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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House of Commons, 
Tuesday, February 10, 1959.

Resolved,—That the following Members do compose the Standing Com
mittee on Industrial Relations:

Messrs.
Allmark,
Bell (Saint John- 

Albert), 
Benidickson, 
Bourdages,
Brassard (Lapointe), 
Browne (Vancouver- 

Kingsway),
Caron,
Deschatelets,
Drouin,
Grafftey,
Granger,
Houck,

Lafrenière,
Lahaye,
Loiselle,
Maclnnis,
MacLean ( Winnipeg 

North Centre), 
Mandziuk,
Martini,
McDonald (Hamilton 

South),
McWilliam,
Mitchell,
Muir (Cape Breton 

North and Victoria), 
(Quorum 10)

Nasserden,
Noble,
Peters,
Pigeon,
Ricard,
Skoreyko,
Small,
Smith (Winnipeg 

North), 
Spencer,
Stanton,
Thrasher,
Weichel—35.

Monday, February 9, 1959.

Ordered,—That the said Committee be empowered to examine and inquire 
into all such matters and things as may be referred to it by the House, and 
to report from time to time its observations and opinions thereon, with power 
to send for persons, papers and records.

Tuesday, February 17, 1959.

Ordered,—That the Standing Committee on Industrial Relations be em
powered to print, from day to day, such papers and evidence as may be 
ordered by it, and that Standing Order 66 be suspended in relation thereto ; 
and that the said Committee be granted leave to sit while the House is sitting.

Thursday, May 14, 1959.
Ordered,—That the names of Messrs. Beech and Simpson be substituted 

for those of Messrs. Nasserden and Weichel respectively on the Standing Com
mittee on Industrial Relations.

Ordered,—That Bill C-43, An Act to amend the Unemployment Insurance 
Act, be referred to the said Committee.

Friday, May 15, 1959.
Ordered,—'That the name of Mr. Martin (Essex East) be substituted for 

that of Mr. Houck on the said Committee.
Attest.
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LÉON J. RAYMOND, 
Clerk of the House.



4 STANDING COMMITTEE

REPORT TO THE HOUSE

Tuesday, February 17, 1959.

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations has the honour to present 
the following as its

First Report

Your Committee recommends:
1. That it be empowered to print, from day to day such papers and 

evidence as may be ordered by the Committee and that Standing Order 66 
be suspended in relation thereto.

2. That it be granted leave to sit while the House is sitting.

Respectfully submitted,

R. H. SMALL, 
Chairman.



MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuesday, February 17, 1959.

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.35 a.m. this day 
for organization purposes.

Members present: Messrs. Allmark, Bell (Saint John-Albert), Benidickson, 
Caron, Lahaye, Maclnnis, Mandziuk, Martini, McWilliam, Noble, Pigeon, Small, 
Smith (Winnipeg North), and Stanton—(14).

Mr. Stanton moved, seconded by Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North), that Mr.
R. H. Small be the Chairman of the Committee.

There being no further nominations, Mr. Small was declared duly elected 
as Chairman.

The Chairman thanked the Committee for the honour conferred on him.

On motion of Mr. Pigeon, seconded by Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert), 
Resolved,—That Mr. Ricard be Vice-Chairman of the Committee.

On motion of Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert), seconded by Mr. Pigeon, 
Resolved,—That a Sub-Committee on Agenda and Procedure comprised 

of the Chairman and six members, to be named by him, be appointed.

Moved by Mr. Mandziuk, seconded by Mr. Pigeon, that leave be asked to 
sit while the House is sitting.

Carried on division.
On motion of Mr. Pigeon, seconded by Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North), 
Resolved,—That permission be sought to print, from day to day, such papers 

and evidence as may be ordered by the Committee.

At 9.50 a.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Tuesday, May 19, 1959.
(2)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.30 a.m. this 
day. The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bell (Saint John-Albert), Browne (Vancouver- 
Kingsway), Grafftey, Lahaye, Loiselle, MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), 
Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), McWilliam, Mitchell, Peters, Ricard, Simpson, 
Small, Smith (Winnipeg North), Stanton, and Thrasher—(17).

In attendance: From the Canadian Construction Association: Messrs. T. C. 
Urquhart, Representative on Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee; 
Allan C. Ross, Past President; Raymond Brunet, O.B.E., Past President; George
S. C. McNee, Acting General Manager, Peter Stevens and J. Harold Brown, 
Staff Members.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, 
Chief Commissioner; C. A. L. Murchison, Commissioner; James McGregor, 
Director of Unemployment Insurance, C. Dubuc, Director, Legal Branch.
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6 STANDING COMMITTEE

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

The Chairman announced the composition of the Sub-committee on Agenda 
and Procedure comprising the following members: Messrs. Small, Ricard, 
Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria), Smith (Winnipeg North), Benidickson, 
Mitchell, and Peters.

On motion of Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), seconded by Mr. 
Stanton,

Resolved,—That the Committee print, from day to day, 750 copies in 
English and 250 copies in French of its Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence 
in relation to Bill C-43—An Act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman read the Committee’s Order of Reference.

The Committee proceeded to the consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to 
amend the Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman read the list of Organizations wishing to appear before 
the Committee and announced it would be referred to the Steering Committee.

The Chairman called Mr. George McNee who, in turn, introduced the 
members of his delegation.

Copies of a brief prepared by the Canadian Construction Association were 
distributed to the members of the Committee.

Mr. McNee read the brief of the Canadian Construction Association; Mr. 
Urquhart then made a short statement, and was questioned.

Discussion arose as to whether Mr. Urquhart could be questioned in the 
dual capacity as member of the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee 
and as a representative of the Canadian Construction Association. It was 
decided that Mr. Urquhart would testify as a representative of the Canadian 
Construction Association.

Agreed,—That the Canadian Manufacturers Association and the Canadian 
Chamber of Commerce would be heard on Thursday, May 21st.

At 11.00 o’clock, Mr. Urquhart’s questioning still continuing, the Committee 
adjourned to the call of the Chair.

EVENING SITTING 
(3)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations resumed at 8.00 p.m., 
the Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Bell (Saint John-Albert), Browne (Vancouver- 
Kingsway), Caron, Grafïtey, Maclnnis, MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), 
Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), Mitchell, Peters, Pigeon, Ricard, Simpson, 
Small, Smith (Winnipeg North), Spencer, and Stanton—(17).

In attendance: From the Canadian Construction Association: (same as at 
morning sitting). From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. 
James McGregor, Director of Unemployment Insurance. From the Department 
of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Superintendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend 
the Unemployment Insurance Act.
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Mr. Urquhart supplied answers to questions asked at the morning meeting, 
and was questioned together with Messrs. Brunet and Ross.

The questioning concluded, the Chairman thanked the delegation from 
the Canadian Construction Association for their presentation.

The Chairman then called Messrs. McGregor and Humphrys who reviewed 
various aspects of the Unemployment Insurance fund.

Copies of the “Unemployment Insurance Commission Financial and Sta
tistical Statements 31 March 1959” were distributed to members of the Com
mittee.

Messrs. McGregor and Humphrys were questioned and then retired.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) requested that the minutes of the meeting of 

the Unemployment Insurance Commission Advisory Committee of August 26, 
1958 be produced before this Committee. The Chairman took the request 
under advisement.

At 10.00 p.m., the Committee adjourned until 11.00 a.m. Thursday, May 21.
M. Slack,

Clerk of the Committee.





EVIDENCE
Tuesday, May 19, 1959 

9:00 a.m.

The Chairman: We now have a quorum. We will open our proceedings.
I think that, first of all, we should dispose of our preliminary business. 

At our last meeting the matter of the composition of the steering committee 
was left to the chairman. I suggested the names of Messrs. Small, Ricard, 
Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria), Bell (Saint John-Albert), Benidickson, 
Peters and Smith (Winnipeg North). There has been a change in the com
mittee. I had some others in mind but I though we might wait until we 
see who is wanted on the steering committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would nominate Mr. Mitchell.
Mr. Mitchell: I am on enough committees now.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): When do you plan to have the first meeting 

of the steering committee?
The Chairman: If we are through in time, we will have it today; if not, 

we will arrange for a later meeting.
Mr. Mitchell: I will act pro tern in any event.
The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Mitchell.
May we have a motion to print 750 copies in English and 250 copies in 

French of our proceedings and evidence?
Moved by Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) and seconded by Mr. 

Stanton.
Agreed to.
The Chairman: The order of reference is that Bill C-43, an Act to amend 

the Unemployment Insurance Act be referred to the said committee.
We have a list of organizations which have asked to appear before this 

committee. The steering committee will have to determine their order of 
appearance. The organizations which have asked to appear are as follows: 
The Canadian Labour Congress, the Canadian and Catholic Confederation of 
Labour, Canadian Retail Federation, Canadian Chamber of Commerce, Cana
dian Banker’s Association, Halifax Construction Association, Canadian Manu
facturers’ Association, Canadian Construction Association, Canadian Pulp and 
Paper Association, Simpson Sears Limited, T. Eaton Company, Limited, In
ternational Railway Brotherhoods—National Legislative Committee, and the 
United Mine Workers of America, and the Board of Trade of Metropolitan 
Toronto.

We have asked the Canadian Construction Association to appear before 
us today. We have Mr. George S. C. McNee, who is acting general manager. 
Mr. McNee, would you introduce your delegation.

Mr. George S. C. McNee (Acting General Manager, Canadian Construction 
Association) : Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we have Mr. T. C. Urquhart, 
Canadian Construction Association representative on the national unemploy
ment insurance advisory committee; Mr. Allen C. Ross of Ottawa, C.C.A. past 
president, and Mr. Raymond Brunet of Hull who is also a past president. We 
have Mr. Peter Stevens, labour relations officer of the Canadian Construction 
Association, and Mr. J. Harold Brown, legal officer.
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10 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman and members, the Canadian Construction Association greatly 
appreciates this opportunity to comment on proposed legislation contained in 
Bill C-43, an Act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Canadian Construction Association is the national trade association 
serving the Canadian construction industry which is Canada’s largest and as 
such is the national spokesman for the industry. Its membership is over 1,200 
and includes general contractors, road builders, trade contractors, manufacturers 
and suppliers of contruction materials and equipment, members of the allied 
professions and over fifty affiliated construction organizations. The industry 
carried out a program of over $7 billion in 1958 representing over 20 per cent 
of Canada’s gross national product and accounting for one dollar in every five 
that goes circulating through the national economy for end goods and services. 
It provides direct employment to over 600,000 Canadians and to an even 
greater number in the manufacturing, transporting, and merchandising of con
struction materials and equipment.

For some time now our association has been concerned over several de
velopments in the unemployment insurance scheme. The association has re
cently, in view of this bill, adopted a motion recommending that no amendments 
be made to the Unemployment Insurance Act which had not previously been 
studied and approved by the unemployment insurance advisory committee and, 
indeed, that no major amendments be made until the whole scope of the 
present act is carefully reviewed and reported on by an impartial body which 
contains or can call upon independent expert advice.

The considerations prompting the members of the association to endorse 
this motion were:

(1) The misuse of unemployment insurance funds for the payment of 
benefits to claimants affected by labour disputes—both strikes and lock-outs— 
must be prevented through provisions of the act. Otherwise such practice 
will inevitably have most dangerous effects on collective bargaining and indeed 
on the entire field of labour relations across Canada.

(2) The revised schedule for higher non-deductible earnings as per section 
15 of this bill and the increased period for benefits will tend to destroy the 
incentive to seek and obtain work.

(3) The present wording of the act with reference to eligibility qualifica
tions has many ambiguities which make it extremely difficult for the local 
offices to prevent abuses.

(4) The extension of the plan in recent years whereby additional occupa
tional groups of employees have been included and by which benefit periods 
were increased in length has thrown the unemployment insurance fund into 
jeopardy, to the detriment especially of those categories of employees and 
employers who have been long-term compulsory subscribers.

(5) The scheme has departed from its original concept of an actuarially 
sound insurance plan designed to tide employees over periods of temporary 
unemployment. Generally speaking, the operating deficits in recent years may 
be attributed to the above-mentioned extensions of both coverage and benefits.

(6) The proposed increase in contributions may not be sufficient to put 
the scheme in financial balance in view of the fact that the government also 
wishes to increase the schedule of benefits and lengthen the benefit period.

(7) The unemployment insurance advisory committee recommended that 
any increase in rates of contribution should be borne by the government from 
general revenues since they could be classified as general welfare measures 
rather than burden workers and employers with paying for the new features. 
The government’s proposal that participating companies and their employees 
pay larger contributions will result in a considerable increase in labour costs. 
This will not only affect employers directly insofar as their contributions are
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concerned, but will also have a tendency to increase the pressure for higher 
wages so that employees will not have a reduction in their take-home pay due 
to increased payments to the unemployment insurance fund. Whereas the 
government has resisted pay increases to the civil service and armed forces on 
the grounds that such action would have an inflationary tendency, the new 
proposals will have just that effect.

(8) The average increase in construction contractors’ contributions wrill 
not only amount to 30 per cent but to about 50 per cent of the rate now being 
paid. This is due to the high hourly wage rate level in the construction 
industry. This will cause a particularly difficult problem for contractors 
engaged in carrying out long-term lump sum construction contracts.

(9) The unemployment insurance advisory committee only meets in
frequently (last meeting in August, 1958) and has not had an opportunity to 
consider all of the proposals contained in this bill.

It is hoped that these representations will commend themselves to you.
Respectfully submitted by our president, Mr. J. E. Harrington and Mr. 

T. C. Urquhart.
The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. McNeed.
Mr. T. C. Urquhart (Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee, Cana

dian Construction Association Representative) : I understood that you would 
probably like to ask some questions in respect of this brief. Our time was 
short and we could not go into it in too much detail.

Last week in Toronto, the umpire acting for the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission in connection with the claim from a number of construction 
workers who were out of work for a period of two months decided that these 
men were eligible for benefits under the Unemployment Insurance Act. To 
the best of my knowledge, there were approximately 5,000 men involved. 
They are going to be paid for a period of approximately 8 weeks. We in the 
C.C.A. do not think this is a legitimate benefit as far as unemployment insur
ance is concerned. In other words, it is helping an individual who—or an 
owner or employer—who wants to start a strike or walkout. It has nothing 
to do with unemployment insurance. We do not feel the act should be inter
preted in such a way that this is possible. We do not think that these persons 
should properly be paid.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I think it would be very difficult 
for us to deal in this committee with any individual case. Surely it is the 
intent of the act that anybody unemployed as a result of a labour dispute 
is not entitled to unemployment insurance. It would seem that that partic
ular complaint, unless there are more than that, is a matter for the commission 
to deal with. It is not a fault of the act as I see it, because as far as I am 
aware anybody who goes out on strike or lock-out is not entitled to get any 
benefit.

Mr. Urquhart: As we said further down in the next item, item number 
three:

(3) The present wording of the act with reference to eligibility 
qualifications has many ambiguities which make it extremely difficult 
for the local offices to prevent abuses.

This is one of the things where we feel that in the proposals of the act 
at the present time you are increasing the benefits all the time and it is 
going to cost more money. Therefore we feel that the whole act should be 
thoroughly gone over to remove certain ambiguities.

After saying that an insured person who has lost his employment due 
to a stoppage of work is not eligible, they go on to say that an insured person 
is not disqualified if he loses employment because of a labour dispute, so one 
negates the other.
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Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : How far do you feel it should go if 
it is something particularly bad? My view is that the decisions which so far 
have been made by the commission tend to give—I have felt that in many 
instances the people were so far removed from the strike and rendered inelig
ible because of it, that it has gone too far in that direction, and that it has 
been too difficult for the people, because they have been very far removed 
from the strike. I do not think that the people who have been involved in the 
strike and lock-out have been getting it too easily.

Mr. Urquhart: I think that is a hard point to say. I have been in labour 
negotiations in the construction industry for quite some time. We have found 
with such things as this it is possible to prolong a strike, which we feel 
unnecessary. We have no objections on the employer’s side to enter into 
negotiations with labour as long as they continue to work. But not when they 
go out and force a stoppage of work and force hardship on people—I am not 
talking about the company—but not so long ago we had a strike which stopped 
schools from being built. Those schools were penalized. Therefore children 
were kept out of school for several months due to that. Therefore, if through 
this act people can prolong work stoppage, I do not think it is in the interests 
of the country as a whole.

Mr. Peters: This is strictly an opinion, as to what you think a strike 
should be involved in, and what it should not, or what field it should be. I 
am quite interested in what these ambiguities are. I agree that there are 
certain sections which have been hard to enforce; but I would like to know 
what your association considers some of these specific ambiguities to be.

Mr. Urquhart: They had one specific one in clause 63-1 of the act, and as 
indicated by 63-2. I do not think we are smart enough, or have all the knowl
edge, that we could go down point by point. We are saying in another item 
that we feel a committee should be set up to study the act bit by bit, item by 
item. Now, if it is the intention of this committee, or the desire of this com
mittee to ask for it, we have other bodies—there are other bodies who want 
to appear, and I imagine they will follow through from what we are attempt
ing to say here today.

The Chairman: In other words, you are not referring to clause 63. You 
want it spelled out more definitely than that?

Mr. Urquhart: That is one specific item. We cannot pick out each and 
every one. But during the period I have served on the advisory committee 
and the dealings we have had with your staff—I cannot speak too highly 
about what they have done in attempting to interpret this bill.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you mean the advisory committee on 
unemployment insurance?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you on that committee?
Mr. Urquhart: Yes, we cannot speak too highly of what they have given 

us. We can see their difficulties in interpreting the wording of the act as a 
whole, and when you apply it to specific items. But again I find we are con
stantly—as members of the C.C.A.—criticized by our members throughout the 
country as to why people collect so much from the unemployment insurance 
fund when they are not eligible. Without going into specific cases, there is 
always some wording in there whereby the local officer feels he is entitled 
to allow them to become eligible for benefits.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Would you agree that there has 
to be a certain degree of flexibility in regard to the eligibility qualification?

Mr. Urquhart: It is impossible to make a hard and fast line. There are 
many cases, specific instances which are brought up, which I think could
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possibly be got at through a reference to your staff. I mean, I am sure they are 
much more familiar with it than any outsider who gets complaints from the 
employer.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): How long have you been on the advisory 
committee?

Mr. Urquhart: For about two and a half years.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : When was the last time you sat on that 

committee?
Mr. Urquhart: Last August.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That was the last time the advisory committee 

met?
Mr. Urquhart: Yes, that was the last time it was called.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What features in the present bill, bill C-43, 

were then before this advisory committee?
Mr. Urquhart: The major item which they approved was the raising 

of the ceiling from $4,800 to $5,460.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Were the proposed rates of contribution before 

you?
Mr. Urquhart: Yes, the proposed rates of contribution were before us; 

and while members on the management side of the advisory committee had no 
serious objection to them, they felt that if they did agree to them, the govern
ment, out of the general fund, should also contribute an additional amount. 
The labour members on the advisory committee were dead set against it, unless 
they could get a corresponding increase in benefit, a lengthening of the period 
when benefits would be paid.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is it not a fact that the committee was unanimous 
in urging that the government contribution be increased to one half of the total 
contribution of the employers and the workers?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes, I would say that that was so.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): This reference in the third paragraph of your 

brief is your recommendation, and it is that no change in the Unemployment 
Insurance Act should be made without such change being submitted to the 
committee. The third paragraph of your brief reads as follows:

For some time now our association has been concerned over several 
developments in the unemployment insurance scheme. The association 
has recently, in view of this bill, adopted a motion recommending that 
no amendments be made to the Unemployment Insurance Act which had 
not previously been studied and approved by the unemployment in
surance advisory committee, and, indeed, that no major amendments be 
made until the whole scope of the present act is carefully reviewed and 
reported on by an impartial body which contains or can call upon in
dependent expert advice.

Mr. Urquhart: Yes. That is what I said earlier. We are not in a position, 
not as an individual organization, to pick out all the ambiguities in the act. 
We feel that an impartial body might at some time in close collaboration with 
the committee clarify the wording and still leave it flexible enough.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is it not enough that when other amendments 
were made to the Unemployment Insurance Act they were submitted to the 
advisory committee?

Mr. Urquhart: In previous meetings I would say the recommendations 
were submitted to the advisory committee, and I suppose they were eventually 
adopted.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): But the last amendments were not submitted 
to the advisory committee?
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Mr. Urquhart: Not all of them.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : As a member of that committee, did you make 

any specific proposal with regard to the replenishment of the fund?
Mr. Urquhart: We felt that the fund was no longer on an actuarial basis.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You said you felt that the fund was no longer 

on an actuarial basis. Did you make any specific proposal, as a member of 
of the advisory committee?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes, they felt that the rates would have to be increased in 
order to maintain the fund in a satisfactory condition; they felt that the rates 
of contribution would have to be increased, together with a contribution from 
the government, from the general fund.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is it not a fact that at a second meeting to 
which you refer, in August, the advisory committee took the position that 
there should be no changes made until such time as there was an increase in the 
federal contribution?

Mr. Urquhart: We did not recommend any changes in the rates of 
benefits, or in the period of benefit eligibility.

Mr. Ricard: At the end of the third paragraph you mention that an im
partial body should review the law before it is recommended. What do you call 
an impartial body?

Mr. Urquhart: Some persons who have had, I suggest, actuarial ex
perience, and also labour negotiating experience; probably members of the 
union as well as members of management negotiating committees, and in
surance people.

Mr. Ricard: How many would be on that body?
Mr. Urquhart: We did not give that any particular thought. I know noth

ing about parliamentary procedure, and I imagine you people here have a 
good idea of how many should be put on a thing like that.

Mr. Peters: As the unemployment insurance advisory committee is now 
set up, would you consider it to be impartial?

Mr. Urquhart: I did not say that it could be impartial.
Mr. Peters: I do not mean impartial as to membership, but as a com

mittee in itself, does it give an impartial review of particular situations? It 
is composed of a number of segments of our economy now, is it not?

Mr. Urquhart: I would imagine that it does give an impartial review 
which is relatively unbiased. I do not think the advisory committee would 
be in a position to sit down and go through the act item by item.

Mr. Peters: Do you mean because they are not actuarily trained?
Mr. Urquhart: No, I would not say that. Members of the advisory com

mittee have been appointed as representatives of large national organizations 
both of management and of labour. They are the people who have been 
appointed, or suggested should continue their contact with individual in
dustries, not necessarily because they are actuarily trained or otherwise. I 
do not think the advisory committee would be a committee to review the act.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): In paragraph seven you say:
(7) The unemployment insurance advisory committee recom

mended that any increase in rates of contribution should be borne by 
the government from general revenues since they could be classified 
as general welfare measures rather than burden workers and em
ployers with paying for the new features. The government’s proposal 
that participating companies and their employees pay larger con
tributions will result in a considerable increase in labour costs. This 
will not only affect employers directly in so far as their contributions
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are concerned, but will also have a tendency to increase the pressure 
for higher wages so that employees will not have a reduction in their 
take-home pay due to increased payments to the unemployment in
surance fund. Whereas the government has resisted pay increases 
to the civil service and armed forces on the grounds that such action 
would have an inflationary tendency, the new proposals will have 
just that effect.
Do I understand that the association is opposed to any increase in the 

rates of contribution by employers and workers, and that whatever monies 
are required for the purpose of keeping this fund actuarially sound or in a 
state of replenishment must be borne at the present time, by the federal 
government?

Mr. Urquhart: That is the feeling of the Canadian Construction As
sociation and its membership.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): And your feeling as a member of the advisory 
committee, is that in its unanimous report made in July of last year—your 
feeling was that the federal contribution should be increased to one-half of 
the total contribution of workers and employers?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You could be at variance with the recom

mendation of your own association.
Mr. Urquhart: Not necessarily, sir. At one point I could, but at another 

point, the Canadian Construction Association feels that if the rates of con
tribution of both employer and employee are increased, it would add to our 
unit cost of construction, whereas the additional amount contributed from 
the general revenue fund would be spread across the economy as a whole.

Mr. Peters: Has the association given any consideration as to what they 
would consider a level at which the government would make its contribution 
from general revenues? In other words, would the unemployment insurance 
fund, as suggested, be able to carry any specific figure say, 300,000 unem
ployed—this being considered a normal unemployment situation, including 
seasonal employment—or have you given consideration as to what that level 
should be?

Mr. Urquhart: No, there was no definite consideration given in connec
tion with a particular level; but when the fund reached a point of roughly 
$900 million,-1 think it is the general feeling that was a reasonable cushion. 
But that was under normal circumstances, provided no additional benefits or 
length of the benefit periods were given; because in a period such as we have 
had it could cut it down very quickly. When things get bad we do not feel that 
you should increase either benefits or length of period of unemployment in
surance under this fund.

Mr. Peters: Would you be suggesting then that the contributed fund 
should be maintained at $900 million and that any drain on the fund which 
would bring it lower than that should come from general revenue?

Mr. Urquhart: That was the general feeling.
Mr. Grafftey: I would like to refer to subparagraph 1 in paragraph 4 of 

your statement. How does your association differentiate between men on strike 
and men out of work because of a strike?

Mr. Urquhart: That is a rather difficult question to answer. I do not 
think that we would. In the construction industry if one or two key groups go 
out on strike they automatically force the other people out, and it is nearly 
always done with their cooperation; this is not so in all cases, but it is done.

Mr. Grafftey: Do you feel that the fellow who is forced out of work 
because of a strike should be precluded?
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Mr. UrQUHARt: He should be precluded; otherwise, you give a further 
incentive to people to pull irresponsible strikes instead of going through 
negotiations. It is my feeling—and I think the feeling of the Canadian gov
ernment and the Canadian people—that we want to negotiate; we do not 
want a strike. Negotiations can be carried on while the people are still working.

Mr. Grafftey: In the case of a man who is released from his work because 
of a strike and is not on strike, do you think these facts will come to light, with 
very little investigation, so that he will not be prejudiced?

Mr. Urquhart: They possibly could. For instance, a continuation strike 
in construction would stop work for a period; it would eventually find its 
way into the factories and, for example, the brick plant workers would be 
out. If the strike continues the truck drivers of ready mix plants would be 
out of work. But, in connection with allied trades, I think those who refuse 
to cross picket lines should not be eligible.

Mr. Grafftey: Even not considering allied industries, how about these 
people who are out of work but express a desire to work and still cannot work. 
Often this is the case. You often find men who do not want to cross picket 
lines, but they like to work and cannot work because of the strike. Are 
they to be precluded from receiving unemployment insurance benefits?

Mr. Urquhart: That is my feeling. However, if I may, I would like to say 
that we have here two men older than myself and they are more experienced 
than I in the construction industry. I have only had 40 odd years, and they 
have more.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Before we leave Mr. Urquhart, could we finish 
a series of questions to him and then call the other witness. I think Mr. 
Urquhart is an important witness of this committee as a member not only of 
the association but as a member of the advisory committee of the unemploy
ment insurance commission. I was anxious to see some further questions along 
the line that Mr. Peters was pursuing, because I think they are important.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
refer back to paragraph 3 on page 1 in order to have a point cleared up. Mr. 
Urquhart, you are a member of the unemployment insurance advisory com
mittee and, as I understand it, when legislation is proposed it is presented to 
the committee and they advise the Department of Labour what their feelings 
are in regard to the legislation. I also understand that the members of the 
committee are made up of all sectors of the economy across Canada. Yet, you 
feel that perhaps the committee itself is not qualified enough to report expertly 
on amendments or proposed legislation, is that correct?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): He did not say that.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Would you mind letting him 

answer his own questions.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You should not say that.
Mr. Urquhart: I feel that the advisory committee, as presently con

stituted, can advise on proposed changes to the act that is in operation; but 
the Canadian Construction Association has felt that the act over the years has 
shown there are a lot of things which need some revision in detail—minor 
items and wording and that sort of thing. That is why we feel that an in
dependent body should be set up to review the entire act.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Yet you said no major amend
ments should be made until the whole act is reviewed by an impartial body.

ou state we should call upon independent expert advice, but are you sug
gesting this expert advice is not available to members of the present committee?

Mi. Urquhart. No, just a moment, gentlemen. There is one thing I want 
to clear up. I am on the carpet here. I am only one of eight members of
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this committee. Frequently, what I am saying is my own personal opinion, 
and again I am talking for the Canadian Construction Association. I would 
like the other members here to be given an opportunity to answer some of 
these questions.

Mr. Ricard: Are you appearing as a representative of the Canadian Con
struction Association or are you appearing as a member of the advisory 
committee.

Mr. Urquhart: No.
Mr. Ricard: You are just acting today as a representative of the Canadian 

Construction Association?
Mr. Urquhart: Yes, as a representative of the Canadian Construction 

Association. You are pinning me down in connection with certain things and 
I do not want my answers to be taken as any reflection on the advisory 
committee.

The Chairman : There is one point which I think needs clarification. Is 
it not a fundamental principle of insurance that a fund, such as the insurance 
fund, should be self-sustained and that the people who receive the benefits 
should be the ones that paid into it?

Mr. Urquhart: That has been my feeling and the feeling of one or two 
others on the advisory committee. We have insisted that it should be on 
an actuarial basis and the people who pay in should be the only ones who 
receive benefits.

The Chairman: You make the statement here that the general revenues 
could be classified as general welfare benefits, rather than burden workers. 
What is your alternative for that?

Mr. Urquhart: We of the Canadian Construction Association admit that 
°ur industry is one of the ones in which there is a lot of unemployment due 
to weather conditions, winter conditions and so on. I would like Mr. Brunet 
to refer further to that. There are a lot of periods in which our men are 
unemployed, but they paid in during the period of their employment.

Construction workers are in the higher brackets. In the construction 
industry the rates in some instances go as high as $3 per hour and during rush 
or emergency periods we know of men in certain of our trades who are earn
ing more than $200 a week, because they draw overtime. They pay in accord
ance with their earnings, so they pay their way. But, looking at some of 
the other industries, such as fishing, in certain cases the fishermen, particularly 
°n the west coast, during the fishing period make probably more money in that 
short period than the normal worker can in a twelve-month period. Under 
the present ruling of the act these people are given a welfare payment through 
the seasonal benefit provisions of the act. Also, the same is done for loggers.

In the days when I and some of the older members here started to work, 
construction men and carpenters used to work for us all during the summer. 
When winter-time came construction slowed up. What did they do then? 
They had no unemployment benefits in those days. They got another job. In 
the province of Quebec these unemployed fellows went into the bush. They 
would work from the middle of December right through to March. Today 
the operators in the bush cannot get men. I think you are making it too 
easy for them to sit at home.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What you are saying is that any invasion of 
the fund by way of supplementary payments and the like represent welfare 
obligations that should be assumed by instruments other than the main 
contributors.

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : By the state, by the general taxpayer?

21242-3—2
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Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And you told Mr. Peters you thought the fund 

was safe at the figure of around $900 million. Is that really the answer you 
wish to give me?

Mr. Urquhart: This was the feeling that we on the advisory committee 
got from the actuaries. I am in no position to give a personal opinion.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The fund has never been higher than around 
that figure, and that obviously must be a very safe figure.

Mr. Urquhart: The other thing to consider is that your total employable 
labour force is growing year by year and the fund must grow along with it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What about the total $496 million, which is 
now the present level of the unemployment insurance fund? Would you 
describe it as being in a perilous state?

Mr. Urquhart: From the information that was tabled by the actuaries, 
and taking into consideration the suggested benefits and length of benefit 
periods, we think it would be in a perilous state.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : If that is the case, what would 
be a safe figure?

The Chairman: You are putting him into a field where—
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Martin started it.
The Chairman: He has been asked a question which he does not feel 

competent to answer.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): He answered one question.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I would like to know by what 

judgment you decide. You say some of these are general welfare measures. 
You say there is fairly high unemployment in the construction industry and 
you say the fishermen are a little worse and the loggers are a little worse. 
The whole purpose of the fund is to insure the labour force. What do you 
mean when you say this one is worse and that one is better? How can we 
pick and choose that way?

Mr. Urquhart: In earlier days I would say we have gone through a 
period of boom—that was after the first world war—-which I do not think 
you members have had. I am not casting any aspersions on your age. Then 
we went through the depression. But until this act came into force, because 
a man was a carpenter that did not mean that was the only thing he could 
do. If he could not get a job at that, he worked as a labourer or went to 
the bush. He may have gone to the farm or picked tobacco or peas, and things 
like that. The feeling of the Canadian Construction Association is that the 
act as presently set up removes the incentive for someone to go out and find 
work for himself.

Mr. Peters: You mentioned the fishermen and loggers, and I got the im
pression you were suggesting that probably there should be a change in 
the scale of rates when taking into consideration those industries which tended 
to seasonal unemployment much more than other industries. I come from 
a mining area where we do not have unemployment, and yet our people pay 
a high rate of premium with little chance of receiving benefits because they 
are not unemployed. You say that is a good thing too.

Were you implying or suggesting in connection with the actuarial changes 
that should be made in the act that this should be taken into consideration in 
connection with the categories which were put in, and that in relation to the 
wages they received, the benefits should be increased? Your people are re
ceiving a high rate of pay and you said they are going to be unemployed 
s°me ^ur^nS ^e year. Are you suggesting that their benefits actuarially 
should be higher? Were you making that suggestion?
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Mr. Urquhart: I had not gone as far as that.
Mr. Peters: This is apart from the industry.
Mr. Urquhart: Yes. When the act was framed originally, fishermen and 

loggers were not included, because I believe at that time it was felt it was 
too hard to cover them.

Mr. Peters: What I am asking is, was it your contention that the wages 
themselves would not be necessarily the basis for setting the premium; that 
the premium, because of the wages, was not necessarily fair in each category. 
For instance, the category of miners; their wages are quite high and their 
chances of being unemployed are very small. Yet in the construction industry 
where wages are very high, the element of unemployment risk is quite large. 
Are you suggesting that this probably should be taken into consideration?

Mr. Urquhart: That is a thing we felt would come out in the revision 
of the act. In a way you are putting us on a spot. We want to be fair about 
it. We feel the Unemployment Insurance Act is very good for construction 
labour as a whole. The people who are, like your people, employed constantly 
are helping to pay for construction workers while they are off. Again, the 
construction workers and your people—and there is a question of bringing 
in the civil service—and the railway cojnpany office workers, etc.—are pay
ing regularly and being used to subsidize people who work purely in seasonal 
occupations.

A few years ago logging was only a seasonal job. Today to some extent 
it has changed. Why should they collect unemployment insurance benefits: 
for two-thirds of the year when they work only one-third.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Did the advisory committee ever give con
sideration to the suggestion recently made in such publications as the Financial 
Post that there ought to be two separate Unemployment Insurance Acts in 
existence; one to cover the class of workers such as those to which you refer 
who are always employed and where the risk of unemployment is negligible- 
and those who are inevitably unemployed for seasonal periods?

Mr. Urquhart: I am afraid I cannot answer that. I am not a financial 
man nor an actuary. However, Mr. Hunter, who represents the C.M.A., has 
reiterated time and again that the base is being damaged by taking in the 
people who normally are not tied into an industry, those who flow from 
one industry to another, and who under the wording of the act can claim a 
great many benefits. Just as you have said I believe, I feel that if we could 
put it purely on an actuarial basis, certain groups may have to pay slightly 
more than others.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I did not suggest that and I did not under
stand that was his proposal. I understand your position is that, as a member 
of the advisory committee, you have no objection to contributions which 
are actuarially conceived. However, because of the heavy unemployment 
which we have had in this country during the past period, and the necessity 
of the government providing for the maintenance of these unemployed, you 
feel it is not fair to use the unemployment insurance fund, contributed to 
mainly by the workers and employers, for the purpose of giving these people- 
satisfactory maintenance grants. That is your feeling?

Mr. Urquhart: That is the feeling; yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you aware that during the past eighteen 

months there have been two supplementary payments covering the largest 
Period of unemployment we have had since 1930-1935 and that there has been 
no replenishment of the unemployment insurance fund out of the consolidated 
revenue fund. Are you aware of that?

Mr. Urquhart: No.
21242-3—21
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Mr. Mandziuk: Is the witness appearing as a spokesman for the C.C.A. 
or is he giving opinions as a member of the advisory committee?

The Chairman: He is representing the C.C.A.
Mr. Mandziuk: He is being asked an opinion as a member of the advisory 

committee.
Mr. Peters: I suggest that the questions addressed to this gentleman as 

a member of the advisory committee also are legitimate because he is a mem
ber of that organization. I think we should have the opinion. This may be 
the only opportunity we will have of having him appear before us.

The Chairman: You are asking him for two opinions; you are asking 
his opinion as a representative of the Canadian Construction Association and 
then you tie it in with his appointment as a representative on the unemploy
ment insurance advisory committee. That has political implications. I will 
rule it out.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Of course it has political implications, but 
there is nothing wrong with political implication.

The Chairman: There is in this committee. We are trying to find the 
answers.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We have a gentleman here who is a representa
tive of this great industry and who also is a member of the advisory com
mittee, a man who obviously knows what he is talking about.

Mr. Mandziuk: Mr. Chairman, you have made a ruling.
The Chairman: Let us hear him out.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have been taking exception to that ruling. 

I might as well warn the committee right now that by these tactics we will 
not get very far. We propose to find out whether or not the statements made, 
by Mr. Urquhart, which seem so familiar to us, deserve further examination 
by this committee. We are taking advantage of the presence here of Mr. 
Urquhart, who is here in a double capacity. In fairness, to him, he is here 
as a representative of the association. If you, Mr. Chairman, rule that we 
cannot ask him questions as a member of the advisory committee, then I am 
willing to accept that only on the understanding that when he finishes, or 
when this particular brief is over, we will have an opportunity of calling 
him as a member of the advisory committee. I also hope we will have an 
opportunity of calling all the members of the advisory committee.

Here is a member of the advisory committee who complains that the 
unemployment insurance advisory committee only met infrequently since 
last August.

The Chairman: Just a moment. I rule that the individual himself has 
the choice as to whether he will represent the construction association or 
represent the unemployment advisory committee. When he has made that 
choice, then I will rule on whether or not he will answer the questions.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is obvious that right from 
the beginning of this meeting Mr. Martin has been trying to make political 
hay of this.

The Chairman: What is Mr. Urquart going to do? Does he say that he 
wishes to appear as a representative of the construction association or as a 
member of the unemployment insurance advisory board?

Mr. Urquhart: I do not see where I can represent the unemployment 
advisory committee; I am only a member appointed on that committee. My 
feeling is that if there is to be an opinion from the advisory committee, that 
all the members should be asked to come, because I cannot talk for the others. 
I am only one of eight members on that committee. I am here today to speak
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for the Canadian Construction Association and, over and above that, I am not 
the only representative from the Canadian Construction Association. Mr. Ross 
and Mr. Brunet are two members who have been in the C.C.A. longer than I 
have. They are both Ottawa men. They have had much greater experience 
than I have had; so I think you should ask them to answer some of the ques
tions with reference to the C.C.A.

The Chairman: Then, Mr. Urquhart, you are electing to appear for the 
C.C.A.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): In view of what Mr. Urquhart has said, I think 
your original view has merit. I assume we will have an opportunity of ques
tioning members or the chairman of the advisory committee?

The Chairman: That will be all right; there is nothing wrong with that.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I would like to ask Mr. Urquhart to revert 

to some more relevant remarks in connection with Bill C-43. Do you have 
any figures or graphs of the construction association over the last five years with 
respect to their general costs?

Mr. Urquhart: What do you mean by costs?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Anything that you have available. For 

example, a construction man in the housing industry told me the other day 
that his costs had not increased over the last five years. In speaking for your 
association, I wonder if you would agree with that gentleman. Can you show 
statistics or have you any indices that will indicate the state of the construction 
industry today as compared with the last few years?

Mr. Urquhart: The construction indices are from the dominion bureau of 
statistics, and I think they prove otherwise from what you were told. But 
I would like—and I am not trying to get off the hook—if you could ask ques
tions of either Mr. Brunet, who is acting on the winter unemployment com
mittee or Mr. Ross, a previous member of the advisory committee.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I wonder if I could add a point in 
view of a remark you made. You pointed out that increased contributions would 
increase costs in units of construction, and I would like to find out the per
centage increase in the cost to the industry, and what effect the increased 
contributions would have. How serious a cost factor is it to the industry?

Mr. Urquhart: I think I can answer your question this way. In connection 
with our payrolls, when we make up a price for a building or a construction 
project, we price the thing in accordance with labour rates and the hours 
required to carry it out. Then we have to add our (A) or overhead sheet. We 
have to add workmen’s compensation, our supervision and sales tax and the 
levies which are paid to the unemployment insurance commission. Now, they 
average between .35 and .4 of one per cent for the employer’s contribution. 
Then you have to double that; that makes it .8 or eight-tenths of one per cent 
of the total labour costs which an owner has to pay.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Why should you total it?
Mr. Urquhart: Because we are paying that for the labourer, the carpenter, 

the bricklayer and the mason; we are paying it on his behalf, but we deduct it.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): He is the one who is making the 

Payments?
Mr. Urquhart: If you are building a house for yourself you are the one 

who is paying that. Each individual is paying that, because he has to get that 
money from somewhere.

Mr. Peters: What you are saying is that from your point of view this 
is a wage cost? \

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
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Mr. Peters: That contribution of both the employee and the employer is 
a wage cost and is taken into consideration as general wages?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes, it adds to the cost of the house, and the suit of clothes 
I wear.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Would you not say it is an insignif
icant cost? I would like to point out that you said your rates run as high as 
$3 an hour; and keeping in mind the rates of unemployment insurance and the 
employer’s contribution to it, would it not be insignificant in relation to $3 an 
hour? It seems to me it would be rather insignificant in the costwise factor.

Mr. Urquhart: I will give you an example. Our firm has done work for a 
large American outfit who sell their products across the world. They have 
many plants in the United States and several in Canada. We have just finished 
a project which ran a little over a year; we were modernizing an old plant. 
When we cleaned up I asked him when we could get some more work in order 
to keep our fellows going. He said there would be no more work. He informed 
me that they could not afford construction costs either in the United States or 
in Canada. He said they had to manufacture in Europe, South America and 
elsewhere because the construction costs here are pricing them out of the 
world markets. He said they sell in the world markets and the price is out of 
it, and that they were putting in automation in all their plants. They are 
remodelling them to take new machinery and new labour-saving devices.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): You have said your wage rates are 
$3 an hour and there are other factors which might bring it up to $3.50 or 
$3.75 an hour. According to my calculations I believe your total contribution 
would be 90 cents a week, which would be around two cents an hour. Break
ing that down further, and taking the increase that is going to be made 
under Bill C-43, it perhaps would be one-half or three-quarters of a cent 
per hour. In relation to a figure of $3.50, it seems to me it is a rather insigni
ficant cost factor.

Mr. Urquhart: You multiply that by the total number of people who are 
working in our labour force. We stated there are 600,000 today.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : If you multiply it by one million 
or one billion, the relationship stays the same. It is insignificant as a cost factor.

Mr. Urquhart: It is not insignificant. There have been a lot of construc
tion contracts given on a fee basis. There is one going on in Montreal now. 
No one knows the exact fee. The government pay a bit more than private 
industry; but in this case the fee from the general contractor is less than one 
per cent; so, therefore, the increase in the unemployment insurance rates here 
are taking the entire amount of this fee. If you break that down you will find 
flaws in it, because this fee is on the whole thing. One-half of one per cent 
is not an insignificant figure.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): But the increase is not one-half of 
one per cent.

Mr. Urquhart: The increase will come to almost one-half of one per cent 
of our labour costs on a job.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Have you calculated what the total cost to the 
employers will be in terms of the proposed incTease of contributions?

Mr. Urquhart: No, we have not gone as far as that yet.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Would $25 million be in excess?
Mr. Urquhart: It would be a pure guess; however, it would be an 

enormous amount of money.
Mr. Simpson: I would like to get back to this cost of the initial con

tributions for unemployment insurance, which Mr. Urquhart was mentioning. 
He says it is not an insignificant amount, but in clause 7 it is stated that:
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The unemployment insurance advisory committee recommended that 
any increase in rates of contribution should be borne by the government.

Do you then think this increase should come out of general taxation and 
thereby get the employers off the hook?

Mr. Urquhart: It is not necessarily to get them off the hook, but to 
broaden the base.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): In connection with seasonal 
unemployment, a lot of workers in the construction business have work during 
different seasons of the year. You are suggesting perhaps that seasonal 
unemployment benefits do not fit the actuarial principle of the act and should 
perhaps come out of the consolidated revenue fund; is that correct?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Seasonal benefits have been in 

operation a good many years. Is this the first representation by the associa
tion with regard to this fact9

Mr. Urquhart: So far as the C.C.A. is concerned, yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : They always were replenished before.
Mr. Urquhart: But you have added classes which are aggravating the 

situation. You have added loggers and fishermen and that is why we feel 
the whole act needs a further study.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): In regard to supplementary payments, is it not 
a fact that there always was a replenishment of the fund, up until the last 
eighteen months?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): In the consolidated revenue 
fund?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes.
The Chairman : Gentlemen, we are getting close to 11 o’clock and we have 

to be out of here five minutes before 11, as there is another committee com
mencing. Do you want to continue with this or do you want to ask some other 
questions of the other members who are here? We have approximately ten 
minutes left.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I have one more question I would like to 
ask Mr. Urquhart and that is with respect to his brief. It is a very interesting 
brief, but many of the comments are of a general nature for the future. If 
there is a large scale investigation—we happen to be dealing with Bill C-43 
and I have been told more figures of a statistical nature would be available 
from others. I think it would be a help if we could be more definite about 
the disastrous results you feel this small change is going to have on construc
tion work and construction costs. Now, specifically, could we not take a 
$16,000 home, relate that down to dollars and cents and show how much that 
is going to increase the cost. I think that is the significant thing we have to 
deal with now. We have to know just how great these additional changes 
are going to be.

