamen brought
under it. I believe our soldiers should be
given employment after the war. Surely if
we can raise the money to keep them in the
army now we should be able to raise money
with which to keep them employed after the
war is over. I am sure the government will
do something to see that these men, who are
risking so much now, are given employment
when the time comes.

I realize that there are objections to this
bill on the part of the manufacturers’ associa-
tion, and perhaps those objections are reason-
able. I know, too, that there are objections
on the part of some taxpayers, but I wonder
how many of these men do without a meal
occasionally, like the men who find themselves
out of work. It has been stated that this bill
is not a cure for unemployment, but we
believe it will help some. As the Scot would
say, many a mickle makes a muckle; if a
good many small contributions are put
together, it will help cure unemployment.

I congratulate the minister on the form in
which this bill is presented. Undoubtedly it
will be up for improvement some time later;
it is not possible for the human mind to
draft an absolutely perfect bill. But if old
England can take time out to pass legislation
of this kind, when they are almost taxed to
death, surely Canada should step up and
show England that we are looking after our
unemployed. This is part of a gradual trend
toward a better day; after all we cannot
change our economic and governmental
systems all at once. But to me it is a step
in the right direction, because it will help the
man who, out of work after having been
employed for a long time, cannot find a job.
I intend to lend my support to this bill, and
I shall help out as best I can when it is
passed.
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Mr. MARSHALL: It may be a little
difficult for me to follow my fellow country-
man in some of the statements he has made.
The Irish are always noted for having differ-
ences of opinion, so I hope my hon. friend
will forgive me if I do not agree entirely with
what he has said this afternoon. I should
like to commend the hon. member for Trinity
(Mr. Roebuck) on some of his remarks. I do
not find myself entirely in agreement with
him, but certainly I agree with what he said
in regard to unemployment. May I say to
him that wishful thinking or flowery language
at this time will never solve this problem.
The hon. gentleman belongs to a party which
has been in power for many years, yet to-day
the problem still remains unsolved. I would
suggest that he bring his influence to bear
within his party in order that something may
be done about the matter.

I agree that unemployment insurance is a
good thing. I have already made that state-
ment. I should like, however, to emphasize
further two points I stressed in a previous
speech: first, that all workers should be
included under the scheme and, second, that
we should find some means of financing this
proposition without increasing prices or raising
the debt of the country. When what I
suggest is carried out, we shall have a very
satisfactory scheme indeed.

I should like to touch on one part of this
bill which does not appeal to me at all
During the committee proceedings the hon.
member for Macleod (Mr. Hansell) asked:

Q. When a man becomes sick he is unem-
ployed; what effect would this have on such
men?

A. He would still obtain sick benefits, but
under unemployment insurance a man would
not receive benefit if he were sick; he would
not be available for or capable of work, which
is one of the fundamental qualifications required
under unemployment insurance. A man must
be able to accept a job which is offered to him.

That is not the impression held by most
people in Canada to-day in regard to this
measure. I should like to read a short article
appearing in a newspaper published in Cali-
fornia. The article is headed, “The little
cheque that wasn’'t there when it was needed.”

Mr. MARTIN : Twenty-five dollars a month.

Mr. MARSHALL: My hon. friend knows
better than that. The article reads:

San Francisco:—Persons who thought that
unemployment insurance was something they
could fall back on in times when they needed
the payments most, are having a rude awaken-
ing. Take the case of L. D. Holmes—who has
been unemployed for some months. He was
receiving his unemployment insurance payments
regularly until recently when serious illness sent
him to the hospital for two weeks. Unable to

appear in person at the state unemployment
insurance offices—he had Mrs. Holmes call. She
was told her husband was not entitled to any
payments during his illness.

In vain Mrs. Holmes pleaded that she depended
on this small sum to pay living costs for herself
and child. The attendant announced that the
law said “No!”

Payments were resumed when Holmes left
the hospital and he was advised that he would
receive the amount covering the period of his
illness at the end of the time during which he
is eligible for the jobless payments.

May I digress for a moment to say that so
far as I can learn from a study of the bill,
to a large degree it is based on the social
security plan of the United States.

Subsequently the following question was asked

of M. E. Lewis, claim agent of the state unem-
ployment insurance division:

“Why may not a person receive his social
security payments when he most needs them?”

Lewis explained that the law does not con-
sider the welfare factor but was designed
primarily to stabilize employment. Its benefits
are available only to those persons who are
jobless through no fault of their own, and
when they apply for the payments they must
show they are physically able to hold a job,
and available and willing to take one.

Those are exactly the same as the provisions
of the measure we are now discussing.
“But what about people who voluntarily leave

their employment in order to live off their
unemployment benefits” he was asked.

He admitted there was a certain amount of
chiseling of this sort, but that on the whole
the law served its objective of stabilizing
employment in that it enabled persons in sweat-
shop type of work to quit, forcing employers
to raise standards.

Holmes and other jobless persons may read
this information with interest but they are
still left wondering whether something is not
cockeyed with a law which withholds financial
assistance when it is most needed.

But that’s the law, Lewis says, and payments
are not based on need.

May I point out, Mr. Chairman, that that is
the law as embodied in this measure, and that
the payments are not based on need. There-
fore there is no help for those people who fall
ill during the period of their employment.

I hope I may be pardoned for again going
over some of the ground touched upon by the
leader of the opposition (Mr. Hanson). I feel,
however, it is necessary for me to do so,
because it was I who raised the point as to
the soundness of this scheme. I have asked
the minister whether or not in his judgment
the scheme is actuarially sound. As reported
at page 33 of the evidence taken before the
committee, the hon. member for Macleod
asked this question of the witness, Mr. Eric
Stangroom:

In your opinion the scheme is then actuarily
sound?
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And he received the answer:

The chief actuary of the insurance depart-
ment has certified to its soundness, based on
an eleven-year average from 1921 to 1931
inclusive, and from such material as is available
since then.

In other words, according to the people who
drew up the scheme, it is actuarially sound in
all particulars. We have that upon the con-
sidered opinion of this one gentleman who is
an actuary in the department of insurance.

Further along in the evidence Mr. Eric
Stangroom quoted from a book entitled,
Unemployment Funds, published by Mr.
H. H. Wolfenden. Mr. Stangroom says that
Mr. Wolfenden is “one of our outstanding
Canadian actuaries.” Then the hon. member
for Macleod asked the following question and
received the following answer:

Q. Who is Mr. Wolfenden?

A. Mr. Wolfenden is one of Canada’s most
prominent actuaries. He is at present in
Toronto, I believe. He has written a number
of books on employment insurance. He pre-
sented an actuarial report on the 1935 act. is
most recent work on unemployment insurance
is “The real meaning of social imsurance.” The
work which I am quoting was prior in date
to that.

Mr. Wolfenden was called to the witness stand
to give his evidence. At this time I must
voice my objection to the haste with which this
measure is being rushed through parliament.
The bill was given its second reading on July
16, and was debated during that week. Then,
in the following week—and that is the week
in which we now are—the committee dis-
cussed the bill and held sittings on July 22,
July 23 and July 24. This is now July 26, and
thus far I have not been able to get a copy
of Mr. Wolfenden’s evidence. Fortunately,
just a few minutes ago the hon. member for
Macleod handed me a copy of it. Because we
have not had sufficient opportunity to
study what has been said in committee, I
must object to the haste with which the bill
is being rushed through parliament. It does
not give those of us who are interested in
unemployment insurance but who found it
impossible to attend the meetings of the com-
mittee, an opportunity to study the evidence
given by the two actuaries whose names have
been mentioned, namely, Mr. Watson of the
insurance branch and Mr. Wolfenden, who is
considered to be one of the leading actuaries
in Canada.

It is essential that we should have a little
time to study the evidence of those two
gentlemen, so that we may be in a position
now to say whether the measure is actuarially
sound. At page 216 of the evidence, Mr.
Wolfenden is reported to have said:

On this test, which I believe to be a fair
and professionally acceptable appraisal of the

[Mr. Marshall.]

problem, it is my conviction that the scheme
set out in bill 98 is, at the present time,
“actuarially indeterminate”.

In other words, it is not sound.
Mr. REID: Not necessarily.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
No, not necessarily.

Mr. REID: Because it is indeterminate, it
does not necessarily follow that it is unsound.

Mr. MARSHALL: Mr. Wolfenden’s word
is just as acceptable, or just as sound, as that
of Mr. Watson.

Mr. REID: But he did not say it was
unsound; he said it was indeterminate.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
He said it must be classed as either actuarially
unsound or actuarially indeterminate; he
makes a distinction between the two terms.

Mr. MARSHALL: I am reading from his
evidence; but as I say I have not had an
opportunity to consider the niceties of the
language. It seems to me, however, that Mr.
Wolfenden has as much right to say a thing
is actuarially indeterminate or actuarially
unsound as Mr. Watson has to say that it is
sound. Surely that cannot be contradicted in
any way.

As reported at page 217 of the evidence,
Mr. Wolfenden says:

If the fund it set up on a twelve per cent
rate it would become insolvent early in 1944,
unless there is a reconstruction through the
advisory committee.

The point I make is simply this, that I really
hope the scheme is actuarially sound, and that
time will prove it to be so. But there is a
grave doubt in my mind, after casually reading
the reports of Mr. Watson and Mr. Wolfen-
den with respect to this.

We are not opposed to unemployment insur-
ance; but we want, first, to see it cover all
classes of workers and, second, to know where
the money is to come from which is to
finance this scheme. I hope, before we go out
of committee this afternoon, that the min-
ister will give us an assurance that this scheme
is actuarially sound and that it will not have
to be bolstered up with further amounts from
the treasury of Canada before 1944 is reached.

Mr. McLARTY: I wonder if the hon.
member heard my remarks this morning on
the actuarial soundness of the scheme.

Mr. MARSHALL:
time.

Mr. McLARTY:
to repeat it.

I was here all the

I do not wish to have
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Mr. MARSHALL: I may not have heard
what the minister said, and it will not do
any harm if he repeats. We cannot hear very
well in this section of the chamber. At times
I find it rather difficult to hear some of the
ministers. As I say, I hope the minister will
tell us where the money to finance this scheme
is to come from and give us an assurance
that it will not mean an increase in taxation
and prices.

Section agreed to.
Sections 2 and 3 agreed to.

On section 4—Commission.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Why is
there a distinction between the term of office
of the chief commissioner and that of the other
commissioners?

Mr. McLARTY: The chief commissioner
is to be appointed for a period of ten years
and each of the other commissioners is to be
appointed for five years. When the bill was
drafted it was thought that, since the other
commissioners are to be appointed after
nomination by industry and labour, ten years
might be a little too long. In that time they
might lose their representative capacity. I
would point out, however, that they are eligible
for reappointment.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The state-
ment that the other commissioners are to be
appointed by the workers and the employers
is not literally true; they are to be appointed
by the government after consultation. The
government may or may not accept the repre-
sentations of labour. For instance, the repre-
sentative nominated by labour might be a
strong Conservative worker. Will the minister
say that such a man would be appointed?

Mr. McLARTY: I do not think a hypo-
thetical question like that should be answered.
If labour nominated a certain man as being
the best to represent them and he was a
Conservative, I do not think we would neces-
sarily hold that handicap against him.

Mr. STIRLING: How does the government
propose to ascertain the opinion of either
the employers or labour?

Mr. McLARTY: That has not been deter-
mined.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Would the
minister listen to representations by the
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association, which
has been referred to in such vigorous language
by one of his supporters? They represent
most of the industrialists of Canada. Then
there is the Canadian Chamber of Commerce
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which is supposed to represent all the indus-
trialists of Canada, but the fact is that it is a
somewhat smaller body.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not anticipate as
much trouble in the appointment of the
representative of the employers as I do in
the appointment of the representative of
labour. The system will have to be worked
out, and I cannot be any more definite than
I have been.

Mr. STIRLING: How many recognized
organizations of labour are there in this
country from whom the minister would expect
to receive representations?

Mr. McLARTY: Roughly speaking, I would
say four or five.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):
the minister name them?

Mr. McLARTY: I would prefer not to do
that until we get the plan worked out. I can
assure my hon, friend that we shall do it
in the fairest possible way, but until we work
out the plan I would hesitate to say whom we
shall consult. I have not given the matter
sufficient consideration.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Would the
minister consult the congress of industrial
organizations?

Mr. McLARTY: I would not want to say
just whom I shall consult until the whole
plan is worked out.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The wit-
ness refuses to answer.

Mr. MacINNIS: Why should not the con-
gress of industrial organizations be consulted?
It is a legal organization which represents a
considerable number of Canadian workers. It
does not represent the organization to which
I belong, nevertheless I think it perfectly
reasonable that it should be consulted. Its
representative appeared before the committee,
and as far as consultation is concerned it
should be considered as being on all fours
with any other organization.

Would

Section agreed to.
Sections 5 to 8 agreed to.

On section 9—Salaries of commissioners.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): What is
the intention of the government with respect
to these salaries? I am not asking this
question in any facetious way.

Mr. McLARTY : I shall be quite frank and
say that the government has not considered
the question of what salaries will be paid to
these commissioners, nor has it considered
who the commissioners will be.
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Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I accept
the minister's statement without reserve.
Stress has been laid upon the fact that this is
an important executive position. The chairman
and the other commissioners should be highly:
qualified. The chairman should be a man of
talent, a student and a proven administrator.
He should be paid a decent salary. I under-
stand Colonel Harrington was paid $10,000 a
year, and if my memory serves me aright, the
other commissioners received $8,000 a year.
This position is on the plane of that of a
deputy minister, some of whom receive as
much as $15,000. I am not suggesting that
that be paid, but I do say that these com-
missioners should receive decent salaries.

Mr. McLARTY: I agree without hesitation
with everything the leader of the opposition
has said.

Section agreed to.

On section 10—Officers and other employees
of commission.

Mr. SENN: How many employees will be
needed when the commission is fully
organized ?

Mr. McLARTY: We believe it will require
a total of 3,200.

Mr. MacNICOL: That would include all
the employees in the labour offices?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr: HANSON (York-Sunbury): On another
occasion I referred to this section, which reads:

Such officers, clerks and other employees as
are necessary for the proper conduct of the
business of the commission shall be appointed
or employed in the manner authorized by law.

I suggest that the phrase “in the manner
authorized by law,” is either ambiguous or
open to more than one interpretation. I
suggest that the section which was in the 1935
act is much to be preferred. That is section
8, subsection 1, and it reads:

The commission may, subject to the approval
of the governor in council, employ such officers,
clerks and employees for the purposes of this
act as the commission may determine, and all
appointments of officers, clerks and employees
so employed by the commission shall be made
in pursuance of the Civil Service Act.

I suggest to the minister that that is a
sound enactment, and that the phrase, “in the
manner authorized by law,” be amended to
read “in pursuance of the Civil Service Act.”
There is nothing to prevent the government
and the commission from putting a different
interpretation upon the phrase in the bill unless
it is specifically stated that the appointments
shall be made in the manner prescribed by
the Civil Service Act. I submit that there

[Mr. McLarty.]

is a loophole through which the government
can crawl if they want to. Perhaps I should
withdraw that word “crawl”; the minister, like
myself, is too large to crawl through a hole.
But the words, “in the manner authorized by
law” should be given a definite meaning, and
I suggest that the ministers adopt section 8,
subsection 1, of the old act, which is clear,
unambiguous and not open to any misin-
terpretation, and does not leave any loophole.
I wish the ministers would say that they will
give further consideration to that suggestion.
I think it is important, and this is the one
section in the bill to which I take exception.

Mr. McLARTY: In connection with the
remarks of my hon. friend—I know that he
mentioned this matter in a previous debate—
at the time the War Services Act was being
prepared the Department of Justice was con-
sulted. It was their opinion at the time that
this was the proper form, and it would neces-
sarily follow that the appointments would be
made by the civil service commission. The
Minister of Pensions and National Health
advises me that the civil service commission
also was consulted.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):
minister that opinion with him?

Mr. McLARTY:

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Of course
that is a distinct authority against me, but I
have often known them to be wrong “over
there”—they used to be in the east block;
they are now in the new palace of justice.
I am not saying they are wrong, but I assert
that the provision in the old act was clear,
distinct, unambiguous and not open to any
mistake. Furthermore, it adheres to the
principle to which all parties in the house have
adhered notwithstanding the assaults which
have been made upon it, namely, the main-
tenance of the provisions of the civil service
law. It may be that the opinion is correct,
but I submit that the other wording is prefer-
able.

Mr. McLARTY : I can assure my hon. friend
definitely that it is the intention that the
civil service commission will make the
appointments.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is a
definite statement.

Mr. MacINNIS: I wish to associate myself
with the leader of the opposition in the point he
has just raised. If my memory serves me
aright I raised this question in committee, and
I got the answer which was given this after-
noon by the minister to the leader of the
opposition. I agree, however, that the manner

Has the

I have not, no.
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in which the appointments are to be made
should be placed beyond doubt. There is
more than one way of appointing persons to
the civil service of Canada. They can be
appointed by the governor in council, which
is what we call the patronage system, or they
can be appointed under the provisions of the
Civil Service Act. In this section the wording
is used, “in the manner authorized by law.”
The wording of the act of 1935 was clearer; it
stated that appointments would be “by the
civil service commission.” If that is the inten-
tion in connection with this bill, why not put
the matter beyond doubt? I believe that the
minister should unhesitatingly invite his
colleague the Minister of Pensions and
National Health to move an appropriate
wording of the section for this purpose.

Mr. STIRLING: The use of this wording is
an innovation, is it not?

Mr. McLARTY: No; it was used, for
instance, in the statute creating the national
welfare services.

Mr. STIRLING: Until a few years ago,
according to my recollection—

Mr. McLARTY: I do not want to interrupt
my hon. friend, but I wonder whether this
section could stand, and I will try to have by
eight o’clock an opinion from the Department
of Justice. If there is any question about the
matter, we can consider an amendment.

Mr. STIRLING: If it appears that this is a
modern wording, may we have the reason why
it is being used? It is strange to use wording
which supersedes a phrase that mentioned the
commission itself.

Mr. GREEN: Will the minister explain
how far it is intended to go under subsec-
tion 2, providing for temporary appointments
to positions of a technical or professional
nature?

Mr. McLARTY: I could not possibly
answer that question. I imagine we shall
have first to set up a commission. Until that
is done, I could not give any estimate. I
would not want to commit myself to anything
in connection with the number of temporary
appointments.

Mr. GREEN: But surely the government
have some idea of the type and number of
positions they have in mind.

Mr. McLARTY: For example, they may
and mo doubt will have to employ such
experts as actuaries. It is pretty nearly impos-
sible to forecast how many will be required.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I suppose
they will have a number of lawyers.
95826—1273

Mr. McLARTY: It is not intended to
appoint a large number of temporaries. It
is just such temporary appointments as the
commission deems necessary.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
For instance, if we require a specialist we
can ask the government to approve an appoint-
ment.

Section stands.
On section 11—Costs of administration.

Mr. SENN: Will the minister give an
estimate of the number of employees who
will be needed?

The CHAIRMAN: The number has just
been given—thirty-two hundred.

Mr. SENN: Has any estimate been given
of the cost of administration of the system
when it comes into full operation?

Mr. McLARTY: An estimate which was
given before the committee—and my hon.
friend will realize that it is only an estimate—
is five and a quarter million dollars.

Section agreed to.
- Section 12 agreed to.

On section 13—Insured persons, et cetera.

Mr. STIRLING: Would the minister
explain, with regard to the first reference, I
think, to the phrase “excepted employments,”
how industries allied to excepted employ-
ments will be handled? Take a typical instance,
the various handlings which take place of prod-
uce under agriculture. To simplify the matter
further, I will refer to the fruit industry; to
bring it down still further, I will refer to the
handling of the apple. The apple is taken
into a packing house, where six or eight differ-
ent things are done to it, and they are opera-
tions allied to agriculture. It is a casual
employment. Men and women are taken on
and let out again; perhaps they return a
second time in the same season.

Mr. McLARTY: The explanation may be
found in the combination of two sections,
namely section 14 and section 50. I quote
the latter:

50. In determining any question as to whether
any occupation, in which a person is or has
been engaged, is or was such as to make him
an insured person within the meaning of this
act, regard shall be had to the nature of the
work on which he is or was engaged rather than
to the business of the person by whom he is
or was employed.

Then of course section 14, subsection 1,
enables the scope of insurable employment to
be defined.
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Mr. STIRLING: That is quite interesting
and illuminating, but it does not tell me what
I want to know. Is the employee in a packing
house, wherever it may be, an insurable
person or not?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, he is an insurable
person.

Mr. STIRLING: Does
canneries?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. GREEN: This is the section which
sets out the employees who are to be covered
by the bill. It is the control section, control-
ling the schedule. Could not further con-
sideration be given to employees engaged in
logging, particularly in British Columbia?
The committee have recommended a change
in paragraph (c) of part II of the first schedule
which in effect makes employees in wood
processing plants eligible for unemployment
insurance only if in the opinion of the com-
mission there is reasonably continuous employ-
ment in their operations. As the minister
knows, in the logging industry conditions in
British Columbia and conditions in eastern
Canada are entirely different. In the east the
occupation is seasonal; men work in the
logging camps in winter and on the farm in
summer. On the Pacific coast the situation
is entirely different. The government in this
bill have seen fit to go so far as to enable
employees in sawmills, planing mills, shingle
mills and wood processing plants to come
under the plan. I would most strongly urge
upon the minister that he extend that a bit
further by including logging camps. Lumber-
ing, which word desecribes the whole industry,
is the main industry in our province, and as
this bill now stands, many thousands of men
in the industry cannot be taken in under the
plan. In fact, three of our main industries
are not adequately covered—lumbering, fish-
ing and agriculture. Representations have
been made to the government by the minister
of labour of British Columbia. I wonder if
the minister would read the letter he received
from Mr. Pearson.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): It
is a telegram.

Mr. GREEN: It will show the representa-
tions which the provincial government have
made. A press report appearing in the
Vancouver Province of July 20 states:

The minister of labour said B.C. is mainly
concerned with putting workers in the lumber
industry under the bill. They are now specific-
ally excluded largely on the grounds that
variation in unemployment in the industry
would disrupt the financial aspects of the
scheme.

[Mr. McLarty.]

that apply to

He went on to say that he was telegraphing
the Minister of Labour here to the effect that
variations in lumber employment were not
serious enough to impair the scheme. Mr.
Pearson went on to make this significant
statement:

We have information, for instance, that the
lumber industries of Washington and Oregon
are included in the U.S. scheme.

And they are working under practically the
same conditions as our lumbermen in British
Columbia. If that industry can be included
in the Pacific coast states, it should be included
in the Canadian scheme. The minister said
further:

They have a basis for calculating the variance
in employment and also for suspending the
scheme when there is an enforced shutdown.
These principles might be applied in covering
the British Columbia lumbering industry. They
also open the way for the inclusion of several
of our other seasonal occupations.

That is the statement of a man in British
Columbia who probably knows more about
conditions in the industries in that province
than any one else, and this government should
pay attention to what he says and not omit
to cover that great industry simply because
in eastern Canada conditions are so different.
This is one of the type of things that annoy
the people on the Pacific coast. ‘Conditions
are different in the east, and therefore it is
extremely difficult to get action here to meet
conditions on the coast. There is too much
red tape. There is no reason why this bill
could not be so worded as to give the com-
mission power to cover logging camps.

Mr. MACKENZIE
They have that power.

Mr. GREEN: The Minister of Pensions
and National Health says they have that
power?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
They will have it.

Mr. GREEN: I suggest to him that with
the amendment recommended by the com-
mittee it is doubtful whether they have that
power, because the amendment to the schedule
exempts employment in lumbering and logging
exclusive of such sawmills, planing mills,
shingle mills and wood processing plants as
are, in the opinion of the commission, reason-
ably continuous in their operation. The very
fact that the commission is given power in
the case of sawmills and these other branches
of the lumber industry mentioned, would,
under the rules of interpretation, exclude
the power of the commission to deal with
logging camps. It would have been better
to leave out the words “in the opinion of

(Vancouver Centre):
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the commission” if the minister intended to
rely on the broad provisions of section 14.
I can see no reason, apart from cumber-
some administration here, why logging camps
could not be added to paragraph (c) of part II.

Mr. NEILL: I wish to compliment the
hon. member for Vancouver South on using
almost the exact language I used a few days
ago in connection with this subject.

Mr. GREEN: I assure the hon. member
I did not copy his speech.

Mr. NEILL: His remarks had a very close
resemblance to it. I am not kicking about
that because it is all to the good. There is
no question about the statements being correct.

Mr. MacNICOL: The hon. member ought
to be flattered.

Mr. NEILL: I am flattered. The ‘hon.
member for Vancouver South put forward
the argument I advanced a few days ago,
that it is, possibly owing to a misconception
or misunderstanding of, or indifference to, con-
ditions in British Columbia, which differ from
the conditions that prevail in the east, that
things are as they are. Later on to-night
I shall have an opportunity to illustrate the
same thing in connection with fisheries.

We appear to live in two different countries
east and west of the Rockies. We have a
big lumbering industry, logging, where they
work all the year round. They may stop a
week or two in the hot weather, but it is only
occasionally, and they may stop for a couple
of weeks if the snow is very deep. But they
may go on for years without stopping. That
is not the condition here, and legislators in
this part of the dominion do not appear to
be able to understand conditions in British
Columbia. This applies not only to one
industry but to many things. The hon. mem-
ber was right when he contradicted the Min-
ister of Pensions and Nutional Health. The
minister said that they had the power now,
but under this section lumbering is specifically
excluded except for certain sawmills which
are admittedly running more or less all the
time. I hope the hon. member for Van-
couver South will support me when I move
the amendment that I intend to submit to
the government. By the way, this discussion
is out of order, but I suppose it was the
hon. member’s charming manner that allowed
him to get away with it.

Mr. GREEN: On that point I was not out
of order because section 13 expressly provides
the classes that are exempt.

Mr. NEILL: I was going to take the matter
up on the schedule.

Mr. McLARTY: That is the proper place.

Mr. NEILL: I intend to move this amend-
ment; I can state it now and let it simmer
in the eastern imagination:

That part II, paragraph (c) of the first
schedule be amended to read

Employment in lumbering and logging which
are not reasonably continuous in their oper-
ation.

Part II gives the list of occupations that do
not come under the measure.

That gives the commission an opportunity
not to take in little logging outfits running
only a few months, but compels the entry
of all the larger ones.

The CHAIRMAN: The hon.
anticipating.

Mr. NEILL: I was just notifying hon.
members so that they may be here to-night.

The CHAIRMAN:
gentleman agrees.

Mr. STIRLING: If the reason for excluding
certain operations in lumbering is that they
are not continuous, I do not follow the minis-
ter’s logic in his statement that the handling
of apples comes under the provisions of the
bill. If ever there were a casual sort of
employment, it is the work in the fruit-packing
houses. Do not let me be misunderstood;
I am not at the present moment arguing for
inclusion or exclusion, but I want to know
which it is. The packing house work, for
instance, starts with cherries; it goes on down
through the plums and peaches, et cetera,
and may go on until December, but the
person employed may work only a matter of
a few weeks on end.

Mr. McLARTY : If hon. members will refer
to section 16, subsection 1, in which provision
is made in the matter of seasonal work, it
provides for a person who is employed in an
occupation which is seasonal and does not
ordinarily extend over more than twenty
weeks in any year, and who is not ordinarily
employed in any other occupation which is
insurable employment.

Mr. STIRLING: That seems to me to
counter entirely the minister’s statement just
now that undoubtedly the packing house
employee is in.

Mr. McLARTY: If employed over twenty
weeks.

Mr. GREEN: Would the minister make a
statement in regard to logging?

Mr. McLARTY: I have no objection, but
I understand the hon. member for Comox-
Alberni is going to move an amendment
dealing with exactly the same matter. It
seems to me it is specifically referred to in
the schedule. The committee has already

member is

I am glad the hon.
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brought in an amendment. Would it not be
better to wait until we come to that amend-
ment? The hon. member asked me to read a
rather lengthy telegram received from the
minister of labour of British Columbia. It is
on the record on page 204 of the minutes of
proceedings and evidence of the special com-
mittee, so I hope he will excuse me for not
reading it.

Mr. GREEN: Well, I have it here; I will
read it.

Mr. McLARTY: Does my hon. friend not
think it would be better to wait until we
come to the proper schedule?

Mr. GREEN: I am quite in order in raising
this point under this section; I do not see
why we should wait.

The CHAIRMAN : It is quite in order when,
in a clause of a bill a schedule is referred to,
to discuss matters relevant to the clause and
the schedule, but it is not in order to suggest
an amendment to a schedule before we reach
the schedule.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The hon.
gentleman is only giving notice.

Mr. NEILL: Tentatively.

The CHAIRMAN: No notice need be
given of an amendment. In the course of a
discussion of a bill in which reference is made
to a schedule, reference may be made to that
schedule. But the schedule must be discus-
sed separately from the various clauses and
sections of the bill. In May’s Parliamentary
Practice, page 411, I read:

Schedules to a bill are considered, as a rule,
after new clauses are disposed of, and they are
treated in the same manner as clauses. When
the schedules have been considered, new sched-
ules are offered.

Therefore we must consider the schedules of
the bill consecutively, as we consider the
clauses of the bill.

Mr. GREEN: That is what I was trying
carefully to do; it was the hon. member for
Comox-Alberni who raised the question of an
amendment to the schedule.

The CHAIRMAN: I pointed out to the
hon. member for Comox-Alberni that his
amendment was offered too soon.

Mr. McLARTY: Might I suggest, is it
fair that we should discuss this matter at
this time and then have another discussion
when the hon. member for Comox-Alberni
deals with precisely the same matter? Could
it not stand and could we not later deal with
both at once?

Mr. GREEN: T started this, not the hon.
member for Comox-Alberni. Why should
[Mr. McLarty.]

I have to wait until his amendment comes
up, perhaps not before next Wednesday, in
order to have a discussion on this subject?
I think, with all due deference, that both the
committee and myself are entitled to have an
explanation from the minister at this time.

The CHAIRMAN: But I would point out
to the hon. member that although reference
can be made to the schedule, we must not
accept the idea that the schedule is under
consideration by the committee. Standing
order 58, subsection 2, is always applicable.
Reference can be made to the schedule because
it is related to the clause of the bill, but the
schedule itself is not yet before the committee.

Mr. GREEN: Mr. Chairman, this telegram
which was sent by the minister of labour of
British Columbia to the Minister of Labour
here reads as follows: I shall not quote the
whole of it, but that part which is vital states:

Newspaper reports indicate that the present
measure provides insurance for less than one-
half of the workers in British Columbia and
excludes several of our major industries
especially lumbering, fishing and agriculture.
Our government believes that an effort should
be made to cover a large number of workers
and cannot see any good reason why the lumber
industry should be excluded as returns made to
our department by all branches of the lumber-
ing industry including logging—

I stress those words.

—show that there is not an unreasonable
variation in employment throughout the year
certainly in our opinion not large enough to
justify the exclusion of this industry. All
branches of the lumbering industry are included
in unemployment insurance measure in operation
in states of Washington and Oregon and I find
that they have employed a method of dealing
with industry taking into consideration the
variance in employment and also providing for
exclusion under certain conditions and during
certain periods which fully covers any objec-
tions that might be raised against the inclusion
of the lumbering industry and which also makes
it possible to include other seasonal industries
which are not at present included in our act.

I would ask the minister now to give us the
reason why logging on the Pacific coast cannot
be included in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think the
question is at all in order, because the various
classes of employees are dealt with in the
schedule. The only point before the com-
mittee at this moment is whether section 13
as drafted is proper. I do not believe it is
in order to discuss at the present time whether
the schedule should be changed. The only
subject matter of section 13 is that there
should be a schedule of employments, and
that the provisions of this bill should apply
to the persons mentioned in these schedules.
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With regard to the schedule itself, it will be
considered in due course, like any other clause
of the bill, under the provision I have read.

Mr. GREEN: Perhaps I would be in order
if I asked the Minister of Labour if it would
not be possible to word this section in such a
way that where industries are working under
entirely different conditions in different parts
of the country, there would be more elasticity
in the bill; this section should be wide
enough to cover conditions governing industry
in the maritimes as well as conditions govern-
ing industry on the Pacific coast.

Mr. McLARTY: I wonder if this section
might be allowed to stand in the meantime,
and I will give consideration to the suggestion
of my hon. friend. I think the commission
would have power to do what he has
mentioned, because it has the right to remove
anomalies, but I should like to look into that
point and see how far that power goes. As I
understand it, the hon. member’s thought is
that there should be schemes which would
apply in certain areas of the country but not
throughout the country generally.

Mr. GREEN: I think the government are
attempting an impossibility in that they are
trying to make the scheme too rigid. We
have in Canada what is called a lumber
industry. In the maritime provinces lumber
industry means one thing; in British Columbia
it means something else, and perhaps in
Ontario still something different. The govern-
ment have presented the bill in such a form
that there is just one big blanket covering the
entire industry, and there is no provision to
meet the different conditions which exist in
different parts of the country. Canada is so
far-flung and conditions vary so much in
different sections that I think the bill should
be more elastic.

Mr. McLARTY: I would suggest that this
section stand.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : Before that
is decided, may I respectfully suggest that
the Chairman should reconsider his ruling.
This is perhaps the most important section
of this bill; and to say that that under this
section we cannot discuss the several items
appearing in the second schedule as excluded
employments is a ruling which to me appears
quite impossible. A schedule is not part of a
section. A section is referable to a schedule,
but a schedule to a statute is not part of
the statute itself. This is the very section
under which this discussion should take place.

The CHAIRMAN: Then I can suggest a
remedy which may meet the views of the

hon. gentleman. It is that, by unanimous
consent, section 13 and the schedule be con-
sidered together.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is
quite all right. That would be splendid.

The CHAIRMAN: By unanimous consent
that may be done, if it is deemed advisable.
I do not know if it is.

Mr. McLARTY: In that event I would
suggest that the section stand. I have no
objection whatever to that course being fol-
lowed.

Mr. NEILL: Would that mean that the
vote would be taken on the two together?

The CHAIRMAN: No. They may be con-
sidered together and discussed together; and
if amendments are suggested by members of
the committee, those amendments may relate
to either the section or the schedule. In the
meantime the minister moves that this section
stand.

Mr. ADAMSON: I heard the remarks of
the hon. member for Yale, who was discussing
something the minister said with regard to
packing houses. Do employees of packing
houses come under this measure?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, if they have employ-
ment for over twenty weeks in each year.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Ordinarily
in Canada a packing house means a meat
packing plant, but of course that is a limited
application of the term. We have apple
packing houses in the maritime provinces. Do
I understand that they will come under this
scheme only if there is employment for at
least twenty weeks?

Mr. McLARTY: They are not specifically
mentioned in the exceptions, so they must be
included; provided there is employment for
twenty weeks.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If there is
twenty weeks of steady employment?

Mr. McLARTY: I do not think it even
has to be steady.

Mr. GREEN: In order to make that point
clear, will the minister state whether or not
horticulture would cover an apple packing
plant?

Mr. McLARTY: I would say not.
Section stands.

On section 14—Power to enlarge or restrict
excepted employments.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Copies of an amendment to this section were
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distributed among hon. members. This amend-
ment, which was explained by the minister
this morning, is to add as subsection 2 the
following:

(2) Where it appears to the commission that,
by reason of any law of a foreign country, a
duplication of unemployment insurance contri-
butions by employers or employed persons or
both and of unemployment insurance benefits
will result, the commission may, from time to
time, notwithstanding anything in this act, by
regulation, conditionally or unconditionally,
wholly or in part, provide for including any
employed person or class or group of employed
persons among the excepted employments in
part II of the first schedule to this act.

The CHAIRMAN: I should like to point
out to the committee that the bill, as it came
to this committee, already includes this
amendment, which was adopted by the special
committee; but inasmuch as the bill has not
been reprinted, a mimeographed leaflet has
been distributed among all hon. members,
containing all the amendments, for their
convenience. The bill that I have before me,
which has been laid on the table of the house
and which we are now considering, contains
all the amendments which were adopted by
the special committee, and which are con-
tained in this leaflet.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Hon. members have not these amendments
before them unless they are read.

Mr. MacNICOL: Just what is the basis of
this new subsection?

The CHAIRMAN: If any hon. members
have not copies of these amendments, they
are available at the table. I had been led
to believe that these copies were distributed.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Would the
minister just explain this amendment?

Mr. McLARTY: This is the amendment to
which I referred this morning. It was
requested by the Railway Association of
Canada, to meet the situation arising from
the duplication of the railway unemployment
insurance act of the United States.

Section agreed to.
Section 15 agreed to.
On section 16—Exempted persons.

Mr. GREEN: I should like to ask the
minister whether a savings plan in an industry,
to which employers and employees contribute,
now goes by the board?

Mr. McLARTY: It is not affected in any
way by this bill; they can proceed with it.
They are, however, voluntary plans, and they
would not be affected in any way.

[Mr. Ian Mackenzie.]

Mr. GREEN: But the firms which have
voluntary plans cannot get exemption under
the act, even though employer and employees
wish to be exempted?

Mr. McLARTY: No, they cannot.

Mr. GREEN: And no type of firm scheme
would entitle the firm to exemption from the
provisions of this bill?

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Mr. FURNISS: I had a letter this morning
from a firm in my riding. The first paragraph
reads:

Why should persons working for small
salaries, day in and day out, fifty-two weeks a
year, pay in any part of their salary to a fund
from which they have only a remote chance
of ever getting anything out?

This letter is from a coal dealer, I think,
who keeps his men employed year in and year
out. My inquiry is this: Is there any chance
of firms like that being considered in connec-
tion with the exemptions?

Mr. McLARTY: The hon. member for
Muskoka-Ontario is making the same plea
as some of the banks and financial institu-
tions made. We could not release them, so
I am afraid we cannot release the firms to
which the hon. member has referred.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : The answer

is no.
Section agreed to.

On section 17—Fund established by con-
tributions by employed persons and employers.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): I
draw the attention of the committee to the
amendment to section 17, which appears on
the mimeographed list. It is in the form of
an additional subsection, to be numbered sub-
section 5.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):
the effect of this amendment?

Mr. McLARTY: This is another amend-
ment asked by the Railway Association of
Canada, to which I referred this morning,
and it provides for payment on the basis
which they have been following. Its justifica-
tion is a saving in expense.

What is

Section agreed to.

On section 18—Employer liable to pay both
employer and employee contributions,

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):
tion provides:

Except where regulations under this act
otherwise prescribe, the employer shall in .the
first instance be liable to pay both the contri-
bution payable by himself (in this act referred

This sec-



JULY 26, 1940

2017
Unemployment Insurance

to as “the employer’s contribution”) and also,
on behalf of, and to the exclusion of, the
employed person, the contribution payable by
that person.

What is the necessity for the words “to the
exclusion of”? Is it intended that the
employee shall never have an opportunity to
pay?

Mr. McLARTY: The intention is to avoid
payment being made twice.

Mr. MacNICOL: Are the contributions
going to be paid in stamps?

Mr., McLARTY: It is provided that they
may be paid in stamps, or such other method
as the commission permits.

Mr. MacNICOL: The minister knows that
in Great Britain they have cards, and the
manufacturer or employer puts a stamp on
for himself and one for the workman. There
is no stamp for the government. The govern-
ment takes care of that when the card comes
back.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : That would
not be possible under this measure. It must
be done by the employer.

Mr. McLARTHY: He would have to affix
the stamp.

Mr. MacNICOL: In Great Britain the
employee does not put anything on; it is
put on by the employer.

Mr. McLARTY: The same is true in this
instance.

Mr. GREEN: Why is that exclusion made?

Mr. McLARTY: So that there would be
no question of double payment being
demanded.

Section agreed to.
Section 19 agreed to.

On section 20—Manager to be treated as
employer.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): I
move that the first paragraph of section 20
be amended to read as follows:

In any cases or classes of cases where
employed persons work under the general con-
trol and management of some person other than
the owner employer, such as the agent or
manager of a mine or quarry, or the occupier
of a factory or workshop, the commission may
by regulation provide that—

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): What is
the change?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): It
is a change in drafting.
The CHAIRMAN: And it is a new amend-
ment, or one which does not appear in the list.
95826—128

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
That is correct. This is the only one which
came in after the committee dealt with the
matter yesterday. It is a change in drafting
which has been suggested by the legal experts.
The changes are these: The word “their” is
changed to “the”, the word “immediate” is
changed to “owner”, and the word “owner” in
line 16 is stricken out.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The object
is to provide that no one shall escape?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, precisely.
Amendment agreed to.

Section as amended agreed to.:
Section 21 agreed to.

On section 22—Liability of employer of
person with certificate of exemption.

Mr. MacNICOL: As I understand it, the
employer of a person who holds a certificate
of exemption under section 16 shall be liable
to pay the like contributions as would be
payable by him as employer’s contributions.
Why does he have to pay contributions?

Mr. McLARTY: The reason is to remove
the incentive of the employer to employ those
having exemptions. In this respect the present
measure is the same as the British act. This
provision is to prevent the employer from
picking up employees who have certificates
of exemption, so that he might be relieved
from the liability of paying into the unemploy-
ment insurance fund.

Mr. MacNICOL: I am in accord with the
principle, but I am wondering how the scheme
will work out if there are many such cases.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
They are exceptional cases.

Mr. MacNICOL: I am referring to those
cases where the employer would contribute,
but not the employee.

Mr. McLARTY: I would suppose that
would be a windfall for the unemployment
insurance fund, but it is a situation which is
not likely to arise often. It was found
necessary to put that provision in the British
act, and we thought that in this instance it
would reduce the incentive to employ persons
holding certificates of exemption.

Mr. MacNICOL: I agree it is necessary to
prevent anything of that kind.

Section agreed to.

At six o’clock the committee took recess.

‘REVISED EDITION
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After Recess
The committee resumed at eight o’clock.

On section 10—Officers and other employees
of commission.

Mr. McLARTY: I promised the leader of
the opposition that during the recess I would
obtain an opinion as to the effect of the words
“authorized by law”. I have obtained from
the law branch an opinion which is concurred
in by the officials of the Department of
Justice, to the effect that as the section now
stands it does make the application of the
Civil Service Act necessary. I can, if it is
desired, read the memorandum which is about
four pages in length. The hon. gentleman
suggested that I find out when the phraseology
had been changed. They refer specifically to
such acts as the Patent Act, 1935; the Seeds
Act, 1937; the Live Stock and Live Stock
Products Act, 1939; the Department of Finance
and Treasury Board Act; the Labour Depart-
ment Act; the Penitentiary Act, and the
Department of Railways and Canals Act.
In all these acts a similar phraseology is used,
and they advise that this wording will be
sufficient to cover the point raised by the
leader of the opposition.

Section agreed to.

On section 23—Sums deducted from wages
deemed trust contribution.

Mr. MacNICOL: Subsection 2 reads:

In the event of the bankruptcy of the employer
the commission shall in respect of any unpaid
contributions be entitled to the same priority
as is accorded wage earners with respect to
wages under the Bankruptey Act.

If there were only enough to pay the wages,
nothing would go back to the employer.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): By sub-
section 1 the sums deducted are constituted a
trust fund and must be accounted for. I
think that is wise.

Mr. McLARTY: I did not quite get the
question asked by the hon. member for
Davenport.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): In the
event of the bankruptey of an employer there
would be two claims, the claim for wages and
the claim of this fund. They would be on an
equal footing.

Mr. McLARTY: I would say they would
rank part passu.

Section agreed to.
Section 24 agreed to.

On section 25—Regulations as to manner of
paying contributions.
[Mr. MaeNicol.]

Mr. MacNICOL: Is it intended to use
cards and stamps throughout Canada in con-
nection with contributions by employers and
employees? I found that in Holland, France,
and particularly England, the working men
took a great deal of pride in their cards.
When a man walked into a labour office to
present his card he would look at it three
or four times to make sure that he would
know the card when it came back.

Mr. McLARTY: Generally speaking, I
think that will be the method, although there
will be some exceptions where administrative
difficulties occur. The commission has the
power to determine whether cards and stamps
shall be used, and I doubt if in the case
of the railways with their 75,000 employees
more or less, the commission will require
the absolute use of cards and stamps.

Section agreed to.

On section 26—Regulations as to payment
of contributions.