Mr. Urquhart: I may say it was only decided on Friday morning that we 
would be here today. We have had little time to prepare our comments. Also, 
I heard earlier that there are many other bodies who have asked to be here. 
I am sure they will bring up that matter or, we can pass it on so we do not 
have to come back. If you find there are any requests for specific information 
later, your steering committee can let us know and we can obtain it for you 
fairly quickly. However, we are not attempting to go into specific points at 
this time.
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Mr. Stanton: If the C.C.A. have that information, it would be appreciated 
if they could mail it to the members of this committee. We would like to 
know how much this contribution would increase the cost of a $15,000 home or 
a $20,000 project.

Mr. Urquhart: Well, I think Mr. McNee, the acting manager of the 
association, could get that information and send it to your secretary or 
chairman. I am sure he will be pleased to do that.

Mr. Peters: Did you say that the total contribution that you make toward 
the fund would amount to .8 per cent of your total cost?

Mr. Urquhart: No; of our labour costs. In the field of labour costs I am 
a general contractor and can speak only as far as that is concerned. You must 
remember that over and above that the same thing would apply to the men 
who make the windows, the brick-layers, those installing the plumbing and 
heating, the truck drivers and everything else.

Mr. Peters: In construction it would be .8 per cent of your labour cost?
Mr. Urquhart: That is the field cost of the general contractor.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): That includes the employees’ 

contribution?
Mr. Urquhart: Yes; but that still adds to the cost of the thing.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : But surely he would be getting that 

whether or not he was paying into the unemployment insurance fund. It may 
be he would be getting the other protection you are paying—

Mr. Urquhart: On his behalf.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Do you consider you are paying 

the employees’ taxes for him because you deduct it from his pay?
Mr. Urquhart: We are paying the employees’ taxes for him—the people 

buying our products are paying it.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): You are just paying that on his 

behalf because you are asked to deduct it from his pay check.
Mr. Urquhart: If you sat in on our labour negotiations you would see 

that all these points are brought up as being necessary.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): But they are part of his wage 

scale. They are not something you are paying.
Mr. Urquhart: It is you who are paying on your suit of clothes, on the 

tie you buy.
Mr. Browne fVancouver-Kingsway): But if you were not paying the 

unemployment insurance contribution and then had to negotiate a wage rate, 
you would still be asked for those rates. The fact that you deduct it from 
his pay does not say he would be satisfied with anything less if he were not 
getting it in the form of unemployment insurance.

Mr. Simpson: In respect of this bill it has been suggested that these 
increases be taken care of by the consolidated revenue fund. I would like 
to ask Mr. Urquhart, going back in previous years when increases have been 
made in the contributions to the unemployment insurance fund, did the C.C.A. 
object to increases, say, in 1950 when an increase of 15 per cent was made? 
In relation to this, my experience is that only $3 million has ever been taken 
out of the fund to replenish the unemployment insurance fund.

Mr. Urquhari: As I said earlier to Mr. Martin, I am relatively new 
on the advisory committee. I wonder if Mr. Ross would care to make any 
comment on that?

Mr. Simpson: I was asking whether or not the C.C.A. had previously 
objected to these increases which were made. For instance, there was one 
in 1950 of 15 per cent.
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Mr. Urquhart: Either Mr. Brunet or Mr. Ross might answer.
Mr. Mandziuk: I understood you to say this is the first time this asso

ciation made representation?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): There never was any occasion because the 

fund had been replenished, as I said, when there were supplementary pay
ments required out of the fund. That is a fact. It is unfair to suggest to this 
witness that he never objected to something which never took place.

The Chairman: I understood the question asked was whether or not, 
at the time of the last increase in the premiums paid by the individual and 
the employer, the association registered any complaint about the increase. 
That is what he is asking.

Mr. Urquhart: At the meetings of the Canadian Construction Association, 
there has been a lot of comment on it. I do not think, however, any official 
representation had been made to the government. We make a lot of resolu
tions at our annual convention each year and put down the most important 
ones. The most important one this year, or one of the more important ones, 
is the Unemployment Insurance Act; because this is a more drastic step than 
previously had been taken.

The Chairman: We now are at a point where we have about seven 
more minutes. Will we have the association back again in order to ask them 
further questions? Already I have had the secretary send out invitations to 
the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association and the Canadian Chamber of Com
merce to be here on Thursday. Is that agreed?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): What is the intention in respect of these 
gentlemen?

The Chairman: So far, I have asked to have these other representatives 
here.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are these gentlemen coming back?
The Chairman: Is it your wish they come back today or tomorrow, in 

order to finish this?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I think we are finished with 

this association as such.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You may be; I am afra'd we are not. In 

paragraph 6 of the brief, for instance, it says:
The proposed increase in contributions may not be sufficient to put 

the scheme in financial balance in view of the fact that the government 
also wishes to increase the schedule of benefits and lengthen the benefit 
period.

Would you care to comment on that paragraph, because it is a very 
important statement?

Mr. Urquhart: That is my own personal feeling. However, on that 
particular point I think you would have to obtain a report from your actuarial 
body of the unemployment insurance commission. That is only an opinion, 
a wild guess.

Mr. Mandziuk: In other words, you just are making a general statement 
on behalf of your association. You do not have any figures. I am referring to 
the point brought up by Mr. Martin. You have no figures, you may be wrong.

Mr. Urquhart: That is only the background of what I have acquired 
in studying the thing over the last couple of years.

Mr. Mandziuk: There is a possibility you may be wrong?
Mr. Urquhart: That is possible; yes.
The Chairman: The matters which you wish to explore now cannot be 

done in a few minutes. We have invited these other organizations for next
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Thursday. Do you wish that we make an effort to hear these gentlemen this 
afternoon or some time tomorrow, rather than ask them to come back again 
after we have heard the other organizations.

Mr. Stanton: Is it possible for this committee to meet again this after
noon?

The Chairman: It is up to the committee.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I think that is a good suggestion. 

If we are going to continue the questioning of the witnesses of the Canadian 
Construction Association, I think it would be helpful to finish it up in one day.

Mr. Mandziuk: I would suggest they be asked to appear later, at which 
time they may have figures in respect of this point which Mr. Martin has 
brought up. I would like to have figures on this general statement. The 
witness said he might be altogether wrong on that point.

The Chairman: I think they have some individuals in their delegation 
here who will have those figures.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think what you have said has great bearing. 
In fairness to Mr. Urquhart, however, it was not a positive statement. He 
said the proposed increase in contributions may not be sufficient. It is 
not just a bland statement. Obviously, he is a man who knows what he is 
speaking about.

Mr. Urquhart: May I clarify that one point now?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am suggesting that if we have to go now 

it is regrettable. Could we move to another room?
The Chairman: The rooms are all taken up.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This afternoon we have some very important 

matters in the house. We have the tax bill and I, for one, would find it 
very difficult to be here. Certainly, however, I would like to join in the 
suggestion that we ought to have an opportunity of examining Mr. Urquhart 
further, particularly in respect of paragraph 6. In asking for an adjournment 
I do not wish it to be suggested that it is in any way a reflection on him.

The Chairman: I do not think it was intended in that way. The steering 
committee will meet immediately after this meeting and we will decide 
what to do in respect of hearing the individuals who are here.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Particularly Mr. Urquhart.
The Chairman: Yes.
—The committee adjourned.

EVENING SESSION

Tuesday, May 19, 1959.
8:00 p.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, when we adjourned at 11 o’clock to make 
room for the other committee which was meeting here, some members had 
felt they had not finished with the Canadian Construction Association. There
fore, as one of the deputation here has to go back to Montreal, rather than 
ask them to stay over, we decided to hold the meeting this evening in order 
to dispose of this brief.

The question now is that there were some figures requested which it 
was thought could be produced by some of the other members of the deputa
tion here. I do not know what the question was.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think the question was in respect of 
Mr. Urquhart’s statement at paragraph 6 of the brief:

The proposed increase in contributions may not be sufficient to 
put the scheme in financial balance in view of the fact that the 
government also wishes to increase the schedule of benefits and 
lengthen the benefit period.

He was questioned by Mr. Mandziuk who asked him if he might have some 
figures which would support that. Then I said I thought it was an important 
follow-up question because the rates were being increased and we were told 
by Mr. Urquhart that in his view, in spite of the increase of rates of contribu
tion the fund still might not be adequate to take care of the proposed benefits 
by the introduction of two new categories and the increase in the length of the 
period of benefit from 36 to 52 weeks. If Mr. Urquhart’s representation is 
true, that would be a very important fact which some of us had not thought of.

The Chairman: I have it here. It was Mr. Mandziuk’s suggestion that 
they be asked to appear later, at which time they may have figures in respect 
of this general statement. He pointed out that the witness said he might be 
altogether wrong on that point. Then I said, “I think they have some in
dividuals in their delegation here who will have those figures.” That is where 
we stand at the present time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is it.
Mr. Urquhart: Mr. Chairman, following that again I wish to reiterate I 

am speaking here as a representative of the C.C.A. and not as a member of 
the advisory committee. On that basis I carried back from the meetings of 
the advisory committee opinions which are expressed to the C.C.A. manage
ment committee that this increase would not be sufficient to keep the fund in 
balance if further benefits over and above those presently in force were 
initiated by anyone. That was also based on information handed to the 
advisory committee by actuaries during its meetings here last summer. The 
actuaries sat in at those meetings and supplied a great deal of information. 
I could not go through it. It would not be possible to take the time to read all 
that material. I do not know whether or not it is available to you, gentlemen. 
There were, however, a lot of figures given in substantiation of the items I 
have mentioned.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You were a member of the 
committee when they made their report in 1958. Do you recall that in that 
report there was an estimate by Mr. Humphrys that an increase of 20 per 
cent would probably maintain the fund at the present level.

Mr. Urquhart: That is quite correct. That was on the basis that the 
benefit payments remain as they were and would still remain at the 36 week 
maximum contribution benefit period.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): The estimate was based on a 
pattern of employment, I believe, over the next five years. I would suggest 
to you, with the 30 per cent increase in payment, it would amount to an addi
tional amount for the fund in the neighbourhood of $230 million. Would you 
agree with that?

Mr. Urquhart: You are asking me to express an opinion on figures which 
I do not know.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You gave an opinion in your 
brief.

Mr. Urquhart: That is a general over-all opinion. I do not think I 
should be asked to give an opinion on a specific figure like $230 million.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Then take the figure of $202 
million.
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Mr. Urquhart: You cannot take one without the other. You would have 
to take the entire actuarial report in order to get a considered opinion.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): On the basis of that 30 per cent 
increase, have you any idea of your own how much of an increase to the fund 
that would result in? Do you have any idea as to the figure?

Mr. Urquhart: No. All we can judge from is on the basis we were told 
at that meeting that this proposed increase would keep the fund in balance 
provided there was no increase in benefit payments.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think Mr. MacLean used the figure of $230 
million. I think we should bear in mind what Mr. Urquhart said, that when 
Mr. Humphrys made the statement he thought that 20 per cent would do the 
trick he was predicating that on a 36-week period. The additional revenue 
you are anticipating takes into account there would be 52 weeks. That was 
not his assumption.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): But he is saying this 30 per 
cent—and correct me if I am wroing—increase in the rates will do little, if 
anything, to assist the fund.

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): And you are saying that and 

are not giving us a figure with regard to the amount this 30 per cent will 
involve—the amount of money.

Mr. Urquhart: The additional benefits proposed to be paid will eat into 
the additional payments. What I am trying to make out is that the additional 
payments we stated as a 20 or 30 per cent increase, as the case may be, we felt 
would possibly keep the fund in balance provided the benefits remained the 
way they were. They are not remaining the way they were. It is suggested 
here they be increased. I do not know how much, and I am pretty sure at 
the moment that the actuaries could not tell you very closely how much these 
additional benefits would take out of the fund.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Chairman, I am interested 
in this 30 per cent increase because it is in the bill and I suggest with Mr. 
McGregor sitting here perhaps he could give us the amount.

The Chairman: At the meeting before we adjourned, Mr. Bell asked a 
question. That is one of the reasons why we came back. He said:

I think it would be a help if we could be more definite about the 
disastrous result you feel this small change is going to have on construc
tion work and constructions costs. Now, specifically, could we not take 
a $16,000 home, relate that down to dollars and cents and show how 
much that is going to increase the cost. I think that is the significant 
thing we have to deal with now.

Mr. Urquhart: I would like both Mr. Brunet and Mr. Ross to speak oh 
that. They have a little more background on it than I have at the moment. 
There is one thing I would add. I told the gentleman here that the amount we 
carried in our payroll was .135 per cent. I made a mistake. It is .75. On a man 
earning between $50 and $60 a week our payment is 69c. a week. We checked 
over a payroll for a period and it amounted to about $1 million. The amount 
we contributed as an employer alone was approximately $75,000. We made 
several checks over the past two or three years, and it runs anywhere from 
$70,000 to $76,000 per million dollars. If possible, I would like Mr. Brunet to 
answer the question.

Mr. Peters: Is this three-quarters of one per cent the total average cost?
Mr. Urquhart: That is the employers share, or the employees. It has been 

doubled. It comes to 1J per cent of the total amount which the Unemployment
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Insurance Commission obtains or receives of every dollar spent on construction 
wages.

Mr. Peters: That is 1£ per cent of what?
Mr. Urquhart: Of the weekly wage. Is that right?
The Chairman: I think we can accept that figure at the present time, but 

when Mr. McGregor comes on, it has been suggested that he may be able to 
give us the figures in the department, because he is connected with it. Mr. 
Brunet will answer the question on the cost of housing.

Mr. Brunet: May I say at the beginning, without having discussed this 
problem with my colleagues in the Canadian Construction Association, I gen
erally agree with the items of the brief as presented this morning. I was asked 
by my colleagues to give some figures relative to the cost of houses. These 
figures are based on my own experience, my own payroll, as an operator here 
in the Ottawa-Hull district.

Take a house of $15,000 as the overall cost of the building. The average 
payroll is 40 per cent of that $15,000 which means to say that on a house costing 
$15,000, $6,000 is wages paid to employees on site.

At the present time our average construction worker, working a full week, 
makes $63 a week. That is the average salary we pay according to our payroll. 
At $63 a week, we have, at the present time, a rate of unemployment insurance 
and we have to collect 60 cents from that employee, and the employer con
tributes 60 cents, which means to say that if the employee works his week 
at $63, we have to buy $1.20 worth of unemployment stamps.

Now, taking into consideration that the total wages paid on that $15,000 
house is $6,000, the total amount paid for stamps for that particular house at 
the present rate is $114.

At the new rate, on the same basis, with the same man working an average 
of $63 a week, we would have to buy $163.40 worth of stamps, which means to 
say that on a $15,000 house, the increase in the rate on unemployment insurance 
will mean an increased cost of $49.40 for each house. Does that answer your 
question?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Fine. May I ask one other question. You 
have been building houses for the past few years I imagine here in the Ottawa- 
Hull district. I would like to ask you if that $15,000 home, for example, is 
substantially the same home you were building for $15,000, let us say, five 
years ago?

Mr. Brunet: No sir. Since last year the cost of construction has increased 
exactly five per cent. At the present time the cost of construction index is 308. 
I will leave out the fractions. That is the general cost of construction including 
wages and materials and that is taken from the Dominion Bureau of Statistics 
average for all over Canada.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : It does not include the land?
Mr. Brunet: No, not the land, but it will include engineering or architec

tural fees. Last year at the same date, and for March, the cost of construction 
index was 292, which means an increase of 16 points in the last twelve months, 
which works out practically to five per cent; and that figure has been practically 
steady in the last five years or so.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I want to say that I do not accept 
these figures that we are getting as being representative of the national 
average, because they do not seem to correspond with the Dominion Bureau of 
Statistics on the national average. My point is that I do not accept this doubling 
of the amount, and with the employer taking the view that he is paying both 
the employer’s and the employee’s contribution. I do not believe that is a fact. 
I do not believe it can be accepted in the cost at all. The employee is making
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that contribution and I cannot understand this persistence in doubling the 
figure. It does not seem reasonable to me.

Mr. Brunet: I am not talking about the employer. I am talking about the 
individual client. I mean the total average cost of the house at the present 
time, when we are figuring our estimate on the contract. That is what I am 
talking about.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway)-. You are talking about the total paid 
to the unemployment insurance fund, by the employer and the employee.

Mr. Brunet: Somebody would have to pay for it.
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): I know. You are representing it 

as a payment on behalf of the construction industry; yet one half of that money 
is being paid by the employee and it is not in fact a construction cost from your 
own point of view.

Mr. Brunet: If we did not have to collect from the employee that 60 cents, 
his wage, instead of being $63 would be $61.40, because of the overall cost of 
the $114 worth of stamps we have to buy. Somebody is paying for them in the 
long run, and that is the owner of the house. What is worrying us in the 
construction industry is not so much what we pay, but what the client can 
pay back to us.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): When we have somebody rep
resenting a labour group coming here, he is going to tell us that the employee 
is paying this money. On the other hand you are telling us that the construction 
industry is paying it. I do not know how many times we are going to spend this 
money going into the fund. It seems to me that we should take it into considera
tion only once.

Mr. Caron: I think what Mr. Brunet meant was that whether it comes 
from the employee or the employer, that at the end it is paid by the proprietor 
of the house.

Mr. Brunet: That is right.
Mr. Caron: It comes to the same thing. Somebody has to pay for it, and 

it is the one who is building the house.
Mr. MacLean {Winnipeg North Centre): Do you mean to say that if 

tomorrow unemployment insurance was done away with entirely, you would 
decrease your worker’s wages by the amount of the unemployment insurance 
payments?

Mr. Brunet: Not right away, but we would use it as an argument when 
they came to get an increase in wages.

Mr. MacLean {Winnipeg North Centre) : You would use it as an argument. 
You say that when a man earns $63 a week the payment is 60 cents a week. 
You are arguing that that man is only earning $61.40 a week as wages as far 
as you are concerned.

Mr. Brunet: What the man is concerned with is his take-home pay.
Mr. MacLean {Winnipeg North Centre) : I mean his overall wages. 

Would they include the unemployment insurance payment?
Mr. Brunet: I do not know what the overall wage would include, but in 

estimating my total cost in Hull at the present time, I estimate that if it 
takes $100 worth of wages to do a job, we have to add to that $4.98 to cover 
that two per cent for the unemployment insurance, and two per cent paid 
by the owner for vacation with pay, and one per cent paid by the owner for 

o joint committee, and three per cent paid by the contractor or employer 
for compensation.

This means to say that the owner is charged not $100, but $104.98 for 
the work to be done.
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Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): What you are saying is that 
if we did not have unemployment insurance, the worker’s wages would be 
decreased, and the cost of the house would be decreased?

Mr. Brunet: Naturally.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I cannot accept that.
The Chairman: Mr. Ross, I understand, has something to say along this 

line, which to me answers some of the questions asked by Mr. MacLean.
Mr. Ross: I do not know that I can add anything particularly to this ques

tion of house building. House building is only one section—perhaps a small 
section—of the whole construction industry, and I would draw the attention 
of the committee to this fact: that I think I would be quite correct in saying 
that a very heavy proportion of house building is done by small builders 
who use to a very great extent non-union labour.

When it comes to the question the gentleman asked about the apportion
ment of the unemployment insurance between the employee and the em
ployer, very definitely in the end the question of the contributions, whether 
from the employer or the employee, is a cost of the project and, as such, has 
to be paid by whoever is paying the final bill.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I suggest that is not so. The em
ployee has the right to do what he wants to do with his money. If he spends 
it buying groceries, that is one thing and it does not concern you; if he spends 
it for unemployment insurance, that is another thing and it does not concern 
you.

Mr. MacInnis: On a point of clarification, Mr. Chairman, what is the 
difference so far as the unemployment insurance is concerned between a 
union and non-union man?

Mr. Ross: There is no difference.
Mr. MacInnis: Why is this union and non-union brought out then; it 

is irrelevant?
Mr. Ross: I do not know where the gentleman comes from who first asked 

the question, but it is possible he may have come from a non-urban district. 
I would not want to state this as a fact—that would be derogatory—in any 
particular place, but I would be curious whether the contributions made to 
the unemployment insurance fund by a small firm were as carefully charted 
and safeguarded as they would be in the case of larger firms.

Mr. MacInnis: I think in that case the workers protect themselves and 
see that their own contributions are provided and, therefore, the contribution 
of the employer would have to be likewise.

Mr. Urquhart: We find there are many employees who are willing on 
a small country job not to pay unemployment insurance, if they can. There
fore, a house built in a rural area could conceivably be a lot cheaper to the 
ultimate owner.

Mr. MacInnis: Do I take it from your statement that you use people 
who want to avoid paying unemployment insurance?

Mr. Urquhart: No, we do not.
Mr. MacInnis: Well then, how can you justify your position that there 

are people avoiding these payments? They must be paying it themselves 
and, therefore, their employees are required to pay it.

Mr. Urquhart: As Mr. Ross said, they are not companies. They are 
small individual builders, who build a fair number of houses during the 
year throughout the country, and their books are not kept in the same way 
as the books of the incorporated companies.

Mr. MacInnis: Could you give the names of any of these companies or 
any of these individual builders?
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Mr. Urquhart: No, I cannot. I happen to be on a committee in Montreal 
which polices labour rates, and we find hundreds every year who are attempt
ing to evade paying the various legal levies. I cannot come out and name any 
particular company because I could be subject to libel.

Mr. MacInnis: You brought the companies back into this; there are 
companies?

Mr. Urquhart: They should not be companies. They are more or less 
individuals. Sometimes they are incorporated, but they are incorporated 
under one name for six months and after they are brought to court the same 
employer comes back under another firm name. That is a condition and we 
cannot avoid that.

Mr. Peters: Within the last few years, and the last two years in particular, 
has there been a great decrease in the number of people employed in the 
construction industry?

Mr. Brunet: There was a large increase in the number of employees in 
the last year.

Mr. Peters: That is for the total construction industry?
Mr. Brunet: Industry, because the labour force is much larger in propor

tion and we are using more people.
Mr. Mandziuk: In other words, there is more money available for con

struction?
Mr. Brunet: In housing mostly.
Mr. Urquhart: May I read from the dominion bureau of statistics for the 

benefit of a gentleman over here. It will be found on page 10 of catalogue 
64201—construction in Canada 1957-59. The labour content in construction 
in Canada in 1955 was 533,000 odd; in 1956 it was 591,000; in 1957, 591,000; 
in 1958, 590,000; and the estimated figure for 1959 is 596,000. Those are the 
D.B.S. figures.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Are those the number of people 
engaged in construction?

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. Peters: Which would be an indication that the large layoffs are not 

in your particular industry?
Mr. Urquhart: No. The other thing which people generally seem to forget 

is that the country is growing by leaps and bounds and, therefore, the labour 
force has increased greatly; but you still have unemployment. There was 
another thing I wanted to point out this morning and did not get an opportunity 
to do so. In the over-all picture of the fund, when it was $900 million, that 
representative figure—I do not know the exact figure; I would have to get 
that from the commission—but say it was probably about $300 per insurable 
person. I imagine that has dropped to somewhere less than $200 due to the 
increase in the insurable labour force.

Mr. Mandziuk: Are you suggesting there would be some decrease or, 
that some labour or portion of labour should be disqualified so as not to come 
in for the benefits under the act?

Mr. Urquhart: I do not say we are suggesting any should be disqualified. 
As I said earlier to the gentleman at the far end of the table, there are evasions, 
but that is not only in construction; it is in industrial work just the same.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : May I ask a question in connection 
wi item 4 on the second page of your brief? I believe it mentions in there 

e extension of the plan in recent years whereby additional occupational 
gioups of employees have been included and by which benefit periods were 
increase in length and so on. To what specific groups are you referring?
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Mr. Urquhart: Fishermen and loggers are two specific groups, and prob
ably there have been extensions in others. You were asking the Canadian 
Construction Association to give specific points. We cannot. That is one of 
the reasons we suggested it would have to be a committee to go into each 
individual minute point. All we can give you is a general over-all opinion. 
I discussed that earlier today.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You say the federal government should make a 
straight outright grant to take care of those people who are not fully engaged 
in the scheme on a complete actuarial basis.

Mr. Urquhart: Again, I am speaking personally and what I have obser
ved is that a lot of these people who have the benefit of seasonal benefits are 
not full-time workers in the trade in which they obtained the seasonal benefits; 
in other words, they worked maybe a portion, maybe one-third or half a year 
in that particular year in their trade and the other half or third of the year 
they took employment in some other trade.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But with regard to these people you say you 
do not object to their receiving assistance from the state but you say the 
scheme has been put into jeopardy as a result of their inclusion; and does it 
not follow then the fund has to be replenished and if you as an employer feel 
you should not contribute to that replenishment, there is only one other 
source from which it can come.

Mr. Urquhart: That is right.
Mr. Mandziuk: Mr. Urquhart, you are speaking for the C.C.A. and not 

as a member of the advisory committee?
Mr. Urquhart: That is what I have attempted to do right throughout the 

whole day, because I have no authority to speak for the advisory committee.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : In that last particular respect you are 

speaking on behalf of the C.C.A. about the idea of additional revenue from the 
general fund to replenish the depletion caused by loggers and fishermen. I think 
that is fairly important and if I could just repeat a thought that I have in 
connection with that. I do not mean to pin you down on it, but you have a 
brief and as I stated before noon time, I think it has some very good thinking 
in it. I think there are one or two particular points about the bill which while 
they do not solve the problem for us naturally they have to be seriously 
considered. Then there are some general thoughts about the unemployment 
insurance situation for the future, and I feel at this time—when you are 
commenting on that—that it might be in order for you to suggest, without detail
ing your policy, just how this brief was lined up: does your executive approve 
of it, and the whole situation—because I think it is very important?

Mr. Urquhart: Not this specific brief, but the general outline of this was 
discussed at a meeting—a regional management meeting—of the C.C.A. attended 
by, I would say, approximately 90 members. We had this meeting about a 
month ago in Ottawa. Therefore, that would take a fairly good cross-section 
of the construction industry; that is, we had representatives from one coast 
to the other coast.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Did you know what the provisions of the bill were 
at that time?

Mr. Urquhart: We had some inkling of what was going to be tabled. The 
other point I would like to bring out is that the Canadian Construction Associa
tion is not trying to discriminate against any group of workers throughout 
Canada. The point that we feel—and it has been reiterated over the last 
10 years since the war—is that with the availability of these benefits our 
men are losing the incentive to go out and look for another job; they want 
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to sit back and take as much relief as possible. We have other figures here, 
if I may—

Mr. Peters: Just on this very point you have raised: this is still within 
the scope, as I understand it, of the old Insurance Act? That is what I am told.

Mr. Urquhart: Yes.
Mr. Peters: Without these amendments?
Mr. Urquhart: That is correct.
Mr. Peters: These amendments are—
Mr. Urquhart: We feel this will aggravate it.
Mr. Peters: I would like to know this very definitely. This affects the old 

part of the Act: in other words, the unemployment insurance fund was 
accomplishing something that you were not too happy about it accomplishing, 
as far as regular seasonal lay-offs are concerned with which the construction 
industry has always been plagued? And there is a second part—that the 
amendments are supposed to correct—and that is the fact that you are not 
getting people because of economic conditions, and you feel that part of it 
should be handled in another way; is that right? Is that, basically, what you 
are saying?

Mr. Urquhart: No, I do not think that what you have said is what I meant. 
I would say that the Canadian Construction Association has always been 
reasonably happy with the bill. The only thing that we feel is that with the 
various amendments that have been made to it, there are possibilities for 
people to find ways to obtain benefits, instead of going looking for work. That 
has been the feeling right along.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : In other words, you feel that these 
particular amendments are so much in the interests of the working people, 
to the extent that it would induce them to take advantage of this?

Mr. Urquhart: That is what we are afraid of.
Mr. Mandziuk: Is it not true that your trade is only seasonal, that there 

are seasonal lay-offs during the winter in construction—I think you have 
admitted that—and is it not a fact that it is more to the benefit of your industry 
to have these men ready, willing and available for you in the spring, when 
your work of construction is ready to start, rather than have them scattered 
all over the bush, going out milking cows on the farm and displacing somebody 
else? That is the other side of the picture?

Mr. Urquhart: That is correct.
Mr. Mandziuk: It guarantees you a supply of men in the spring, men who 

are trained and who are experts in their trade?
Mr. Urquhart: I have a slant on that, but I would prefer Mr. Brunet to 

answer that, because he has served for quite some time, since its organization, 
on the National Winter Unemployment Committee, and he has facts at his 
finger tips which I do not have. Would you answer that, Mr. Brunet?

Mr. Brunet: I have been acting in the capacity of chairman of the 
National Winter Unemployment Committee since its inception five years ago. 
The thing to—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You say you are chairman of the unemployment 
committee?

Mr. Brunet: Tfhe National Wintertime Construction Committee, which is 
a committee that has been sponsored by the Department of Labour, representing 
the construction industry, the chamber of commerce, and so forth.

To answer this gentleman: tradition maintained that construction was a 
seasonal industry, which we think is not right, sir; and we not only think it, 
we have been proving it in the last five years. Construction can go on in winter,
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the same as in summer. There has been a big improvement in the last five 
years. In my own company we had as much work in winter as we had in 
summer, right here in Ottawa. At the present time we have 160 people on 
the payroll this week. All winter I had over 100 on the payroll. What is done 
in summer can be done in winter.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Did you hear that, Mr. Peters? You made 
a speech in the house.

Mr. Brunet: It can be done in winter, gentlemen, and we have proven it. 
The only thing we want is the atmosphere to be created so that people will 
believe it. One of the big objections to winter construction from the public 
is that the cost is increased, but—

Mr. Mandziuk: So have your profits; is that not true?
Mr. Brunet: No, sir. To be able to do winter work at the same cost as 

summer, the contractor—in my case, and many of my colleagues—does not 
work with profit at all; we just cover our overheads for exactly what you see 
there, so that we keep our organization ready for a rush in the spring.

Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre) : Then what you are saying, with 
respect to seasonal benefits, is that you do not feel—if these benefits are going 
to be paid—that the companies, or the corporations, or the employees affected 
should contribute to it, but it should be spread all over the taxpayers?

Mr. Urquhart: The seasonal benefits do not apply only to construction 
workers.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): No; but in your brief you are 
saying in effect, that it should come out of another fund and be levied on all 
the taxpayers in the country, instead of the employer and employee?

Mr. Urquhart: In construction, in the mining industry, offices, or anything
else.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is, the employers and employees generally?
Mr. MacInnis: Why do you feel that people who derive no benefit whatso

ever from an insurance fund should participate in the payment? Why should 
the taxpayers be involved in something they cannot, in any shape or form, take 
advantage of or get advantage from?

Mr. Urquhart: You have to have, I grant you, a certain—I have some
thing here, if you will give me a moment to find it.

Mr. Caron: Referring to paragraph No. 7, is it not due to the fact that 
the decrease in the fund has been caused, not by seasonal employment, but 
by the general recession, where a lot of people were out of work, not in your 
industry, but in some other industry. Being a general recession, you do not 
feel that only the industries and employees should be made responsible for that; 
is that not the main reason for that?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): No; this suggestion was made 
a couple of years ago.

Mr. Caron: When we had no recession the fund was kept up to date 
by the contributions, but with the recession there were a lot of people not 
paying contributions and they were getting benefits, so the fund has de
creased on account of the recession. The employers and employees cannot be 
the only ones responsible for the recession. The recession was general, not 
only for one class of people in society.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : It is only in bad times.
Mr. Caron: If it was only in bad times it would not be that low.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Surely if the situation gets worse 

the insurance fund does too. If you insure the labour force of the country, if 
the risk of unemployment becomes higher the premiums also become higher.
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If you are insuring a house for fire the premiums would go up if the risk of 
fire became greater. If the conception of the fund was right in the first instance, 
and the labour force was to be insured under a proper scheme, and if the risk 
of unemployment has become greater, then surely it is only right the appropriate 
contributions should be increased on the same basis?

Mr. Urquhart: This is the wording we had written down for something
else:

It is well known that a large proportion of the insured population 
are regularly employed and rarely, if ever, benefit from the scheme, at 
least by way of payments. This is not as equitable as it might seem at 
first, because the whole economy cannot be split down into separate 
divisions. It is in fact interwoven, and stable employment and occupa
tion are not independent of other employment and occupations that are 
less favoured. However, this argument can be carried only to a 
reasonable extent.

That is the feeling of the insurance scheme.
Mr. MacInnis: In this category, they are regularly employed; at no time do 

they derive any benefits from the fund. However, the fact remains that these 
people are much happier to be in that category, and they are quite willing 
to pay, in the event that some time or other they will be steadily unemployed. 
The taxpayers bear the brunt. In that event, the employee’s payment into the 
unemployment insurance fund would be reduced, would it not? The employer’s 
payment into it would be eliminated?

Mr. Urquhart: On the insurance fund that is the opinion that the C.C.A. 
was operating under, until recently—well, until this recession came. We are 
not objecting to what was done, but with the new bill coming forward you are 
not only increasing the premiums, but you are also increasing the benefits.

As Mr. Browne said earlier, it is only natural when the risk goes up you 
increase the premiums. I wanted to answer him, but did not have an oppor
tunity earlier. The insurance company insuring your car, or your life, or your 
house, will not give you a greater payment because the premium goes up, be
cause there is no advantage that way.

Mr. MacInnis: I, as a taxpayer, do not pay car insurance, because I do 
not own a car.

Mr. Urquhart: You pay fire insurance on your house?
Mr. MacInnis: Yes. A lot of people who own a house do not pay fire 

insurance, and you cannot put the burden on the taxpayer, but only on 
the people deriving the benefits from it.

Mr. Urquhart: You are asking these people who are paying these 
premiums, and have been paying them since the fund’s inception in the war 
years—you are asking them to pay for people who have never been insured 
before. I am still using the same term; that is, loggers and fishermen.

Mr. MacInnis: They are, in turn, getting protection, and are quite willing 
to continue the job. If you go to an industry where people have been in 
employment since the inception of the fund and ask them if they want to dis
continue payment they will say, “I have payed in so long; I am going to con
tinue to pay,” and they will continue to pay.

Mr. Urquhart: There is not one who will object.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What you are saying, if I understand your 

answer to Mr. MacInnis, is this: you are saying that for a long time workers 
and employers in this country have been paying into the fund. They have 
built up a large fund out of their contributions—80 per cent represented by 
workers and 20 per cent, or one-third, by the state. You are saying now that 
because of the recession, with consequential heavy unemployment—
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Mr. MacInnis: That is not what he said at all.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let him answer. I am putting my question.
Mr. Caron: He is putting a question.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This is a question in the form of a statement, 

and he can say whether I am right or not.
Mr. Spencer: Rather a leading question, though.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are saying the employers and employees, 

over a long term, have built up the fund; and now we have abnormal employ
ment. Instead of the people at large bearing the partial cost of the mainte
nance of those who have not contributed you are complaining, I take it, it is 
being saddled on the two main contributors?

Mr. Spencer: Let us have him answer that. I am not likely to agree with 
his answers.

The Chairman: Before you get into this, I must say I have allowed you a 
lot of latitude on this. In the first place the submission of the brief has been 
presented to you in writing, and in the ordinary course they are asked ques
tions about what is pertinent to this brief. I have permitted you to enter into 
cross-questioning, which I should not have done; but I wanted to see how 
far it would go. If you do not accept the statement, ask another question, with 
the weight to be attached to it. But to let this go on, in and out, the way it is 
going on now, for the rest of the submissions, we will be discussing all these 
points that are coming in here, which we are not here for. We are here to 
discuss the bill.

Introducing the matter of debate between the people who are submitting 
the brief for our benefit, it is done on a point of information. It is not to build 
up an argument as to who is right or who is wrong; because the people who 
are coming will put their submissions in, which will probably counteract that 
point, and we will have a difference of opinion among them. If we continue 
the way we are, we will be here till the millenium.

Mr. MacInnis: In that case this brief should not have been read.
The Chairman: I grant you that—I do not grant that it should not be 

read, but that each item should be decided. You may differ in your opinion 
with what Mr. Urquhart, or Mr. Ross, or Mr. Brunet has submitted. That is 
your privilege; but there should not be any argument with the reading of 
the brief by anyone, to lead up to supporting any contention they have. We are 
discussing this bill; that is our purpose for being here.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : May I say a word?
The Chairman: No, I am not through. I have come to this point now. I 

think we have all the information we can obtain from the construction associa
tion, and if there is going to be any further discussion as to the merits of the 
bill or the payment of premiums and benefits that is going to be derived from 
it, I think we are entitled to have the experts from the department to give 
information that will be helpful to us, and which will be authoritative for us, 
and to tell us about how this stands up.

This arguing with the submitters of the brief has reached the point now 
where it is going to hamper the work of this committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would like to say a word—
The Chairman: Just a minute. Before we go any further we are going to 

submit the first part of the bill, to keep the thing in order. Then I can hold—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman—
The Chairman: Just a minute, I will finish this.
Mr. Spencer: When Mr. Martin is through I would like to say something,

too.
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The Chairman: This is Bill C-43, an act to amend the Unemployment 
Insurance Act.

Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate and 
House of Commons of Canada, e/nacts as follows:

We will leave that stand and go on; we have you on the bill at the present 
time, and then I can see whether you are in order or not.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, now may we come back to this. 
We want to help the chair, and I think the observations you have made, on 
the whole, are apt. I will not pursue the question I had put. But I would like 
to ask Mr. Urquhart, with regard to No. 6, if he could tell us—he says there:

The proposed increase in contributions may not be sufficient to 
put the scheme in financial balance in view of the fact that the govern
ment also wishes to increase the schedule of benefits and lengthen the 
benefit period.

Do I understand that when that statement was made you did not have in - 
mind the present bill, because you told Mr. MacLean that you had in mind 
then the suggestion of Mr. Humphrys of the 20 per cent increase. That did not 
take into account the schedule of benefits and length of the period that has 
been proposed in the bill. Am I right in that, or am I wrong?

Mr. Spencer: I think you are wrong.
The Chairman: There will be no cross-fire. The gentleman will answer 

the question and what he says will be accepted; and there will be no counter
debate on it.

Mr. Urquhart: May I just reiterate:
The proposed increase in contributions may not be sufficient to put 

the scheme in financial balance.
I reported that to the Canadian Construction Association when our staff 

told us that the proposed bill was going to suggest further benefits because, 
in my feeling, that I was taken away from, the feeling of the advisory com
mittee was that we could only balance the scheme by increasing the contribu
tions and no corresponding increase in the benefits.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Then is it right to say at the time 
that was written you did not know what the increased contributions were 
going to be?

Mr. Urquhart: There was a piece in the local paper stating it was proposed 
to increase the benefit period from 36 to 52 weeks.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): You did not know what the in
creased contributions were going to be?

Mr. Urquhart: We had heard the publicity. It was in the local press.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : However, there was no assurance. 

You had no actual information, when the statement was made—no idea what 
the increased contributions were going to be, from any authoritative source?

The Chairman: Order.
Mr. Spencer: Let us have an answer to that.
The Chairman: We are getting away from the point. He has made a state

ment and he can either say yes or no.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I asked him if he had any information 

from an authoritative source as to what the increase in the contributions were 
going to be when the statement was made.

Mr. Urquhart: I have answered this a good many times. Perhaps Mr. Brunet 
might answer it.
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Mr. Brunet: That brief was prepared last evening through an invitation 
which we received on Friday at our headquarters here in Ottawa to present 
a brief to this meeting. The brief was prepared by notes and minutes of the 
discussion which we had at the general management meeting two weeks ago 
here in Ottawa where, as far as I can remember, we had practically all the 
facts which came out in this bill. More so, before that I sat as a member of 
the national employment committee. I was at a meeting in Vancouver two weeks 
ago and those same points came up there. The way you see it in your hands 
right now, Mr. Chairman, is the way it was prepared last evening at our C.C.A. 
building.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Then what caused you to put that 
in at that time? What information did you have before you to make that decision?

Mr. Brunet: Last evening we had the information which appeared in the 
newspapers and in the debates of the House of Commons.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): How did you know what the in
creased contributions were going to bring to the fund in order to make a state
ment of that kind?

Mr. Urquhart: May Mr. Ross answer that?
Mr. Ross: It is my distinct recollection that when we had this management 

meeting about a fortnight ago the remarks made in the unemployment insurance 
report were definitely predicated on the suggestion the benefit period would be 
increased to 52 weeks and the benefits paid would be increased as the bill now 
suggests. It is my definite recollection that we had that information offered to 
us as what was likely to be in the bill. Our thoughts were predicated on that.

Mr. Martin {Essex East) : Then you say that having had all this knowledge 
which is now contained in the bill you say the present proposed increased 
contributions may not be sufficient to put the scheme in financial balance.

Mr. Ross: Correct.
Mr. MacLean {Winnipeg North Centre) : You cannot give us any figures 

on that?
Mr. Ross: Only an actuary could give you that.
The Chairman: I think we have reached the point where no one can give 

us the information. This is the time we ought to hear from Mr. McGregor.
Mr. Martin {Essex East) : Before we do, I have some more questions. At 

the bottom of paragraph 7 you say the new proposals will have an inflationary 
effect. Would you care to comment on that statement in greater detail?

The Chairman: This is just a comment and we can either accept or not 
accept it. It is immaterial to us what he thinks about this.

Mr. Martin {Essex East): I think it is.
The Chairman: No, it is not.
Mr. Caron: The chairman does not have the right to decide this. It is a 

right of the House of Commons. The chairman is only the chairman.
The Chairman: He is going to be the chairman, and don’t you think he is 

not.
Mr. Caron: I think I will have to protest to the house. Do not try to bully 

us. We will not accept that.
The Chairman: Who won’t accept it?
Mr. Caron: I won’t. You have been bullying for the last ten minutes and I 

do not like it.
The Chairman: I wish to let you know that I am going to run this 

Tneeting.
Mr. Mitchell: This is a submission by the Canadian Construction Associa

tion. What was the reason for calling them in the first place if we are not
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going to be allowed to hear them. You are curtailing any discussion on the 
submissions which they have made. Why can we not make a comment on it?

The Chairman: We have been on it all day.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Since ten o’clock this morning.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am sure we are all fatigued at the end of 

the day and that is the reason for these expressions of feeling.
The Chairman: Let me make this clear. I made a ruling and I wish it 

distinctly understood that when I made a ruling it will stick. There will be 
no argument at the time as to whether it is right or wrong.

Mr. Caron: It is up to the committee to decide.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I now move I be allowed to get from Mr. 

Urquhart his comment on my question based on paragraph 7. I propose that 
if you insist we do it by a motion that we so do. However, I wish Mr. Urquhart 
be allowed to make a comment.

The Chairman: What is the question?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I asked Mr. Urquhart to give us a further 

comment on his statement in paragraph 7 that these new proposals will have 
an inflationary effect.

The Chairman: But he cannot give you any figures on it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let the witness tell us.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I do not think there is any 

harm if Mr. Martin wants this.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I would like to have Mr. Urquhart’s viewpoint.
The Chairman: Are we going to have this discussion all over again?
Mr. MacInnis : I think the meeting would go along faster if he were allowed 

to make this statement.
The Chairman: The point is that if this statement is allowed to go in then 

you will be able to go on with others.
Mr. MacInnis: That is what I inferred earlier, that statements in this 

brief should either be accepted or not. The whole thing could have been 
ruled invalid this morning. Since it was allowed to go on I think it should 
be discussed.

Mr. Urquhart: I would ask that Mr. Brunet be allowed to answer it for
me.

Mr. Brunet: I have just proven from my own actual figures that with 
the recent rate of unemployment insurance a $15,000 house would be increased 
by $49.40-odd. We are more afraid of our dealings with labour all over the 
country. Every builder who is affiliated with our association knows that labour 
will take any excuse to ask for an increase in wages. Their interest is not 
so much what we pay them on the payrolls, but rather the amount of money 
they take home. If we have to take from them an increased amount of 60 
cents, 30 cents, or whatever it actually is a week, it will be an argument for 
them, when they will be fighting most of the builders asking for an increase 
in salary, that they have to contribute more to the unemployment insurance.