Mr. MacNICOL: Will the sale of cards
and stamps be under the control of the govern-
ment, and how will they be distributed to
the employers?

Mr. McLARTY: Their distribution will be
under the control of the commission, but
there are a number of methods which may
be used. For example, the post offices may
be used as distributing points.

Mr. MacNICOL: I found that these cards
were not easily obtainable in Europe. In a
number of instances I had to identify myself
as a member of the House of Commons
before I could get one. These cards were
not available to everyone.

Mr. McLARTY: Undoubtedly the ecards
will be issued by the employment offices.

Section agreed to.
Section 27 agreed to.

On section 28—Statutory conditions for
receipt of benefit.

Mr. GREEN: This section refers in para-
graph (iv) to courses of instruction or training.
What is the function of the unemployment
commission with regard to directing wage-
earners to take courses of training?

Mr. McLARTY: I suppose, Mr. Chairman,
it would be fair to say that there are a number
of methods which might be used. For instance,
there is cooperation with the youth training
movement in the matter of training and
retraining skilled employees. There has not
been laid down a definite programme into
which paragraph (iv) would fit, but it was
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thought wise to add the clause in view of
the wide training and retraining in which we
are now endeavouring to be engaged.

Mr. GREEN: Was there any such provision
in the act of 19357

Mr. McLARTY: No. It is a new provision.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): It
is in the British act.

Mr. GREEN: Will the commission have
any personnel who are qualified to direct
training or courses of one kind or another?

Mr. McLARTY: The answer would be, no.
The provision simply gives the power to refuse
to grant the benefits to those who will not
take the courses to which they may be directed.
As far as the commission is concerned, it
will not set up any courses on its own account.

Mr. GREEN: How is it going to be decided
or directed which course a man shall take?

Mr. McLARTY: It will be purely a matter
of cooperation between those who are preserib-
ing courses and the officers of the commission.

Mr. GREEN: Will they advise as to what
kind of training a man should take?

Mr. McLARTY: I imagine that when the
plan is working there will be a definite con-
necting link between the various bodies which
direct training and retraining, and the com-
mission. I must be a little vague about that
because, as my hon. friend will appreciate,
it is an administrative matter which has
not yet been worked out.

Mr. GREEN: Will the commission be
taking over the youth training programme?

Mr. McLARTY: No, not at all.

Mr. MacNICOL: With reference to the
180 days, it is assumed, of course, that the
worker obtains his card. He might work for
twenty days for one firm; then turn his card
in, and be sent out to work for another firm
for thirty days, or he might work for two or
three days. The whole total of 180 days in
two years is what he bases his claim upon.

Mr. McLARTY:

Mr. CASTLEDEN: In paragraphs (ii)
and (iii) of the section it states that the in-
sured person has to prove that he has been
unemployed “on each day on which he claims
to have been unemployed.” Who will decide
what the nature of that proof is to be?

Mr. McLARTY: He proves that by regis-
tration at the exchange. .

Mr. CASTLEDEN: With regard to the
word “suitable” in paragraph (iii), by which
95826—128%

That is correct.

he is required to prove that he has been
“unable to obtain suitable employment,” wha
will decide whether the employment is suit-
able for that particular man?

Mr. McLARTY: That word “suitable” will
be covered, I believe, when we come to
section 31.

Section agreed to.
Section 29 agreed to.

On section 30—Period of unemployment to
begin on date of application.

Mr. MacNICOL: I do not see it here, but
I read somewhere that a period of nine days
had to elapse before a man can begin to draw
benefit.

Mr. McLARTY: That comes under sec-
tion 36.

Mr. MacNICOL: Does the benefit start
on the day of his application?

Mr. McLARTY: No.

Mr. MacNICOL:
must elapse?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. MacNICOL: TUnder
believe, the period is six days.
in England it is six days.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
In the United States it is fourteen days.

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, much higher. I
believe that the waiting period in this bill is
the same as in the 1935 act.

Mr. MacNICOL: In other words, he will
be really unemployed for nine days before
he receives any compensation?

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Mr. NEILL: Will the minister tell us
about this date: “A period of unemploy-
ment shall be deemed to begin on the date
on which the insured person makes applica-
tion.” He may be a hundred miles away
from the place to which the application is
sent. Is it the date he mails the letter or the
date when the letter arrives, or what? It is
all very well in a town like Montreal, but sup-
pose the man is at a place a hundred miles
away from the government office to which
this application should be given. Does the
period begin on the day the application reaches
the office, or the day the letter is mailed, or
when?

Mr. McLARTY: May I refer the hon.
member for Comox-Alberni to section 92,
paragraph (g). The applicant can use the
post office as well.

A period of nine days

most acts, I
I believe that
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Mr. NEILL: As long as he gets the appli-
cation in the post office?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Yes.

Section agreed to.

On section 31—Fulfilment of third statutory
condition.

Mr. CASTLEDEN: I should
explanation of section 31(b).

Mr. McLARTY: Has the hon. member’s
question particular reference to a labour dis-
pute?

Mr. CASTLEDEN: Yes.
Mr. McLARTY: If the hon. member will

refer to section 43, I believe he will see the
significance of this paragraph.

like an

Section agreed to.
Section 32 agreed to.

On section 33—Periods not counted in
computing unemployment, et cetera.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre)
moved :

That the word “remuneration” in line 10 be
deleted and the word “wages” substituted
therefor.

Amendment agreed to.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre)
moved:

That the word “of” in line 22 be deleted and
that the word “or” be substituted therefor.

Amendment agreed to.
Section as amended agreed to.

On section 34—Period in respect of which
benefit is payable.

Mr. MACKENZIE
moved : .

That the word “stated” on the last line of
page 11 be deleted and that the word “afore-
said” be inserted on the first line of page 12
after the words “three years”.

(Vancouver Centre)

Amendment agreed to.

Mr. MacNICOL: Just one word. I have
been trying to figure out this matter, but I
do not want to hold up the proceedings, and
the minister can give me an answer more
quickly than I can figure it out. Assuming
that a workman has been employed in the
past five years for 200 days a year, or, in all,
a thousand days, and then he becomes unem-
ployed, for how many days will be receive
compensation?

Mr. McLARTY : Perhaps the hon. member
for Davenport would let me explain without
giving such large figures.

[Mr. MecLarty.]

Mr. MacNICOL: I used those figures
because they are easy to reckon.

Mr. McLARTY: Suppose in the first
year a man worked for thirty weeks, he would
then be entitled, under what is called the
one-fifth rule, to six weeks’ benefits. Sup-
pose in the following year he worked for
another thirty weeks, he would be again
entitled to one-fifth, or six weeks, but with
a deduction of one day for every three on
which he had drawn benefit in the previous
year. That means that in the two years he
would be drawing one-fifth of sixty, which is
twelve, less one-third of the benefit he drew
in the six weeks which he had taken in the
first year, which would be two weeks; so in
the aggregate in the two years he would have
ten weeks.

Mr. MacNICOL: But my question was,
assuming the man had worked steadily for
five years?

Mr, McLARTY: One year’s benefit.
Mr. MacNICOL: That is very good.
Section as amended agreed to.

Section 35 agreed to.

On section 36—Waiting days not counted
for benefit.

Mr. GILLIS: Our problem in Nova Scotia
is not one of total unemployment but rather
one of partial employment. During the winter
months the men work for three days a week.
Do I understand that in order to come under
this bill the worker must have been totally
unemployed, or in what way is the number
of days computed?

Mr. McLARTY: I do not know whether I
get the significance of the question. In this
bill it is not altogether a matter of weeks;
it is 180 days in the year. Does that answer
the question?

Mr. GILLIS: It does not. This is an unem-
ployment insurance bill. Do I understand that
in order to qualify one must be totally
unemployed ?

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Mr. GILLIS: As far as the mining industry
in Nova Scotia is concerned, the men will
receive no benefits under this bill—that is,
the men employed at the present time—for
the simple reason that, so far as I can see,
at no time will they be totally unemployed.
During the summer they do work steadily,
five or six days a week, but in the winter
months they lose fifty per cent of their employ-
ment owing to the fact that coal cannot be
shipped, and notwithstanding that they will
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be contributing to the fund. They will be
contributing, although for half the year
they will be losing fifty per cent of their
time. It seems to me, therefore, that at no
time can they come into benefit under the
bill as worded.

Mr. McLARTY: The commission would
have to determine what the normal working
week was, If it determines that a man has been
working his normal working week, then he will
be entitled to the benefits of the measure.

Mr. NEILL: There is a coal mine in my
district and, as I doped out the Bennett
legislation, the men would get no benefit,
for the same reason which my hon. friend has
given. At times when things were dull they
worked for only three days a week, but they
had to be idle for nine days before they could
get any benefit, although they would be pay-
ing their full contribution. This was brought
to Mr. Bennett’s attention, and he inserted a
clause to provide that the idle days should
be lumped together and carried on, so to
speak. I understood the minister to say that
some arrangement was being made under this
bill to meet the objection which the hon.
member has raised. *

Mr. McLARTY: I understand that under
the continuity rule of 1935 the situation which
my hon. friends have brought up arose, and
it was to meet that situation that we put in
the number of days. I am advised that such
a difficulty will not arise.

Mr. JACKMAN: If a man is employed
for three days a week for a number of weeks;
that is, if he is out of a job for three days
and then gets a job and the next week he is
out agaih, the three days of unemployment
in each week will count as part of the nine
days so that after three weeks he will be
able to receive the benefit?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, that is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS (Weyburn): It does not
have to be nine consecutive days?

Mr. McLARTY: No.

Section agreed to.

Section 37 agreed to.

On section 38—Only periods of bona fide
employment to count in computing benefits.

Mr. CASTLEDEN: Would he not get the
benefit of his contributions unless his employ-
ment were proved to be bona fide?

Mr. McLARTY: He could not. He could
not put a stamp on it and thereby obtain the
benefit as if he had worked. It must be bona
fide work.

Section agreed to.
Sections 39 and 40 agreed to.

On section 41—Benefits inalienable.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : This means
it shall not be attachable?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.
Section agreed to.

On section 42—Regulations in respect of
special classes.

Mr. MacNICOL: Will the minister explain
this section?

Mr. McLARTY: The purpose of the sec-
tion is, of course, to give the commission the
right to deal with certain situations that arise,
which cannot be thrown into a general class
and cannot be classified in categories, and
which consequently can be deemed to be
anomalies. This gives the commission power
to deal with such situations as piece-workers,
those working for less than a full week, and
various other factors which we could not
cover completely in the bill itself.

Section agreed to.

On section 43—Disqualification through loss
of work due to labour dispute.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
I would point out that paragraph (f) has been
deleted and paragraph (g) now becomes
paragraph (f).

Mrs. NIELSEN: I wish to say something
about paragraph (a), (i) and (ii). I have
always understood that it was the right of
labour in this dominion to organize. This
paragraph may be in the best interests of the
employer but not perhaps in the best interests
of labour, if we leave it as it stands. It is not
always so much the use of different clauses
but the abuse of them that has to be guarded
against when it comes to administration. I
did not have an opportunity to attend the
committee where the various organizations
came to present their case, but I have had
various letters sent to me from different
organizations in this country. I have a letter
from the secretary of the Canadian Textile
Workers Union, and I should like to quote a
small portion which has to do with this
particular clause. This is an official state-
ment signed by the secretary and chairman.
They say:

“Insured” wo: kers are automatically dis-
qualified from brmefit if discharged for “mis-
conduct” or parlicipation in a labour dispute
with employers. This means that workers who
would build their unions are in constant danger
of being discharged for “misconduct”, the
declarations of the government to the contrary
notwithstanding. This also means that the
members of trade unions would be subjected
to a newer and more widespread system of
espionage and hence intimidated from discussing
grievances at meetings of their trade unions.
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Another one comes from the Canadian
Full Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Associa-
tion, in reference to the same clause. They
say:

The real joker, as far as the workers are
concerned, however, is that proyision which
disqualifies the worker from any benefits: loss
of job for “misconduct” or participation in_ a
labour dispute. It is probably all right for Mr.
McLarty to state that “union act}Vlty” is not
“misconduct” but his employer friends do not
agree with him. Last week, after the settlement
of the celanese strike in Drurqmondvﬂ[e 150
workers who took a leading part in this historic
struggle were discharged. Some were even
given notices informing them that they were
being dismissed for union activity.

There is another one from the National
Union of Domestic and Industrial Gas
Workers, to the same effect:

There are other aspects to the present pro-
posals which we are very much opposed to. In
the first place the provision that an employee
dismissed because of a labour dispute, should
be ineligible for benefits.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I wish to move
an amendment:

That in paragraph (a) of section 43, in line
29, after the word “continues” the following
words shall be struck out:

“and shall not apply in any case in which the
insured person proves

(i) that he is not participating in, or financing
or directly interested in the labour dispute
which caused the stoppage of work, and

(ii) that he does not belong to a grade or
class of workers of which immediately before
the commencement of the stoppage there were
members employed at the premises at which
the stoppage is_taking place any of whom are
participating in or financing or directly
interested in the dispute,”

I am sorry I have not a copy of the amend-
ment at the present moment.

Mr. McLARTY: Shall the section stand?
I very much regret this amendment. The
provision is identical with that in the
British act ever since the British act started.
It is a section which was considered care-
fully in the committee, and one who has a
right to say that he represents labour, the
president of the Canadian Trades and Labour
Congress, Mr. Tom Moore, approved it.
We heard representatives from the major
trade unions of Canada; they all approved
it. It has the approbation of labour, and I
think if the hon. member for North Battle-
ford will give consideration to the matter she
will realize that, instead of extending the
rights of labour, she is taking them away.
I appeal to the hon. member to give serious
consideration to the amendment she proposes,
because rather than adding to the rights of
labour, my belief is that it would take them
away. ’

[Mrs. Nielsen.]

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Would the
minister say that the proposal of the hon.
member for North Battleford would be in
effect a premium on striking? Would that
be the effect of it?

Mr. McLARTY: I would not want to go
so far as definitely to answer yes until I see
a copy of the amendment. But I think to
amend this section would be most inadvis-
able. It is one that has stood the test in
Great Britain for many years; it is identical
with the section in the 1935 act; it was
referred to in the special committee by repre-
sentatives of labour, who said, “We are being
somewhat generous perhaps but we believe we
should be.” I think it would be a grave
mistake for any amendment to be made to
section 43.

Section 43 stands.
Section 44 agreed to.

On section 45—Period of disqualification
limited in certain cases,

Mr. MacNICOL: The word “umpire” has
appeared several times, but I have not seen
how it is defined.

Mr. McLARTY: It is defined later on, in
section 52.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) :
in the interpretation section?

Mr. McLARTY: No.
Section agreed to.
Sections 46 and 47 agreed to.

It is not

On section 48—Commission or umpire may
revise decision.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): I
direct attention of hon. members to line 29;
after the word “him” insert the word “respec~
tively.” I so move.

The CHAIRMAN: The last line will then
read:

... decision given by it or him respectively. . . .

Amendment agreed to.

Section as amended agreed to.

Section 49 agreed to.

On section 50—Regard to nature of work of
insured person.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Will the
minister explain the operation of this section?

Mr. McLARTY: This refers to a person
who is in a particular category in a particular
industry; for instance, the secretary of some
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agricultural project, a bookkeeper or an
accountant, is deemed a bookkeeper or an
accountant, not an agriculturist.

Section agreed to.
Section 51 agreed to.
On section 52—Insurance officers.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): What is
intended to be set up by this section?

Mr. McLARTY: This section sets up the
officers that will be employed by the com-
mission: an insurance officer who will be
attached to the employment office, a referee
to whom an appeal can be made from the
insurance officer, and the umpire and deputy
umpire. In connection with the latter, there
are generally very few of them; probably there
will not be more than one or two umpires
in Canada.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The inten-
tion is to use a judge of the court?

Mr. McLARTY: It is an important position.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Briefly
what will be their duty?

Mr. McLARTY: They have the final adju-
dication in matters of claims.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): All classes
of claims?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes. In Great Britain,
for example, the decisions of the umpires are
published, like supreme court judgments.

Section agreed to.

On section 53—Court of referees.

Mr. MacNICOL: Will there be a limitation
on the expenses and allowances of officials
under this statute? It always amuses me,
when the government sends three men to
Geneva or some other place, to find them
come back with different expense accounts.
There should be some uniformity, I think.
I do not like to see half a dozen men, doing
the same work, show a great variation in
their expense accounts. I would be in favour
of the smallest account, not the largest.

Mr. McLARTY: I will bear in mind the
observations of the hon. member. In the
meantime, so far as the statutory powers and
rights are concerned in the matter of payment,
they are dealt with in subsection 5 of this
section.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I think
the hon. member for Davenport has done a

good job in calling attention to this point.
I remember the expense account of Hon. Peter
Heenan when he went to Geneva.

Section agreed to.
Sections 54 to 58 inclusive agreed to.

On section 59—Associations which may
appeal on behalf of a claimant member.

Mr. MacNICOL: What is the significance
of an association conducting an appeal?

Mr. McLARTY: I suppose, so that where
an association wishes to take up the cudgels,
shall we say, on behalf of a claimant who
feels he has been mistreated, it will have the
privilege of doing so.

Section agreed to.
Sections 60 and 61 agreed to.

On section 62—Decisions of umpire final.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The um-
pire is a judge, is he not?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): And it is
not intended that there shall be any appeal
from his decision?

Mr. McLARTY: Not beyond the umpire.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I think
that is reasonable.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Except that the claimant may perhaps sue
the statutory body of the commission.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Would
there be a review of the decision of the
umpire by way of a crown writ?

Mr. McLARTY : I imagine there would be,
as in the ordinary case if it were suggested
that the commission or the umpire were
exceeding its or his power. I imagine the usual
right of a mandatory order by the court could
be applied for.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): On the
ground of excessive jurisdiction or lack of
jurisdiction?

Mr. McLARTY : Precisely.
Section agreed to.
Section 63 agreed to.

On section 64—Authority to rescind or
amend decision.

Mr. CASTLEDEN: I see that an insurance
officer has power to amend any decision given
in any particular claim. Will there be any
appeal from that decision?
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Mr. McLARTY: Yes; the regular appeal
would obtain. This is merely in connection
with new facts being presented. For instance,
a worthy claim for benefit may have been
wiped out in mistake. That claimant could
come along and show new facts, and the
claim could be reopened.

Section agreed to.
Sections 65 and 66 agreed to.

On section 67—Penalty for misrepresenta-
tion.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Why is
this section under the general heading “legal
proceedings”? Why not just call it a penalty,
as it is? I think that heading is misleading.

Mr. McLARTY: I cannot take any ex-
ception to what the hon. gentleman says, but
the heading is there.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is
the answer we always get when we offer a
good suggestion.

Mr. McLARTY: Not at all. It may be
that the word “penalty” would make it a
little clearer. There is no objection as far
as I am concerned, except that some sections
following may be affected.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) :
them out from under that heading.

Mr. McLARTY: This heading would be
proper for section 70, for example, but there
are certain civil debts dealt with as well.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): It does
not make any difference to me; “a rose by
any other name.”

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
The heading affects about ten sections.

Then take

Section agreed to.

Sections 68 to 71 agreed to.

On section 72—Civil proceedings by em-
ployee against employer for neglect to comply
with the act.

Mr. MacNICOL: Who will institute the
proceedings on behalf of the employee? The
average worker would not know just what to
do or to whom to go.

Mr. McLARTY: I think the best answer
I could give is that it will have to be a
matter of regulation as to who shall proceed
against the employer. I should think the
commission would have to lay down some
regulation about that.

Mr. MacNICOL: The government could
not expect an employee to pay the cost of
going to a solicitor.

[Mr. Castleden.]

Mr. McLARTY: I think that is quite
right. Perhaps I have not answered the ques-
tion satisfactorily. As far as I can see, it
would be pretty much a matter to be deter-
mined by regulation. That is what is done
under the British act.

Mr. GILLIS: I think the hon. member
for Davenport has raised an important ques-
tion. The answer that it is done in this way
in the British act does not make it applicable
to Canada.

Mr. McLARTY: That was only the last
part of my answer.

Mr. GILLIS: In Great Britain the people
who come under the act are largely members
of trades unions, and when a dispute arises
with respect to the unemployment insurance
act they have their unions to take up the
cudgels for them and fight the case. That is
not so in Canada.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not want to inter-
rupt my hon. friend, but has he read the
section? It states:

the commission may pay to such person the
benefit so lost and shall be entitled to recover
from the employer as a civil debt a sum equal
to the amount of the insurance benefit so lost
and on recovery shall, unless payment already
has been made, pay the same to such person.
Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): This is
taken from the British act, is it not?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): In Britain
I think the union would fight the battle of
the employee in almost every instance. I am
just wondering if something should not be
done to help the employee who may not be
organized, who may be in an isolated position.
It is difficult for one working man to take
action. If the minister says this could be done
by regulation and that such regulation will
be framed, I am content.

Mr. McLARTY: Of course, as I read sub-
section 1 of section 72, it is the duty and
obligation of the commission to do so.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): No, not
exactly; it is, I submit, in the discretion of
the commission. The word “may” in line 28
is not mandatory.

Mr. McLARTY: I believe we have debated
that before. However, the fact that it is
there, as I think the leader of the opposition
will agree, would mean that that word “may”
would in this instance be interpreted as
“shall”, It would be difficult to imagine
conditions in which the commission empowered
to act would refuse to act.
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Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I agree
with that.

Mr. MacINNIS: It seems to me that the
misunderstanding in respect of section 72
arises from the wording of the marginal note.
But when one reads the section itself, it seems
to be perfectly clear that the commission
will look after the benefits of any employee
or insured person with regard to whom an
employer fails to make the proper collections
and proper contributions. I believe it is the
marginal note that is at fault.

Section agreed to.

On section 73—Powers of the inspectors.

Mr. MacNICOL: How many employees does
a factory have to have before it comes under
the bill?

Mr. McLARTY: One employee brings it
under the bill.

Section agreed to.
Sections 74, 75 and 76 agreed to.

On section 77—Unemployment insurance
fund.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The inten-
tion is that the funds shall be kept in a special
account in the consolidated revenue fund,
and that that account shall be known as the
unemployment insurance fund. The section
states:

77. (1) There shall be a special account in
the consolidated revenue fund called the unem-
ployment insurance fund (in this act referred
to as “the fund”), to which the Minister of
Finance shall from time to time credit all
moneys received from the sale of unemployment
insurance stamps and all contributions paid
otherwise than by means of such stamps (includ-
ing penalties payable to the fund) under the
provisions of this act.

The next subsection states that the moneys
provided by parliament shall be credited to
the fund. Then section 78 provides that
the Bank of Canada shall be the fiscal agent
and states in part:

Provided that credits in the fund not cur-
rently required for the purposes of this act
shall, as provided in this section, be invested by
the commission in obligations of, or guaranteed

by, the government of Canada, and investments
so made may be sold or exchanged. . . .

¢l

And so on. I suppose those are senior
securities’ of Canada. I was wondering if
there would be diversification.

Mr. McLARTY: No; they must be in
Canadian government or Canadian govern-
ment guaranteed securities.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Perhaps
that is the safest procedure. Of course, my

mind travels rapidly to the case of the Mani-
toba savings bank. After all, Canadian gov-
ernment or Canadian government guaranteed
securities are the senior securities of
Canada.

Section agreed to.
Sections 78 to 82 agreed to.

On section 83—Constitution of committee.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
This section is amended by deleting subsec-
tion 8 and substituting the following therefor:

(8) Each member of the committee shall
receive such remuneration and travelling ex-
penses in connection with the work og the
committee as may be approved by the governor
in council.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): This part
of the bill, which deals with the unemploy-
ment insurance advisory committee is, of
course, a very important part. We find that
section 82 provides for the appointment of the
committee, to perform the duties specified in
the measure. Then section 83 provides for
the constitution of the committee and its
tenure of office. Just what class of persons
will be included in the advisory committee?
What would be the nature of their duties?
I notice there is a provision stipulating that
no member of parliament or of a legislature
shall be eligible. I believe that is a proper
provision., We have seen it in other acts,
and of course the purpose of it is that of
protecting the independence of parliament.

Mr. ROWE: And to leave it open for
defeated candidates.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):  Yes;
would the minister insert a provision that no
defeated candidate or ex-member of parlia-
ment might serve? It would appear to me
that this committee would be a haven of
refuge, and that defeated government can-
didates would not be able to resist it.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
We did not have any defeated candidates.

An hon. MEMBER: How about the
leader of the opposition?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Thank
you, no, not for me, nothing like this. I
am serious about this, when I say that I
have no hope that the minister will put in
such a provision. However, it should be in.

Mr. McLARTY: No evil intent, then.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): To be
serious, just what class of persons does the
minister think he would have on this com-
mission? What do they do in England?
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Mr. McLARTY: I was just going to refer
to that. After all, this is a most important
committee. We have heard a good deal said
about the actuarial soundness of the scheme,
and to keep it sound we must have a most
capable advisory committee. In England they
obtained the services of a man of the highest
type, namely, Sir William Beveridge, to act
as chairman of the advisory committee. As
will be seen in subsection 3, one representa-
tive shall be appointed after consultation with
organizations representative of the employed
persons, and an equal number after consulta-
tion with organizations representative of
employers.

It seems to me that perhaps when the
measure was first drawn we might have under-
estimated the importance of the advisory com-
mittee, and that is the reason for the present
change. However, we do not now under-
estimate the importance of the advisory com-
mittee. It seems to me that probably a person
who could be most usefully chairman of
such a committee might be a most capable
actuary. I feel that we shall not treat it as a
haven of refuge, as has been suggested by
the leader of the opposition. Rather we would
be inclined to obtain the judgment of the
soundest and best representative of industry
and labour, and one of actuarial attainments,
that we can obtain.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): So long
as subsection 8 remains in the section, there
would seem to be no necessity for subsection 4,
or even for the suggestion I made about
defeated candidates.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): As
I pointed out earlier, subsection 8 has been
changed. )

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Speaking
seriously, if we are to have any benefit from
this measure, then we shall have to obtain
qualified persons, and pay them properly.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
That is the effect of the amendment.

Mr. MacNICOL: I am always afraid of
these provisions respecting travelling expenses,
unless some limitations are imposed. I have
in mind two accounts which were paid—not
during this session, but during the life of the
present government. One of the gentlemen
working on a certain matter came from town
X, and he took the longest way round to
come to his duties. He could travel in two
ways, one short and one long. Another man
on the same mission, whose expenses were also
being paid by the government, lived some
twenty-five miles farther away. However, he

[Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

travelled the short route and his expenses were
less than the man who actually lived twenty-
five miles nearer. I do not like to see this
travelling expense business left wide open.

Mr. McLARTY: If you put a ceiling on it,
it must be high enough to cover a man from
Victoria in the west or from Charlottetown in
the east. That might prove an encouragement
to those who live within a shorter radius
to see if they could not keep up with the
Jones’.

Mr. NEILL: I do not see why the sugges-
tion of the leader of the opposition cannot be
accepted. Subsection 4 states that no senator
or member of parliament shall be eligible.
However, once a member has been defeated,
he is eligible. What halo falls upon him
simply because he is a defeated candidate?
I think the section ought to read “member or
defeated member”.

Mr. McLARTY: I suppose all I can do is
to refer the hon. member to the Independence
of Parliament Act. Once a member has been
defeated, he is no longer in a position to
influence by his vote in the House of Commons
any action of this commission. He is as free
and independent a citizen as if he had never
been a candidate for parliament.

Mr. NEILL:. In one instance, the man has
proven himself capable of being elected, in
the other he has been defeated and may be
hungry for the plums.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): This can
easily be overcome by a member or senator
resigning his seat on the understanding that
next day he may walk over to the unemploy-
ment insurance commission. It is just a farce.

Section agreed to.
Sections 84 to 87 agreed to.

On section 88—Organization and mainten-
ance of employment service.

Mr. MacNICOL: This and the next three
sections deal with the same matter. I assume
the government proposes to take over all
labour and employment offices operated by
the various provinces. Will this government
have to compensate the provincial govern-
ments for the buildings or equipment taken
over? Will they take over the staffs now
employed in the offices operated by the various
provinces?

Mr. McLARTY: I do not think an answer
of “yes” would be adequate for the questions
asked by the hon. member for Davenport.
As he knows, we now make a grant of $150,000
to the provinces for the maintenance of
employment offices. To say that we shall take
them all over would be misleading; this will
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be a matter of careful inquiry and investiga-
tion. Some provinces may wish to retain
some offices even though they may not find it
profitable to do so. This is something which
will have to be worked out. Geuverally speak-
ing, we will absorb the provincial employment
offices in so far as it suits the purposes of this
legislation and in so far as the provinces are
willing to have us absorb those offices.

Mr. MacNICOL: Then the matter has not
been thoroughly discussed with the provincial
labour departments?

Mr. McLARTY: It was taken up with the
provinces by the national employment com-
mission when they were functioning in 1937.
I am advised that no objection was raised at
that time by the provinces to our taking over
the functions of the employment offices. Inci-
dentally, we have obtained from the Depart-
ment of Justice an opinion that in so far as
it may be necessary to implement this legis-
lation, we are entitled to operate employment
offices in the provinces. What would happen
in practice should a province decide to operate
its own employment offices without agreement?
Every insured man would come to the
dominion office to get his card stamped. He
would become accustomed to doing that, and
by mere force of circumstances the provincial
employment office would be pretty well forced
out of business.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : I hope that
care will be taken in connection with this
matter. There has been no suggestion of
politics, from me at any rate, in conmection
with this measure, but here is a chance to
hand out a great deal of patronage. I do not
want to stir up anything to-night, but as
far as my province is concerned it is well
known that all the employees in the employ-
ment offices are there because they have been
vote-getters; in most instances they are ward
heelers. That is not an ideal situation in
the running of an employment bureau. It
may be that after a certain term of experience
these men would be of some worth, but I
think it is too much to suggest that they
be taken over holus-bolus.

Mr. McLARTY: I wonder if my hon. friend
realizes that the employees in the employ-
ment offices will be under the civil service
commission.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If the
minister says that they are to be appointed
by the civil service commission, I am content.

Mr. McLARTY: Under section 10.

Mr. HOMUTH: Does this mean that the
government will discontinue all assistance to
the provincial offices?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. HOMUTH: Is that to be the policy
of the government?

Mr. McLARTY: While no decision has
been definitely arrived at, I think it will
follow inevitably that when the dominion
government is setting up its own system of
employment offices it would be rather far-
fetched to make contributions to the provinces
for the same purpose.

Mr. HOMUTH: I have been given to
understand that Ontario is jealous of its posi-
tion with regard to employment offices, and
that it intends to continue operating those
offices.

Mr. McLARTY: It can,

Mr. HOMUTH: A number of workers will
not come under this legislation. This will
mean another duplication of services in Canada
and we have too much of that already. We
have nine ministers of agriculture and we have
a federal Minister of Agriculture. There is
an unnecessary amount of duplication through-
out the whole set-up of the administration
of this country. Apparently no arrangement
has been made with the provinces in con-
nection with the setting up of these employ-
ment offices. I think the federal offices could
look after those unemployed who do not come
under this bill. This could be done by work-
ing in conjunction with the provincial authori-
ties. We shall have to have more employment
offices in Ontario than we have at the present
time, and I feel that we as a federal authority
should have full control of this matter, work-
ing in conjunction with the provincial depart-
ments of labour. This matter is important.
I understand there is the possibility of a little
cleavage as between the provinces and the
federal authority. We should be careful to
avoid anything of the kind. I was alarmed
at being told within the last day or so that
Ontario has no intention of closing its employ-
ment, offices, that it intends to continue them.
I do not think that should be the situation.
Of course we have no power to stop it, but
representations might be made in such a way
that if the provincial government insists on
operating the offices it will be clear that it is
doing so to its own injury. Let me repeat
that we dare not have a continuous duplication
of services throughout the country.

Mr. McLARTY: I think the hon. member
for Waterloo South is right when he suggests
that there should be some measure of co-
ordination with regard to employment offices
as between the provinces and the dominion.
I do not believe there will be any difficulty
in that regard. Of course we have the power
to open our own offices, but the natural and
logical way to dea! with the matter is by
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individual agreements with the provinces.
Might I express the thought that I do not
believe there will be a great deal of difficulty
in arriving at such an agreement.

Mr. DOUGLAS (Weyburn): In the event
of the dominion joining with the provincial
employment services, shall we take over the
provincial staffs?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Not necessarily. If they can qualify.

Mr. McLARTY: They would have to
qualify under the Civil Service Act.

Mr. MacNICOL: But this government
would not want to take over all the staff
which is now employed in Ontario?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
That is a leading question.

Mr. MacNICOL: I will qualify that. This
government would not want to take over all
those who are now employed in Ontario in
all the districts where offices are operating,
because we now have four labour offices in
the city of Toronto—I speak subject to
correction.

Mr. McLARTY: 1 believe there are four.

Mr. MacNICOL: The hon. member for
Trinity will know exactly how many there are.
If I say there are half a dozen in and round
about Toronto, is that too many?

Mr. ROEBUCK: Yes.

Mr. MacNICOL: I know there is one in
South York and one down-town on Lombard
street. Are there just the two?

Mr. ROEBUCK: That is the only one in
the city of Toronto.

Mr. MacNICOL: Is there not one out at
Mimico, or in that direction?

Mr. ROEBUCK: Yes.

Mr. MacNICOL: I would not be far wrong
if T said that around Toronto and York
suburbs there are about half a dozen labour
offices. That is as many as there are in
greater London, with about eight million
people to take care of. Surely under this
system we are going to set up, we are not
to be loaded up with political offices such as
are scattered around Ontario?

Mr. GREEN: In this section there is no
reference to placement work. Subsection 2
stresses the collecting and disseminating of
information. Is it the intention of the
government that there shall be a special staff
working on placements? In other words,
whose duty will it be to get in contact with
firms and try to persuade them that they

[Mr. McLarty.]

have room for more men, in order to find
jobs for the unemployed? This is one branch
of employment service work which is not at
all adequately covered by the present service.
I hope the system to be set up under this
bill will be of a more modern type, putting
more emphasis on placements, which means
finding jobs. Is there any intention that
work of that kind shall be done?

Mr. McLARTY: No programme has been
worked out as to the exact scope of the work
which will be undertaken by the employment
offices when they start to function. For that
reason all I can say is that the suggestion he
makes will, of course, receive consideration as
and when the offices are to be opened.

Mr. GREEN: I believe that the minister
will find, if he refers to the report of the
national employment commission, known as
the Purvis commission, that they stressed this
feature.

Mr. McLARTY: Yes; I remember.

Mr. GREEN: They held that more place-
ment work should be carried on in these
employment offices.

Mr. JACKMAN: Will the youth training
scheme come under this bill?

Mr. McLARTY: No; it will be entirely
independent of this bill, but there will be
cooperation with it in the matter of place-
ments, and of training.

Mr. NEILL: It is not the intention of the
government to occupy exclusively the field
of employment offices?

Mr. McLARTY: We cannot do that. The
provinces will still have the right to maintain
and operate their employment offices. We
have the right only to the extent of employ-
ments which are covered under this bill. To
attempt exclusive operation would be to
transgress the powers which we have under
this bill and under the British North America
Act.

Mr. HOMUTH: These three sections are
most important, almost as important as the
provisions for insurance. The big work is
going to be the placement of men. Half a
dozen men are laid off, and come under the
Unemployment Insurance Act. The duty of
the offices is to see to it that these men are
placed as quickly as possible, the quicker the
better; for the sooner they are placed in
work, the more actuarially sound the insur-
ance fund will be. Therefore the job of the
employment offices is to get unemployed men
back to work as quickly as possible. Supposing
the office in Kitchener, if one is established
there, finds work in the city of Toronto for
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eight men who are laid off in Kitchener;
will their fare to Toronto be paid? There is
nothing in the bill which makes any provision
for that. Is it a matter of regulation?

Mr. McLARTY: Perhaps section 91 will
provide an answer to the question of the hon.
member for Waterloo South.

Section agreed to.
Sections 89 and 90 agreed to.

On section 91—Advances to workers seeking
employment.

Mr. HOMUTH: Whatever is advanced to
these workers is simply a loan, which they will
have to pay back?

Mr. McLARTY: Correct.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Is this in
the British act?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, it is.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): To what
extent is it operative in Britain?

Mr. McLARTY: I am advised that it
amounts to about £4,000 a year.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Of course
Britain is a country of short distances.

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I had for-
gotten that there was such a provision in this
bill. This is a rather dangerous provision, yet
I can see that there may be a necessity for it.

Mr. McLARTY: I am advised that in Great
Britain the recovery has been about 95 per
cent.

Mr. HANSON
Excellent.

Mr. MacNICOL: In Great Britain the head
office is in London, and London is connected
by teletype with the branch offices. The
worker goes into one of these offices and hands
in his card, and every office in London is
notified that such and such a man is available
for service. In the same way they are
connected with offices in Manchester, Birming-
ham and other centres. The question asked
by the hon. member for Waterloo South is
quite pertinent. His city is a manufacturing
centre. Suppose eight rubber workers are laid
off in Kitchener; by what means will the head
office in Toronto be notified; and if there is
work in Toronto for five, six, seven or eight
rubber workers, how are they going to get in
contact with the expectant employer? Would
the fare be advanced for them to go to
Toronto? They would need more than that;
they would need something to tide them over
until they had received their first pay.

(York-Sunbury): Good.

The system in the old country has been
operating since 1911, and in my judgment it
is the finest in the world. I have sat and
watched the officials for hours working both
in branch offices and in the central office. It
is a pleasure to see men coming up to the
counter and being addressed by their first
name. The officials in all the offices get to
know many workers by their first name, and
I hope that will happen here. In the old
country on one occasion a teletype statement
came in saying that a number of boiler
makers were wanted. A good many of them
had to have their fares advanced to enable
them to go to other offered work. The
question asked by my hon. friend is, what
provision is being made in that regard?

Mr. ROEBUCK: On the question of the
efficiency of the British system, the committee
might be interested in a letter received by
one of the employment offices in the old
country. It reads something like this: “My
daughter Gladys has paid into your scheme
for four years and every time she tries to get
a bit of benefit you find her a job. It isn’t
fair.”

Mr. HOMUTH: Under subsection 3 of
section 91, suppose an employer asked for an
advance, which he might do under the clause;
he might ask for an advance for the worker.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The em-
ployer?

Mr. HOMUTH: The potential employer.
If he asks for an advance and the money is
given to enable the workers to come to his
plant, which is some distance away, I do not
see anything that gives him the right to
deduct the advance from the wages of the
men so hired.

Mr. McLARTY : Subsection 2 covers that:

Any sum advanced in accordance with such
regulations shall be a debt due to the commis-
sion recoverable by process of law.

Mr. HOMUTH: Recoverable by the com-
mission. But under this clause an employer
can ask the commission to advance money to
an employee.

Mr. McLARTY: Does it not then become
a debt owing to the commission if the com-
mission advances to the employee, at the
request of the employer?

Mr HOMUTH: The employer is respon-
sible for it and it is recoverable from the
employer but not from the employee.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): There is
no provision to take it out of the wages of the
particular employee.
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Mr. McLARTY: The employer requests
the commission to advance certain moneys to
a prospective employee to transfer him to the
employer’s plant. In the event of the com-
mission complying with the request and
advancing the money, that becomes a debt
from the employee to the commission.

Mr. HOMUTH: Not according to the bill
Mr. McLARTY: I think so.
Mr. HOMUTH: Subsection 3 reads:

Anv such advance may be made at the request
either of the employer or of the worker, and
the person on whose application the advance is
made shall be liable to repay the same.

In the case I suggest it is the employer
who is making the application.

Mr. McLARTY: Perhaps what the hon.
member has in mind is the case where the
employer actually makes the advance and
not where the commission makes it, because
in that case it is not a debt due to the
commission. The question may be easily
answered. If the employer chooses to advance
the money to the employee, just where does
the commission come into the picture?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): And he
would have the right of set-off.

Mr. HOMUTH: But where the employer
asks the commission to advance the money—

Mr. McLARTY: Then it becomes a
debt to the commission, because the com-
mission makes the advance.

Mr. MacINNIS: The hon. member for
Waterloo South drew attention to subsection
3, which reads:

Any such advance may be made at the request
either of the employer or of the worker, and
the person on whose application the advance is
made shall be liable to repay the same and give
such undertaking with respect to repayment of
the advance as the commission may, from time
to time, by regulation prescribe either general-
ally or as regards any specified district or class
of applicants.

This section is perfectly clear. I cannot
understand how anyone can misconstrue it.
If there is one section that is clear, it is
this one. The employer asks for an advance
for the employee and the employer is liable
to the commission. TUnder subsection 4 all
advances of the kind discussed shall be made
out of moneys provided by parliament for
the purpose. If they are repaid before the
end of the fiscal year, advances may be
made any number of times without the neces-
sity for the sanction of parliament. It
seems to me that the section is the acme
of clarity.

[Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

Mr. HOMUTH: 1 insist that if the em-
ployer makes the request, he is liable to the
commission for the money.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): There is
no doubt about that.

Mr. HOMUTH: There is no provision
whereby the employer may take these
advances, for which he is liable, out of the
pay of the potential employee.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): What the
hon member says is absolutely correct,
according to a careful reading of the bill.
If the employer makes the request, then he
is liable to the commission and there is no
express provision as to his being repaid by
the employee. There is, however, a declara-
tion that if the moneys are advanced by the
commission they become due to the com-
mission, whoever makes the request. I have
a suggestion which might protect the funds of
the commission, to a limited extent at any
rate. Subsection 2 leaves the recovery of
advances as a matter of process of law. It
makes it an ordinary debt. It ought to be
a crown debt and have priority. After all,
it is the money of the taxpayers. They
stand in a preferred position, as the minister
knows.

Mr. McLARTY: My hon. friend means
only to the extent that such sums are ad-
vanced by the commission?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Yes; the
minister leaves it an ordinary debt. If he
makes it a crown debt, the board is in a
better position.

Mr. McLARTY: Perhaps we should con-
sider this: This commission is a corporation;
it is not a branch of any department of gov-
ernment. Could we create the right in an
incorporated body to recover a debt as if it
were one due the crown?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is
a good point; in one sense that is true. Sup-
posing the debt is not recovered, by what
fund or what portion of the fund will the loss
be borne?

Mr. McLARTY: I refer the hon. leader of
the opposition to section 71; does he think
that would help us out?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Yes; that
certainly is covered. I think that would be
satisfactory.

Section agreed to.
Section 91 agreed to.
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On section 92—Regulations.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Is this
our own, or is this taken from the British
act? These provisions are pretty wide. I
object to paragraph (i) on page 30, of the
bill, “generally for carrying this act into
effect.”” That is too wide. You cannot apply
the ejusdem generis rule there because it is
intended to be an omnibus clause in addition.
It would be all right if it were limited to
regulations of similar nature to those preced-
ing it. But a general omnibus clause like
this is not good legislation.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): It
is the same wording as the act of 1935.

Section agreed to.
Sections 93 to 98 agreed to.

" On section 99—Reciprocal arrangements.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
There is an amendment:

The governor in council may notwithstanding
anything herein contained enter into agreements
with the government of another country to
establish reciprocal arrangements on questions
relating to unemployment insurance.

It was amended at the suggestion of the
law officers by putting in the words “notwith-
standing anything herein contained.”

Mr. MacNICOL: This is a really good
section, if I understand it rightly. I found
in investigating the question of migration that
workmen who have established a claim to un-
employment insurance in the old country
pooh-pooh the idea of coming to Canada
because all they had paid into the unemploy-
ment insurance fund in the old land would
be lost if they came here to live. Do I under-
stand this section rightly when I interpret it
to mean that the government or the commis-
sion can enter into an agreement, say with
the unemployment insurance board or com-
mission in the old land so that if a worker
wishes to come to Canada to live he does not
lose his rights; that is, they will be carried on
here?

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Section agreed to.

Sections 100 and 101 agreed to.

On section 102—Contributions under part
II payable on date to be fixed by commission.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): I
direct the attention of hon. members to the
amendment; delete the word “fixed” and sub-
stitute the word “prescribed.”

Mr. BRUCE: Why are the provisions in
regard to health insurance not in this bill?

Mr. McLARTY: In the 1935 act they were
entirely permissive and provided for the com-
mission to investigate and report upon the
feasibility of establishing national health
insurance. I know the hon. member for Park-
dale is familiar with the provisions of the
report of the commission on dominion-provin-
cial relations relative to the distribution of
federal and provincial powers, which makes
the suggestion that the matter of health is one
which should be absorbed by the provinces.
The unlikelihood of its being used in this bill
was the reason why the permissive clause is
not included.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Further may I suggest that it is a specific
section in the health act, that the dominion
health authorities are instructed to cooperate
with the provinces, just as the permissive sec-
tion in the 1935 act provided.

Mr. BRUCE: But in the act of 1935 certain
duties and powers were given to the com-
mission. One of the duties of the commission
was to assemble reports and collect informa-
tion and data. I presume that the idea of
that was ultimately to enact a health insur-
ance act, following the lines of this Unem-
ployment Insurance Act. In view of what the
hon. member for Peel said this morning, I join
him in regretting that some such clause or
section is not incorporated in this bill. I think
this legislation now being enacted is exceed-
ingly important, and I hope it is only the
first step in similar social legislation which
will ultimately be enacted in regard to national
health. Therefore I urge upon the minister
the necessity of adding a section to empower
the commission to do what was contemplated
in part IV, sections 39 to 41, of the Employ-
ment and Social Insurance Act of 1935.

Section agreed to.

On section 43—Disqualification through loss
of work due to labour dispute.

Mr. McLARTY: I believe an amendment
was moved by the hon. member for North
Battleford.

The CHAIRMAN: The amendment is that
section 43 (a) be amended by striking out the
words after the word “continues” in line 29.

Mr. McLARTY: Of course I think the
committee should realize that should this
amendment be accepted, it would cut out that
part of this section which gives rights to those
not responsible for the strike. In addition, this
section has pretty well stood the test of time
in the old country, where it has been in force
for twenty-nine years. It was approved by
labour during the proceedings of the special
committee, and I suggest that it would be
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extremely dangerous and undesirable to adopt
this amendment. I believe such a step would
be resented by labour.

Mr. ROEBUCK: I of course would be one
of the first to protest if I thought the right
to strike or the advantage of labour was greatly
interfered with in cases of strikes. I have
always advocated the rights of labour, but
here one comes up against difficulties which
must be met in a practical way. When Mr.
Tom Moore was before the committee he was
asked a question with regard to these very
clauses. No one ever questioned the loyalty
of Mr. Tom Moore to the labour movement,
or his common sense in dealing with matters
affecting labour. As reported at page 116 of
the proceedings of the committee he said:

The question of labour disputes, the people
being involved; that is where labour is trying
to be fair and saying that perhaps it would
be asking too much to ask the employer to
contribute to a fund that would finance our
fight against him. In other words, the unem-

ployment insurance benefit would not be used
to strike against the employer.

A little further down on the page I made
this comment:

My view of it is that while it is not entirely
satisfactory, one might criticize it in detail,
there is no other alternative scheme that is
workable that we can substitute for what we
have here with regard to labour disputes.

Mr. Moore replied:

We think it is a workable act, sir.

Of course I should like to put the labour
forces into a position of advantage. It would
be nice to say that in cases of strikes their
unemployment insurance would continue, but
it would not be common sense. It would array
against this measure all the employer forces
of the dominion. It would make the legis-
lation unpopular, because it would involve it
in these labour disputes, so much so that
probably the measure would not remain on
the statute books very long. As a matter of
common sense and arrangement between these
parties, I think we must leave this section
as it is.

Mr. MacINNIS: This is one of the sections
I spotted as soon as I began to give con-
sideration to this bill. It came to my attention
very quickly, of course, because of my long
association with organized labour and labour
disputes. Before the bill went to the com-
mittee I went over it as carefully as possible,
in the time at my disposal after I received
the bill, with representatives of organized
labour and a legal gentleman who gave us
legal interpretations as to the phraseology of
the bill. We felt that organized labour was
safeguarded as far as it was logical to attempt

[Mr. McLarty.]

to do so in this measure. However, I was
not satisfied; that is, I did not wish to stop
there, and when we were discussing this section
in committee I brought up the matter once
more. At page 173 of the proceedings of that
committee I directed a question to the chair-
man which was answered by one of the young
men now sitting in front of the minister. I
put to him the hypothetical case of an insur-
able employee in one industry whose organiza-
tion contributed to finance a strike in some
other industry, and asked whether a member
of such an organization would be barred from
these benefits. I was assured that he would
not. Mr. Hodgson read from a brief he had
with him, part of which I should like to place
on Hansard:

Mr. Hodgson: I think, sir, perhaps the best
way to answer that issue is to read from a
brief memorandum which we have on this
specific point. It will take but a moment and
I think it will show the principles that underlie
the interpretation:—

Disqualification for participation in a labour
dispute entails three preliminary conditions.

1. There must be a labour dispute.

2. The dispute must have occasioned a stop-
page of work.

3. The claimant must have lost employment
by reason of that stoppage, and the dispute must
be at the premises where the claimant is
employed.

I should like the committee to note particu-
larly the next brief paragraph, because I think
it contains the meat of the issue:

The fact that an employer without offering
terms discharges a workman as not worth the
standard rate, or not wishing to employ union
members, discharges them without offering con-
tinued employment on any conditions, would not
constitute a labour dispute.

It seems to me that is about as satisfactory
as we can expect to get it with the imperfect
social system under which we are operating.
But there is another reason why I cannot
support the amendment. If the hon. member
had moved to delete paragraph (a), which
disqualifies because of a strike, while it would
not be very reasonable, at least it would be
understandable. But the hon. member leaves
that paragraph in and takes out what, in my
opinion, are the real safeguards. Then at the
bottom something else is left high and dry,
entirely separate from the rest of the section.
I do not know if that is intended to be left as
it is or to continue from where the deletion
commences. My humble opinion is that in
respect of this matter the hon. member for
North Battleford (Mrs. Nielsen) has been
badly advised.

Mr. HANSELL: May I say a word respect-
ing the amendment of the hon. member
for North Battleford. I place myself in her
position, and feel sympathetically disposed
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to the principles she has expressed in moving
the amendment. May I, however, point out
one or two further matters to which attention
might be drawn.

I direct the attention of hon. members to
the evidence before the special committee, and
turn particularly to page 115. May I observe
at the outset that the official reporters have
made a mistake in the name. I am sure the
leader of the opposition (Mr. Hanson) does
not want his name to be associated with any-
thing I might have said. However, in the
record the name appears as “Mr. Hanson”
when it should have been “Mr. Hansell”. 1
make this observation because some people
in Canada might think the leader of the
opposition is becoming a monetary reformer.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): It would
be quite the contrary.

Mr. HANSELL: When I first read the
measure I felt, as did the hon. member for
Vancouver East (Mr. MaclInnis), that perhaps
this section was dangerous so far as labour
was concerned. When Mr. Moore appeared
before the committee to give evidence I
thought perhaps he would spend a good deal
of time in explaining the section, and might
have some objections to make to it. How-
ever, he volunteered nothing, and for that
reason I asked him some questions. I read
from page 115:

Q. In your submission there was one thing
which I expected you to comment on that you
did not say anything about at all.

Then followed my question, to which he
answered, as reported at page 116:

The question of misconduct is not left to
local insurance officers to decide; he cannot
just take the word of the employer. He has got
to go to a referee; so there is a safeguard there,
and it is up to the employer to prove it is

misconduct, and not up to the man to prove it
is not.

Mr. Graydon: The onus is on the employer.

Then the witness proceeds by further evidence
to support the section. May I now call
attention to a further paragraph at page 116,
where the hon. member for New Westminster
(Mr. Reid) interjected a question. I shall not
read it all, but in part it is as follows:

My own view is that something specific should
be placed in the act rather than left as to
interpretation to the commission. I would like
to have your views on that.

Then Mr. Moore proceeds, in a long para-
graph, to state that the decisions of the appeal
courts have been built up over a period of
years. I shall read this small portion of what
Mr. Moore had to say:

It is built up out of a mass of experience

over a period of time, and that has been found
much more effective than attempting to devise

strict regulations. In the light of that experi-
ence we were prepared to leave it to the
development of decisions on appeals by referees
and umpires in this case rather than to attempt
to devise something in words that might defeat
its own object before we got through with it.

Then the hon. member for Trinity (Mr.
Roebuck) states:

My view of it is that while it is not entirely
satisfactory, one might criticize it in detail,
there is no other alternative scheme that is
workable that we can substitute for what we
have here with regard to labour disputes.

Then Mr. Moore said:

We think it is a workable act, sir.

The point I should like to emphasize is that
the hon. member for Vancouver East and
I have said that in the beginning this section
attracted our attention. Then, the hon. mem-
bers for New Westminster and Trinity were
rather reticent to accept it without a little
further evidence to show that in the eyes of
labour it would be satisfactory. Therefore I
believe the committee were generally agreed,
on the basis of Mr. Moore’s evidence, that
the section should remain as it is.

Concluding my observations may I say that,
should the amendment fail to carry, and in
years to come should some difficulty be
discovered which would bring about certain
hardships on or discrimination against labour,
we shall have to conclude that according to
Mr. Moore’s evidence, he and the people he
represents must take some responsibility for
it, because we were concerned about that
portion of the measure. I believe I may say
he assured us that labour was satisfied with
the section.

Mr, GILLIS: I cannot understand what
object would be served by the amendment.
I should like to read the section as it would
sound, were the section amended in accord-
ance with the proposed amendment. It does
not make sense. It states:

An insured person shall be disqualified for
receiving benefit—

(a) If he has lost his employment by reason
of a stoppage of work, which was due to a
labour dispute at the factory, workshop or
other premises at which he was employed,
except where he has, during a stoppage of work,
become bona fide employed elsewhere in the
occupation which he usually follows, or has
become regularly engaged in some other occu-
pation, but this disqualification shall last only
so long as the stoppage of work continues—

And the amendment affects the following
part:
—and shall not apply in any case in which the
insured person proves—

Then the rest of the section is eliminated
down to:

and where separate branches of work

which are commonly carried on as separate



2034
Unemployment Insurance

COMMONS

businesses in separate premises are carried on
in separate departments on the same premises,
each of those departments shall, for the purposes
of this provision, be deemed to be a separate
factory or workshop or separate premises as
the case may be.

Were I to read that in the public press I am
afraid I would not understand the meaning
of it. However, T have an opinion with
respect to this section. While I have all the
confidence in the world in my colleague who
happened to be a member of the committee
which considered this bill, and while I have
confidence in Mr. Moore and the other labour
representatives, I cannot agree with what is
contained in this section. My experience with
organized labour has been such that, when it
comes to questions of strikes and matters of
that kind, I do not trust the employer. I
have very good reason for that stand. In the
first place, the section assumes that the worker
is responsible for strikes. I say that because
under this section he is penalized. However,
my experience has been the reverse. I have
found that labour disputes have been brought
about deliberately by operators to serve
certain purposes of their own.

Within the last couple of years we had a
good example of this in connection with the
union to which I belong. A lockout was in
force for thirteen months because of an
admitted violation of contract by the opera-
tor. This lockout was fought by the interna-
tional union and the district organization, but
the union had to carry the load for thirteen
months. In a situation like this, under the
provisions of this section, a man who had been
locked out in order to serve an operator’s
purpose would be disqualified.

I think this clause should stand in order
that it may be reworded. As the section reads
now, I know that organized labour across
Canada will consider that it offsets all the good
features of this bill. There will be a violent
reaction against this section. Provision should
be made for some sort of investigation in
order to determine the responsibility for
strikes, lockouts and so forth. Why should
one side be penalized and not the other? In
the lockout to which I referred the men used
every reasonable means at their disposal to
come to an understanding on the question of
wages, but the operator took a most unreason-
able stand. An operator may bring about a
stoppage of work in order to serve his own
purpose, and the men will be disqualified from
the benefits of this section. I agree with the
principle of this bill, but I am afraid organized
labour will not be in favour of this section.

Amendment (Mrs. Nielsen) negatived.

Section agreed to.
[Mr. Gillis.]

First schedule, part I, agreed to.
Second schedule agreed to.
On third schedule—Insurance benefit.

Mr. MacNICOL: In the third column of
the tabulation of weekly rates the range is
from $4.80 to $14.40 for a married person with
dependents. There is apparently no difference
between the allowance to a man with one
dependent and a man with five.

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Mr. MaeNICOL: In that respect this bill
differs widely from the other act.

Mr. McLARTY: This follows the graded
rule.

Schedule agreed to.

On first schedule, part II—Excepted employ-
ments.

Mr. NEILL: Part II deals with excepted
employments, that is, people employed in
these employments will not benefit under the
bill. There are twenty-five of these, and I
would say that they cover between 85 to 90
per cent of all industry in British Columbia.
In other words, so far as British Columbia is
concerned, this bill as it stands is little better
than eye-wash. A man does not benefit from
this scheme if he is employed in agriculture,
horticulture, forestry, fishing, lumbering and
logging, hunting and trapping, transportation
by water, stevedoring, domestic service and
many other types of employment. In order
to test this part of the schedule, I intend to
move an amendment dealing with logging,
British Columbia’s second largest if not the

- largest industry. In order to meet the wishes

of those who wanted to deal with sawmills
and other wood working industries which do
not operate continuously, I have worded this
amendment as follows:

Employment in lumbering and logging which
are not reasonably continuous in their operation.

That is, in part, the exact language used
in the amendment passed by the committee
in connection with sawmills, planing mills,
shingle mills and wood-processing plants. I
have worded my amendment in order to put
it up to the commission to allow employ-
ment in lumbering and logging—I have a
further amendment to deal with stevedoring
and domestic service—which are reasonably
continuous in their operations. This after-
noon the hon. member for Vancouver South
explained most ably the difference between
conditions in British Columbia and those in
the east. The situation is not fair, or reason-
able, or just, and I appeal to the good
sense of hon. members in the east to back
us up by not imposing upon us conditions
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which are so destructive,
any benefits under the measure, but which
happen to fit conditions here. Surely the
English language is capable of being put in
such a way that both conditions can be met,
and I think it can be met in that way.
There are what are called “gyppo” logging
outfits which operate for only two or three
months. They would not come in because
they are not reasonably continuous. But
I could name some outfits which log prac-
tically continuously, and are stopped only
by some condition of the weather, or lack
of orders, which this amendment is intended
to take care of.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): How
would paragraph (c¢) read if effect is given to
the present amendment along with the
amendment of the minister?

Mr. NEILL: Paragraph (c¢) will now read,
among the excepted employments, “employ-
ment in lumbering and logging which are not
reasonably continuous in their operations.”
It meets the objection of those who have in
mind these two-months logging outfits, and
it will take in lumbering, logging and saw-
mills entirely, because the word “lumbering,”
according to the dictionary, includes taking
the log from the tree into the manufactured
article.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
I direct attention to the amendment recom-
mended by the committee, and which will be
found on page 2. It deletes paragraph (c)
and substitutes therefor the following:

(¢) Employment in lumbering and loggin
exclusive of such sawmills, planing mills, shmgfe
mills and wood-processing plants as are in the
opinion of the commission reasonably continuous
in their operations.

Mr. GREEN: 1 take it that the amend-
ment to paragraph (¢) which was moved by
the hon. member for Comox-Alberni is the
one before the committee, and not the amend-
ment which has just been referred to by the
minister.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
The amendment which I have mentioned is
automatically before this committee. It is
the bill as amended by the special committee
which is before the committee of the whole.

Mr. STIRLING: This is an amendment to
the amendment.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
The amendment moved by the hon. member
for Comox-Alberni is the amendment before
the committee.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):
an amendment to the amendment.

so to speak, of

And is

The CHAIRMAN: Part II of the first
schedule was amended by the special select
committee by striking out paragraph (c¢) in
part II and substituting what the minister
has just read. Paragraph (c) therefore reads
at present as follows:

(¢) Employment in lumbering and logging,
exclusive of such sawmills, planing mills, shingle
mills and wood-processing plants as are, in the
opinion of the commission, reasonably continuous
in their operations.

To which the hon. member for Comox-
Alberni now moves:

That paragraph (e¢), as adopted by the com-
mittee be struck out and the following substi-
tuted in lieu thereof, as paragraph (c)

“Employment in ]umbering and logging which
are not reasonably continuous in their oper-
ations.”

The effect of this amendment would be to
add as employments covered by the bill (ex-
cluded from the excepted employments),
employments in lumbering and logging which
are reasonably continuous in their operations.
Would remain excepted, to use the word of
the bill, only such employments in lumbering
and logging as are not reasonably continuous
in their operations.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury):
that is right.

The CHAIRMAN: The effect of the
amendment is, therefore, to add classes of
employees or classes of employments; in other
words, in my opinion, to add charges on the
public in excess of those covered by the bill
submitted to this committee.

Mr. NEILL: Will you allow me, before
you give your ruling—

The CHAIRMAN: Before I give a ruling
I should like to hear hon. members who
desire to speak.

Mr. NEILL: By a strong adherence to
technicalities, possibly the suggestion made
by the chairman of the committee may be
in order; but I recall, and we can all remem-
ber, that, not once or twice but three or
four times in this chamber in the last few
days, we have been assured under the word
of the minister in charge of this bill that we
would be allowed to make an amendment of
this kind. It was by that means he got the
resolution and bill through.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not want to inter-
rupt the hon. member for Comox-Alberni, but
I never heard it suggested that the hon. mem-
ber even proposed to make an amendment
until he spoke about it in the house this after-
noon. As far as my suggesting the right to
make an amendment, I have no such power,
and as I say, I had no idea until the hon.

I think
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member rose in his place at that time, that
he had any intention of moving an amend-
ment.

Mr. NEILL: The hon. minister interrupted
me before I had finished what I had to say
in regard to this particular point. The ques-
tion was raised by several hon. members.
I have not now the time to show it from
Hansard. 1 never thought the point would
be taken. We all know that there was a rush
to get the bill through. We raised various
points, and I remember this particular point
being raised, because if somebody else had
not done it I would have done it; and the
answer, the assurance, which we got was,
“You can take these things up later on; any
hon. member will be at liberty to raise points
about these matters.” It was by this method
of subtle .encouragement that the bill went
so quickly through the house the other night.
I believe that if we look closely at the
Hansard report of the proceedings in commit-
tee, we shall find that somewhat the same
statement was made, “It will always be open.”
Somebody made the point “You cannot do
that, because it will be said that the govern-
ment will be required to spend public money”;
but the answer was, “We won’t be too restric-
tive about that; it will always be open.”

Mr. McLARTY: Is the hon. member say-
ing that I suggested that any member of this
committee or of the house could move an
amendment at any time, and that he had my
assurance that he could? I regret any mis-
understanding with the hon. member—

Mr. NEILL: Not in so many words.

Mr. McLARTY: —but I do not think I
would take that authority upon myself.

Mr. NEILL: It was to be such amendments
as we desired; and this was one of them.

Mr. McLARTY: I never made any such
suggestion, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NEILL: This is not an addition to
the bill in the general sense; it is an addition
to the classification of excepted employments.
A word very much used nowadays is “clarify.”
This amendment is simply to clarify the
excepted employments, and in that sense I
do not think it involves the expenditure of
public money. It may or it may not. We
cannot tell. But I fall back on the state-
ment I have mentioned. I will not say that
the minister put it in black and white, or
used those words in connection with this
particular amendment.

Mr. McLARTY: Or, to be fair, any other
amendment. I did not suggest such a thing.
[Mr. MecLarty.]

Mr. NEILL: But we all understood that
we would be allowed latitude.

Mr. McLARTY: I did not suggest it at
any time, nor would I have the authority—
and I try to keep myself within the limit
of the authority I have—to suggest that any
member of this committee could or could not
move an amendment. I did not raise any
point of order. You, Mr. Chairman, have
dealt with the point of order, not at my
request. I have no desire or inclination
in connection with it. That, after all, is
neither my function nor my duty, nor have
I taken it on myself to extend to members
of this committee or this house privileges which
I would have no right to extend.

Mr. NEILL: On the question of misun-
derstanding, was there not a misunderstanding
to-day at either twelve or three o’clock when
this bill came into committee, and the chair-
man ruled that we could discuss only the
individual items, that we could deal only with
the first section, namely, the short title, and
he proceeded to enforce that ruling? But it
was put forward that there had been a distinct
understanding with the minister that we would
be allowed to discuss any phase of the bill on
the short title.

Mr. McLARTY: 1 suggest to the hon.
member for Comox-Alberni that if he will
consult Hansard he will find that there was no
such suggestion by any member of this com-
mittee. The hon. member for Vancouver South
rose to speak after I sat down. The chairman
rose in ‘his place and said, “Only with the
unanimous consent of the house,” and I sug-
gested that we give unanimous consent. I
never said a single word, if I remember cor-
rectly, about my having agreed that a good
deal of latitude would be given. I dislike
intensely having this misunderstanding, but in
fairness to myself the hon. member should not
misquote me.

Mr. GREEN: The minister means the hon.
member for Vancouver East; he said Van-
couver South.

The CHAIRMAN : - This morning the ques-
tion arose as to whether the various sections
should be discussed one by one. By unanimous
consent, a general debate on the principle
of the bill, as free as possible, took place, and
there has been since then no restriction on the
debate. The study of the bill section by section
was commenced at five o’clock, this afternoon.

Mr. NEILL: You would not call this restric-
tion now?

The CHAIRMAN: No. A point of order.
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Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The chair-
man has clearly stated the position. I under-
stand the rule, but I understood that by a
sort of silent unanimous consent the provisions
of the rule were relaxed and that was why
we were all enabled to make our statements.
On the point of order raised by the chairman,
I suppose it is a part of his duty to raise it
on his own initiative, but I must say with
great respect that I never saw a chairman so
alert as our present chairman to raise these
issues and relieve some member of the ministry
of the odium of taking the issue. Really, that
is where the direction should come from,
and I say this with great deference and respect
to the minister. I think the minister would
be well advised—

The CHAIRMAN: May I, on that point—

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If you
would hear me out, perhaps it would be
better.

The CHAIRMAN: Pardon me. I should
not like the hon. gentleman to go unchal-
lenged on that point if the implication be that,
by raising a point of order based on a rule of
the house which binds me as well as any
other member of the committee, I was trying
in any way to relieve the minister of the
odium of raising the point of order. I protest
most energetically against such an implica-
tion.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I do not
think—

The CHAIRMAN : Order, please. It is the
duty of the chair, in committee as well as in
the house, to apply the rules. There was
nothing further from my mind—and I resent
the implication—than to relieve the ministry
of any odium. And I am not trying now to
relieve even the leader of the opposition of
the odium of his implications.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Having
been sufficiently spanked by the chairman, I
must confess to be still unrepentent.

The CHAIRMAN: I would refer the hon.
gentleman to the rule of the house—

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I am quite
aware of the rule of the house; I do not think
we should proceed further with the matter. I
have said on many occasions—

The CHAIRMAN : I think the hon. gentle-
man should withdraw his words.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If the
chairman will wait a minute and not be quite
so heated, I was going to say that if there was
a reflection on the chair I most cheerfully
withdraw it. I, more than any other man in

this house, want to be within the rules. If I
do not comply with the rules I cannot ask other
people to do so, and if there is any offence
where none was intended, if any offence is
taken, I cheerfully withdraw it. Can I grovel
in the dust any more than that?

The CHAIRMAN: It is not a question of
groveling in the dust, but I think it is proper
that the chairman should object to any implica-
tion of the sort. I accept the hon. gentleman’s
withdrawal of his remarks, and I declare that
I am perfectly satisfied. Nobody, however,
could accuse me of undue heat for resenting
such an implication.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I do not
want to argue the point, but is the position
not somewhat analogous to a case in a law
court, as regards the admissibility or inad-
missibility of evidence? In a civil action the
rule is that the judge does not challenge the
admissibility of evidence unless counsel on
the other side does, but in a criminal case it
is the duty of the judge to do so.

An hon. MEMBER: In both cases.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): In our
courts, if there is competent counsel, the
judge will not intervene in a civil action;
but it is his duty to intervene in a criminal
action. However, we may well let the matter
go. But I will make a suggestion to the
minister, that he do not stand on the point of
order but allow this matter to be discussed
and to be decided by the committee. If he
cannot do that, I have nothing more to say.

Mr. NEILL: How many times in the last
two weeks have we not passed by unanimous
consent matters which would have caused
great inconvenience to the government had
we not given that consent?

The CHAIRMAN: I do not believe it is in
the power of the committee to grant one of
its members the right to introduce an amend-
ment which has the effect of entailing the
expenditure of public funds. The only way of
overcoming the difficulty arising from this
aspect of the amendment of the hon. member
would be for a minister of the crown to
present the amendment. If the minister does
not see fit to do so, the committee has
no power. I quote from Beauchesne, citation
551

It is a fundamental principle that no resolu-
tion or amendment to increase a charge upon
the people can be moved with the Speaker in
the chair;—it must be initiated in committee by
a minister acting on behalf of the crown.

I quote from May at page 531:

For instance, it was held, ninth March, 1863,
that a member could not move an addition to
the number of men stated upon the army
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estimates, although apparently the grant for
pay upon the estimates provided for a number
of soldiers larger than the number therein
specified—

Mr. NEILL: What year was that?

The CHAIRMAN: That was 1863. The
rules have not been changed.

Mr. NEILL: Oh, yes.

The CHAIRMAN: I should like to be

shown. I continue:
—and analogous motions have been ruled out
of order, although the proposed increase in
the number of men was nominal, designed only
for the correction of an alleged error in the
estimates.

I read in Beauchesne, citation 108, that the
Speaker “is bound to call attention immed-
iately to any irregularity in debate or
procedure and not to wait for the inter-
position of a member.”

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If the
chairman has finished, I should like to invite
the minister to accept the amendment, which
I hope is in order. He could accept the
amendment because it is right in line with the
ruling. To suggest anything else is ridiculous.
He could accept it and make it his amendment.

Mr. McLARTY: Let us get this clear. As
far as I am personally concerned I have no
objection to the amendment or to any dis-
cussion which would follow on it. Perhaps
in the long run it would save time to do what
is suggested by the leader of the opposition.
But consider my position, a minister of the
crown sitting through a committee, and then
moving an amendment. Then I would have
to rise in my place and speak against it. I
do not suppose I am entitled to go into this
matter now, but I think it is asking quite a
bit for a minister of the crown after he has
gone through the special committee to move
an amendment and then immediately to talk
against it. I want to make this position clear,
that as far as I am concerned I did not
suggest it was out of order.

Mr. GREEN: Perhaps we should get back
to the unfortunate logger in British Columbia,
and see what can be done to help him. I
realize that it is the government who will
decide whether or not a change can be made
in this particular part of the schedule. I
would ask the Minister of Labour, if he is
unwilling to accept the amendment moved
by the hon. member for Comox-Alberni, to
consider changing this amended paragraph
(c) by adding after the words “wood-process-
ing plants” these words, “and logging camps”.
This means that we are asking that the
government give the new unemployment
insurance commission the power—not saying

[{The Chairman.]

they must do so—to bring logging camps
under the scheme. Of course we are particu-
larly concerned about logging camps in British
Columbia, because there the employment is
far more permanent than it is in logging
camps in eastern Canada. I believe every
hon. member from British Columbia wishes
to see loggers included in this unemployment
insurance scheme. I am sure even the Minister
of Pensions and National Health, a member
of the government, would very much like to
see loggers included.

Mr. NEILL: And the British Columbia
government.

Mr. GREEN: And, as the hon. member
for Comox-Alberni says, the British Columbia
government have made representations to
this government within the last day or two
asking them to include the loggers of British
Columbia in the scheme. The schedule as
amended by the committee gives the unem-
ployment insurance commission similar power
to bring under the measure sawmills, planing
mills, shingle mills and wood-processing
plants if they are reasonably continuous in
their operations. We ask the same thing for
this other branch of the lumber industry,
namely, the logging camps. In other words,
we should like the government to make it
perfectly clear that the commission can—not
must, but can—if they see fit investigate
logging camps in British Columbia. This
means that all the parties concerned, the
loggers and the proprietors, the British
Columbia government, and anyone else inter-
ested can make representations to this com-
mission on this question. If our suggestion
is not accepted, I submit that such cannot be
done. Acceptance of my proposal would
mean that all the parties concerned can have
a hearing. As I said, the commission cannot
do it now because in this very amendment
that the committee proposed other branches
of the lumber industry are named, which by
inference excludes logging camps. If the
government give the commission power to
make this investigation of the camps, the
government are amply protected; they can
lose nothing, for the commission will have
the power to put the loggers in or to leave
them out.

I point out that there are thousands of
men concerned in British Columbia; our
lumber industry is our biggest industry; the
government of British Columbia are pressing
for this change; the members are pressing for
it, and the situation there is quite different
from that in eastern Canada.

Mr. MacNICOL: All the British Columbia
members?
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Mr. GREEN: I think every member from
British Columbia.

Mr. REID: It was fought out in the
committee.
Mr. GREEN: Before the committee a

learned counsel from British Columbia, Mr.
W. B. Farris, K.C., appeared as counsel for
certain logging interests, that is, for employers
in the logging branch of the lumber industry
of that province. He naturally did not want
to have his clients included in the scheme,
and he put up as strong, and may I say as
extravagant a case as it would be possible to
put up.

Mr. REID: Which we challenged.

Mr. GREEN: But even at that he did say,
as found on page 201 of the report of the
proceedings, when he was questioned by the
hon. member for Shelburne-Yarmouth-Clare:

Q. You are against any extension of the act
to include the loggers and are satisfied with it
the way it stands?

Here may I point out that Mr. Farris was
perfectly willing to have the sawmill and
shingle mill men come under the scheme but
not the loggers. The answer was:

A. We are satisfied with it. I would, how-
ever, go this far; if after investigation 1t was
found that it was practical or desirable to bring
the loggers in under the provxsmns of the act
we would not be opposed to it

The Chairman: That is, if ‘the advisory com-
mittee investigated and made such a recom-
mendation?

Y RRae 3 5

All we ask is that the government give
power in this paragraph (c¢) to the unemploy-
ment insurance commission to make such an
investigation, which would be perfectly satis-
factory even to Mr. Farris. If the change we
ask is not made, that cannot be domne. I
appeal to the Minister of Labour to show his
great common sense and sense of justice in
regard to this question. Our province is
vitally concerned about it. I ask that he
make the change requested.

Mr. McLARTY: There seems to be some
misconception as to the reasons that prompted
the committee in not making the amendment
to part II covering the exceptions. It is in
one part of Canada undoubtedly a definitely
seasonal industry; in another part it is not.
It is just a question of how far this parliament
should go in regional legislation. But it was
not by reason of the seasonal nature of the
work that it was thought wise to exclude
logging. 1t was largely because of the admin-
istrative difficulty involved; the matter of
inspection, of attendance at employment
offices, of the rapid turn-over of labour. The
question was brought up at the subcommittee

. that the persons are at work.

meeting, and Mr. Watson, the chief actuary
of the department of insurance, in dealing
with the matter, stated:

. . You hayve to keep in mind the whole
scheme of admlmstra.tmn, including inspection.

. . The difficulty is to know that the con-
tributions have been properly paid; know they
are at work when they claim they are at work,
and all these things. You see how easy col-
lusion would be. . . . Take administration for
instance. They must have their employment
book, and they must register, so that the inspec-
tion department may know or be able to check
up to see if the stamps are kept on and to see
There is a
certain amount of logging gomg on up the
Gatineau. People could claim they are employed
by so and so, and nobody in the world could
do inspection. It would be too expensive.

It is not entirely the seasonal nature of the
work ; it is the administrative work.

I did suggest this to members of the com-
mittee, because they pressed me very hard to
have this taken out of the excepted employ-
ments, but under the provisions of the bill
itself I urged upon them that there can be
accomplished something along the lines with
which the hon. member for Vancouver South
has suggested. If an opportunity is given to
the commission to investigate this industry:
if they find that it is possible properly to
administer it under this act; if they find that
the difficulties which I have suggested do not
exist—I have no knowledge of the logging
industry myself but am simply repeating what
I am told—then I can see no reason why
under section 86 (a) an extension could not
be given and this industry taken out of the
list of exceptions; I feel that this might reason-
ably be done. The reason why it was not
inserted originally was not because of its
seasonable nature, as hon. members from
British Columbia seem to think. It was be-
cause of the difficulty of administering it under
the present provisions of the bill. We are
going to have enough difficulty as it is in
setting up the administration. I suggest that
an opportunity should be given the commis-
sion to investigate and see whether this indus-
try can properly be brought within the
administrative scope of the bill. If it can,
there is no reason why it should not be.

Mr. GREEN: I do not intend to speak any
more; I think it is up to the other members
from British Columbia to speak if they have
anything to say. I am not going to keep at it,
but there are also great difficulties of adminis-
tration in connection with the sawmill indus-
try, for example. Under this proposed amend-
ment to paragraph (¢) you have said to the
new commission, in effect, “You must go to
British Columbia and investigate these saw-
mills, planing mills, shingle mills and wood-
processing plants in order to see whether or
not in your opinion they are reasonably con-
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tinuous in their operations.” I submit to the
minister that there is no reason whatever why
you could not also say to the commission
right in this paragraph, “When you are inves-
tigating the other branches of the lumber
industry you shall also investigate the logging
end of it.” The commission is the body to
decide whether or not there are administrative
difficulties; it is not for the house to decide,
or for the minister, nor was it for the special
committee to decide. The question of admin-
istrative difficulties should be left to the new
commission which is to be set up.

Mr. McLARTY: That is exactly where it
is left now by section 86 (a).

Mr. GREEN: I do not see why you should
say that the logging camps must come into
the scheme under section 86 (a), that they
cannot come in under paragraph (c) of this
schedule, when you include under this para-
graph sawmills, planing mills, shingle mills
and so on.

Mr. NEILL: In regard to the statement as
to the difficulties of administration, I would
ask how the government expect to collect the
national defence tax, which is to be collected
from each of these men. I would point out
also that the provincial government of British
Columbia already collects from these men a
tax of one cent a day under the workmen’s
compensation act, and every last cent of that
tax is collected although the same adminis-
trative difficulties exist. There is also col-
lected by the provincial government a one per
cent tax on wages. There is no trouble in
collecting any of these taxes, and I do not see
why it should be any more difficult to admin-
ister this measure in the same way.

Mr. REID: In fairness to those hon.
members from British Columbia who were
members of the special committee, I think
it should be pointed out that we put up
just as hard a fight in that committee in
regard to this matter as other hon. members
have been putting up to-night. The difficulty
we encountered—and it has been encountered
here also—was because of the interpretation
of the word “lumber”. We pointed out to
the committee when we were discussing the
bill that in British Columbia Ilumbering
included logging, logging railways, sawmills,
shingle mills, planing mills, sash and door
factories and wood-working plants. All these
operations come under the word “lumbering”,
whereas in the central provinces and in the
east the word does not cover all these
branches. After a great deal of discussion it
was decided to widen the bill a little by
adding the words “wood-processing plants”,
in order to include veneer plants, sash and

[Mr. Green.]

door factories and all plants handling wood
products.

As one of the members of that committee
from British Columbia I was just as much
disappointed as the two hon. members who
have spoken to-night because it was not
possible for us to have logging included
in this bill. That is one of the foremost
industries of our province. I felt it my duty,
lest the wrong impression went out, to say
that in that committee we did our best to
have logging included, and that we are with
the other hon. members in their fight to-night
to have that done.

Mr. MacINNIS: I should like to say
just a few words in this connection. As I
pointed out earlier to-day, I think we should
bear in mind that there will be many admin-
istrative difficulties in organizing the machin-
ery under this bill. I do not suppose that
one more occupation or ten or fifteen thou-
sand men from any group will upset or make
impossible that organization, but in the com-
mittee we were confronted with the fact
that we were told by the actuary, Mr.
Watson, that he could not certify the
actuarial soundness of the bill without fur-
ther investigation if we were to press for
the inclusion of new groups. The hon.
member for Rosedale suggests that he would
certify it if the commission took them in,
but in my opinion he did not say that. He
certified the measure as it was drafted, con-
taining these categories; and every other
category or group brought in would affect
the actuarial situation one way or the other.
We discovered that when we were pressing
for the inclusion of people receiving salaries
of $2,000 to $2,500.

I wish the loggers had been included when
the bill was being drafted. If the govern-
ment would accept the amendment, I would
vote to have them included now. But if
including them would mean delaying the bill
until the actuary could make another report,
it would mean that the bill would not go
through this session, and we would be defeat-
ing the end we are trying to bring about.
I should just like to leave that thought with
the committee.

Mr. JACKMAN: As far as the actuarial
calculations are concerned, the commission
already has power to consider taking in new
industries or new companies out of industries,
or omitting certain ones already included.
So the logging industry of British Columbia
could well be included under this bill for
the coming year without seriously disturb-
ing Mr. Watson’s report. We have heard
a good deal about the calculations and the
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possibility of accuracy in regard to state-
ments concerning payments into the fund and
benefits under it. I think we have heard
sufficient to know that of necessity there is
a great deal of conjecture in an actuarial
calculation concerning a measure of this kind.
If one industry in British Columbia, or part
of one industry, should be included under
it, I do not think the actuarial calculations
would be seriously altered. Furthermore,
the whole fund, and the ecalculations which
go to make up its soundness or projected
soundness, are constantly under review and
can be changed from time to time. So I
cannot conceive that in a measure of this
magnitude the inclusion of a single industry
in British Columbia would affect the actuarial
caleulation to any substantial degree. I
believe the present calculation would allow
for that action being taken.

Mr. POTTIER: I am one who is in favour
of leaving the measure as it is at the present
time. One point clear in my mind is the
magnitude of the burden which will develop
in connection with the machinery required to
set the legislation in motion. We are now
discussing the greatest social expenditure which
up to the present Canada has had to face.
It will exceed the yearly expenditures for old
age pensions, and in the measure as it now
stands I think we have gone far enough.

From the evidence given before the special
committee I got the definite impression that
in setting up the machinery and working out
the details of operation we have set ourselves
a task the like of which no department in
Canada has had since Canada became a nation,
except possibly our war efforts. That point
was emphasized before the committee by
quotations respecting what had happened in
the United States and Great Britain. In those
countries the plan was so far as possible to
bring about a formula as simple as could be
found, one which would work with the least
difficulty. I would refer hon, members to
page 220 of the report of proceedings before
the special committee.

Seeing that it is nearly eleven o’clock, I
shall not take time to read the quotations, but
at that point will be found the advice and
the suggestions given to the committee. I say
that we have gone far enough, and that we
should leave the bill as it is, without taking
the additional hazard of going any farther.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I have a
suggestion to make. It is quite evident that
we cannot finish the bill to-night, because
questions respecting stevedoring and domestic
servants are to be raised. I have opinions
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respecting those two groups. Then, hon. mem-
bers for British Columbia foel strongly about
those who are connected with logging, and 1
appreciate the position they take. We have
had a full day, and I would suggest that we
adjourn until eleven o’clock on Monday morn-
ing. I am not going to labour the matter
longer, so far as I am concerned, but the
minister might be good enough to consult with
his colleagues over the week-end. Perhaps,
as a result, they would agree to the requests
of the members from British Columbia.

Schedule stands.
Progress reported.

At eleven o’clock the house adjourned, with-
out question put, pursuant to standing order.

Monday, July 29, 1940

The house met at eleven o’clock.

QUESTIONS

(Questions answered orally are indicated
by an asterisk.)

*MILITARY SERVICE—VOLUNTARY ENLISTMENTS
Mr. CRETE:

At the present time can one enlist voluntarily
(a) in the Canadian active service for service
overseas, (b) in the permanent active militia
for service in Canada, (¢) in the non-permanent
active militia for home defence?

Mr. RALSTON: In the statement that I
am going to make to the house I shall deal
quite fully with the inquiries contained in
this question. Perhaps the hon. member will
allow it to be dropped.

Mr. SPEAKER: Dropped.

*MUNITIONS AND SUPPLIES—CONTRACTS

Mr. HAZEN:

1. What is the total value of the contracts
let by the Department of Munitions and Supply
and its predecessor purchasing bodies since war
was declared to date, for (a) war material and
supplies of all kinds, (b) construction contracts?

2. What is the total value of the contracts let
by the Department of Munitions and Supply
and its predecessor purchasing bodies since war
broke out to date, to persons or companies in
the province of New Brunswick for (a) war
materials and supplies of all kinds, (b) construec-
tion contracts?

3. What are the names of the persons or com-
panies in New Brunswick to whom contracts
have been let by the Department of Munitions
and Supply or its predecessor purchasing bodies
since war was declared, what was the nature
of the goods or services contracted for in each
case, and what was the price of each contract?
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Mr. HOWE: I replied orally to this question
on a former occasion, and the leader of the
opposition said that he would consider the
possibility of having it dropped.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Will the
minister let it stand for a day or two? It
must have escaped my mind; I forgot all
about it.

Mr. SPEAKER: Stands.

HOME DEFENCE
Mr. CHURCH:

1. What do military duties known as home
defence consist of in this war, for which men
are to be trained on land, sea and in the air,
after registration in Canada?

2. Will it be in coordination or cooperation
with Britain?

3. Does it include defence of Canada’s
neutrality from those who wish to use Cana-
dian ports and territory for unneutral acts
against another friendly power, as set out and
defined by the government in the debate of 1938
on defence estimates?

4, Will voluntary enlistment for overseas be
affected by this registration act?

5. Does home defence include defence of
Canada outside three miles of Canada’s terri-
torial waters, or defence of France’s islands in
the St. Lawrence, or defence of Iceland, Green-
land or the West Indies?

Mr. RALSTON:
1. As stated by Mr. Gardiner in the house

on July 12, 1940 (see Hansard, page 1591),

men called up under the National Resources
Mobilization Act will be available for defence
of Canada in Canada and everything pertain-
ing to the military portion of that defence is
included in the military duties.

2. Yes, as part of the whole war effort of
the Dominion.

3. Yes.

4. No.

5. Not as regards enlistment for Military
Service for home defence.

COST OF ESTIMATING WHEAT YIELD

Mr. JOHNSTON (Bow River):

1. What was the financial cost of estimating
the average bushel yield of wheat per acre in
the prairie provinces and the Peace River block
in British Columbia?

2. How much was paid in wheat bonus to
farmers, covering the same areas?

3. How much was collected from farmers
under the omne per cent levy?

4. How much was borrowed from the
Finance department to help pay the wheat
bonus?

[Mr. Hazen.]

Mr. CASGRAIN:

1. Cost to date of Prairie Farm Assistance
Act in respect to the 1939 crop season:
$273,595.62.

It is not possible to segregate the costs
involved in estimating the average yields of
wheat.

2. Amount paid to date: $9,713,511.99.

3. Collected to June 27: $2,219,781.55.

4. Advances authorized from consolidated
revenue fund: December 14, 1939, $5,000,000.
February 29, 1940, additional amount required,
not to exceed a maximum of $4,000,000.

RECRUITING OF MINE WORKERS

Mr. ADAMSON:

1. Are the recruiting officers accepting mine
workers before the national registration scheme
is completed and we have taken stock of our
man-power resources?

2. What action has the government taken to
the formation of a special pioneer corps of
miners who would be trained together so that
their specialized knowledge of rock, explosives
and demolition work could be used to the best
advantage?

Mr. RALSTON :

1. If the question refers to men highly
skilled in mining operations, and with an
extensive knowledge of their trade, then they
may be enlisted by recruiting officers before
the National Registration scheme is completed,
provided they are recruited to fill vacancies
in the establishment of a unit requiring such
qualifications.

2. A special unit, No. 1 Tunnelling Com-
pany, has been formed in England from Cana-
dian personnel selected from units overseas,
and by the recent enlistment in Canada of
116 miners and diamond drillers.

The number of actual miners required in
all engineer and pioneer units, which have
been authorized to date, other than the No. 1
Tunnelling Company, amount to approxi-
mately 70, with reinforcements estimated at
25 to 30 per year. Specialized knowledge of
rock, explosive and demolition work would be
an asset to such units.

TUBERCULOSIS TESTS FOR CATTLE
Mr. BLACK (Cumberland):

1. In what counties of the province of Nova
Scotia have tuberculosis tests for cattle been
made since 19257

2. How many such tests have been made,
stating (1) the counties in which each such
test was made, (2) the date when each such
test was made, (3) the number of cattle tested
in each such test, and (4) the number and
percentage of reactors found in each such test?
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3. In what counties or areas have such tests
been authorized but not yet carried out?