Mr. Spencer: You say that is inflationary?
Mr. Brunet: Everything that tends to increase the cost of commodities 

or wages I feel is inflationary.
Mr. Spencer: Then you feel every time there is an increased wage paid 

to tradesmen, that is inflationary?
Mr. Brunet: Not exactly.
Mr. Spencer: Then what is the difference?
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Mr. Brunet: The difference, sir, is that we are in a vicious circle. Every 
time wages are increased, the product is increased, and every time the product 
is increased, the wages are increased again. So I think, saying it in common 
language, not in legal language, that that is inflation.

Mr. Spencer: Every time there is an increase it is inflationary, in your 
opinion?

Mr. Brunet: So much so that I will answer you with the official figures, 
which show that last year the over-all picture in construction increased five 
per cent, and the wage picture increased 16 per cent against materials, four 
per cent; which gives an all over average of five per cent—I mean to say five 
points.

Mr. MacInnis: Are you trying to tell the committee that the Canadian 
Construction Association is so weak at the bargaining table that they can 
present an argument that the employee’s contribution to the unemployment 
insurance fund is increased by 36, whereas the company itself may be paying 
500 times that amount? Are you going to permit that as a wage increase?

Mr. Urquhart: The Canadian Construction Association do not bargain 
with any man whatsoever.

Mr. MacInnis: No, the company that is doing business at the bargaining 
table with labour would term such an argument to get an increase in their 
hourly rate, or whatever the rate may be, as just a silly argument.

Mr. Urquhart: I am a past president of the Montreal Builders Exchange, 
one of the larger exchanges in the country. I have been on the labour negotia
tions committee for many years. I have sat down with labour year after year, 
and every time the cost of living index moves up half a point, we get a 
demand from them for more money.

Mr. MacInnis: Certainly.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Chairman, we are not here 

to argue management problems.
The Chairman: I knew you would get into that argument but you insisted 

on getting at the angle of inflation. I think we are entitled to hear from the 
departmental officials themselves. I think we have had sufficient questions 
asked on your submission today, and I do not think there is any point to be 
gained by exploring it further, because it has been pretty thoroughly covered 
already. I thank you very much.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : We appreciate very much that the Cana
dian Construction Association has come here, and if there was a little bit of 
excitement it was only because we are just as interested as you are in the bill. 
It certainly has been very informative on everybody’s part to have your 
representations, and I think there is a great deal of credit coming to you for 
expressing yourself in the way you have.

Mr. Urquhart: We wish on behalf of the Canadian Construction Associa
tion to thank you people for giving us such an opportunity to explore the facets 
°f the thing; and while I agree that we may not all agree on it, we feel we 
have been able to give you some food for thought when you come to discuss 
this bill. I want you to carry away with you the idea that the construction 
association has been, since its inception, trying to improve the workers’ condi
tions, as well as the buyers’ side right throughout.

The association itself is a non-profit association. Its members are not paid. 
They came at their own expense to all these meetings, and we are not only 
trying to improve the industry but also to make it possible for people to buy 
°ur products.

The Chairman: You do not have to go unless you wish, but we would like 
Mr. McGregor to come on now. He will probably be able to explain some of
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the actuarial questions which you wanted answered, when you were asking 
questions.

Will you please come to the head table, Mr. McGregor?
Are there any questions pertaining to the actuarial side of the matter? 

This is Mr. J. McGregor, director of unemployment insurance. He has to do 
with the figures and the compiling, I think, of the actuarial lists.

Mr. J. McGregor (Director, Unemployment Insurance): Our actuary, Mr. 
Humphrys, is also here, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): What really concerns me, and 
as mentioned in this brief, is the fact of the 30 per cent, of course. In the 
administration of the unemployment insurance fund I think it would be agree
able, or the best thing, if your disbursements throughout the year were equal 
to, or greater than what you took in every year. I would like to know whether 
or not this 30 per cent increase will in fact do just that?

Mr. McGregor: That is exactly what the 30 per cent is intended to do. It 
will make the revenue at least equal to out-go from the fund.

Perhaps I might read a statement which the minister read in the house 
the other day. It might clarify the issue, if I may.

In his annual report to the unemployment insurance advisory com
mittee last July, the actuary estimated that the annual contribution 
revenue would amount to $240 million and the annual benefit payments 
to $313 million. These estimates were based on the experience of the 
previous five years; took no account of interest earnings and made no 
provision for changes in the Unemployment Insurance Act as then 
existing.

When requested to report on the effects of the proposed changes, the 
actuary estimated—that increases in revenue would result as follows:

(a) Addition of two new classes (7 per cent) $16,800,000
(b) Raising of ceiling (f per cent) $2,000,000

Total increase in revenue $19,000,000 and, by the same token, estimated 
increases in benefit payments as follows:

(c) Addition of two new classes (3 per cent) $9,400,000
(c) Increase in duration from 36 to 52 weeks (3£ per cent)

$11,000,000
(e) Increase in allowable earnings (1 per cent) $3,100,000 

Total increase in benefit payments $24,000,000
The total increase in benefit payments therefore would be $24 million.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is for this group to be admitted to the 

scheme, or for those now covered by the scheme?
Mr. McGregor: The first item would be for the two new classes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The benefits you have totalled at $24 million 

will apply to groups not now in the scheme?
Mr. McGregor: Not necessarily so, no. Some of these already in the 

scheme will benefit.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The two new classes: they are in the scheme 

now?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, they would be in the highest earnings now.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : They are now covered by the Unemployment 

Insurance Act?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, they are. The highest amount of benefit payment 

at the present time is $30, and by adding the two new classes at the top 
end, some of those in the highest class would move into a new class.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What percentage of workers does that cover?
Mr. McGregor: About 18 per cent, but I am not sure of that figure. There 

was 40.7 per cent in the top class, as it stands now. They are broken down 
into three groups of 12.8 per cent, 8.9 per cent and 19 per cent under the 
proposal.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would you explain that to me; I do quite 
understand it.

Mr. McGregor: At the present time the number of contributors who 
would fall into benefit in the top class is 40.7 per cent; 12.8 per cent will 
remain at $30; 8.9 per cent at $33—I am taking the highest dependency rate; 
and 19 per cent at $36.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Have you estimated there the total cost to the 
workers and employers of the additional rates of contribution?

Mr. McGregor: Well, this is the total cost that I have just outlined now.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, the total cost of contributions.
Mr. Mandziuk: This is the only increase.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Those are the benefits.
Mr. McGregor: We figure on a five-year average basis this would be 

$41 million each for the employer and employee groups.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : $41 million each, a total of $82 million.
Mr. McGregor : Yes.
Mr. Peters: $78 million was the figure he gave before.
Mr. McGregor: We took that on a rough basis at that time and this is 

a more refined figure. If you would permit me, I would like to finish my 
statement at this time.

“After providing for the amendments, the adjusted figures are therefore 
as follows:

Estimated annual contribution revenue $259 million 
Estimated annual benefit payments $337 million 
Shortfall $78 million.

A 30 per cent increase on $259 million will produce exactly $78 million.
Mr. Spencer: Those are the same figures the Minister of Labour gave 

the other night.
Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. MacLean (Winipeg North Centre): So actually what this will do is 

balance your sheet for the year?
Mr. McGregor: Taking no account of interest.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What do you have to say about the statement 

made in the brief, that the proposed increase in contributions may not be 
sufficient to put the scheme in financial balance in view of the fact that the 
government also wishes to increase the schedule of benefits and lenghten the 
benefit period.

Mr. McGregor: According to the actuary—and he is sitting beside me— 
it is his estimate that on a five-year period the income should equal the outgo 
on this basis.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): What were the total seasonal payments for 
1958-59?

Mr. McGregor: This is subject to adjustment, because the books were 
not closed when we took those figures; but they are $116,484,888.55.

Mr. Spencer: Could I have that figure again.
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Mr. McGregor: $116,484,888.55.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And what was the figure for 1957-58?
Mr. McGregor: $57,168,521.02.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And what were the total benefits paid in 

1958-59?
Mr. McGregor: $478,672,873.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And for 1957-58?
Mr. McGregor: $385,076,330.50.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And the balance now in the fund is $496 million.
Mr. McGregor: $496,251,386.48. That figure is subject to adjustment; and 

today treasury tells me there is another $4 million coming in.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): If we have a comparable level of unemployment 

in 1959-60 as we have had in 1958-59 there would be practically just enough 
to take care of the benefits.

Mr. McGregor: Well, $478 million against $496 million. Of course, you 
have revenue coming in during the year.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): What will that revenue be?
Mr. McGregor: Well, last year the total revenue, including interest, was 

$230,724,000.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : And to you have the figures on the fisher

men and the loggers? As mentioned, it was felt that was important in the extra 
depletion of the fund.

Mr. McGregor: The loss of benefit paid out to fishermen—that is the outgo 
exceeded the revenue—since the scheme started on April 1, 1957—by 
$13,878,000.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is just for fishermen.
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : And for loggers?
Mr. McGregor: I am sorry, we do not keep them separate; and that is 

since April 1, 1957.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And for loggers?
Mr. McGregor: I am sorry but we have not that figure separate. We do 

not separate that figure.
Mr. Caron: The loggers are included with the fishermen?
Mr. McGregor: No, that figure is for fishermen alone.
Mr. Caron: The loggers are included with the balance?
Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): There are no increases of benefits other than 

those you have stated?
Mr. McGregor: Not in actual benefits to be paid; the only increase is in 

allowable earnings.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Allowable earnings—$3 million.
Mr. McGregor: That is the estimated cost of it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And that is the only benefit to those now insured?
Mr. McGregor: No, there is an increase from 36 to 52 weeks.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That comes to what figure?
Mr. McGregor: $11 million.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : So that the benefits for those now insured are 

roughly $14 million?
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Mr. McGregor: Yes. Plus some in the new classes. I tried to explain this. 
In the present top class some will move up into the thirty-three and thirty- 
six brackets, respectively and they will reap the benefit.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You have not broken these figures down?
Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would it be 10 per cent?
Mr. Spencer: Would it not be a guess?
Mr. McGregor: $9,400,000 is for the whole thing, including those coming 

in; but what portion of that is represented in the fund, I would not be sure.
Mr. Caron: These figures are only estimates?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, estimates.
Mr. Peters: On what economic condition did you base this $11 million? 

I realize it is strictly a very broad estimate.
Mr. McGregor: Perhaps the actuary could answer that.
Mr. Humphrys: These calculations were based upon the economic conditions 

in the five-year period ending March 31, 1958.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): According to the report of the advisory com

mittee of July, 1958, it points out that at one point you had recommended a 
lower rate of increase—20 per cent.

Mr. Humphrys: Yes, I mentioned a figure of 20 per cent in that report.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would you explain that comment to us?
Mr. Humphrys: That figure was based upon the assumption of adding 

two new classes and raising the ceiling for coverage, and no other change.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No other change.
Mr. Humphrys: And it did rely, to some extent, on interest revenue from 

the fund to make ends meet in an average year.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes.
Mr. Humphrys: So that the 20 per cent by itself, even under those assump

tions, would not have been enough to raise the contributions to the expected 
average annual benefit payments.

Mr. Peters: In working the actuarial figures for maintenance of this fund, 
what is the considered level of the fund? What is the safe actuarial level 
for money in the fund? In other words, should it be $800 million, or $500 
million which would make a difference; because you have taken into considera
tion such things as interest on the fund?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes. I have a general statement here that I think would 
be helpful to the committee, Mr. Chairman, to illustrate, perhaps, to some 
extent the surrounding conditions when one attempts to make accurate calcula
tions in these matters. It also touches upon this question of how big the 
fund should be. If it is your wish, I will read this statement.

Mr. Peters: Very well.
Mr. Spencer: I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that he be allowed to give that.
Mr. Humphrys: I should like to make clear at the outset that one cannot 

iook for fine accuracy in calculations relating to unemployment insurance. 
There is no known way of predicting accurately what the economic climate 
will be from year to year or how the claim load under unemployment insurance 
will react. It must be recognized, then, that the financial structure of any 
scheme of unemployment insurance can only be kept in order by frequent 
reviews and possible adjustments to alter the level of income or outgo. In 
the final analysis, the only certainty about the matter is the actual experience, 
and the most intelligent way to plan for the future is to work from the
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results of recent experience, making whatever adjustments seem to be neces
sary to allow for known factors that will create any new circumstances in 
the future.

The history of the plan in Canada stretches over a period that, until the 
last few years, showed very low unemployment. As a consequence, the income 
exceeded the outgo each year, and the fund grew; in fact, it grew to the point 
that some began to worry about its size. By reason of the favourable experi
ence, many adjustments were made over the years, nearly all in the direction 
of increasing the outgo. These decreased the excess of income over outgo 
and, of course, slowed up the growth of the fund. They had the effect, how
ever, of placing permanent commitments on the fund that would have to be 
met every year and not only in years where there happened to be a large 
excess of income over outgo. There was a steady trend over the years that 
raised the general level of outgo in relation to the income to the point that, 
even in very good years, the contributions from employees, employers and the 
government were insufficient to meet the benefit load, and only the interest 
earned on the fund enabled a deficit on the year’s operations to be avoided.

When the Act was extensively revised in 1955, the relative level of 
contributions and benefits was such that the benefits would exceed the contribu
tions in an average year, based on the five-year experience up to March 31, 
1954. The existence of a large fund, however, produced substantial interest 
revenue and as a consequence it seemed likely that the fund could make ends 
meet each year if experience remained at about the average for the five years 
ended March 31, 1954. These were, of course, very good years, employment- 
wise. Whether the future would be worse, no one could say, but it hardly 
seemed possible that unemployment would go much lower than it was in that 
period.

In my report on the bill to amend the Act in 1955 I made the following 
statement concerning the contributions:

It appears from these figures that the contributions will not in 
themselves be sufficient to support the benefits. However, so long as 
a large fund exists, the revenue will be considerably bolstered by 
interest earned on the fund. The estimated cost of benefits is based 
upon a level of claims that corresponds in general to the average of 
the last five years ended March 31, 1954. If the future should produce 
much higher claim costs than were shown in this period of five years, 
then it may well be that the proposed rates of contribution will not 
be sufficient. However, the size of the existing fund should provide 
sufficient safeguard to allow enough time to make necessary adjustments.

In actual experience, the year 1956-57, the first full year of operation 
for the revised scheme, showed low unemployment—not as low as 1950-51, 
1951-52 and 1952-53, but lower than any subsequent year. In that year con
tributions amounted to $226 million and the benefits to $231 million. In 1956-57 
the average proportion of the insured population on benefit was 6 per cent 
and the average proportion of the civilian labour force without jobs and 
seeking work was 3.2 per cent. For the five years ended March 31, 1954, 
the average proportion of the civilian labour force without jobs and seeking 
work was 2.5 per cent, and for the five years ended March 31, 1958, it was 
4 per cent.

In the years following the revision in 1955, not only did unemployment 
reach and stay at higher levels than in the five-year period ended March 31, 
1954; but, in addition, a number of further amendments were made that 
increased the benefit load on the fund. The eligibility tests were eased, the 
formula for calculating the duration of seasonal benefits was changed to give 
more benefit for a given number of contributions than formerly, the period
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during which seasonal benefits could be drawn was lengthened, coverage was 
extended to include fishermen. These changes increased the benefit costs to 
the point that had they been in effect in a year as good as 1956-57, there 
would have been little, if any, growth in the fund.

Judging from the last five or even more years, it does not seem that 
one can confidently look for unemployment as low as in the year 1950-52; 
it seems, rather, that a plan should be made to try to balance income and 
outgo on the basis of unemployment as it existed in the last few years. The 
actuarial calculations referred to in the material supplied by the Unemploy
ment Insurance Commission—this is a document that I believe the commission 
plans to distribute to the members—were based on the five-year period 
ended March 31, 1958.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What is that document you referred to a 
moment ago?

Mr. McGregor: That is one we propose to circulate and distribute to 
the members of this committee—financial statements.

The Chairman: Have you enough copies there?
Mr. Caron: May we also have the statement given to the members of 

the committee that the witness is reading now?
The Chairman: It will be on the record.
Mr. Humphrys: I have only two copies.
Mr. Caron: Not now, but at the next sitting of the committee?
The Chairman: It will be on the report.
Mr. Caron: Oh, it will be on the report.
Mr. Spencer: We will not get that for many days, though.
The Chairman: We can try to get it faster.
Mr. Bell (St. John-Albert): How many years back are you calculating 

your new thoughts with regard to the fund?
Mr. Humphrys: It is on the five-year period ended March 31, 1958. The 

actuarial calculations, referred to in the material supplied by the Unemploy
ment Insurance Commission, were based on the five-year period ended March 
31, 1958. The year 1958-59 showed unemployment and claims 50 per cent 
higher than the average for that five-year period. Unless future years show 
a substantial improvement over 1957-58 and 1958-59, contributions based 
on the experience of the five years ended March 31, 1958, will not prove 
to be sufficient to maintain the fund.

The matter is made more complex by the fact that the benefit load on 
the fund depends not only on the extent of the unemployment but also on 
its character. By reason of the effect of the eligibility rules and the benefit 
formula, the benefit load does not vary in direct proportion to the level of 
unemployment though, of course, there is a strong correlation.

A question that sometimes arises in connection with the financial structure 
concerns the size of the fund. How large should the reserve fund be? At 
the end of the fiscal year 1958-59 the balance in the fund was $496 million 
and this, in itself, is a very large amount of money. However, to form some 
judgment of its meaning in relation to the scheme of unemployment insurance 
it must be related to obligations or potential obligations resting upon the fund.

The benefit payments for 1958-59 amounted to $479 million, in 1957-58 
to $385 million and on the basis of the unemployment experience of the five 
years ended March 31, 1958, one might expect an average benefit load of 
$337 million per year, assuming no change in the insured population and 
the enactment of the proposed amendments adding new classes, raising the 
Wage ceiling for coverage, raising the allowable earnings and increasing the



48 STANDING COMMITTEE

maximum duration of benefits. Thus the reserve fund is less than the benefit 
payment of two average years and is less than the benefit payment would 
probably have been in 1958-59 had the proposed amendments been in effect.

Looking at the reserve in terms of the amount per insured person, it is 
found that the reserve at the end of February was $131 per person as compared 
with a high point of $286 per person in October 1953. The trend has been 
steadily downwards since the fiscal year 1953-54 in the sense that the amount 
of the fund at the end of any month subsequent to that year was less than 
at the end of the corresponding month of the previous year.

The average weekly benefit payment is now about $22 per week. A re
serve of $131 then represents about six weeks of benefit. At its high point, 
the fund represented a reserve of about fifteen weeks of benefit per person.

It can be expected that the natural growth of the population will in
crease the number in insured employment and thus the reserve per person 
will fall even if the fund remains level. Also if the average rate of benefit 
increases by reason of rises in the general level of salaries and wages, the 
value of the reserve in terms of weeks of benefit per person tends to fall. 
Thus there can be a weakening of the reserve strength even without a de
crease in the fund balance.

There is always a considerable lag between the time when events point 
to the need of some financial adjustment and the time that any such adjust
ment is actually brought into effect. First there is action by the advisory 
committee, then legislative action, then administrative action. The annual 
report of the advisory committee to the governor in council is made in July, 
and it is not likely that any changes in contribution stemming from that re
port could be brought into effect until a year or more had elapsed—indeed 
it is highly desirable that adequate time be available for all concerned to 
consider a matter of such importance. The existence of a strong reserve fund 
provides this essential time element, free from the pressure of urgency that 
would exist were the fund exhausted. It also provides time to wait and 
observe experience so that reasonable certainty can be attained concerning 
underlying trends, thus keeping to a minimum the number of contribution 
changes.

There is no fixed rule in actuarial or other theory to guide one con
cerning an appropriate reserve. It remains a matter of judgment to determine 
when the fund is dangerously low, when it is unduly large or when it seems 
to be reasonably adequate.

At the present time the facts indicate a heavy recent drain on the fund; 
the prospect of some further drain even if conditions improve as compared 
with the last two years; a level of benefit and contributions that would pro
vide no replenishment of the fund even in a year as good as 1956-57; a steady 
growth in the insured population and so in the absolute amount of benefit 
paid out for any level of unemployment; a substantial decline in the interest 
revenue by reason of the drop in the amount of the fund; and the possibility 
of investment losses on liquidation of securities so long as the market values 
remain at existing levels. All of these considerations point to the need for 
some increase in the revenue if a serious emergency is to be avoided.

The adjustment proposed seems to be the minimum necessary to provide 
revenue to meet the expected benefit load on the basis of the experience of 
the five years ended March 31, 1958, and assuming that the other proposed 
amendments are adopted. Such an adjustment should restore relative stability 
to the fund in the absence of permanently higher levels of unemployment 
than we have experienced in recent years and of any further amendments 
likely to increase the benefit load.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, may I ask what is the order? 
Has the steering committee worked out a program for us?
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The Chairman: Just at the present moment we have two for Thursday. 
There is the Chamber of Commerce and the Canadian Manufacturers Associa
tion; and the Canadian Labour Congress has asked for Friday to appear, so 
it will have to be Friday morning.

It is just a question now as to whether the steering committee should not 
go over these names to see if it is necessary to bring them all here, to see that 
some of them do not go over ground covered by different ones. In other words, 
it may be they will not have anything to contribute, other than what is covered 
by the ones preceding them. I think the steering committee should discuss that 
matter, how many they think they should have before them.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If any group wishes to appear, for instance, 
the Canadian Chamber of Commerce and the Catholic syndicates, they might 
cover a lot of the same ground, but they are two different organizations.

The Chairman: We have the United Mine Workers and the International 
Railway Brotherhoods, National Legislative Committee.

It is a question of the opinion of the steering committee, whether they 
think they would not be covering the same ground, or whether you would like 
to hear them all.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : The organization cannot tell you.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think if they want to come they should be 

allowed to come.
The Chairman: But if they are going to present the same material as has 

already been presented to us, it would not make sense.
If you had some means of determining what the brief would be you could 

judge if they would be going over the same ground.
To my way of thinking it would be wasting our time to hear the same 

argument over again, or the same submission over again.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think we have to be careful about that. You 

must not forget these labour organizations are heavy contributors to the fund, 
and while the Canadian Labour Congress might speak of the principle, there 
might be details some of them would cover in the light of their own special 
experience. I, for one, think that it would be rather dangerous to exclude any 
body which wants to come before this committee.

The Chairman: I am not on the point of excluding them. That is what the 
committee is for. If we are sure they will all come up with different briefs and 
have different points of view then it would be in order. However, I do not see 
how they can get very many points of view which they can present. It is not 
a question of stopping them but rather it is a question of our sifting them out.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Is it possible that later on if we 
require additional information we will have Mr. McGregor back?

The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): We have had a good day, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could we have the minutes of the special meeting 

of the advisory committee which was held on August 26 last?
The Chairman: What is that?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The minutes of the meeting of the advisory 

committee of the Unemployment Insurance Commission which met on 
August 26, 1958.

The Chairman: I think it would be better—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am asking for that. If you think I am not 

entitled to it, then say so. You will recall in the house the other night the 
romister tabled the minutes of some other meetings of the advisory committee, 
but there were no minutes tabled of the meeting of August 26.
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The Chairman: That was not germane to the amendments brought in. 
Mr. Speaker ruled it out.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It was tabled.
The Chairman: Yes; but we are only discussing the amendments to the 

act. You are trying in this committee to get over a point which you could 
not in the house. The speaker over-ruled you.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Speaker ruled me out on one point, but 
that was on the estimates of the Department of Labour. I am asking if you 
will have produced for this committee the minutes of the unemployment 
insurance advisory committee special meeting held on August 26, 1958. The 
Minister of Labour tabled certain reports of the advisory committee, and 
attached to at least one of those was the minutes of some of the meetings. 
I am now asking for the minutes of the meeting of August 26, 1958.

The Chairman: You say they were tabled?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : They were tabled in the house.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I do not think the committee 

can tell the minister to do this.
The Chairman: We will refer it to the steering committee to see what 

they say about it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Just a minute, now. That is a request made by 

a member of the committee. The steering committee may look at it, but it is 
a question which I think will have to be dealt with by the committee.

The Chairman: I will look into it; but personally, on the face of it, I would 
rule it out of order.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Why?
The Chairman: Because it is not pertinent to what we are discussing here.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): It certainly is pertinent, because if you look 

at the report of this advisory committee of August 26 you will see it deals 
with the state of the fund. It will be very important information for us to 
have in order to ascertain whether or not the committee at that time was in 
a position to judge as to the state of the fund. I think they were. I am, 
however, asking for the production of it.

The Chairman: They are an advisory committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would you tell me that you rule it out of order, 

and I will form a resolution.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): He has not yet made a ruling. It 

is something he will look into.
Mr. MacInnis: Is the information in this report not already covered?
The Chairman: The advisory committee cannot give us any more informa

tion than we have from the actuaries and the officials here.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If that is true, we might as well close the 

deliberations of this committee. At some stage in our deliberations here we 
have the investment committee of the unemployment insurance fund, because 
we have some very important matters which we feel should be discussed. We 
cannot have this discussion unless we have the members of the investment 
committee here. In order to be fully apprised of the situation we have to know 
the workings of the advisory committee. We cannot possibly know unless we 
know what they regarded the state of the fund to be at that time. In the report 
of August 26 they refer to the perilous state of the fund. They make generaliza
tions. We would like to know—I would like to know as a member of this 
committee.

Mr. Spencer: You already know.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, I do not.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I suggest you take this under 

advisement, Mr. Chairman, and rule upon it at a subsequent meeting.
The Chairman: Very well.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I do think our work will entail more than an 

examination of briefs. We have to know the state of the fund, what invest
ments were made by the fund, and we have to ascertain what losses were in
curred by the fund, and why there were losses incurred by the fund. All 
these things are very germane to the issue as to whether or not the rates of 
contribution proposed are adequate, or whether they are too high, or too low. 
If they are too low, why are they too low? These are facts I think we have 
to go into very carefully.

The Chairman: That is quite true, but you can get them from the actual 
suppliers of the information.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, it would not be fair to ask Mr. McGregor 
for the reasons the investment committee took certain steps, and why the 
labour members of the committee took a particular position at the meeting 
of August 26.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): That has nothing to do with it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It has everything to do with it.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You want to conduct a real 

witch-hunt.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We want to analyze the material which was 

analyzed in the house, and if my hon. friend would only look at the report, 
I think he would surely say that members of the committee ought to do two 
things. You will have to get the report, otherwise I shall keep on asking for 
this information.

The Chairman: I will take the matter under advisement. This is a point 
I cannot go along with, but I would like to examine what happened in the 
house to see how it relates to this before I make a ruling about it. I think it 
is out of order again.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You keep on saying that it is out of order. 
But we are here to determine whether or not the rates of contribution proposed 
in this bill are proper. And the only way we can ascertain whether or not 
they are proper is to know whether or not the fund—the administration of that 
fund—has been in accordance with the act. We have to know whether the 
losses are losses which are due to circumstances beyond the control of the 
investment committee, or whether they are due to certain other factors, and it 
is those other factors we have to examine into.

The Chairman: I agree that it can be thoroughly examined, but I do not 
necessarily go along with you that this is the only way we can get the 
information.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would be glad to move adjournment now, 
Mr. Chairman. As to your proposed ruling, I submit it is one to be made by 
the committee and not by the chairman.

The Chairman: The chairman has the right to rule if he thinks it is not 
Pertinent to this committee. Mr. Bell moved the adjournment, but he went 
away before the motion was disposed of.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Therefore I move we adjourn, Mr. Chairman.
Agreed.

The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
Thursday, May 21, 1959.

(4)
The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 11.00 a.m. this day. 

The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.
Members present: Messrs. Bell, Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, 

Grafftey, Granger, Maclnnis, MacLean {Winnipeg North Centre), Mandziuk, 
Martin {Essex East), Martini, Mitchell, Noble, Peters, Ricard, Simpson, Small, 
Smith {Winnipeg North), Stanton, and Thrasher.—19.

In attendance: From The Canadian Manufacturers’ Association, Messrs. 
W. H. Evans, First Vice-President, The Canadian Manufacturers’ Association 
and President, Honeywell Controls Limited; J. C. Whitelaw, General Manager; 
C. W. George, Ottawa Representative; N. S. Shurtleff, Manager, Insurance 
Department; E. F. L. Henry, Manager, Industrial Relations Department; D. Alan 
Page, Chairman, Ontario Division Labour Relations Committee and Director 
of Personnel, The Goodyear Tire and Rubber Co. of Canada Limited; J. A. 
Belford, Director of Personnel & Industrial Relations, Massey-Ferguson Limited; 
W. F. Cook, Vice-President, Kimberly-Clark (Canada) Limited; Kenneth 
Hallsworth, Director of Industrial Relations, Ford Motor Company of Canada 
Limited; R. S. Ritchie, Manager, Department of Employee Relations, Imperial 
Oil Limited; T. H. Robinson, Manager, Industrial Relations, Canadian Inter
national Paper Company.

From the Canadian Chamber of Commerce: Messrs. F. W. Bradshaw, 
Chairman, Labour Relations Committee; K. G. K. Baker, Member, Labour 
Relations Committee; W. J. McNally, Manager, Policy Department.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, 
Chief Commissioner; C. A. L. Murchison, Commissioner; Jas McGregor, Director, 
Insurance Branch; and C. Dubuc, Director, Legal Branch.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman announced the schedule set up by the Steering Committee, 
°f organizations who will be invited to appear before the Committee.

The Chairman made a statement ruling against production of minutes of 
the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee as requested by Mr. Martin 
{Essex East) and also ruled against calling members of the Advisory Committee 
before this Committee.

After discussion, it was moved by Mr. Martin {Essex East), seconded by 
Mr. Caron, that the minutes of the Advisory Committee of August 26, 1958 
be made available for the Committee. Following debate thereon, the motion 
was negatived: YEAS, 5; NAYS, 8.

Mr. Caron proposed that representatives of Canadian Metal Mining 
Association be called before this Committee. The Chairman advised that the 
Steering Committee would consider this matter.
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The Chairman called Mr. W. H. Evans, who in turn, introduced the members 
of his delegation.

Copies of a submission prepared by the Canadian Manufacturers Association 
were distributed to the members of the Committee.

Messrs. Page and Henry read the brief of The Canadian Manufacturers’ 
Association.

The Chairman then called Mr. Bradshaw, who introduced the members of 
the delegation from the Canadian Chamber of Commerce.

Copies of a submission prepared by the Executive Council of the Canadian 
Chamber of Commerce were distributed to the members of the Committee.

Mr. Baker then read the brief of the Canadian Chamber of Commerce.
After discussion, it was agreed that the Steering Committee would meet 

after adjournment of this meeting to decide when the representatives of The 
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association and the Canadian Chamber of Commerce 
would be questioned.

At 1.30 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

EVENING SITTING
(5)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations resumed at 6 p.m., the 
Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Bell (Saint John-Albert), Browne (Vancouver- 
Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, Granger, Lafrenière, Lahaye, Martin (Essex East), 
Mitchell, Noble, Peters, Simpson, Small, Smith (Winnipeg North), Spencer, 
and Thrasher.—16.

In attendance: (Same as listed for morning sitting).
The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 

Unemployment Insurance Act.
Discussion arose as to whether debate should be confined to the Bill before 

the Committee.
It was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by Mr. Caron, that 

questioning be allowed of witnesses before the Committee on the reports made 
by the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee.

After debate, by leave, the motion was withdrawn.
Messrs. Page, Baker and McNally were questioned.
Questioning concluded, Messrs. Page and Baker summarized the submis

sions presented by The Canadian Manufacturers’ Association and the Canadian 
Chamber of Commerce.

Agreed,—That Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) would be Acting Chairman 
for the meeting of Friday, May 22 due to the anticipated absence of Mr. Small.

At 8 p.m., the Committee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. Friday, May 22.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE

Thursday, May 21, 1959.
11 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum. The steering committee 
has met and we have decided that the order in which future representations 
will be brought up will be as follows. On Tuesday, May 26, we will have the 
Canadian and Catholic Federation of Labour and the international railway 
brotherhoods. On Wednesday, May 27, we will have the Canadian Bankers 
Association, the Canadian Pulp and Paper Association and the Canadian Board 
of Trade of metropolitan Toronto. On June 2, we will have the Canadian Retail 
Association, Simpsons-Sears Limited and the T. Eaton Company Limited. For 
Thursday, May 28, there are a couple of organizations we have to get in touch 
with to see if it is necessary for them to come. We want to ascertain if their 
briefs are the same as some of the organizations with which they are associated. 
We have checked with these organizations to see if there would be any difference 
in their briefs.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is the point I made. I do not think that 
is the function of the steering committee. I think if an organization wishes to 
come, even if its brief is the same, it should come for the purposes of 
interrogation.

Mr. MacInnis: I have every intention they will come.
The Chairman: I contacted the Canadian Construction Association. The 

Halifax Construction Association is an affiliate organization and I have 
checked to see if their briefs are similar; if they are not, we will hear them. 
They are related companies and if their viewpoint is the same I thought it would 
be taking up the time of the committee, and we would be able to decide. How
ever, if there is any difference in their briefs, we are going to hear them.

Now, very careful consideration has been given to the discussion which we 
had the other night and about which there has been quite a lot of talk.

Mr. MacInnis: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, have we not a group here today 
who are to present a brief to us?

The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: Do you not think that any discussion in regard to what you 

started to mention should be discussed before the committee? Right now we 
have a group of gentlemen here who are waiting to present a brief. Do you not 
think that we should get along with the presentation of their brief and after 
we have discussed that we will deal with this other business.

The Chairman: I do not think there is anyone in here at the present time 
who is presenting a brief; they are all outside. Pardon me, I see there are a 
couple of gentlemen here. Perhaps those gentlemen could retire until we get 
this business straightened out.

Mr. Caron: Are you through with them?
The Chairman: No.
As you know, gentlemen, we are here to consider Bill C-43. The committee 

has agreed to hear representations from interested organizations. We have 
been hearing these organizations. We have already spent a considerable amount 
°f time discussing their representations. I would ask that these discussions be

55



56 STANDING COMMITTEE

kept to a minimum. The reason is that once we have the general outline of 
their propositions, the details are not too urgent. Also, I would suggest that 
witnesses not be pressed to give opinions or figures on subjects outside their own 
field of knowledge or their own particular qualifications.

Beyond the hearing of these representations, which is being undertaken 
both as a courtesy to these groups and as a source of information for this 
committee in its deliberations, I do not think we should go.

After we have heard these groups, we should get right into the bill. That 
is why we are meeting.

The bill has been referred to this committee for study. I feel I should point 
out to the members of the committee that this committee has strayed far afield 
from the provisions of this bill, which relates specifically to certain amendments.

There has been considerable talk here about the advisory committee. 
There has been a request for the tabling of the minutes of a meeting of the 
advisory committee and there has been a request that members of the 
advisory committee be called.

Matters relating to the advisory committee or to its conduct or to its 
deliberations are completely outside the purview of the present reference to 
this committee which, as I have said, relates to the present amendments in
cluded in the bill.

Mr. Speaker took the same view in the House of Commons when this bill 
was before the house. I cannot accept the view that what was out of order 
in the house is in order in this committee.

I feel that I am on sound ground when I say that the advisory committee 
is irrelevant to the consideration of these amendments.

Let me explore the situation a little further. We have had bodies come 
forward with submissions relating to these amendments. They have done so at 
their own request. The advisory committee has not requested a hearing before 
this committee. The reason for this, presumably, is that the views of the 
advisory committee are already available in the annual report of the advisory 
committee. As to the state of the fund, this was amply and ably detailed in the 
actuary’s statement the other night.

The views of the advisory committee have been made available to the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission and to the governor in council.

Therefore, it is not necessary to call the advisory committee on any matters 
relating to these amendments.

Thus, the only reason for calling the members of the advisory committee 
would be to deal with matters not relating to these amendments. I would be 
then obliged to rule out any such discussion.

Further, I would joint out to hon. members that the advisory committee 
is a body in a rather peculiar position. These are people who give of their 
time on a voluntary basis. By statute they are required to report once a year 
on the state of the fund. They may also from time to time report on certain 
matters referred to them. They are entitled to a certain amount of privilege 
and to call them forward to explain or justify their actions would be an in
fringement of that privilege. In short, I suggest that when the committee re
ports, it does so as a collective body and to call them forward to answer 
questions would be an infringement of that protective collectivity.

Let me refer to one other consideration, perhaps even more important. 
Resignations have reduced the strength of the advisory committee. We are in 
the position now, where if we called this committee we would have the 
opinions largely of the management side, since I believe that there is only 
one representative of the workers’ side on the committee.

To call the committee under the circumstances would hardly be represent- 
a ive of the complete picture which I am sure this committee would require 
in its deliberations.
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The question is, can a partial committee speak on behalf of both labour 
and management?

Now, coming to the question of tabling the minutes of a meeting of the 
committee—I submit that the same consideration regarding privilege applies 
here.

These minutes relate to the private views and opinions of the members of 
the advisory committee. As such, they are not public documents.

My own feeling is that we could be accused of an invasion of their privacy 
and their right of private deliberation in placing the minutes before this com
mittee for discussion, as we would be in calling in the members themselves.

We already have the views of the committee in the annual report, which 
has been tabled and which is available to hon. members. We also have the 
views relating to the minutes, which the hon. member for Essex East has asked 
for, in the report of August 26 last, which has also been tabled.

The report of August 26 is a report prepared by the advisory committee 
relating to the meeting of August 19, of which the minutes have been requested. 
The report of August 26 contains the results of those meetings. I do not feel 
that we are entitled to ask for the record of the private opinions and views of 
the members of the advisory board.

If it is observed that the minister has already tabled a set of minutes, I 
submit that the minister is in a position where in the light of events taking 
place in the house, he may deem it wise to undertake a certain course.

However, this committee must be the judge of the propriety of matters 
which arise within this committee.

I do not intend to be inflexible on these matters. My opinion is that the 
advisory committee itself and the minutes of the advisory committee are 
both outside the matters which have been referred to this committee—and I 
refer specifically to Bill C-43, entitled an Act to Amend the Unemployment 
Insurance Act. This is what we have to deal with.

Before making a ruling, I would be pleased to hear from members of the 
committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Well, the member for Cape Breton South had 
suggested that before we proceed with the business that did not involve the 
presentation of outside opinion we might listen to such representations, and I 
would have been prepared to accede to that suggestion; but now that you have 
made this most unusual statement, I find it necessary to comment on it and that 
will mean a delay in the hearing of the representations before us. That is 
unfortunate, because this afternoon the house will be dealing with the Labour 
estimates and it would not be proper for this committee to sit while the house 
is sitting on that account. As a result of that statement you have just made, it 
may be that our session this morning will be somewhat protracted because if this 
committee is to carry out the point of view which you have expressed just now, 
Well then, this committee might as well close up. It will not be able to examine 
this bill because it will be precluded from dealing with matters that are very 
germane.

The Chairman: They are not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You say they are not? I would hope for the good 

conduct of this committee the chairman would recognize there are limitations 
°n his right in the absence of the decision of the committee to express opinions.

An Hon. Member: Why?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My friend says “why”, and I propose to show 

how absurd that position is.
I asked for the production of the minutes of the meeting of the advisory 

committee of August 18. I have before me a photostatic copy of that report, 
which I caused to be made, that was tabled by the Minister of Labour in the
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house. I asked for the production of the minutes of that meeting and the chair
man says these are not properly producible. I point out when the Minister of 
Labour tabled similar reports that had been prepared by the advisory committee 
for the use of Mr. Gregg, the former Minister of Labour, attached to it was the 
minutes of at least one of the meetings. If it was proper for the Minister of 
Labour to table in the house the minutes of one of those meetings of the advisory 
committee, by what argument can it be said that a request for the minutes of 
August 18 should be denied?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Because Mr. Gregg did something does not 
mean—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I said the present Minister of Labour the other 
night in the house produced these minutes and I am now asking that minutes 
for a similar meeting, namely that of August 18, be produced. If this committee 
rules that out of order, it will be denying us the opportunity of ascertaining 
further details of the reasons taken by the advisory committee unanimously with 
regard to the most important matter involved in this bill and that is the present 
proposed rates of contribution. I will make the motion later on for the pro
duction of these minutes and the committee will have to deal with it. If they 
refuse this, I think we will have to go to the house and argue it out. We are on 
strong ground because the Minister of Labour has already produced the minutes 
of another meeting.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Was he asked to produce them?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, he voluntarily produced them.
The Chairman: I said that was the prerogative of the minister if he 

wanted to produce it of his own volition.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is amazing that the chairman would make a 

statement like that. Of course, it is not the prerogative of the minister. If this 
is a document the Minister of Labour can produce in regard to one meeting, 
it cannot be denied under the practice of our house to any member of parlia
ment. If it is wrong to ask for the minutes of the meeting of August 18, it was 
wrong to produce the minutes of the meeting, which the minister did.

Mr. Grafftey: Pardon me if I do not argue this particular matter on its 
merits. It undoubtedly has merit on both sides. However, we have at the 
present time waiting outside in the hall senior officers of the Canadian Chamber 
of Commerce. I believe it would be discourtesy on the part of this committee 
to keep them waiting any longer. In many instances they are gentlemen who 
have come a long way to be heard. I think we are showing an outright 
discourtesy to these senior citizens by keeping them waiting in the hall.

The Chairman: I agree with you it is discourteous, but I think we should 
clean this up.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I agree with you, but unfortunately the chair
man decided to bring this matter forward and there is no alternative but for 
us to deal with it. You, Mr. Chairman, also took the position that the advisory 
committee could not be called. That is contrary to the statement which now is 
on the record as coming from you at our first meeting, when you said we could 
call members of the advisory committee. I think that view was expressed by 
you when Mr. Urquhart, who was appearing on behalf of the Canadian 
Construction Association, at one point decided—and I think properly—that he 
should speak not as a member of the advisory committee but as a representative 
of the Canadian Construction Association.

I submit to you that if we are going to be denied the right of questioning 
members of the advisory committee, a body appointed by parliament and not



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 59

by the government for the purpose of recommending on matters having to do 
with the fund of the Unemployment Insurance Commission, that we will not 
be able to arrive at a conclusion objectively as to whether or not the proposed 
rates of contribution in this bill are justifiable.

As a member of this committee, I am going to take the position that 
we have the right to examine the members of the advisory committee. We 
have the right to ascertain why, at the meeting of August 18 and at the meeting 
of August 26, they arrived at the unanimous view there should be no increase 
in the rates of contribution because of the perilous state of the fund, and that 
the federal contribution should be increased so as not to impose an additional 
burden on the employers and employees.

You give as one of the reasons the fact that Mr. Speaker had ruled me 
out of order. It is true he ruled me out of order, but not for the reason the 
chairman has mentioned. The ruling of the speaker had to do with another 
matter altogether. We had charged that the Minister of Labour had failed 
to comply with the Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman: Just a minute—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am now dealing with your statement.
The Chairman: I think you are on the wrong track. That ruling was made 

when the discussion of this bill was before the house by the Minister of 
Labour—Bill C-43—and it was ruled that the report could not be discussed 
under that bill but that you could bring it up at some other opportunity.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is the point I am now dealing with. Mr. 
Chairman, you are in error. I am pointing out the circumstances of the 
speaker’s ruling. The speaker ruled it was not permissible, on discussion of 
this bill, to deal with the question of the Minister of Labour failing to comply. 
He said that was out of order and we could raise the issue in another matter, 
and it was when we were dealing with the estimates of the Department of 
Labour. The speaker did indicate that in discussing this particular bill we 
have the right to examine, comment and speak on the two reports of the 
advisory committee, reference to which I already have made. That is the point. 
We are not now dealing with the charge of violation on the part of the 
Minister of Labour. I would now agree that that cannot now come before this 
committee. That is what Mr. Speaker ruled on. He did not, however, preclude 
the members of the House of Commons from debating the two reports. These 
two reports, if they can be debated, obviously can only be discussed in this 
committee by having the members of the advisory committee here at some 
future time to discuss the reasons for the position that they have taken so 
that we, the members of the committee, can decide whether or not it was 
justifiable for the administration to recommend an increase in the rates of con
tribution without at the same time providing for an increase in the rates of 
benefit.

I also say that we want to ask, during the course of our deliberations, for 
the opportunity of examining and interrogating the members of the invest
ment committee. The members of the investment committee, under section 20 
°f the Unemployment Insurance Act, are made responsible for policy having 
to do with the investment of the very heavy securities of the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission. As we all know now, the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission, wittingly or unwittingly, made an investment which resulted in 
a loss of $10 million in one year alone.

The Chairman: You are not going to discuss—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am asking—this is on a point of order.
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The Chairman: You are not introducing a new subject matter on a point 
of order. You are challenging the ruling of the chair. Stick to that point. You 
are not introducing new subject matter into this.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, I want you to know that as the 
chairman of this meeting you are the presiding officer, but you have no right to 
tell any member of the committee he can or cannot do that. You can make 
a ruling and if that ruling is challenged it will be reviewed. However, in the 
absence of that ruling you have no right to say to me—

The Chairman: I have the right as the chairman to say whether or not 
the matter you are discussing is relevant to what we are speaking about. I 
have said I will give a ruling to this effect, and you are introducing a subject 
matter which will be discussed afterwards by the committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am saying that at some time I want the 
opportunity of interrogating the members of the investment committee. I 
want the Governor of the Bank of Canada.

The Chairman: This has nothing to do with it. At the present time we 
are speaking about the advisory committee. That will be another ruling, after 
you bring that up.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think this whole matter is on sound ground. 
I thought you wanted to deal with all the points.

The Chairman: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Then you want them one at a time. All right.
I now move that the minutes of the second meeting of August 18 be 

produced for the information of this committee.
The Chairman : Will you please put it in writing.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is there any rule which requires it in writing?
The Chairman: No. I would prefer to have it in writing for the secretary, 

here.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I do not mind, if you prefer it that way.
The Chairman: I prefer it in writing. There can be no mistake after

wards or any suggestion that the motion was not taken correctly.
Mr. MacInnis: I think we should depend on the reporter to take down 

the motion.
Mr. Peters: I insist on our depending on the secretary to take these 

minutes.
Mr. MacInnis: We have been holding these men already outside in the 

hall for forty minutes. I think we should go ahead. I think what has gone 
on so far at this meeting is all nonsense.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): A Martin filibuster.
Mr. MacInnis: With all respect to the smoothness and ability of the 

member to speak, if this goes on we can be here on this all morning. He 
makes reference to the voluntary production of the minutes by the minister. 
I think the record will show these were produced on his own request. I 
think the discussion outside of the amendments is out of order. There was a 
ruling made by Mr. Speaker. He had to get up fifty times in the space of 
two days to remind him of the rulings. When I come to a committee which 
keeps men standing outside for forty minutes I think it is a disgrace. I think 
if the hon. member would cut off his discussion and carry on, the matter 
could be settled.

Mr. Caron: I stand on the point of order. I admit we have kept them 
waiting, but it is not due to the fact that we are attempting to get the in
formation we need; it is due to the refusal to furnish the facts. If they were
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produced as demanded we would have them right now and there would not be 
this discussion. The members over here are not against the shielding of 
things which we believe have not been done properly. That is why we want 
to get the minutes of that committee and to hear the members of the invest
ment committee because we have important things to ask them.

The Chairman: Are you seconding the motion?
Mr. Caron: I am seconding the motion.
The Chairman: It has been moved and seconded that the minutes of 

the advisory committee of August 26 be made available for the committee. 
Is it August 26 or August 18?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The report says August 26.
The Chairman: But you were referring to the meeting of August 18?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, August 26, the last meeting on that which 

was August 26.
The Chairman: All those in favour?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : With respect to this motion, I do not think 

a case has been made out of any precedents whereby these particular minutes 
have in the past been requested and then produced. We have examples of 
their being voluntarily produced. That, in my opinion, however, is not a pre
cedent for their being produced upon request if the minister desires they are 
not be.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The member has made a differentiation. I 
recognize it is true that the minutes which have already been tabled of 
another meeting were tabled by the minister himself, without their having 
been requested; but my argument is, having tabled the minutes of one meeting 
it would be unfair to deny members of the committee the opportunity of 
examining the minutes of another meeting of the advisory committee. Because 
these minutes are the very meat of this bill, I think our whole discussion would 
be altogether useless unless we see the reasons why the committee made the 
recommendation it did.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Let us not lose any more time. I 
do not believe there is any case made out that shows there is relevance in this 
at all. It is not enough to say that other minutes were produced. That has 
no relevance to this. I think it is completely irrelevant. We are dealing with 
the situation as it is at the present time, and we have all the information we 
need.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think the argument made now is very im
portant. I have before me this report. The report deals with the status of 
the fund. Here is one of the first statements in this report and it shows how 
relevant it is. The committee goes on to point out that because of the excessive 
payments over revenue the committee feels it would be improper to recom
mend a raise at this time—

The Chairman: You are not dealing with the subject now.
Mr. Caron: Are we not permitted to answer the arguments. Are we 

denied the right to answer arguments which are presented by a member of the 
committee? Another argument was presented. Mr. Martin is answering 
that argument. Are we denied the right to answer?

The Chairman: It is already answered. You are merely threshing old hay.
Mr. Caron: Are we being denied the right?
The Chairman: You are not talking to this motion.
Mr. Caron: I am submitting that when a member states something, are 

We to be denied the right to answer that?
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The Chairman: Under the circumstances, yes.
Mr. Caron: You are saying we are denied?
The Chairman: Under the circumstances, yes. You are introducing a 

new subject matter under this motion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I was pointing out—
The Chairman: You must not discuss the minutes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The member for Vancouver-Kingsway was 

arguing that I had not made out a case for the production of these minutes and 
contends I did not show these minutes had anything to do with the subject 
matter. That is a fair comment for him to make and I was dealing with the 
argument by pointing out that the report deals with the matter under dis
cussion in this bill. I began to show that in the very first observation in the 
committee’s report that it did deal with matters which are of concern to the 
committee. When I was doing that I was stopped in my tracks from con
tinuing my answer to the member for Vancouver-Kingsway. I am willing 
to have a vote on this matter now.

Mr. Peters: I think we are confusing a number of things. I do not think 
it is the desire of the committee to say that the advisory committee of the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission is of no value at all. Yet we have heard 
one of the members of this committee, Mr. Urquhart, tell us the other day 
that the decision that was made, to the best of his recollection, was completely 
contrary to the amendments we are now considering in this unemployment 
insurance bill—the amendments which are before us.

In asking for the minutes, I think we are doing two things. I have not 
read these. The hon. member has read some of them. However, I have not. 
In any event, I would think that the minutes of those meetings would be of 
value in ascertaining why Mr. Urquhart could make the statement he did in 
which he said it was unanimous on the advisory committee that they were 
opposed to doing anything about it.

I think this committee will have to make a decision when this matter is 
final whether or not we will have an advisory committee of the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission, because if we are going to ignore it completely, I do 
not see that they have any purpose. I do not know whether or not they are 
voluntary; probably we have to pay something for this.

The minutes would show what grounds they had on which to base this 
decision. When we get the minutes, then I think it may be that this committee 
will ask the members of the advisory committee also to appear before us. I 
am strongly suggesting that at least we should have a look at those minutes to 
see what the arguments were on which they based this unanimous decision 
which is completely contrary to the bill we are discussing. Frankly, I do not 
think you can honestly say we should not look at those minutes. The advisory 
committee is of no value to us at all if we are not going to accept their opinions. 
I would strongly suggest that these minutes are relative to our deliberations 
on the bill, and should be produced unless there is some particular reason 
which the minister himself would like to reiterate saying that for some 
particular reason they should not be produced. Otherwise I think they are 
available; they are not secret documents and I believe that this committee 
should look at them.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : What Mr. Peters and Mr. Martin, in my 
opinion, are saying simply is that these organizations who are coming here and 
w o have the appointment of their members to the advisory committee are
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giving the same points of view because the members of the advisory com
mittee are in turn responsible, back to the various organizations. I think we 
are going to hear these points of view anyway, and at the same time will be 
preserving the independence and the political freedom of the advisory 
committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman—
The Chairman: Just a minute.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am going to suggest a way of saving time. 

Could we leave the matter of the advisory committee over, because we have 
these people waiting, and also the chairman has requested we deal with one 
aspect of this problem and that is the production of the minutes.

Mr. Peters: Mr. Bell is making a differentiation which this committee 
may not understand; that is, any member belonging to this committee is 
pledged to support the view of that committee when they leave. This is one 
of the fundamental rules of a normal committee. It may not be of the house 
committees here.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You never hear of them in an ordinary 
report.

Mr. Peters: Yes, you do. Probably these persons, when they are represent
ing their organization do not take exactly the same position they would take 
as a member of the committee.

The Chairman: You have heard the motion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would you read the motion.
The Chairman: Moved by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Caron, that the 

minutes of the advisory committee of August 26, 1958, be made available for 
the committee.

All those in favour?
All those opposed?
The motion is defeated.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On this point we will, of course, have to take 
this matter to the floor of the house.

Mr. Thrasher : I do not think that is of any importance to this committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is. I am advising the committee now of our 

intention so to do.
The Chairman: That is your prerogative.
Now I think it is only fair that we should call in the organizations who 

have been waiting, to have their presentations heard.
Mr. Caron: We all received a copy of a telegram from the Metal Mining 

Association. Could this submission on behalf of the Metal Mining Association 
be heard first?

The Chairman: They have not asked to be present. They are just quoting 
their views. Whether or not they will be asked to be present is a matter which 
We will leave to the steering committee.

Mr. Caron: I am asking that.
The Chairman: The Canadian Manufacturers Association will be heard 

first. We are going to call on Mr. Evans who is in charge of the delegation; 
he is vice-president of the association.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I think an apology is in order for keeping 
these people waiting.
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The Chairman: I explained to the delegation outside that there would 
probably be a little delay because there was certain subject matter before 
us, and they understood about it. I said that we would not delay them un
necessarily, or any more than we had to. We are about twenty five minutes 
late in starting, but it was not intended to be a discourtesy. It was just some
thing we thought should be straightened out. So if we have committed any 
offence, we hope you will pardon us.

Mr. W. H. Evans (First vice-president, the Canadian Manufacturers’ 
Association) : Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to express our appre
ciation for the opportunity to appear before you this morning and to discuss 
this very important subject of the proposed amendments to the Unemployment 
Insurance Act.

First of all I want to introduce our delegation from the Canadian Manu
facturers’ Association, and I would ask each man to stand up as his name is 
called so that he may be identified.

We have with us Mr. D. Alan Page who will read our statement. He is 
chairman of the Ontario division labour relations committee of the Canadian 
Manufacturers’ Association, and he is director of personnel of the Goodyear 
Tire and Rubber Company of Canada Limited. Next we have Mr. J. A. 
Belford, director of personnel and industrial relations, Massey-Fergusson 
Limited; Mr. W. F. Cook, vice president, Kimberley-Clark (Canada) Limited; 
Mr. Kenneth Hallsworth, director of industrial relations, Ford Motor Company 
of Canada Limited; Mr. R. S. Ritchie, manager, department of employee, rela
tions, Imperial Oil Limited; Mr. T. H. Robinson, manager, industrial relations, 
Canadian International Paper Company; Mr. J. C. Whitelaw, general manager, 
the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association; Mr. C. W. George, Ottawa repre
sentative of the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association; Mr. H. S. Shurtleff, 
manager, insurance department, the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association, and 
Mr. E. F. L. Henry, manager, industrial relations department, the Canadian 
Manufacturers’ Association. That is the delegation.

The Chairman: Now, Mr. Page.
Mr. D. Alan Page (Chairman, Ontario division labour relations committee, 

Canadian Manufacturers’ Association) : Gentlemen, as the representative of 
the largest single group of employers which contributes to the unemployment 
insurance fund, the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association appreciates this 
opportunity to present its views to the standing committee on industrial rela
tions of the House of Commons of Canada on bill C-43, an act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act, and on the unemployment insurance scheme in 
general.

INTRODUCTION 

The C.M.A. and its Membership
2. The Canadian Manufacturers’ Association is a non-profit, non-political 

organization of some 6,400 manufacturers in every line of industry in Canada 
who are joined together to consider and to take action on their common 
problems.

3. Founded eighty-eight years ago in 1871, only four years after the forma
tion of the dominion of Canada, the members of the association are located not 
only in the larger industrial centres but also in the smaller industrial com
munities in all the provinces of Canada from the Atlantic to the Pacific. Three- 
quarters of the association’s members employ less than one hundred persons.
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Previous Submissions on Unemployment Insurance
4. At the outset the association wishes to state that its members have been 

greatly concerned that the Unemployment Insurance Act should operate on a 
sound insurance basis. To this end it has made representations in the past to 
the government of Canada particularly with respect to proposed amendments 
to the act and the recommendations of the unemployment insurance advisory 
committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We are not going to be allowed to examine 
anybody.

Submission to Minister of Labour, February 2, 1959 
Mr. Page:
5. Before bill C-43 to amend the act was presented by the government to 

parliament for approval, in fact, the association made representations to the 
Minister of Labour, on February 2, 1959, with respect to certain amendments 
to the act which it understood were under consideration by the government. 
The main points of the submission to the Minister of Labour prior to the intro
duction of the present bill in parliament will be summarized later in this 
submission.

Re-examination of the Act and Scheme
6. The Unemployment Insurance Act was enacted in 1940 and soon will 

have been in effect for twenty years. During this period the act has been 
amended many times. Therefore, it is appropriate at this time to re-examine 
the act and the scope of the unemployment insurance scheme to see if it has 
been performing its intended functions and to determine where precisely it 
has deviated from the path of sound unemployment insurance legislation.

Outline of Submission
7. In making these representations regarding bill C-43, an act to amend 

the Unemployment Insurance Act, and with respect to the general unemploy
ment insurance scheme, our submission will be in six parts as follows:

Basic Principles of Unemployment Insurance
PART I-—A review of the basic principles and purpose of unemployment 

msurance on which the act was founded.

Changes which have Weakened the Scheme
PART II—An examination of some of the specific changes in the act since 

its inception, which have weakened the unemployment insurance scheme, in 
°ur opinion.

Abuses of the Act and Fund
PART III—An appraisal of certain abuses of the act and fund because of 

the failure to apply adequate safeguards to prevent them.

Functions of the Advisory Committee
PART IV—A re-examination of the functions of the unemployment In

surance advisory committee with respect to recommendations regarding the 
condition of the fund and changes in the act.

Association’s Views on Proposed Amendments in Bill C-43
PART V—A statement of the association’s views and comments on the 

Proposed amendments to the specific sections of the act set out in bill C-43.
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Summary recommendations and conclusions
PART VI—A summary of the association’s recommendations and conclusions 

concerning the act and the unemployment insurance scheme and fund.

PART I

BASIC PRINCIPLES OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Difference between unemployment insurance and unemployment assistance
8. Unemployment insurance is a method of providing a substitute source of 

income for unemployed workers. It cannot be expected to cure unemployment, 
being in its very nature merely a palliative, because by far the best thing our 
society can do to help an unemployed person is to provide him with another 
remunerative job. Nevertheless unemployment insurance has great advantage 
over mere unemployment assistance, but it can never be expected to entirely 
displace it.

9. In the first place unemployment insurance helps to maintain the morale 
of the unemployed person by the payment of benefits as a matter of right with 
no connotation of charity. Unemployment assistance on the other hand provides 
assistance wholly on the basis of need. Consequently a means test, which may 
seem humiliating to some beneficiaries, is a necessity if the unemployment 
assistance is to be used to good advantage.

10. Secondly, unemployment insurance is advantageous from the point of 
view of fiscal economy, since the funds needed for it are not obtained for the 
most part from taxation but are supplied largely by employers and employees. 
Therefore, it is desirable for unemployed persons to be protected by unemploy
ment insurance, leaving only what cannot be covered by insurance to unem
ployment assistance the money for which must be provided by the government.

Unemployment insurance must be based on insurance principles
11. There is, however, the danger that efforts will be made by well-meaning 

persons to attach to unemployment insurance supplementary measures which, 
though good in themselves, cannot be based on sound insurance principles. 
These, if incorporated in an unemployment insurance scheme, tend to weaken 
the insurance plan and may even affect the efficiency of its administration in 
addition to its operation. If under the guise of social insurance an attempt 
is made to do more than to indemnify for loss, the scheme will not have a 
sound insurance basis and its operation will be against public policy.

Insurance principles
12. The insurance principles which are applicable to unemployment in 

surance are essentially those on which any other type of insurance is based. 
The insurance plan must have an actuarial basis. The insured person must 
have an insurable interest and so must be subject to the risk of losing something, 
which in this case is his employment. The loss of employment must be a 
risk, not something which is bound to occur. The amount of the indemnity 
must be determined in advance and the premiums or contributions must be 
set at such an amount as will produce a fund to satisfy all legitimate claims.

Departures from insurance principles '
13. The Canadian Unemployment Insurance Act of 1940 was drafted with 

great care, based on the lessons learned from British experience of thirty years, 
as well as the experience of many other countries. Since its inception however, 
there has been in the Canadian scheme a definite trend away from insurance 
principles. This has occurred particularly in respect to seasonal industries.
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14. In Canada because of its climate, unemployment in the winter or other 
off-season in some industries is not a contingency but a certainty. How can 
these periods of certain unemployment with no hope of employment in the 
industry be covered under a general insurance plan? The inclusion of seasonal 
workers without limitation of benefit periods, tends to make unemployment 
insurance a taxing measure applied to selected taxpayers and to degrade the 
insurance plan to a relief measure. Any unemployment insurance plan can 
only be operated on a sound basis and remain in good repute if it adheres 
closely to sound insurance principles.

Part II

CHANGES WHICH HAVE WEAKENED 
THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE SCHEME

Seasonal Benefits
15. One of the most serious departures from insurance principles occurred 

in the Canadian scheme when the provisions for seasonal benefits were enacted 
in 1950, shortly after the entrance of Newfoundland into Confederation. The 
seasonal regulations are found in sections 49-53 of the present act. These 
benefits were intended to provide relief for the almost certain periods of un
employment which occur in Canada in winter. These should have been provided 
for by some separate form of unemployment assistance quite apart from the 
unemployment insurance plan. Originally they were effective during the three 
winter months of January, February and March.

Eligible Persons
16. Seasonal benefits are paid to two classes of persons. The first class 

are those who had a minimum of fifteen contribution weeks during the pre
ceding summer and fall and thus have made half the contributions needed 
to entitle them to the ordinary benefits. The second class of eligible persons 
are those who were receiving regular benefits but whose entitlement was 
exhausted after the preceding April 15th.

Farmers and Housewifes
17. The inclusion of the first class was intended to assist young persons 

who had recently entered employment and immigrants who had not had enough 
time in Canada to acquire the right to receive regular benefits. But in fact

opened the gate to benefits to persons who never had been entitled to 
benefits previously. Farmers, housewifes and others soon discovered that by 
Working in insurable employment a minimum of fifteen weeks each summer 
they could regularly each winter obtain unemployment insurance benefits.

Pensioners and Newly-Married Women
18. The second class of qualification for seasonal benefits, permitting as it 

hoes those who have exhausted their benefits during the preceding summer 
and fall to draw unemployment benefits during the winter, is taken advantage 
°t by persons who have in fact left the employment field. Pensioners and 
newly-marriec} women, having exhausted their regular benefit can now claim 
the seasonal benefit. In the winter, because of the scarcity of work, there is 
little possibility of testing an applicant’s availability for work.

21244-9—2
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Period of Seasonal Benefits
19. The period of seasonal benefits was extended first from January 1 

to April 15, and then from December 1 to May 15 so that now the winter 
period for seasonal benefits lasts almost six months. (In 1958 it was even 
extended for the one year to June 28, a period of seven months).

Harmful Effect of Seasonal Benefits
20. The effect of seasonal benefits on the unemployment insurance plan 

has been most harmful. Seasonal benefits are open to abuse and have resulted 
in a heavy drain on the Fund through improper claims. The benefits have 
become a certain source of income for many people who have come to expect 
them each winter in the nature of a dole rather than an insurance benefit. 
One of the most serious consequences of the seasonal benefits has been to 
prevent proper control by regulation of seasonal industries such as inland 
water transportation, lumbering and logging, and food processing. The insti
tution of seasonal benefits made inevitable the subsequent withdrawal of the 
seasonal regulations which restricted the periods for benefit in the case of 
some definitely seasonal employment.

INCLUSION OF UNSUITABLE INDUSTRIES

All Unsuitable Industries Excluded First
21. Before the enactment of the original Unemployment Insurance Act 

in 1940, careful consideration was given to the question of whether it was 
possible to cover the seasonal industries of Canada under general unemployment 
legislation. These industries include the great primary industries of agriculture, 
fishing, lumbering and logging, transportation by water and the related industry 
of stevedoring. It was then decided to exclude all these because they are by 
their nature confined to certain months of the year, and unemployment of 
persons in them is bound to occur during the rest of the year unless they take 
employment in other occupations.

22. In addition to the certainty of unemployment there are also serious 
administrative difficulties in applying unemployment insurance principles to 
persons in these seasonal industries. The work is carried out not in cities and 
towns but scattered over the whole country, so that it is almost impossible to 
inspect employment records adequately and to know for certain whether 
applicants for insurance are in fact unemployed. Added to this is the inherent 
difficulty of distinguishing between periods of employment and of unemploy
ment and of knowing whether workers are employees or are independent 
contractors. Moreover methods of payment are different from the normal 
methods used in industrial employment.

Almost All Unsuitable Industries Now Included
23. Yet in spite of these insurmountable practical difficulties all the above- 

mentioned seasonal industries except agriculture, although they virtually come 
to a standstill in the off-season, have been brought under the Unemployment 
Insurance Act.

Transportation by Water
24. The first of these to be included was transportation by water— 

apparently to provide for the large number of ocean merchant seamen who 
were expected to be out of work at the end of the last war. Since it appeared 
impossible to separate ocean transportation from inland water operations it was
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necessary to include the latter. But inland water transportation does not exist 
in Canada between December and April, and it never had been regarded as 
real unemployment for inland sailors to be out of work during these months.

Stevedoring
25. In 1949 stevedoring, which is subject to the same seasonal employment 

conditions as inland transportation was brought under the act. Stevedoring 
in the winter ports of Saint John and Halifax is also seasonal since, though 
stevedores are busy during the winter months, stevedoring activity virtually 
ceases there when the St. Lawrence ports become free of ice. In addition to 
the difficulties arising from the seasonality of the employment, the nature 
of the work involves great administrative problems. Stevedores often work 
for more than one employer in a single day and when work is available they 
put in long hours day and night, to be followed by periods of rest.

Lumbering and Logging
26. Lumbering and logging, highly seasonal industries located in remote 

areas, were brought under unemployment insurance first in regard to employ
ment in British Columbia in 1946 and elsewhere in 1950. In addition to the 
certainty of unemployment for part of the year there are grave administrative 
difficulties in the coverage of these industries. The work is done in places 
where inspection of employees and examination of claims is difficult. There 
is a high turnover of employees, since persons employed in logging tend to 
move to and from agriculture. The work is often done by contract rather than 
employment and it is difficult to know whether persons are employees or self- 
employed. Since many employees supply horses or trucks it is not easy to 
calculate net earnings for purposes of unemployment insurance contributions.

Fishermen
27. The latest and most serious impairment of the unemployment insurance 

plan was its application to fishermen in 1956. Not only is fishing very seasonal 
but probably no more than one-tenth of the persons engaged in it are actual 
wage-earners. The rest of them work on their own account or on shares and 
sell their own fish.

28. The covering of the fishing industry was contrary to the basic principle 
of unemployment insurance that those who are self-employed and can decide 
on their own periods of employment and unemployment should not be included 
in the insurance scheme.

29. Insurance benefits for fishermen are paid only during the seasonal 
benefit period and not during the active season of employment. No proof of 
unemployment is required. Originally the benefits were paid only during a 
winter period of three and a half months. The extension of the seasonal benefit 
Period has enabled fishermen to qualify during a period of five and a half 
nionths, or almost half of the year, without being required to prove unemploy
ment or availability.

30. Unemployment insurance for fishermen is thus not unemployment in
surance at all but a form of unemployment assistance or relief without even 
a means test. Since benefits which have been paid to fishermen so far amount 
to about eight times as much as their contributions to date the cost is largely 
Paid for by other more stable industries and their employees. Such a departure 
from sound insurance principles in addition to weakening the unemployment 
insurance plan has almost inevitably affected adversely the attitude of those 
who are responsible for the efficient operation and administration of the Act. 
it has tended to bring the whole national unemployment insurance scheme

21244-9—21
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into disrepute. It has also set a precedent for the extension of unemployment 
insurance to other self-employed persons such as small contractors, truckers 
and farmers, the inclusion of whom would go far to complete the ruin of 
the scheme as an actuarially sound insurance plan.

Part III

ABUSES OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT AND FUND

Abuses to the Act which have drained Fund
31. In any unemployment insurance legislation such as the Canadian 

Unemployment Insurance Act, which is adapted to suit the many different 
industries and seasonal conditions in Canada, abuses are bound to arise. These 
abuses must be eliminated, however, as soon as they are evident or the 
Fund will be drained by special minority groups at the expense of the majority 
of contributors and the reputation of the insurance plan as a whole will be 
damaged in the eyes of the public. This has happened to the Canadian plan.

32. Abuses are likely to arise if benefits are paid out contrary to basic 
insurance principles. Such basic insurance principles are contravened where 
unemployment of any class of persons is not a hazard but a certainty. Further 
a person does not suffer a loss and is not entitled to unemployment insurance 
benefits if he is not a bona fide unemployed person and is not seeking em
ployment. Both of these abuses became evident under the administration of 
the Unemployment Insurance Act and regulations were enacted to correct 
them, but these regulations were subsequently withdrawn in the face of 
opposition from vociferous but ill-informed persons.

Employees in Seasonal Industries
33. The first glaring example of benefits being paid to persons whose 

unemployment is certain is in the seasonal industries. In transportation by 
inland waters, stevedoring, lumbering and logging and, to some extent in 
fishing, there is a virtual stoppage of all activity in the particular industry 
during the off-season. Traditionally, no person engaged in such employment 
thought of looking for work in the industry in the off-season and wages were 
based on a year of eight or nine months of work. The employees who could not 
work at their industry in the off-season did not suffer an insurable loss because 
the lack of employment in the off-season was a certainty each year and 
anticipated by everyone in the industry. If relief is required for persons un
employed in the off-season it should come from a public assistance scheme and 
not from an insurance plan based on actuarial principles.

Seasonal Regulations
34. In order to restrict the payment of benefits during the seasonal 

periods when seasonal industries were inactive the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission enacted special regulations known as seasonal regulations. These 
were applied to transportation by water, stevedoring and lumbering and 
logging when they were brought under the act.

35. These seasonal regulations were soon subject to bitter attacks from 
trade unions. They were not extended to any other seasonal industries and 
in 1956 they were revoked entirely. It was difficult also to retain them in 
the face of the establishment in 1950 of the supplementary or seasonal benefits 
which are payable in the winter and spring seasons from December 1 to May 
15 each year.
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Newly-Married, Women
36. The second serious abuse of the fund occurs when single women leave 

employment to get married. In the years 1945 to 1950 the unemployment 
insurance advisory committee called attention to the high percentage of 
women who shortly after their marriage claimed unemployment insurance 
benefits although they were not in fact looking for employment and in many 
cases were refusing it when it was offered. They had in fact no intention 
of continuing to work in employment outside the home. As they were not 
dependent on their own earnings they were able to evade all offers of employ
ment while drawing unemployment insurance benefits. It was definitely 
contrary to insurance principles that such persons should be permitted to 
receive benefits while not bona fide unemployed persons.

Married Women Regulations
37. The Unemployment Insurance Commission on the recommendation 

of the unemployment insurance advisory committee ultimately passed a regula
tion which provided for newly-married women a test of continued attachment 
to the labour market. The test was ten weeks of continued employment after 
marriage and was applied with certain exceptions when a married woman made 
a claim for benefit within two years of marriage if she had voluntarily given 
up the job she had held before marriage.

38. Although the married women regulations were reasonable and designed 
solely to limit a manifest abuse, they were attacked by women’s organizations 
and labour unions claimed that married women were being discriminated 
against. Eventually in 1957 the government gave in and the regulations were 
revoked.

Part IV

THE FUNCTIONS OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Constitution
38. What was intended to be and might well have been the most effective 

safeguard for the unemployment insurance fund is the unemployment insurance 
advisory committee. The act provides that it shall consist of a chairman and 
from six to eight other members. At least one of the members other than 
the chairman is to be appointed after consultation with organizations representa
tive of employees and an equal number after consultation with organizations 
representative of employers.

Functions
39. The main function of the advisory committee under the act is to make 

a report to the governor in council on the financial condition of the unemploy
ment insurance fund at the end of each fiscal year and at such other times 
as it thinks fit. If the fund is or is likely to be insufficient to discharge its 
liabilities or is more than reasonably sufficient to do so, the advisory committee 
is required to recommend appropriate amendments of the act or the regula
tions (Sec. 89). The governor in council may also direct the advisory com
mittee to investigate (1) the provision of unemployment insurance for any 
accepted employments either by extending to it the provisions of the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act, modified if necessary, or by special or supplementary 
schemes; and (2) the rates of contribution and benefit of insured persons 
having regard to their earnings (Sec. 91).

I
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40. The constitution of the advisory committee is based on the recom
mendations of the final report of the Gregory Royal Commission on Unemploy
ment Insurance in England which in 1932 inquired into the provisions and 
working of the British unemployment insurance scheme.

Committee Not Always Consulted
41. Unfortunately the government has not always asked or paid attention 

to the advice of the advisory committee on the many important financial and 
other problems which have arisen during the eighteen years which the Un
employment Insurance Act has been in operation.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could you particularize the incidents covered 
by paragraph 41?

Mr. Page: I would prefer not to do this at this time. Shall I proceed? 
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Page:

Part v

THE ASSOCIATION’S VIEWS ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
TO THE ACT, BILL C-43

Proposed Amendments Acceptable to the Association
41. The following specific amendments, which are proposed in bill C-43 

and all of which we note, with two exceptions, are proposals of the Unemploy
ment Insurance Commission and are also recommendations of the unemploy
ment insurance advisory committee, are acceptable in the association’s view:

SECTION 3 (SECTION 27(q) of the Act):

Rise in Wage Ceiling
42. The substitution of $5,460 for $4,800 as the “wage ceiling” of insurability. 

Comments:
We agree in principle that an increase in the ceiling should bear some 

relation to increases in wages in industry generally. We are pleased to see 
that authority was not given to the Unemployment Insurance Commission “to 
fix a higher wage ceiling to suit conditions” as was recommended by the ad
visory committee. Implicit in the proposal was the principle of granting to a 
government commission the power to raise the ceiling. We do not believe 
the commission should be granted such powers for, in effect, it would mean 
the transfer of taxing authority from parliament to a government commission, 
the consequences of which could be very serious indeed.

SECTION 6 (SCHEDULE TO SECTION 37(1) of the Act)

Addition of two new Wage Classes
43. That part of the amendment to the top of the schedule adding two 

new weekly wage ranges of earnings, $63 and under $69, and $69 and over.

Comments:
The addition of two new classes at the top of the earnings range is sound, 

in the association’s view, in the light of increased earnings in industry generally.
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SECTION 10 (SECTION 45(3) of the Act)

Extension of Qualifying Period for Benefits to Ex-convicts
44. The addition of a provision, paragraph (f), to the present section of the 

act, which contains new ground for extension of the gratifying periods to 
persons serving a sentence of imprisonment in any jail, penitentiary, or other 
place of confinement.

Comments:
This proposal to extend the qualifying period for benefit entitlement to 

ex-convicts, which would appear to have a humanitarian or rehabilitative 
objective is acceptable in the association’s view. However, we also feel that 
this proposal should have had a proper review and consideration by the 
advisory committee before being recommended to parliament by the govern
ment as an amendment to the act.

SECTION 12 (SECTION 47(2) of the Act):

Successive Benefit Period Rates:
45. The addition of a provision that where successive benefits periods occur 

within two years, the rate of benefit during the new benefit period will not 
drop more than one class below that of the previous benefit period during 
which the claimant was paid benefit.

Comments:

This proposal to provide in special cases that a second, or subsequent 
benefit shall not be at a rate lower than one class below that established in 
the immediate preceding period, is acceptable. However, we point out that we 
think it would have been a proper function for the advisory committee to have 
reviewed this proposal and made its recommendations on it before it reached 
the stage of an amendment being proposed by the government to parliament 
for approval.

SECTION 15 (SECTION 56 of the Act)

New Schedule of Allowable Earnings
46. The establishment of a new schedule of allowable earnings.

Comments:
This amendment would appear to be desirable in the interest of encouraging

employment.
Would it be agreeable if Mr. Henry concluded the reading of the brief. 
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. E. F. L. Henry (Manager, Industrial Relations Department, Canadian 

Manufacturers’ Association) :

Proposed Amendments not Acceptable to the Association

47. The following specific amendments, which are proposed in bill C-43, 
and which were not, to our knowledge, recommended by the advisory com
mittee, are not acceptable in the association’s view:

SECTION 6 (SCHEDULE TO SECTION 37(1) of the Act) 

increase in Contribution Rates
48. The amendment to replace the schedule in the present act with a new 

0ne incorporating an increase in rates of contributions in all the present classes.
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Comments:
This proposal of an increase in contribution rates in all the present classes, 

for employers and employees only, is one which the association believes is 
unrealistic and should not be approved, especially at this time when the 
government itself is urging industry to “hold the line” on costs and maintain 
steady year-round employment.

The over-all increase in contribution rates proposed is 30 per cent but, 
as a result of the new rates for the two new top wage classes, it will amount 
to an increase of 50 per cent in costs of contributions to many employers and 
employees in industries employing a large number of highly skilled and paid 
persons. Such an increase would bear very heavily on both employers and 
employees, especially in these industries, and impose a further financial burden 
on these contributors to the fund alone.

While the association is in agreement with the government on the need 
for additional revenue for the unemployment insurance fund, and we share 
the general concern about the critical condition of the fund, we believe that 
if any increase in contribution rates is required to stabilize the fund it should 
not be more than an increase of 20 per cent which was stated in the report 
of the advisory committee, dated July 8, 1958, to be the amount that might be 
necessary to maintain the fund at its level in March 1958.

Surely any increase in contribution rates should be only that required to 
keep the fund at a standard which the advisory committee and actuaries regard 
as reasonably safe and sound.

An increase in the government’s contribution was recommended by the 
advisory committee in its annual report for the fiscal year ending March 31, 
1958. We refer to that portion of the report which dealt with recommendations 
to stabilize fund, in which it was stated that “the original unemployment 
insurance plan has been extended over the years: (1) to provide benefit for 
workers, in the winter months, whose periods of contribution are intermittent 
and limited; (2) to extend coverage to many classes recognized as poor risks; 
provisions for whom would otherwise have fallen on government, at some 
level,...” (emphasis added by the association).

In amplifying its reasons for the recommendation that the fund be 
stabilized by the government contribution being “made equal to one-half that 
of the combined contributions from employers and employees” it must also be 
recalled that the advisory committee called attention to “some of the ex
penditures with which the fund had been burdened and for which provision for 
sufficient balancing revenue has not been made”. These reasons included the 
benefits for fishermen, which would create a further drain on the fund of ten 
million dollars in a full year it was predicted, the inclusion of the lumbering 
and logging industry and the extension of seasonal benefits which have doubled 
the expenditures contemplated, according to the advisory committee. In its 
report the advisory committee also referred to the fact that the broadening 
of coverage to include seasonal employees, such as fresh-water sailors and 
stevedores, has had the effect of bringing in more groups which have created 
a further serious drain on the fund.

Despite the recommendations of the advisory commitee, we note that no 
mention has been made in the bill now before parliament of the government’s 
intention to increase its own contribution rates. In the absence of any provision 
in the bill for stabilizing the fund by this means we can only repeat the observa
tion we made in our submission to the Minister of Labour on February 2 
before the bill was introduced. If employers and employees are expected to
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contribute more to the fund, it is all the more reason that the government 
should increase its own rate of contribution so that responsibility for providing 
revenue to the fund would be equally divided between all contributors, as 
the advisory committee recommended.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : On a question of fact, the government 
contribution will increase. They pay one-fifth of the fund and if the amount 
increases, certainly they will—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is equally divided.
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : The brief says that the government—
Mr. MacLean {Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Chairman, should we not 

finish the brief first?
The Chairman: Yes. Will you direct your question later, Mr. Browne?

Mr. Henry:

SECTION 13 (SECTION 48(1) of the Act)

Increase in Maximum Duration of Benefits
49. The proposal to increase the maximum benefits period from the present 

36 weeks to 52 weeks.

Comments:
The increase in the maximum duration of benefits from 36 to 52 weeks 

Which is being proposed by the government cannot be justified from an 
insurance point of view alone, in our opinion.

This is particularly true when one considers that the present scheme, 
which now includes seasonal benefits of 24 weeks in addition to the regular 
benefits of 36 weeks, could provide, with the addition of another 16 weeks as 
Proposed in the amendment, a total benefit period of 76 weeks not just 52 weeks.

No other country in the world has such an extensive duration of benefit 
in its unemployment insurance scheme. In the United States, for example, 
under the various state plans the usual maximum benefit period is 26 weeks. 
°nly a few states have a maximum duration of benefit of 30 weeks and several 
states have only 20 weeks and less.

The association cannot see any reason for a change in the present maximum 
duration of regular benefits from 36 weeks. The maximum duration of benefit 
Was reduced from 51 weeks to the present maximum of 36 weeks in 1955 with 
good reason and after careful consideration of the appropriate period for 
^hich benefits should be paid. We submitted then, and it is still our view, that 
the government had good reasons in 1955, particularly from the point of view 
°f sound insurance, for the decision which was taken then to reduce the 
maximum duration of benefit period. We believe those same reasons are 
a11 the more valid now, four years later, in 1959.

Part VI

Recommendations, Summary and Conclusion
. 50. After careful study of the proposed amendments to the act, includ
es consideration of the present critical level of the unemployment insurance
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fund, and the serious drain that there has been on the fund as a result of 
previous changes in the act, the association’s recommendations with respect to 
the act, the fund and the unemployment scheme in general are as follows:

Recommendations—Complete Review of Scope of the Act
1. A complete review and re-examination of the whole scope of the Un

employment Insurance Act and scheme should be undertaken by an in
dependent body, such as a royal commission, or some other competent, neutral 
authority. Such a review would include a re-examination of the following 
current practices:

(a) the payment of seasonal benefits out of the unemployment insurance 
fund

(b) the coverage of fishermen, loggers and employees in other seasonal 
industries

(c) the payment of benefits to certain classes of married women and to 
pensioners

No Changes in Act Before Such Review
2. No changes in the present Unemployment Insurance Act and scheme 

apart from those accepted in principle as set out in paragraphs 42 to 46 in
clusive—this was an error on our part and we shall have the amended sheets 
available for you and your committee, Mr. Chairman—should be made until 
a complete review, such as we propose, has been completed. The current 
critical level of the fund is evidence of the fact that the changes in the act 
which have been made in the past have not only caused and increased the 
serious drain on the fund but have also had the effect, as a result of the 
departure from insurance principles, of weakening the whole act as a sound 
unemployment insurance scheme. Further changes in the act at this time 
would only serve to increase the heavy drain on the fund and would con
stitute a further departure from the insurance principles which are so funda
mental to any sound insurance scheme.

No Increase in Contribution Rates at this Time
3. No increase in the contribution rates of employers and employees should 

be made at this time until there has been a thorough re-examination of the 
act and scheme. If it is found that an increase in contribution rates is required 
it should not exceed the increase recommended by the advisory committee and 
actuarial authorities. If employer and employee contribution rates are to be 
increased, the government’s own rate of contribution should be increased 
equally.

No Increase in Maximum Duration of Benefits Period
4. No increase in the maximum duration of benefit period should be made 

at this time until a review of the act. The present maximum duration of 
benefits period of 36 weeks is not justifiable from an insurance point of view 
alone. It was reduced by the government for valid reasons from 51 weeks in 
1955 and those reasons remain all the more valid in 1959.

Summary and Conclusion:
51. In summary the association submits that there should be no amend

ments I wish to draw your attention, and that of your committee, to the 
second addition which I shall read again slowly: in summary, the association
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submits that there should be no amendments apart from those already ac
cepted in principle, made to the Unemployment Insurance Act—made to the 
Unemployment Insurance Act until there has been a complete review and 
re-examination of the act and scheme by some independent body and com
petent authority such as a royal commission.

A complete review of the act such as that proposed by the association 
should include the questions of payment of seasonal benefits out of the fund, 
the coverage of fishermen, loggers and many employees in seasonal industries. 
If seasonal industries are to continue to be included in the scheme, then a 
system based on the principle of requiring them to pay a premium com
mensurate with the risk involved should be investigated.

The payment of benefits to certain classes of married women and to 
persons who have retired from employment on pension, which is cause of 
further drain on the Fund, should also be re-examined, because there appear 
to be no safeguards in the present act.

An increase in employees’ and employers’ contribution rates and in the 
maximum duration of benefits, such as those proposed in bill C-43, are not 
justified at this time in the association’s opinion.

In conclusion, the association wishes to express its appreciation to the 
government and the standing committee on industrial relations of the House 
of Commons for the oportunity of presenting its views and recommendations 
on amendments to the Unemployment Insurance Act, as proposed in bill C-43.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

Yours faithfully,

Ian F. McRae,
President,
The Canadian Manufacturers’ Association.

Thank you.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Henry.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Are we going to begin the question, 

and if so, for how long? What are our plans for the rest of the day as far 
as these witnesses are concerned?

The Chairman: There is another organization which will appear after 
this. But I think a reasonable amount of questioning should be permitted for 
the benefit of the members of the committee if they want to have something 
explained. I think that is permissible within reason.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Is the other brief to be presented later 
°n today?

The Chairman: Yes, as soon as they are through.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, I submit that the members of 

the committee would have to be consulted about that. I must remind the 
ch3irman that these things cannot be decided by the chair, but only by the 
chair in consultation with the members of the committee.

The Chairman: Excuse me. I think the chairman did consult with them, 
ecause I informed you that these two organizations were to be invited to 

come today and there was no objection made.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): Well, Mr. Chairman, I am not objecting to 
hearing them, but when you say they are to be heard this day, that is another 
question. We cannot sit while the house is sitting, because the Labour estimates 
are on and our members have to be in the house at that time.

The Chairman: I said the committee would decide this. When we talked 
it over there was no objection raised at that time that we should not sit 
today. I said we could sit if we wanted to. I did not say that we would sit. 
If you are unwilling that we should sit, perhaps the matter could be left to 
the committee to decide whether or not we should.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Mr. Chairman, this brief appears to cover 
the whole scope of the Unemployment Insurance Act, whereas we are primarily 
dealing with the amendments proposed in the bill referred to us. Will our 
questioning be limited to that part of the brief which deals with the proposed 
amendments, or may we ask questions on the whole thing?

The Chairman: I pointed out earlier that we would adhere to the amend
ments in the bill.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Chairman, I think I agree 
with my hon. friend. There are six parts to this brief, but only part five deals 
with bill C-43.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, I think we should have a clear 
understanding about these things, or there is no sense in the committee func
tioning. I think this brief deals in its entirety with matters which have to do 
with the bill. For instance, on page two, they speak of representations which 
have been made when they say:

To this end it has made representations in the past to the govern
ment of Canada particularly with respect to proposed amendments to 
the act and the recommendations of the unemployment insurance advisory 
committee.

We are certainly not going to be precluded from considering recommenda
tions which the advisory committee has made, or representations which this 
body has made. We cannot be confined simply and strictly to the particular 
sections of the bill, because those sections are inevitably involved with other 
sections of the act, and particularly with the statement of the fund and with 
the workings of the advisory committee.

I think that what we would have to do—rather than have a carte blanche 
refusal—is to go along and put our questions; and then if the chairman thought 
they were out of order, he would say so. Then there would be an opportunity 
to argue the point. But just to make a blanket observation that this has to do 
with a lot of matters which are not covered by the bill, I submit, is not fair. 
I think that everything here has reference to it, and that we cannot discuss 
the state of the fund until we know what the recommendations of the advisory 
committee are; and there is nothing in the amendments which refer to the 
advisory committee. But to say that we cannot discuss the recommendations 
of the advisory committee is to place a strait jacket on the operations of the 
committee. Nobody wants to do that, I am sure.

Mr. MacInnis: We fully appreciate all that has been done in the prepara
tion of this brief and the fact that these gentlemen have come here with the 
express purpose of presenting it. In all likelihood they want to discuss what 
they have put in it. As Mr. Martin has said, I think we should appreciate the 
fact that there are a great number of organizations who will be presenting brief 
after brief, and that they will appreciate, as Mr. Martin has drawn to your 
attention, that our own time is limited. They will also realize the intention of 
the committee at this time is to deal with this bill.
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I can go along with what Mr. Martin says, but only on the basis that if 
we are going to analyze every brief that is presented, thoroughly, I would 
suggest we have half an hour break for lunch and then reconvene immediately 
afterwards and sit until 10 o’clock tonight in order to complete the work that 
is before us. There is no doubt that there will be a great number of organiza
tions presenting briefs, and if we are to cover them completely, I think it 
should be our duty to sit here continually and see that they are attended to.

I go along with what Mr. Martin says, that if all these briefs are to be 
looked at throughly, there is only one way we can do it, and that is to sit 
continually.

Mr. Peters: I would strongly urge the chairman not to have the committee 
meet at the same time that the labour estimates are before the house. As you 
know I am not at all in favour of sitting in committee when the house is sitting; 
but I think that certainly some consideration should be given to the matter of 
not sitting when Labour estimates are before the house, because the people 
who are on the industrial relations committee must be the same people who 
are concerned with those matters which come before the house. So I strongly 
urge that we do not sit during the consideration of the Labour estimates.