4. Has any request been made by the govern-
ment of Nova Scotia for such tests in the

1 and 2.

No. of

Counties tested times

since 1925 tested
ARNapolis: i ia s AR BT ST 1
ANBPORIAh . 5 5 R v e et g 2
GO (T 7 o e . o g B N ot 2
CGUMbErIANA. 15, ok leeesinn s sasteisieis isisrs 2
1BT0057 o e e S P R e, 0
EGERVBROTOUERT o v il o i s e e 1
1505V ET « SRR R IR B € DR s 1
ERabshet v o Joolis ool ol leennt L 10
LT I R e e S T 1
BHDEDBULE. & 5 300 e o S heihies 1
RICEONET w72 5. = SN SRR Rl P TR S 2
OUeeng L, o Sot e | b Rt 1
Shelburne ........coiieviiiiiiennnnn 1
ECATIOUBIEL AT . Lk Liade satedros Bt ot 2

counties of Cape Bret;)n island? If so, what

action has been taken?
Mr. GARDINER:

No.of Percen-
Dates of cattle tage of
testing tested reactors
April and May, 1928...... 14584 26
Nov./27 to Feb./28........ 14,103 1-0
Jan. to Apr./40............ 13,282 0-2
Oet/27 to Mar./28. ... .... 22,459 4-5
May /39 to Sept./39........ 25,035 0-44
Oetl/2¢ to dan /28 .. ... 23,770 1-7
Nov./38 to June/39....... 25,030 0-49
Jany to. May/28. .c.cois s 10,485 0-39
Nov. and Dec./27......... 6,924 0-17
Eeb:3t0. Apr./28. et vas 't zsn s 10,725 3-0
Feb. to May/28........... 16,587 4-1
(Retest in progress.)
May to July/28........... 17532 2'5
June to Aug./28........... 17,024 2-0
Sept./27 to Jan./28........ 21,513 1-2
Aug./39 to May/40........ 21230 0-15
Apr. and May/28.......... 3,650 1-6
Feb. and Mar./28......... 3415 0-6
Sept./27 to Feb./28....... 8325 22
Oct./38 to Jan./39......... 9,708 0-1

3. By order in council P.C. 2355, Dec. 15,
1927, initial testing of all cattle in Nova
Scotia, except the island of Cape Breton,
was authorized. Retesting by counties is in
progress and the counties of Yarmouth, Cum-
berland, Colchester, Antigonish and Pictou
have been completed.

4. Yes, but no formal application in accord-
ance with the restricted area regulations has
been received.

MUNITIONS PLANTS
Mr. COLDWELL:

1. How many munitions plants financed by
the governments of Canada and/or Great
Britain have been or are being established?

2. How many of such plants are being or are
to be operated by the department?

3. How many are being or are to be operated
under arrangement with private interests?

Mr. HOWE:

1. Eight.

2. Three. (Arsenals, operated by Depart-
ment of National Defence.)

3. Five.

SOLDIER MAIL
Mr. CHURCH:

Will the government give consideration to
carrying free, through the post office, letters

95826—129}

of soldiers serving in Canada’s army, navy and
air force, for the period of the war, and also
other classes of soldier mail?

Mr. MULOCK: The government has given
consideration to this question.

All letters from soldiers in a theatre of war
have been carried free from the time of the
arrival of Canada’s troops overseas.

The following concessions as variations from
civil rates, have also been made—

A special reduced rate of 12 cents per pound
up to 11 pounds has been secured for parcels
sent to the Canadian troops in the United
Kingdom.

This special rate of 12 cents per pound has
been extended to parcels for H.M. ships and
H.M.C. ships abroad, as well as parcels for
members of the official auxiliary services
such as the women’s auxiliary territorial ser-
vice and the women’s auxiliary air force, if
addressed to units serving in the United King-
dom.

A reduced rate of 10 cents per pound has
also been arranged for parcels posted to mem-
bers of the Canadian troops in Newfoundland.

Ordinary letters, not exceeding two ounces
in weight, posted to Canada by Canadian
troops at Canadian army field post offices in
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the United Kingdom are accepted free of
postage. If posted at a civil post office, the
regular postage rates to Canada would apply.

As a result of negotiations entered into with
the authorities in the United Kingdom and
Newfoundland, concessions have been ob-
tained under which gift parcels for Canadian
soldiers will be admitted into these countries
duty free.

WEIGHING OF RAILROAD CARS
Mr. DOUGLAS (Weyburn):

1. How many railroad cars were weighed
empty to check the marked weight for the fiscal
years 1938-39 in (a) western Canada, (b) east-
ern Canada?

2. How many cars so weighed were found
(a) to be marked over, and (b) to be marked
under, and what action was taken by the
Department of Trade and Commerce to have
such errors corrected?

3. Has the Department of Trade and Com-
merce checked coal or coke in carload lots in
the fiscal years 1938-1939 and, if so, what
results were obtained?

4, Has the department received any com-
plaints regarding the weights of carloads of
coal or coke during the same period? If so,
from whom, and what action, if any, was taken
regarding these complaints?

Mr. MacKINNON (Edmonton West):

1. The number of cars weighed empty by
weights and measures service, Department of
Trade and Commerce, to check the marked
weights is as follows:

For the fiscal year ending March 31, 1938:
(a) Western Canada, 129; (b) Eastern Canada,
none.

For the fiscal year ending March 31, 1939:
(a) Western Canada, 131; (b) Eastern Canada,
none.

2. The number of cars so checked found to
be marked:

(a) over the actual weight: For the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1938, 9; for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1939, 21.

(b) under the actual weight: For the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1938, 81; for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1939, 62.

Cars showing over 300 pounds error were
restencilled by railway company.

3. No.

4. None.

MEDICINE HAT AIR TRAINING FIELD
Mr. AYLESWORTH:

1. Has the government purchased the old fair
grounds at Medicine Hat. for use as an air
training field?

2. If so, from whom were they purchased?

3. What was the acreage purchased?

4, What was the purchase price?

5. Did the government sell the buildings on
the fair grounds?

6. If so, to whom were they sold?

7. Did the government purchase any other
property in connection with the air training
field?

[Mr. Muloek.]

8. If so, from whom were such purchases
made, and what was the acreage purchased from
each person?

9. What was the price for such purchase?

Mr. HOWE:

1. No; but negotiations with the owners of
the land, and of the buildings, are in progress
with a view to the purchase of 40 acres for
air-field purposes. Two other properties, in
addition to the old fair grounds, are under
consideration; also the possible purchase of
certain  buildings and trees forming an
obstruction to proposed flightways. When
negotiations are completed, and authority to
purchase secured, full information will be
available to parliament.

2 to 9. See answer to No. 1.

QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR
RETURNS

ST. LAWRENCE SUGAR REFINERIES
Mr. COLDWELL:

1. Is the St. Lawrence Sugar Refineries a
dominion incorporated company?

2. Who are its directors?

3. What were its profits available for divi-
dends in its latest fiscal year?

4. What is the amount of its capital and
earned surplus?

5. What dividends did it pay during its last
fiscal year?

Mr. CASGRAIN: Return tabled.

ATLANTIC SUGAR REFINERIES
Mr. COLDWELL:

1. Is the Atlantic Sugar Refineries a dominion
incorporated company?

2. Who are its directors?

3. What were its profits available for divi-
dends in its latest fiscal year?

4. What 1s the amount of its capital and
earned surplus?

5. What dividends did it pay during its last
fiscal year?

6. What was the price of raw cane sugar to
the refineries in Canada in each month from
and including August, 1939, till the present
time, and in the corresponding month of the
previous year?

Mr. CASGRAIN: Return tabled.

OLD AGE PENSIONS—NEW BRUNSWICK
Mr. HATFIELD:

1. How many persons were receiving old age
pensions in the province of New Brunswick as
at July 1, 1940? . )

2. (a) How many were receiving the maxi-
mum amount of $20 per month; (b) how many
were receiving $17.50 or more, per month, but
less than $20; (c) how many were receiving
$15 or more, per month, but less than $17.50;
(d) how many were receiving $12 or more,
per month, but less than $15; (e) how many
were receiving $10 or more, per month, but less
than $12; (f) how many were receiving $5 or
more, per month, but less than $10; (g) how
many were receiving $2.50 or more per month,
but less than $5; (h) how many were receiving
less than $2.50 per month?
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3. In which of the provinces of the dominion
are the administrators of the Old Age Pension
Act, acting under that statute, requiring or
accepting a transfer of title to real estate, or
other property of the pensioner, to the prov-
ince at the time of granting, or subsequent to
the time of granting a pension?

4. What is the average monthly pension paid
in each province of the dominion?

CIVIL SERVICE EXAMINING BOARD
Mr. BRUCE:

1. Who are the members of the civil service
commission examining board that interviewed
applicants for such technical positions as arma-
ment examiners, motor vehicle examiners, gun
carriage examiners, munition examiners and
instrument examiners?

2. Were these all, or any of them, qualified
to adequately question the skill and knowledge
of applicants, and did they do so?

3. What percentage of applicants were 1914-18
veterans? (a) how many of them passed the
examinations; (b) have any since been notified
to that effect, (¢) how many have been
appointed to positions?

. Were any veterans with references as to
ability and integrity rejected, and for what
reasons?

5. Were all references investigated where
veterans were in apparent good health and not
proven unskilled in the work applied for?

6. Were any applicants rejected who could
prove satisfactory experience in the army on
identical work of some services advertised for?

7. Was the age of some veteran applicants
considered an obstacle in qualifying as an
inspector?

8. Who were the successful applicants, and
has each of them a record of technical educa-
tion, skill and ample experience?

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
WEDNESDAY EVENING SITTINGS

Right Hon. W. L. MACKENZIE KING
(Prime Minister) moved:

That on Wednesday, the 31st instant, and all
subsequent Wednesdays until the end of the
present session, the sittings of the house shall
in every respect be under the same rules as on
other days, meeting at 11.00 o’clock a.m. and
rising for intermission from 1.00 to 3.00 o’clock
p.m., and from 6.00 to 8.00 o’clock p.m.

Motion agreed to,

COMPENSATION (DEFENCE) ACT

PROVISION FOR PAYMENT OF COMPENSATION FOR
PROPERTY TAKEN FOR WAR PURPOSES

Hon. P. J. A. CARDIN (Acting Minister of
Justice) moved that the house go into com-
mittee at the next sitting to consider the
following resolution:

That it is expedient to introduce a measure
to provide for the determination of compensa-
tion and the payment thereof for the requisition
of vessels or aircraft or for the requirement of
space or accommodation in vessels, requisitioned,
acquired or required by or on behalf of His
Majesty under the War Measures Act, or any
other act of the parliament of Canada.

He said: His Excellency the Governor
General, having been made acquainted with
the subject matter of this resolution, recom-
mends it to the consideration of the house.

Motion agreed to.

TOURISTS

EFFECT OF FIREARMS REGULATIONS UPON HUNTERS
ENTERING CANADA

On the orders of the day:

Hon. R. B. HANSON (Leader of the
Opposition) : Will the Prime Minister, in his
capacity as Secretary of State for External
Affairs, inform the house what the position is
with respect to tourists, who are hunters, com-
ing into Canada? New Brunswick, which is
a mecca for tourists who are hunters, is visited
annually by a large number of citizens of the
United States who go there for the purpose
of hunting big and small game. I understand
that under recent regulations firearms in the
possession of our own citizens must be turned
in by September 15. It is an anomalous situa-
tion that citizens of Canada should be obliged
to turn in their firearms while foreigners can
come in and hunt. Nevertheless I should like
to see some arrangement worked out under
which this very desirable class of tourists
would not be precluded from coming into
Canada. If any arrangement has been made
I should be glad to have the Prime Minister
tell us what it is and when it comes into
effect. The duck shooting season in New
Brunswick opens on the first of September.

Right Hon. W. L. MACKENZIE KING
(Prime Minister): The Minister of Finance
(Mr. Ilsley) has a copy of an order in council
passed in amendment of one of the defence
regulations. It covers the point raised by the
hon. member, and I would ask him to reply
to the question.

Hon. J. L. ILSLEY (Minister of Finance):
By regulation 37A aliens were denied the
privilege of having firearms in their possession
in Canada, but on July 16 an order in council
modifying that provision was passed. The
effective parts of it are these:

(7) The commissioner of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police shall have the power to make
orders for the exemption of residents from the
provisions of this regulation, and to make such
provisions for licences or permits as may appear
to be expedient.

(8) The commissioner of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police shall have power to make orders
for the exemption from the provisions of this
regulation of bona fide tourists and visitors
from allied or neutral countries, and to make
such provisions for temporary licences or per-
mits for such person as may appear to be
expedient.

That should answer the question.
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Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): This is
just an enabling provision. What has been
done under the order in council with respect
to the regulations?

Mr. ILSLEY: The commissioner shall have
power to make orders for exemption, and
individual cases will have to be treated on
their merits from time to time.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): But have
the orders been reduced to writing? Perhaps
the minister will look into it.

Mr. ILSLEY: There is nothing more to
look into. This question has been up
for several weeks. The normal case is that
of the tourist who comes from the United
States with a shotgun or rifle in his possession.
Under the order in council of June 10 he
could not be permitted to retain such firearms
in his possession, but there was no power to
make exceptions. It was thought best to
give the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
power to make exceptions in individual cases,
and therefore these amendments were passed
by order in council giving the police that
power. They have that power now and there
is no necessity for any further regulation.
It is a matter for exemption from time to
time in individual cases.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The whole
thing then is left to the police. Are they to
operate at the border and are people to under-
stand that they can bring in firearms if they
are vouched for? I saw something more than
that in the press, and that is what prompted
me to ask the question.

Mr. ILSLEY: I do not know what the hon.
gentleman saw in the press. He may have
seen some reference to provision being
currently made for the registration of firearms
in the possession of anyone in Canada. Those
arrangements have not yet been completed
but they have no direct bearing on the ques-
tion he has in mind. His question is whether
tourists will be permitted to bring in and
have in their possession firearms for hunting
purposes, and that is provided for. That
subject matter is covered by the regulations
I have read.

NATIONAL REGISTRATION

CALLING UP OF FARM HELP FOR MILITARY TRAIN-
ING—QUESTION AS TO TIME OFF FOR
REGISTRATION

On the orders of the day:

Mr. M. C. SENN (Haldimand): May I ask
the Minister of National War Services a
question? Some time ago it was indicated
that farm help would not be called out for
compulsory training during the busy season

[Mr. Ilsley.]

on the farm. I understand that certain farm
organizations are doubtful whether sufficient
information is asked for on the proposed
national registration form to give effect to
that assurance regarding farm help, and I
understand further that certain questions have
been submitted to the minister by some farm
organizations. Will the minister say whether
any additions will be made to the question-
naire? If not, what method will be followed
to ensure the carrying out of this policy?

Hon. J. G. GARDINER (Minister of
National War Services) : Most of the criticism
we have had up to date with regard to
the questionnaire is that there are too many
questions on it now. We have no intention of
adding to it. The material including the
questionnaire is now on its way for distribu-
tion to registrars in British Columbia and is
to-day being shipped to Alberta. It will be
impossible to add to it. I have had sugges-
tions from a number of organizations, includ-
ing one farm organization, that we place on
the tables of the registrars a list of further
questions to be answered at the same time.
I have refused to consider that. Hon. members
will understand that if we were to start add-
ing other lists of questions to be answered in
the registration booths the task of registering
some 8,000,000 people in three days would be
impossible.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: In connection with
the registration, will employers of labour be
compelled to give their employees time off?

Mr. GARDINER: Arrangements have been
made to have city registrars appointed by
industries where there will be difficulty about
labour getting off. We are arranging with
them to have these appointments made.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: In some places in
my riding there are loggers up the lakes, and
it is very expensive for them to get down;
they will have to hire a boat and miss a whole
day’s pay. It is not possible to put a registrar
in each one of the small camps. Will arrange-
ments be made to let these men off, and have
the firm supply a boat to bring them down?

Mr. GARDINER: Arrangements are being
made as far as possible for everyone in Canada
to be able to register within the three days.

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

FUND TO BE ADMINISTERED BY COMMISSION
ASSISTED BY ADVISORY COMMITTEE—
PROVISION FOR EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The house resumed from Friday, July 26,
consideration in committee of Bill No. 98, to
establish an unemployment insurance com-
mission to provide for insurance against un-
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employment, to establish an employment ser-
vice, and for other purposes related thereto—
Mr. McLarty—Mr, Fournier (Hull) in the
chair.

On section 13—Insured persons.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I under-
stand we are on section 13 and on the
schedules.

Mr. McLARTY: On part II of the first
schedule. The other schedules have been
passed.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Then the
only thing left is section 13 and the question
of the excepted employment?

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The second
schedule and part I of the first schedule have
been passed?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes. When the committee
rose on Friday night we were being urged to
amend part II of the first schedule to include
in its operation the logging industry. We had
been similarly urged in the special committee
which the house appointed to consider this
measure.

Part II has been prepared with meticulous
care. It would be extremely difficult to amend
any part of it without affecting the whole
act. Fortunately however the act has within
itself provision made for including industries
that are at present excepted under part II.
That is under section 96(a). The logging
industry is one which raises some peculiar
difficulties, not only in the industry itself
but in the manner in which it is carried
on in various sections of Canada. The diffi-
culty is not so much the seasonal nature of
the occupation as it is the administrative
difficulty that would arise if we endeavoured
at the present time to bring it under this act.

However, representations have been made,
and made forcibly, not only in the special
committee but in this committee, and I
suggest that the purpose might be served under
section 86(a) if the governor in council,
exercising the power under that section, proceed
forthwith after the appointment of the com-
mission and of the committee to recommend
that the committee investigate this particular
industry and ascertain whether those adminis-
trative defects can be overcome. If they can
be overcome, no doubt the committee will
recommend the inclusion of this industry in
the act.

Mr. STIRLING: By “this industry” the
minister means the logging industry?

Mr. McLARTY: I am referring specific-
ally to the logging industry.

Mr. STIRLING: That does it.

Mr. McLARTY: I think that would meet
the situation. I believe that if we make
amendments to the “excepted employments”
part of the first schedule the implications may
go much wider than we anticipate. It is not
the seasonal nature of this industry, as I say,
so much as the administrative difficulties
which will have to be overcome.

This suggestion would enable the committee
to go into it, and, having regard to the
representations which have been made in the
special committee and in this committee,
which will be passed on to the advisory
committee, ascertain whether they can over-
come these difficulties. If they can, there is
no reason as far as I know why that particular
industry should not be taken out of the
exceptions in part II.

Mr. GREEN: Is the minister undertaking
on behalf of the government that there will
be such an investigation into the logging
industry in British Columbia?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes.

Mr. NEILL: But he cannot because he
has to consult the commission.

Mr. McLARTY: Perhaps I had better
qualify it, as the hon. member for Comox-
Alberni suggests. We will call it to the atten-
tion of the commission as soon as it is set
up, with the request that they ask for a
report from the advisory committee on the
question of the admission of the logging in-
dustry.

Mr. MacNICOL: Referring to the para-
graphs (e) and (f) of the schedule, part II, the
former dealing with employment in transpor-
tation by water or by air, and the latter with
employment in a club, I have it in mind that
stewards on ships crossing the ocean come
under the benefits of British unemployment
insurance. I remember very well asking my
steward on one occasion what he would do
when he got to Liverpool. He said they were
going to be laid off for two months while the
ship was being repaired, but that he would
not be too badly off because he would get
$4.14 a week for himself, $2.19 for his wife
and 49 cents each for his children—he said
he had four—plus 25 per cent, or $10.36 a
week; and he could live on that sum. A
steward in a club enjoys the benefits of the
act but a steward on a ship sailing from
Canada does not; yet both do the same work.

Mr. McLARTY: One difficulty is that most
of the ships are under British registry. It is
felt that there might be certain administrative
difficulties that will have to be overcome.
The hon. gentleman is correct in stating that
a steward in a club comes under this act.
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Mr. BLACK (Yukon): Is it not correct
that the minister of labour of British Columbia
has recommended strongly that Iumbering
and logging be included in this bill?

Mr. McLARTY: That is correct.

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): The minister of
labour of British Columbia has the confidence
of both employers and employees, and doubt-
less he has looked into the matter closely.
I consider him perhaps one of the best quali-
fied men in Canada to say whether or not
lumbering and logging should be included.

Mr. McLARTY: The hon. member is quite
correct. The minister of labour of British
Columbia did represent that the lumbering
and logging industry should be brought under
this act. I dealt with this question in a
general way by suggesting that the difficulties
we face in connection with logging are largely
administrative, and if these difficulties can be
overcome provision is made in section 86 of
the act to apply the act to that industry.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: Will the minister
suggest to this commission the difference
between logging on the western coast and
logging in the east? There is absolutely no
similarity at all.

Mr. McLARTY: I think the answer would
be that the committee would be bound to
take notice of that fact, because it is a fact.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: But will the min-
ister point it out to them? It makes all the
difference in the world.

Mr. McLARTY: We will endeavour to
bring to the attention of the commission and
the committee all the points that have been
urged with respect to the logging industry,
both in the special committee, where it was
argued at some length, and in this committee.

Nr. NEILL: Over the week-end I have had
an opportunity of looking into the evidence
given before the special committee, and also
of considering the arguments presented in the
house last Friday. I notice that quite a
number of alterations were recommended by
the special committee, but they were of the
most trivial character. They would seem to
bear out the conception that I formed this
session—perhaps improperly—that when a bill
is brought into the house it has to go through,
willy-nilly; that no amendments of any
importance are allowed. This is suggestive
of Prussian methods, which I deprecate.

I have taken note of the objections to
including the logging industry under this bill,
both in the committee and in this house.
They are five in number, and I should like to
state them briefly and say a word about each.

[Mr. McLarty.]

First it was said that logging is seasonal
employment and that therefore it was impos-
sible to bring it under the act. Then it was
discovered by another official or another
minister that it was left out because of
administrative difficulties, and that point also
was dwelt upon fully. The next suggestion
was to “leave it to George”, under section 86
of the act; it was suggested that some
committee might look further into the matter,
if it felt so inclined. The next objection
was that it would upset the actuarial basis of
the scheme. The final objection, which I
think was urged by almost everyone, was
that all-inclusive argument, “Well, this is the
way it was done in the Bennett act.” I never
knew before that Bennett had such an appeal
to hon. gentlemen opposite, but now the thing
must be right because it was done that way in
the Bennett act.

Let me deal briefly with these objections.
First there is the seasonal question. Mr. Farris,
who is one of the cleverest lawyers in British
Columbia and who, the hon. member for
Vancouver South (Mr. Green) said, was briefed
by the loggers’ association to come down here
and put their views before the committee,
dwelt at great length upon the seasonal nature
of the work. But we find that Hon. Mr.
Pearson, Minister of Labour in British
Columbia, and who has occupied that position
for a long time, wired the hon. member for
New Westminster and also the government
themselves, objecting very strongly to the
exclusion of lumbering, pointing out that there
is nothing to justify it and that with similar
conditions prevailing in the state of Washing-
ton, across the line, logging is included under
their act, and that it has worked reasonably
well. He then mentioned that 13,000 people
are employed in the logging industry, and in
his wire to the chairman of the committee
he said:

Our government believes that an effort should
be made to cover a large number of workers
and cannot see any good reason why the lumber
industry should be excluded as returns made
to our department by all branches of the lumber-
ing industry including logging show that there
is not an unreasonable variation in employ-
ment—

Then he goes on to speak of the situation
in the state of Washington. These are the
words of the head of the British Columbia
department of labour, who must be in contact
with these operations all the time. He should
know the facts better than some actuary, or
some man in the labour department here;
and the minister quoted Mr. Pearson to a
certain extent.

Then there is the question of the adminis-
trative difficulties. I cannot see any point
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at all in that objection. If it was a case of
two or three men here and there it would
be different, but these logging outfits employ
from 200 to 500 men. The government of
British Columbia now collects one cent per
day per man in connection with the Workmen’s
Compensation Act, and I never heard of any
difficulty in collecting that money. The
provincial government also collects a tax of
one per cent on the payrolls. If there has
been any trouble in collecting that, I never
heard of it. Now the dominion government
is going to collect 2 or 3 per cent of their
wages; they will take that from these men
whom they find it impossible to bring under
this act. Administrative difficulties disappear
like the manna of the bible when it comes
to collecting money; but when it is a case
of giving these men a measure of justice and
not diseriminating against them, then adminis-
trative difficulties pile up to an unknown
extent. But they can be overcome, and they
have been overcome in connection with the
collection of the taxes I have mentioned.

Then we come to the minister’s suggestion
in connection with section 86, and I will admit
that he has improved it by the promise he
gave to-day. On Friday he said it might
come under section 86, which states:

Whenever the governor in council, after con-
sultation with the commission, considers it
expedient to do so, it may direct the committee
to investigate and report upon—

It is the committee, not the commission,
that is directed to report upon a situation
like this. In that connection I would point
out that if the governor in council, which
is the government, does not feel like doing
it now it will not feel like doing it after
we have gone home. And they need not do it
unless they consider it expedient to do so.
If they do not consider it expedient now,
what is the use of saying they may do it
when they feel like it? They may direct a
committee to investigate and report. How
long will it take that committee to get around
to reporting; a couple of years?

The minister says he gave his word—and
there is no man in this house whose word I
would accept more readily—that when the
committee or commission is appointed he will
see that the committee is directed to investi-
gate and report upon the situation. In the
first place I would point out that this must
be done after consultation with the commis-
sion, which has not yet been appointed. There-
fore his word, however good it may be in itself,
does not carry the weight it otherwise would
carry. Nothing happens nowadays that I have
not seen happen before in this house. A num-
ber of years ago I sat just about where the min-
ister sits to-day. I asked a minister whether the
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meaning of a section was so and so and
whether the minister would so interpret it. His
reply was yes, that he would, and I could take
his word for it. On that assumption I went
home happy. A few months later I had occa-
sion to point out to the government that
they were not carrying out that section in
that sense, but I was told coldly and politely
that what the minister said in the house did
not bind them, that they were going to
administer the section as they saw fit, accord-
ing to the strict letter of the law. Therefore
I do not have the same confidence and hope
in the assurance of the minister, not because
I have any doubt as to his integrity but
because of the possibility of his being unable
to do what I know he would like to do.

I do not think we can expect much under
section 86. If we cannot induce the govern-
ment to include this industry now, what hope
have we of having it done later on? I think
those members who hope it can be done later
are very innocent indeed if they look for
much success in the future. This is one of
the largest industries in British Columbia.
Why should it be discriminated against?

Then we come to the argument that the
actuarial basis might be upset. Is that not
just a quibble? They are going to take in
under this act a million and a half or two
million men—

Mr. MacNICOL: The figure they give is
2,100,000.

Mr. NEILL: —2,100,000; and they say it
will upset the whole machinery if we include
13,000 more.

Mr. McLARTY: I think to be fair the
hon. member for Comox-Alberni will admit
that I did not use any argument to that
effect. I said the difficulties were largely
administrative.

Mr. NEILL: I was talking about those who
opposed inclusion when the matter was dis-
cussed before the special committee. Of
course I was not referring to the minister
in that connection. However, the argument
was used before that committee that it
would upset the actuarial arrangements, and
the same argument was made the other night
by an hon. member who sits behind me. One
has only to read the evidence taken before
the committee to find where it was said
repeatedly that, so to speak, the whole thing
would go to blazes. That could not be the
case. In the matter of such magnitude, such
a trivially small deviation in the number
covered would not affect it one way or the
other. And there is no reason in the world
to suppose that the inclusion of this class
of men would increase the risk to the govern-
ment.
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Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): If the rates
are sound, it would help.

Mr. NEILL: Yes, if the rates are sound,
the more the merrier. The greater the basis
from which the money would be obtained, the
more likely is the proposal to be sound—on
the principle that it is far safer to insure one
hundred men’s lives:than it is to insure five.

Then we come to the position taken in the
Bennett legislation. He has had many sins
laid on his shoulders, but he has certainly
been a godsend to the government in the last
year or two. It has been thought, apparently,
by those who oppose the inclusion which has
been suggested, that if they put forward a
number of poor reasons, those reasons will
unite themselves into one good one. I contend
however that that is not a good argument.
If a lawyer is defending a man on a criminal
offence he is better to have one good, solid
alibi, than to have a number of general but
vague defences.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): One good
defence is much better.

Mr. NEILL: On one occasion I watched a
lawyer defend an accused person. He
appeared to pass over some points he might
have made, in connection with inconsistencies
in the evidence; but when he came to his
defence he presented a good, solid alibi, and
that alibi brushed away the whole case against
the accused. The jury was content to accept
the alibi. Those who are of the opinion that
a number of vague suggestions are valuable
when urged against an argument must have
been reading Aesop’s fables, where it is stated
that a bundle of faggots gives more strength.
That may be true of faggots, but certainly it
is not true of arguments of this kind.

Of course the real reason is that there has
been a big lobby put on against this measure.
That is the fact, although hon. members have
not had the courage to say so. If the govern-
ment is going to do the fair thing, then it
must not discriminate against one class of
men—west forever on the scaffold, east for-
ever on the throne.

Mr. McLARTY: The hon. member for
Comox-Alberni has said something about the
putting on of a lobby. I am absolutely
sincere when I say to him that if there has
been a lobby, certainly no one has ever
approached me about it. I heard no statement
of that kind in the special committee, and
pesonally I know of no lobby. If there is
one I wish the hon. member would make it
quite clear that I have not been influenced in
any way by any lobby, by any person, or at
any time.

[Mr. Neill.]

Mr. NEILL: I accept the minister’s
remarks, but I did not suggest anything about
him personally. I have reiterated my conviec-
tion that he is absolutely sincere in the
matter. Nevertheless there is a strong feel-
ing against this suggestion, put forward by
those who do not want it. We are supposed
to legislate for the whole mass of the people.
If we are going to give consideration to one
class, in one part of the country, we ought
to do it for the rest.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I do not
rise for the purpose of prolonging the discus-
sion, because the minister has already indi-
cated that he will not change the exceptions,
and that he will not amend further than he
has already amended. I do not think any
hon. member will accuse the minister of being
the subject of a lobby. But if he does not
know it, then I must tell him that everybody
else knows that there is a lobby in connection
with this section.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not know it.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Every-
body else knows it, and knows exactly what
the spearhead of the lobby is, and the reason
for it, and everything of that sort. The gov-
ernment must take the responsibility.

Mr. McLARTY: My hon. friends say
there are no administrative difficulties in con-
nection with the inclusion of the logging indus-
try. They say further that it is dome in
Oregon. It is done in Oregon, and the
administrative costs in that state are 38 per
cent higher than the average costs throughout
the United States. There is that difficulty to
consider. If there has been a lobby, certainly
I have never seen any evidence of it. This
section was prepared two years ago. It is in
the form it was in two years ago, because of
the administrative difficulties which arose in
connection with this particular industry. I
call my hon. friend’s attention to the fact
that the industry in the province from which
he comes is entirely different from the industry
in British Columbia. As between two parts
of the country, could this government make
flesh of one and fish of another? That is an
important point which any committee would
have to consider.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: I understand the
minister to say that this section was prepared
two years ago.

Mr. McLARTY: I will go further and say
that it was prepared in 1935.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: If it was prepared
in 1935 am I to understand that this commis-
sion will in the future be able to rectify the
situation when, with all its wisdom, the gov-
ernment could not find a way of rectifying it
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since 1935? That is not reasonable. The
commission will not have the slightest inten-
tion of paying any attention to British
Columbia loggers, if it could not be done
since 1935.

I am not saying there has been a lobby.
But I would very much like an assurance
from the minister that the government will
pay a member of the house of Farris to come
back and to represent the working men of
British Columbia who cannot appear. If I
can get the assurance that we can have repre-
sentation for the poor workingman, I shall be
satisfied.

Mr. POTTIER: I rise to a question of
privilege. We have heard it said that there
has been a lobby in connection with this
matter. I have heard of no such lobby, and
I resent the idea going out to the public that
there has been lobbying on this measure.
I sat on the special committee and heard the
evidence, and I want to tell the leader of the
opposition that I saw no lobbying and did not
hear about it. No one has approached me or
discussed the matter with me. There were
three members from British Columbia on the
committee, and while the hon. member for
Comox-Alberni (Mr. Neill) and the hon.
member for Vancouver South (Mr. Green)
have said a great deal in the house, we did
not hear a thing from them before the
committee.

Mr. GREEN (Vancouver South): Well, Mr.
Chairman, we were busy in other committees.

Mr. NEILL: That is going a little too far.
I was not allowed in the committee.

Mr. CHAMBERS: Nor was I.

Mr. POTTIER: Then I withdraw that
reference. But I protest against the idea of
telling the public there was a lobby and that
members were lobbied in connection with the
exclusion of persons connected with the
logging industry. That is not according to
the facts. I was never interviewed; no one
ever saw me in the matter, and I resent the
implication that I was influenced in any way.

Mr. REID: I think it unfair to leave the
impression that a member of parliament was
denied the right to appear before the com-
mittee. I am somewhat surprised to hear hon.
members saying they were denied a hearing.
The hon. member for Nanaimo (Mr.
Chambers) came to the committee when the
evidence had been heard and we were sitting
in camera. I suppose every hon. member
knows that the committee sits in camera after
the evidence has been heard. But had he or
any other hon. member come earlier, we
would have given him every courtesy.
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Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
There were senators sitting in on the com-
mittee.

Mr. REID: It is not fair to say that there
was a secret select committee of the house,
and that people were denied the right to
express their opinions before it.

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): We are now in com-
mittee of the whole house, and as such we have
more power than any select committee could
have. To discuss whether a special paid
advocate is a lobbyist is only quibbling. Are
you going to take the opinion of Mr. Farris,
who may or may not be as splendid a lawyer
as the hon. member for Comox-Alberni des-
cribes him? At all events he is paid to come
down here and oppose the inclusion of the
logging industry in this act. The minister of
labour of British Columbia, Mr. Pearson, has
nothing to gain except that he wants to see
employers and employees in British Columbia
who are engaged in this industry covered by
the act. The minister may say that there are
difficulties in the way of administration, but
that is true of any industry. All the industries
that are included under this act will have to
remodel their office work; it will be much
worse than making up income tax forms, but
that is no reason why any industry should be
exempted from the operation of the act,
including the logging industry. If it is going
to be difficult to administer, let us face the
difficulty. The government of Canada is fac-
ing all sorts of difficulties much more serious
than that. Personally I am prepared to take
the advice of Mr. Pearson, minister of labour
of British Columbia. The logging industry is
probably the chief industry in British Colum-
bia. Mining and fishing perhaps come first,
but there are thousands and thousands of
men employed and millions and millions of
dollars involved in the logging industry, and it
comes a close second. If unemployment insur-
ance is good for workmen in other industries
it certainly is good for the lumbering industry,
and administrative difficulties should not be
allowed to stand in the way of its inclusion
in the act.

Mr. GREEN: The Minister of Labour.
stated a few minutes ago that section 13 had
stood in its present form for two years.

Mr. McLARTY: I was referring to part IT
of the first schedule.

Mr. GREEN: I think the minister has
overlooked the fact that paragraph (c) of
part I of the first schedule was changed in
the special committee,

Mr. McLARTY: Quite true.
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Mr. GREEN: And that has stood for only
a day or two. It was changed by adding the
words “wood processing plants.” It was also
changed along the very lines of the minister’s
reference a few minutes ago, by adding the
words “in the opinion of the commission.”
In other words paragraph (c) expressly says
that the commission must decide whether or
not these particular branches of the lumber-
ing industry are reasonably continuous in
their operations. That is a very marked
change. I personally ask that the minister add
after the words “wood processing plants” the
words “and logging camps” so that the whole
paragraph would read:

(¢) Employment in lumbering and logging,
exclusive of such saw -mills, planing mills,
shingle mills and wood processing plants and
logging camps as are in the opinion of the
commission reasonably continuous in their
operations.

That would leave it entirely to the com-
mission to decide whether or not logging
camps in British Columbia are carrying on
continuous operations. Then there would be
no need for the governor in council to act,
because instructions to the commission to
investigate the logging industry would be con-
tained in paragraph (c¢) and be part of the
statute law of the country. Frankly I can
see no reason why the minister should object
to making that addition. If it is done, the
right to investigation is statutory; it is not
dependent upon an order in council, and the
government are amply protected because if
the commission decides that logging should
not be included, it will not be included. At
the same time the loggers are protected
because they will automatically have the right
to appear before the commission. I would
ask the minister, apart from all the flurry
there has been this morning, to make that
addition. I think everybody would be satis-
fied if that were done. In spirit it is not
really going any further than the minister
has done already but it makes the right
statutory rather than leaving us to rely on
a possible order in council.

Mr. McLARTY: When I stated that part
II of schedule I had been prepared some
time ago, I had particular reference to the
section dealing with logging and logging alone.
As the hon. member for Vancouver South
(Mr. Green) correctly points out, the special
committee made an amendment enlarging the
section to include “wood-processing plants.”

In connection with the point which he
urges to-day and urged with such ability on
Friday night, the seasonal nature of the
industry is not to my mind the important
and vital point. The members for British

{Mr. McLarty.]

Columbia have made out a pretty good case
so far as that province is concerned. The
employment is apparently not what you would
call seasonal. But throughout this whole
debate T have been urging that the difficulty
was not that it was a seasonal industry but
that the administrative difficulties which we
face stand in the way of our including this
industry at the present time. If it was solely
a question of the seasonal nature of the
industry, then the suggestion of the hon.
member for Vancouver South could be readily
adopted, but until the committee has had the
opportunity to ascertain and devise the best
method of the administrative handling of this
industry, I suggest to hon. members that it
would be wise at present not to amend part II
to include logging.

The suggestion has been made that the oper-
ation of the act will be delayed. Of course
it will take a certain time to put the act
into operation. That is inevitable. But so
far as we can give the assurance to this com-
mittee I am prepared to give it now that
forthwith, after the commission has been set
up and the advisory committee appointed, the
representations made both here and in the
special committee will be brought to their
attention and they will be asked to make
an inquiry at the earliest possible moment.

Mr. GREEN: The minister is stressing now
the administrative difficulties. Apparently
there are no administrative difficulties with
regard to saw mills, planing mills, shingle
mills or wood-processing plants. So far as
British Columbia is concerned there is not
very much difference in administrative diffi-
culty as between a saw mill, a planing mill,
a wood-processing plant, and a logging camp.
There is probably just as much variation in
the one as in the other. Furthermore I think
the minister will find that there are far more
orientals employed in the saw mills and
planing mills of British Columbia than there
are in the logging camps, and if the act
remains as it is these orientals will be able
to get unemployment insurance, whereas the
white men in the logging camps will not be
able to get it.

Mr. MacINNIS: Mr. Chairman, if amend-
ments made in the special committee are not
inclusive enough to suit some hon. members,
I should like to point out that those of us
in the special committee who wanted to
broaden the scope of paragraph (¢) to bring
more industries under this act accepted what
we could get. If hon. members had been in
the special committee they would appreciate
some of the difficulties which the special com-
mittee faced. As everyone knows, questions
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in a special committee have not the same
political flavour that they have when they
are discussed in this house, and that makes a
great deal of difference. I have been amazed
at the concern felt for the poor workingman
of British Columbia by some hon. members
who have spoken here to-day. The very fact
that some of these members belong to the
party they do is proof positive that they have
no concern, except on very rare occasions,
with the conditions of the working classes in
British Columbia or anywhere else.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: May I ask the hon.
member a question? I have been working
on a farm all my life. How long has he been
not working as a politician?

Mr. MacINNIS- Mr. Chairman, I do not
know whether there are administrative difficul-
ties or not. I am told that there are, and
in this respect, as in regard to many other
matters connected with the bill, T must accept
what I am told, because I am not an expert
on the subject of unemployment insurance,
and the government employed experts in the
preparation of this bill. I should be very
glad if the minister accepted the proposal
made by the hon. member for Vancouver
South, but I do not believe that it will help
us very much. Paragraph (c) of the excepted
employments reads:

Employment in lumbering and Jlogging,
exclusive of such saw mills, planing mills and
shingle mills—

And woodworking, et cetera, was included
in the committee.

—as are reasonably continuous in their oper-
ations.

If the commission finds that any or all of
the employments are reasonably continuous
in their operation they will come under the
insurable occupations for the purposes of the
bill, and if the commission finds that they
are not reasonably continuous they will still
remain excepted employments; so that we are
not making very much progress whether we
put that in or whether we leave it out. How-
ever, I see no reason why the minister could
not accept the amendment provided that
logging shall be one of the occupations which
will be included after an investigation.

I think it appeared to the committee when
Mr. Farris, representing the logging industry
of British Columbia, was before it that he
wanted the loggers excluded because of the
intermittent or seasonal nature -of the work.
However, having read his evidence carefully,
I do not believe now that Mr. Farris tried to
make a case in that regard. On page 200
of volume III of the evidence and proceedings
Mr. Farris states, in part:

I may also say that that logging group are
a very transient number of employees. For
instance, take our particular association which
represents 70 per cent, as I said, of the 10§
production in British Columbia. At the peal
period last year there would be jobs for approxi-
mately 7,000 yet the placements for that 7,000
exceeded 12,000. In other words they are
moving back and forth all the time. It is almost
like being on a street car, they are getting on
one place and off the next.

I ask hon. members to take particular notice
of this:

And I might say that I happen to be director
of the Union Steamship Company, the company
which has practically all the ships doing to a
large extent the transportation business on the
west coast of British Columbia going from
point to point; and we do a very large passenger
business, and I have had an opportunity of
watching, which I do every month, the list of
passengers, and nearly that whole passenger list
is made up of loggers going to and from these
camps.

It may be that there is no connection at all
between Mr. Farris representing British
Columbia’s saw mill and logging interests and
also being a director of the Union Steamship
company, and the large turnover in the
logging industry. It would be interesting to
investigate the subject a little further.

Let me come back again to the matter of
administrative difficulties. My friends who
say, and I assume sincerely believe, that there
are no administrative difficulties in this con-
nection will have to take the same attitude in
regard to most of the other excepted employ-
ments. They will have to take the same
attitude with regard to stevedoring.

Mr. NEILL: Why not?

Mr. MacINNIS: They will have to take
the same attitude with regard to transporta-
tion by water, for the inclusion of which
employees a very good case can be made as
far as British Columbia is concerned. They
will have to take the same attitude with
regard to domestic servants, and, indeed, a
whole batch of excepted employments. We
shall either have to accept the word of those
who framed the bill and who have a fairly
comprehensive understanding of the difficulties,
or we must ignore altogether all that expert
evidence and report the bill in committee in
the form in which we think it should be passed.

I said that I am very much in favour of
the minister accepting the proposal made by
the hon. member for Vancouver South. I do
not believe any great difficulties would result,
as in any event all the employments in the
lumbering industry will have to be examined
by the commission before they come under
the operation of the act.

Mr. MAYHEW: I desire to say a word or
two on this matter, largely because of some
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statements which were made on Friday, and
also because of a suggestion which was made
to-day about members being affected by lobby-
ing.

In my district we have not very many
loggers, although we have lumber operators.
I am, as I said before, in favour of this bill,
although I have objected to it as not suffi-
ciently inclusive, and I mentioned the names
of industries which I thought should be
included if at all possible. One of them was
that of the loggers, the other the stevedores
or Jongshoremen.

By the way I should like just to mention
that the longshoremen of my district, the
city of Victoria, are contributing one dollar
per month per man to the national finances
in pursuance of the war effort—mnot a bad
gesture on the part of our stevedores.

Referring to the logging industry, I believe
that the committee have considered the whole
industry from one end of Canada to the
other, and having done so, have placed it on
the borderline of inclusion or exclusion from
this schedule, whereas if it were considered
from the point of view of British Columbia
standing on its own feet, as to whether our
men should be included in it or not, most
decidedly the committee would have placed
it on the list of industries which should be
included.

Probably I have not been as enthusiastic
about this whole bill as have some other
hon. members. That is not because I would
not want any and all of the benefits which
will accrue from what we are aiming at, to
pass on to these people. But we must con-
sider the measure somewhat from the point
of view that this insurance is very much like
any other insurance; you cannot get it if
you have not anything to insure; and as a
result of that, you are passing on a benefit
to 2,100,000 people and you are excluding
600,000 people who need help a great deal
more. In fact, instead of helping those 600,000
you are making their lot just that much
worse. No matter how you look at it, no
matter what tax you may put on the people,
in the final analysis the consumer pays for it.

One speaker—I believe it was the hon.
member for Trinity—said that this measure
would not affect the living costs of the people.
I maintain that, no matter how we look at
it, it will increase the living costs of us all.
There are some industries which will not
want to pass on this extra cost to the people.
There are others that will not be able to do
8o, because competition will not permit. There
are others which will gladly pass it on if
they possibly can. But, no matter whether
they do or do not, it is going to affect the

[Mr. Mayhew.]

income of the people. Surely by this time
we realize that the three governing bodies,
federal, provincial and municipal, take to-day
fifty per cent of the earnings of all industry.
In other words, we as consumers and as tax-
payers have a fifty per cent interest in the
profits of all business enterprise, and if it is
above the average of income, we get seventy-
five per cent. Therefore, if we do not take it
in the increased cost of the product, it will
be reflected in a reduction of the income which
is received by the government, and then we
must make up that income from some other
source. Who supplies to-day the profits of
industry? It is the consumer, you and I.
Regardless of how you get it or where it
comes from, it is ultimately borne by the
consumer. I say that in this bill we are
helping those who can help themselves and
we are making heavier the load of those who
are unable to help themselves, particularly
those 600,000, as well as our farmers. To-day
the agricultural industry is receiving a gradu-
ally decreasing percentage of the nation’s
income. It is carrying the load, but others
are reaping the benefit.

I am also mildly in sympathy with this
bill for another reason. Every time I have
spoken in this chamber, and for years before
I had any idea that I should be a member of a
legislative body, I have advocated an all-
inclusive, compulsory, contributory superan-
nuation fund; and I believe that this legisla-
tion will to a certain extent stand in the
way of what I believe to be a better type of
social legislation. I hope this government
realize that they have recently set on foot
what I believe to be one of the best schemes
for superannuation. Admittedly that scheme
requires some development, but it has been
started, in the form of the war savings stamps
which they are putting out to-day, and by
modification and development it should be-
come something worth while, enabling the
people to provide by careful saving for their
own superannuation and giving encouragement
to industrialists and others.

Also I am but mildly in sympathy with this
bill for another reason. I am of opinion that
if you took the sixty or seventy million
dollars a year which this measure is going to
cost the country, and put it into self-support-
ing projects throughout Canada, it would
form the basis of an endowment to take care
of our unemployed, besides furnishing them
with employment.

It is not in my opinion an insurance scheme
that we want; it is an assurance scheme to
assure the people of employment. It is all
very well to say that Great Britain and some
other of the older countries have unemploy-
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ment insurance systems and that the United
States has recently followed their example.
Compare the state of development of these
older countries with the present stage of
development of Canada. Compare the British
isles with this country; reflect that all its huge
population could be put on Vancouver island.
What we here need is vision and courage.
We would not need to provide for unem-
ployment if we handled our affairs properly;
and we do not need social credit to provide
for it either.

For these reasons, although I would not
delay another minute the passing of this bill,
because it is the best we can get at present,—
and I apologize for having spoken at all at
this time—I believe there are more effective
forms of social legislation than the present
bill.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I do not
think that the hon. member for Victoria
(Mr. Mayhew) need offer this committee any
apology for the remarks he has just con-
cluded. On the contrary, I believe we have
listened to a thoughtful, perhaps all too brief,
consideration of the principles of measures such
as this. I personally listened with pleasure
to his remarks, and I congratulate him upon
his brief contribution to this debate. He left
with the committee an illustration of what
I should have said, and perhaps tried most
inadequately to say on more than one occa-
sion during the passage of this bill, namely
that the House of Commons, in its discussion
of this important measure, has not given as
much consideration as it should to the under-
lying principles, not only of insurance but
of assurance, as he so aptly termed it.

I have supported the principle of this
measure, but I have been loath to think
that we should force it through without having
considered every angle, and I do not think
that it has had adequate consideration. Now
I am informed that opportunity was given
through their leadership to the labour organiza-
tions who were right on the job, but that
opportunity was not given to the employers
to study the bill. I did not have opportunity
to study it; I was promised the bill days
before it reached me—and I do not say that
in any spirit of fault-finding. The minister
will know that I communicated with him and
that he undertook to give me the bill on a
certain date, but because the bill had not
been finally approved by council or there were
some sections which had not been finally
settled, we did not get the bill in time to
give adequate consideration to it. I under-
stand the complaint is general among employ-
ers of labour in Canada that they did not get
the bill in time to study it in all its ramifica-

tions. I am certain, from the discussion that
took place in this house on Friday last on
the various sections, that many hon. members
had not read the bill, or if at all, but cur-
sorily,

I do not intend to revert to the question
of the British Columbia loggers. The min-
ister has given an undertaking which may
partially satisfy those who have been advocat-
ing a better course from the point of view
of the loggers. I am inclined to let the matter
stand there. We are trying to close the house
this week, and if the discussion continues with
all the work we have to do, that will not be
possible. I shall come immediately, therefore,
to certain comments I wish to make with
regard to other portions of the schedule.

I have had over the week-end a large
number of representations with respect to
paragraph (g). The effect of paragraph (g)
of part II of the first schedule is to include
hospitals within this measure, except as to
the employment of professional nurses for
the sick or probationers undergoing training.
Now what is the position of our hospitals,
at any rate as I know them in the maritime
provinces? In general they may be termed
municipal or charitable institutions. The big-
gest hospital in the province of New Bruns-
wick is the Saint John public hospital, wholly
municipally owned and controlled. It is in
no sense a profit-making enterprise; on the
contrary it is a public service institution
established for the good of the community,
and especially for the good of those least
able to pay, because within certain limitations
no one is refused admittance. The hospitals
in the maritime provinces I think are typical
of hospitals in all the provinces with the
exception of certain institutions in Quebec
and portions of New Brunswick to which I
shall refer later, namely, those conducted by
the various religious sisters. These are in the
nature of municipally owned institutions.

These institutions are usually started by
some public spirited citizen to supply a long-
felt want. In my city the hospital was
started in 1887 by the late Lady Tilley, to
mark a jubilee. The cottage hospital in
Fredericton was set up in the first instance
by private gifts under a board of trustees
with the sanction of an act of the legislature.
The hospital grew under those auspices and
to-day with the growth of hospitalization it
has become really the health centre for two
counties. It has never paid its way. As the
use of the hospital has grown the burden of
financing it has increased year by year. In
days gone by it received annual gifts from
charitably disposed persons in the community;
in fact the nucleus of the present hospital,



2056
Unemployment Insurance

COMMONS

the Fraser Memorial hospital, was built as a
memorial to one of our greatest pioneers in
New Brunswick. That source of supply of
funds has dried up, chiefly because of the
increase of dominion, provincial and municipal
taxation. Where is there to-day anybody
who is prepared to endow or contribute to
the endowment of our local hospitals, one of
the most necessary services that man can
supply to his fellow man? Yet these hospitals
are being put in the category of industry. They
are not industries in any sense of the word;
the only possible exception is the private
hospital operated for gain, of which we have
very few in Canada. There are private insane
asylums operated for gain; of that class it
might perhaps be held that since they are
operated for private gain they should be
included. But every other category of hos-
pitals should be excluded from the operation
of this act.

Under this subsection ‘“employment as a
professional nurse for the sick” is excluded.
Well, she would be excluded anyway. If 1
understand the system aright, these nurses
are on their own, as a doctor is. They collect
their own fees. The relation of employer and
_employee does not exist; it is a case of a
professional person treating a patient. Why
should they be in any other category. The
relationship is analogous to that of physician
and patient, or solicitor and client.

I am glad the minister has excepted proba-
tioners because they get hardly enough money
to clothe themselves. But every other cate-
gory of employment in these municipal and
semi-municipal hospitals is to be included.
The cook, the dietitian, the orderlies, the
interns—all these are included. They are
never out of employment as far as I know. I
never heard of any of them being dismissed
except for cause. I do urge upon the minister
that he go the whole way with respect to these
institutions which are of the character of
municipal institutions. He has done it in the
case of municipal transportation. Will anyone
tell me that the transportation system of the
city of Toronto is not run for gain? But they
are to be excluded.

Mr. McLARTY: No, they are not excluded.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Well, per-
haps I do not understand it.

Mr. HOMUTH: The hydro-electric commis-
sion is excluded.

Mr. McLARTY : No.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): This is a
debatable matter; we will leave it for the
moment and stick to our last.

[Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

These charitable and municipal institutions,
these semi-municipal institutions, shall I say,
are operated not for gain but actually at a
loss. A deficit must be provided for each
year, and this state of affairs will continue
indefinitely, especially as the sources of charit-
able donations dry up because of the increased
taxation upon those who have been in the
habit of giving from year to year. If they
have to pay so much to the dominion govern-
ment and to the municipal government as we
have to do in my city they must of necessity
decrease their contributions to these institu-
tions. Take the little town of Woodstock,
I am advised by the cottage hospital there
that this ‘will cost them $400 a year, money
that they need for reconditioning, money that
they need for equipment which is required
but which they cannot possibly supply now.
How much less can they supply it if they
have to take even $400 a year from their
exchequer because of this bill?

I do request the minister to go the whole
length with respect to hospitals of this class.
The employees have not asked for this protec-
tion. The contribution from any one institu-
tion would be very small, but it just adds
that much to the burden they must carry.
To-day I received a letter from the chairman
of the Fredericton hospital, a gentleman who
is known very well indeed by the minister.
He says:

I cannot for the life of me see why this
unemployment insurance should pertain to the
general hospitals that are operating throughout
(Canada, such as our own. The idea is and
always has been to operate hospitals at cost,
that is without profit, as a matter of fact there
is probably not one in a hundred that is making
ends meet.

That is from Mr. J. A. Reid, chairman of

the Victoria public hospital in Fredericton,
a man who has devoted a great deal of his
time during the last twenty years to work in
connection with that hospital. He is also the
head of one of our industrial institutions.
I have had a communication also from the
Moncton people, who say the revenue of the
institutions will be still further reduced, and
they add:
—Staffs further reduced—national defence tax
and record of small turnover personnel takes
these institutions out of ordinary category
industrial problems.

In this letter I am begged to try to protect
their Interests.

Another class of hospital, found Ilargely
in the province of Quebec, I think, but also
in certain other provinces and in the northern
part of New Brunswick, is operated by religious
organizations, who are doing a wonderful work
in communities in which otherwise there would
be no hospitalization at all. I have in mind
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the hospital at St. Basil, in the county of
Madawaska. So far as I can recall that is
the only hospital in that county; the Minister
of Fisheries will correct me if I am wrong.
Most of the work done by these hospitals is
charitable work, though of course those who
can pay are asked to pay. The sisters work
for nothing. They have a certain number
of paid employees, but why should this bill
apply to them?

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): Does it?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): It will
apply to the janitor, to the orderlies, to the
engineer and other paid employees. The
hon. member for Northumberland, N.B., has
just placed in my hand a telegram from the
Hotel Dieu hospital at Chatham, N.B., signed
by Mother Mary of the Sacred Heart, as
follows: -

Our hospital primarily charitable non-profit
organization. Offers steady employment to per-
sonnel. Request exemption from unemployment
insurance taxation.

Then here is a telegram from the Miramichi
hospital at Newcastle. This institution was set
up through the beneficence of a former resi-
dent of the Miramichi district, Mr. Ernest
Hutchinson. I understand that to-day it is
supported entirely by the fees taken in, and
the municipal grants, if any. This is what
they say:

Non-profit hospitals opposing inclusion in
unemployment insurance. Our staff steadily
employed. We are regularly in debt assisting
indigent patients.

That puts in a nutshell the position of these
little hospitals. I do beg the minister to
re-draft paragraph (g) and have these small
hospitals excluded. It simply adds one more
burden to institutions which already are at
their wits’ end to know how to finance—and
I am not putting it a bit too strongly. Now
that former sources of revenue, by way of
gifts from the more well to do of our people,
have practically dried up, the Fredericton
hospital has to go regularly to the municipal
council of Fredericton, hat in hand, asking for
aid and assistance to square up the deficit at
the end of the year. This will be just one
more burden on them, and they will not get
any direct benefit from the tax. There is no
reason why they should look for any benefit
under this measure. They are in a different
category from the banks; they are mot able
to pay. The banks are included because of
their ability to pay. “There is a fat goose;
pluck it.” That is why the banks are put
in, and for no other reason in the world.
The government want their money. That
cannot apply to our hospitals, however,
especially those in the maritime provinces.

I do not think I should labour the point
further; I ask the minister to go the whole
way and exclude these institutions.

I had a telegram from the seamen’s union,
about which the hon. member for Trinity
(Mr. Roebuck) spoke the other day. They
are asking for the benefits of this act, because
as a class they need them. Certainly our
shipping companies are trading institutions.
They may not have been very profitable in
the past, but they are likely to come into
their own now, as shipping usually does in
war time. They ask to be given the benefits
of this act. There is also the question of
stevedores and longshoremen. Why should they
be left out?

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: And loggers.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is
quite right. Loggers are being left out for
exactly the reason the hon. gentleman stated
in this house—that the employers are strong
enough to keep them out. The minister says
there are administrative difficulties. Of course
there are, but there are administrative diffi-
culties in every field of industry under this
act. It is only a matter of degree. There
may be greater difficulties with respect to
loggers than other industries, but the hon.
member for Fraser Valley (Mr. Cruickshank)
put his finger on the spot when he gave
the reason the loggers have been excluded. I
am not going to discuss that; it is a provincial
matter, and you can fight it out between
yourselves in British Columbia.

Stevedores and longshoremen belong to a
well-established trade, not only on the Atlantic
and Pacific coasts but also in the interior. I
happen to know something about this business,
which is a very hazardous occupation on the
Atlantic coast. Of course this is not health
insurance; workmen’s compensation steps in
there to fill the breach. In the city of Saint
John, where most of the longshoremen in my
province live; in the ports of the Miramichi,
and elsewhere, these men work six months in
the year. It may not be actually continuous,
but so far as winter work is concerned it is
fairly continuous. In the summer it is not
continuous in Saint John. Some provision
should be made for these men, and I make
a plea for the inclusion of longshoremen and
stevedores within the purview of this act.

Mr. HOWDEN: I want to support every-
thing that has been said by the leader of
the opposition (Mr. Hanson) with regard to
hospitals. There is a large hospital in the city
of St. Boniface, with which I am familiar,
having practised medicine there for nearly
forty years. There are very few paid officials
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in one of these big hospitals. The institution
in St. Boniface is operated by the sisters.
They are an exception to the rule; they do
make ends meet, for the very simple reason
that probably a hundred of these reverend
women give their services without charge.
Who are employed around hospitals? Chiefly
the employees are nurses. About eighty per
cent of those nurses are in training, and
receive no remuneration whatever. If they
become sick the hospital looks after them. It
may be that they receive $5 a month. They
train for three years and when at the end of
that time they have fulfilled their training
obligations they become graduate nurses and
go on about their business.

What other persons are employed around a
hospital? There are orderlies who polish the
floors, do the housecleaning and that sort of
thing. The girls and women employed in this
work are generally speaking those who cannot
get work anywhere else. They are paid the
very lowest wages received by any working
women, but they do obtain food, they have
a roof over their heads and some other
comforts. The consequence is that they
change often. They do not work for six
months or a year. On the contrary, they work
for two or three months, until they can get
a better job, and when they get that job they
go to some other place. I should think
therefore that it would be absurd to consider
insuring those women.

Mr. McLARTY: I would advise the hon.
member that they are not insured.

Mr. HOWDEN: All right. Then, who are
insured? There is one engineer, one elec-
trician, one cook and one dietitian. I presume
those people would be insured. Who else
would there be? Perhaps there would be
the clerical staff in the hospital, and the
superintendent and her chief assistants.
Naturally those people are not insured,
because they do not receive wages. Never-
theless the hospital will be called upon to
pay the insurance rate, the same as other
institutions. A hospital is not an industrial
institution. It cannot go into debt; on its
operations it just about breaks even. I was
not on the committee which investigated the
bill, and unfortunately I did not receive the
brief from the hospitals which apparently a
great many hon. members did receive. But
certainly I am sufficiently well acquainted
with hospitals to realize that a large non-
paying hospital is not a proper institution to
participate in this unemployment insurance
scheme.

Mr. BRUCE: Mr. Chairman, may I add
my support to the view so well expressed by
[Mr. Howden.]

the hon. member for St. Boniface (Mr.
Howden) as well as by my own leader (Mr.
Hanson). I happen to be on the boards of
two hospitals, and I know that neither is
what could be described as a money-making
institution. I have in mind the Wellesley
hospital of Toronto, which began operations
as a private institution. For many years,
about twenty-eight, I believe, we had the
good fortune to have the support of Right
Hon. Sir William Mulock as chairman of the
board. After a certain length of time the
institution was enlarged so as to take in
charity patients, and following that it was
brought under the provincial act as a general
hospital. Even under the circumstances which
obtained in the earlier period of its existence
it was not a money-making institution. Nor
was it started for that purpose. The hospital
was organized to give assistance to people who
could afford to pay their own way, who did
not wish to be charity patients and to whom
on that account we could give a little better
service. However for many years Wellesley
hospital has not been paying its way. Every
year it suffers a deficit, but it continues to
struggle on. The same situation obtains in
connection with several other hospitals in
Toronto. They have yearly deficits, and make
application to the city of Toronto for help.
Each year the city votes them a sum of
money to help meet their deficits.

The hon. member for St. Boniface referred
to the domestic employees of hospitals. In my
view paragraph (g) would not exclude domestic
servants in a hospital.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Yes.

Mr. BRUCE: Will domestic servants be
excluded?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Yes, under paragraph (f).

Mr. BRUCE: It is not so stated in para-
graph (g).

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Paragraph
(f) does not exclude domestic servants in
institutions such as hospitals. It uses the
expression “or in any trade or business carried
on for the purpose of gain.”

Mr. BRUCE: I should like to see them
excluded, because to a large extent employ-
ment in a hospital is permanent. If employees
become sick they are put in hospital beds
and cared for during the period of their ill-
ness, even if that illness be over an extended
period. Their care costs them nothing,

The Canadian Hospital Council was repre-
sented before the committee by Doctor Harvey
Agnew who, in his presentation, asked that
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hospitals be excluded. I do not wish to
delay progress of the measure by discussing in
detail Doctor Agnew’s presentation, but it
seems to me that if in the future we are going
to appeal to the public to make contributions
to hospitals, so that in the public interest they
may be kept going, we must not impose ang’
extra taxes upon them. It is unfair to compel
them to come under this insurance measure.
They do not wish to be included, and there
is every reason why they should not be. I
beg the minister to do as my leader has asked
him to do, namely to exclude hospitals from
the operation of the act.

Mr. COLDWELL: Let me follow a line
of argument somewhat different from that
which has just been placed before the com-
mittee. My criticism of the bill would be
that there are too many excepted employments.
My observation with regard to hospitals, and
the nurses and domestic servants employed
therein, is that at certain times those workers
require unemployment insurance just as much
as any other class of workers in the com-
‘munity.

I served on the hospital board of the city
in which I live for a number of years, and 1
recall that when the depression came a large
number of graduate nurses were without work
.and had to seek employment as domestic ser-
vants, waitresses in restaurants, and the like.
‘They were glad to get anything to do. But
the fact that they went out to do other work
‘meant that they displaced girls who previously
had been doing that kind of work. The result
was that there was something in the nature of
a vicious circle. So much was that so that
in Regina in 1934 girls were doing domestic
service in private homes for as little as $5
a month, and the deplorable fact is that some
people were taking advantage of the situation
by offering that very low wage.

I believe the bill is a step in the right direc-
tion, and that is why hon. members in the
group to which I belong have not been too
violent in their criticism of it. We recognize
that there are administrative difficulties, but
it is our belief that experience will straighten
out some of those difficulties, with the result
that loggers, seamen and other classes may
hope to come under the measure, through
amendments at subsequent sessions. I should
like to see this bill placed on the statute book,
although I believe it to be inadequate. I
should like to see it go much further, but I
certainly think we should do everything we
can to facilitate its passage now and not risk
the kind of criticism that is being made in
another place and the possibility of advantage
being taken of criticisms here to defer the
passage of the bill in another place. May I

add that if that were done in another place
it would create a deplorable situation in
Canada. The disappointment would be so
great, I venture to say, that the gentlemen who
consider this measure in another place might
find themselves faced with a wide and insistent
demand that the other place be dispensed with
as speedily as possible. In my opinion it
would be a good thing if it were dispensed with
at once. However that may be, certainly
such a demand would arise if the bill failed
of passage there.

I want to see this bill go through. I do
not think there should be so many classifica-
tions excepted. I agree with those who think
that loggers should be included; I agree with
those who think seamen should be included;
I think that nurses and other classifications
should be included, and I can assure the govern-
ment that at another session, if this bill goes
through now as a step in the right direction, we
shall urge that the excepted classes be reduced
in number at least in order that the benefits
of the bill may be more widely applicable.

I think too of the agricultural workers.
They also are subjected to unemployment.
I realize that this country has to take advan-
tage of the experience to some extent of the
United States and Great Britain, two highly
industrialized countries. Canada is not as
highly industrialized, but we have modelled
our bill on the experience in those two
countries. As we go along, however, we shall
probably find that our Canadian conditions
will necessitate an entirely different set-up
from what we find in the United States, Great
Britain and other highly industrialized coun-
tries. My hope is that we may get together
and give this bill as nearly unanimous approval
as possible so that we may present a united
front in support of it when it appears in
another place.

Mr. ROSS (Souris): I should like to add
just a word to what has been said by the
leader of the opposition (Mr. Hanson), by
the hon. member for St. Boniface (Mr.
Howden), and the hon. member for Park-
dale (Mr. Bruce). I do feel that hospitals
should be exempt from the operation of this
act, especially in view of what was said by
the hon. member for Victoria (Mr. Mayhew).
He expressed what I have been thinking ever
since the bill came into the house. He pointed
out that while some 2,000,000 people may
benefit by the measure it is certainly going to
work hardships on the other 600,000 people
who do not benefit by it. In the province
from which I come our hospitals are finding it
tremendously difficult to continue in opera-
tion. I am sorry one of the hon. members
for Winnipeg is not here this morning to
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speak of conditions in connection with the
hospital in that city, as the hon. member for
St. Boniface has spoken of the hospital in his
riding. This bill is undoubtedly going to add
to the taxation burden, which is already hard
on agriculturists, and our hospitals in the
smaller municipalities are having great diffi-
culties in functioning at the present time.
I rose to urge that our hospitals which are
carrying on largely through charitable contri-
butions should be exempted from the act.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK : I have the solution
for the hon. gentleman’s problem. Let us
trade the hospitals for the loggers—leave the
hospitals out and bring in the loggers. One
thing this discussion has certainly brought out;
the hon. member for Vancouver East (Mr.
Maclnnis) -apparently sees eye to eye with a
certain well known lawyer from Vancouver
on labour legislation.

Mr. O'NEILL: In reply to the hon. member
for Souris (Mr. Ross), may I mention that
the hon. member for Winnipeg South (Mr.
Mutch) joined his regiment in Winnipeg this
morning, I understand, and that is the reason
he is not here.

Mr. ROSS (Souris) : The point is well taken.

Mr. ROY (Translation): Mr. Chairman, I
regret having to address myself in French to
the Minister of Labour (Mr. McLarty) ; how-
ever, I would be unable to express myself
adequately in English without a ‘certain
amount of preparation. I wish to call the
minister’s attention to the lot of two classes
of workmen excluded from the operation of
this measure, to wit, woodcutters and fisher-
men. If this legislation is designed, as it is
claimed, to work untold benefits for our
people, why should we thus ignore those who
are most in need of assistance?

It is a well known fact that, for several
years now, the Gaspé woodcutters have been
jobless because many of our leased timber
limits have remained idle. One might even
add that unemployment is much more severe
in this region than in any other. Our fisher-
men labour under practically the same
difficulties. Their catech of fish is reduced;
moreover, since the outbreak of hostilities, we
have lost all our foreign markets and, as a
result, prices have fallen very low. If this
measure is really intended to help workmen,
I cannot understand why we should exclude
these two classes of citizens who greatly need
any practical form of assistance we can give
them.

It has been suggested that we exclude
hospitals, which is only fair. I share the
opinion of the hon. member who suggested,
a moment ago, that the provisions of the act

[Mr. J. A. Ross.]

be extended to woodcutters instead of
hospitals. However, this is not what has
been done. Hospitals must contribute to the
insurance fund. In Gaspé, we have two
hospitals managed by nuns. These institutions
are kept open under very adverse conditions,
since they hardly receive any assistance at all.
Why should they be required to contribute
to the unemployment insurance fund, which
would be much more beneficial to their staffs?

The present unemployment insurance meas-
ure excludes our fishermen and woodecutters
who are precisely the ones in need of assist-
ance; yet, they are never exempt from any
tax on wheat. May I therefore ask the
minister whether there shall remain, once the
act becomes operative, any official and
permanent means of extending aid to the
woodcutters and fishermen of Gaspé and the
Magdalen islands?

At one o’clock the committee took recess.

The committee resumed at three o’clock.

Mr. HARRIS (Danforth): I should like
to make one or two observations even though
the minister does not feel disposed to change
the bill as it stands.

Although I am in favour of the measure,
the minister must recognize that it will have
a tendency to orientate and almost to regi-
ment business generally, and institutions which
like to think of their employees as part of
their family, but will now be compelled to
contribute to this scheme, will of necessity lay
off employees during slack periods knowing
they will receive some advantage from this
legislation.

Dealing more particularly with the item
which was under discussion before lunch, I
come to the problem of hospitals. Our hos-
pitals are non-profit-making institutions. As
I read the bill, it is not intended that it
should apply to such organizations. When
hospital employees come under this scheme
it will tend, in my opinion, to separate the
governors from their employees, because the
governors have no sources of income by
which they can absorb this tax which falls
upon their low-paid employees. Ordinarily
a profit-making business paying the scales of
wages which are commonly paid in hospitals
could readily raise its employees’ pay suffi-
ciently to overcome the difficulty. In any
event the employees would not be unduly
penalized. But those conducting a public
institution would probably find it difficult to
take any move of that kind as being incon-
sistent with their responsibility as trustees;
moreover they could not do it because they
have not the funds with which to raise
wages.
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The ordinary hospital of 150 beds will have
about 100 employees, most of whom will come
under the terms of this measure, and in say-
ing that I refer specifically to paragraph
(g). It might be supposed that the provision
excepting “employment as a professional nurse
for the sick or as a probationer undergoing
training for employment as such nurse” would
be of some avail to the general hospitals. As
a matter of fact it is not. What is a pro-
fessional nurse? Her duties are not par-
ticularly to the hospital itself, but to a
patient in the hospital, probably in a private
ward, and apart entirely from the general
conduct of the hospital. Nurses of a standing
similar to that of the professional nurse who
are on the payroll of a hospital are Supervisors
of various services. In a hospital of 150 beds
the number of supervisors may be as high as
fifteen, each receiving a salary of $75 or $80
per month and a living allowance of around
$30, or $1,320 for a working year. These
people are in steady employment, and if they
conduct themselves ethically and properly they
are not likely to find themselves out of em-
ployment. Nevertheless, being under the
82000 salary limit, they must contribute
weekly 25, 27 or 29 cents. The institution in
turn is required to pay a like amount, or per-
haps a cent or two more per week.

In the final analysis this means that a
hospital of 150 beds will have to pay into
this fund between $1,000 and $1,500 a year,
putting itself, as I heard an hon. member say,
that much more into the red and making it so
much more difficult to conduct a non-profit-
making service to the community without
saddling undue burdens on public-spirited
citizens who are anxious that sick people shall
receive adequate medical attention. Comput-
ing the cost from coast to coast, I believe it
will be found to amount to about $270,000
from employees and another $250,000 from
the institutions themselves, a total contribu-
tion of half a million dollars. Certainly the
returns they will receive will be in no way
commensurate to the amount they have sub-
seribed; they will do well to get back $20,000.
That half a million dollars which goes into
the general insurance fund will go to support
private institutions of the commercial and
industrial class, and those who are serving
the people through non-profit-making organ-
izations and depending upon citizens like
ourselves to meet their annual deficits will
find themselves more and more embarrassed.

I trust that the minister will give considera-
tion, in the light of what I have said, to
clarifying the position of the professional
nurse, and, if she finds herself in the vocation
of supervisor in the department of the hospital,
will not extract from her small earnings—

small, at least, compared with the average of
$5 a day received by a nurse engaged by a
private patient—any contribution under this
heading. If this is done, those charged with
finding the wherewithal to maintain the pay-
rolls of these institutions will have their
obligations proportionately reduced.

What applies in that field I should like to
see applied also in respect of the previous
paragraph. It is provided in paragraph (f)
that there shall be excluded—

Employment in domestic service, except where
the employed person is employed in a club or
in any trade or business carried on for the
purpose of gain.

Tn many cases a maid in a general hospital
receives about the same amount that she
would be paid if she were employed as a
domestic servant in a private home. The
average amount paid to a maid in a hospital
is $35 a month, and the average wage of a
domestic servant in the urban centres of
Canada is also about $35 per month, but with
everything found, including uniforms. In
many of our hospitals the maids do not have
their uniforms provided. Why should they,
who are part and parcel of the hospital staff
and can remain there, provided they give
proper service and conduct themselves well,
for the rest of their natural lives, be required
to contribute from their pittance to a fund
from which they cannot expect to receive any
benefits?

Mr. McLARTY: The answer is, of course,
that they do not.

Mr. HARRIS (Danforth): I am glad to
hear the minister say that they do not,
although I read the provision very carefully.
But if they do not under (f) perhaps we
can say the same with regard to (g). Is a
professional nurse a professional nurse if she
is a supervisor?

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: Did I understand
the hon. member to say that the average
wage paid domestic servants is $35? Will he
tell me where in Canada that is true?

Mr. HARRIS (Danforth): I said that
$35 a month was paid in the urban sections.
I have known it to be paid. I have not looked
up the statistics, but my hon. friend has the
freedom of the library. It is a cool place
and I hope he will look up the statistics and
let me know what they are being paid.

The other point I had in mind with regard
to these services is this. In our general
hospitals in the summer months, when the
members of the profession are away on holi-
days, there is a tendency for work to slacken
off. There is not so much demand for their
services at that time, and for some reason
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or other in the Christmas and New Year
season there are not so many people ill. If
no exemption is made in (f) and (g) it will
be incumbent upon those chargeé¢ with
responsibility, when work slackens off, to
conduct their affairs on a more businesslike
basis with a view to balancing their budget
and participating in the unemployment insur-
ance fund. If the employees in these institu-
tions are on the sick list they do not form
part and parcel of the workmen’s compensation
scheme which prevails in Ontario. They
receive no compensation. The hospitals how-
ever are glad to provide service for their
own employees, sometimes free and sometimes
at specially arranged rates. If they do not
come under the workmen’s compensation pro-
visions, then they should not form a part of
this unemployment insurance scheme. I do
hope the minister will seriously consider the
elimination of hospital employees, or, failing
that, will give a broad interpretation of the
two classes I have mentioned.

Mr. McLARTY: Perhaps I might discuss
very shortly the question of unemployment
insurance in hospitals. I believe that much
of the argument has been misconceived. The
leader of the opposition (Mr. Hanson) made
a stirring plea for consideration of employees
in the financial plight of hospitals. May I
point out that subsection (g) of part II of
the schedule is put in for the specific purpose
of assisting the hospitals in that it excludes
from the operation of the act the profes-
sional nurses and probationers. In addition,
the domestic help employed in the hospital
is, as the hon. member for Danforth (Mr.
Harris) correctly points out, excluded by sub-
section (f). You have left, largely janitors and
engineers. They are not insured as employees
of the hospital; they are insured because
they are janitors or engineers and therefore
come under section 50.

If we acceded to the request what would
be the result? I trust this will show the
danger of an amendment. Suppose X is a
janitor in the Ottawa Electric building. He
secures a position in the Ottawa civice hospital.
Is it fair to him that, because he is employed
in the hospital, he should lose the benefits
which he had built up under the act? In
other words, the coverage is not great so far
as the hospital is concerned, though it is
essential; and if hon. members will refer to
section 50 they will see that the janitor or
the engineer is covered not by the fact that
he is in the hospital but because he is a
janitor or an engineer, but by virtue of that
fact is otherwise subject to the act.

[Mr. J. H. Harris.]

Mr. HARRIS (Danforth): Well, suppose
that man decided to become a fisherman and
went fishing. Would he lose the increment he
had earned as a janitor?

Mr. McLARTY: That is entirely different.
Whether he is a janitor in the Ottawa Electric
building or in the civie hospital he is still a
janitor; he does not change the nature of his
occupation. He is simply changing the situs.
That is entirely different.

In this matter Doctor Harvey Agnew of
Toronto appeared before the special committee
and made an excellent presentation, as did
the hon. member for St. Boniface (Mr. How-
den) and the hon. member for Parkdale (Mr.
Bruce) to-day. But it is not putting a penalty
upon the hospital qua hospital; it is simply
insuring the individual man in the particular
employment in which he is engaged.

After Doctor Agnew appeared before the
committee the hospital association of British
Columbia wired the committee and said that
they definitely wished to be under the act to
the extent that they are under it. It is not
the intention of this measure to penalize hos-
pitals, which, as has been pointed out time
and again, are having a difficult time carry-
ing on. Nor is it intended to embarrass their
finances. But unless you are going to give
coverage to a man in a particular occupation
you will find it difficult to meet the situation.
That is the objection to any amendment to
subsection (g).

Mr. CHAMBERS: I have heard the min-
ister’s statement with regard to the man who
is a janitor transferring from one building to
another, Has he considered the position of
caterpillar tractor drivers in the woods of
British Columbia? They are employed not
only in the woods but by contractors. A
great deal of logging in British Columbia is
done at present by this means. If the driver
is working under a contractor he will build
up benefits under the bill, but as the bill
stands at present, with the logging industry
excluded, he will lose those benefits if he
continues in the woods.

Mr. McLARTY: Oh, no; that is not correct.
I refer the hon. member to section 50. It
depends on the employment in which he is
engaged and not on the particular employer
for whom he works.

Mr. CHAMBERS: I accept that statement.
There are two or three remarks I wish to
make with regard to the exclusion of the log-
ging industry. I think T am in some small
degree qualified to discuss the subject because
for two and a half years I worked in the
woods in British Columbia as a logger. There
are no finer people to work with than the
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loggers of British Columbia, but among their
habits is not that of great thrift. They are
in the main well paid and work steadily.
According to the brief of the International
Woodworkers of America forwarded to the
minister to be heard by the committee in
this connection, it was pointed out that employ-
ment in that industry lasts roughly eight or
nine months a year. During that time the
logger is in many instances paid what would
be regarded here as a very good wage. He does
not save as much as he might, perhaps because
of the very nature of his calling, its roughness,
the fact that he lives at a distance from
civilization, and so on. He stays in the bush
a number of months, piles up a fair amount
of money, and then comes to town and spends
it. That has been the habit of a great many
of our loggers. I take it that one of the
reasons we have this unemployment insurance
bill is to prevent just that sort of thing. If
a man does not provide for the time when he
knows he will be unemployed, the state is
taking this means of ensuring that he will.

I know of no industry in British Columbia
in which such a measure as this is more
necessary than it is for the protection of the
loggers in the logging industry. Many repre-
sentations have been made to the committee
with regard to the bill as a whole, and I
compliment the Minister of Labour upon the
way in which he has handled the bill up to
the present time. But a very important point
has arisen with regard to the British Columbia
logging industry. This bill is possible to-day
only because the provinces have given up to
the dominion government the right to legis-
late in this field. Because they have done so
the dominion government can now proceed
to introduce a bill to do in those provinces
what those provinces could heretofore have
done themselves. It is being done with their
express consent, as we were informed when
the motion was introduced in this house for
transmission to the British house with respect
to the necessary change in the constitution.
Surely then it is of the greatest importance
that the things which would have been done in
any given province under a bill of this type
should be done under this bill.

The committee I believe had before it a
communication from the Hon. Mr. Pearson,
minister of labour for British Columbia, who
represents in the provincial legislature the
same seat that I represent in this house, in
which he makes it plain that had he introduced
an unemployment insurance measure in
British Columbia the loggers of the province
would have come under it. I do not know
that I should emphasize this point too strongly,
but it is of the utmost importance that
where a measure is introduced by the national

authority with the cooperation of -certain
provinces, the views of the proper ministers
or of the governments of the provinces
which have given up their rights should
receive careful consideration before they are
negatived as is being done at the present
time.

What is the attitude of organized labour in
the woods in British Columbia towards this
measure? I referred a few moments ago to
the brief of the International Woodworkers of
America. Before I deal with certain points in
that brief I should like to refer to what was
said earlier to-day by the hon. member for
Vancouver East (Mr. Maclnnis). To me it
is surprising that he should take the position
he has taken in this house. I had not
thought the hon. gentleman was quite so
much of a realist. He intimated that there was
very little connection between labour, organized
labour and the thought of organized labour,
and Liberal members from British Columbia.
I do not need to say to the hon. member for
Vancouver East, through you, Mr. Chairman,
that there are many members of the Inter-
national Woodworkers of America in the
woods and logging camps of British Columbia
and in the county of Nanaimo too. I do not
need to remind the hon. member that the locals
of the International Woodworkers of America,
for whom I am now pleading, endorsed the
Cooperative Commonwealth Federation can-
didature against me in my own county during
the last election. Nevertheless I support their
brief now. Let us hear no more of these
innuendoes as to how far Liberals and Liberal
candidates are from labour thought and senti-
ment on Vancouver island.

Another point of extreme importance to
the loggers is mot brought out in the brief
to which I refer, and I think it should be
mentioned. The logging industry of British
Columbia is running at full blast at the
present time, and it is to be anticipated that
so long as the war continues and there is a
lack of the former sources of supply of lumber
to Great Britain, the British Columbia logging
industry will be very active. But there must
come a time when employment in the lumber
industry will slacken off, and this is the time
for which we must now prepare. I could not
find an industry anywhere in Canada which
is busier than the logging industry now is
because of the war, but, for the reasons I have
given, it will slump all the quicker after the
war. It therefore seems to me essential that
we should now take advantage of the activity
of the industry and pile up benefits which can
be given back to the workers when the war
is over or when the industry slumps again.

With regard to this brief, the union brings
out a point to which I wish to refer. The
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source of their quotation is “Logging Principles
and Practices in the TUnited States and
Canada,” by Nelson C. Brown, 1934, chapter
III, entitled “Pacific Coast Region—North-
west Douglas Fir.” TUnder the heading
“Climatic Conditions Affecting Logging” the
statement says:

The prevailing mild climate with long, warm,
dry season extending from the spring into the
fall and general rainy winters do not affect
logging methods or operation. The winter shut-
downs on account of deep snows or cold weather
are generally of short duration, only about
two to four weeks.

The minister says he is rejecting this plea
not because logging is a seasonal occupation,
but because of probable administrative diffi-
culties. Does the minister think, or do his
advisers think, that they know more about the
administrative difficulties of collecting money
—because that is what it amounts to—from
working people in remote sections of British
Columbia than the minister of labour of the
province under whom comes the administra-
tion of the Workmen'’s Compensation Act?
The Workmen’s Compensation Act operates
in our woods; the penny a day is taken off the
boys’ payroll—it works very nicely.

The minister pointed out this morning, and
I have no doubt it is correct, that in the log-
ging areas on the Washington-Oregon side of
the line, where logging and climatic conditions
are similar to ours, it has cost the United States
administration 38 per cent more to administer
the scheme than it has in other industrial
sections. I cannot say categorically, but I
suggest that the same situation holds with
regard to the Workmen’s Compensation Act in
British Columbia. Obviously it must cost a
little more because it is always more difficult
when men are great distances from ecivilized
and industrial centres where money can be
collected easily. It takes a longer time, it
requires more inspectors, and so on. But I
believe that the minister is aware, and his
advisers also, that as far as the question of
reemployment of those who might conceivably
come under benefit in the logging industry is
concerned, practically all the hiring of the
camps, certainly on Vancouver island, which
is the main logging section, and the lower
mainland, is done from the city of Vancouver
and would not be difficult to control. It
would not be difficult for the minister to
know whether or not loggers were taking
advantage of the act. I take it that is one of
the reasons why costs would be higher.

It is now five years since the administration
of Right Hon. Mr. Bennett introduced an
unemployment insurance bill. Under that
bill also, if I remember correctly, loggers were
excluded. During those five years we had a

[Mr. Chambers.]

national employment commission, set up by
the present administration. That commission
went so far as to say—I have no doubt the
minister is aware of this—that not only would
an unemployment insurance measure have
been of the greatest benefit during the depres-
sion had it been initiated earlier, but that it
should have been extended even to seasonal
workers. That was two and a half years ago.
There we had the opinion of a body of
experienced men, not of someone called in
hurriedly, perhaps without known qualifica-
tions, to advise the minister. We have had
the benefit of that information and advice,
and in view of that fact it would seem right
and proper that the logging industry should
be included under the terms of this bill
although I maintain that it cannot be
described as seasonal.

We in this country are fighting and our
workers are fighting, for democracy. To me
a live democracy must mean continuous social
progress. Our strongest bulwark is a balanced
social security. I congratulate the government
on having introduced this measure, because I
feel sure it must inevitably be followed, as
time goes on, by a measure similar to that
described by the hon. member for Victoria,
B.C,, that is to say, a compulsory contributory
pension scheme for taking all workers off the
labour market when they reach the age of
retirement. But, Mr. Chairman, I can see no
reason why the industry employing the
greatest number of workers in British Columbia
should be denied this measure of social
progress just because five years ago someone
seemed to think that should be done. After
all, it would be easier to ask the workers in
our logging camps to make greater and greater
efforts if they knew they were to receive their
rightful share of this social progress. Only
the other day the men of one of the largest
logging concerns in my constituency decided
they were not doing enough to help our war
effort; so they went out and threw into the
pot a day’s pay with which they bought a
training plane, which was sent down here to
the air minister. The month before that, in
the same manner, others bought three
ambulances.

I do not see why these people cannot have
some share in our social progress. After all,
as has been brought out by better speakers
than I, they work some nine months of the
year. As long as the war continues they will
work to the extent climatic conditions permit,
and that will be for more than nine months.
Why, then, can we not bring them in?

The question has been brought up as to
the actuarial balance of the bill being
disturbed. If the bill is actuarially sound now
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the addition of further persons, who come
within its provisions because of the fact that
they work eight, nine or nine and a half
months of the year, is not going to disturb it.
Certainly I should like to know of any actuary
in Canada to-day who can tell this house or
this government with any degree of certainty
what is an actuarially sound unemployment
insurance bill, with the turmoil of war going
on about us. Who can look ahead for years
and say this bill is actuarially sound and will
take care of a certain situation as it may
develop three years from now?

In view of these facts, poorly put together
as they may be, I would ask the minister if
he could not give further consideration to the
question of bringing our British Columbia
logging boys within the terms of this bill.

Mr. REID: In view of the fact that Mr.
Pearson, Minister of Labour of British Colum-
bia, has been quoted several times during
this debate; in view of the fact that the
wires he sent the minister and myself have
been placed on record as well, I think it would
be only fair if the complete representations
made by Mr. Pearson were placed on Hansard.
I wired Mr. Pearson asking for certain figures
and data in order to be better informed when
the discussion took place in the committee.
The figures were sent to me, and subsequently
I asked for further information. The first
wire I received was dated July 20. The second
wire, dated July 23, reads:

Your telegram arrived while I was away
yesterday afternoon and was replied to by
deputy minister Bell, who gave you the infor-
mation you asked for. Yesterday I saw a copy
of the bill for first time and noticed that under
schedule practically all forms of lumbering
except logging can be covered. I still believe
that logging in this province is sufficiently con-
tinuous to cover it without endangering sound-
ness of scheme. I also consider that the act
could be framed following the lines of Washing-
ton and Oregon state acts which would make
it possible to bring many more occupations
under it. But I think the most important
thing of all is that the principle of the act
should be established and that the act should
actually be brought into operation. May
suggest that you do not carry objections to the
bill to the point where those interests which
would like to see the bill destroyed are placed
in a position where they can suggest that the
operation of the bill be delayed.