Mr. MacInnis: We cannot have it both ways; so let us confine ourselves 
to the bill, as I suggested.

Mr. Peters: We have a considerable amount of time and these estimates 
Will not be on very long. I suggest we do not make this decision today.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I agree substantially with Mr. MacInnis. 
I think we have a very important brief before us—I mean the one that was 
just read—and that it does contain a lot of proposals. It is nearly one o’clock 
now, and I think that is about the time we generally recess for lunch. I think 
that rather than just begin with one or two questions, we should recess now 
and then either individually or by reference to the steering committee decide 
what our strategy is going to be as a committee for the entire duration of these 
hearings on bill C-43.

I think we shall have to decide just how extensive our questions are going 
to be and whether we are going to have fifteen or more other briefs presented 
which may be of the same duration, or maybe just as extensive. What I am 
trying to say, briefly, is this: that we need at least the lunch hour in which 
to decide what we are going to do as a committee, because it is quite important 
" and we do not want to be misunderstood as far as the people who are 
Presenting these briefs are concerned. There is a lot of work and a lot of 
guidance which has gone further than the bill. There is no question about that, 
put we surely need an hour or two now to decide where we are going, and 
lust how far. We might establish a precedent on this particular hearing which 
^ight bind us for every one of the other fifteen groups which will appear.

The Chairman: Please allow me to make an observation. We have been 
^formed this morning with respect to the motion that was presented here that 
they are going to ask for a ruling on it in the house. That may have some effect 
0n how this will proceed. It will be decided in the house whether certain things 
which they want to produce will be permitted.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Would it be convenient for the officials of 
he Canadian Manufacturers’ Association—I mean those of them who would 
e directly concerned with answering questions—to hold themselves available, 
ecause we will not be able to finish the questioning now anyway before the 

lunch hour.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): On the question of whether we should meet 

hile the house is in session, I recall the observations of the Prime Minister 
and of the Leader of the House on this subject when earlier in this session we
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discussed the matter of simultaneous meetings. The Prime Minister indicated 
that it was not the intention of the government to make it difficult for the 
opposition to carry out its obligations in parliament. It is quite obvious that 
we cannot meet this afternoon, and if the Labour estimates should continue, 
then we cannot meet tonight.

I am willing to meet during the lunch hour to accommodate the delegation 
that is here now. I am prepared to stay during the lunch hour and during the 
dinner hour; but I cannot be here while the house is sitting this afternoon, or 
tonight, if the Labour estimates are still going on.

Mr. MacInnis: There is going to be a request to this committee to make 
themselves available in the discretion of this committee, whether it will take 
today, tomorrow, or indeed sometime at the first of the week or later in the 
week, and possibly sit a couple of days next week. I think some of the 
spokesmen of these organizations should give the committee some guidance in 
this matter as to whether they want to discuss the bill or to discuss their brief 
in its entirety, and whether they are going to make themselves available at 
the discretion of the members of the committee, whether to remain here, or 
to sit tomorrow, or to come back again. I would ask for guidance from somebody 
in your group as to whether you want to discuss the bill or to discuss the 
whole act.

The Chairman: I have discussed it with Mr. Page, and I understand they 
have commitments for this afternoon and some for tonight. They would prefer 
to come back at some other time. I submitted on behalf of the steering com
mittee that we had made provision for meeting two of the organizations 
today, and one tomorrow, the Canadian Labour Congress, and we made that 
commitment with them with your approval. It was not done on the say-so of 
the chairman, except that before we met I sent out a program, and it was 
practically acquiesced in by them. Several requests have been made, and it 
is obvious that it is going to inconvenience them; there is no question about 
that. However they are prepared to come back at a future time, whether 
it be tomorrow, or at some other time. I do not think it would be fair to send 
them back home.

Mr. Mitchell: How are we to handle the other group that have been 
invited to come here today? Are they going to make their presentation as 
well?

The Chairman: We can hear them if they want to present their brief, 
but we will not have any discussion. They would have to come back too.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North) : Could they give us some indication as to 
the length of their brief?

The Chairman: They are not here in this room. They are outside.
Mr. W. McNally (Manager, policy, Canadian Chamber of Commerce) : 

Mr. Chairman, we are ready to submit our brief any time you are ready.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I am inclined to agree with Mr. 

Martin, after giving it some consideration. I really feel that with the Labour 
estimates in the house it would be rather unfair, unless we can do it at some 
other time.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I feel we have an obligation to this other 
group to hear their brief today.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : There is no obligation. But speaking for 
myself, I cannot sit while the house is sitting.

Mr. MacInnis: There is no objection to the fact that the second group 
was invited to come here today, and I feel that we are obligated to hear them 
today.
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The Chairman: Are you prepared to hear their brief now?
Mr. MacInnis: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I want the right to examine on the brief we 

have just heard. These gentlemen are prepared to do that. Let us finish 
one thing at a time. That is the situation.

The Chairman: I suggested to them that we hear their brief now, and 
then we could hear the others after that. I do not know if their brief is long 
or not, but I think it would be only courtesy to them for us to hear them. You 
could go on after that. What is your feeling about it?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I think we might as well hear 
the second brief; it is short, and they are here, ready and willing.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : If we are going to hear the second brief, 
may I just say for the record that we appreciate the brief of the Canadian 
Manufacturers Association, the work they have done and the way it has been 
presented. I do think—although perhaps there are some here who would 
question this, from the way we seem to be bickering here—we should be getting 
on with some of the details we should be considering on this bill.

The Chairman: I think the consensus here is that we would like to hear 
the other brief at this time. Mr. Baker will introduce his delegation.

Mr. K. G. K. Baker (Canadian Chamber of Commerce): I would like to 
introduce Mr. Bradshaw.

The Chairman: Mr. Bradshaw will introduce the delegation.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): It is understood that we will decide at a later 

date when we will call back the representatives of the C.M.A.?
The Chairman: As soon as we get through reading this brief, we will try 

and determine that.
Mr. F. W. Bradshaw (Canadian Chamber of Commerce): Mr. Chairman 

and gentlemen, the executive council of the Canadian Chamber of Commerce 
is grateful for the opportunity to present its views on bill C-43 to your com
mittee. Mr. Baker, a member of our labour relations committee, will present 
our brief. Mr. Baker is the chamber representative on the national employ
ment committee of the Unemployment Insurance Commission, and is also a 
member of a board of referees set up under the act. Mr. McNally is also part 
of our delegation and is manager of the policy department of the Canadian 
Chamber of Commerce. I am chairman of our labour relations committee.

While the executive council brief is directed to Bill C-43, I should like to 
inform the committee that, in a positive way, the chamber is concerned with 
the development of a climate conducive to economic development, characterised 
by high level employment with relatively stable prices. We also have special 
Policies in the field of employment, dealing with the employment of the older 
worker, the employment of the physically handicapped and seasonal 
unemployment.

I would stress that this brief is not opposing unemployment insurance as 
such, nor is it opposed to suitable social welfare measures as such; but the 
burden of our brief is that we feel that the Unemployment Insurance Act 
n°w merits a special commission of inquiry, so that it will become a sound 
unemployment insurance scheme.

I will ask Mr. Baker to make the presentation on behalf of the executive 
council.

Mr. Baker: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the executive council of the 
Canadian Chamber of Commerce welcomes this opportunity to present to the 
Standing Committee on Industrial Relations its views on Bill C-43, an act to 
amend the Unemployment Insurance Act.
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The Canadian Chamber of Commerce is the voluntary federation of more 
than 750 boards of trade and chambers of commerce in all parts of Canada. 
These community boards and chambers are established to promote the civil, 
commercial, industrial and agricultural progress of the communities and dis
tricts in which they operate.

The chamber includes among its objectives the development and presenta
tion of an informed public opinion and the securing thereby of effective action 
by the national legislature upon questions relating to the economic and public 
welfare. The chamber aims at supporting and developing the Canadian system 
of representative government and the preservation and further improvement 
of Canada’s economic system based upon private initiative and individual 
enterprise.

This brief is submitted by the executive council of The Canadian Chamber 
of Commerce and is based upon these principles and policies, which constitute 
the platform of the Canadian chamber. The executive council is the body ap
pointed by the national board of directors, the governing body of the chamber, 
to carry on the ordinary business of the chamber during the interim between 
the meetings of the board.

Before going into the essence of this submission, the executive council 
wishes to outline the policy of the Canadian chamber in the field of social 
welfare. This policy is part of our policy on public finance and taxation and 
reads as follows: —

Social Welfare
In the field of social welfare, the chamber believes that a careful distinc

tion must be drawn between what is socially desirable as an ultimate aim and 
what can be achieved without damaging the system that makes our social 
welfare advances possible, Any additions to the already extensive welfare 
programs should be carefully assessed not only with regard to their initial 
costs, but also with regard to their foreseeable growth and supplementary re
quirements over the years. In principle, the chamber believes that any additional 
welfare expenditures should be delayed until the full impact of present commit
ments can be assessed. Individuals should be encouraged to make every effort 
to provide for their own future and to protect themselves against ordinary 
hazards.

Bill No. C-43
The chamber notes that Bill No. C-43 provides interalia for an increase in 

the contribution rates, the raising of the ceiling, the addition of two new 
classes of earnings, a change in the provision for allowable earnings and the 
extension in the duration of benefit.

Provisions of the Bill Favoured by the Executive Council
(1) The bill proposes to raise the ceiling from $4,800 to $5,460. The 

executive council finds that this rise is commensurate with the change in the 
level of earnings since the present ceiling was introduced in 1950.

(2) The bill proposes to make changes in the level of allowable earnings 
before affecting benefit, so that it will be possible for an unemployed person 
to earn increased wages without affecting benefit. This measure would seem 
to be desirable in that it encourages employment, and the council favours its 
implementation.

(3) The bill provides for the addition of two new classes for contributions 
and benefits at the top of the earnings range. The new classes appear to be 
required, having in view the rise in the average earnings.
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Provisions of the Bill Opposed by the Executive Council
(1) It is proposed that the maximum duration of benefit be increased from 

36 weeks to 52 weeks. When the maximum duration of benefit was reduced in 
1955 from 51 weeks to 36 weeks, it was indicated that the average duration 
authorized for all claimants was 26 weeks; the average benefit taken by all 
claimants was 9 weeks; 90.1 per cent drew only 1 to 19 weeks; 6.4 per cent 
drew 20 to 29 weeks, while only 3.5 per cent drew 30 or more weeks.

We have no reason to believe that the data advanced in 1955 are not still 
valid currently. Moreover, we know of no other country in the world where 
duration of benefit is of the proposed length and, indeed, we understand that 
in the United States the maximum duration is 30 weeks. This maximum dura
tion is provided in the state of Pennsylvania.

We are also of the opinion that the true purpose of unemployment insurance 
is to provide protection against short periods of unemployment. Lord Beveridge 
is the authority for the statement that the individual who remains on benefit for 
more than 30 weeks is no longer a case for ordinary unemployment insurance 
benefit; such a situation calls for investigation to see whether the real need 
is not for retraining or for relocation in a different kind of work in a dif
ferent area.

We have seen no evidence that this proposal has the support either of the 
commission or of the unemployment insurance advisory committee, and for 
the reasons given, the executive council opposes it.

(2) The present rates are scheduled to rise by approximately 30 per cent 
average if the bill is passed. If, however, the top rate in the present legisla
tion (60 cents) is compared with the top rate in the bill (94 cents), it will 
be noted that there is an increase of over 50 per cent proposed. If, on the 
other hand, interpolating the normal progression and allowing for a top rate 
of 72 cents as compared with the new top rate of 94 cents, the rise is over 
30 per cent. The 30 or 50 per cent figure, whichever is used, is well over 
the 20 per cent figure that was set out in the unemployment insurance advisory 
committee report, dated July 8, 1958, as the percentage of increase in the con
tribution rates that would maintain the fund at the present level.

The executive council submits that the average increase in rates should not 
tie implemented, as it will greatly add to the cost of doing business and is 
Partly based upon certain built-in drains on the fund, to which we will make 
reference in the following section.

Condition of the Unemployment Insurance Fund
We are aware of the dangerous condition of the unemployment insurance 

fund and have noted the strong recommendations made by the unemployment 
insurance advisory committee in seeking to put a stop to the drain on the 
fund. We note that on March 31, 1958, the operations for the year have re
sulted in an excess of expenditure over revenue of approximately $134 million. 
We note further that, as at the end of February, 1959, the balance in the fund 
had dropped to approximately $547 million down from $744 million on March 
31> 1958, and $795 million in February, 1958.

Areas of Drain, Financing, Coverage
We are of the view that before an increase in rates is imposed, a number 

I areas of drain should be examined; alternative methods of financing should 
6 reviewed and the question of coverage be studied.

The drain on the fund caused by the coverage of fishermen will, according 
0 the unemployment insurance advisory committee, total in a full year $10 

bullion.
21244-9—3
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We note that the same committee submitted to the government that the 
loss to the fund caused by extending benefits to fishermen should be paid from 
sources other than regular contributions. This is seeking to plug the hole 
after it has been made. It is the executive council’s submission that this group 
should never have been covered and, indeed, it notes in the hearings of the 
Standing Committee on Industrial Relations in 1955 a memorandum, dated May 
16, 1955, in which such statements as the following were incorporated: —

“The conclusion still seems inescapable that unemployment insurance is 
no answer to the fishermen’s problems... To bring fishermen under the act 
on such a basis would be misleading and unfair.”

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Was that your memorandum?
Mr. Baker: This is the memorandum which appears as appendix B, dated 

May 16, 1955. It is an appendix to the minutes of proceedings in evidence of 
this committee of May 27, 1955, which was filed by the director of unemploy
ment insurance.

Despite this memorandum, the fishermen were covered under the Act.
There are other groups which appear to provide a built-in drain on the 

fund; we refer to retired workers and certain classes of married women. In 
a statement of the Industrial Relations Committee in 1955 there was reference 
by the chief commissioner to certain classes of workers who, for practical 
purposes, have withdrawn from the labour market when they make their 
claims. He referred to persons aged 65 or more, for whom retirement rather 
than unemployment is the real basis for claim in many cases. He stated that 
in the calendar year 1953 the average number of benefit days for all claimants 
was 55 as against 259 for the group aged 65 or over.

The regulations for married women were withdrawn in 1957. Prior to 
these regulations being withdrawn, there were roughly 12,000 claimants who 
were not entitled to draw benefit, with an annual saving of approximately $3 
million. The chief commissioner reported in the same statement that in the 
three calendar years 1951, 1952 and 1953, the aggregate number of benefit 
days paid to married women was more than three times as great as to single 
women; this despite the fact that at that time only one half as many married 
women were in insurable employment as single women. The average duration 
of benefit was 48.3 days for single women and 69.8 for married women, or 
nearly 50 per cent more, and this despite the fact that the regulations for 
married women were in effect.

There is reference in the report of the unemployment insurance advisory 
committee to the drain on the fund occasioned by the extension of the seasonal 
benefit period, and a recommendation is made that a grant should cover this 
drain. There is also a recommendation from the same committee that the 
division of responsiiblity for revenues to the fund between employers, em
ployees and government be adjusted so that the provision from each be made 
equal. We find no reflection in the proposed bill, however, of these recom
mendations of the advisory committee. For the fiscal year ending March 31, 
1958, $57 million was expended in seasonal benefit. The unemployment insur
ance advisory committee report states that “the original unemployment in
surance plan has been extended over the years to provide benefits for workers 
in the winter months whose periods of contribution are intermittent and 
limited.” This observation of the committee is particularly applicable to 
seasonal benefit (B) i.e. the benefit payable to a claimant who has exhausted 
his regular benefit after May 15 and is not required to make any further con
tributions before drawing benefit. This arrangement violates one of the 
fundamental principles of any unemployment scheme whereby an insured 
worker must prove that he had made a specified number of contributions before 
he can become entitled to unemployment insurance benefits.
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We are of the opinion that over the years there has been a gradual attri
tion of the insurance principles and actuarial soundness of the fund, brought 
about by working into the provisions of the act arrangements that were never 
contemplated under the original concept of the act. We feel that before a 
large increase in rates is added to the existing structure, the whole basis of 
unemployment insurance should be examined, and that in addition to review
ing the foregoing areas of drain and alternate financing, examination be given 
to the restricted coverage now in the act, with a view to seeing if excluded 
groups cannot now be properly covered. We note in the memorandum placed 
before the 1955 Industrial Relations Committee the statement made by the 
chief commissioner, in which he states that there were then half a million 
members of the labour force who could be covered without administrative 
difficulty. These included, at that time, roughly 170,000 government employees 
at all levels of government.

Commission of enquiry
I might say that by “commission of enquiry” we are using a term which 

We considered to be synonymous with royal commission. I think we thought 
it might sound less formal.

The foregoing are matters that, in the opinion of the chamber, should be 
examined by a special commission of enquiry.

We are encouraged to note that at mid March, 1959, total employment was 
15,000 higher than in February, 1958, and unemployment was 72,000 less than 
a year ago. More recently published figures are even more encouraging in this 
respect. We believe there will be ample time to make a thorough investigation 
°f the act before the normal seasonal upturn of unemployment comes again. 
The executive council recommends that except for the provisions of the act that 
we suggest merit implementation at this time, a “freeze” be put on additional 
Provisions until the special commission of enquiry has studied the foregoing 
matters and reported back by December 1 of this year. We would suggest that 
this commission of enquiry be a representative body with the skills and judg
ment necessary to make a thorough review of the sound principles on which 
the act should be operated and the present provisions in relation to these 
Principles. We should be pleased to make suggestions as to the members of 
the commission of enquiry. We suggest that the commission of enquiry be 
given full co-operation by the Unemployment Insurance Commission and that 
additional staff be provided should this be required. The chamber would be 
Prepared to co-operate in every way possible with the commission of enquiry.

The chamber is well aware of the fact that the successful operation of the 
Unemployment Insurance Act has been a strong bulwark against the hardships 
that workers suffer from unemployment, and has been a factor in maintaining 
the purchasing power that has held down the recession. We are anxious that 
by our recommendations a sound insurance scheme be developed. We submit 
that our recommendations will have that effect.

Summary

(1) The executive council favours the provisions of bill No. C-43, raising 
the ceiling, setting out two new classes and liberalizing allowable earnings.

(2) The executive council opposes the provisions of the bill dealing with 
extending the duration of benefit and increasing the contribution rates.

21244-9—3i
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(3) The executive council recommends that a representative commission of 
enquiry be appointed to examine the operations of the act as to sources of 
drain, coverage and financing before any increases in rates are contemplated; 
the said commission to report back by December 1, 1959.

All of which is respectfully submitted,

Morgan Reid,
Chairman of the Executive Council.

D. L. Morrell,
General Manager

Thank you.

The Chairman: I thank you, Mr. Baker.
Gentlemen, you have heard this brief. I think everyone will concede 

that it is practically identical with the report that has been submitted by 
the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association. They covered the points that have 
been covered by your organization. That being the case, would you object 
if we were to couple you with the other organization, the Canadian Manu
facturers’ Association?

Mr. Baker: Not at all.
The Chairman: Questions will be asked when we reassemble.
Mr. Baker: Would you like first to check with the Canadian Manufacturers’ 

Association?
The Chairman: I am trying to talk with the other organization.
Mr. Evans: We would be willing to have a joint question and answer 

period, if you wish, with the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, but I would 
like to clarify our situation here today, for the benefit of the members of your 
committee. We are most anxious that they have an opportunity to question 
our delegation with respect to the submission, and in as much detail as they 
wish. However, we are in some difficulty too, in that one of our delegation, 
at least, is leaving tonight for the I.L.O. conference in Geneva, and cannot be 
here for several weeks. Another member—our spokesman—unfortunately 
cannot be here tomorrow, due to other commitments. If it is at all possible 
to have this done some time today at your convenience, we would appreciate 
it, because to reassemble this group—the gentlemen here with the delegation 
are basically responsible for the preparation of the brief—to answer your 
questions might be very difficult. We will be pleased, at any time today, to 
put ourselves at your disposal.

The Chairman: I was trying to get this point settled first. This brief of 
yours has paragraphs which are similar to those in the other brief, and we 
could detail off the paragraphs which are similar. Some of these paragraphs 
cover the matter further, so I do not think you would have any objection if 
that were done, because they would be answering the same paragraphs. 
We will try and do something to see if the committee in any way, in extenuating 
circumstances, can make some kind of reasonable concession to you in that 
regard.

Mr. Noble: Under these circumstances, Mr. Chairman, would it be possible 
for us to make some effort to meet these men between 6 and 8 o’clock tonight?

Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre): Do you think that will be enough 
time?

Mr. MacInnis: I think that when this question was put originally, we 
asked for guidance from these gentlemen. They are here today, and I think
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it is now a matter of placing ourselves at their disposal. As has already been 
indicated, several of them have reasons to leave Ottawa as soon as possible. 
One of the gentlemen here is on his way to Geneva, I understand. I think it 
is now time for the committee to cooperate with the associations.

The Chairman: I am in your hands—whatever you want to suggest.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I think that is right. But may I put it a 

bit more delicately and simply say we will hear these two groups today and 
the steering committee be authorised to call that meeting, with the reservation 
that they may call between 6 and 8 o’clock, if necessary. I am not so interested 
in the fact that we should not be sitting when the house is sitting, but we 
will be getting into the supper hour, and I do not think I have ever heard of a 
sitting during the supper hour.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): May we not continue on now 
with questioning and see how we get on?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I think, Mr. Chairman—we have to eat; 
we have to be in the house at 2.30—we would only get in a few questions and 
would still not be complete. The steering committee should meet immediately 
°n our adjournment here and decide if we are going to sit when the house 
is sitting, or from 6 to 8 o’clock today.

The Chairman: Is that agreeable?
Agreed.

An Hon. Member: If you can get word to these gentlemen.
The Chairman: We will do that.
Mr. Grafftey: For my own part, Mr. Chairman,—like the brief of the 

Canadian Manufacturers’ Association—obviously a great deal of real thought 
and hard work has gone into this brief, and I would like to thank the 
chamber and the other people responsible for preparing these briefs. I would 
hke to thank them most sincerely for a very able and clear presentation.

The Chairman: We do appreciate that. They have made the sacrifice of 
coming down here, and I think we all endorse those words of Mr. Grafftey. Is 
it agreed we go to the steering committee immediately we adjourn. Is that ac
ceptable to the committee, that the steering committee meets immediately 
We have adjourned and makes a decision then as to when we are going to 
meet again?

Mr. MacInnis: What about these gentlemen here?
The Chairman: The clerk will let them know in a few minutes. Will the 

Peering committee stay?

6 p.m.
May 21, 1959.

EVENING SESSION

^he Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum so we will proceed. If there 
tim 9ny ffuesti°ns you would like to ask the delegations you may do so at this 
on 6 have arranged it so that the Canadian Manufacturers Association is 

right and the Chamber of Commerce is on my left.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : So far as I am concerned, I would like to deal 
with one brief at a time. I call the attention of the spokesman for the C.M.A. 
to page 2 of this report. I refer to paragraph 4 which states:

To this end it has made representations in the past to the govern
ment of Canada particularly with respect to proposed amendments to 
the act and the recommendations of the unemployment insurance advi
sory committee.

Could you tell me when you made these representations to the government 
of Canada?

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, before we get on 
with a discussion of this brief, I rather feel that some question came up as to 
what the terms of reference were. The brief itself deals with the whole Un
employment Insurance Act and it seems to me to be questionable as to whether 
this committee properly has the whole Unemployment Insurance Act before it.
I think it should be decided whether the questions we are going to direct need 
to relate directly to the bill before us and I think the committee should arrive 
at that decision before we proceed any further.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would say it is not possible to discuss the 
amendments in Bill C-43 unless we can refer to certain matters that made 
possible the recommendations that are contained in the proposed amendments. 
Now, in the bill before us there is a recommendation by the government for an 
increase in the rates of contribution. These rates of contribution are either 
proper, valid or invalid. They are either too high or too low and the only way 
we can ascertain and make a reasonable judgment on it is by knowing what 
recommendations were made by the body set up by parliament to consider 
such a matter. That, among others, is the advisory committee of the unemploy
ment insurance commission.

If we are to be precluded from dealing with a matter like this I, for one, 
say this committee might as well close its deliberations and go back to parlia
ment and we will deal with it there. In that event, if that is the decision of this 
committee, then the government members of this committee, for reasons better 
known to themselves, have been trying to shut out from the public and from 
us information which we feel we are entitled to receive.

In every meeting that we have had this kind of suggestion has been made 
by members on the government side. Possibly it is because it is the end of a 
long day, in which none of us have had much chance to do other work than to 
carry on our work in committee.

I am not going to sit in this committee and find that every time we put a 
question, the suggestion is made that we have no right to put it. Anyone who 
has studied the amendments of the act knows well that you have to consider 
the recommendations of the advisory committee.

Mr. Spencer: May I say something, Mr. Chairman. I do not think a 
statement of that kind should go unchallenged. I cannot agree with my 
friend from Essex East that a brief such as this, covering matters other 
than those contained in the bill, is what should be before this committee at the 
present time. Perhaps at some other time it might be well for this committee 
to consider the whole act and any other suggestions that may be made; but 
all there is before us at the present time is this bill and unless the questions 
are related to the bill, I think we are taking up time that might better be 
employed in the consideration of the amendments.

Mr. Peters: Briefs have been presented by these various organizations 
and I do not think it is any of our damn business what they decide relative 
to the Unemployment Insurance Act. They have submitted these briefs and 
they have suggested that these things have a bearing on the Unemployment
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Insurance Act, and I think they have the right to say that. On the other hand, 
we have the right to discuss what is in their briefs and whether we believe it is 
relative to the Unemployment Insurance Act. I think it must have had some 
connection or they would not have put it in. I think we should go ahead with 
the discussion of the briefs and never mind this business of this is what we 
cannot discuss and this is what we can discuss. When we have finished our 
discussion of these briefs, I think we will have discussed it very fully. There 
will not be many sections we cannot go into to some extent and I think we 
might as well go ahead. I have not heard anything that does not relate to 
the Unemployment Insurance Act. Some of these amendments are broad enough; 
some affect the financing of it, some affect the benefit period; some affect the 
number of people who are on it, and then there are the additional classifications. 
I think the amendments are quite broad in scope and these statements we have 
had so far have not been unrelated to these amendments. I think we should 
accept the briefs as they are and go ahead and discuss them.

Mr. Spencer: If they are relevant to the bill, that is all right; if they are 
not, then we are wasting our time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suggest they are relevant to the bill.
Mr. Peters: I suggest the Canadian Manufacturers Association consider 

their brief to be relevant and I am sure the organizations which have submitted 
other briefs also consider them to be relevant or they would not have put 
them in. I think we should discuss them and we will decide for ourselves 
whether we think they are relevant. I think we should discuss the whole thing, 
because these submissions have been related to these specific amendments 
to the act. We should discuss it in these terms.

The Chairman: That is perfectly correct, but the same thing is happening 
in this committee as happened in the house. When the bill was before the 
house in connection with the amendments to the Unemployment Insurance 
Act they were wanting a report from the advisory committee and they were 
not entitled to it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is not an accurate statement and the 
minister acted differently. I do not know why you persist in this dictatorial 
attitude.

The Chairman: Just a minute. I think I have a right—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I do not think you have the right.
Mr. MacInnis: As of now, Mr. Martin is trying to have his way and it 

will continue the same way as it did this morning. I do not think this is 
the purpose of this committee. We are here to discuss a brief; let us discuss 
it. If we do that, it does not mean we are going to discuss something that 
was ruled out of order in the house.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It was not ruled out of order in the house. 
You do not know what you are talking about.

Mr. MacInnis: Fifty rulings in two days.
The Chairman: We brought these gentlemen here for the purpose of 

interrogating them on matters which are pertinent. Every member is entitled 
to his view and when a member is making an expression or observation on 
h, he is entitled to go through with it. The chair is not at the other end of 
the room; the chair is right here and the chair is going to continue from here.

I ruled this morning that anything that has to do with the advisory 
committee is not pertinent and I will not permit it to be discussed. It has 
been ruled upon. You had the oportunity of bringing this before the house 
this afternoon. You warned us you were going to do it and it is up to you 
to do that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are talking about another matter.
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The Chairman: No, I am not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes, you are.
The Chairman: You just wait a moment.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I will not wait—and you are not going to 

talk to me like you have been doing.
The Chairman: And you are not going to talk to me like that either.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You have confused two things. This morning 

what we were seeking to do was to deal with the minutes of a particular 
meeting. We have ascertained from the law officials of the crown we could 
not do it by way of a particular motion. The member for Hull raised a 
request for the production of the minutes during the estimates of the Depart
ment of Labour. The Minister of Labour said he would give consideration 
to production only by a motion placed on the order paper, and that will be 
done.

The question before the committee is not the minutes of the committee; 
the question now is another matter altogether and that is that this particular 
body, the C.M.A., states in article 4 that it went before the government and 
made certain recommendations with respect to proposed amendments that 
had been offered by the government and with respect to recommendations 
offered by the unemployment insurance advisory committee, and I have asked 
a simple question as to when this body did appear before the government. 
When I put that question, which was a perfectly proper one, I was interfered 
with by a suggestion I had no right to ask that kind of a question. I said in 
reply that we might as well close the committee right away and not waste 
our time, if that is the kind of examination we are going to make.

Anyone who knows anything about the bill, knows you have to study the 
reports of the advisory committee, and the reports of the advisory committee 
were not ruled out of order. We discussed them a whole week in the House 
of Commons and if we could discuss it there, are we to be told we cannot 
discuss it here?

The Chairman: They only discussed them in the house because you suc
cessfully evaded the ruling of the Speaker.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is not so. I ask you to withdraw that 
observation, as it is a reflection on the chair and a reflection on me.

The Chairman: It was not a reflection on the chair; it was the way you 
evaded it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I ask you again to withdraw that statement.
The Chairman: I have no intention of withdrawing it.
Mr. MacInnis: I would like to have another word here.
The Chairman : You only discussed that in the house because you suc

cessfully evaded the ruling of the Speaker.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No; I ask you to withdraw that observation. 

That is a reflection on the chair and it is a reflection on me.
The Chairman: It certainly was a reflection on the chair, the way you 

evaded his ruling.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I ask you to withdraw that.
The Chairman : I have no intention of withdrawing it.
Mr. MacInnis: If I could interrupt here: we are getting back to what it 

was this morning. We are getting nowhere; let us get on with the brief.
The Chairman: I agree. We have asked these gentlemen to come back 

to give explanations.
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Mr. MacInnis: Yes. If we cannot get on with the business here unless 
it is at the discretion of Mr. Martin, I suggest we do what was suggested this 
afternoon, sit while the house is sitting. You fellows always get your way.

Mr. Caron: We will not stand for this, the way some members are trying 
to do. We are questioning on the brief, and if you refuse us the right to 
question on the brief, we will consider that a new form of closure that we 
cannot accept from you, from the chairman, or anybody else.

Mr. MacInnis: I am asking the chairman to get along with the brief.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Martin was questioning, clearly, on the submission.
Mr. Peters: Mr. Chairman, just for a point of clarification, is this your 

ruling—and I am probably the only impartial one here: you are ruling that 
We are not to discuss the minutes of the advisory committee as such? I think 
we have had some discussion on that—that matter has to be raised in another 
manner, which we have not done. Secondly, you will allow, I presume, the 
discussion that may take place in our questioning of what the advisory com
mittee said in regard to the things that are included in the brief?

It seems that the organizations we have had in the last two days know 
pretty well what this is, and I presume the reason for this is that some of 
their officials are on that advisory committee. But you will allow us to dis
cuss those, but not the minutes of those committee meetings that were in 
dispute in the house; is that the ruling?

The Chairman: No. In this report—
Mr. Peters: I would like to be very clear on this.
The Chairman: I will try and explain it in my own fashion. I cannot 

say I will be as suave and unctuous as Mr. Martin in doing it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am sorry; you could not.
The Chairman: I recognize that. I will say, as far as the briefs presented 

by these organizations are concerned, they are at perfect liberty to present 
the briefs as they see fit. They can make reference to the unemployment 
msurance commission and the advisory board, because they are outside the 
government and outside this committee and, therefore, they are not bound 
by the rules under which we operate as to what is permissible and what is not. 
■Therefore, because they say these things, it does not give a lever to those who 
nre trying to get it in in that fashion. I am acting strictly, as I think I should 
be—whether or not I am doing it successfully—having regard to what the 
speaker said was permissible to be brought into the subject: that is, the voca
tional report was not to be brought into the discussion of these amendments, 
t am ruling it out, therefore, and it is in the committee’s hands whether they 
want to accept it or not.

. Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Before I make a motion I want to ask you to 
Withdraw a remark you made. You said I evaded the direction of the speaker 
''’hen I discussed in the House of Commons last week the advisory committee 
Report dated August 19. The speaker specifically ruled that we could discuss 
hat report. What he ruled was that we should not challenge the Minister of 

. ab°ur for having failed to comply with the act in presenting the report. That 
ls the ruling the speaker made; he definitely ruled that we could discuss this 
rePort—as the minister did. The effect of the ruling which you have now 
^ade is to deny us in this committee—set up by parliament for the purpose of 

lscussing the amendments to this act—the opportunity of analyzing the amend- 
ents proposed by refering to reports that were discussed for several days in 
6 House of Commons. You are saying that what the House of Commons did, 

We cannot do.
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Well, I challenge that ruling, and I now move that we be allowed to 
question this particular group before us on the matter of the reports made 
by the advisory committee that are now before the House of Commons.

Mr. Caron: I second the motion.
The Chairman: All right.
Mr. MacInnis: I do not see why these gentlemen should be obligated to 

answer any sùch questions. I do not think they are in a position to answer for 
what the advisory committee has done.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is another matter.
Mr. MacInnis: It is not another matter.
The Chairman: Mr. MacInnis has the floor.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to express myself in this 

regard—and I think we are taking this thing a little too seriously at the outset. 
We are only in committee. We have already heard one brief from the Canadian 
Construction Association, and we got into some of the problems of the act and 
we discussed those matters. I think it was the opinion of the chairman that 
at times we carried the degree of our questioning too far as far as details of 
certain aspects of the advisory committee, the minutes and reports, were 
concerned.

I would suggest we are a bit too heated and worried about this. We have 
only until 8 o’clock. We have asked these important businessmen—who cannot 
come here again—to stay over. They probably figure that in a way they have 
wasted an afternon here in Ottawa. Why canot we, instead of worrying about 
a lot of legal mumbo-jumbo here in committee—that is really not as serious 
as the house—just ease into this mater and try putting questions to these 
witnesses and getting into a better frame of mind. Then, if the chairman is 
worried about the implications of some of these questions, or thinks the 
questioning is taking a direction which is not proper, naturally he can inter
rupt and make his ruling. But I do suggest, seriously—after we have all had 
our exercise after supper, here—that we should get into a better frame of mind.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): There is a motion before the house. I am 
willing to withdraw that motion, in view of the considerate, characteristically 
considerate^views of the—

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : —great statement, at that time.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): But I want the chairman to know that I cer

tainly do not want us to be precluded from discussing in this committee what 
we discussed in the house.

The Chairman: Do you want to withdraw the motion?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am willing to accede to the suggestion— 

which I would hope the chairman would follow—made by Mr. Bell.
The Chairman: The committee is agreeable to that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): In paragraph 4 you state that you made repre

sentations to the government of Canada with respect to proposed amendments 
in bill C-43 and the recommendations of the unemployment insurance advisory 
committee. What were the recommendations of the advisory committee that 
you had in mind when you made these representations to the government of 
Canada?

Mr. Page: The recommendations of the advisory committee to which we 
referred are the same ones as are incorporated in our brief.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is, that the government contribution should 
be one half of the total contribution of the employers and employees?

Mr. Page: Among others.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): Among others. Had your seen those recom
mendations when you made your representations to the government?

Mr. Page: They were published before we dealt with them, obviously.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): You also have a representative on the 

advisory committee from your association?
Mr. Page: No, Mr. Chairman, we do not have a representative as such from 

the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : But does the chamber of commerce?
Mr. McNally: Mr. Chairman, I think the position is that there are certain 

nominations offered by various groups, to the Minister of Labour, with respect 
to the unemployment insurance advisory committee. We made recommendations.
I think the group is looked upon as being an autonomous group; but nominations 
come from the association. We made some: perhaps the Canadian Manufac
turers’ Association made some. They are nominated by us, but I think they are—

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Would there be any contact? I do not 
mean to pin you down on it, but there must be liaison between this type 
of individual and at least individuals on your executive council.

Mr. McNally: Yes, there is, through our labour relations committee.
Mr. Page: I might say our position is the same, in that we have been 

asked to nominate a member of the advisory committee, but I think you are 
well aware in recent action that nominations are not necessarily supported 
by government action. The man we have nominated, and who has been 
serving for some 12 years on the committee, is in fact a professional actuary 
and not a member of the Canadian Manufacturers Association.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think, in fairness to the witness, who said 
he knew of this and other recommendations from public references, I should 
Point out that in accordance with the act there was tabled in the House of 
Commons the report of the meeting, a report that had to be tabled at the end 
°f the fiscal year, 1958. That report refers to that, Mr.—what is the name?

Mr. Page: I am Mr. Page.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : At page—this is a public document tabled in 

the House of Commons.
The Chairman: We were just laughing at the alliteration of “Page to page”.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Page, I wish you had another name, so you 

would not add to our confusion.

Mr. Page, I am referring to page 6 of sessional paper 82-A in which one 
°f the recommendations is, with regard to the stabilization of the fund in this
respect:

To extend coverage to many classes recognized as poor risks; provi
sions for whom would otherwise have fallen on government, at some 
level—the committee respectfully recognize that the division of 
responsibility for revenue to find fund as between employers and em
ployees and government be adjusted so that the contribution from each 
be made equal; in other words, that the contribution from the govern
ment be made equal to one-half that of the combined contributions from 
employers and employees.

Is that one of the recommendations you had in mind in the representations 
y°u made to the government?

Mr. Page: That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could you tell us what reaction you had to the 

^Presentations you made?
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Mr. Page: The representations we made we referred to on page 2 as having 
been made to the Minister of Labour on February 2, 1959, and I suggest that 
is privileged information.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): What page is that?
The Chairman: Page 2, section No. 5.
Mr. Browne ( Vancouver-Kingsway ) : I wonder if I might ask Mr. Page 

a question? In supporting some of the recommendations of the advisory com
mittee here, you are not suggesting all the recommendations of the advisory 
committee should be accepted, because they were made by the advisory com
mittee? You would not feel it is necessary to accept it because it is a recom
mendation of the advisory committee?

Mr. Page: That is so; and to go further, we mention in our brief that we 
do not support all the recommendations of the advisory committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But you do support this one?
Mr. Page: That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This is all I have to ask on page 2.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North) : You mention in paragraph 4 that you made 

representations in the past to the government not only with regard to the 
specific amendments before us, but perhaps with regard to other amendments 
in the past, is that correct?

Mr. Page: That is correct, over the course of the years we have made a 
number of representations. We do not have them spelled out here. For 
example, in 1955 we made representations with respect to Bill 328, to this 
Industrial Relations committee; and on February 2, 1959 we referred to our 
meeting with the minister; and over a period of years there have been many 
other representations made.

We have not chronicled them, because that did not appear to us to serve 
any useful purpose.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Your representations were made to the govern
ment—not to the government as a whole, but to the Minister of Labour?

Mr. Page: That is correct.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): In 1955?
Mr. Page: No, in 1955 I said to this committee. The representations to the 

minister are spelled out—February 2, 1959—that is in paragraph 5 of our 
submission.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The representations in paragraph 4 were made 
to the Minister of Labour this year.

Mr. Page: The representations mentioned in paragraph 5 were made.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My question is that the representations made 

in paragraph 4, you said they were made to the government, but do I under
stand by that you mean, the Minister of Labour?

Mr. Page: In the past.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): In paragraph 4:

At the outset the association wishes to state that its members have 
been greatly concerned that the Unemployment Insurance Act should 
operate on a sound insurance basis. To this end it has made representa
tions in the past to the government of Canada particularly with respect 
to proposed amendments.

“In the past”, do you mean not this year?
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Mr. Page: I have tried to tell you, gentlemen, we made one submission 
in 1955 with reference to Bill 328, to this committee.

The other representations have been made occasionally, as we have seen 
fit to make them to government, through the Minister of Labour.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I may be wrong, but I assumed these were 
representations you made this year, but you have made them in the past?

Mr. Page: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Did you make representations this year to any 

member of government, or to government as a whole?
Mr. Page: That is spelled out in paragraph 5, Mr. Chairman, specifically, 

inclusive of that to the Minister of Labour on February 2, 1959.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Regarding those 1955 committee hearings 

—and I appreciate the record is available—but would you tell us, generally, 
what the suggestions were you made at that time, the ones that are similar 
to the present ones, which were not acted upon by the then government?

Mr. Page: I am sorry, I cannot answer that question; and I do not see 
any evidence of any member of our delegation who would be able to.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : At that time, is it not a fact there were no 
proposals for the increase in the rate of contributions, so the representations 
could not have been of the same order as the ones we are discussing today?

The Chairman: That is a leading question. You do not have to answer that, 
unless you wish to.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I say that as a fact.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Just for the record—and I am not carrying 

the question any further—I want to state a great many of the representations 
in this brief are of a general nature and do not specifically refer to an increase 
in contributions, so we cannot necessarily pin-point every suggestion of 
Mr. Martin.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is right, but the specific question I asked 
was with regard to rates of contribution, and in 1955 there were no proposed 
rates of contribution suggested.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : But there were other recommendations 
made which were not acted on by the then government, and you cannot have 
the last word every time, Mr. Martin.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is right, and I will let you have the last 
w°rd now.

Mr. Peters: Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Page, is it a fact and is it fair 
to say that in the submissions they have made, either pro or con, the recom
mendations of the advisory committee, and the amendments that are in this 
mil, have been in keeping with section 4 on page 2, where they state:

The Unemployment Insurance Act should operate on a sound in
surance basis.

You have opposed any changes that are not actuarial insurance practice 
aiM have been in favour of any that were actuarially sound in insurance
Practice?

Mr. Page: We have always supported the principle that the unemployment 
msurance scheme should be actuarially based, and we have opposed any devia- 

1Qn from that principle.
,, We opposed, for example, only recently the inclusion of fishermen under 
me act.
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I would not say, to the second part of the question, we have always sup
ported some of the other proposals, because I have no recollection of them, 
actually.

Mr. Granger: With respect to the insurance principles involved, I rather 
regret that your interpretation is so limited. This unemployment insurance is 
made to be broader than an ordinary commercial insurance scheme. As a 
matter of fact, here you say:

Being in its very nature merely a palliative.

You admit the welfare aspect of the unemployment insurance; but to 
attempt to confine unemployment insurance to just another ordinary commer
cial scheme is, to my mind, to my way of thinking, wrong; and, in turn, led 
to what I think was a rather narrow indictment of the fishermen participating 
in the unemployment insurance.

In passing, I might say it does surprise me to find the fishermen singled 
out for criticism, because, after all, Canadian manufacturers have, in the 
Newfoundland market, a captive market of 400,000 people, and a market 
which, I believe at the present time, is third only to the United States and 
Great Britain in the amount of goods which it buys from central Canada, and 
in manufacturers’ costs it buys even more than they do.

I think it should be borne in mind, before criticizing the fishermen with 
regard to unemployment insurance, these fishermen in Newfoundland are good 
customers of the manufacturers in Canada and they have to sell their fish 
competitively in a market against fishermen of other countries, who are heavily 
subsidized by government.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, we are going off on a tangent. We are 
now relegated to the position where we are making statements defending the 
position that the unemployment insurance scheme is no longer on an actuar- 
ially sound basis. I do not think it is the intention of this meeting to have 
every one of us around the table making statements.

The Chairman: That is quite correct. I tried to start out on the basis that 
we would ask questions of those who are presenting the briefs, in the form of 
an extension of what they have stated in their briefs, but if you agree or do 
not agree you were not to enter into a debate with them.

Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, I think we should answer the question which 
has been raised. We would like to make it very clear that we are not against 
any social measures which will help persons in distress. We are definitely not 
opposed to fishermen. As a matter of fact, I fancy myself as a bit of a fisher
man, among other things. We do, however, propose that the plan be based on 
sound actuarial grounds. We see no justice in asking someone engaged in 
another industry to, in effect, subsidize an industry which has problems which 
are peculiar to itself. We have suggested there are other avenues of assistance 
for those persons.

The last thought we would like to leave with you is that we are opposed to 
any group. We merely submit that the insurance principle should be per
petuated in the act.