Mr. POULIOT: I was very much gratified
to read, at page 1982 of Hansard, the follow-
ing remark by my revered leader concerning
the Bennett insurance bill of 1935:

The whole business to my mind, if I may be
permitted to use the expression, was a pure
election bluff, nothing more or less.

At page 1514 of Hansard for March 7,
1935, the member for Témiscouata (Mr.
Pouliot) had this to say:

This is only election propaganda, and that is
why I denounce it.

The words are different but the idea is the
same. I was doubly gratified because at
page 1984 of Hansard for this session my
esteemed leader said:

The people of Canada had spoken. They
had spoken in the general election of 1935, and
had made it perfectly clear to the government
taking office that they regarded the legislation
in question as unconstitutional, and that it
should not be on the statute books at all; and
I was accepting the decision of the people of
Canada.

Mark you, Mr. Chairman; the Prime Min-
ister said it should not be on the statute
books at all. On March 2, 1937, the member
for Témiscouata moved the second reading
of Bill No. 30, to repeal the Employment
and Social Insurance Act, which was part
of Mr. Bennett’s social legislation. That would
have taken the act out of the statute books,
and there would have been no dirty linen
mixed with the clean linen in the cupboard.
Of course that debate was adjourned; the
matter did not go further, but the member
for Témiscouata showed his good-will by this
effort to get rid of such pernicious political
propaganda.

We have had some experts drafting the new
bill. I was utterly opposed to Mr, Bennett’s
social legislation because I knew it was a
fake from first to last. But I am interested in
compared legislation. I wonder how many
members have looked at the statute of 1935.
With the exception of some small changes
made by the special committee of the house,
the schedule now before us is about the same
as the one of 1935. No changes were made by
the so-called experts who drafted the legisla-
tion; therefore I can state this schedule is
about the same as that then prepared by the
powerful brains in the Department of Labour.
Of course in this statement I am not including
the minister, a gentleman who deserves a lot
of credit, and who is the silver lining of the
cloud in the Department of Labour. It is he
who hides those who are not so brilliant.
I am wondering if the minister might not
have dispensed with the services of the experts
who drafted the legislation, and might have
hired only some typists to copy the 1935 bill.

In the measure we find some excepted
employments. The minister must make a
distinction between business organizations and
charitable institutions, I was delighted to be
in the house this morning when for the first
time in the session the leader of the opposition
(Mr. Hanson) spoke so well, and so much to
the point. His remarks were logical, and he
made some observations respecting the Hotel
Dieu of St. Basil de Madawaska which touched
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my heart. I know that institution, because
it was there I learned to read. It was there
I acquired the ability to read more bad than
good legislation. That is the place where
children are educated, and where the poor
and the sick are cared for by women who
sacrifice their lives for the good of their fellow
citizens. The leader of the opposition, who
knows ‘that institution very well, has spoken
kindly about those people, and I am sure all
who know them will highly appreciate his
excellent speech in their behalf. In those
institutions, under the direction of able per-
sons, the poor look after the poor. The nuns
sometimes take in transients, and take good
care of them. The transients are clothed and
are asked to help in the charitable work. The
institution of which the leader of the opposi-
tion spoke is not a business concern; neither
is it an organization to make profit. Moreover
those institutions are self-supporting, and
there is no obligation to pay taxes for them,
as there is in connection with other civic
hospitals.

I point out therefore that the minister
should make that distinction. In connection
with those benevolent organizations, which
remind us of those of the middle ages, con-
sideration should be given to the aim. They
do not aim to make profits; rather they wish
to work in the interests of charity. Only
to-day I received a wire from my esteemed
colleague, the Hon. Leon Casgrain, who repre-
sents part of my constituency in the legisla-
tive assembly of Quebee, and who is a
member of the Godbout government. The
wire is in these words:

(Translation) St. Joseph du Précieux-Sang
hospital opposed to unemployment insurance act
being applied to hospitals. Important that such
exemption be mentioned in the act.

I know several hon. members have received
messages to the same effect. I will ask the
minister to give evidence of his open-minded-
ness, and not to impose upon the house a
piece of legislation which can be improved
upon. He could easily improve it by accept-
ing some of the suggestions which have been
made.

It is very easy to satisfy the majority; that
is the rule in all democratic countries. In
British Columbia there are divergent views in
respect to the exemption of loggers or lumber-
jacks. Well, it is very easy to settle that
question. The minister has only to call for a
straw vote of members from British Columbia
and to follow the view of the majority. If
he does that he will not make a mistake, and
he would be better advised than if he were to
accept advice from any officer of his depant-
ment. Of course T warn the minister against

[Mr. Pouliot.]

something about which I know a good deal.
I warn him against the intrigues made at times
by some civil servants, to push through
unnecessary legislation so that they may obtain
higher positions and higher salaries. I know
one I could now name who is advocating this
measure, one who has the mouth full of the
league of nations, and who is not a practical
man. He knows nothing about the actuarial
business, but in committee he quoted figures
about the league of nations, his trips to
Geneva, and the like. What do we care
about that? We are not in Geneva, we are in
Ottawa, Canada, and we must decide that ques-
tion in the interest of this country. This is
not international legislation; it is Canadian
legislation for Canadian people.

What happened? Well, we know that one
of those gentlemen once made a chair with his
own hands and because of that he now calls
himself a labour man. What does he know
about legislation? Legislation is something
sacred. It is a rule for everyone to follow,
both the rich and the poor. Legislation must
be prepared with the utmost care. But those
people have not the least idea about the
importance of legislation, and they proceeded
to copy a piece of legislation adopted at West-
minster, in the congress of the United States,
and even by Germany. We know that the
marketing bill passed by the Bennett govern-
ment was copied from the German marketing
legislation. Those people make copies of
some foreign legislation and dare to offer it
as the product of their own brains.

What may work in one country may not
work in another, because conditions may be
different. England is a small country with a
large population; Canada is a large country
with a small population, and the United States
is a large country with a large population.
Conditions are not the same geographically.
In the preparation of legislation this aspect
of the matter should be considered. We should
not take it for granted that simply because
a man is employed by the government he is
an expert, and that because he is called an
expert he knows what he is talking about.

I was struck by the contribution made to
the debates of the house when Mr. Heaps sat
as a member from Winnipeg. We have heard
of Mr. Wolfenden, the great actuary. Mr.
Wolfenden was hired by the Bennett govern-
ment to say that social insurance was the
proper remedy for all the evils of that day.
Now that he has not been hired by this gov-
ernment and has appeared only as a witness,
he says that this legislation, which is the
same as the other, is just too bad and that
this is not the time for us to pass this bill.
But that is our responsibility to decide, not his.
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We must not forget also that Mr. Bennett
brought down his unemployment insurance
measure when employment was at a very low
figure. At this time, while there is still un-
employment in Canada, employment is much
higher than when Mr. Bennett was in power,
and that must be borne in mind in considering
this bill.

If this bill passes the house and is agreed
to by the senate and receives royal assent
I wonder if it would not be a good thing to
leave it on the statute book for two or three
years before starting to apply it. That was
done in the United States with very good
results. There should be a reserve fund before
the act comes into full operation. What insur-
ance company would start an insurance scheme
on such a large scale as this without having
any reserve fund? The ordinary insurance
company, of course, grows little by little, but
this insurance scheme is to be applied to the
whole country at once, and benefits to people
who lose their employment are to be paid at
once, when no reserve fund has been accumu-
lated. This is an important point. Again I
suggest to the minister that if the bill passes
both houses and receives royal assent a period
of two or three years should elapse before the
act is put into operation so as to give us time
to accumulate a reserve fund.

There is another point. Compensation has
to be paid at once, and that serves as a pro-
tection for. a certain number of employees
who are thrown out of work. This is not
absolutely social insurance, but it is a part
of it, and it accomplishes a lot in case of
emergency. In the steel business, for ex-
ample, when orders are not so numerous, the
men will be paid compensation at once over
a short period of time. I am afraid that social
insurance may turn into a kind of dole, and
the more so since this act has been copied
in part from the English act and has been
advocated by three Englishmen. I do not
mean three English-speaking Canadians but
three gentlemen from England—Mr. Purvis,
Mr. Humphrey Mitchell of the Department
of Labour and Mr. Heaps now of the same
department. The dole has had a pernicious
effect upon the English people, and it would
be unfortunate if we had the same results in
Canada. Will the minister kindly tell the
committee whether he would be prepared to
postpone the application of the act for such
a period of time as would allow a reserve fund
to be accumulated?

Mr. SINCLAIR: As a member represent-
ing an industrial riding it is of course obvious
that I should have something to say on this
unemployment insurance bill. I cannot begin
to tell the house how pleased the majority of
the workers in my riding are at the attempted
rapid passage of this bill. The British Col-

umbia members, with possibly one exception,
have deplored the fact that loggers are not
included in the bill. Logging is the principal
industry of British Columbia. It affects every
man, woman and child in the province, and
yet loggers do not come within the provisions
of this bill.

I shall not labour the point whether our
logging industry is seasonal or not. Whatever
logging may be in eastern Canada, in western
Canada, on the Pacific coast, logging is an
all-year-round occupation. The hon. member
for Victoria (Mr. Mayhew) struck the nail
square on the head this morning when he said
that if the logging industry of British Colum-~
bia were considered quite separately from the
logging industry in general across Canada,
there is no doubt that the loggers of British
Columbia would be included in this bill. A
little earlier the Minister of Labour (Mr.
McLarty) had suggested that we could not
have regional divisions of industry. We could
not, to use his own words, make fish of one
and flesh of another. I do not agree with that,
because, as I said a moment ago, our big
timber-logging operations in British Columbia
continue the year round and are an entirely
different industry from winter bush cutting in
eastern Canada. This government and previ-
ous governments perhaps of a different colour
have shown no great reluctance to distinguish-
ing between the wheat farmers of the west
and the farmers of the Fraser river, between
the apple growers of the Annapolis valley and
the apple growers of the Okanagan valley,
between the fishermen of the eastern mari-
times and the fishermen of the west coast.
For the industries in the east there are
bonuses and subsidies, but from the west
rugged individualism is expected. And under
this bill you expect rugged individualism from
the loggers.

A good deal has been said about administra-
tive difficulties, and that lovely phrase
“actuarially unsound” has been used a great
deal in this debate. Three years ago I cam-
paigned enthusiastically with Doctor Weir
on a scheme of provincial health insurance in
British Columbia, and in that campaign we
heard, over and over again, from big business
and from the opponents of health insurance,
that same phrase, “actuarially unsound”. It
may be more than a coincidence that we had
representing the manufacturers at that time
the same actuary who regards this scheme as
actuarially unsound. I am a mathematician
myself, after a fashion, and I cannot see how
the addition of 13,000 loggers, the best paid
workers in British Columbia, can upset the
actuarial soundness of a scheme that is to
cover over 2,000,000 workers. The boss loggers
back home, the men who run this far-flung
logging empire, who are at present opposing
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this bill and have hired the ablest counsel in
British Columbia to come here and present
arguments against it, have no administrative
difficulties in their own organization. The
government of British Columbia for twenty-
four years has collected compensation for
loggers from these same gentlemen, and has
collected one per cent in income tax for the
last nine years. The Department of National
Defence now collects two or three per cent for
the national defence tax on workers engaged as
loggers. We are at a loss to understand,
therefore, why the Department of Labour is
going to be faced with such tremendous
administrative difficulties if loggers are included
in this bill. We have in British Columbia, as
has been said and justly said in this house,
an extremely able minister of labour and I am
quite sure that he will be only too glad to lend
his officials to the Department of Labour here
to straighten out the administrative problems
which are at present blocking the entry into
this great scheme of our most important
industry in British Columbia.

I must confess that I have been pleased
with one amazing change which has taken
place in the discussion of this bill. The
leader of the opposition is not at present
in his seat, but I read that in 1935, as Minister
of Trade and Commerce, he supported the
Bennett government’s measure, which did not
include loggers, which did not include seamen,
and which did include the hospitals. Perhaps
it is his proximity to this Liberal bloc which
has caused him to change his point of view.

We in British Columbia have been surprised
at the attitude of the hon. member for Van-
couver East (Mr. Maclnnis). After reading
his remarks on Friday, one would not be
astonished even to learn that he had been—
very properly—transferred to that chamber
which is quaintly called “another place.”

Some remarks have been made about lobby-
ing. I do not know what lobbying is in the
actual technical sense. I do know that I
have not been approached or influenced by
any such agency. Naturally these people put
forward the best case they can. Our loggers
at home, the men who work in the woods in
the most dangerous and hazardous occupation
in British Columbia, are poorly organized.
They are poorly organized because the boss
loggers in British Columbia have long been
the most powerful influence in the province.
The men could not afford to send expensive
counsel down here to plead their case before
this committee. They did send to the British
Columbia members an excellent and very able
brief stating their case. Our friend the hon.
member for Nanaimo (Mr. Chambers) has
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quoted from that document. So far as these
loggers are concerned there is no group more
deserving of protection, and right now.

The minister referred to an advisory com-
mittee which will very soon take action.
Almost in the same breath he said that this
matter had been under consideration for five
vears. For five years some government com-
mittee has studied this, and now we are to
put implicit faith in the ability of this com-
mittee very soon to include our loggers. I
have every faith in parliament. I have
practically no faith in commissions. A plague
on these leisurely discussions, which are more
and more throttling this country of ours!
What we need is the sort of discussion we
are having now on the floor of this chamber,
when every British Columbia member in
turn has been up and told the minister exactly
the views of himself and the people he repre-
sents. That to my mind is far more valuable,
and in conformity with what the loggers at
home expect, than having some commission
sitting like a poet in an ivory tower, owing
no duty to the people, who after all are the
people who sent us here.

We have talked a great deal about the four
or five points which the hon. member for
Comox-Alberni, who represents the biggest
logging riding in British Columbia, enumerated
this morning. But the discussion really has
simmered down to one point—administrative
difficulties. The British Columbia memberg
would like to know from the minister just what
are these profound difficulties, so different from
the difficulties of the administration of the
workmen’s compensation board, for example.
If he can explain to us these difficulties and
point out some way by which this commission
intends to surmount them, we from British
Columbia will feel a little better about the
exclusion of the loggers from this bill.

Mr. ROEBUCK: I should like to say a
word before we close—

Mr. SINCLAIR:
question.

Mr. ROEBUCK: —before we close the
discussion of this very important section. We
are all interested in hospitals. I do not
suppose anybody would yield in that respect
to any other hon. member on the floor of the
house.

I myself joined in the building of a hospital
in the north and for years took part in its
management. I know there will be those who
ask why I am prepared apparently to sacrifice
their interest in this schedule of the bill.
I am not. And yet I am not in favour of

I asked the minister a
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excluding the hospitals from the provisions of
this bill to the extent to which they are now
included. This for several reasons.

In the first place, nearly every hospital hag
a deficit. That has been pointed out already
on the floor of this chamber. These deficits
for the most part are taken care of by the
municipal authorities in the localities in which
the hospitals are located; so that if we took
the burden off their shoulders and attempted
to throw it on the employees, in actual fact
we would be lightening the load slightly,
perhaps, if at all, of those who are bearing the
final burden of the deficits, but as between,
not the employee and the hospital, but the
employee and the municipal authorities, who
are the final well from which the hospital
deficits are drawn.

That is one reason, and there is another one
which is perhaps even more cogent. It is
most necessary in considering these problems
to trace them to their final conclusion and
not stop half way. Were we to ask the
employees in the various classes included in
this measure to forego its benefits when they
work in a hospital, and to obtain its benefits
when they work somewhere else, the result
must necessarily be that the hospital would
either take the least efficient of those in that
particular classification of employee, or would
give some other concession equivalent to that
which is common to the whole trade. That is
to say, the hospital would find itself in this
position, that it must accept the left-overs
in the trade because they are denied the
things which are given to others in the trade
elsewhere, or it must give an increase of
salary to induce these men to work in hospitals
rather than somewhere else.

Mr. HOWDEN : That is what they do.

Mr. ROEBUCK: So that you would gain
nothing. You would spoil the act. Perhaps
this will be a disservice for a time to those
who are now covered by its provisions, but
in the course of time these matters will adjust
themselves.

The arguments which we have heard so
forcibly put to-day, were, I do not doubt,
advanced with equal vigour when the Work-
men’s Compensation Act was under discussion
in the provincial legislatures.

Mr. MacNICOL: And the old age pension
act.

Mr. ROEBUCK: And the old age pension
act, no doubt. But of the two, the more
-closely analogous is the Workmen’s Compensa-
tion Act. I do not doubt that at that time
the financial difficulties of the hospitals were
.advanced as an argument why workingmen

should be deprived of the benefit of the act
when they worked for hospitals. Yet the
good sense of the legislatures, if my memory
is correct—I think I am right in this—resisted
those arguments, and men come under the
Workmen’s Compensation Act even though
they work in the hospitals. I am not satisfied
to shoulder off upon the poor working people
in the hospitals—the janitors, the men who
fire the boilers, the men who run the hoists,
all that kind of labour—even if we could,
a portion of the burden of the deficits of the
hospitals in which they work. The labourer is
worthy of his hire, and he is worthy of the
benefits of this bill, even though he works
in a hospital.

There is one other little point I should
like to make before sitting down. I have
listened with a great deal of interest and some
instruction to the very forcible statements of
hon. members from British Columbia arguing
their case as to why the loggers should be
included, and I have thought that under the
circumstances the minister has taken the
reasonable action. He has said that the
question will be referred by himself or by
counsel to the commission when it is sitting
and the whole matter may be studied. I had
the honour of presenting to this house a
telegram from the seamen’s union protesting
against exclusion from the terms of this bill.
I am glad to see that people are protesting
against exclusion; they wish to be included
in it. That is a good sign.

I would ask the minister if it would not be
possible, when he submits the question with
regard to the loggers of British Columbia and
elsewhere, for him at the same time to submit
the question of seamen on the great lakes, and
of stevedores, and let their case be studied
also. It would be an assurance to them if
they had that word from the minister. I
realize that we have excluded stevedores for
several reasons perhaps, but including this,
that stevedores are supposed to work for num-
bers of employers. I am under the impression,
however, that that is not so on the great
lakes. I know numbers of stevedores who
work for shipping companies. I know some
who work for independent contractors under
the railways. It may be that a study of their
case will reveal the fact that they can be
included in Canada and that the arguments
against them, drawn from the quays of
England, do not apply. It would be received
with a great deal of satisfaction and relief if
the minister could say that when he is
referring the question of loggers he will also
submit the facts, as far as we know them,
with regard to these other classifications of
employment.
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Mr, HOMUTH: I have been interested in
what the British Columbia members have said
with regard to the loggers. They know the
situation, perhaps much better than some of
the experts who have worked out the bill,
and in view of their representations I feel
that the minister should give even more
assurance than he has given to those members,
if he does not intend to include the loggers
in the act. I realize that under the act there
are going to be certain trades that will be
found in one part of the country and not in
other parts, and we shall have to work this
out to some extent from a geographical point
of view. But the one thing I am afraid of
is that there will be a great many disappoint-
ments when the act really begins to function.
We have continually called it unemployment
insurance. Let us be frank and honest with
ourselves and call it what it is. It is a piece
of social legislation, and to finance this social
legislation we are going to levy a tax on cer-
tain types of workers in the country, on the
industries in which those workers are employed,
and on the government or the taxpayers of
Canada, This tax in turn is going to be
passed on, because industry, in paying its
tax, will charge it in the cost of the product
and the farmer and everyone else who buys
the product will pay his share of the cost of
this unemployment insurance scheme. The
government, in paying its share, must of
necessity raise the money somewhere and it
will raise it through taxation, so that everyone
in the country will be very much interested in
the act because everyone will contribute to it.

One regret I have with reference to this bill
is that we have not included the civil service
of Canada. I quite realize that perhaps this
is not a popular thing to say. Sometimes I
am just a little fearful that governments
stand more or less in fear of the civil servants,
not only in the dominion but in the prov-
inces and in the municipalities. The time
has come when we have to be honest and
frank with ourselves and deal with these
matters as we ought to deal with them, in
a businesslike way, so as to work out the
greatest good to the greatest number. This
is a tax we are going to levy on certain
people in the country for the purpose of
carrying out what we consider to be certain
social obligations which the country has to
people who find themselves unemployed. The
bankers came before the committee and pre-
sented perhaps the best brief that was given.
Every member of the committee admitted it.
It was a good sound argument that they
presented, but we said, “You must come
under it.” What was the reason given? It
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was not that there was not continuous em-
ployment in the banks. All members of the
committee realize that if there is one institu-
tion that gives practically continuous employ-
ment it is the banks. The real reason for the
inclusion of the bankers was that without
them this scheme would not be actuarially
sound. That industry was the one thing in
the whole set-up that was going to keep the
unemployment scheme solvent. Now if it is
social legislation, passed because we realize
that those who are employed have a respon-
sibility to those who are not employed, then
is it not all the more reason why members
of the civil service, no matter how they are
employed, ought to come under the act and
pay their fair share of that responsibility
which we feel that one Canadian owes to
another?

Perhaps I am a little bold in saying this,
but because there are forty-three or fifty
thousand federal civil servants governments
are hesitant about being just as businesslike
with them as they ought to be. What we
ought to do is to let every Canadian bear his
fair share of this responsibility. These people
have not much chance of losing their jobs,
and the very security of their positions makes
it all the more just, in my opinion, that they
should accept some share of the responsibility
under the act. That is the one regret I have
as a member of the committee and I expressed
my views in the committee. I regret that
the civil servants have not been brought
under the act.

Mr. McLARTY: In reply to the hon.
member for Vancouver North (Mr. Sinclair),
I would refer him to the minutes of proceed-
ings and evidence of the committee at page
259, where he will find some evidence with
regard to one of the administrative difficulties
which will have to be overcome. With refer-
ence to the remarks of the hon. member for
Trinity (Mr. Roebuck), I suppose under sec-
tion 86(a) it will be one of the functions of
the advisory committee to carry on a running
investigation to see what trades can be best
brought under the act or what can be ex-
cluded. That is one of the strong points of
the act; it is the elasticity which is allowed
the governor in council to work in conjunction
with the commission and the committee.

Mr. MacINNIS: Attempts have been
made by some hon. members from British
Columbia to give the impression that I have
been opposing the inclusion of the loggers in
this unemployment bill. I do not think I
need try to deny such a statement; it is too
preposterous to be given even a thought. I
am afraid that some of those hon. members
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do not even like the fact that I support this
bill and want to see it pass. If there was a
possibility that the amendment would be
carried some of them might not be so loud
in its support. I am so anxious to see this
bill put on the statute book in the best form
attainable that I am willing to take what we
have.

From anything I say now I wish to exclude
the hon. member for Comox-Alberni, (Mr.
Neill) because he has worked consistently for
measures of this kind and other such measures
year after year in this house. But when hon.
members who never in their constituencies or
anywhere else, so far as I have been able to
find out, have done anything in the interests
of the working class, now show such par-
ticular interest in this measure, I am rather
suspicious. The hon. member for Fraser Val-
ley (Mr. Cruickshank) referred to the fact
that he had been working on a farm all
these years and that I had not done anything
since I became what he called a politician. I
assume that now that he is a politician him-
self he intends to take life easily. That is
what the ordinary politician does—he takes
life easily; but that is not the reason I have
taken part in politics. I have taken part in
politics to enlighten and inform my fellow
worker so that he may know why he is poor,
why although he produces the world’s wealth
he is continually in poverty. The hon. mem-
ber for Nanaimo (Mr. Chambers) and the
hon. member for Vancouver North (Mr. Sin-
clair) will not get up on the platform and tell
the workers in their constituencies the real
cause of their poverty.

Mr. SINCLAIR: We certainly have done
so. That is why we were elected.

Mr. MacINNIS: Certainly the hon. mem-
ber has not, and if he had he would not be
in the Liberal party. The hon. member for
Vancouver North has gone so far as to sug-
gest that by my support of this bill I shall
earn the gratitude of the government so that
I may at some time in the near future be
transferred to another place. Well, I am sure
my hon. friend knows the hog-trough politics
of British Columbia too well really to suppose
for a moment that I would be given any
consideration or reward for any services per-
formed. Besides, I am not performing a ser-
vice to the government; I am performing a
service for the working class of Canada. These
are the considerations that lead me to sup-
port this bill.

Let no one delude himself with the idea that
this bill, if it passes, even if it took in all
the workers in Canada, would remove poverty,
distress, misery and insecurity from the lives

of the working class. It will not. There is
only one thing that will do that, and that is
the taking over and operation of the industries
of the country by the working class, for their
own benefit. They produce the wealth now;
others take it. I did not notice that hon.
members who are so much interested in the
workers in this matter were equally interested
in voting against the two per cent tax on the
low wage-earner. It is all right to soak him
in that way, but here is a chance to play a
little politics, and they go to it.

The matter of actuarial soundness has been
brought up on a number of occasions. Hon.
members should try to understand what we
were confronted with in the committee when
that question was raised. Taking it by and
large the committee was in favour of the
suggestion—we had a number of representa-
tions on it—that the wage limit of persons
coming under this scheme be raised from
$2,000 to $2,500, and when we were in camera
I moved a motion that the bill be so amended.
But the actuary, Mr. Watson, informed the
committee that any important changes in
the bill would require a new actuarial survey,
if I remember correctly, and that he could
not give a new actuarial certificate without
further investigation. Now, that might suit
some hon. members here who want to delay
the bill—by the time the new actuarial survey
was finished the session would be over. I am
not interested in that sort of thing. I am
interested in seeing the bill pass, and when the
measure is in operation we can then bring
under its operation the various categories now
excluded.

I should like to ask the minister a question
with regard to section 86. He said these
various categories now in the excepted list
could be referred by the governor in council
to the commission for investigation. If the
logging industry is referred to the commission
by the governor in council will it be so
referred as a matter of national employment,
or will British Columbia be considered separ-
ately? The logging industry in British Colum-
bia is altogether different from the logging
industry in other provinces. I should like,
therefore, to have the assurance of the minister
that logging in British Columbia will be con-
sidered apart from the other provinces.

Mr. McLARTY: The hon. member for Van-
couver East has asked a perfectly fair question.
In making any reference to the commission,
which in turn will refer it to the committee,
rather than place on it a limitation of any
kind, such as its application exclusively to
British Columbia, I think that is a matter
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which should properly be left to the com-
mittee, Let them bring in their recommenda-
tion without our attaching any limitations or
restrictions to the reference.

Mr. GREEN: The minister said he would
point out to the committee that there is a
difference between logging in British Columbia
and elsewhere in Canada.

Mr. McLARTY : I think it can be assumed
that the representations which have been made
in this committee and also in the special
committee will all be brought to the attention
of the committee and the commission.

Mr. RYAN: I wish to congratulate the
government and the Minister of Labour upon
having brought down this bill. I hope it will
become law within a very short time. While
the bill is not perfect or nearly perfect, it is a
matter of satisfaction that the law will be
placed on the statute books; on the suggestion
of the advisory committee it can be amended
year by year, and in the course of time, perhaps
within five years, we shall have what might
be considered a perfect bill.

I have heard the demands of hon. members
from British Columbia that the loggers be
brought under this measure. If I had a
suggestion to make it would be that they
should not ask that the loggers or anyone else
be brought under the bill, because for some
years to come the loggers and any others who
will be out of employment will be better off
if they receive direct relief. The amount
payable to the man with a large family who
receives low wages would not be sufficient,
and he would have to get direct relief just
the same. I do not know anything about the
actuarial correctness of the proposal, but I
know that the benefits payable under this
system are not sufficient for the man who
gets low pay. This is an insurance bill, not
a security bill. What we need is security for
those who are unemployed and cannot get
money that they do not earn. These men
must be looked after. Under this bill I find
that a man in class 7, receiving five times the
pay of a man in class 1, pays only twice the
rate. A man in class 7, paying only twice the
rate of a man in class 1, receives three times
the weekly benefit.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not wish to interrupt
the hon. gentleman, but if he will look at it
he will see that it is three times, not five
times. In each case it is three times.

Mr. RYAN: I do not want to take up too
much time in discussing these matters, so I
will let that go. A married man in class 2,
earning an average of $8.55 a week, will
receive $6 a week. A man in class 4, earning
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an average of $1350 a week, will receive
$8.40 a week. Under direct relief, as it is paid
in my town—and I assume it is the same
everywhere else—a man with five dependents
receives $9.25 a week and a man with seven
dependents gets $11.50 a week.

The only reason why I am satisfied to have
this bill placed on the statute books now is
that we may have something there which can
be amended and improved. We cannot expect
a perfect bill at once. I think it is a good
thing we are getting this legislation now, after
so many years. 1 have heard hon. gentlemen
say that it has taken twenty years to have this
bill introduced, so I think it is about time
we placed something on the statute books.
But let us not fool ourselves by thinking that
we are going to get away from direct relief or
that this will not mean a charge on the
consumer. No matter what you do, no matter
what improvements you make, in the end the
consumer always pays. We all know that, and
that is the only way in which the burden can
be divided as equably as possible. We must
not forget that direct relief will have to be
continued. I would suggest, as the hon.
member for Témiscouata suggested, that it
might be a good plan to continue direct relief
for the next three or four years, so as to allow
the fund to be built up before any benefits
are paid out.

In my opinion the most important part of
this bill is part IIT, which has to do with the
employment service. These employment
bureaux will be opened throughout the country
to try to find work for the unemployed. That
is what must be done. The more employment
there is, the quicker this fund will grow. The
less unemployment there is, the fewer the
benefits that will have to be paid. Before I
came to this house I always regretted that
the report of the national employment com-
mission, which urged that employment bureaux
be opened throughout the dominion, was not
accepted. If that recommendation had been
carried out, the government would have had
a great deal of information for its guidance
in preparing and piloting this bill through the
house at this time.

There are many more matters I could
discuss, but I do not want to delay the passage
of this bill any longer, because I think it most
important that we pass it and get it on the
statute books.

Mr. SINCLAIR: I was asking the Minister
of Labour to specify the various administra-
tive difficulties in connection with including
loggers. He referred me to page 259 of the
minutes of proceedings and evidence of the
special committee. If this is the chief reason
why loggers are not included, I say they should
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be included. In British Columbia the one
industry that maintains an employment office
is the logging industry. It runs its own
agency, Black’s agency, which keeps records
of all the loggers, showing where they are
employed, and so on, and also keeps a black
list of those loggers who do show a little
spirit. If this is the administrative reason for
not including loggers, I think it is a very weak
one. I should like a little more information
on this question of administrative difficulties,
not only for my own benefit but for that of
the people at home, the loggers, who do not
have a chance to read these reports. They
would like to know from the minister what
these great administrative problems are which
prohibit the inclusion of loggers under this bill.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: I should like to
correct the hon. gentleman in one particular.
It is not Black’s agency; it is the British
Columbia loggers’ agency, under Mr. Black.

Mr. SINCLAIR: I should like an answer to
my question. I asked for details.

Mr. McLARTY: Let me state quite clearly
that personally I know very little about the
logging industry. On Friday, and again to-day,
I have heard a great deal about it. Naturally
in the preparation of legislation a minister has
to take the expert advice that is tendered him,
and I can state definitely that those who have
advised me have raised as the objection to the
inclusion of the logging industry the adminis-
trative difficulties that would be encountered.
I appreciate the genuine desire of a great many
members to have that industry included. I
have no objection to the logging industry as
such, but this morning I did suggest—and I
think the suggestion is sound—that the matter
can be dealt with by the committee to be
set up under section 86 of the bill. I do not
think I can add anything to that. There is
no objection on my part to the logging
industry as such.

Mr. SINCLAIR: We are tired of general-
ities, and I do not think there can be any
objection if I ask the minister to tell us
specifically what are these grave problems
of administration so different from the prob-
lems in connection with the collection of the
workmen’s compensation payment, or the one
per cent income tax, or the national defence
tax. He has two of his experts sitting in
front of him, and surely he can give us some-
thing specific.

Mr. McLARTY: Perhaps this memorandum
might enlighten the hon. member for Van-
couver North. The foundation of the adminis-
tration of unemployment insurance is through
the employment offices. For the major portion
of those covered, the offices will have special
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significance. This relates to the logging
industry, It is there that they will obtain
insurance books to be lodged with their
employers and to be stamped by them during
employment. When they are unemployed the
insurance books will be lodged with the
employment office again, as the first step for
making a claim to insurance benefits. They
must keep in touch with the employment
office, by daily registration or otherwise, as
one means of satisfying the employment office
that they are capable of and available for
work when unable to obtain suitable employ-
ment. They must also keep in touch with
the employment office in order to avail them-
selves of any opportunity for work of which
the employment office may have knowledge,
and it is through the office that unemployed
persons will be paid their benefits at weekly
intervals.

Keeping in mind the above considerations,
the excepted employments in part II of the
first schedule of the bill must lead to the
conclusion that at least some of these employ-
ments are carried on in such places and under
such conditions as to make a reasonable
approximation of sound administration very
difficult. If an attempt were made to bring
these excepted employments within the scope
of the scheme at its inception, the whole
scheme might speedily be brought into chaos
and disrepute.

Reference is made to Hansard of March 7,
1935, where Sir George Perley, in charge of
the bill at that time, said:

It has been represented to the government
very strongly that this section should be
amended in some way to include the workers
in the log trades, such as sawmills, shingle
mills, et cetera.

As the hon. member knows, those are
included in this bill; that is to say, they will
now come under the legislation. We realize
perfectly well, and no one more than myself,
the difficulty about the logging business itself.
I should like to see some way devised by
which the men working in the woods would
be able to come under the measure, but so
far I have not been given any wording which
seems suitable for the purpose. Perhaps it
will be remembered that this legislation is
not final.

It might also be in order to quote part of the
debate which took place on March 7, 1935.
These are the observations of the then hon.
member for Cariboo, Mr. Fraser, who, having
listened to the hon. member for Comox-Alberni
(Mr. Neill) said:

May I direet this fact to the attention of
the committee While the hon. member is

undoubtedly correct in his representations about
the logging industry along the coast of British
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Columbia being an all-season or all-year round
operation, his observations do not apply to the
interior of that province. The interior of
British Columbia is in the same position as was
indicated by the hon. member for Quebec South.
They get out their logs in the winter time and
do their milling in the summer time. The
people who work in the winter time are very
often working in the mills in the summer time.
The point I make is that the representations
made by the hon. member for Comox-Alberni
do not apply to all of British Columbia; to be
specific they do not apply to the interior of
that" province.

Mr. SINCLAIR: So far as occupations are
concerned, the minister’s remarks deseribing
the employment office report describe exactly
‘the conditions in British Columbia.

Mr. NEILL: Mr. Chairman. last Friday
I introduced an amendment to paragraph (c).
I shall read it again so that it may be in the
minds of hon. members of the committee. I
moved in amendment:

That paragraph (c), as adopted by the com-
mittee be struck out and the following substi-
tuted in lieu theréof, as paragraph (c):

“Employment in lumbering and logging which

are not reasonably continuous in their oper-
ations.”
That amendment is to allow loggers to come
in. It would allow sawmills and shingle mills
to come in—all of them, if they are reason-
ably continuous in their operations.

The chairman of committees, who is not
now in his seat, offered the tentative sugges-
tion that it was out of order, but the matter
was not really settled. He quoted two authori-
ties, one of which was a citation from Doctor
Beauchesne’s book, and another which had
been ruled on March 9, 1863—four years
before confederation. It must be a pretty
thin point of order when one has to go back
seventy-seven years for it, or to secure a pre-
cedent for what is done. Surely it must be
somewhat mouldy and moth-eaten in this
day and age. However, that was the argu-
ment then presented by the chairman.

After some of us had discussed the point
of order the discussion drifted off. The
leader of the opposition then suggested the
minister should waive the ill-begotten point
of order, and permit a vote to be taken.
However, no decision was made, and I now

" suggest that the hon. gentleman at present in
the chair ought either to rule my amendment
in order, so that we may have a vote on it—
in which event I would be satisfied—or to
declare it out of order.

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): The minister urges
that the present measure should not apply
to logging and lumbering because of difficulties
in connection with administration.

Mr. McLARTY: It does apply to lumbering.
[Mr. McLarty.]

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): Logging and lum-
bering are identical, in practice. The minister,
however, has not enumerated the difficulties
he would expect in connection with administra-
tion. To whom will those difficulties present
themselves? Will there be difficulties in the
way of the men whom it is sought to protect
or to insure? Will they be faced with difficul-
ties, if the measure is applied to them? Will
their employers be faced with difficulties? Or
will the government staff operating under the
measure be faced with difficulties?

It seems to me that all three of those classes
ought to be able to get over their difficulties.
If we are to leave to the advisory committee
the matter of deciding whether or not logging
is to be included in the legislation, why not
leave all occupations to the decision of the
committee? Give them a blank cheque. Just
hand the bill over to them and say, “Here,
you members of the committee, decide to
whom this applies” We might as well do
that as leave it the way it is.

Mr. GOLDING: Why did they not do that
in 19357

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): The hon. member
for Vancouver East (Mr. Maclnnis) says he
is supporting the bill because it is the best
we can get. I am supporting the bill, but
I do not admit it is the best we can get. I
believe we ought to improve it, and in my
view this committee is the place to do that.
The special committee did not accept the
bill as it was submitted to them. On the
contrary they suggested amendments which the
minister has seen fit to accept. There is no
reason why the amendments so suggested
should not be allowed. I would point out that
paragraph (c¢) now reads:

(¢) Employment in lumbering and loggin%,

e

exclusive of such sawmills, planing mills, shing
mills and wood-processing plants as are, in the

opinion of the commission, reasonably con-
tinuous in their operations.
Why not add after the words “wood-

processing plants” the words “lumber and
logging operations”, so that it would read
“wood-processing plants, lumber and logging
operations as are, in the opinion of the com-
mission, reasonably continuous in their opera-
tions.” If they are reasonably continuous,
they should be under the measure.

I have been astonished in looking at the
evidence given by Mr. W. B. Farris to find
that he pointed out that not only did Mr.
Pearson, minister of labour of British
Columbia recommend that this measure should
apply to logging, but that Mr. Pattullo, premier
of that province, is of the same opinion.
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Surely those two gentlemen, in the high
positions they occupy, ought to know whether
this measure should apply to logging.

I see that Mr. Farris goes on to say:

I might say to you that many logging concerns
in British Columbia are more or less transient
concerns, and that has caused a very consider-
able loss to the government of British Columbia
in respect to their collections in connection with
workmen’s compensation.

If that is so, then I say it is simply neglect
on the part of the workmen’s board which
collects the dues from the operating loggers.
They should not be permitted to start opera-
tions unless they put up their fees in advance.
That applies with as much force to mining as
it does to logging. Many mining concerns are
transient. They commence operations with
high hopes, but very soon go out of business.
In my opinion there would be no more
difficulty in applying the administration of
this measure to logging than there would be
in applying it to mining—and we -must
remember that it does apply to mining.
Mining is the life-blood of the people in my
constituency; if we had no mines, that part
of the country would not be inhabited; it
might as well go back to the Indians.

This bill can be applied to mines in the
Yukon territory and the rest of Canada, and
I submit it might just as reasonably be applied
to the logging industry and to the men working
in logging camps as to the men working in
mining camps.

Mr. McLARTY: The one distinction which
might be drawn between mining and logging
is that in respect of mining there is a definite
place of employment. Moreover, one point
which might make the hon. member hesitate
is that no benefits would be paid under the
measure in the off-season. That point might
have an important bearing on the matter
which, in due course, the committee would
have to consider.

My impression has been that employment
in the logging industry is fairly generally
transient. I may be incorrect in that, but
certainly the representation was made that
loggers would be here to-day and somewhere
else to-morrow, and that there was great
rapidity in employment changes.

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): That is, a logger

may change his place, frequently, as do
miners?

Mr. McLARTY: That is right.

Mr. BLACK (Yukon): The men seldom
stay in one mining camp. They move from
place to place. Mr. Farris says:

The average logging operation is closed in

winter from December until March or May
owing to snow.
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If they have any snow in British Columbia,
it is a curiosity; they do not know what to do
with it. Then Mr. Farris continues: )

And in summer they are generally closed from
June for about two months owing to fire
hazard.

If ever there were a summer in which there
was plenty of fire hazard, surely it is this
summer of 1940—and the logging camps are
running full blast. Occasionally they are
closed for a few weeks, not for two or three
months, by order of the province because of
fire hazard, but they run winter and summer
three hundred and sixty-five days in the year.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: I might switch
from logging to hospitals because it proves
our contention that loggers should be brought
in. T am a member of a hospital board, and I
am proud of the fact that the hospital associa-
tion of British Columbia insists on having
workers in hospitals included in the bill. We
believe in progressive legislation in British
Columbia. That is all the more reason why
we favour the inclusion of 27811 loggers in
this measure.

Mr. McLARTY: I do not want to interrupt
the hon. member, but his figure is excessive.
Already over fifty per cent of the lumbering .
industry is, I understand, covered by the bill.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: All right, but in
nearly every instance sawmills and logging
camps are owned by the same companies in
British Columbia, and therefore it might be
said that our workers are all engaged in the
logging and lumbering industries. In 1938 the
average wage paid was $26.59 a week.

The minister has said that we shall have
an opportunity of appearing before a com-
mittee that is to be set up, but, like the hon.
member for Vancouver North (Mr. Sinclair),
the hon. member for Fraser Valley has no use
for committees and commissions. We have had
commissions ever since I was a boy of eight
and some of them have not functioned yet.
I point out to the minister, and in particular
to the hon. member for Vancouver East (Mr.
Maclnnis) who questioned whether the hon.
member for Nanaimo (Mr. Chambers), the
hon. member for Vancouver North and the
member for Fraser Valley represented labour,
that the hon. member for Comox-Alberni
(Mr, Neill) represents the largest logging
district in British Columbia; the hon. member
for Vancouver North, the second largest; I
happen to represent the fourth largest, and
each of us at the last election beat a member
of the party to which the hon. member for
Vancouver East belongs. So I think we can
say that we do represent labour. I would point
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out to hon. members that the best com-
mittee of all before which members of this
house can appear to present their views are
the elected members sitting in committee in
this chamber now. The loggers cannot afford,
any more than the fishermen, to send expensive
counsel and other technical advisers to appear
before some committee that may be set up to
hear their representations because they have
not the necessary funds.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : They expect
you to present their views.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: Yes; that is just
what I am doing to the best of my limited
ability. The best speech that has been made
here in the last three days was made by the
hon. member for Nanaimo. I wish I could
make as good a speech as he did. As the
leader of the opposition (Mr. Hanson) has
said, who is in a better position to speak for
the loggers than the elected members from the
logging districts in British Columbia? The
three members who have spoken this morn-
ing and this afternoon represent the three
largest logging areas in western Canada.

Mr. McLARTY: Hon. members will be
quite free to appear before the committee
and make their representations.

Mr. CHAMBERS: We are giving the views
of the people of our constituencies. We are
not making any special plea; we are not high-
priced lawyers. We are simply exercising our
privilege to make known to the members of
the house the views of our constituents.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: That is the point.
We believe in team-work in British Columbia
and that is why we get elected. I believe
that parliament should rule, and that this is
the place to express our views.

Mr. HOMUTH: Unless
scuttled.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The hon.
member will find that the government rules.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK: The hon. member
for Vancouver North delved into Hansard and
discovered that the present leader of the
opposition was opposed to loggers coming
under the act of 1935, but this morning after
listening to the member for Fraser Valley, he
said that he hoped the loggers would be
brought under this bill.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I was over
there then, and I am here now.

Mr. CRUICKSHANK : The hon. gentleman
will have his chance in a minute. I am going
to get after the leader of the opposition if he
does not leave me alone. Even the member

I Mr.

parliament is

Cruickshank.]

for Témiscouata says that the loggers of
British Columbia should receive the considera-
tion we are asking for them. I am a little
embarrassed, Mr. Chairman, because I have
criticized other hon. members for reading their
speeches and now I find myself glancing at
my notes, but my writing is so bad I cannot
read them.

As I was saying, we have 27,000 men engaged
in the logging industry in British Columbia,
and I represent the logging industry, in spite
of what the minister says, because the great
majority of our lumber mills are under the
same control as our logging companies.
Seventy per cent of their capital is United
States capital. Why should the loggers be
excluded from this bill? I have this on the
authority of the man in charge of that branch
of government work, that in British Columbia
we are ten per cent short in our lumber pro-
duction for the war effort. Surely, as the
hon. member for Vancouver North has pointed
out, this is the time, when our mills are
working at full capacity and our loggers are
fully employed, that we should bring them
under the bill.

It may seem strange to some that I should
advocate bringing loggers under this bill
because the district which I represent is
primarily agricultural, and I am not going to
be too popular in my own district for not
boosting for agricultural workers to come
under the measure. But I realize that this
is not feasible at the present time. But it
certainly is feasible that the loggers should
be brought in, and it is—I will not say an
insult—a setback to progressive social legisla-
tion, in which British Columbia has been in the
very forefront in this dominion, to exclude
loggers from this bill, particularly after the
premier and the minister of labour of the
province have urged that they be brought in.
Surely those two gentlemen know all the cir-
cumstances and any administrative difficulties
there may be. I am sure that the Minister of
Labour for the dominion, with his excellent
staff, would be able to collect the dues in
British Columbia without the slightest diffi-
culty.

It was suggested by an hon. gentleman
sitting on this side of the house that we are
holding up the bill. It was suggested by an
hon. member to my extreme left that we are
opposed to the principle of the bill. Of course
we are not, and we do not want to be put
in the embarrassing position of being opposed
to this bill. We are fighting for the principle
of the bill. That is what we were elected
for, and it is our duty to do it. I do urge
the minister to reconsider. It would take
only five minutes to include the loggers in the
bill. It requires only the slight change in
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wording that the hon. member for Vancouver
South (Mr. Green) suggests. I personally
have no confidence in these committees and
commissions. They may start out with the
best of intentions, but soon an array of legal
talent will come down from the west to present
their side of the story. It is all very well
to say that we members can appear too, but
we are appearing now before the board of
Canada. What better body could we appear
before than the 245 members of the House
of Commons led by the Prime Minister (Mr.
Mackenzie King)? 1 think this is the proper
place for us to make our representations. As
I said before, I shall no doubt be ecriticized
in my riding because I have not advocated
that agricultural workers be brought under
the bill, but I realize that this is not feasible
at this time. But it is absolutely feasible
and practicable to bring loggers in, and I
implore the minister to leave us in the posi-
tion of being absolutely loyal supporters of
his. I was criticized by the hon. member
for Vancouver East, who said that if I was
for labour I was in the wrong party. Let me tell
him that every bit of progressive labour legisla~
tion on the statute books was brought in by
a Liberal government. I am sure that if the
minister will reconsider his position with
respect to loggers, he will have no objections
from British Columbia.

Mr. CHAMBERS: In answer to the hon.
member for Vancouver North the minister
stated, and rightly so, that his statements
were made upon the basis of expert informa-
tion supplied to him by his advisers. That
is clearly understood. But I would ask the
minister whether among his expert advisers
there is one who has first-hand knowledge of
the workings of the logging industry of
British Columbia?

Mr. McLARTY: I could not say that there
was one who had personal experience in the
logging industry of British Columbia, any more
than I could say that the other experts who
are advising me on other phases have had
first-hand knowledge of other industries. I
mean, they are experts on unemployment
insurance, not on any particular branch of
industry. I think the hen. member will realize
that I have to be pretty well guided by the
advice I receive in that particular, having no
personal information in connection with it.

Mr. CHAMBERS: 1 appreciate the min-
ister’s answer, and I anticipated that that was
pretty much what he would say. The sugges-
tion now is that we pass the bill; that this
controversial section should be referred to the
advisory committee to be set up under the
terms of this measure, and that, reference

having been made from the executive com -
mission to the advisory committee, the ques-
tion of the inclusion of these loggers can
arise again. As the hon. member for Comox-
Alberni has pointed out, that is in the future,
and it will take a great deal to get this bill
going. It will require a good deal of organiza-
tion, and it must necessarily be some time
before a committee of that kind can come
to consider the matter. In view of the fact
that the minister has not had the benefit of
the advice of anybody having a first-hand
knowledge of the logging industry of British
Columbia, may I express the hope that the
advisory committee which will have to pass
upon this eventually under the terms of this
bill will get expert advice from those who
are in first-hand contact with the logging
industry of British Columbia?

Mr. ESLING: Just a word with reference
to hospitals. There can be little doubt that
those who had to do with the framing of
this bill had in mind its application to
hospitals in the large cities, and did not have
a clear picture of hospitals in rural com-
munities, notwithstanding that the measure
must apply with the same force to employees
in the little rural hospitals as to employees
in hospitals located in the large centres. Only
one who has had intimate relations with the
financial distress of the rural hospitals is in a
position to know how impossible is any further
burden. These rural hospitals, particularly in
the mining districts, where the low price of
metals has caused mines to be closed, are main~
tained purely through local pride and human
interest in fellow members of the community,
and maintained by whom? By women’s
auxiliaries who sew perhaps one afternoon a
week in order to provide linen; by women’s
institutes who resort to all avenues of earning
with which to contribute a few dollars.

It is impossible to impose on these institu-
tions any further burden. A large number
are located in districts in which the majority
of the people are on relief, and I say without
fear of contradiction that most of the patients
also are on relief. A contribution, which in
British Columbia is about seventy cents a day,
is provided for each patient in the hospital.
But there is also an obligation upon the
municipality, and in some places municipalities
are in such distress that they cannot even
provide their seventy cents. I have in mind
one such which is indebted to a charitable
institution to the extent of three or four
thousand dollars. Nobody has known of a
case wherein a patient has been refused admis-
sion to a hospital because he or she could
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not pay. So these rural hospitals are main-
tained in large measure by the free-will offer-
ings of the members of the community; and
while one may refer in the bill to “an
engineer” or “a janitor” or “an orderly,” in
these small hospitals one man does all these
jobs, yet he cannot get from under the
measure in any way one might wish to apply it.

I ask the minister to consider making some
exception in favour of these rural hospitals.
It is financially impossible for them to pay.
It is simply taking the money out of the
pockets of those who voluntarily contribute
in order to keep open the doors of these
institutions. I think that is going pretty far.
I am sure that the minister, with his generous
disposition, will give thought to the serious
consequences of imposing further burdens on
the employees and on the hospitals themselves.

Mr. O’NEILL: It had not been my intention
to speak on this unemployment insurance bill.
I am entirely in agreement with the principle
involved, but rather’ than have my silence
misinterpreted I thought it would be better to
say something with respect to the non-inclusion
of loggers.

I do not know just what place my con-
stituency occupies in British Columbia with
respect to the logging ‘industry, whether it is
third or fourth. ' I know it is the best district
in British Columbia.

We have heard as a reason for not including
loggers the administrative difficulties which
may be encountered. When it was first mooted
this session that we might expect an unemploy-
ment insurance bill, those opposed to it among
the employer class hurried to Ottawa to say
that they did not have sufficient time to
investigate the bill thoroughly, regardless of
the fact that unemployment insurance has
been talked of in this country for years, and
that it has been more or less before the people
for the last four or five years. Nevertheless
they contended that they did not have
sufficient time. That excuse appeared so
ridiculous that they had to look for something
else. Now we hear of administrative
difficulties.

I am at a loss to understand, even though
such difficulties may exist, where they are
with respect to- the administration of this
measure among the loggers of British Colum-
bia. The hon. member for Nanaimo has
suggested that if a committee is appointed
to look into this matter, it should have the
assistance of someone who has first-hand
knowledge of the logging industry of British
Columbia, with which I agree. The president
of the logging association of that province is
certainly a man who has first-hand knowledge
of the logging industry, but he would not be

[Mr. Esling.]

my choice to appear before this committee to
speak for labour. I do not believe that man
could properly represent labour’s point of
view. I say that in all sincerity. He would
be just as sincere as it is possible for a man
to be, but he has not the labour point of view
and could not represent it upon the committee.
I say that with some knowledge and experience
of the labour question. Ever since I started
to work or was eligible to belong to a labour
organization I have belonged to such an
organization, and I have held administrative
posts in labour organizations. Therefore I
know something about labour questions.

With regard to the objections that have
been raised here in connection with the log-
ging industry, I may say that the troubles we
had in British Columbia so far as the com-
pensation act was concerned emanated from
the same people who now object to unemploy-
ment insurance. A compensation act was put
on the statute books of British Columbia in
1916, and at that time objections were raised
by the very people who now take exception to
this act. Some consideration should be given
to that fact; and I suggest, further, that if an
untrammeled vote of all the members from
British Columbia, regardless of political affilia-
tions, were taken, it would be found that
ninety per cent of them are prepared to have
the logging industry included. That is some-
thing which ought to be taken into considera-
tion. As I have pointed out, the employees
who would be covered under this bill, if the
logging industry were included, have not been
heard. They sent down an excellent brief,
but it did not get here until this morning. I
have not had an opportunity to read it
thoroughly, but I have no hesitation in saying
that the employees of the logging industry of
British Columbia are prepared to come under
the measure.

It is remarkable to hear some people
talking about the interests of the consumer.
One would actually think that men working for
a living were not to be included among the
consumers of the country. Those who work
for a living are just as much in the consumer
class as are employers of labour and others,
and those workers are not afraid to come
under the bill on the ground that it will
increase the cost of living. They are not
fearful of the cost that will be entailed, but
they are all prepared to come under the
measure. We have heard from some who
champion the cause of the consumer, but they
may know absolutely nothing of the point of
view of labour. The only means whereby one
can obtain a knowledge of the point of view
of labour is to be actually employed. If a
man is an employer of labour, he cannot have
the point of view of the working class. In
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order to do that, one must preferably belong
to some labour organization, because all the
labour organizations have been striving for
years to protect the interests of the working
class.

I cannot agree with the hon. member for
Vancouver East (Mr. MacInnis). It appeared
to me that he tried to create the impression
that the Cooperative Commonwealth Federa-
tion were the only ones who represent labour
in Canada, and in the last election members
of that party made the statement, from public
platforms in my constituency, that I did not
represent labour. There were people making
such statements who did not belong to any
labour organization, although they claimed to
represent labour. Another statement they
made on the public platform in my constitu-
ency, in an endeavour to prove that I was
opposed to labour, was that I had spoken in
the house for only five minutes in five years;
that in that time I did not discuss labour,
and that for that reason I did not represent
labour. I do not need to take up the time
of the house in discussing that suggestion, nor
do I intend to spend any more time in dis-
cussing this bill, because I am anxious to see
it placed on the statute books of the country.
Before closing, however, I must say I am
greatly disappointed that the government can-
not see their way clear to include logging,
because in my opinion that is one of the
industries in British Columbia which should
come under the measure.

Mr. HANSON (Skeena): I did not intend
to say anything on this bill, but seeing that
every other hon. member from British
Columbia has spoken on behalf of the loggers
I deem it my duty to make a brief statement
to show where I stand on the subject. I am
fully in sympathy with the principle of the
bill, and I sincerely trust that the government
will see their way clear to include in it the
loggers of British Columbia. I have some
knowledge of logging because it is the occupa-
tion I have followed all my life. I had
something to do with compensation in British
Columbia; I established an eight-hour day
in my own business several years before that
province introduced that law, and when the
principle of compensation was discussed I
considered it a good thing and did everything
I could to foster it.

This bill follows the legislation that has
been passed in British Columbia and it will
have my fullest support. There seems to be
some difficulty in connection with the collec-
tion. It has already been explained, however,
that, so far as the compensation fund and the
one per cent tax levied in British Columbia
are concerned, they have worked out satis-
factorily, and I do not hesitate to express

the opinion, in connection with this bill, that
ways and means will be found of making
these collections as easily as the compensation
fund to which I have referred and the one per
cent tax in British Columbia are collected.

I associate myself with those from British
Columbia who have spoken with regard to
the logging industry. I know something about
the industry in eastern Canada, but it is alto-
gether different from the industry in British
Columbia. If we cannot accomplish more than
is now proposed, I hope that when the minister
refers this question to the commission, who
will have the administration of the measure
under their care, he will ask them to look
into the possibility of including the British
Columbia loggers. I suggest to him that it
would be better to get the views of those who
are actually engaged in the business in that
province rather than the views of lawyers or
exclusively of technicians.

Mr. JACKMAN: Judging from what has
been said with regard to the logging industry,
one would suppose that the chief determinant
as to whether or not an occupation should
come under the bill would be the administra-
tive difficulties which it was likely to raise.
We find in paragraph (k), however:

(k) Employment—

(i) in the public service of Canada pursuant
to the provisions of the Civil Service Act; or

(ii) in the public service of Canada or of
a province or by a municipal authority upon
certification satisfactory to the commission that
the employment is, having regard to the normal
practice of the employment, permanent in
character.

These two very broad classes are to be
excepted, according to the bill as it stands.
I had the honour to be a member of the
committee that discussed these matters before
the bill was presented to the house and to this
committee of the whole, and no witnesses
appeared before the committee either for or
against the inclusion of the ecivil service,
although in a discussion among the members
of the committee no sound reason could be
found for the exclusion of civil servants from
the unemployment insurance scheme.

Like other hon. members almost without
exception, I found myself knowing perhaps on
Thursday or Friday of the week before last
that T was on the special committee, then all
last week we sat for three sessions a day and
gave as great consideration as we could to
the bill under the able, courteous and friendly
chairmanship of the Minister of Labour. How-
ever, as one has had time to consider the
implications of some of the provisions of this
bill, his opinion becomes gradually crystal-
lized and perhaps somewhat strengthened. My
opinion now is, while we discussed the ecivil
service and the exclusion of ecivil servants
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from this bill, that they should beyond all
doubt be included. Certain arguments were
put forth by the men from the Department
of Labour, the so-called experts, as to why
civil servants should not be included, and I
may point out some of the anomalies that
arise from the way the bill is now drafted.
I understand that those employees of the
government coming under the Civil Service
Act are excepted, but that employees of the
Bank of Canada are not to be excepted. In
Ontario, employees of the Ontario Hydro-
Electric Power commission, which happens to
be a body corporate, according to the informa-
tion we had last week, are to be excluded
from the measure—

Mr. McLARTY: No.

Mr. JACKMAN: I understand that to-day
the ruling has been changed.

Mr. McLARTY: No; I think the hon.
member is not correct. I understand it was
stated the other day that they were included.

Mr. JACKMAN: At the time there was
considerable uncertainty, but we had among our
members an expert who had great experience
in Toronto, the hon. member for Trinity (Mr.
Roebuck), and it was his opinion that the
Ontario Hydro-Electric Power commission,
being a body corporate, would come under
the bill but the hydro-electric commission of
the city of Toronto, being a municipal body,
would not come under it.

Let me give one or two other instances, I
was informed that some of the employees who
would have to do with the administration of
this very measure would come under its insur-
ance provisions and others would not. In
other words we do not know exactly which
civil servants or temporarily employed people
will come under the bill and which will not.
The chief reason given why ecivil servants
should be exempt, according to the dominion
government actuary, is that these ecivil ser-
vants could not make use of the labour
exchanges, which are a fundamental and basic
part of the whole measure. It was suggested
that these labour exchanges could not find
other positions for these civil servants as they
might reasonably be expected to do for
people in other occupations.

My submission is that no workers earning
over $2,000 a year are included. Thus the
civil servants who would come under the bill
are in most instances performing services
which could be adapted to employment in
other fields. Also workers in many industries
now included under the bill perform services
which are not adapted to lines of endeavour
other than that in which they are now
engaged. I do not see anything in connection

[Mr. Jackman.]

with civil service work which makes it more
difficult to place them, particularly such civil
servants earning less than $2,000 a year
remuneration, than people in other lines of
industry. Furthermore, when a man be-
comes over forty years of age it is difficult
for him to get new work; also there are
many kinds of occupations where a man
develops a particular skill, and it is only with
the greatest difficulty that he can transfer
that skill into another industry. If ecivil
servants are performing a useful occupation—
and I may say my experience with them in
my brief time in Ottawa is such that I have
nothing but the highest respect and regard
for them—I am sure they could be useful in
other lines as well as serving this particular
government.

The second argument put up is that, unlike
any other employer, the government of this
dominion is contributing twenty per cent to
the fund and carrying the whole administration
costs. I think that argument is answered by
the fact that the contribution by the govern-
ment on account of civil servants’ wages or
salaries could be offset by a reduction in the
percentage of the total fund contributed by the
government. As we know, the government now
will contribute twenty per cent, and if it were
felt unfair that the government should con-
tribute a slightly greater sum because of the
inclusion of the civil servants, then it is the
merest actuarial adjustment to compensate the
government for the small amount they would
have to pay because of the inclusion of civil
servants. I would suggest it would probably
be something like 19-5 per cent instead of 20
per cent, the -5 per cent to be distributed
over the wage-earners who would also con-
tribute and the other employers.

A third point is this: Civil servants should
be protected against unemployment, and the
fact that it is to their advantage to come under
the plan is indicated by the experience of only
a few years ago, when it was necessary, in
order that the deficit of this country should
not be too great, that many hundreds, I
suppose thousands, of civil servants had to be
let out because of the inability of the govern-
ment to raise sufficient money to pay their
salaries. At the present time five per cent is
deducted from the salaries of those workers
who are temporarily employed in connection
with war work for the very reason that unem-
ployment is expected after the termination of
the war. There is no sound ground for the
exclusion of civil servants from this scheme any
more than for the exclusion of the salaries of
civil servants or the indemnities of members
of parliament from the dominion income tax.
Fortunately for sound principles, that has never
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happened, and the principle of this insurance
measure is that those who have jobs must help
those who are temporarily out of employment.
Unemployment is looked upon as social rather
than as individual.

I am reminded here of the case of France,
where we have learned since the debacle that
the French civil service and the many people
in that country who were dependent upon
remuneration by way of pensions or special
treatment from their government even had a
separate administrative law set up to regulate
their conduct. I think the experience there
should be a warning that Canada should not
embark even to the slightest extent upon any
differentiation between the ordinary people and
the civil service class. 1 repeat that no
sound financial or social reasons were advanced
for the exclusion of the civil service from the
operation of this measure, and no sound
political reason was advanced for their
inclusion.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): I understand that the hon. member
for Comox-Alberni (Mr. Neill) on Friday
evening moved an amendment to the first
schedule of the bill. T have read over the
record on page 2034 and following of Hansard
to see what decision was rendered by the
chairman on Friday evening. Tt would appear
that at one moment the hon. leader of the
opposition intervened in the debate and sug-
gested to the minister that the amendment
should be accepted and made in the name of
the minister; then some other hon. members
spoke, and the amendment was lost sight of.
I find no decision from the chairman at that
time on the amendment.

This afternoon I am asked to give a ruling
on this amendment. As I find it in Hansard,
the amendment proposed by the hon. member
would be an amendment to the amendment
brought in by the special committee to which
this bill was referred. Paragraph (c), as
amended by the special committee, reads:

(¢) Employment in lumbering and logging,
exclusive of such sawmills, planing mills, shingle
mills and wood-processing plants as are in the
opinion of the commission reasonably continuous
in their operations.

To which the hon. member for Comox-
Alberni now moves in amendment:

That paragraph (c), as adopted by the
committee Dbe struck out and the following
substituted in lieu thereof as paragraph (c):

‘Employment in lumbering and logging which
are not reasonably continuous in their oper-
ations.”

The first thing that strikes me is that if
this amendment were adopted, it would impose
a charge upon the public funds. I shall have to

95826—132

do as the chairman did on Friday, go back
many years in order to show that ever since
we have had our parliamentary system it has
been against the rules for a private member
to introduce any amendment or motion which
would increase the expenditures of the country.
Citation 549 of Beauchesne sets out the com-
plete procedure to be followed with regard to
money bills. Under this procedure the min-
ister concerned or the government must obtain
the recommendation of the governor general.
Then a resolution is introduced and debated
in committee, serving as a basis for the bill.
This bill cannot be amended at a later stage
by a private member. I would quote part of
citation 551 of Beauchesne:

. . . it must be initiated in committee by a
minister acting on behalf of the crown.

Section 77 of the bill states:

The Minister of Finance shall also credit in
like manner from time to time out of moneys
provided by parliament an amount equal to
onefifth of the aggregate credits from time to
time made as aforesaid after deducting from
the said aggregate credits any refunds of con-
tributions from time to time made under the
provisions of this act from the fund.

The government is called upon to pay 20
per cent of the cost of operation of this
statute when it becomes law, so my ruling is
that the amendment is out of order.

Mr. NEILL: I accept your ruling, Mr.
Chairman, and compliment you upon the care
with which you have prepared it. I now desire
to raise a point of order. Just now you quoted
paragraph (e) and said it included the amend-
ment drawn up by the special committee. But
a special committee cannot make amendments
in this house; they can only make recom-
mendations, as they did. They came to this
house with certain recommendations. But
that particular recommendation has not been
moved by anyone; it is utterly and entirely
non-existent. If it has been moved by any-
one I should like to be shown where that
was done.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): I was not sitting as chairman on Fri-
day, but I understand that amendments were
moved by one of the ministers,

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
The bill comes back from the committee as
amended, and the only duty of the minister
then is to direct attention in committee of
the whole to the amended sections of the bill.

Mr. NEILL: With all due deference to the
minister I contradict that statement. The
bill does not come back as amended by a
special committee. All they can do, and all
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they do in their report, is to make a recom-
mendation. The minister himself used that
language at page 2035 of Hansard, where he
said:

I direct attention to the amendment recom-
mended by the committee, and which will be
found on page 2.

You cannot have it both ways. If the com-
mittee only recommended it, then the minister
should have moved it, but he did not. He
then merely quoted the amendment made by
the special committee, which was put into the
section holus-bolus, without any official sanc-
tion by this committee of the whole. That
is absolutely so; it cannot be gainsaid.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull) : I shall have to render another decision
on the point of order. I understood from the
orders of the day that this bill was considered
by the committee of the whole on July 26.
Item No. 6 on the orders of the day reads:

House again in committee of the whole on
Bill No. 98, an act to establish an unemployment
insurance commission, to provide for insurance
against unemployment, to establish an employ-
ment service, and for other purposes related
thereto (as amended)—the Minister of Labour.

I further understand that the hon. member’s
subamendment was moved to this amendment,
and I still declare it out of order.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): The record
will not bear that out.

Mr. NEILL: This is utterly in contradiction
of our rules of procedure, and I am afraid I
shall have to appeal from this ruling. I
suggest once more that the leader of the
government consider these points. The Min-
ister of Pensions and National Health did
move four or five of these amendments; he
said, “I so move”. He directed attention to
the particular item on the mimeographed
sheet and said, “I so move”. Then the amend-
ment was accepted and the section as amended
was accepted. That was the proper method.
In this case I suppose everyone was getting
tired and the minister simply directed atten-
tion to the amendment, but you cannot have
an amendment passed in this house by direct-
ing attention to it. If the chairman rules,
as I hope he does not, that I am wrong in
saying that these amendments cannot be
incorporated until they have been passed by
this committee, I must appeal from that
ruling. It is so obviously wrong that I really
think he might reconsider it. If he will excuse
me I would point out to him that the Minister
of Pensions and National Health confirms my
position, because eight or ten times he said,
“I so move”, and the amendment was accepted,
but that was not done in this case.

[Mr. Neill.]

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
What happened is very clear. I moved two or
three amendments, and then I was instructed
by the chairman that it was not necessary to
do so. After that I directed the attention of
the committee to the amendments as they
appeared on the mimeographed sheets which
were circulated.

Mr. NEILL: But the minister did move a
number of them?

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver
Yes.

Mr. NEILL: But the minister did not move
this one, on page 2035 of Hansard:

Mvr. Mackenzie (Vancouver Centre): [ direct
attention to the amendment recommended by
the committee, and which will be found on
page 2.

He then should have said, “I so move”, but
he did not.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
That was not the ruling of the chair.

Mr. NEILL: At all events the minister did
it on all previous occasions. Why did he do
that?

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): It should be understood that when the
original of the bill came back from the special
committee, paragraph (c) was deleted and
replaced by the following:

(c) Employment in lumbering and logging,
exclusive of such saw mills, planing mills, shingle
mills and wood-processing plants as are in the

opinion of the commission reasonably continuous
in their operation.

Mr. NEILL: That was the recommendation.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull) : On Friday evening, while the committee
was considering this amendment which was
presented by the minister, the hon. member
moved a subamendment, thereby admitting
that this amendment was legally before the
committee.

Mr. NEILL: Would the chairman look at
page 2022 of Hansard? There he will find:

Mr. Mackenzie (Vancouver Centre): I direct
attention of hon. members to line 29; after the
word “him” insert the word “respectively”. I
S0 move.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): At page 2035 the minister said:

The amendment which I have mentioned is
automatically before this committee. It is the
bill as amended by the special committee which
is before the committee of the whole.

Following this statement, the hon. member
for Comox-Alberni moved a subamendment,
but to-day he wishes the chair to declare this
amendment out of order.

Centre) :
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Mr. NEILL: I did not move a subamend-
ment; I moved that the whole section be
struck out.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): And that something be substituted for
it, and to-day that amendment has been ruled
out of order. I suggest that the hon. member
is late in bringing up the second point of
order, now that the amendment is really before
the committee.

Mr. NEILL: What is before the committee?

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): Part IT of the schedule as amended.

Mr. NEILL: Then I shall
your ruling, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. REID: Could we not clarify the matter
if a ruling were made as to whether or not
the bill coming before the committee in its
amended form is the bill the committee is
discussing? If it is an amended bill that is
before the committee, then it seems to me
that no amendment by the minister is
required.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
That is the ruling which was given on Friday
evening by the chairman, as reported at
page 2016 of Hansard.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): But that
ruling was not followed, in most instances, by
the Minister of Pensions and National Health;
and I do not think the ruling was sound.
As T understand it, the effect of the ruling was
that the amendment was just a recommenda-
tion by the committee to the house. In this
instance the minister did not give effect to it.
In some instances he did, but in others he did
not. Perhaps we were all tired, and atmo-
spheric conditions were not agreeable. But
the fact is that with respect to this schedule
there was no motion to amend. Therefore I
do not think the amendment is in order up
to the moment.

Mr. KINLEY : At page 2035 of Hansard the
leader of the opposition is reported to have
said:

And is an amendment to the amendment.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That was
the amendment then suggested.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): As I understand the rules, when a bill
is submitted to a special committee and
returns to the house with amendments, those
amendments are moved by the minister
sponsoring the bill,

Mr. NEILL: Yes.
95826—132}

appeal from

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): And they form part of the original
bill. This bill came back with amendments—

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): With re-
commendations,

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull) : No, with amendments which form part
of the bill as originally drafted.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): With all
respect, Mr. Chairman, I suggest you cannot
have it both ways. Either one or the other
is irregular. 1 do not know which is the
proper way to do it, because, after all, this
is a highly technical matter. But in most
instances the recommendations of the com-
mittee were moved as amendments. I think
that was the regular way to do it, and I still
think so.

With respect to the amendment now under
consideration, due to something said by the
chairman the minister did not make the
motion. I must confess I do not know where
we stand, because I do not pretend to be an
expert in these matters.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): The leader of the opposition knows
that when the chairman of the committee of
the whole calls a section of a bill in committee
it is moved by the minister. When section 13
was called on Friday, it was moved by the
Minister of Labour.

Mr. NEILL: But he omitted to move it;
he only called attention to it. He might just
as well have said, “it is a fine day,” or some-
thing like that.

Mr. KINLEY: This is what was said on

Friday :
Mr. Mackenzie (Vancouver Centre): The
amendment which I have mentioned is auto-

matically before this committee. It is the bill
as amended by the special committee which is
before the committee of the whole.

Mr. Stirling: This is an amendment to the
amendment.

In that instance the minister referred to the
amendment of the hon. member for Comox-
Alberni (Mr. Neill). Then the minister said:

The amendment moved by the hon. member
for Comox-Alberni is the amendment before
the committee.

And the leader of the opposition said:

And is an amendment to the amendment.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I suggest
that, in order to get out of the present diffi-
culty, the Minister of Pensions and National
Health should now move his amendment. So
far as I am concerned, I cannot take exception
to it.
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Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre): I
refer my hon. friend to page 2016 of Hansard.
However, in order to facilitate the proceedings
of the committee I now move the amendment.

Mr. NEILL: I am sorry to say so, but
the minister is too late. He is out of order in
moving the amendment now. I quote the
following from Doctor Beauchesne’s Parlia-
mentary Rules and Forms:

If any motion be made in the house—

And the minister has made a motion, and

cannot get away from it.
—for any public aid or charge upon the people,
the consideration and debate thereof may not be
presently entered upon, but shall be adjourned
until such further day as the house thinks fit
to appoint; and then it shall be referred to a
committee of the whole house, before any
resolution or vote of the house do pass there-
upon.

A minute ago the chairman ruled that I
was out of order, and that for some reason I
could not introduce the amendment. If the
minister now introduces his amendment, then
as a minister of the crown he must produce
the governor general’s consent. In other words,
he would have to begin de novo—throw the
whole bill out, and begin all over again. It
is clear that he must have the governor
general’s consent. Is he prepared to say he has
secured that consent?

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): I would point out that I have given
my ruling, and it is the same as that given at
page 2016 of Hansard, where the chairman on
that occasion said:

I should like to point out to the committee
that the bill, as it came to this committee,
already includes this amendment, which was
adopted by the special committee; but inas-
much as the bill has not been reprinted, a
mimeographed leaflet has been distributed
among all hon. members, containing all the
amendments, for- their convenience. The bill
that I have before me, which has been laid on
the table of the house, and which we are now
considering, contains all the amendments which
were adopted by the special committee, and
which are contained in this leaflet.

Mr. NEILL: The Minister of Pensions and
National Health has admitted the situation
by moving the amendment, without the consent
of the governor general.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre):
Question.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr. Fournier,
Hull): Shall section 13 carry?

Mr. NEILL: No; I want to say a few
words respecting paragraph (e) of the schedule,
which has to do with employment in trans-
portation by water or by air and stevedoring.

[Mr. R. B. Hanson.]

Either in the house or before the special com-
mittee—and I have forgotten which—objec-
tion was taken to the inclusion of stevedoring,
on the ground that stevedores were a transient
people, and that therefore it would be impos-
sible to administer the bill. The old story
about administrative difficulties was raised.

May I point out that the very word
“stevedoring” compels a recognition of the fact
that the stevedores are situated at a port,
such as Vancouver, Victoria or Prince Rupert,
and that they are doing stevedoring work. One
does not do stevedoring away up in the bush;
on the contrary it is done by the water, and,
may I point out, there are well organized
bodies of stevedores in Vancouver. There would
be no trouble at all in making collections from
them. As a matter of fact, in the port of
Alberni, where I live, I believe there are
thirteen gangs, each gang consisting of about
twenty men. That would mean that there are
between two hundred and three hundred men
who all work for one firm. Ships come in
from all over the world; the stevedoring is
contracted for by the stevedoring company
which employs the men in question. There
would be no trouble in the world with these
people, so far as administration is concerned,
because they are all living there. There is no
reason in the world why stevedores should not
be included.

Then, for a moment may I speak for those
employed in transportation by water. There
are people living in Vancouver, Victoria and
elsewhere who work the year round on coastal
steamers. So long as they can obtain work
they work regularly, but occasionally they
find themselves out of work. In my opinion
they are as much entitled to unemployment
insurance as is any other group.

Would the minister explain why those two
bodies, namely the stevedores—or, as they are
known in British Columbia, the longshore-
men—and those engaged in transportation by
water, could not be included. Again may I
point out the difference between conditions
in the west and those in the east. It will be
understood that in eastern Canada boats are
tied up when the rivers are frozen. However,
in British Columbia there is all-year-round
traffic to the ports of Vancouver, Victoria,
Prince Rupert, San Francisco and other points
up and down the coast. In this connection
the minister is up against exactly the same
argument as that urged in connection with
logging. People in the east appear to be
incapable of seeing matters beyond a narrow
limit.

May I finish my few observations with a
reference to the situation respecting domestic
servants. I have yet to hear some good reason
why domestic servants should not be included
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within the provisions of the measure. When
at home I employ a stenographer and a maid
in my house. I have to deduct from their
wages so much for the government, and turn
in that amount. At the end of the year if
they have not obtained a certain income they
will receive a rebate. I have no more trouble
doing that for the maid than I have for the
stenographer. That has prevailed all over
British Columbia. I cannot see what there is
so peculiarly transient about domestic service.
Many girls work for years in the same house-
hold. They get low wages and are entitled to
justice. Of necessity they work as constantly
as they can. Also there is this peculiarity,
that if the girl is working in a club or boarding-
house which is carried on for gain, she qualifies
under the bill. What difference does it make
if I am deducting a percentage from my maid’s
wages, whether she is working in a household
or in a boarding-house? When she leaves
the boarding-house to work in a private house
there are more complications there. What
concrete reasons are there for excluding them?
They are poor and not vocal at election time,
I know. Also I would ask the minister about
transportation by water and stevedoring.

Mr. McLARTY: As regards stevedoring, I
know the hon. member appreciates that steve-
doring does not cover freight handlers; they
are covered by the bill. I think the reason
for the exception of stevedores is the difficulty
they have had in the old country in their
experience of the operation of that act. I am
advised that they have been trying for a
great many years to overcome the difficulties,
but that even yet it does not appear to work
out successfully.

One member of the special committee
pointed out that there was a situation that
was peculiar to British Columbia which might
make it possible to bring stevedores under
the measure. But the experience in Great
Britain, we were advised, has been so far most
unsatisfactory.

Mr. NEILL: What was the objection there?

Mr. McLARTY: I understand that there
was employment of stevedores by a number
of different employers on the same day, that
there was no continuity of employment with
one employer.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): In Saint
John there are stevedoring companies which
contract to do ‘this kind of work and the
men work for the company, or an individual
who is a stevedore employs longshoremen.
There is no difficulty so far as that system
is concerned. I do not just appreciate what
the system is to which the minister refers.

Mr. McLARTY: I am giving the repre-
sentations that were made to the committee.
We were advised that the men might be
employed by a number of different employers
on the same day.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is not
the system on the Atlantic coast.

Mr. McLARTY: So far as domestic servants
are concerned, one difficulty is the matter of
inspection. Hon. members will observe that
the right to enter private homes is not given
under section 72, and if we included domestic
servants our advice was that inspection would
be a tremendous task. The difficulties in the
administrative end would be extremely great,
and for that reason it was thought that
domestic servants should not be included.

Mr. NEILL: I cannot see the point about
administration difficulties so far as domestic
servants are concerned. You do not have
to inspect them. You could have stamps put
on a card. I deduct one per cent from
my stenographer’s salary and I pay it into the
government—not she—and at the end of the
vear, if she has not earned the minimum
salary, she applies for and eventually gets a
refund. I have to pay the money in because
I am the employer,

Mr. McLARTY: I might add to what I
said that domestic servants are still excluded
in Great Britain after twenty-nine years’
operation of the act.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): What the
minister has said of domestic servants applies
here with respect to domestic servants in
private homes, but what about domestic
servants employed in a boarding-house? Are
they included?

Mr. McLARTY: Yes, because the employer
is engaged in a business for gain. They would
be included.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): That is my
interpretation of the law. In the city of
Fredericton, where we have a normal school,
a high school and university, hundreds of
young people board, and a great many people
eke out a living by taking in boarders. If
all the service is to be set up for them, you
are going to meet with ‘that difficulty all
over the country.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: Mr. Chairman,
in view of what has been said at different
times about the desire of the government to-
hasten the passage of this measure through
the house I have said nothing to-day during
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the course of the debate but have been listen-
ing to the different arguments that have been
presented. I think we have heard some argu-
ments presented at least a dozen times.

Mr., HANSON (York-Sunbury): Not on
this point.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: For the most
part the discussion to-day has been a con-
tinuous series of repetitions. I think everyone
who has been in the house throughout the
day will have “loggers” and “hospitals” ringing
in his eats for the next few days. The argu-
ment has been mainly about those two classes,
and now it concerns domestic servants. At
any rate I do think that the business which
this house has been called mainly to consider
is of :sufficient importance for me to emphasize
the importance of the committee not unduly
wasting the time of parliament with further
discussion which is going to lead nowhere.

A moment ago we had some discussion as
to matters of procedure raised at a time when
the bill has practically completed its passage
through the house. I understand that the
correct procedure with respect to a bill which
has been referred to a committee for considera-
tion, if it comes back from the committee in
amended form, is that the chair places the bill
before the committee of the whole, and it is
considered in committee section by section just
as a new bill itself might be.

Mr. NEILL: In the case of a standing
committee, but not a special committee.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: Yes, from a
special committee. If that special committee
had by adding some clauses undertaken to
increase expenditure under the bill, it would
have had no right so to do without obtaining
special authority. Similarly, when hon. mem-
bers seek to add a clause or clauses which
would involve increased expenditure under the
bill, it would not be in order to admit such
a clause without the governor general’s con-
sent being obtained in advance.

Mr. NEILL: That is just what the com-
mittee did. They increased the expenditure.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: I understand
that what has been done by the committee
has not altered in any material particular the
scope of the bill or the payments under it.
However, it is now very near the hour of the
dinner recess. I rather hope that we may get
the division, if one is necessary on this bill,
before six o’clock, so that this evening we may
get on with placing before the country, as we
have been asked to do, the record of the
government with respect to its war effort.
That is what the country is anxious to hear,

[Mr. Mackenzie King.]

and I do not think it would deprive anyone
of any of his rights, after all the discussion
we have had to-day, if we began to think of
concluding discussion on this measure at this
time.

First schedule, part II, agreed to.

Section 13 agreed to.

Bill reported.

Mr. SPEAKER: When shall the bill be
read a third time?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): I do not
want to delay this bill, but I had something
to say on the third reading. If, however, the
Prime Minister says that it is imperative that
we should have the third reading now, then in
order to expedite the business of the house
perhaps I had better forgo my remarks.

Mr. MACKENZIE KING: If my hon.
friend would like to speak on the third read-
ing, we could have the motion for third
reading as the first business at eight o’clock.

Mr. McLARTY: Mr. Speaker, in view of
the last paragraph of the committee’s report,
I understand that it is necessary for me to
make the following motion, which I now do:

That the recommendation made in the report
gf the special committee on unemployment
insurance to the end that the annual report
of the unemployment insurance advisory com-
mittee be placed before the standing committee
of the house for their deliberations and the
hearing of representations be concurred in.

Motion agreed to.
At six o’clock the house took recess.

After Recess

The house resumed at eight o’clock.

Hon. N. A.. McLARTY (Minister of
Labour) moved the third reading of Bill No.
98, to establish an unemployment insurance
commission, to establish an employment ser-
vice and for other purposes related thereto.

Mr. T. L. CHURCH (Broadview): Mr.
Speaker, I do not wish to delay the third read-
ing of the bill. I have been in the House of
Commons since 1921 to see this come about.
But I wish to refer to the position of the
soldiers who are serving us at the risk of their
lives and for whom no provision has been
made in this bill, although it takes care of
civilians and those who stay at home. Succes-
sive governments have had since 1921 to look
after this matter, but one finds not a word in
the bill about the men who are fighting the
battles of this country.

I would not, however, have mentioned the
subject at this time were it not for the course
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of action which a number of insurance com-
panies in this country ‘have followed ever
since the first contingent was mobilized last
September. I know of an able surgeon who
was making almost $40,000 a year. He gave
up his practice and went with the first con-
tingent, as a consequence of the action of the
companies he has to pay prohibitive rates for
his insurance. I may say that the province
of Ontario has prevented the municipalities
from establishing any more ecivic soldiers’
insurance systems of the type which was car-
ried on by the city of Toronto during the first
world war, when 60,000 of its citizens enlisted
for active service. In November, 1914, the
city decided to purchase, at its own cost, insur-
ance coverage for all citizens of Toronto who
enlisted for overseas service. Under such
plan, 9,609 $1,000 insurance policies were pur-
chased during the period from November, 1914,
to May, 1915, at a premium cost to the city
of $1247,261. As the city in May, 1915, was
unable to obtain further insurance cover from
local insurance companies, provincial legisla-
tion was applied for and granted, under which
the city itself became the insurer of all citizens
who thereafter enlisted for active service. In
all cases, whether the citizens were insured by
companies or by the city under the legisla-
tion referred to, the city was appointed bene-
ficiary with power to administer the losses
under such policy. Under the plan, which
became effective in 1915, approximately
35,400 citizens enlisted for active service over-
seas; all claims under such insurance scheme
were paid by the city. The total number of
death claims paid by the city was 4,904, which
cost the city $4,378,020. Mr. Bradshaw, the
able city treasurer, stated that this system 7as
the means of effecting economies in other
directions after the war, in dealing with aid
to soldiers and their dependents. But now
the province of Ontario has intervened to pre-
vent any municipality from establishing a
system of insurance on behalf of the soldiers.

The United States established a national
system and also effected large economies as a
result.

I have given the government ample oppor-
tunity to reply to my question and motion.
It was not my wish to speak on the third
reading of the bill, but hon. gentlemen oppo-
site have had nineteen years since 1921 to
deal with insurance for civilians and have not
devoted nineteen minutes in this chamber
during the discussion of this question to deal-
ing with the needs of the soldiers of Canada
who are risking their all in the defence of
this country. I recently saw the 48th new
battalion on parade; it is a fine new battalion
with hundreds of men in training, some of
whom gave up prominent positions to take

$1.30 a day. They are not insured. What is
the attitude of the Canadian insurance com-
panies? Instead of showing patriotism and
consideration for these men, and setting up a
national scheme that would help, what do
they do? Certain insurance companies are
actively pushing the sale of insurance to en-
listed men, using as an argument the possi-
bility of disability preventing their purchase
of life insurance on their return. I say that
a statement upon the question should be forth-
coming from the government and from the
inspector of insurance of these companies,
After the last war, “returned soldiers’ insur-
ance” was made available. I believe the
government should make a statement as to
what its plans are along this line for the
present war—I can assure the house that I
have had many letters on the matter—to allay
the fears of those who are now considerably
concerned regarding this question and regard-
ing what will become of their policies now in
existence. They would like to learn how
they stand with the companies and what con-
sideration they will get. Some of them now
cannot carry all their insurance, and these
companies who have amassed millions should
help a government scheme instead of just
blocking it in a war like this. The companies
are not acting towards them in a patriotic
way, and there should be an investigation
and survey into the matter by the superin-
tendent of insurance and a statement from
the government before prorogation. A state-
ment of the government’s plans would result
in saving for these boys who are enlisting
and have enlisted, hundreds of dollars over-
charge in premiums for insurance which they
may not be able to continue after the war.

In the United States the rates for “war
risk” insurance were based on the old American
experience table of mortality with interest
at 3% per cent. The Canadian men’s ulti-
mate table of mortality, based on the mor-
tality experienced in Canada prior to 1915,
while not reflecting present-day mortality.
figures, comes a great deal closer, and I may
say that the situation in Canada is morg
favourable. I have here a table of compari-
sons, which I prepared for a motion that did
not come up, with respect to the mortality
in the last war and in the present one, giving
rates for $1,000 of life insurance. The time
has come when something should be done;
and I ask that the government reply at once
to the questions which I have raised, and
decide to have a system of national insurance
on all its soldiers with protective clauses aften
the war to help—soldiers who are out of em-~
ployment,

During the last war the government of the
United States treated this problem in a much
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more businesslike fashion than ours has done.
Faced with almost impossible “war service
premiums,” or usury, demanded by the life
companies, the government of the United
States established their own “soldiers’ insur-
ance fund,” provided each member of their
forces with a policy of $5000 gratis, and in
addition, gave the boys an opportunity of pur-
chasing additional coverage at cost. Nor was
this coverage based on the “cash value” type
of policy. Straight death protection was pro-
vided, but those returning were given the
opportunity to convert this death insurance
to any of the standard plans, premiums for
this converted insurance being based again on
actual cost, without loading and without sur-
render charges.

I do not need to apologize to anyone for
raising this matter on the floor of the house
to-night. I find soldiers’ insurance here has
few friends. I introduced it last September. I
put it on the order paper on the 25th of
January. I put it on the order paper again
on the 16th of May, and nothing has been
done while we “peg prices” of commodities.
Yet we have not had one word of reply
from hon. gentlemen opposite as to what
they propose to do for the soldiers with regard
to national insurance, although other people—
some, at least—will be covered by the scheme
under Bill No, 98, who stay at home and work
in civilian pursuits.