Mr. Grafftey: Apropos of this discussion, both the Canadian Chamber of 
Commerce and the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association have made mention 
of two types, two aspects of unemployment insurance, as it has now grown up. 
They submit that it should be on a sound actuarial basis and they present that 
seasonal unemployment is more in the nature of a welfare problem. Has either 
the Chamber of Commerce or the manufacturers’ association defined in their
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own thinking a system whereby there would be two different administrations 
for what is more or less under one heading today as unemployment insurance? 
Have either of the gorups worked out a fairly well defined definition of how it 
should be set up?

Mr. Page: We will answer first because we have been answering first. The 
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association has not. We have pointed out in our 
brief that there are other devices which help particular groups of people who 
have problems peculiar to their own calling. The Unemployment Assistance Act 
is a case in point. That is one of the matters we feel should be studied by the 
body which we propose be set up for that purpose, among others.

Mr. Baker: Mr. Chairman, I can only confirm what Mr. Page has said. 
We are not prepared to make any specific recommendations. We feel it is a 
subject which requires study by a competent body such as a royal commission. 
We all can think of systems of crop failure insurance which have been proposed 
in other realms. We are not suggesting that in the case of fishermen, but it 
can easily be imagined that there are alternative methods of aiding a particular 
industry of that nature if it is considered feasible.

Mr. Peters: Are you suggesting that a second stage of a new program to 
be set up would be contributory from the point of view of national economy 
rather than on an actuarial basis? You are in agreement that the fishermen and 
other seasonally unemployed—and seasonal in terms that it happens every 
year and is an expected hazard—should have a program which would support 
a second fund which would be contributed to on another basis for this type of 
unemployment?

Mr. Baker: We have made no such recommendations. Our recommendation 
consists in this. We have suggested there are certain groups now covered by 
unemployment insurance who should not be covered because it is impossible to 
work out an actuarial basis of insurance for them.

Mr. Peters: What is your suggestion?
Mr. Baker: We have suggested that a royal commission or a commission 

°f inquiry be set up composed of competent persons to look into this whole 
question, before which we would be perfectly pleased to make representations 
as a body.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Would you foresee any difficulty in the 
components of this commission due to the fact that labour and management 
are generally so much in disagreement on the different aspects of this subject?

Mr. Baker: Mr. Chairman, we already see many defects in the unemploy
ment insurance set-up and its administration. The difficulties are relative. It is 
quite conceivable that a competent body could bring in sound recommendations 
^°r alternative assistance for groups such as fishermen.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : However, it is a responsibility of parliament 
and this committee to deal with a matter such as this. I do not know whether 
or not the witness agrees, but personally I feel that the members themselves 
are just as competent as anybody else because they represent so many different 
walks of life and they are just as likely to come up with a fair solution to this 
growing problem.
, Mr. McNally: With respect to the confliction which you mentioned might 

c Present between an independent group of people, the unemployment in- 
surance advisory committee is such a group composed of management, labour 
and other people, and has on occasion seen fit to come up with specific recom- 

endations unanimously. They have been able to do that, 
ç Now in respect to the question as to whether or not parliament has the 
^mpetence to make up its mind as to what kind of a scheme it should establish, 

a§ree with that, but I would put forward that in other areas there have been
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examinations done by expert people. There was the examination done, for 
instance, by professor Clark of Vancouver in the field of old age security at 
the request of the government. There are other royal commissions sitting which 
are advisory to the government. They have perhaps the leisure time and can call 
experts and special witnesses before them. They can go all over the country 
hearing representations which are not binding on the government but which 
do form part of a report which has been produced by competent people here 
and representative groups. Finally, a report is made to parliament and it 
is parliament’s decision whether or not they will accept it.

Mr. Mitchell: In making this observation, it applies both to the Canadian 
Manufacturers’ Association and the Canadian Chamber of Commerce. You each 
oppose extension of the benefit period as outlined in this amendment, and also 
increasing the contributions. Am I correct in assuming that?

Mr. Baker: That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman: They both agree.

Mr. Page: At this time may I add this comment: I wonder if I might be 
permitted to read an excerpt from the official report of the Royal Commission 
on Unemployment Insurance of which Judge Gregory was chairman, because 
it relates to the suggestion made by one of the hon. members. He said:

A national scheme of insurance is necessarily complex. ... If all the 
details of the scheme are incorporated in an act of parliament it is to be 
expected that frequent amending acts will be necessary in order to 
remove anomalies.

These amendments in many cases are clearly necessitated by the 
unanticipated results of previous legislation. They are not questions of 
principle but, while they remain unamended, they impede the administra
tion of the scheme and may cause hardship to the individual applicant 
or admit unreasonable claims. In the congested state of parliamentary 
business it is difficult to legislate for their removal. In any event it is 
doubtful if parliament is the body best qualified to examine the tech
nicalities of a complex scheme and effectively to pass judgement upon 
detailed amendments of relatively minor importance.” (Paragraph 290)

That might be of interest to you.

Mr. Caron: Is it not true that the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association 
made reference to two different systems, the insurance on one side, because 
at page 14 you say:

If relief is required for persons unemployed in the off-season it 
should come from a public assistance scheme and not from an insurance 
plan based on actuarial principles.

In your insurance plan there should be a related plan outside of the 
insurance system. Is that what you mean?

Mr. Page: I referred to the Unemployment Assistance Act which I 
previously mentioned. It was designed for the purpose, as we understand it, 
of caring for off-season unemployment. That was the original concept or 
purpose of unemployment insurance.

Mr. Caron: You mean unemployment assistance which would be some 
kind of relief act?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What Mr. Page has in mind is a public 
assistance act which provides assistance to those who cannot qualify for un
employment insurance benefits. It is made up of contributions from the federal 
government and the provinces. That is what you are referring to?
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Mr. Page: That is correct.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): On the so-called benefits, I notice in 

Paragraph 15 you say:
One of the most serious departures from insurance principles oc

curred in the Canadian scheme when the provisions for seasonal benefits 
were enacted in 1950,...

ben fit^?^011 ma^e rePresen^a^°ns to the government in regard to those seasonal 

Mr. Page: We have no record of it.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : It may be blurry on your page.
Mr. Page: None of us present has recollection of it. I am afraid we would 

°my be guessing if we said we did or did not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What about the Canadian Chamber of Com

merce?
Mr. Baker: The Canadian Chamber of Commerce did make very lengthy 

representations to this committee—I mean to the Minister of Labour. I am
corrected.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Were any of these representations endorsed 
or followed?

Mr. Baker: No. We opposed the institution of seasonal benefits for obvious
reasons.

Mr. Page: Perhaps I might add that we have also opposed them at times, 
but I cannot specifically state for our group that they were made at the time
referred to.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you aware that supplementary benefits 
Were paid by the former administration on three different occasions out of 
the fund, and that the fund was replenished to the extent of those invasions? 

Mr. Page: No, I cannot remember. I am sorry.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I would like to ask the gentlemen of the 

Canadian Chamber of Commerce a question, if it it in order.
The Chairman: It is.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): On page five of their brief, paragraph two, 

they say:
The present rates are scheduled to rise by approximately 30 per 

cent average if the bill is passed.
Then at the bottom of that page they say:

The executive council submits that the average increase in rates 
should not be implemented as it will greatly add to the cost of doing 
business and is partly based upon certain built-in drains on the fund, 
to which we will make reference in the following section.

You are no doubt aware that these proposed rates of contribution in the 
arn°unt of 30 per cent on the average apply to the workers as well? Would you 
£are to make any comment about the effect of them by way of further imposi- 

10n on the workers?
Mr. Baker: We are inclined to feel that the trend seems to be to impose 

.b unjustified burden on employees regularly employed in order to subsidize 
effect employees who are unfortunately in less stable industries.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You do not mean by that that these latter 
i e should not be provided for. But do you think it is a fail burden to be 

P°sed on workers and employers for that purpose?
Mr- Baker: That is right.

■^244-9—4
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Mr. Smith ( Winnipeg North) : Would it not be fair to say that for those 
people who are seasonally employed, who derive the benefit of unemployment 
insurance during the period that they are laid off—would it not be better to 
say that the unemployment insurance benefits which they derive make them 
more readily available for work when something does come up again, after 
the lay-off period is over? Would that not be a fair statement?

Mr. Baker: I think it would also be fair to come back to our fundamental 
submission, that if it is contrary to sound actuarial principles to cover a 
certain group of workers under the Unemployment Insurance Act, then they 
should not be covered regardless of the possible favourable effects that 
coverage might have. I submit it might be preferable to treat them under 
separate legislation.

Mr. Spencer: Did your chamber of commerce make that representation 
before? I mean, have you taken that position before?

Mr. McNally: Unfortunately when this letter to which Mr. Baker was 
referring, was sent to the Minister of Labour in 1950, on the occasion of the 
introduction of the so-called benefits, the supplementary estimates were then 
80 per cent, I think, of the regular benefits. At that time when we made 
representations we thought that this was getting away from the actuarial basis 
of the scheme, that it was not sound insurance. That was our position in 1950.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I would like to ask Mr. Baker a 
question. He stated that he felt that employees who were regularly employed 
were discriminated against to some extent in having to pay for those who were 
out of work. It seems to me that if we were to follow that suggestion—in 
other words, if we took all those regularly employed out of the thing, then it 
would be very difficult to insure, if we had only unemployed persons to insure; 
we would be in a very difficult position. The whole purpose of unemployment 
insurance must be to insure the labour force as a whole. But naturally those 
who are working will have to support some of those who are out of work. 
Surely that is the principle of the whole act.

Mr. Baker: May I go back to one of the sound insurance principles, and it 
is this: that unemployment insurance is intended to cover the individual 
against the risk of unemployment, but not against a certainty of unemployment 
which can be anticipated at the time of the coverage—that if a person will 
be unemployed at certain seasons of the year.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I agree.
Mr. Baker: It is not a risk that is being covered. It is a certainty.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : It may be certain that those work

ing in one industry—it may be reasonably certain that they will be out of a 
job in that particular thing; but surely there are other so-called works where 
they may be employed. So just because a person is out of work in one 
particular industry it would not necessarily mean that he would not find 
another job at that time.

The Chairman: Is there anyone else?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I have dealt with part of this question with Mr. 

Page. But referring again to sessional paper 82-A, the report of the unemploy
ment insurance advisory committee for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1958, 
tabled by the Minister of Labour, at page four, paragraph 20, the following 
appears:

It is a fact that the burden of this expenditure in the opinion of the 
committee should not be imposed on the unemployment insurance fund 
unless the loss to the fund is made good. And we stress that the govern
ment should take action to replace the drain on the fund by reason of 
the extension of the so-called benefit period by grants.
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Would you agree with that recommendation?
Mr. Baker: I believe that is covered in the brief.
Mr. McNally: Yes, that is mentioned in our brief specifically.
The Chairman: It is covered in both briefs.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I wanted to make sure.
Mr. Peters: Could I proceed to another section in the C.M.A. brief?
Mr. Simpson: I would like to ask a supplementary question while we are 

still dealing with seasonal benefits. Seasonal benefits do not come under the 
amendments as we have them before us. The things with which the amend
ments are concerned are increased contributions, increased benefits and, of 
course, the new class of wage scale employees who will enter this. In view of 
this, Mr. Page, why would you say you felt that the government’s contribution 
should increase to any extent over the employer’s contribution or the em
ployee’s contribution? In the first part of the brief you mentioned the fact that 
this is an unemployment insurance plan and that it should be kept away from 
a welfare plan. We discussed here seasonal benefits, which are already in the 
act and do not come in under the amendments. The question of whether 
the government should put in more than it is putting in now apparently comes 
in as a result of these amendments, and my question is this. On what basis 
do you think the government should contribute more than they are under the 
Present act?

Mr. Page: That is covered in our brief. In connection with the basis on 
which we make the contribution, the public interest is represented, of course, 
to a degree, and we feel it is equitable that each of the three parties should 
Sake an equal contribution.

Mr. Spencer: There are no increased seasonal benefits being brought in 
Under the amendments now before the house.

Mr. Page: We understand that.
Mr. Spencer: Then I do not quite understand, Mr. Page, why it is im

portant today that the government should increase its contribution when it 
Was not important a year ago.

Mr. Page: So far as I am aware, we did not suggest a year ago that it 
was not important. Represntations have been made to this effect ovei a pei 10 
°f years. As a matter of fact, in our view it is more important and urgent 

the present time because of the depleted state of the fund.
Mr. Spencer: But that was the reason why you were advancing it now. 

However, according to your concept of it, it should have been done a e ime 
when these seasonal benefits were first granted.

Mr. Page: We have always held there should have been equal contribu
ions from the beginning of the unemployment insurance scheme. We did not 
16 to any particular event.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is it not a fact that before 1957 the state of the 
fund was not in a perilous state; as a matter of fact, it has not been except 
*Us year, and I suggest to you there was not the same urgency for ma g 

suggestion there should be a grant out of the consolidated fund to bolster the 
Und- Is that not right?

Mr. Page: I do not know whether it is within my competence t° answer a 
gestion of that nature. I do not think we can be expected to answer a 
echnical question of that nature.

er Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The recommendation that the gov
ernment should increase its contribution is not because of these particular 
Sentiments that are before us.

21244-9—4J
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Oh yes, it is.
The Chairman: Just a minute now. I interrupted “Bud” Simpson a while 

ago when he was directing a question to Mr. Page. He wants to finish his 
question. Go ahead, “Bud”.

M. Simpson: I wanted to ask the chamber of commerce that same question.
Mr. Baker: Would you repeat your question.
Mr. Simpson: I mentioned that the seasonal benefits, which are getting 

quite a lot of discussion here, are not in the amendments. They are part of 
the act but not in the amendments which are before us. Therefore, I was 
wondering why it was felt that the government should pay more than their 
accepted share due to the amendments which are coming in now which 
do not at all concern seasonal benefits.

Mr. Baker: Actually we did not make any such recommendation. How
ever, what we did say was that we felt it would be advisable to appoint a royal 
commission to investigate, among other things, alternative methods of financing, 
and that, undoubtedly, would be one of these alternatives.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): But you did not specifically state the gov
ernment should make an increased contribution.

Mr. Baker: We have not stated that specifically.
Mr. Grafftey: I regret to have to do this, but to get the record straight, 

in answer to Mr. Martin’s statement about the state of the fund—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do not be too hard on Mr. Martin.
Mr. Grafftey: I would like to point out that in paragraph 11 of the 

document submitted to us by an official of the department last night regarding 
the per capita value of the fund, it is stated in paragraph 11 that the trend 
has been steadily downward since the fiscal year 1953-54 in the sense that 
the amount of the fund at the end of any month subsequent to that year was 
less than at the end of the corresponding month of the previous year. I regret 
to have to say that, but if there are going to be political interjections, they 
must be answered, and that answers the question.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are quite justified; that is a good point, but 
at that time the fund was not in a perilous state.

Mr. Spencer: It was on its way.
The Chairman: Mr. Grafftey, do not take Mr. Martin too seriously at any 

time.
Mr. Simpson: I have one more thing to say in relation to that statement, 

Mr. Chairman. Mr. Martin has continuously played up the idea that the fund 
in those years was not in the state it is no,w and it was not necessary to 
make decisions of that kind. I maintain if it is morally right for the govern
ment to contribute a certain share, regardless of the state of the fund, they 
should be contributing that share regardless of whether the fund is in good 
shape or otherwise.

Mr. Peters: Just as an impartial observer in this political discussion 
regarding the fund, I think it should be borne in mind that there was a 
recession also in the 1955-56 period but the difference was—and I think this 
will be appreciated by both the chamber of commerce and the Canadian 
Manufacturers’ Association—that during that period of recession the government 
put in extra money without changing the benefits of the fund. This money was 
contributed. I think it should be pointed out that the forme rgovernment did 
have a recession but they did use another method other than contributions 
by taking care of something that is beyond the realm of the insured workers 
and the contributions they made.

The Chairman: That has not been denied.
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Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I might restate my question to Mr. 
Page. It is my understanding then that you are not making a recommendation 
that the government should increase its payment to the fund because of these 
particular amendments before us now.

Mr. Page: I think I answered that question when I was asked previously. 
We have maintained the government should make an equal contribution to 
that made by the employee and employer. Perhaps we feel there is a greater 
sense of urgency to reiterate that position now than there has been in past years 
because of the position of the fund; but basically we have always subscribed 
to that principle.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : You say it may be more urgent now; 
it is not because of these particular amendments? That is the point I want 
cleared up.

Mr. Spencer: I would like to hear the answer to that question because I 
think it is very pertinent.

Mr. Page: I think the answer to that is in part yes, because the proposals 
which are before the house at the present time do, or will result, if the bill 
is passed, in additional increases and presumably—or perhaps I should say con
ceivably—even further depletion of the fund. The actuaries may disagree 
with me. I do not know specifically what they say, but it is more urgent by 
reason in part of the proposals which are contained in this bill.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Are you suggesting then, Mr. Page, 
that these amendments will in effect deplete the fund and, if so, have you any 
statistical information to support that contention?

Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, I have said that we do not have any information 
but we are concerned because the general tendency of the bill, as we understand 
it, is if it does not result in a further deterioration in the position of the fund, 
it will increase the cost to us and that is a more compelling reason for the 
government to accept a more equal share of the contributions.

The Chairman: I think at this time we could have the answers to the 
questions which have been asked, if you want to avail yourself of the oppor
tunity, because we have the actuaries and officials here who can give you the 
answers.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I was going to suggest that, Mr. Chairman. As 
u matter of fact, we have evidence now from the director of the unemployment 
insurance fund as to the state of the fund at the present time. It is $496 million.

director did point out to us the first night that there would be on y a surp us 
of some $10 million if there was a comparable drain on the fund in the ensumg 
fiscal year. That is a matter of evidence now.

Mr. Spencer: That is without anything being added to the fund.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, that is with the additions. Are you aware, 

Mr. Page, that the fund now is at the level of $496 million.
Mr. Page: We have read that report.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And are you aware of the fact that in 1955 the 

Und stood at $846,284,000? . , tQrtn
. Mr. Page: My personal recollection is that it was in the region of $900 

Million. It is cm fT-ip record
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you aware that in 1956 it was $859 million?
Mr. Page: No; I do not think, Mr. Chairman, I can be expected to reca 

ft°se statistics.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you aware that in 1957 it was $878 million?
Mr. Page: No, I am not.
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The Chairman: I make the observation that we should have the officials 
here who could give this information, instead of you, Mr. Martin. Could we 
ask these persons to give the information, instead of you doing it, Mr. Martin?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This is now evidence which we have before us.
The Chairman : I would prefer to have the officials give it, rather than you.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I know you would prefer it, because quite 

obviously you are a prejudiced witness.
Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, I hope no one will suggest that I am a pre

judiced witness.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Page, I did not call you that.
Mr. Page: I quite understand, Mr. Chairman, that I was not called a 

prejudiced witness. I hope no one will think I am a prejudiced witness. In 
C.M.A. we represent all shades of political opinion, and if I had a political 
axe to grind here tonight, I would not be here for long, I assure you. I suggest 
to you—with due respect—that a question dealing with characteristics of 
statistics should be dealt with by the person here who is competent to answer 
that. I am not. I do not know what the fund was on a specific date. I have 
a general recollection of the area of the fund, but that is all. I would prefer 
not to have questions of that nature directed at me.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I was just using you as a method of putting the 
question on record.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman, I want to ask a question 
on this point right now. Mr. Martin has read figures of the balance in the 
fund for three of four years. I have the statement right in front of me now, 
and I could not find the four figures he mentioned. In fact, they disagree to 
the extent of about $5 million each year.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): All right; my authority is impugned by Mr. 
Bell. I refer my friend to the document tabled on March 31, 1958, by the 
Minister of Labour, sessional paper No. 82A, page 3, where these figures are 
given.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : But if you had been paying close atten
tion you would have heard Mr. McGregor state that some of those were only 
estimates, and the figures that were placed on here—March 31, 1959, financial 
and statistical statements—are probably more correct.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Challenge the statement made in the House of 
Commons by the Minister of Labour; do not challenge me.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman, may we have Mr. 
McGregor here?

The Chairman: Yes, if the committee wishes. It is quite obvious we will 
have to have somebody.

Mr. Peters: I do not think we need that now. I think—
The Chairman: I think, after we have had two sets of figures put in here, 

we should get the correct figures.
Mr. Peters: We have had so many figures, and I do not believe most of 

them anyway. I think we should continue our questioning of these gentle
men, because they have to go very shortly.

The Chairman: All right. Mr. Martin has gained his point; he has those 
figures in, because they are the ones he wanted in. Of course, they are 
on lawyers’ figures.

Mr. Peters: May we go with this brief, because it is quite an extensive 
brief. On page 4 there is a statement in paragraph 8: “...because by far
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the best thing our society can do to help an unemployed person is to provide 
him with another remunerative job”. Is the chamber and the C.M.A. sug
gesting that this section of the U.I.C. has not been effective, or has not 
functioned satisfactorily; is that the reason for including this?

Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, that was the furthest thought from our minds. 
You are suggesting an implied criticism of the national employment service? 
No, that is the furthest thought from our minds.

Mr. Grafftey: Mr. Chairman, I can say one thing in answer to Mr. 
Peters’ statement—and I am not talking politics at all. In the view of many 
members until recently, that was one section of the U.I.C. which was not 
stressed enough. I suggest it is stressed too much.

Mr. Peters: I was just wondering, because in the C.M.A. brief it says
The Chairman: Mr. Baker would like to make some comment.
Mr. Baker: As a member for several years of the national employment 

committee—which, as you know, deals with that aspect of the work of the un
employment insurance commission—I should like to say this, that I have been 
tremendously impressed by the efficiency and the enthusiasm with which the 
work is carried on by that division of the unemployment insurance commission.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear.
Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, I would like to associate myself, and our group, 

With those sentiments. Our relationship is somewhat different, but that has 
been our experience.

Mr. Peters: I asked it because it appears that the brief indicated that the 
best thing to do is to provide another remunerative job, rather than unemploy
ment insurance.

Mr. Page: We did refer to the “best thing our society can do”—a philo
sophical dissertation, if you will.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): It is a philosophy that has disturbed Mr. 
Grafftey.

The Chairman: He is enjoying the comedy ball.
Mr. Simpson: Getting back to this question of whether the government 

should increase their contributions, or not, on page 4, section 10 o e ne 
*t is mentioned

Secondly, unemployment insurance is advantageous from 
of view of fiscal economy, since the funds needed for i arc 
for the most part from taxation but are supplied large y

I Jmildttiink that part of that section would bear out the fact that 

the government share should not be increased.
Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, we have pointed out that the funds me not 

obtained for the most part by taxation, which is the one of the reasons we^ 
the government should share equally the burden; and it is not necessary,
SUre> to remind this group it is a government measure.

Mr. Peters: Mr. Chairman, just along that line, if wei ° no y
amendment in reference to the unemployment fund and taking intoconside a 
tlon the fact that the fund probably is roughly oO percent depleted^ vh^

°uld your suggestion have been? Would it have would be
^butions directly from treasury to maintain the same level that_W0Jld ^ 
considered by C.M.A. as a satisfactory level to maintain the fund $200 per 
porker or $500 ner worker7 Or how would you have cone 
^.^ht of the fact wTm!ght have this type of recessionary situation next year 

lth the results we had last year in the fund?
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You have opposed the increase in the contributions, but without these 
amendments it is still going to need some type of financial assistance. How 
does your organization intend to cope with the fund, and at the same time 
maintain it on contributions?

Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, that is, in part, a hypothetical question—what 
would we have done had the fund been in a different position?

Mr. Peters: Let me put it this way: the contributions are greater now 
than the benefits are going to be. We have increased the contributions 30 
per cent. The benefits have increased, but probably not beyond 10 or 11 per 
cent—I suggest five per cent. The fund is down to $400-odd million from 
$900-odd million. Obviously there is going to have to be some adjustment in 
the fund somewhere.

Mr. Page: I think, Mr. Peters, the answer to that is unless something 
happened to change our mind we would maintain the position we have con
sistently maintained throughout the life of the insurance act; and that is equal 
contributions to be made by the three parties concerned, the one representing 
the public interest. But our opinion as to the adequacy of the fund would be 
based on actuarial opinion and not on the opinions of the C.M.A. We do not 
express opinions, except when they are given to us by people who are com
petent to determine them. We recognize we are laymen. If actuarial 
representations were made, as they have been made in the past in the various 
reports to parliament, and we felt representations were being made, we would 
maintain that position of equity of contribution.

Mr. Peters: In other words, your organization would be willing to main
tain the fund at a satisfactory level, taking into consideration the fact that 
interest has been a large factor in the contributions. Your organization would 
endorse the idea of putting more money in the fund but the money would come 
from equal contributions, three ways: an equal contribution from the govern
ment, on the one hand, and from the employers and employees on the other?

Mr. Page: I think we have stated our position in respect to that. Our ob
jections at the present time is to the position in which the fund finds itself, as 
a result of certain amendments to the act—which, in our view, are not con
sistent with the original concepts of the Unemployment Insurance Act. Cer
tainly, we recognize the fund has to be got in a fluid position. We are not in 
a position, as I said, to judge when the fund is or is not; but we are completely 
in support of the principle that an Unemployment Insurance Act must provide 
for a fund when it is needed.

Our quarrel is with the fact that deviations from those basic principles 
have been made, which disturb us and have contributed to the present 
situation.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Page, I take it that what you are concerned with is 
the condition of the fund, and in no way are you concerned with the fact 
there has been an increased contribution by the employer along with the 
employee.

Mr. Page: I do not know, Mr. Chairman, that we can say we are concerned 
more with one aspect of it than the other.

Of course, we are concerned in business when faced with the provision 
of the additional costs, and these costs are very substantial. In a competitive 
market, any increase in cost is a very serious matter; but to say we are more 
concerned with one aspect than another, I do not think that anyone can 
answer that yes or no. We are concerned with all aspects which are relevant 
to the previous question about the state of the fund. That is why we have 
suggested that a parliamentary body be set up to study all the problems
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involved. I mean, not just the fiscal problems, but whether this is insurance 
as it was initially contemplated it would be, and all the operations that bear 
uPon the fund.

Mr. Peters: Have you not said in paragraph 10 of the brief this, that the 
fund should not come out of set taxation, for the most part, because of the 
advantages they had from the point of view for the fiscal economy of the 
country as a whole?

Mr. Page: No, I do not think we said that. We have made a general 
statement.

Mr. Peters: You said it has not been paid for for the most part, from 
taxation, but supplied largely by employers and employees.

Mr. Page: Yes, that is right.
Mr. Peters: Which would be an indication it was taken out of taxation, 

increased taxation, and it would produce a situation that did not give an 
advantageous position—one that you would like—in that section?

Mr. Page: Paragraph 10 is a general objective statement of principles, in 
which part of the reference is to the fact we have said the funds needed are 
not obtained for the most part from taxation. It has general reference to the 
Principle of contributions by the three parties. It is not a specific reference 
to the percentages. We covered that later in the brief, and quite specifically, 
but this is general. If you will read the heading again, part I deals with the 
basic principles of unemployment insurance, and not with specific adminis
trative details of it.

Mr. Simpson: You can initially take into consideration the fact that em
ployers and employees make up pretty well the bulk of the wage-earners or 
taxpayers in Canada, so that any increase in the amount the government would 
Pay would reflect back pretty well retroactively in relation to the increases as 
they are now. Have you taken that inference into consideration?

Mr. Page: I can assure you, we in business are well aware of the impact 
of taxation on our operations. Its impact is upon us, of course, individually 
and collectively; but, basically, we have maintained and continue to maintain 
as a principle that an Unemployment Insurance Act, such as this, should cal 
for equal contributions from the three parties to the act.

We are well aware, of course, there is an inference that if the b3b's °f f*16 
fax is changed, its impact on certain parties varies to some extent; but we are 
healing with the principle in this paragraph.

There is nothing devious in this. We are not trying to make political capital
out of it.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Could I put the same question to Mr. 
Baker, for his opinion, because I think this is quite important. Perhaps I could 
"*Usf give you an idea of what I am thinking about.

Last night we were talking to the Canadian Construction 
we were asking about the effect on the specific costs on construction work t a

ey were familiar with.
f H For example, they mentioned in the case of a $15,000 h°me just ow ey 
It11 11 would mean to the home owner. I am wondering, just takmg.it as an 
example—i suppose you do not have any figures available of a specific nature.

J: 1 , ttaii rtpinnlp did.
«impie—I suppose you do not have any ngu.» a»«.- 

~aey did take a different approach than you people did.
have 'fm wondering if you WOUld1i0mfAotYouareefu"gestingewe should wait; 
but -ff We do, as you say we should not do. -legislation would it have a

* — o„
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Mr. Baker: I think it is obvious the cost of unemployment insurance for 
employers—that is the question: it relates to employers and not employees— 
will average something in the order of 30 per cent.

We have not information available here as to what the total present contri
butions from all the employers in Canada amounts to. You have that in
formation available. We do know this—and understand that close to 30 per 
cent of the insured working force in Canada will fall into the two new top 
classes, with an increase in cost of 50 per cent.

The result is that for a great many industries—particularly those employing 
skilled and semi-skilled workers—the increase in cost to those employers will 
be much over and above 30 per cent.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : We have those figures. In other words, you 
make your main contention from the actuarial standpoint. You do feel certainly 
in a secondary way, that the extra cost to the employers would be of a serious 
nature; at least in your consideration.

Mr. McNally: Our point is this, if I may answer that: we think this 
additional cost might not be required if these various areas are deleted from 
the Act. If there could be an examination of the financing aspects of the act, 
if certain people who are not now covered—such as federal employees in 
the civil service, of which there are about 150,000—might be brought into the 
act to season the act and put some buttressing operation in there—certainly, if 
these things were done and it were examined, then there might not be this 
rather sharp increase of 50 per cent cost to employers and to employees.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : If you are going to segregate these people 
who are entitled to some sort of consideration—whether from a welfare stand
point or otherwise—you are still going to be faced with the burden somewhere 
along our economic scale. I think it was mentioned by Mr. Page, the example 
of the longshoremen in Saint John and Halifax. You mentioned the fact they 
are all in jobs of a seasonal nature, and that would cause extra administrative 
work.

I do not know whether you people are aware of it or not, but I think the 
Department of Labour, through their commission, will back me up on this, 
that there is not any known solution to the problem of dealing with them, 
because I have met many times with them. I have talked to the government 
every year I have been here. The problem of that type of seasonal worker, 
who is entitled to something is still going to be found whether you segregate 
him from this actuarial fund or whether you stick him right in the middle. 
I say the costs, as Mr. Simpson suggests, are going to show up in the Canadian 
economy somewhere.

The Chairman: Mr. Page would like to answer Mr. Bell.
Mr. Page: I was not necessarily answering—but it occurs to me it may be 

useful to deal in specific terms and give examples rather than speak in gen
eralities. When we speak of the impact of the proposed changes on the econ
omy, if you like—employee and employer—as an indication of that top rate of 
94 cents which has been proposed in Bill 43, it will require people who have 
not previously been engaged in the act, by reason of the $4,800 ceiling, and 
who will now come into the act—provided they do not earn more than $5,460— 
they will pay contributions of $4.07 a month. Employer contributions will 
match that.

In one specific case of one company, of which I have knowledge, I was 
told that in their particular case, because of their salary rates, the increase in 
unemployment insurance costs would amount to 63 per cent.
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Then, perhaps just one further instance, if I might give it, is that of a 
textile company which last year earned a net profit of $5,600. The additional 
costs which the provisions of Bill 43 will impose on that company next year 
will amount to $18,000.

It occurred to me that you might be interested in tying this in to some
thing specific rather than dealing with generalities.

In some cases there are industries who have estimated the increase in 
cost as something approximating half a million dollars. I speak of one com
pany there; and in one industry it has been estimated that the increase in cost 
will result in approximately $2 million additional cost, in their operation.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): But those are isolated examples.
Mr. Page: I do not think they are isolated examples, except that one has 

to select certain examples. It is not an isolated example to say there are many 
Persons who have not previously been under the act.

Mr. MacInnis: Do you feel this increase in the employees’ contribution is 
in any way giving labour a wedge for further wage demands?

Mr. Page: I could only anticipate from what our experience has been in 
that respect. That is, whenever labour feels there is some additional cost, be 
it cost of living or other cost, imposed on them, they have never shown any 
reluctance to approach the employer at the appropriate time and ask that they
be compensated for it.

Mr. Grafftey: On the other side of the question—and I address this ques
tion to either the Chamber of Commerce of the C.M.A.—do you feel if this 
legislation as it now stands is passed that in turn it will almost immediate y 
result in the rising of the cost of consumer goods right across the line in the 
country, by manufacturing and business concerns in general.

Mr. Baker: I think Mr. Page would agree that this is rather a dl 
Question to answer. In certain industries of which I am aware it wo 
be impossible to pass along any increased costs in prices o recoup
may be there are industries which are in the fortunate position they can reco p 
themselves. Certainly the tendency would be not to lower consum P 
. Mr. Peters: I am wondering if you have examined this instance you quoted 
m one particular plant of this figure of $18,000 and whether or no ^
lf this class of employee which is now being insured is the e™pl.°abl®
which is subject to seasonal lay-offs, or lay-offs. Would this not be a very stable
class of employee?

Mr. Page: I am sorry I cannot answer that question. I might tell you 
spent 26 years in the textile industry. I have some kn°wledge of the prob Le.
1 can anticipate on the basis of my experience that this is t e >p ■
ln which one expects lay-offs which are not seasonal perhaps in the sen e y 
are in the fishing and stevedoring industries. I have not, h°wever b^n ^re 
of any portion of the textile industry which has not been subject to the normal 
risk of having to lay off employees because of lack of business. 
b . Mr. Simpson: What portion of the textile industry would you say wo d 

e m this wage class of employees?Mr. Page- From my experience I would guess the impact of the changes 
£ this particular Industry would be less in the area ofi the increase resu ting
S” to i‘i°nal rribU,MS beinS,ePsawM=Uhndhears““ proposed Id„S there

per cent increase in rates which na. p F, ,
°uld be many of them who will come into the act in

to B"°wm (Vanco»»er-Kin»>»«#): I Z'conSter

‘h= =ont,Tut„Sttd=tth=eunemp0loym=nt insurance fund as a wage cost and
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include that in what you are paying the employees in the way of a benifit? 
Would this not in some respects act as a natural wage increase to the employee 
to that extent and be taken into consideration in the negotiations?

Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman, the hon. member and I have something in com
mon. We had a chat in the corridor before the meeting this morning. I think 
perhaps he knows that whether or not management regard these matters as 
cost is relatively insignificant. The problem is to persuade unions they are a 
cost to the employer and should be taken into consideration in negotiation. I 
suspect the hon. member knows the answer to that and is probably pulling my 
leg.

Mr. Spencer: This question will be directed either to the Chamber of 
Commerce or the C.M.A. I am trying to reach a conclusion. I think I have 
come fairly close to one. It is now recognized that more benefits are being paid 
out than the fund is receiving in contributions. There is no question about that; 
is there?

Mr. McNally: I think it is a question of fact.
Mr. Spencer: It has been suggested that the government should contribute 

more to the unemloyment insurance fund. Granted—and I think this is pretty 
elementary—that the only place the government would receive or get money 
to contribute to the fund would be from the taxpayers of Canada, and it being 
admitted the case that the funds have to be raised from some source and if 
contributed by the government would come from the taxpayers of Canada, 
I would like to know why you feel that the taxpayers of Canada should be 
called upon to increase their contributions instead of the segments of the 
people of Canada who themselves are the ones who are covered by the fund 
and who are entitled to the benefits if they become unemployed?

Looking at it from the standpoint of the employers, they are the ones who 
cause the payment of the benefits by the laying off of individuals. I would like 
to know why you say that the tax burden should be placed upon those people 
who do not benefit and not put it on those who do benefit or who are responsible 
for the lay-off of individuals.

Mr. Baker: May I ask to which section of our brief your are referring?
Mr. Spencer: I am just referring to the portion of the brief which says—
Mr. Baker: It is not in the Chamber of Commerce brief.
Mr. Spencer: You do not subscribe to the idea that the government should 

increase its contributions?
Mr. Baker: I thought we made that clear.
Mr. Page: I hesitate to ask the hon. member to repeat the question. It is 

rather a long question. I thought you were addressing the question to Mr. 
Baker. As I understand it, the question is a philosophical one as to the difference 
in the concept of applying an additional tax on the people who presumably will 
benefit directly from the proposed changes in the act as against a general levy 
on the whole of our society. Is that essentially correct?

Mr. Spencer: Yes. Why should it be levied upon the general society and 
not upon employers and employees.

Mr. Page: Earlier in the session I attempted to answer a similar query on 
the basis that we regard the Unemployment Insurance Act as a child of 
government and because it is imposed on both parties—I should not say without 
consultation—the principle of equity of contributions in the fund is something 
we could argue interminably. As to the question of why a proportion of our 
society should not pay it, whether they pay into it or not, I am not sure I can 
answer that question execept to say we are convinced there is equity in the 
principle of argument that there should be equal contributions by the three 
parties to the benefits of the act.
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Mr. Spencer: Should the three parties then contribute towards the cost 
of administration under the act?

Mr. Page: I think that is a matter for government decision.
Mr. Spencer: If there is logic in your contention that they should contribute 

equally to the fund, is it not also logical that they should contribute equally to 
the cost of administration of the act?

Mr. Page: I must confess I have not given the question any consideration.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think Mr. Spencer’s question is a fair one. 

Would you not like to amplify your answer to his question? I think it is a very 
relevant one. In your brief you state it is unfair to impose on two groups in 
the country the responsibility of providing for the maintenance of people who do 
not contribute continuously to the fund and that a relief measure of this sort 
ought to be borne by others than the workers and employers.

Mr. Page: Basically I think that is what we have said. I think there is 
some support for that in the Gregory royal commission report in Great Britain 
in which recommendation was made that the fund be re-established on a sound 
basis by contributions from the consolidated revenue fund, or the counterpart 
to that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): For that reason I take it you recommend that 
whatever assistance be given to such individuals should be given out of an 
act or instrument something like the public assistance act?

Mr. Page: That is correct.
The Chairman: I think part of Mr. Spencer’s question was that he thought 

there was a responsibility on the part of those people who laid off the 
employees.

Mr. Spencer: Yes. I think they are equally responsible. I do not think 
we should have a labour market that is available to employers at their beck 
and call and when they cease to have a use for these employees can then lay 
them off and saddle them upon the public at large.

Mr. Page: That is another matter for a body such as we have suggested. 
An impartial body could well take that under advisement.

Mr. Grafftey: In their research in relation to this whole question, did 
either of these associations at any time follow up statistics which possibly might 
have pointed to the fact that the part the government contributes to the fund 
actually might cover that amount of the benefits under the unemployment 
msurance scheme to which you made reference as being welfare benefits.

Mr. Page: Our group has not done so, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am pretty sure what you reply will be to
question; and if it is what I think it will be, I shall find some occasion
argument. Do you not think that if there is to be a further 30 per cent, 

r°ughly, imposed on the workers, there ought to be a corresponding increase 
ln the rate of benefits.

Mr. Page: We have not, in our group, considered that question at all
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What was that?
Mr. Page: We have not considered that question at all in our group.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The reason I asked you that question is that 

. 6 C.L.C. is to appear before us tomorrow and I understand from information 
^ the press that they will make such a recommendation. So it occurred to me 

at while we have you gentlemen representing those who are at the other 
you might express a view.

Mr. Spencer: If that happened it would not improve the condition of
the fund.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Of course not, but if you are going to impose 
further contributions, I can see a very strong argument to increase the 
corresponding benefits.

Mr. Page: Again, we have not considered that specific question. We do 
not know, of course, because they have not consulted us, what representa
tions ti}e Canadian Labour Congress will make tomorrow.

Mr. Baker: In reference to Mr. Martin’s question regarding benefits, we 
did make some calculations which would indicate that the present benefits, 
with provision for increase in allowable earnings—the total income or 
remuneration during the period of unemployment will be as high as 84 per 
cent of earnings, tax free.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): For a certain segment, of course. There would 
be no increase in the average rate of benefit for those now covered by the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

Mr. Baker: No sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : All the insured workers will not receive any 

increase in their rate of benefit. Have you given consideration to that fact?
Mr. Baker: We are aware of it.
Mr. Spencer: You are only speaking of monetary benefits. They could 

receive these same monetary benefits but for a longer period of time.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am talking about the rate of benefit.
Mr. Spencer: If the rate is continued for a longer period of time, there 

would be greater benefit.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I was speaking of those now insured. There is 

no increase in the rate of benefit provided for them in these amendments.
Mr. Grafftey: In reference to Mr. Martin’s statement a moment ago 

when he said that the C.L.C. would be here tomorrow, and that they were 
at the other end of the line, from my point of view we are hearing from the 
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association today and from the Canadian Chamber 
of Commerce, while tomorrow we will be hearing the C.L.C. I do not think 
that any of these organizations are at the end of any line. After listening to 
their presentations, statesmanlike documents, they have shown that they have 
not come here to grind for one particular narrow cause. I think we can expect 
the same about the C.L.C.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The correction which you make is fully accepted.
The Chairman: How gracious of you.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): On division.
The Chairman: We are getting near the time to go into the house. I think 

we have had sufficient questioning of the organizations.
Mr. MacInnis: I do not know what the intention is as far as these gentle

men are concerned, but possibly there may be something in these briefs which 
they would like to emphasize more clearly. The fact has been brought out 
that during the question period we were jumping around from one section to 
another. Possibly either of these gentlemen might want to emphasize some 
particular portion of their briefs.

The Chairman: Probably it would be fair enough to ask Mr. Page to 
summarize and then Mr. Baker to summarize. Is that agreeable?

Agreed.
All right, Mr. Page.
Mr. Page: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen: I would like to repeat what was 

said this morning when we introduced our brief, that we appreciate your
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courtesy in taking the time to hear us as patiently as you have done, and in 
making use of your personal time which you obviously have done in order 
to permit us to take our recommendations to you.

We would like to make it very clear that we are not opposed in principle; 
we are not opposed in practice to the objectives which were initially set out in 
the Unemployment Insurance Act.

We are not opposed to social measures to assist people who are in trouble. 
We do, however, feel that there are certain actions which should be taken 
with respect to the act. They are in essence the recommendations which we 
have made to you in our brief. We recognize that some action must be taken 
with respect to the position of the fund.

I think I have expressed the opinion that possibly the course of remedy 
lies in perhaps a grant being made from the consolidated revenue fund. We 
have stated unequivocally that we support certain proposals or suggestions by 
the advisory committee of the unemployment insurance commission.

We are not opposing the proposed extension of the ceiling. We support 
in each instance the addition of the two new classes, and we hope, gentlemen, 
that you will consider our representations seriously, and that you will receive 
the suggestions we have made with respect to the appointment of an independent 
body which will study th eUnemployment Insurance Act in all its aspects.

I thank you.
Mr. Baker: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen: I can only repeat what Mr. Page 

has said. We very much appreciate the courteous reception which we have 
received today, and I would like to reiterate what Mr. Bradshaw said at the 
beginning, that we are not in any way opposed to the principle of unemploy
ment insurance.

From our analysis of the whole situation we do feel, however, that during 
the eighteen years that the Unemployment Insurance Act has been in force, 
there has been a great deal of emasculation of the original insurance principles, 
Particularly during the last half of that period of time.

In 1950 we made very strenuous opposition to the proposals to introduce 
What were called supplementary unemployment insurance benefits. We are 
still opposed to these seasonal benefits (a) and (b), and we are opposed to the 
other drains on the insurance fund.

We fail to see how any actuary can, under the circumstances we cited, with 
any accuracy whatsoever, anticipate over any period of time what the drains 
are going to be in the future, or what contributions are required in order to 
heep the fund solvent.

We have refrained specifically from recommending any particular sources
financing because we feel the whole subject should be carefully and ex

haustively studied by a competent, independent body, before any changes other 
ban those which we except in our brief, are enacted into the law. I thank 

you very much.
The Chairman: Thank you. I certainly can say on behalf of the committee 

at we appreciate having you here, and we did put on a little extra entertain- 
ent for you at the start so that when you go home you can say that your 

let was a little different from anything you have previously had. 
u , Before the committee breaks up, gentlemen, I want to be away, because

°rtunately I have to go to Toronto for a funeral tomorrow. May I have the 
Proval of the committee for Mr. Bell to act as your chairman?

Agreed.

^he committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Friday, May 22, 1959.
(6)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.30 a.m. this day. 
In the absence of the Chairman, Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bell, Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, 
Grafftey, Granger, Lahaye, Maclnnis, MacLean (Winnipeg-North Centre), 
Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), Noble, Pigeon, Simpson, Smith (Winnipeg 
North), and Stanton. (15)

In attendance: From the Canadian Labour Congress: Messrs. Claude 
Jodoin, President; A. Andras, Director of Legislation; and Russell Bell, Assist
ant Director of Research.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, Chief 
Commissioner; James McGregor, Director; and C. Dubuc, Director, Legal 
Branch.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Superin
tendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, an Act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman introduced the delegation from The Canadian Labour Con
gress and then called on Mr. Jodoin.

Copies of a submission prepared by The Canadian Labour Congress were 
distributed to the members of the Committee.

Mr. Jodoin read the brief of The Canadian Labour Congress, and was 
questioned together with Mr. Andras.

Agreed,—That questioning of the representatives of The Canadian Labour 
Congress would be continued at a subsequent meeting.

At 11.00 a.m., the Committee adjourned until 11.00 a.m. Tuesday, May 26.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

Friday, May 22, 1959. 
9.30 a.m.

The Acting Chairman (Mr. Bell, Saint John-Albert) : Gentlemen, I 
think we have a quorum now. For the record might I say that I understand 
my position to be that of acting chairman. The chairman and the vice 
chairman are both absent today. Last night there was some agreement 
that I should be acting chairman for today only.

Mr. Pigeon: I am very glad to see you as acting chairman, Mr. Bell.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I regret that Mr. Small is not here, but I am 

very happy that you are here as the presiding officer at this particular moment, 
Mr. Bell.

The Acting Chairman: Thank you very much.
We have representatives this morning from the Canadian Labour Congress 

who will appear before our committee regarding bill C-43.
On my immediate right is the president, Mr. Claude Jodoin, who will be 

presenting the brief. We also have Mr. A. Andras, director of legislation who 
is next on my right, and also Mr. Russell Bell, assistant director of research.

We have to move along, because the house sits at 11 o’clock, so I will ask 
Mr. Jodoin to begin right away with the presentation of the brief of the 
Canadian Labour Congress.

Mr. Claude Jodoin (President, Canadian Labour Congress) : Mr. Chairman 
and members of the committee: I would like first of all to express the appre
ciation of the Canadian Labour Congress for having the opportunity to appear 
before the standing committee on industrial relations of the House of Commons.

(Mr. Jodoin continued in French).
Mr. Pigeon: Mr. Chairman, might I ask if we are going to be supplied 

with a French translation of the brief which is to be presented this morning?
Mr. Jodoin: That will be provided, sir.
The Acting Chairman: May I say that I take it that the remarks in French 

Were purely of an introductory nature.
Mr. Jodoin: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I was just going to say that to you. 

I assure you that if there were anything to the detriment of anybody here, 
*t would have been translated to give you a chance for rebuttal. I just 
addressed the French-speaking members of the committee to ask for the 
Privilege of speaking in English, and to say that French copies of the brief 
Would be provided if necessary to the members of the House of Commons, 
lf it is their wish.

The Acting Chairman: We do not actually, at the present time, have a 
rench-speaking reporter, but it is certainly in order, and we appreciate that 

at the beginning.
Mr. Jodoin: Having made that introduction, and reiterating our apprecia- 

l0n- sir, I would like now to proceed with the document itself.
You will notice that I am accompanied by what I call the experts who 

0£e sitting here in the persons of Mr. Andras and Mr. Bell. This is a document 
the Canadian Labour Congress and I adhere to it of course, but I am not 

cessarily the sole author. I can assure you of that.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think Mr. Andras was a member of the 
advisory committee who, along with two other labour members, resigned from 
that committee.

Mr. Jodoin: That was Mr. Andras, yes sir.
The Canadian Labour Congress appears before you today on behalf of 

more than one million Canadian wage and salary earners. It is the largest 
central trade union body in Canada and its representative character as 
spokesman for Canadian labour has been recognized by this and previous 
governments. The congress views expressed here are based on a very great 
concern for the effectiveness of the Unemployment Insurance Act as a means 
of protecting insured workers and on a long and intimate working knowledge 
of this important piece of social security legislation. The tripartite nature 
of this act has given this and predecessor congresses an important role in 
shaping this legislation and the congress expresses the hope that its views will 
be given proper weight by your committee, by the government and by 
parliament before a decision is reached as to what form bill C-43 should take 
in its final enactment.

The congress would like to state clearly and unequivocally its view that 
no amendment to the Unemployment Insurance Act, however great its intrinsic 
value, can satisfactorily substitute for a policy of full employment. This 
congress has gone on record time and again on the problem of unemployment 
and on the means which should be pursued to solve it. We do not consider 
it necessary to repeat our proposals here. We wish simply to emphasize the 
fact that this or any similar Unemployment Insurance Act is designed essen
tially to take care of types of unemployment other than the cyclical, that is, 
to look after frictional, technological and other forms of unemployment which 
are to be expected in a highly developed industrial society such as ours but 
not to cope with a depression. This act can at best be part of a larger program 
for coping with unemployment.

The light is not good here.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No. The light has been bad several times 

during our sittings.
Mr. Jodoin: I do not wish to make any comment about that, Mr. Chairman.
It is far-fetched to expect it to shore up a sagging economy. We wish to 

make this preliminary statement in order to make it clear beyond any doubt 
that in our opinion more than amendments to the Unemployment Insurance Act 
are needed before a satisfactory solution is found to the high degree of unem
ployment which has afflicted our country for the last few years and which we 
regard with considerable apprehension as likely to continue into the foreseeable 
future.

Bill C-43 is the latest in a series of amendments to the act enacted in 1940 
and taking effect on July 1, 1941. Some of these amendments have been very 
far-reaching and the amendments of 1955 appeared virtually to have re-written 
the entire act. The fact remains, however, that additional amendments have 
been found necessary since 1955 and these seem to point to the need for a much 
more thoroughgoing review of this act than has yet taken place. It is quite 
evident that the relatively frequent amendments to date have done little more 
than provide temporary and at times questionable remedies for an existing 
situation. With much deference, we submit that bill C-43 falls short of giving 
the Unemployment Insurance Act the stability and integrity which so import
ant a piece of social security legislation requires. We will go so far as to say 
that the proposed amendments not only retain an unsatisfactory ratio between 
wages and benefits but impose an unjustifiable burden on the insured popula
tion, one which should be more equitably distributed.
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Turning specifically to bill C-43, we propose to deal specifically with 
sections 3, 6, 12, 13 and 15; beyond these, with other sections to the extent that 
the congress believes they are of a substantive nature. In addition, the congress 
proposes to make some general observations above and beyond the proposed 
amendments contained in the bill.

Section 3 of the bill would extend coverage to salaried workers whose 
earnings exceed $4800 but not $5460 a year. This is a necessary if belated step 
to extend coverage to groups which stand in need of it. We believe that earn
ings of salaried employees should be reviewed regularly and the ceiling adjusted 
as often as appears necessary so that this class of employees should not be 
unduly deprived of the protection of the act. It might be appropriate in lieu of 
this amendment to give the Unemployment Insurance Commission regulatory 
powers to change the salary ceiling from time to time as it deems necessary, 
under such conditions as parliament might indicate. The commission is suffi
ciently experienced, informed and responsible to be entrusted with this power.

The congress wishes to go beyond the extension of coverage contained in 
section 3 of the question of coverage as a generality. At the present time, the 
act covers about 84 per cent of all wage and salary earners; about three- 
quarters of a million are still non-insured (Unemployment Insurance Com
mission seventeenth annual report for fiscal year ending March 31, 1958). The 
congress believes that coverage can and should be extended to other groups 
as well. It has in mind particularly the employees of non-profit making hospi
tals and charitable institutions. These constitute a very substantial number 
of the non-insured population. Their exclusion is not due to any administra
tive difficulties. The Unemployment Insurance Commission has been prepared 
for some time to have coverage extended to them. The decision to continue 
their exclusion is essentially a political one and we think it should be 
changed forthwith. Failure to do so is an injustice to these employees and a 
reflection on hospitals as employers. There are other groups for whom cover
age should be considered and we believe the Unemployment Insurance Com
mission should be required to review the situation particularly where adminis
trative problems have been the reason for non-insurability. There are those, 
however, for whose coverage administrative problems are not an issue and we 
think these should be reviewed as well on the basis of the important principle 
°f “pooling the risk” and in recognition of the fact that even the most osten
sibly secure employees face a certain risk of unemployment. In view of the 
Very limited extent to which coverage has been added during the last few years, 
this should be, we submit, a matter for very serious consideration.

Section 6 of the bill proposes a substantial increase in the weekly contribu
tion rate and at the same time converts the present insurance class of $57.00 and 
over into three new classes, namely, $57.00 and under $63.00, $63.00 and under 
$69.00, $69.00 and over. Comparing the present contribution rates with those 
proposed, we find that the first nine insurance classes are being required to 
increase their weekly contribution rate from, in round figures, 25 per cent to 
^8 per cent. In the case of the $57.00 and over class, those now included in it 
will face, depending on their earnings, increases of 30, 43 or 57 per cent. These 
are nil very substantial increases in the contribution rates, more particularly 
^hen it is realized that there is almost no change in the pattern of benefits.

Peaking in the House of Commons on May 5th (Hansard, page 3361) the 
Minister of Labour explained that the reason for the increases in contributions 
P^as “to maintain the fund in a situation of stability over the next few years.”

ae Minister went on to say: “During the past two years of recession which 
We have experienced there has been a pretty heavy drain on this fund. In my 
opinion it is not anticipated that such a drain will occur again next year.

basis.vertheless I feel it is good business to place the fund on a sound actuarial
It is also my opinion that the government’s responsibility is such that
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it should see that the fund will be able to meet whatever evéntualities may 
arise. . . It is not the government’s intention to adopt an inflexible attitude in 
this regard. I hope the situation will be reviewed from time to time in the light 
of the requirements of the fund, and should it be possible, as an example, a year 
from now to look at the situation and find it possible to reduce the rates, then 
most certainly that action would be taken.” We do not take the minister’s 
statement to be an expression of optimism. It seems to us to point, to an assump
tion of continuing high unemployment since if high employment such as we 
knew in the immediate post war-years were to be resumed the fund would 
presumably replenish itself without the need for such a marked increase in 
the contribution rate or any increase at all. The purpose of an unemployment 
insurance fund is that it should be spent in bad years and replenished in good 
but if the years are to be consistently bad, then even these increases in contribu
tions are not likely to be adequate. This brings us back to the position stated 
above that a strong policy of maintaining full employment is an indispensable 
prerequisite not only to a healthy economy but to an effective Unemployment 
Insurance Act. In any event, however, we feel that the unemployment insurance 
fund has been taxed for expenditures which should have been drawn from 
other sources. We refer specifically to what are known as seasonal benefits 
and previously as supplementary benefits. These were first introduced in 1950 
and have since been expanded both as to the rate of benefit and duration. As at 
February 28, 1959, a total of over $271,000,000 had been expended on supple
mentary and seasonal benefits and by now this figure will obviously have 
been substantially increased. We believe that these payments should never 
have come out of the unemployment insurance fund but out of consolidated 
revenue since they represent a payment over and above the normal unemploy
ment insurance benefits for which the act was designed. Seasonal benefits are 
a reflection of a special and serious condition of unemployment and should 
be a charge on the national purse and not on the insured population alone. 
If supplementary and seasonal benefits had in fact been paid out of consolidated 
revenue, the balance in the fund at February 28, 1959 would have been over 
$818,000,000 instead of $547,000,000 and the present concern about the state 
of the fund need never have arisen. The injustice of requiring the insured 
population to pay for supplementary (now seasonal) benefits was well stated 
in 1950 by a leading member of the Conservative Party, the late Mr. Gordon 
Graydon, who in the debate on the then amendments to the Unemployment 
Insurance Act stated “... it seems to me we have reached the limit of absurdity 
when we ask the workers of this country to put up more money to solve the 
unemployment situation. That is the government’s job, not the workers’ ” 
(Hansard, February 24, 1950, page 214). The question may also be raised as 
to why the government has chosen this particular method for replenishing the 
fund, that is, why it has chosen to do so by imposing an additional burden on 
the insured population alone. The present ratio of contributions of employers, 
employees and government is 50:50:20 respectively. The unemployment 
insurance advisory committee has recommended that this ratio be changed to 
50:50:50, in other words, that the government contribution be made to equal 
one-half of the combined contributions from employers and employees. The 
result would be a 25 per cent increase in contributions to the fund. We believe 
the government should have given consideration to this proposal and that it 
is still not too late to do so.

Section 12 of the bill would amend present section 47 of the act. The 
proposed amendment includes a new schedule of rates of benefit. The new 
schedule is different from the present one only in respect of the class which is 
now the $57 and over class and which would become three classes as described 
above. For the new class $57 and under $63, the benefit rate remains at $23
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and $30 respectively for a claimant without a dependent and one with a depend
ent; for the new class of $63 and under $69, $25 and $33 respectively; and for 
the new class $69 and over, $27 and $36 respectively. We have thus for this 
large and. growing section of the insured workers, in terms of benefit rates, 
no change in rate for those who were at the lower end of the earnings class, 
$2 and $3 increase for those at the top of the earnings class. For most of the 
insurance classes, therefore, there is no change in benefit rate in the face of 
substantial increases in the contribution rates. For the present top insurance 
class there are relatively small increases in the benefit rates in the face of very 
substantial increases in the contribution rates. This is in itself unjust and in 
the preceding paragraph we have already indicated how the burden of the cost 
of unemployment insurance could be more equitably distributed.

There is, however, another and important principle involved which we 
think needs to be re-examined, namely, the ratio of benefits to earnings. In 
March of this year the average weekly benefit was $21.58, in February $21.56 
and in January $21.38 (DBS statistical report on the operation of the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act). These figures indicate that there is a clumping of insured 
workers around the top insurance classes. It is in any event well established 
that insured workers have been moving from lower to higher insurance classes 
as wage rates and earnings have risen. This makes it necessary to compare the 
ratio of benefit to earnings in the top insurance classes more than in the lower 
ones for a review of the relationship between earnings and benefit. Taking the 
mid-points of the weekly earnings ranges of the top five classes and using a 
claimant with a dependent for purposes of such comparison, we find ratios of 
54 per cent, 52 per cent, 50 per cent, 50 per cent, and 52 per cent or less 
depending on earnings (the top insurance class is an open end class in so far 
as earnings are concerned). It will be seen that in all of these classes the 
ratio is at or about 50 per cent; for the top insurance class the proportion drops 
steadily as earnings rise. It has been the policy of parliament generally to 
make the ratio of benefit to earnings rather higher for the insured workers in 
the lower earnings classes and rather lower for those in the higher earnings 
classes. With the principle itself we do not quarrel. Where we differ and have 
differed with parliament over the years is as to the adequacy of about 50 per 
cent or slightly more for the insured workers in the top insurance classes. We 
submit that a drop of 50 per cent or thereabout for earnings to benefit is too 
sharp a drop, becomes steadily more serious as unemployment is prolonged 
and is in absolute terms inadequate to cover the non-deferable expenses of 
the average wage-earner.

Gentlemen, if I might digress for a moment, I might tell you that I do 
P°t know whether it is the warm reception of your committee or the heat 
dself, but I certainly find a warm reception here.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is very cold compared to earlier sessions.
Mr. Jodoin: Mr. Chairman, through you I might say that the hon. member 

or Essex East is trying to bring constructive criticism which, according to the 
|5ÇWs I have received in connection with other sessions, might not have been
likewise.

Unemployment insurance benefits are, of course, paid as of right and not 
?n the basis of need as is the case with unemployment assistance. On the other 

and, the question of adequacy cannot be ignored since the function of unem- 
th°ynient insurance is essentially to replace some of the income resulting from 

e loss of employment. The relatively low ratio of benefit to earnings is based 
n the presumption that a moral hazard may accompany a higher ratio. This 

become part of the folklore of social insurance and social assistance. We 
e Prepared to concede that for some people a somewhat higher ratio might 
ult in an unwillingness to take employment at a wage higher than the benefit
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rate. We doubt, however, whether this can be stated as a generality about the 
more than 4,000,000 Canadian wage and salary-earners who are covered by the 
Unemployment Insurance Act. It is noteworthy that private insurance carriers 
will sign contracts for payments of up to 60 per cent of earnings in weekly 
sickness and accident benefits. Workmen’s compensation payments in the 
various provinces have over the last few years risen to a high of 75 per cent. 
It is worth noting also that some employers, by agreement with the unions 
of their employees, have undertaken to supplement the workmen’s compensation 
benefit by the difference between that benefit and 100 per cent of previous 
earnings. Still other employers provide for sick leave at full earnings. These 
figures would seem to indicate that something better than 50 per cent can be 
paid to a claimant without a moral hazard resulting. The congress believes and 
respectfully suggests to you that the ratio of benefit to earnings should be 
set at not less than two-thirds of former earnings; more precisely that some 
such ratio be established for each insurance class, possibly using the mid-point 
of each range of earning which is a not uncommon procedure. Since there is 
only a $6 spread within each class range except the top class, the difference in 
ratio between the bottom and top of any class would not be too great. This, 
however, is a technical matter with which the unemployment insurance com
mission is thoroughly competent to deal; we wish merely to state what we 
consider to be a desirable ratio as a generality.

Section 13 would have the effect of amending Section 48 (1) (a) and would 
extend the maximum period of benefit from 36 to 52 weeks. The congress would 
be less than honest if it failed to express satisfaction with this particular amend
ment. It is consistent with what this congress has been asking since the Act 
was amended in 1955. It must be stated, however, that this improvement in 
duration of benefit, while it is desirable, will not and ideally should not be 
of value to any considerable number of unemployed workers. Experience in 
the past has shown that only a relatively small number of claimants used up 
benefits beyond the 36th week. Naturally, should unemployment be both 
heavy and of long duration, this 16-week extension will prove very worthwhile. 
It is our earnest hope that the full use of this extended benefit period will not 
prove necessary and we look to the government to take the necessary steps to 
realize this hope. We wish to state also that this one improvement in the degree 
of protection afforded by the act is not sufficient in itself to overshadow the 
very heavy burdens which have been imposed on the insured population 
through the increase in the contribution rates.

We do not wish to be appearing to depreciate the value of section 15 which 
would amend section 56 of the act and thereby create a new schedule of allow
able earnings and in this regard favour the claimant with a dependent over the 
claimant without one. We admit, with one reservation which we set out below, 
that the schedule in the amendment is an improvement over the original one. 
We concede also that the new schedule, accompanied as it is by the proposed 
amendment to subsection 2 of section 47 whereby a new subsection (2a) is 
introduced, under Section 12 of this bill, mitigates the effect of the current act 
for those claimants who are able to obtain short periods of employment while 
on claim. Hitherto, the effect of these short periods of employment, despite 
the seeming advantage offered by allowable earnings, has meant that such 
claimants have found, on filing a subsequent claim, they have dropped markedly 
from a higher to a lower benefit class. The new subsection will overcome that 
since the drop cannot be more than one benefit class. This is all to the good- 
But here, as in the case of the extension of the benefit period, the value of the 
allowable earnings schedule even as increased, has a value that is more appar
ent than real. There is, of course, the question first of all of availability of 
short periods of work during periods of extensive unemployment. By short
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periods of work, we mean one or two days of work in a week every week or 
less frequently. Unfortunately there does not appear to be any data on this 
although it could be obtained, we believe, from unemployment insurance 
commission records. Some idea of the extent to which partial weeks instead of 
complete weeks of benefits are paid may be obtained from the monthly report 
on the Unemployment Insurance Act published by the dominion bureau of sta
tistics. During the month of March, 1959, for example, there were 3,052,734 
weeks of benefit payments made. Of these 2,900,420 were complete weeks and 
152,314 were partial weeks; of the latter 100,450 are described as “due to 
excess earnings”—“excess earnings” is defined as “earnings during a week in 
excess of the allowable earnings for a claimant’s weekly rate.” The propor
tion of partial weeks due to excess earnings is a very small proportion of the 
total number of weeks of benefits payments, 3.3 per cent approximately. We 
believe some additional research as to the practical effects of the allowable 
earnings provision might be worthwhile. We wish to draw attention, finally, 
to what we referred to as a reservation on this section of the bill. We refer to 
the fact that the claimant without a dependent whose weekly benefit is $23 
now is able to earn allowable earnings up to $13 a week but under the pro
posed amendments only $12. While we appreciate the fact that an effort has 
been made to keep allowable earnings at or close to 50 per cent of the benefit 
rate and that $13 comes to slightly more than 56 per cent of $23, the fact 
remains that $13 has been in effect since 1955 and to reduce it to $12 is to 
discriminate against this one particular class of claimant. We do not think a 
great deal of risk is involved in retaining the figure of $13 and think it should 
be retained. It would require an increase in allowable earnings for those 
claimants whose benefits are $25 and $27 but here, too, we do not think the 
adjustment would be excessive or likely to affect the fund adversely.

On balance, we do not think the establishment of new insurance and 
benefit classes, the extension of the benefit period, the protection against a drop 
°f more than one benefit class and the change in schedule of allowable earnings 
outweigh the very substantial increases in the contribution rates. We think 
that the fund, to the extent that it needs replenishing through means other 
man a return to full employment, should be replenished in other ways and 

other sources.
Reading the other amendments to the act we find that the amendment 

Proposed in section 1 is in effect an admission of lack of jurisdiction. By virtue 
°t this amendment the regulation of employment agencies is removed from the 
Powers of the commission. We are naturally concerned about the implications 
of this move since it appears to leave the way open for fee-charging employ
ment agencies to exploit unemployed workers as indeed they have been and 
are still doing. So far as the other amendments are concerned they seem to 

e for the most part clarifications of language with a view to greater con
sistency, and additions which will be of benefit to certain categories of people
Who may from time to time fall out of the act and seek to return to its cover

ge. We would draw your attention, however, to section 17 which would 
end section 65. We refer specifically to the words “in his opinion” which 

tv>e k°fh in the present provision and in the proposed one. We believe that 
e reference to this phrase which gives the insurance officer considerable 

P°Wers weakens the right of a claimant to appeal against a decision and con- 
PUently gives the latter that much less protection in defending himself against 
misfUc*§ment on the part of an insurance officer. A claimant is entitled, we 

a, . Pbt) to his day in court within the appeals procedure of the act and his 
• uy to plead his case is prejudiced by the fact that it is sufficient for the 
haUrance officer “in his opinion” to establish that something has been done or 
del n0t '3een done. We suggest therefore that the words “in his opinion” be
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The congress believes that there are other amendments which should be 
made to the act. We have already referred to the need for much greater 
coverage than now exists, more particularly to the justification of immediate 
inclusion of hospital employees. Other anmendments that we recommend to 
you for your consideration are:

(1) the elimination of the waiting period;
(2) the elimination of the anomalies in regard to benefit during illness 

whereby the benefit would be available if and as soon as employment was lost 
due to illness;

(3) modification of the disqualification resulting from unemployment due 
to a stoppage of work whereby such disqualification would not result if the 
stoppage is a lockout imposed by the employer, or if the unemployment is due 
to a refusal to cross a picket line, or if the strike is a result of the failure of 
an employer to observe a statute affecting conditions of employment, to con
form to a collective agreement or to implement an arbitration award;

(4) prohibition of referrals to struck plants;
(5) restoration of dependency status for dependents residing outside 

Canada or the United States;
(6) reduction of the maximum period of disqualification from six to two 

weeks;
(7) deletion of section 67 (1) (c) (iv) from the act under which married 

women’s regulations may still be introduced.
Strong doubts have been raised about the inclusion of fishermen’s benefits 

under this act. Their inclusion is not only costly but seemingly anomalous since 
fishermen do not ordinarily work under a contract of service. There are, apart 
from this objection, administrative problems. The congress does not for a 
moment suggest that fishermen should be deprived of some measure of social 
security to protect them against the economic hazards of their occupation. 
Under our legislation workers are protected under laws like this act; farmers 
are protected by legislation suited to their needs. Industry, too, enjoys its own 
forms of protection. We do not think that fishermen should be treated any 
worse than any other group. We would suggest, however, that consideration 
might be given to placing fishermen under a social insurance scheme of their 
own which could be adapted, administratively and otherwise, to their particular 
occupation, their needs and their problems. If fishermen remain under the 
Unemployment Insurance Act, we believe that the cost of providing them with 
benefits should come out of consolidated revenue and we urge that this be done.

Serious consideration should be given to a change in the formula for entitle
ment to benefit under section 45 of the act, more particularly section 45 (2). 
This is the section which requires evidence of recency of attachment to the 
labour market. We have no quarrel with the principle of recency of attachment 
and agree that the benefits of the act should be available only to those who have 
a genuine attachment to the labour market. We wish to point out, however, 
that in periods of high and prolonged unemployment such as we have had during 
the last few years, any formula for entitlement which is unduly onerous has 
the effect of denying benefit to those whose attachment to the labour market is 
genuine. Section 45 (2) is an onerous provision. It is more difficult to comply 
with than other formulas which have been in this act on previous occasions- 
We earnestly suggest to your committee that you review this particular problem 
and bring in a recommendation for a modification of the present provision 
which would reduce the element of recency to a greater extent than is now the 
case. We would simply ask you to keep in mind that under an unemployment 
situation in which the unemployed worker goes for long periods of time without 
any opportunities of obtaining insurable employment, it becomes increasingly
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difficult for him to show recent contributions in his unemployment insurance 
book. The present formula for entitlement is as follows: for a first claim, 30 
weekly contributions in the preceding 104 weeks with eight of them in the 
preceding 52 weeks; for a subsequent claim, 30 weekly contributions in the 
last 104 weeks, with eight of them in the last 52 weeks or since the commence
ment of the previous benefit period whichever is the shorter and 24 of them 
in the last 52 weeks or since the commencement of the last benefit period 
whichever is the longer. It is clear that this formula adversely affects the 
worker out of work for a long time and it is well to bear in mind that this 
formula is bound to create difficulties for the older worker who, once he is 
out of work, finds it more difficult to get a new job than the younger one.

As this committee is aware, seasonal benefits ended on May 15th. This has 
meant that many claimants who were on benefit are now no longer so. This 
represents a very real problem to those workers who have continued to be 
unemployed and have no further entitlement to benefit for the time being and 
is a matter of grave consequences in many parts of the country. While we 
have expressed concern over the payment of season benefit out of the unem
ployment insurance fund, we have not objected to seasonal benefits as such 
nor to their administration through the machinery of the act. It may be that 
you will point to the Unemployment Assistance Act as an alternative source of 
unemployment relief. We cannot deny its existence but we do question its value 
under existing circumstances where the provinces (and the municipalities) 
must bear a heavy part of the cost. We believe that unemployment assistance 
for employable unemployed is fundamentally a matter of exclusive federal 
concern, not necessarily in constitutional but in terms of the economic facts 
°f life. We would therefore urge upon you and the government the effective 
coupling of unemployment insurance and unemployment assistance, with the 
latter conceivably administered through the offices of the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission but with payments coming exclusively from federal 
revenues. We repeat that this is a matter of urgency. We hope your committee 
wül make a strong recommendation along the lines we have suggested.

The Canadian Labour Congress has submitted this brief in the belief that 
ihe Unemployment Insurance Act is the most important piece of social security 
legislation affecting workers as such. It is a piece of legislation which affects 
Workers throughout their working lives. It is fundamental to any system of 
social security in an industrial society. We believe, therefore, that this act 
requires the most scrupulous and detailed review at all times, by government— 
and we mean the federal government—by employers and by labour. We 
appreciate the fact that the Unemployment Insurance Commission keeps the 
act under constant review through its administrative and other procedures. We 
elieve that both employers and labour are not given as much opportunity as 

. ey might have to participate in reviewing the act and keeping the government 
lrif°rrned of their views.

I hope the employers’ association will not be surprised by that statement. 
e Relieve they also have a right to live.

The unemployment insurance advisory committee is convened too in
tently to be able to give the government and the commission the views 
business and labour on an adequate basis. If the tripartite nature of this 

oration is to be really effective, there must be not only the appearance 
tripartite participation but the substance as well. This is, we believe, the 
b time that this act is being subjected to amendment. This points up not 

also need for frequent review due to changing circumstances but the need 
0 for regular and careful consultation with the interested parties. We urge
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your committee to reaffirm in its report the importance of tripartitism and the 
need for more effective liaison between the commission and employers and 
labour through the unemployment insurance advisory committee.

This is respectfully submitted, Mr. Chairman, to yourself and to the 
committee.

The Acting Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Jodoin, for a very fine brief, ably 
delivered in your experienced manner.

Gentlemen, before we begin I believe we should consider the problem 
that we will have. I understand that next Tuesday we have planned to hear 
the briefs of the Canadian and Catholic Confederation of Labour and the 
International Railway Brotherhoods. This morning we would have only a 
few minutes to begin the questioning of our witnesses. I do not think it would 
be desirable today to begin sitting when the house is sitting even if we do 
decide to do that in the future.

I understand that the Canadian Labour Congress would be in Ottawa 
and available some time next week. What I am asking is for direction now 
as to whether we should begin the questioning or whether you feel it might 
take an hour or two as it has in respect of the other witnesses. It might 
be preferable to leave this over until next week when we have had an oppor
tunity to study our brief and then will be able to spend the full time necessary.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Speaking for myself, I think your suggestion 
is worthy of full support. Apparently, Mr. Jodoin has indicated he will be 
available and also Mr. Andras and Mr. Bell. I attach great importance to the 
presence of Mr. Andras who, I think Mr. Jodoin will agree, is especially 
competent in this matter. Since these gentlemen will be available, and in view 
of our limited time this morning, it might be propitious to follow your suggestion. 
We could then follow the procedure of interrogation in respect of the labour 
organization, which we did in respect of the employer groups last evening.

Mr. Jodoin: I would like to say that the congress is always at the disposal 
of competent authorities. Secondly, we hope they will be progressive.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You may be sure those of us sitting at this end 
of the table are.

Mr. MacInnis: I think time is most pressing in this committee. We all 
know what is in front of us. I think we should use every bit of time which 
is available and should continue on this morning. As Mr. Jodoin indicated, 
he is free to come back at the discretion of the committee, at which time the 
questioning could be continued.

Mr. Jodoin: We will have to find a time. I know the members of the 
committee are very busy, and I assure you we are also very busy.

The Acting Chairman: On Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday of next 
week we will have some other briefs before us. We will be in contact, however, 
with the Canadian Labour Congress and I think it would be possible to get 
them in some time next week.

Mr. Caron: Are any other labour groups appearing after Tuesday? We 
have the Canadian and Catholic syndicates and the railway employees. Is 
there any group other than those to appear before the committee afterwards?

The Acting Chairman: Yes, there are some others, and I might say that 
my knowledge is limited because Mr. Small has been working on this. But 
the secretary informs me that the two bodies scheduled for Tuesday have not 
confirmed as yet their ability to be here.

What we might do is to find out today definitely whether or not they win 
be here on Tuesday. If they are not, then we could work in the Canadian 
Labour Congress on that day; and if that is not possible, Friday would be 3 
possible day. It will be free next week for us.
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Mr. MacInnis: In all likelihood we are certainly not going to complete 
anything we may start here this morning. But the Canadian Labour Congress 
representatives have taken their time to come here today and it would appear 
to be wasting their time if they were just allowed to read their brief, with 
no questioning to follow. Since Mr. Jodoin and his colleagues have come here 
today, I think we should go on with them. The invitation is open. As has 
been indicated, mutual arrangements might be made for them to come back 
here again.

The Acting Chairman: Are you suggesting that we adjourn and come 
back later?

Mr. MacInnis: No, I suggest that we continue now.
The Acting Chairman: Very well, whatever the pleasure of the committee 

is; we have until 11 o’clock.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I was interested in supporting and giving you 

assistance, Mr. Chairman; but if that is the wish of the committee I will go 
along with it.

Mr. MacInnis: I had it in mind that we continue with the Canadian 
Labour Congress at the discretion of the committee, not on the suggestion of 
any one member of this committee that this should be, or that should be done. 
I am getting tired of it. I listened to it for two days, and I am getting tired 
of it.

We come here to a committee meeting, and if it is our intention to sit 
while the time is available, I suggest we should sit then until 11 o’clock. We 
cannot be dissolved at the suggestion of any one member who says that he 
must be in the house. So let us get on.

Mr. Caron: The chairman has said, Mr. MacInnis, that if you have any 
questions, you should put them now.

The Acting Chairman: I simply said that I would like to get the thinking 
of the committee about whether we should begin the questioning now, or wait 
until a later time when it could be more extensive and fuller.

We do not have to vote on it, but if anybody else would like to express 
an opinion, I would like to get the feeling of the committee.

Mr. Caron: Go on and ask your questions.
Mr. MacInnis: What about the rest of the committee? Do they want to 

sit or not?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you wish to go on?
The Acting Chairman: It would seem that you have expressed yourselves 

Ui favour of sitting at a later time.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am prepared to go on, and I would accom

odate myself to your suggestion.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): In the brief from the employers 

u Was suggested that these amendments be held up and that we do not proceed 
^ith them until a royal commission has been appointed to look through the 

hole act. Is this the thinking of the Canadian Labour Congress?
. Mr. A. Andras (Director of legislation, Canadian Labour Congress): No, 
Tk Chairman. This act has been in existence for eighteen years, come July 1. 

6 Parliament of this country and the labour and employer organizations 
e quite familiar with its operation. There is a vast body statistical and other 

^aterial available. We do not think that a royal commission would be required. 
Wh ^iuk that parliament is quite competent to deal with it. It has experts 
on ° are at y°ur beck and call, and they can advise you. We feel we have some 
Seenions worthy of consideration as well. I do not think we would like to

a royal commission go into this matter.
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Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre) : On the subject of seasonal benefits, 
and referring to page five of your brief, it would appear that your suggestion is 
in accordance with the brief we had from the Canadian Manufacturers’ Asso
ciation, that the effect of such action would be to impose a levy on all taxpayers 
in the country, on the gneral wage earner, including largely the wage earners; 
so in fact if this were done, you would have the employee or the employer, the 
same people who pay the employee’s contribution, paying this general tax levy. 
Also, another effect would be to absolve management itself from paying its 
contribution. Are these the effects as you see them, if this were the case?

Mr. Andras: No, we do not see it that way. This is an insurance act. It 
covers people who have an insurable interest, that is, the employees. The statute 
lays down what contributions they are to pay.

At the present time they are paying on a fifty-fifty basis. The general tax 
paying public of Canada makes its contribution in two ways: by the government 
paying 20 per cent into the fund for every dollar that the employee and the 
employer put in together, and by paying for the administration of the scheme 
itself, which runs to many millions of dollars.

We are inclined to agree that this sort of distribution or responsibility is 
not an inequitable one. The problem of seasonal benefits, however, is this: 
that in this country, because of its climate, seasonal unemployment is an 
extremely serious matter. It occurs year in and year out. We have unemploy
ment in the nature of crises, and its seasonality effect upon this country is a 
matter of national concern, not just that of the insured population.

We think it should be paid for out of national revenue on the assumption 
that our taxation system is an equitable one. We think that people should pay 
on the basis of their ability to pay, that is, through a properly constructed income 
tax and through other forms of taxation.

If the system of taxation is regressive, it discriminates against some people. 
But by and large we think the consolidated revenue fund should cover the 
seasonal benefits area and unemployment of a cyclical character.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): By doing it this way you would 
be absolving management from making their contributions?

Mr. Andras: No.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): The average wage earners would 

be making a larger contribution than would management.
Mr. Andras: Individual managers would pay income tax based on their 

ability to pay under the schedules in the Income Tax Act; and if that act is at 
all equitable, it is not an unfair way in which to levy that cost of seasonal bene
fits.

Mr. Jodoin: May I add this in reply to the member from Cape Breton South: 
we would certainly say on the question of unemployment insurance itself that 
we like the suggestion made by the congress, that a committee be formed made 
up of government, employers, and employees ; and maybe would not need what 
your are suggesting, as the right way to combat certain periods of unemploy
ment which we do not feel would be continuing. I think by the three groups 
getting together on this issue we might solve the problem. It should not be 
done in the fall; it should be done right now.

Mr. MacInnis: Is there any reason you would single out the member for 
Cape Breton South?

Mr. Jodoin: No, not at all. I just took the name from this gentleman.
The Acting Chairman: That was my fault. I got the ends of the table 

mixed up.
Mr. Grafftey: I wish to make a very brief statement. It is not exactly 

in the form of a question. It is an observation.

'
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Mr. MacLean brought up the subject of seasonal benefits. There have been 
a lot of statements made in this committee and put on the record in reference 
to the consolidated revenue fund which, in turn, is in relation to the unemploy
ment insurance fund in general.

It want to make a few brief comments. I think they are important, and 
should be put on the record.

If Mr. McGregor of the Unemployment Insurance Commission is here, I 
think he could clear this up, because I think there are facts which should be 
Put on the record now.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to interfere, but is 
Mr. Grafftey going to give evidence now?

Mr. Grafftey: I simply want to ask a question. It is a fairly detailed one 
and I think we should first have the position made clear.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You can question Mr. Jodoin or his colleagues.
The Acting Chairman: Put it in the form of a question, Mr. Grafftey.
Mr. Grafftey: All right. I have four brief paragraphs. They are as 

follows:
This benefit came into effect on February 28, 1950.
That original legislation provided for four classes of seasonal benefit— 

the two that are still in effect (with subsequent amendments)—then 
known as classes 1 and 2—and two additional classes 3 and 4.

To provide for the cost of classes 1 and 2 contribution rates, which 
were then on a daily basis, were increased two cents per day (one 
cent by employers and one cent by employees)—an increase that 
amounted to as much as 15 per cent in the highest brackets of earnings 
as then determined.

Class 3, which provided for seasonal benefit being paid to workers 
in lumbering and logging—not then covered by the act but who became 
insured on the following April 1st—was paid from the consolidated 
revenue fund.

Class 4, provided for seasonal benefit being paid to persons whose 
employment became insured in the previous twelve months and had been 
in that employment for not less than 90 days but who could not qualify 
for regular benefit. The cost of this was also borne by the consolidated 
revenue fund.

The cost of these two classes was $1,826,832.90.

My question is this: were there ever payments over and above this, in 
Past history, made out of the consolidated revenue fund to the fund in general? 

d° not believe there ever were.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No. Of whom are you asking your question?
Mr. Grafftey: I am directing my question to Mr. Jodoin, if in his recollec- 

l°n there were ever such payments made?
Mr. Andras: This is a matter of recollection. You have the experts sitting 

ehmd me who can give you more specific details.
Supplementary benefits were introduced in 1950. At that time there were 

°Ur classes. The amendment was so constructed that two of the classes shortly 
er fell by the wayside. They were non-operative and they disappeared from 

the act.
At that time, so far as the wage earning population was concerned, there 

0£ s an increase in the contribution rates—which was then on a daily instead

thea Weekly basis—of one cent a day for the employer and a like amount for
ernployee.

21280-3—2
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Subsequently, I might add, that the one cent was earmarked, and the act 
in 1950 required that the one cent—or rather I should say the two cents—if 
they were not sufficient, that the consolidated revenue fund would recover the 
deficit.

Subsequent amendment erased the one cent on each side, and the seasonal 
payments of one cent fell into the common pool. So there was no identification 
in respect to the general cost of the seasonal benefits. After the beginning it 
was no longer possible to say what part of the daily contribution rate was going 
for this or for that. I presume our actuary could work it out, but in terms 
of the financial statement they were not identifiable or separated any longer. 
So far as we were concerned, the seasonal benefits became a charge on the 
unemployment insurance fund.

Mr. Grafftey: I simply want to reiterate why I asked the question. There 
has been a lot of reference made to the fact that the consolidated revenue fund 
in the past has come to the rescue of the fund on numerous occasions. The 
information I have, which I believe can be substantiated, was that there was 
never more than $1,826,832.90 transferred in the past from the consolidated 
revenue fund to the fund in general.

Mr. Andras: This is purely a matter of memory, but it seems to me that 
originally the one cent payment on each side did better in that particular 
period than to cover the cost, so that the government made some money at 
the time.

Mr. MacInnis: My question I think will be appreciated by Mr. Andras 
because it will require only a yes or no answer. Are you against fishermen 
participating under the Unemployment Insurance Act?

Mr. Andras: Mr. Chairman, I refuse to answer with a yes or a no.
Mr. MacInnis: That is all.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : Would you feel that if it came out 

of the consolidated revenue fund rather than by having the employer and 
employee making their contributions, that the corporation taxes would benefit 
the employer for his contribution? If you feel this way, you are in line with 
the C.M.A. group.

Mr. Andras: It is embarrassing to be in line with the C.M.A. on almost 
anything.

Mr. Jodoin: But it is possible.
Mr. Andras: There is what we know in the labour movement as a 

mutuality of interest. How far it extends is a matter of question and degree. I 
do not know the motivations of the Canadian Manufacturers Association.

Because of the nature of seasonal benefits and the nature of seasonal unem
ployment, we believe it is more equitable that it come out of the national 
purse and not out of the unemployment insurance fund.

Mr. Simpson: In connection with seasonal benefits, I am quite sure you 
are well aware of the fact that if it came out of the consolidated revenue fund 
or from any other government source, that would necessitate an increase in 
taxes, and I do not imagine you would want to associate yourself too often 
with being in favour of higher taxes. In connection with these seasonal benefits 
you have been referring to, do you have the same opinion in regard to seasonal 
benefits for fishermen as you would to tradesmen, who in many cases are 
seasonal workers? Do you want to put all classes of seasonal workers in 3 
group by themselves, be they fishermen, construction workers and so on?

Mr. Andras: The question is a complicated one because seasonality in this 
country is not only a matter of climate. In the garment trade—and Mr. Jodoiu 
is familiar with that from direct experience—there is a slack season and 3
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busy season. However, in some trades, like those in connection with navigation 
on the Great Lakes, it is largely climatic. If we want to treat seasonality liter
ally, we would involve ourselves in serious problems of administration and 
insurance,. and we are disinclined to do so. We think that this act should 
cover virtually every type of employment.

To give you a direct answer in connection with the question of fishermen 
is like asking me if I ever stopped beating my wife; no matter how I answer 
I condemn myself.

Mr. Jodoin: I think the answer needs clarification.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): In connection with seasonal 

benefits, Mr. Andras, if you advocate it should come out of the consolidated 
revenue fund, it has to come from somewhere. Would you then say we should 
increase taxation or increase the deficit?

Mr. Andras: What do you mean by that?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I am speakink of the financial 

requirements. Are you suggesting we should increase taxation or increase the 
deficit?

Mr. Andras: The question of deficit financing is a greater problem than 
the one we are faced with. We are not opposed to changes or a reconstruction 
of the tax structure as long as it is equitable. We have always taken the position 
that we would agree to increased contribution rates if the act provided a greater 
measure of security for the average worker.

In connection with the fishermen, we have made it clear in our brief 
that we are not opposed to fishermen being given protection against the hazards 
of their trade. We favour protection for them. So far as we are able to observe, 
the problem is that the way in which it covers fishermen seems to work against 
the poor devil who does not catch anything and it seems to afvour the fisherman 
who has had a good catch. Furthermore, there are serious administrative 
problems, and our close connection with the commission makes us appreciate 
their position. Fishermen should enjoy the same protection as other groups. 
We are of the opinion it probably would be better for the fishermen and the 
Unemployment Insurance Act if they enjoyed a social security scheme of their 
own in which they could participate and offer advice based on their first-hand 
experiences. As it is, they are a fringe group. They are difficult to accept because 
of the special nature of their occupation and that weakens the integrity of our 
act and does not help the fishermen as much as another scheme might have.

Mr. Caron: I would like to ask a question, Mr. Chairman, but it is not 
in that particular field.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I have a supplementary question 
along the same line.

The Acting Chairman: Will you proceed.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I know this question has been asked 

m a general way, but why have the fishermen particularly been singled out? 
loggers are another group, and some views were expressed by employers in 
the construction industry; they felt these people were almost certain of being 
Unemployed at certain times of the year. However, they felt they were not 
111 the same category.

Mr. Andras: There is this fundamental distinction. Our act was clearly 
set out—until the fishermen arrived on the scene—to cover people who were 
under a contract of service; in other words, there was a relationship between 
ernployer and employee. The act seeks to cover people who work for a wage 
0r salary, or under some such arrangement. The fishermen, for the most part, 
are self-employed, work in a partnership or on some other basis with which 

uni not too familiar. That is why they are unique within our act; whereas
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tradesmen, sailors or loggers are not unique. These groups work under a contract 
of service. In the case of loggers or the Great Lakes seamen, we have the 
question of seasonality and here is where the problem becomes one of principle. 
There is the question of certainty of unemployment and probably this is what 
the employers had in mind.

Mr. MacInnis: Did I hear you make a remark to the effect that you are 
not too familiar with the situation in which the fishermen work?

Mr. Andras: I have a knowledge of how they pursue their work, but I am 
not a fisherman myself.

Mr. MacInnis: There is no such an inference, but I thought I understood 
you to say you were not too familiar with how they worked, whether they 
were self-employed or worked with an employer or on a share basis.

Mr. Andras: They engage in their occupation in a number of economic 
ways. Some have their own boat and tackle; some work on a share basis and 
others have a different relationship. I am setting this forth from my own 
recollection.

Mr. MacInnis: Does that necessitate categorizing these different fishermen?
Mr. Andras: If they can be broadly categorized as a group, they are 

distinguishable from the other 4| million who work under a contract of service 
and are now covered.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You will recall that these rates 
were increased by approximately 15 per cent in 1950. I understand the reason 
was to cover the seasonal benefits. Has the Canadian Labour Congress or 
yourself made any representations, or were any public representations made 
at that time?