In conclusion I demand an answer, or let
me say, I will request it, because I must
admit that since May 16, the government has
done something towards bettering conditions
in certain directions, but not all. However,
there is still a great deal to be done. The
government should announce what its policy
is on national soldier insurance, and that
policy should take care of the soldier during
and after the war. We were told last year
by the former Minister of Finance that the
government can borrow money for two-thirds
of one per cent. If they can, let them insure
their soldiers and not merely civilians who are
staying at home.

The second matter on which I should like
some information from the minister can be
stated in one or two sentences. What is being
done with reference to these public utilities
in Ontario and any other provinces and muni-
cipalities which have already established a
pension system? Can they rank under the
new scheme? Will there be some ways by
which they can be taken care of, by adjust-
ment or coordination or both?

Mr. McLARTY: There are.
[Mr. Church.]

Mr. CHURCH: I think the minister might
very well devote a sentence to that matter.

Mr. McLARTY: I can correct that at
once. They are taken care of now, under
the scheme.

Mr. CHURCH: I should like the Prime
Minister (Mr. Mackenzie King) to tell us
what is the policy of the government on
national soldier insurance. He has been a
pioneer in this field ; I will admit that, although
nothing was done for twenty years to get
things started. I will ask the leader of the
government—I have asked other ministers
of the government until I am tired—before
this bill is read a third time: What does he
propose to do for these soldiers who are
on the other side of the water, or prepared
to go, as regards a scheme of national soldier
insurance? Further, what does he propose
to do to provide some further regulation of
these life insurance companies which already
carry insurance on civilians, now soldiers? Some
of these soldiers are scared to death, as far as
premiums go? Has he any reports to table
regarding this matter? This is an important
subject, and it should not be turned aside
simply because somebody over here suggests
that someone may be holding up this Bill
No. 98. We on this side are not holding it
up. It has been held up by hon. gentlemen
opposite who have taken from 1921 until
now to do anything about it. I should like
to hear from the Prime Minister.

Right Hon. W. L. MACKENZIE KING
(Prime Minister): May I say to my hon.
friend that I think his questions will be more
appropriate if asked when we are discussing
matters pertaining to defence. At that time
any questions with respect to the soldiers
overseas and at home will be in order.

Hon. R. B. HANSON (Leader of the
Opposition): I had intended, as I intimated
before the dinner recess, to make some
remarks on the third reading of the bill;
but having regard to the fact that we have
spent five hours to-day on one or two
details, important though they may be, with
the delay which thus ensued, and having
regard further to the fact that we are all
anxious to conclude our labours this week
and also to the fact that I might be open to
the charge of delaying the measure, of doing
which I have not been conscious at any
time, I have decided that I will not make
any remarks at this stage.

Motion agreed to, and bill read the third
time and passed.
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SUPPLY

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS WITH RESPECT TO
CANADA'S WAR EFFORT

Right Hon. W. L. MACKENZIE KING
(Prime Minister) moved that the house go
into committee of supply.

He said: Some days ago the leader of
the opposition (Mr. Hanson) mentioned that
the house would like to have, before the
end of the session, a statement from the
government with respect to Canada’s war
effort. I replied that statements had from
time to time been made but that I could
appreciate his feeling, as well as the feeling
of other hon. members, that, receiving these
statements intermittently and only in part,
a comprehensive picture would not readily
present itself to their minds. I promised
that the government would therefore take
an early opportunity of giving in outline the
essential features of Canada’s war effort as
it has been put forth up to the present and
also in relation to what is being planned with
the future in view. The government has
felt that the most effective manner in which
to make this presentation, would be on a
motion to go into supply, at which time the
different ministers whose departments have
most to do with Canada’s war effort could
make separate statements to the house, with
His Honour the Speaker in the chair, there-
by ensuring that the statements might be
made without interruption and without
occasioning debate until their presentation
had been completed. If that course should
meet with the approval of hon. members,
the government would, after the statements
had been made, expect that the house would
then go into committee of the whole and
upon an item relating to defence being
called, a discussion might thereafter ensue
on the entire subject of Canada’s war effort.

There has been a suggestion that it would
perhaps be most appropriate to discuss
defence matters, in part, in secret session.
I hope, for many reasons, that this may not
be necessary. I will not say that the govern-
ment will decline to have a secret session,
but my experience with regard to secrets is
that if you wish to have something told,
the best thing to do is to announce that
you are telling someone a secret. I am very
much afraid that a secret session might only
result in many statements being made with
respect to what had taken place at the
secret session which in the end would prove
more embarrassing to all concerned than if

we sought to face the questions in open
forum. If, however, it should appear, after
the ministers have replied to questions
asked, that there are some matters on which
the house would wish to be further en-
lightened, and for which purpose a secret
session would be necessary, the government
will be prepared to take that necessity into
consideration.

The order I would suggest in which the
presentation of the various statements should
be made would be to begin with the Minister
of National Defence (Mr. Ralston), who
would speak more particularly with relation
to the army, to be followed by the Minister
of National Defence for Air (Mr. Power),
who is also acting in this house as Minister
of National Defence for Naval Services. He
would speak with reference to the war effort
as it affects the air forces and the naval
services. Then the Minister of Munitions and
Supply (Mr. Howe) would review the war
effort from the point of view of his depart-
ment, to be followed by the Minister of
National War Services (Mr. Gardiner), who
would deal in part with mobilization and
questions in relation thereto, the presentation
to be concluded by a statement from the
Minister of Finance (Mr. Ilsley), who would
touch upon the financial aspects of our war
effort. That does not include the part of the
war effort relating to what might be described
as economic defence on the home front, the
control of prices, the production and market-
ing of products and the like. These matters
have been discussed at considerable length
already, and they may be taken up further on
the estimates of the departments concerned.

That, in brief, is the proposal with respect
to the manner of informing the house of
Canada’s war effort as it is being pursued at
the present time.

It might assist hon. members in following
the presentation if I were to call to mind
outstanding phases of the war to date. They
have an immediate bearing upon what will
be presented in the statements. I need not
say anything about the period foreshadowing
the war, nor need I say anything about the
early beginnings of the war. It was on the
1st of September last that Poland was invaded
and on the 10th of that month Canada went
into the war; so that the presentation will
cover a period that does not yet extend fully
to eleven months. What is set forth will
represent what has been accomplished, in the
main, within that period of time.

The early stages of the war, as hon. members
will recall, were largely concerned with conflict
at sea and in the air. I am speaking now
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more particularly of war between Germany
.and Great Britain. It was not until the spring
of this year that there began a very significant
change. It was the invasion by Germany of
neutral countries. We then witnessed first,
Denmark and Norway invaded, then Holland,
Belgium and Luxembourg, and finally the inva-
sion and collapse of France. I might give the
house a few dates that will present these
events in their proper sequence. They help
to explain a change in some particulars in the
methods employed by our government as well
as the government of the United Kingdom
in expediting much that had been planned at
an earlier period.

The German invasion of Poland was on
September 1. Britain and France declared
war on Germany on September 3 and our
Canadian declaration of war came on Septem-
ber 10. On November 30 Finland was attacked
by Russia. The peace between Russia and
Finland was signed on March 12.

In the interval, on January 25, the Canadian
parliament was dissolved and the general
elections took place, or at least the period
of the general elections followed immediately.
The elections themselves took place on March
26. Before and during the elections I ven-
tured to say that one of the reasons why we
had been anxious to have the elections at
that particular time and have them over
before the spring was that it was anticipated
that the war would reach an intensified stage
in the early spring and that it would undoubt-
edly be of advantage to the country to have
a new parliament in existence before that
phase of the war came about. It so happened
that the invasion by Germany of Denmark and
Norway followed on the 9th of April. On
May 10 Belgium, The Netherlands and
Luxembourg were invaded by Germany; on
May 14 the Dutch army ceased resistance. It
was just at that very critical time that the first
session of the present parliament met. That
was on May 16. On May 28, the Belgian
army surrendered under King Leopold; on
June 10, Italy declared war on Britain and
France; on June 16, the Petain government
was formed in France, and on June 22, France
signed an armistice with Germany and on
June 24, an armistice with Italy.

I have said that several statements have
been made on Canada’s war effort up to the
present. I have in my hand a brief reference
to the more important broadcasts that have
been made by members of the government
on Canada’s war effort or aspects thereof, and
also a brief record of important statements
in parliament reviewing Canada’s war effort
or aspects thereof. With the consent of the
house I should like to place these lists on

[Mr. Mackenzie King.]

Hansard. T believe they would be helpful as
a ready reference to anyone who might wish
later on to review Canada’s war effort.

Broadcasts by Members of the Government on
Canada’s War Effort or Aspects Thereof

1939
October 31—the Prime Minister on “Organiza-
_ tion of Canada’s War Effort”.

November 24—Minister of Finance on “Canada’s
War Effort on the Economic Front”.
December 10—Minister of Labour on the work

of the War-time Prices and Trade Board.
December 17—Prime Minister on “The British
Commonwealth Air Training Plan”.
December 20—Minister of National Defence on
Canada’s war effort.

1940

January 7—Minister of Transport on work of
the War Supply Board.

May 22—Minister of National Defence on Can-
ada’s war effort in the new emergency.

May 23—Minister of National Defence for Air
and Minister of Munitions and Supply on
the war effort of their respective depart-
ments.

June 7—Prime Minister on Canada’s war effort.

June 18—Minister of Finance on war finance
and the effects of the national resources
mobilization legislation. Repeated in
French by the Minister of Justice.

June 23—Minister of Justice over French net-
work on the effects of the mobilization
legislation.

July 10—Minister of National Defence and
Minister of National Defence for Air on
plans for increased recruiting and training
of troops.

July 26—Minister of National War Services on
the forthcoming national registration.

Note.—This list does not include broadcasts
during the general election campaign in which
the war effort was fully reviewed.

Important Statements in Parliament Reviewing
Canada’s War Effort or Aspects Thereof

May 20—A comprehensive review by the Prime
Minister.

May 21—The defence services, by the Minister
of National Defence (Mr. Rogers).

May 22—War supply, by the Minister of
Munitions and Supply.

June 3—Internal security, by the Minister of
Justice.

June 4—Naval assistance to Britain, by the
Prime Minister.

June 7—War supply, by the Prime Minister.

June 11—Canadian action in Greenland, by the
Prime Minister.

June 11—War supply, by the Prime Minister.

June 11—Internal security, by the Prime Min-
ister.

June 13—Veterans’ home guard, by the Acting
Minister of National Defence (Mr. Power).

June 13—Air Training, by the Minister of
National Defence for Air.

June 18—Review of recent developments (West
Indies, Newfoundland, Iceland, etc.) and
announcement of National Resources
Mobilization Act, national registration and
Department of National War Services, by
the Prime Minister.

June 18—Recruiting, by the Acting Minister of
National Defence (Mr. Power).
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June 19—Reception of British children and of
prisoners of war, by the Prime Minister
and the Minister of Mines and Resources.

June 24—The budget, by the Minister of
Finance (Mr. Ralston).

June 27—Reception of British children, by the
Minister of Mines and Resources.

July 8—Review of the war organization, by the
Prime Minister.

The only point I should like to mention
before saying a word in general about the
picture is the relation of the events I have
cited to the discussions in our own parliament.
As I have already mentioned, Canada’s
declaration of war came on September 10.
That was at the time of the special session
of the last parliament. At that special session
important legislation was passed which enabled
the government to organize Canada’s war
effort, lay the foundations of it, so to speak,
in the months which immediately followed.
I do not think it will be necessary for the
ministers in their presentation to-night to
review, except in the barest outline, what
was accomplished between the time of the
special session and the period of the general
elections. The whole war effort of the govern-
ment was very fully reviewed during the
general elections, which extended over a period
of two months, and the Canadian people
passed upon our war effort and the govern-
ment’s programme and policies up to that
point.

As I have mentioned, parliament reassembled
at a moment of intense warfare in Europe.
It reassembled just shortly after the invasion
of Denmark and Norway, and at the time
of the fighting in Holland and Belgium. That
particular period of the war I suppose might
be described either as the period of invasion
by Germany of neutral countries or the period
of the blitzkrieg in relation to these several
countries. The blitzkrieg, or lightning war, as
the expression is in English, did necessarily
have an important bearing not only upon
Canada’s war effort but upon the war effort
of all the different parts of the British empire.
As hon. members are aware, in planning
Canada’s war effort the government did so
in close cooperation with the British govern-
ment. Our plans were laid in accordance
with those of the high command in Britain
and in consultation with the governments of
other parts of the British empire.

It was the generally accepted view at the
outset that the war would be a long one,
the period mentioned being three years, and
possibly longer, and plans were laid in relation
to a war that would extend over that period
of time. Now I do not say that the high
command of the British government have
changed their view in any particular as to

the length of the war. The war may still
be a war of three or four years. But in one
particular a very real change has been made,
as a result of the sudden invasion of these
neutral countries, the intensity of which inva-
sion was something wholly unexpected. I do
not think it was assumed, at the beginning
of the war, that even Germany was going
ruthlessly to violate these neutral countries,
whatever else she might attempt. At any
rate, the effect of the subjugation of these
different free neutral countries, and the attack
upon France, to say nothing of the results
that it produced, did necessitate a speeding
up of the entire preparations to meet an
immediate situation. And Canada, along with
other parts of the British empire, at that
time, undertook new obligations in a number
of directions, obligations which had not been
either foreseen or anticipated until events
developed as they did.

In expediting the work and enlarging the
scope of Canada’s war effort, it has been
found necessary, as hon. members know, to
create new ministries. Where we started with
the one ministry of national defence we have
to-day three departments of defence, one
specially concerned with the army, another
with the air force, and the third with the navy.
We have undertaken enormous obligations with
respect to the British commonwealth air
training scheme. There is also the new Depart-
ment of Munitions and Supply, and more
recently still, the Department of National War
Services. The legislation creating these new
departments has, except in the case of the
Department of Munitions and Supply for
which provision was made at the special
session, been passed by this present parliament.
Hon. members are I think fairly familiar with
much that has since been accomplished under
the direction of the ministers in charge.

As an introduction to what may be said by
my colleagues, may I say that the kaleido-
scopic changes in the war itself have brought
changes equally swift and equally colourful
in the methods which have been necessary to
meet them. Improvisations have had to be
fitted into plans. Men have had to be moved
to unexpected spheres of action. The produc-
tion of materials has needed to be enlarged
and hastened beyond what were believed to
be the necessities of time and extent. Unpre-
cedented measures had to be taken to provide
for the requisite financial appropriations. The
collapse of neutral and allied countries, the
intensity of air warfare, the spread of the
conflict to distant lands, circumstances which
have sent Canadian soldiers and resources and
ships to the West Indies, Newfoundland, Ice-
land and the seas that wash the shores of
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the United Kingdom and France—all these
things have made it difficult for anyone to
reduce to a single presentation the panorama
of passing events.

It is not easy for anyone to see the picture
steadily and as a whole. The whole has
sometimes been obscured by the parts. The
perspective of 1940 has often been lost in the
memories of 1914. The Canadian scene has
often become almost invisible in the smoke
of the battle ground of Europe. I hope that as
a result of the facts which will be told to the
house to-day a clearer picture will emerge in
the minds of parliament and the people of
Canada. Let me say that the recital of facts
which will follow is not intended as a recital
of the achievements of a political party. It
represents the achievements of the Canadian
people, directed by the government and assisted
by the constructive criticism of his majesty’s
loyal opposition.

May I give just a few broad outlines of
our war effort. We have had:

First, to organize and expand the defences
of Canada on land, on sea and in the air;

Second, to furnish the maximum aid to
the common cause in men and machines of
war, wherever they were most needed;

Third, to organize the production of machines
and munitions of war, so that output shall
reach the highest possible maximum and
private profits be held at the lowest possible
minimum

Fourth, to organize the production, distribu-
tion and transportation of foodstuffs to meet
the needs of war;

Fifth, to prevent any undue rise in prices,
and to protect the consumers of Canada
against manipulation and speculation;

Sixth, to strengthen the nation’s financial
structure by taxation, by borrowing, and by
the stabilization of international exchange;

Seventh, to provide the necessary machinery
to mobilize the material and human resources
of the country in the national interest, without
fear or favour towards any class, section or
interest in the country; and to mobilize these
resources by progressive stages in a manner
which will best serve to enlarge the scope and
enhance the effectiveness of our war effort;

Eighth, to make provision for the internal
security of the nation against sabotage to
industry, transport and other vital services ;s to
guard against hostile propaganda and espion-
age and other so-called “fifth column” activi-
ties; to take precautions against enemy aliens
and sympathizers;

Ninth, to assist in providing for the
security of Britain through the reception of
enemy aliens and prisoners of war for intern-
ment in Canada, and for the reception of such
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children as the British government is prepared
to send to Canada in order to remove them
to a place of safety;

Tenth, to correlate national war services and
voluntary effort under government direction
and to provide appropriate and helpful ways
and means of utilizing the essential patriotism
of our citizens and their willingness and
expressed desire to work for the common cause.

To accomplish these ends and to further
these purposes it may be said, in a word, that
Canada has brought into being, on a scale
that is constantly expanding, an army for
service overseas and for home defence ; has
been building and manning a navy which
to-day is assisting in the defence of our
coasts, in convoying ships across, in patrolling
Atlantic waters, and in repelling enemy forces
which threaten the invasion of the British
isles; and has organized and established an
air force which is in service at home and
abroad. We have, moreover, assumed respons-
ibility for the supervision of the gigantic
commonwealth air training plan and have
vastly expedited its development. In a word
we have, in addition to the measures taken
for the immediate defence and security of
our own land, sent ships and troops and
airmen to the West Indies, to Newfoundland,
to Iceland and to Europe. We have made
tremendous commitments for the production
of machines and munitions. The house is
aware of the terms of the National Resources
Mobilization Act and the National War Ser-
vices Act, and of the operations of the
War-time Prices and Trade Board, and of the
Foreign Exchange Control Board.

The review by the ministers of the depart-
ments of government more immediately con-
cerned will set forth in detail what has been
done and is further planned to fulfil our duty
and implement the legislation which parlia-
ment has passed. The statements to be made
will give in terms of men, machines and
money, the state of the army, the navy, and
the air force, and the progress of the common-
wealth air training plan; and detailed reports,
in so far as they can with safety be given, on
the manufacture and production of aeroplanes,
munitions and mechanized equipment.

I believe it will be agreed that the record
which will be unfolded represents a remark-
able transformation of a peace-loving nation
of eleven millions into a people unitedly and
effectively organized to fight for the preserva-
tion of freedom and democracy, and deter-
mined unceasingly and increasingly to give
of their utmost to the cause of human freedom
which, alone among the nations of the world,
if the orient be excepted, Britain and the
British dominions are defending in arms at
the present time.
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National Defence

Hon. J. L. RALSTON (Minister of National
Defence): Mr. Speaker, if the house will
permit me to do so I should like to follow
my notes rather closely. I have prepared a
somewhat lengthy statement, and there are
certain portions with regard to which I should
like to be particularly accurate.

At the outset of what I have to say I am
impelled, not only by a sense of esteem but
by a sense of deep obligation as well, to pay
tribute to my late and lamented predecessor
in the post which I now occupy, the late
Hon. Norman Rogers. It is the irony of fate,
and it only adds to the tragedy of his passing,
that he is not here to see some of the fruits
of his untiring energy and veritable consecra-
tion. The fact that to continue the work
which he was doing is taking the time and,
I assure you, the undivided attention of three
ministers and additional staffs, speaks more
loudly of his capability and devotion to duty
than any words of mine. I am sure my
colleagues will agree that anything which has
been accomplished in the last two months has
been due in no small measure to the sound
and broad foundation which he laid in the
administration of the manifold and perplexing
details of his triple department. His patience,
his dauntlessness in the face of discourage-
ment, and his everlasting industry and deter-
mination are, and will continue to be, a
challenge and an inspiration to those of us
who take up his work.

I had expected, in connection with the
estimates of the Department of National
Defence, to give to the house such information
as might be possible regarding the activities
of the department. I welcome this earlier
opportunity to give the house a résumé of
the situation as I see it. I am well aware that
in what I have to say there will be very little
in the nature of a review. Rather I would
have you see the situation as I see it at the
present time and as we plan for the future.
I know perfectly well that the information I
have is not in particularly attractive or
interesting form, but I believe the house is
interested in facts, and these I shall try to
give.

Regarding policies, it is perhaps a little
presumptuous for one who has been in my
post for only a bare three weeks to attempt
to sort out and present solutions for the prob-
lems of military preparedness and effective-
ness which confront us. I think, however, it
would help toward clearer thinking, greater
confidence and more effective action if we
understand and agree on the broad principles
of our defence policy.

I conceive that there are two main aspects.
First, a short term policy—and that policy

may cover years—which is to combine in maxi-
mum degree and in minimum time, with other
countries to defeat the common enemy in
the present war; and this country, along with
the United Kingdom and the other dominions,
is turning night into day and leisure into
ceaseless activity to bring about that result.
Second, there is the long term aspect. It
seems distant and relatively unimportant at
the moment. But we must realize and prepare
to meet the absolute necessity for a compre-
hensive organization of Canada’s armed forces
so that whatever befalls we shall in future be
a country which shall be as adequately prepared
as it possibly can be to take care of its own
responsibilities in respect to defence.

I have had the benefit of discussing these
vital questions on several occasions already
with Major General Crerar, the chief of the
general staff, since his recent return from the
United Kingdom. His appreciation of the
immediate and future military contingencies
which this country, and the empire and its
allies, now require to face, has been considered
by the war committee of the cabinet. We
have great confidence in his views, and I
know that confidence is shared by the author-
ities in London. We are fully agreed on
methods and objectives. Speaking generally,
the method to be continued and intensified
is the maximum development of all our
resources in man-power, in weapons, in equip-
ment and in training facilities. The objective
is that Canada may throw its increasing
military power into the scale in the most
effective manner, and in the minimum of time.

We are also fully agreed regarding the
general order of priority which should be
considered in connection with our military
preparations.

In the “immediate” category, I place the
following:

First, the re-strengthening and the adequate
organization of our fixed and mobile defences
and our armed forces in the area of our
eastern seaboard and of the approaches of the
St. Lawrence. As will be immediately recog-
nized, this is our most vulnerable area.
Measures have been taken accordingly, and I
can announce that a command headquarters is
being set up immediately in the maritimes, to
organize, control and coordinate for operational
purposes the forces in this area. These will
include the Canadian active service force and
the non-permanent militia forces which are or
will be located there. The object is to use
them to the best advantage, in conjunction
with the coast defence forces, wherever an
attack may threaten. Included in this com-
mand will be the Canadian forces in New-
foundland.
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I need hardly say that in presently con-
centrating increased energies on the require-
ments of our east coast, it is not to be assumed
for an instant that the continued strengthening
of our west coast defences is being in any way
overlooked.

Second, but of equal importance, and only
secondary in the matter of immediate urgency,
is the continued concentration of our re-
sources on the training and equipping of the
Canadian active service force now organized
in this country. Where these troops will
eventually serve depends, of course, on the
developments of the future. In the meantime,
our policy is to continue the training and
equipping of these units eventually as divi-
sions, so that they may be ready for operations
in whatever theatre they may be required,
either in Canada or overseas. The front line is
the island fortress of the British isles, and we
will shortly have a corps of two complete
divisions and ancillary troops in that front
line. The house may be interested to know
that my advisers are definitely of the opinion
that it would not serve the common cause
at this time to have additional Canadian
forces added to such a corps. It must be
remembered that there is at the moment no
shortage of man-power in England. The real
demand is for equipment,

I am giving away no secret when I state
that it is impossible for the United Kingdom
to make up in two or three weeks the losses
of equipment suffered by the gallant British
expeditionary force during its epic struggle in,
and the subsequent withdrawal from France.

Consequently, quite apart from any ques-
tion of Canadian security, we can make our
best contribution at the present by training
and equipping our third and fourth divisions
in this country. And so the “drive” is to
bring the training and equipment of the
divisions now organized in this country to the
highest possible level in order that they may
quickly be available for active operations,
whenever and wherever the call may come for
their services.

Third, we must provide the maximum pre-
liminary training for the available man-
power of Canada. It is obvious that this is a
primary and essential step in the preparation
of the citizens of this country for the ultimate
duty they may be called upon to perform—
that of defending their hearths and their
homes against the possible attack of a ruthless
enemy. That step is being taken now; it is
one of the purposes of the National Resources
Mobilization Act, and my colleague the
Minister of National War Services (Mr.
Gardiner), will be giving the house an outline
of the procedure which is being followed to
call for training the young men of this
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country. Later on, I shall explain how these
young men will fit into our military units and
formations.

Fourth, we must not for a moment lose
sight of the necessity, in certain instances, of
military protection to vulnerable points and
the relation of the military forces to internsl
security. The matter of internal security is
principally a police problem, but we are so
arranging our organization that there shall
be no gap between the responsibility of the
police and the responsibility of the military
forces to assist them where necessary. My
colleague, the Minister of National Defence
for Naval Services (Mr. Macdonald), is, in
addition to his other duties, giving particular
attention to this matter and has accepted the
post of chairman of the sub-committee which
deals with the protection of vulnerable points.

I need not to-day go into the matter of
long-term requirements, but I assure the
house that this phase of Canada’s defence is
having most earnest attention as well. We
must never again lapse into the inadequate
position which the armed forces of Canada--
and Canada was not unique in this respect—
were in for many years prior to the outbreak
of war. While our immediate task is to deal
with first things first, the future is our very
definite responsibility as well.

My colleagues and I realize that the work
of carrying out these policies is probaoly the
most many-sided and responsible job in Can-
ada, and it goes without saying that we must
enlist and use the ablest men on staff and in
executive positions which this country can
provide.

Adjustments have already been made in the
staff of the department in order to utilize
the capabilities, experience and training of the
personnel to the best advantage. This prin-
ciple will continue in connection with the
organization of these vital services.

Now, Mr. Speaker, those are the principles
of our present military policy, and I think
it well to have that broad picture in mind
so that, as the Prime Minister (Mr. Mackenzie
King) has just said, we may see the situation
clearly and see it whole.

The methods by which those policies are
being carried out are, after all, details which
depend upon competent administration and
staff work.

The purpose of giving these broad outlines
of our policy is so that members of the house
and the citizens of Canada generally may
themselves have a better appreciation of what
we are trying to do.

It will avoid, I think, many questions and
inquiries on matters of method, because I
would hope that the organization of the
Department of National Defence will be such
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that the country generally will feel that we
have competent personnel and a sufficiently
clear appreciation of our duties and respon-
sibilities to be able to work out and put into
effect the details necessary to accomplish our
purposes.

I do not mean that I have any desire to
prevent inquiries where it is thought there is
inattention or failure in any particular phase
of the work, but I do want to inspire hon.
members if I can with the idea that the
machinery of the Department of National
Defence is, if I may use the colloquial expres-
sion, “hitting on all eight cylinders,” and that
we can confidently expect that there will be
no slacking in connection with anything which
may be required to make the machine func-
tion to the highest point of efficiency.

But in order, Mr. Speaker, to try to demon-
strate that attention has been given to details
and to satisfy the perfectly proper desire for
some particulars of the way in which we are
going at the tasks which I have outlined, I
do want to deal with certain major matters,
even though they involve details.

I shall speak of :

(1) The possible duties of Canada’s military
forces;

(2) The military wunits and formations
through which these duties are carried out;

(3) The progress of organization and re-
cruiting of these military units and formations;

(4) The matter of equipment;

(5) The camps which we are establishing
and the accommodation which is available and
which is in prospect; and

(6) General methods of training.

Duties of Canada’s Military Forces

Let me outline some of the possible duties
of Canada’s military forces. Those duties
which can be actually envisaged are of a
good many different kinds, and the geographic
location in which these duties may have to
be performed encompass at least half the
globe. The order in which I enumerate them
has, of course, nothing to do with the order
of their importance.

First, we must provide guards for the
protection of certain vulnerable points regarded
as so extensive and so important nationally
as to warrant military protection, and we
must be ready to deal with civil disturbances.

Second, we must maintain guards for the
exacting duty of guarding internees and
prisoners of war in internment camps.

Third, we must provide personnel for the
land defences of our east and west coasts.

Fourth, our military forces have the duty
of providing the tactical defence of Canada

against whatever force may be contemplated
as having a reasonable chance of reaching
our shores. We must have forces in position
to move quickly and effectively. That duty
is very much in our minds just now.

But the duties of Canada’s military forces
do not end with our borders. A fifth type of
duty is called for in what might be called
the outposts of the north American continent.
Canada, as the Prime Minister has said, is
already substantially represented on active
service at strategic points in Iceland, in New-
foundland and in the Caribbean. Sometimes
I think we do not fully realize the fine service
which is rendered by the men on guard duty
and in coast defence positions and these troops
of ours who “stand to” at home and in these
isolated outposts. They are on duty day and
night. They are in exactly the same situation
as if they were in the trenches, holding
positions in the face of the enemy. Their
work is monotonous, but vitally important
To maintain eternal vigilance under conditions
of inactivity is one of the stiffest tests of
character and discipline which either soldiers
or civilians can undergo.

Finally, there is the large and rapidly
growing Canadian active service force now
in the United Kingdom, which, under the
inspiring command of Lieutenant-General
McNaughton and our other distinguished com-
manders face the enemy with determination
and confidence. They are the spear-head of
the Canadian army. We know that they will
prove in every way worthy of the highest
traditions of the old Canadian corps.

What I want to impress on the house is
that Canadian soldiers have plenty of jobs
to do and that these jobs are so varied that
they make a stirring call on the adaptability
and resourcefulness of Canadian young men.
Every one of these different jobs has its own
requirements as far as preparation and train-
ing is concerned. The house will realize, I
know, that the training, equipment, adminis-
tration and allotment of our troops for those
varied duties is no simple or easy undertaking.
But the foundation of a soldier’s military
training is discipline, a readiness to obey
orders. Initiative and ability to work on their
own, if the emergency arises, is a characteristic
of Canadians; and our system of training,
while insisting on discipline, is being so
worked out as to use to the full these native
resources of our people. Discipline, physical
training, drill, training in the fundamentals of
a soldier’s life and musketry are the founda-
tions, and given those foundations, special
training for the different arms of the service
can be readily superimposed.
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Units and Formations

Now what are the organizations, the units
and formations in which the Canadian soldier
is trained and in which he serves in carrying
out the duties I have spoken of? First, there
is the Canadian active service force. This is a
force in which men of the age of from nineteen
to forty-five years, both inclusive, may enlist
for full-time service and receive pay and
allowances at Canadian active service force
rates. They serve in Canada or outside of
Canada, as required. The enlistment is for
the duration of the war and the demobilization
‘period. This force includes four divisions,
ancillary divisional units, corps ancillary units,
coast defence troops, reinforcements and
depots, veterans home guards and a number
of unattached infantry battalions. There are
over 133,000 officers and men in all. The
members of this force serve overseas; they
are serving in the outposts of the continent;
they man our coast defences, guard prisoners
of war, protect the most vital vulnerable
poinis in Canada. A little later I shall say a
word on the numbers authorized for this force
and on its recruiting.

Second, we have the non-permanent active
militia. The militia has, as hon. members
know, been the back-bone of Canada’s military
organization ever since Canada was Canada.
The traditions of some of the militia battalions
which have been the foundation for active
service units, both in the last war and in
this one, recall the finest type of patriotic
service. We want 'to keep the non-permanent
active militia with its splendid associations;
but more than that, we want to extend its
usefulness by having it take in and make
part of it the men who will, in probably a
little more than two months, be in training
under the National Resources Mobilization
Act.

Consequently, the non-permanent active
militia will consist of:

First, men between the ages of eighteen to
forty-five both inclusive, who have enlisted
for a three-year period. These men may in
time of war be required to serve continuously
in the field for a period of not more than
eighteen months. These enlisted men could
under the Militia Act be sent on service
outside of Canada, but declarations by the
government have made it clear that men will
not be required to serve outside of Canada
unless they re-attest voluntarily for such
service.

Second—and this will be the point on
which there is the greatest interest—the non-
permanent active militia will also include men
between the ages of from twenty-one to forty-
five who may be called for training from time
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to time under the National Resources Mobili-
zation Act. These men may be required to
serve during the continuation of the war, but
by the terms of the National Resources
Mobilization Act they cannot be required to
serve outside of Canada. The result of this
declaration of policy and of the provisions of
the act is that in practice the members of the
non-permanent active militia, whether enlisted
or called under the National Resources
Mobilization Act are not obliged to serve
outside of Canada without being re-attested
voluntarily for such service.

The non-permanent active militia will do
part-time training at local headquarters, or in
camp, or in both. Men will be paid at non-
permanent active militia rates for the training
period—thirty days in each year. For men
who are not in camps, two nights or afternoon
periods of two hours each, are regarded as
constituting a day. Registration under the
National Registration Act commences August
19, 1940, and to make room for those who will
be called for training, it has been decided
that recruiting for the non-permanent active
militia will be suspended on August 15. It
will be understood, however, that even though
recruiting is suspended on that date, men who
have enlisted previously will be allowed to
finish their training for the year by attending
camp or drills at local headquarters, provided
such training is completed with reasonable
promptness.

As I have indicated, the plan is that after
August 15 additional personnel for the non-
permanent active militia will be made up from
those called for training, and this training will
probably commence about October 1. Those
called for training will be just as much a part
of the militia, so far as service in Canada is
concerned, as those who had enlisted before
August 15. They will be taken on the strength
of a non-permanent active militia unit, will
do exactly the same amount of training. They
will be paid the non-permanent active militia
rates for the period of training and will receive
free transportation from their residence to the
training centre and return.

I should like the house to note this. We
are anxious to encourage men to keep on
with training, even though_the thirty days
may have been completed. We have, there-
fore, decided that all members of the non-
permanent active militia units, whether they
have enlisted or been called for training, may
elect to take training as may be authorized
at local headquarters, in addition to the
regular thirty days. They will receive pay for
this extra training.

As the house has already been told, the
training to be carried on this winter will be
the result of the activities of two departments,
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namely, the Department of National War
Services under my colleague, the minister of
that department (Mr. Gardiner), and the
Department of National Defence. To express
the relative duties of each department in a
word, the Department of National War
Services does everything necessary to have the
men on hand at the training centre for train-
ing, and when they get there the Department
of National Defence takes them over, provides
them with food, accommodation, clothing and
equipment, and pay, and trains them for the
thirty-day period. The registration to be
conducted by the Department of National
War Services begins August 19. My colleague,
the Minister of National War Services will, of
course, be dealing fully with the procedure
which will be followed to have these men
ready. I need only give the broadest outline.

The Department of National Defence will
advise the Department of National War
Services of the number of men required for
training. The Department of National War
Services will notify sufficient men in the lower
age groups, probably twenty-one to twenty-
two years of age, to report at some specified
date and place. They will be called in groups
of probably 30,000 per month.

The Department of National War Services
will, under its regulations, deal with any
postponements which may be proposed, but it
is understood that postponements must be
arranged so that every physically fit man in
the class will have had his training within the
year. The Department of National War
Services will have the men who are called
medically examined at convenient points as
close to their homes as possible. Then it will
see that those found fit report from time to
time, as directed, at the training centres for
training. The medical examination will, of
course, be subject to any necessary review by
the Department of National Defence regarding
categories. There will probably be thirty or
more training centres across Canada.

I should like to stress again that all these
members of the non-permanent active militia,
whether they have enlisted or been called for
training, are to be regarded on exactly the
same basis. Training is being given in order
that they all may be ready and able to defend
their country. The call for training is a
summons to the highest service which any
citizen can render. They are all Canadian
soldiers. They go to the same kind of camps
and belong to the same regiments, and there
will be no distinction whatever between them.

It must be remembered that there are many
young men in the country who have already
offered themselves for active service in special
branches and who have not been taken on

because there were no vacancies in that par-
ticular branch. There will also be men who
would have been ready to enlist in the non-
permanent active militia but who, because of
being regarded as essential in industry, were
convinced that they could better serve for
the time being in helping to produce essen-
tial war supplies. These men will be called
for training as their age class is reached,
and it would be unfortunate indeed if any
line of distinction were drawn between them
and those who had enlisted.

That is the Canadian active service force
and the non-permanent active militia. Now
I should mention two other military organ-
izations which we have and by which we set
great store.

First, there are the veterans’ home guard
companies. These are composed of veterans
of the great war, both Canadians and
imperials, fifty years of age and under. The
members of these companies volunteer for
the duration of the war and for such time as
the government sees fit to retain their ser-
vices. Their service is full time and they
are paid Canadian active service rates.

Twenty-two of these companies with 250
men each have already been authorized and,
as has been indicated on a number of
occasions, the department is disposed to in-
crease the number of these companies as
veterans who are fit and qualified offer their
services.

The veterans in these units are already
performing valuable work in. supplying
guards for vulnerable points, for internment
camps and for other duties. I know of no
better service that the veterans can render
than to join these home guard companies, for
by so doing they release younger and more
physically fit men of the Canadian active
service force for overseas duties.

Then we have the infantry reserve com-
panies of the veterans’ home guard. This is
composed of veterans of the great war, Cana-
dians and imperials, fifty years of age and
under. They are men who are not in a
position to take on full-time service, either
with the Canadian active service force or
with the veterans’ home guard companies,
but who volunteer for part-time training.
They correspond to the non-permanent
active militia units and they are attached
to these units for their training.

Members of these infantry reserve com-
panies are paid the non-permanent active

militia rates for the regular thirty day
period of training.
Let me just recapitulate these various

military forces which are administered by
the Department of National Defence. Here
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I am not including the navy or the air
force. We have the Canadian active service
force and the veterans’ home guard com-
panies, all on full time service, and we
have the non-permanent active militia m;d
the

the infantry reserve companies .of
veterans’ home guard on part-time for
training,

Now may I say a few words about the
progress of organization and recruting of
these units and formations?

The Canadian active service force has its
foundation in the non-permanent active
militia. When the war came, instead of
organizing new units, the first and second
divisions and ancillary troops were raised
by mobilizing militia " units and authorizing
them to recruit to full war strength. These
two divisions with the ancillary troops are
at full strength, and as hon. members know,
a large proportion of them are overseas.

On May 24, Mr. Rogers stated in the
house that immediate steps were being taken
to proceed with the organization of the
third division.

By July 21, the date of the last complete
strength returns, the third division was prac-
tically at full strength. Here and there men
specially skilled in one of the trades are needed
to complete the complement, and there are
one or two units which need a few more men.

At the same time in May, it was announced
that the infantry battalions of a fourth
division were to be mobilized, and this au-
thorization was later extended to include all
the units of the fourth division, namely,
artillery, engineers, ordnance, signallers, et
cetera.

I am pleased to say that the fourth
division recruiting has been equally satisfac-
tory and that on July 21 it was well on the
way to being full strength. Many units have
in fact reached their full complement, while
others are short by only a few men, and in
almost all instances the men required are in
the category of specialists of one kind or
another.

Since the beginning of the present session,
a number of additional units have been

authorized. The most important of these
are:
Infantry, battalions. . .. -eksweishes e 9
Motoreycle regiments.....c.coeeveeecenn 5

A forestry corps.
Additional coast defence units.

These are not completely up to strength,
but we are informed by commanding officers
all over Canada that recruiting has been
extremely successful.

My colleague, the Minister of National
Defence for Air (Mr. Power), stated in the
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house on June 18 that the strength of the
Canadian army was a total of 90,743. Those
figures were taken from the strength returns
of June 14. On July 21 there were 31,607 troops
outside of Canada and 101,965 in Canada,ora
total of 133,572. In five weeks, therefore, we
have recruited over 42,000 men for active
service, or the equivalent of over two and a
half divisions.

Just at this point I should like to say a
word in connection with recruiting. The
response which has been made by the young
men of Canada has been almost overwhelming.
I hear frequently these days of men who are
disappointed to find that the units which are
being mobilized have been filled up. If they
can find no place in the Canadian active
service force I urge them to join the non-
permanent active militia.

I know there are many who feel that we
should go on—and on—and on—continuously
mobilizing new units and enlisting personnel.
It is said that if this is not done we shall
dampen the recruiting ardour of the young
manhood of this country. Nothing could be
easier than to give way to these representa-
tions, but I want the house and the country
to feel that this matter has not been given
haphazard consideration. We have at the
present minute nearly 100,000 men in the
Canadian active service force in Canada. A
large part of these will probably be here all
winter. We shall be training probably 50,000
or more of the non-permanent active militia,
and in addition, we shall have in training
during this winter, those members of the
militia who will be called for training, as I
have described, at the rate of something like
30,000 a month.

Inactivity and monotonous training routine
are bound to affect morale. There is a limit
to the number of men who can be adequately
and properly trained and employed. My
advisers are strongly of opinion that on the
best forecast which can be made at the present
time, it would be unwise to increase the
number of men on the strength of the Cana-
dian active service force by further extended
mobilization at this time. They think it is
much more important to complete the equip-
ping and training of our third and fourth divi-
sions and develop them into first-class fighting
formations, than by calling out additional
military units until such time as they can be
usefully employed. My colleagues and I,
after the most serious thought, concur in
that conclusion, and I sincerely hope that the
house and the country will accept our judg-
ment. This does not mean at all that there
will not be further recruiting. Indeed, there
are at the moment plans for some 15,000
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in the authorized Canadian active service
force, and there will be further calls for
reenforcements from time to time as well as
for further units, as men can be utilized. As
these further calls are made from time to
time, we shall follow the principle of giving
every portion of the country an opportunity
to share in the enlistment.

The first principle of good organization is
to have men serve in the task which is most
important and for which the individual is best
fitted. Due to the splendid and almost instant
response to the recent call for recruits, the
need for materials assumes equal if not greater
importance for the moment than the need for
men. All T ask is that the patriotic urge
for service be allowed to express itself in
the way in which it will be most effective,
notwithstanding the individual preference.

Non-Permanent Active Militia

I have already referred to the role of the
mon-permanent active militia in connection
with the formation of the Canadian active
service force.

Now I wish to speak of the non-permanent
active militia itself. Some non-permanent
active militia units of course had not been
mobilized for active service; others had been.
But whether so mobilized or not, all the non-
permanent active militia infantry units are
now authorized to recruit up to full war
strength. This is not Canadian active service
force recruiting. It works in this way: There
are ninety-one non-permanent active militia
infantry units in ‘Canada. Some of these
have been mobilized and have become part
of the Canadian active service force, and
some of those mobilized units have gone over-
seas. We have said to those which have
been mobilized, “You are authorized to recruit
a second battalion; this will not be a Canadian
active service force battalion, but you can
take on men right up to war strength for
training on a militia basis, that is, in the
evening or other spare time plus camp, and
pay them militia rates of pay.” To the non-
permanent active militia infantry units which
thad not been mobilized for the Canadian
active service force, we have said, “You can
take on more men up to war strength, on
the same militia basis for training and pay.”
There are also some artillery units in the non-
permanent active militia which have received
the same instructions.

The total war strength of the non-permanent
active militia infantry units is approximately
88,000 officers and men, and according to the
latest available returns this non-permanent
active militia force has a total strength of
47373 actually enrolled. While there is plenty

of room for more enlistments in the non-
permanent active militia units, there are
instances where lack of available qualified
officers, especially for some of the technical
units, has made it necessary to forgo active
recruiting until the staff of officers has been
built up. These cases are having the intensive
interest of the district officers commanding
and we hope that it will not be long before
the lack can be supplied. These are the
junits which will suspend recruiting after
August 15 and will after that be augmented
by those who will be called for training.

Let me repeat again the non-permanent
active militia are not Canadian active service
force troops. But they are Canadian soldiers,
part of the Canadian army which will be train-
ing at local depots, at camps or training
centres in rotation this summer and autumn
and on through the winter.

Veterans’ Home Guards

The announcement of the formation of these
units was made by my late colleague, the
Hon. Mr. Rogers, on May 23. The authoriza-
tion at that time was for twelve companies
of 250 men each.

Between the time of that announcement
and the 21st of July, which is the latest
date for which accurate figures are available,
the twelve originally authorized have already
been increased to twenty-two companies of
250 each and ten platoons of thirty-nine each
or a total authorized strength of 5.890. Enlist-
ments in these veterans’ companies up to July
21 totalled 3,743 and recruiting is still pro-
ceeding.

Infantry Reserve Companies of the Veterans’
Home Guard

Twenty-six veterans