Mr. Andras: Let me put it to you this way, and as frankly as I know 
how. The act was introduced in parliament with startling abruptness. It was 
given first, second and third reading in a matter of 24 or 48 hours. The only 
kind of representations we were able to make was afterwards. The thing 
went through the house so quickly that we were dismayed. While ostensibly 
the act was to deal with supplementary benefits, there were a variety of 
other amendments which were put through to which we took objection 
subsequently.

Mr. Simpson: Were you called before a committee at that time?
Mr. Andras: No.
Mr. Mandziuk: Mr. Chairman, my question is a short one and it probably 

will involve some guesswork. It is set out in the brief before us that our 
labour force or Canadian wage earners total more than 4 million. What per
centage would you say applies to the labour force engaged in seasonal 
occupations?

Mr. Andras: I could not give you an exact answer. It would be difficult 
to say. We could get the information. We have made studies of seasonal 
unemployment, but offhand I could not tell you; it will fluctuate even from 
one year to the next. During the war years and the first four years after the 
war it was not a problem ; it became a problem on the return to so-called 
normalcy, and it has become increasingly a problem partly due to increasing 
technology and partly due to the fact that we have not been able to maintain 
the kind of employment level we had from 1946 to 1950.

Mr. Mandziuk: Is not that a problem that has stayed with us and for 
which we see no end in the foreseeable future?

Mr. Andras: We think it is a problem that ought to be solved. Wo 
do not accept lightly the status quo in that regard.
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Mr. Granger: I would like to make an observation at this time, Mr. 
Chairman. It has been refreshing to hear the views of this organization in 
connection with fishermen’s unemployment insurance, particularly after we 
had heard from the employers yesterday who, in some cases, were not of 
the same opinion.

I was particularly interested in the remark that the present application 
fails to assist those fishermen who were unfortunate enough to have a small 
catch. I think originally the real problem was to find a formula whereby 
fishermen could participate, and I think I might be forgiven if I express the 
hope that a more equitable arrangement might be worked out in the near 
future.

Mr. Grafftey: Mr. Chairman, have the congress differentiated in their 
mind in a fairly definite way that part of the scheme now, which can be 
termed a benefit way, and that part that falls under sound actuarial principles. 
If they have, in relation to what we have been discussing, do they feel that 
the segment that falls under the general unemployment insurance scheme 
in which we should promote more social benefits should be considered entirely 
separately from the actuarially sound basis.

Mr. Andras: It is partly a philosophical problem. I have the actuary 
behind me. For years we have wrangled at meetings of the unemployment 
insurance advisory committee. You have two words that make up a phrase; 
it is called “social insurance”. Some emphasize the word “social” and others 
emphasize the word “insurance”. There is a philosophical concept involved. 
There is also the factor that it is a scheme operated by a sovereign power, 
the government, which in theory at least has unlimited taxation powers. It 
can make the scheme as it pleases and change it if it ever runs dry.

I would like to say one thing, and I am sure the actuary will agree with 
me. In the field of unemployment insurance actuarial premises are far more 
difficult to establish accurately than in the case of life insurance. In life 
insurance there is a certainty. Everyone is going to die at some time or other. 
The insurance companies have their mortality tables. They do not have to 
"Work on assumptions and presumptions. Our assumptions can be modified 
hy government fiscal or other policies. If a government sets its mind to work 
nnd maintains full employment it will make a considerable difference to the 
nctuarial concepts in our act. In contrast, if they decide that it is desirable 
to maintain a pool of unemployment and it is maintained, that will present 
a different kind of assumption for the actuaries. That is the reason it is 
difficult to give you an accurate answer.

The Acting Chairman: Gentlemen, it is 11 o’clock.
Mr. Caron: Will the next meeting be on Tuesday?
The Acting Chairman: Do we have more questions for these witnesses?
Mr. Caron: I have some questions which will take a considerable length 

°f time.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I have a question, which will only take 

a moment. It is in reference to a statement on page 11 of the brief. It is 
ignorance on my part because in my part of the country we do not have 
a^ything comparable to fee-charging employment agencies to exploit unem
ployed workers. I do not know the legality of this. Certainly in our end 
° the country we do not have such a thing. This is a legal matter. Reference 

as made to the extending of workers. I can understand how an unemployed 
^°rker will use any possibility available to obtain employment, even through 

ate Aiken. This is something which will be going on, and if some very 
toiite action could be taken on it, and if there is any detailed information 

it should be made available at the next meeting of the committee.
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Mr. Noble: Arising from the indications which have been given this 
morning, may I ask if the Canadian Labour Congress would be opposed to 
having the agricultural industry benefit under the Unemployment Insurance 
Act?

Mr. Andras: So far as the farm labourer is concerned, if he is under 
a contract of service and has an insurable interest, and if it is administratively 
feasible, we would give sympathetic consideration to his coverage.

The Acting Chairman: We have a motion to adjourn now.
Our next meeting will be on Tuesday morning at 11 o’clock in the railway 

committee room in this building. If possible the Canadian Labour Congress 
representatives will be recalled, but if not, they will be heard on Friday for 
sure. I thank you.

The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuesday, May 26, 1959.
(7)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 11.00 a.m. this day. 
The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Allmark, Beech, Bell (Saint John-Albert), 
Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, Granger, Lahaye, Maclnnis, 
Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), McDonald, McMillan, Peters, Pigeon, Ricard, 
Skoreyko, Small, Smith (Winnipeg North), Spencer, and Stanton.—(21)

In attendance: From The Canadian Catholic Confederation of Labour: 
Messrs. Jean Marchand, General Secretary and Gérard Pelletier, Editor of Le 
Travail (weekly).

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, Chief 
Commissioner, and James McGregor, Director, Unemployment Insurance.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman introduced Messrs. Marchand and Pelletier of The Canadian 
Catholic Confederation of Labour and then called on Mr. Marchand.

Copies of a submission prepared by The Canadian Catholic Confederation 
°f Labour were distributed to the members of the Committee.

Mr. Marchand read the brief of The Canadian Catholic Confederation of 
•Labour in the French language, and was questioned.

Discussion arose as to whether the witness should be questioned in English 
0r French. The Chairman requested questioning to begin in English, and if 
Necessary, the Vice-Chairman could translate questions asked in French.

After debate on the scope of questioning of the witness before the Com
ptée, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by Mr. Caron, that 
this Committee be empowered to call the members of the Unemployment In
surance Advisory Committee for the purpose of enabling this Committee to 

tscuss more adequately Bill C-43.

An amendment to the motion was moved by Mr. Spencer, seconded by 
r- Pigeon, that this question be referred to the Steering Committee. The 

aihendment was carried on the following division: YEAS, 11; NAYS, 4.

After some discussion, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded 
F Mr. Caron, that Mr. Martin be permitted to ask Mr. Marchand a question 

a °ut replenishing the Unemployment Insurance fund.

After debate, by leave, the motion was withdrawn.
On motion of Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), seconded by Mr. Peters,
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Resolved,—That the officials of the Unemployment Insurance Commission 
place on the record the number and amount of contributions to the Unemploy
ment Insurance fund out of Consolidated Revenue.

Discussion arose as to when questioning of the witness before the Com
mittee should be completed. After some debate, it was agreed that questioning 
of the witness should not be interrupted but be continued until completed.

Questioning concluded, Mr. Marchand was thanked for his presentation 
to the Committee.

The Chairman called on Mr. McGregor, who after making a brief statement 
on payments of supplementary (now seasonal) benefits, was questioned.

At 1.25 p.m., questioning concluded, the Committee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. 
Thursday, May 28.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE
Tuesday, May 26, 1959.

11.00 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum and can proceed. We have 
With us today a deputation from the Canadian Catholic Confederation of 
Labour, Mr. Jean Marchand, secretary-general, and Mr. Gerard Pelletier, editor 
of Le Travail, the official organ of the confederation.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, before we call these witnesses, 
I understood at the last meeting we were to continue our interrogation of 
Mr. Andras, who is a member of the advisory committee, and Mr. Bell. Has 
there been a change in those arrangements?

The Chairman: No, it was arranged for Friday.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Oh, I see.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Yes, Mr. Andras had to go to New York 

and could not be back until Friday.
The Chairman: All right, Mr. Marchand and Mr. Pelletier.
Mr. Jean Marchand (Secretary-General, Canadian Catholic Confederation 

°f Labour) : Mr. Chairman, if you have no objection I am going to read the 
brief in French, and as far as the explanations are concerned I am going to try 
to answer in English.

(Interpretation) :
The CCCL considers that the Unemployment Insurance Act is the key 

legislation of our social security system. That is the reason why we feel vitally 
interested in both the administration of the act and any amendment that might 
be considered.

There are many conceptions of the nature and extension of the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act. Many people have looked to it as a means to accumulate 
a considerable fund which would not only provide for unemployment resulting 
from the normal variations of our economy but also from such depressions as 
the one experienced in the thirties. Others see it as a cure for all the deficiencies 
°f our social security system.

The CCCL has never believed that the unemployment insurance fund could 
serve as a substitute for the treasury of Canada or economic planning. On 
the other hand, since our Unemployment Insurance Act is an insurance law, 
h is impossible to introduce into it any element of such a nature that would force 
the people insured to assume obligations connected with social security but 
n°t directly with the objectives of the act.

fluctuations of the fund

The CCCL does not feel overly concerned with whatever fluctuations that 
may occur in the unemployment insurance fund. We do not deem necessary to 
Accumulate hundreds of millions of dollars indefinitely in view of a major 
^Pression which might eventually justify such a policy. We believe that the 
Pnd, whatever its importance, would be but a very weak protection against 
h® consequences of such a crisis. This does not imply that a reasonable reserve 

sh°uld not be accumulated: the commission should be provided with all neces- 
Sary resources to cope with any normal situation arising in our economy.
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But we insist that such reserve should never reach the point where it becomes 
a permanent temptation for the government to use the fund for other purposes 
than those for which contributions were made.

Foreign elements
It seems that over the last few years, the government tended to rely upon 

the unemployment insurance fund to cope with expenses which should be 
charged against the treasury of Canada or assumed through specific social 
security measures. We believe that the rapid decrease of the fund is due to the 
application of such policy rather than to the inadequacy of employer and 
employee contributions in regard to the normal expenses related to the applica
tion of the act.

We therefore support wholeheartedly the recommendation of the advisory 
committee of the unemployment insurance commission to the effect of increasing 
the government’s contribution in such a way that it may cover the cost of 
assistance to the unemployed that was charged against the fund. The govern
ment’s contribution should represent at least half of the global contributions 
of employers and employees.

Extension of coverage

On many occasions we have asked the government to extend the coverage 
provided by the act in order to cover the largest possible number of workers. 
In spite of our frequent requests, little has been done to correct such deficiencies 
in the act. Hospital employees are not covered by the act and no attempt was 
made to produce a reasonable explanation for this anomaly. Many other 
categories could also be covered. We feel convinced that such an extension 
would answer a double need, first by extending the benefits of the law to 
persons in need of security, secondly by providing the unemployment insurance 
fund with greater stability and a better balance.

Bill C. 43
We agree with many of the amendments proposed in Bill C. 43. With very 

few exceptions, these amendments will in no way affect the fund unfavourably. 
Such are the new ceiling for insurable income, the setting up of two new 
categories and the determination of benefit rates over a new period.

The extension of benefits from a period of 30 to 52 weeks is a step in the 
right direction but one should not be misled about the real consequences of 
this change. The average length of unemployment periods is such that the 
insured will not be in a position to benefit fully from this amendment, at 
least not for the time being. However, we approve entirely of the amendment 
which goes along with the demands of organized labour.

The increase of admissible income is an interesting element in Bill C-43. 
The application of the new scale will probably cause a number of injustices but 
your committee can no doubt correct that through necessary amendments.

Benefit increases for a number of categories appear to be insufficient 
and overly restrictive, particularly with regard to the increase in contributions.

Finally, for reasons already mentioned, we oppose the proposed increase 
of contributions. In our opinion, it is unjustified as it imposes op the insured a 
financial burden which should be assumed by a fund other than that of 
unemployment insurance.

We want to underline the fact that we do not oppose contribution increases 
as a matter of principle, provided that such increases be aimed at increasing 
the benefits of the insured.
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Before ending this submission we want to state that the CCCL is in full 
agreement with the brief submitted to your committee last week, by the 
Canadian Labour of Congress.

(Continuing in English)

I would like to go a little bit further in saying that we endorse the 
memorandum of the Canadian Congress of Labour. We did not repeat all 
the amendments and we did not make the complete analysis that was made 
in the memorandum, in order not to repeat what you already have in hand. 
As a matter of fact, we support this memorandum and this one has only the 
purpose of telling you our general philosophy as far as the Unemployment 
Insurance Act is concerned.

Mr. Caron: We have Mr. Marchand, whose natural tongue is French, 
and it might be much easier and much clearer if he does answer in French, 
if there was an interpreter. Would it be possible to have one?

The Chairman: Mr. Ricard can tell us what is said.
Mr. Pigeon: For the first time in our committee proceedings we have a 

French translator in another committee. I am very surprised at Mr. Caron for 
that, because with the former government we have never had that in our 
committee. In another committee we have a French translator and Mr. Caron 
asks his questions in English. It is not because I am against that.

Mr. Ricard: If you would permit me to interject a few words I would like 
Mr. Marchand to answer Mr. Caron’s question. Mr. Caron asked if Mr. 
Marchand preferred his testimony in French or English.

Mr. Marchand: Well, I tell you I can always try to speak English, but 
I must confess that I speak much better French and it is much easier. However, 
H the committee insists I am ready to try to do it in English and I hope you 
will excuse my forms and lack of distinctions that can be made.

Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to proceeding in English. 
H Mr. Marchand or Mr. Pelletier seem to have certain difficulties in expressing 
themselves I think they have the right to testify in French, and then we 
shouId have a translator.

The Chairman: We will proceed and if we run into that difficulty we 
'''ill try to solve it.

Mr. Pigeon: I am not against that, but I cannot understand why in another 
committee you asked your questions all the time in English, Mr. Caron, and 
We had a French translator. I am in favour of having a French translator, 
°f course, here, but I cannot understand why, in the other committee, you 
asked your questions in English.

Mr. Caron: Well, Mr. Chairman, in the other committee I did ask for 
a translator because some members, like Mr. Pigeon, had some trouble. 
However, in every case it was much faster for the committee if I asked my 
Questions in English, which I did; but I do not think Mr. Pigeon should ask 
1116 why I asked them in English.

Stupid 
f.rench 
tion

your

Mr. Ricard: Please let us have questions on this—
Mr. MacInnis: This committee is certainly getting off to a fine start with 

argument. If the question is asked in French, let it be answered in 
; if it is put in English, let it be answered in English. Ask your ques- 

ln French and answer it in French.
Mr. Caron: Who will record it if it is answered in French? That is where 
Question was stupid.

Mr. MacInnis: I did not ask a question.
Mr. Caron: Your statement was stupid, then.
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Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Marchand, can you tell us 
whether the bill in its present form, if the bill is going through on this or not 
going through at all, would you prefer that this amendment be enacted as 
the bill is now or not enacted at all?

Mr. Marchand: Not enacted at all, because I believe the main amend
ment concerns contributions and we are not in agreement with increasing the 
contributions in the circumstances for the reasons given in the memoranda 
—this memorandum and the Canadian Congress of Labour’s memorandum. 
That does not mean that we are not interested in some other amendments. 
We want to be honest, but we do not believe that is the main purpose of the 
bill.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : In other words, you are opposed 
to the present bill?

Mr. Marchand : If it was to be adopted without amendment we would 
prefer not to have it at all.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Marchand, what is your position with the 
Caandian Catholic Confederation of Labour?

Mr. Marchand : I am secretary-general of the confederation.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And you were a member of the advisory com

mittee on unemployment insurance?
Mr. Marchand: I was a member, yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : How long had you been a member of the 

unemployment insurance advisory committee?
Mr. Marchand: I think it is five or six years, or thereabouts.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Did you resign from that committee?
Mr. Marchand: I did resign, yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : When did you resign from that committee?
Mr. Marchand: I think it was on May 3 or 2, or something like that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What were the reasons for your resignation?
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, I think we have 

run into this question before. On a point of order I would like to find out 
whether Mr. Marchand is appearing as a—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I cannot hear you.
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : I am trying to establish once again; 

this is the second witness we have had who is appearing on behalf of an associa
tion, in this case the Canadian Catholic Confederation of Labour; and now he is 
being asked questions as a member of an advisory committee. I do not feel 
he can answer at the same time in two capacities. It may be perfectly proper 
that he should appear before the committee at a further time as a member of 
the advisory committee. That will have to be established; but I do not think 
he should be questioned as representing an association and have questions 
put to him as a member of the advisory committee at the same time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I must, of course, take strong issue with that- 
Mr. Marchand is not only an important officer of this labour organization, but 
has had five or six years of experience as a member of the advisory board, and 
that gives him the special competence to deal particularly with the main 
objection to this bill as he sees it, and that is the character of a raise in the 
rate of contribution. Surely my friend is not going to preclude us on this 
committee from ascertaining out of the wealth of this gentleman’s experience 
the reason why he brings these particular representations. We have had enough 
strait-jacketing now in this committee without starting again.
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Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): I do not think there is any need to 
go into that. I do not think anybody is being strait-jacketed or anything else. 
Mr. Marchand is here expressing the views of the Canadian Catholic Con
federation of Labour, and his views as a member of the advisory committee 
are not the same; so I do not think it is fair to the witness to ask him to 
answer in two capacities.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have not asked him one question yet as a 
member of the advisory committee. When I do we can establish that point. 
What I was trying to do was establish Mr. Marchand’s special competence. 
There are a number of questions I want to deal with.

Mr. Marchand, in the House of Commons the Minister of Labour referred 
t° you and to Mr. George Burt of the United Automobile Workers and Mr. 
Andras—

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): May I ask Mr. Martin from what 
Page of the brief he is adducing these questions?

Mr. Martin {Essex East) : Well, naturally, I am not—
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): Well, could we stick to the brief, 

Mr. Chairman, in order to facilitate the business of the committee in discussing 
bill C-43.

Mr. Martin {Essex East): Well, my friend knows questioning cannot be 
limited to asking questions based on the brief, but having to do with the 
measure before us.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): On what page of the brief are you 
finding your questions?

Mr. Martin {Essex East) : I am not referring to the brief at all. Is my 
friend suggesting that the witness is so bankrupt of ideas that he must stick 
1° the brief?

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : I think it is very discourteous to the 
Witness not to consider the brief when he has just read it.

Mr. Martin {Essex East): This gentleman was referred to by the Minister 
Labour in the House of Commons as belonging to the C.C.F. party, and on 

hnt account he did not, in the Minister of Labour’s judgment, deserve or 
warrant the consideration which the Minister of Labour thought should be 
glVen to a member of another party.

Mr. Bell {Saint John-Albert) : That is a ridiculous statement. I object 
0 that statement.

Mr. Smith {Winnipeg North) : I object to that statement. I do not think 
ere is anything in Hansard from which the member can draw such an in- 
rence and I think that statement should not go on the record unchallenged.

Mr. McDonald {Hamilton South) : On a point of order—
Mr. Martin {Essex East) : I simply want to say, Mr. Chairman, if this com- 

a 1 tee is going to continue this way we Liberal members of the committee,
1 expect others, will find it desirable to withdraw because we are not 

®°mg to have, every time we put questions, hon. gentlemen for some reason 
th ano*her seek to prevent us from parliamentary investigation. Yesterday in 

e house we apparently were denied the minutes of the—
Mr. McDonald {Hamilton South) : On a point or order—
Mr. Ricard: If you were not to indulge in that kind of business, we would
have to take exception now.
Mr. Martin {Essex East) : I take objection to you sitting beside the chair- 

n anh making that kind of observation.
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Mr. Ricard: I am not sitting in the chair. I am helping in case there is 
some translation to be done.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If you want to make that kind of comment 
come down into the body of this committee. Do not use your position on the 
rostrum to impose your views on anybody.

Mr. Ricard: I am telling you all the confusion comes from you.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : If Mr. Martin wants to discuss these 

other questions I think he can, if it is in order; but I think, out of courtesy to 
the gentlemen who produced this brief, we should discuss his statements right 
now and get that out of the way. If he wants to make a lot of other state
ments, we can fight that. I think we should have the courtesy to go ahead 
and go over his brief.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I always like to listen to what Mr. McDonald 
has to say and I have no objection to pursuing this course, except it must be up 
to each member as to when he wishes to put interrogations. I want to ask 
Mr. Marchand if he is a member of the C.C.F.?

Mr. Ricard: That has no basis here.
Mr. Spencer: May I suggest a point of order has been raised. As I under

stand it, this committee has been raised for the purpose of listening to a brief 
presented by this organization as it pertains to bill C-43 now before the 
house. The political relationships and the fact that he has resigned from the 
advisory committee are certainly not pertinent to this inquiry this morning. 
I think, Mr. Chairman, you should rule on that point of order. I think we 
should confine our inquiry and discussions here today to what is pertinent, 
namely, this bill now before this committee.

Mr. Caron: On that point of order, are we allowed to repeat in this com
mittee the material which was given in the house in this committee?

The Chairman: Would you repeat that again, Mr. Caron?
Mr. Caron: Are we allowed to repeat in this committee the material 

which was given in the house on this question?
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Mr. Chairman, on the point of order, I trust 

the member from Hull will extend the usual courtesy to me in speaking on 
the point of order. I have not been a member of parliament as long as the 
hon. member from Essex East, but it is my understanding in committee that 
representations are to be made and that the committee should have the 
courtesy to listen to the representations and then question the brief that has 
been presented.

It is then my understanding that after all the representations have been 
made the committee continues to meet. At the time any matters that other 
hon. gentlemen wish to bring up such as the report of the advisory com
mittee, which is available to members, may be presented and discussed. I do 
not think it is usual for committees to be discourteous to people who have 
come forward with representations based upon a great deal of study and with 
a good deal of thought behind it. I do not think the committee should be 
discourteous to the extent of keeping them here any longer than is necessary-

The information that hon. members at the end of the table are trying 
to put on the record is available to them and could be discussed at other 
meetings. I think today we should consider this brief.

The Chairman: Mr. Caron, you were interrupted. What did you wish to
say?
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Mr. Caron: Well, I was asking, Mr. Chairman, if we are permitted to use 
in this committee the material which was given in the house on the same 
subject.

The Chairman: I think at the start I went to the trouble of reviewing 
the ruling that I had made pertaining to the unemployment insurance advisory 
committee, that it was ruled out in the house and would likewise be ruled 
out of order here. I left it open to the committee to make a decision whether 
they would hear it and the committee has made a decision, and I think that 
statement I made at that time should be sustained. I think also the com
mittee should proceed on this question, particularly of the brief.

As I understand, when the Canadian Manufacturers Association was 
present, where they had made reference to the unemployment advisory com
mittee, they were in the position that they were not guided by the rules 
governing the members of the committee because they were presenting a 
brief, that we either accepted or did not accept. Therefore, I had ruled it 
out that any one on the committee could not introduce the subject matter 
that was refused in the House of Commons. That is the procedure.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): On a point of order, your honour persists in 
saying you cannot discuss in the committee a matter that was ruled out of 
order in the House of Commons. This question was never ruled out of order 
m the House of Commons.

What happened, Mr. Chairman, precluded us, not from a discussion of the 
amendments ot the unemployment insurance bill, but from discussing whether 
or not the Minister of Labour had failed to comply with the act in not tabling 
a report. That is what the speaker ruled out of order. He did not rule any 
discussions of the advisory committee out of order. We discussed that thor
oughly for two or three days. We discussed and studied their reports, one of 
which was reported in July of 1958. We discussed those without any restriction 
m the house; but all that the Speaker ruled out of order was that we did 
n°t have the right on the discussion of the bill to deal with the question as 
to whether or not there had been a failure to comply with the act. That was all 
that was ruled out of order.

Now, at meetings the other day, there was never one ruling on the ques
tion as to whether or not we could interrogate members of the advisory com
mittee decided by your honour. Now, if you take the position that you are 
S°ing to rule out any discussion in any way having to do with the advisory 
committee, then we in this committee will have no other alternative but to 
challenge that ruling. I am pointing out with great respect that the Speaker 
hid not rule this out of order. What he ruled out was any argument on the bill 
as whether or not it was proper to discuss non-compliance by the Minister 
°f Labour with the act.

The Chairman: I will go this far with you, that that was right; but you 
had better get it more into relationship with the fact that we were discussing 
at that time an amendment to C.43, to the act. That is what we were discussing 
and the matter of the unemployment insurance advisory committee, and any- 
mng pertinent thereto, was not in order. That is the position we are in right 

n°w- We are discussing an amendment to the Unemployment Insurance Act, 
and these interjections you are making in regard to the advisory committee 
are not in order, and I so rule.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Then I move, Mr. Chairman, that this com
mittee be employed to call together the chairman and members of the ad
visory committee for the purpose of receiving their complete assistance in con- 
^cction with this bill that is now before this committee.
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The Chairman: I also overrule it on this ground that if we have the officials 
of the unemployment insurance department, they could provide us with all 
the information because its the source from which the Unemployment Advisory 
Committee receive their information. So the motion you now have before the 
chair is what?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That we be allowed to call—I have already 
given it. Have you got it written down, Mr. Clerk? I move that this committee 
be empowered to call members of the unemployment insurance advisory com
mittee for the purpose of enabling us to discuss more adequately the bill before 
the committee.

The Chairman: Have we a seconder?
Mr. Caron: Yes, I will second it.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : On Mr. Martin’s motion, I would like to 

say this, that I feel at the proper time this motion should not be entertained. 
Whether it later should be moved and discussed and voted upon is another 
matter, but we presently have a gentleman from the Canadian Catholic Con
federation of Labour before us who has presented his brief. I feel we owe him 
the courtesy to proceed and discuss that with him. I feel we should not discuss 
matters such as his politics or the advisory committee. If he had a wish for 
those things to be discussed I presume he would have put them in the brief. 
Since they are not there, I feel we should proceed at this moment and begin 
a discussion of this very excellent brief. I further suggest that Mr. Martin’s 
motion should be at least held over until a later date when we can discuss 
in committee this very important matter when different bodies are not present.

Mr. Pigeon: I agree with Mr. Bell, although I think these things have a 
proper sequence and I think this matter should be brought up at that time. 
I see no reason why this committee should be discourteous to gentlemen who 
have come forward today to put forward their views on behalf of the unem
ployed people of this country. To have those benefits obstructed by the Liberal 
members of this committee is certainly not in keeping with their supposed 
interest in unemployment.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I object to the use of the word “obstruct”. 
Because hon. gentlemen are not able to get their way in this instance, they say 
we are being obstructive. We are not being discourteous to Mr. Marchand; we 
are being helpful to Mr. Marchand as a member of the advisory committee 
and ask what we are asking in elucidation of the brief. However, I do not want 
to press that any more. There is a motion before the committee. I suggest 
that motion be put and we can then proceed to an examination of this witness.

The Chairman: Well, I should like to go along with Mr. Bell, and I will 
support the suggestion, and that will settle the matter.

Mr. MacInnis: This motion is definitely out of order, and this is a motion 
that should not be given any consideration. There is only one thing we are 
here to consider at the moment and that is the brief. Having completed the 
brief, if there is any further business for this committee to carry on with, we 
will carry on with it. At the moment we are here for the one specific purpose, 
and that is to deal with this brief. I do not think a motion to dispose of it should 
be put at this time.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I want to state, speaking for myself, I do not 
want to be associated with any of the delaying tactics that the Liberal members 
have been making of these various briefs. We kept one of the associations 
waiting over an hour the other morning and I think when these people com6 
up we should not be discourteous to them or keep them waiting. You are out 
of order with your motion, in my opinion. Whether it should be brought up
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later is another matter, but they certainly should not be brought up when 
these important people are brought here at a certain stipulated time before 
this committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Well, Mr. Chairman, my friend, Mr. Bell, for 
whom I have personally the highest respect, keeps referring to these delaying 
tactics. It is quite clear from what has happened this morning what the mem
bers of the Conservative party on this committee are trying to do. They are 
trying to prevent us from getting all the facts. That will not happen, and I 
want to warn the committee that we do not propose to sit here. If that is 
going to be the case, we have other important work to do.

You have suggesed that we dispose of this motion. If the hon. members 
want to vote against it, let them vote against it and we will deal with that kind 
of vote also. There is a motion now and when Mr. Bell says we are delaying 
this, when I am trying to get every avenue open to try to find out what is 
behind the reluctance to give that information, they say we are delaying. It 
is simply a continuing practice that they are following to prevent our getting 
the necessary information which we have to have on this committee to determine 
the validity of the recommendation made by the government.

The Chairman : Your motion would be out of order if it was just pertaining 
Particularly to the question, but since you have asked to send for individuals 
your motion is in order and it is up to this committee whether we want to 
send for them. Therefore, we will take a vote on the motion you have presented.

Mr. MacInnis: I have already pointed out, and I think perhaps the rest 
of the committee understand, that this motion is out of order. We are here 
to deal with one question and one question only. If Mr. Martin will not do this, 
I am quite willing at any time, when the proper procedure is followed, to discuss 
this matter with him and have it brought out in the open committee.

The angles you are trying to put forward today are all wrong. I again 
reinterate that I am quite willing to have this out in the open with you. When 
it is out in the open I can suggest to my friends something else that can be 
brought out in the open. I do not think, Mr. Chairman, this is a proper motion 
now.

The Chairman: Well, he will not withdraw the motion and it is perfectly 
within the right of any member of this committee to make a motion whether 
ye think it is right or wrong. Therefore, in this particular case, the motion 
is in order.

Mr. Spencer: I would like to move an amendment that this question be 
referred to the agenda committee.

The Chairman: Do you mean the steering committee?
Mr. Spencer: Yes.
The Chairman: All right.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On which we have one member.
Mr. Pigeon: I will second that motion.

, The Chairman: There has been a mover and a seconder that the motion 
arnended to the effect that the matter be referred to the steering committee, 

bat is also in order. Therefore, the amendment will come first. All those in 
av°r of the amendment? All those opposed? I declare the amendment carried.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Steamrolling.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You used it for twenty-two years; you 

bould recognize it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is a terrible denial of democratic justice.
The Chairman: And now, gentlemen, you may proceed with your questions.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to ask Mr. Marchand a question. 
Do you have any knowledge of previous representations that have been made 
by your body to committees or to the government in the past regarding the 
Unemployment Insurance Act?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Can you tell me the occasions you may 

have appeared.
Mr. Marchand: Every year we did.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Do you remember in 1950, when the act was 

originally drawn up, making any representations at that time either as your own 
separate body or to the C.L.C.?

Mr. Marchand: Yes, we did. Well, I presume we did, because we made 
representations to government every year.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Well, at the time of your representation—
Mr. Marchand: I do not recall this part of the memorandum, but I recall.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I appreciate that. I am trying to get some 

back history on this. Do you remember the time in 1950 when you made repre
sentations and, if so, to whom were they made?

Mr. Marchand: I presume it was to the cabinet, to the federal cabinet.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Do you remember the minister who was 

responsible at that time for the legislation and for the presentation of this 
matter to the house?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Could you name the minister who was the 

acting Minister of Labour and who presented this legislation to the house?
Mr. Marchand: I think it was the hon. Mr. Gregg.
Mr. Caron: Has that any reference to the brief?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Do you remember the name of the acting 

minister who piloted the legislation?
Mr. McMillan: That is not contained in the brief.
The Chairman: He is referring to the brief that was presented on Friday-
Mr. Caron: We were denied when we wanted to go into other facts a 

while ago. You are referring to a matter that was passed in 1950 and it is not 
in this brief. All the members were advised that they had to stick to the brief 
and, if we are to comply with the demand of the committee, I would ask the 
Conservative members to stick to the brief as well.

The Chairman: Mr. Caron, it is not that point to which he is referring- 
He is referring to the brief submitted by the C.L.C. on Friday which Mr- 
Marchand said they would go along with, but they are just bringing out 
additional points. I am pretty sure this is in order because they are relating the 
two together.

Mr. Spencer: It is in connection with the last paragraph of the present 
brief.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): On page two of your brief, sir, you men' 
tioned foreign elements and you said:

It seems that over the last few years, the government tended to 
rely upon the unemployment insurance fund to cope with expenses which 
should be charges against the treasury of Canada, or assumed through 
special social security measures.

Are you referring there to seasonal benefits?
Mr. Marchand: Fishermen’s benefits.
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Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): And loggers’ seasonal benefits? 
Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): And seasonal benefits, as such, were first 

introduced in 1950; is that correct?
Mr. Marchand: I think so, but I cannot tell you for sure that it was at 

that time.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): And did you make representations at that 

time with regard to those seasonal benefits?
Mr. Marchand: To be honest, I think I will have to refer to this brief, if you 

want me to give exact times, but if you refer to that particular year I think I 
will have to take a memo.

Mr. Smith ( Winnipeg North) : You are not sure whether or not you made 
representations at that time?

Mr. Marchand: I am sure we made representations, but in what sense we 
made representations I do not recall exactly.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Then' are you suggesting that 
fishermen and other seasonal workers should be removed from coverage under 
the act?

Mr. Marchand: No, I am not suggesting that, but I think if they stay 
there, if they are covered by law, we should provide for a particular source of 
revenue to cover the expenditures related to those classes.

Mr. Caron: You say in the third paragraph on the first page of your brief 
that the C.C.C.L. has never believed that the unemployment insurance fund 
could serve as a substitute for the treasury of Canada or economic planning. 
Would you explain exactly what you mean by that.

Mr. Marchand: Well, what I mean is this. If there are measures that 
should be paid for by the consolidated revenue of Canada, I think that the 
unemployment insurance fund should not be used instead; in other words, if 
you want a very categorical example, we should not pay family allowances out 
°f the unemployment insurance fund; it should come from another source. As 
a matter of fact, it does come from another source. This is what I call foreign 
elements. They are those which are not specifically a matter covered by 
msurance or that should be covered by insurance. I am referring in particular 
f° all matters that are mostly related to unemployment assistance and what 
* mean is that the Unemployment Insurance Act has not been drafted in order 
to take care of the economic depression or massive unemployment in Canada. I 
think the Canadian government should take that into account.

Mr. Caron: You make a difference between insurance and assistance.
Mr. Marchand: Yes, of course.
Mr. Caron: That is what you mean in this.
Mr. Marchand: Yes, I think there is a difference which is accepted by 

alm°st everybody.
Mr. Pigeon (Spoke briefly in French)
Mr. Pigeon: I note that your brief reads:

The government’s contribution should represent at least half of 
the global contributions of employers and employees.

(Mr. Pigeon spoke briefly in French)
(Mr. Marchand spoke briefly in French)
■^r- Caron: Would it not be a good idea to translate what has been said.
Mr. Pigeon: The first remark I made was that I wished to congratulate 

tir>U *3ecause you presented your brief in French and in English. I also men- 
ned that the manner in which the brief was presented by the Canadian 
21282-9-2
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Labour Congress last week was sufficient reason for you to cease your affilia
tion with the Canadian Labour Congress. I also made reference to the fact 
that the government’s contribution should represent at least half of the 
contributions of employers and employees. Taxes are paid by both employee 
and employer. What is the difference if the employee and employer do not 
pay the contribution in the same part as the government, because it is the 
same. The government is run by the taxes of employees and employers.

Mr. Marchand: I think the answer is this. If the people covered by the 
Unemployment Insurance Act were exactly the same as the Canadian tax
payers, I think it would be the same thing to tax them directly through the 
government or through the unemployment insurance commission. However, 
I think there is some difference. It is not all the taxpayers who are covered 
by the Unemployment Insurance Act and who are asked to make contributions. 
That means if we charge something against the entire population it will mean 
less for those who are insured than if they alone are to be taxed through the 
Unemployment Insurance Act. I do not know if it is clear in English, but in 
French it is very clear.

Mr. Peters: I was wondering if you had decided on a figure which you 
would consider fair at which to establish the fund. For instance, we had a 
little over $900 million in it previously. What do you consider to be a fair 
level at which to maintain the fund? Also, how many people would you 
consider to be an unreasonable amount of insurance risk?

Mr. Marchand: I did not understand your question too well.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Peters asked what would be a fair level 

for the fund to have before it would become perilous or dangerous.
Mr. Marchand: I cannot set down any figures; the actuary of the com

mission is here and can give evidence on that. I think the Canadian Labour 
Congress indicated in its brief to you that the amount paid out of the fund 
for the fishermen and seasonal employees represents over $200 million since 
1950, and this amount is the amount that was drained out of the fund for 
the last few years. In other words, if these expenditures had been paid out 
of another fund and not out of the unemployment insurance fund, the fund 
probably would have proven stable, and when it is stable for a certain period 
of time—eight or ten years—we presume that it is sufficient to take care of 
the needs. I cannot give you any figures.

Mr. MacInnis: By those payments you are referring to the payments 
received by fishermen.

Mr. Marchand: Yes, and supplementary or seasonal benefits.
Mr. MacInnis: Then, so far as the fishermen are concerned, you feel they 

should not come under the act as is?
Mr. Marchand: I think if they are under the act we should provide for a 

special source of revenue to take care of the benefits paid to them.
Mr. MacInnis: In other words, it should come out of the consolidated 

revenue fund?
Mr. Marchand: It should not be taken out of the contributions of employees 

and employers.
Mr. MacInnis: It follows that you do not think it should come out of the 

fund as it is set up?
Mr. Marchand: No. We have no objection if the government feels it should 

be by a special measure through the unemployment insurance commission- 
Maybe it can be done, but I do not believe we can take money out of the fund 
or measures that naturally do not come under the jurisdiction of the law.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You mentioned in your brief about the increase 
in the rates of benefit.
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Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you have anything to say about whether or 

not the present rates of benefits in the face of existing cost-of-living conditions 
are adequate?

Mr. Marchand: No. The ratio between the benefits and the wages is not 
adequate. We think it should be increased. I believe that organized labour 
would have no objection to increased contributions if it means better benefits 
and is more adequate so far as the cost of living is concerned.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You say you do not think organized labour would 
be opposed to increased rates of contribution if there was a corresponding 
increase in the rate of benefits; is that what you say?

Mr. Marchand: We have never opposed in principle increased contribu
tions.

Mr. McMillan: Mr. Marchand, what approximately is your membership 
in the Canadian Catholic Federation?

Mr. Marchand: There are 100,000 members.
Mr. McMillan: Have you calculated what extra dues you would have to 

Pay if these proposed amendments went through.
Mr. Marchand: No, we have no figures.
Mr. McMillan: You admitted that you would prefer that these amend

ments do not go through. What are your main reasons for that? Is it because 
°f the extra that has to be paid?

Mr. Marchand: It is because we think the main feature of Bill C-43 is to 
mcrease contributions to take care of the drain that has been imposed on the 
fund in the last few years. There are some improvements, such as the addition 
°f classes, and we favour that. We also approve the changes in ceiling. But we 
*hink that the main feature is the increase in contributions to take care of the 
deficit in the fund in the last few years. We think this deficit should have 
been taken care of by some other means. We proposed these means in our 
memorandum and we do not feel we should have an increase in contributions.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The impression I get from the com
ments you have made is that you feel that the seasonal workers and the fisher
men should properly be on some form of relief by the government instead of 
coming under the unemployment insurance fund; in other words, it would not 
make any difference whether the government paid the money into the fund, 
you feel it should be on a separate basis and that they be paid some form of 
relief when out of work, rather than the labour force being insured as a whole.

Mr. Marchand: Probably the unemployment insurance commission is the 
Proper machinery to deal with seasonal unemployment, but if it is so decided, 

think we should have a special source of revenue to take care of this particular 
Sroup. We have no objection in principle to its being administered by the 
Unernployment insurance commission.

. Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : The point I am trying to get at is 
is. Why do you feel that farmers, wheat growers or soya bean growers should 
y mto this fund when they are not going to benefit under this act?

be Mr. Marchand: There are a lot of people who pay contributions and never 
nefit by it.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): You say “do not benefit”; they
in 6 ^ bave the protection. Some of us may not benefit from any type of
to rance’ but we are paying for that protection. These people you are asking

Pny into the fund would be paying and getting no protection.
‘1282-9—2J
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Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): In connection with the insurance prin
ciple, does your congress believe that he who pays should benefit; in other 
words, the people who pay into the fund should have direct benefits from the 
fund, is that correct?

Mr. Marchand: Yes. Well, they should have protection, not necessarily 
benefits.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : But to be eligible for the benefit they 
should pay?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Why do you feel that the other people 

of Canada who are not under the unemployment insurance fund should pay 
to subsidize the people who are in the fund?

Mr. Marchand: You are not speaking of the present situation, because it 
is the reverse. I think we are taxing the insured population of Canada to pay 
for social measures that should be paid by the whole population. That is the 
reverse situation.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): I will give you a specific example. Let 
us say there are farmers and canning factory employees who do not have any 
insurance and they cannot benefit from the insurance plan; why should they 
put in money to subsidize people who are in the insurance plan?

Mr. Marchand: Well, you know in any insurance plan you have somebody 
who pays for his neighbour. That is the basic principle of the thing. Right now 
in the insured population covered by the law you have a group of people who 
pay for the others. If you want to avoid that, I think it is better to destroy 
the whole scheme.

Mr. Peters: Did you and the advisory committee oppose the inclusion of 
people other than those who are going to receive benefits; in other words, did 
you as an advisory committee member—

The Chairman: We cannot introduce that subject, Mr. Peters. Mr. 
Marchand is not appearing here as a member of the advisory committee; he is 
appearing here as a member of the labour organization.

Mr. Peters: But he was sitting on the advisory committee as a member 
of his organization. The only time as an organization that you can come before 
the committee is during the presentation of a brief, but you were going before 
government as a representative of the advisory committee and there must have 
been some suggestion made that these things could not be covered. I suppose 
this was done over the objection or the support of the advisory committee when 
you brought in seamen and loggers?

Mr. Marchand: I have no objection to answering your question, but I 
think I will have to go into the unemployment advisory committee’s report and 
I would not use that unless I have a formal authorization to use it.

Mr. MacInnis: I realize the question is quite innocent, but the moment you 
allow the members to deviate to the unemployment advisory committee, w'e 
will not be able to get anywhere.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I proposed that we be allowed that information 
for which you are now asking and we were denied it. I challenged the chair- 
man’s ruling and the committee upheld the chair. We are not allowed to examine 
a member of the advisory committee; in other words the valuable information 
you are now asking is going to be denied.

Mr. Bell (Saint Jonn-Albert) : Again, Mr. Chairman, we have to take 
time out to set the record straight about what has gone on this morning. 
are now considering—and this is for Mr. Peters’ benefit as he was not here
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earlier—the brief of the C.C.C.L. The committee as a whole feels that we 
should consider the matters that are in the brief and if at a later time we decide 
that we should have knowledge of the advisory committee or any other matters 
we feel are important to the bill, then we can discuss that when the time comes. 
However, at the present time we are considering the brief. I would point out 
for the information of Mr. Martin and others who do not seem to have any 
political strategy that there is another side to this story. We will be faced also 
with the same problem when the international brotherhood comes here and 
you may be embarrassed at that time. We are running this committee in a 
sensible and proper way and when we are through with the briefs if we decide 
we want to call in other witnesses and ask them about their expert knowledge 
concerning the advisory committee, it can be discussed and voted upon at that 
time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): If you have finished your speech, I would like 
to say this. You said we would be embarrased. I would love to hear what the 
railway brotherhood have to say, and if by that statement you are now willing 
to compromise and permit us to investigate all of the meetings of the advisory 
committee, I will accede at once. I did not understand the ruling that we 
might do this at a later time. I understood that the ruling made by the chair, 
and supported by the Conservative members of the committee, was that we 
will not at any time in the deliberations of this committee be allowed to examine 
any member of the advisory committee.

Mr. Spence: That is absolutely wrong.
The Chairman: May I say for your benefit, Mr. Peters, that there was a 

motion moved here that they would send for individuals mentioned and then 
there was an amendment made that it be referred to the steering committee. 
That was referred and any reference now is out of order.

Mr. Peters: I did not intend to invoke this argument. The reason I asked 
it was because I understood Mr. Marchand is the president of the Catholic 
federation.

The Chairman: He is secretary.
Mr. Peters: If I have given him a promotion, I suppose there is no objection, 

put the reason for asking is because in his association in his official capacity 
ln the organization he must have had some opportunity previously to put forth 
some of the views that are in this brief. This was my reason for asking it. 
ft is usually quite true that the only time the federation has an opportunity 
°f presenting a brief to explain their position is at a time such as this, but if 
mey appoint someone to the advisory committee, then they are putting forth 
their views from week to week or whenever they meet. This was my reason 
f°r asking the question.

The Chairman : Now, gentlemen, let us get back to the brief.
Mr. Spencer: I would like to ask Mr. Marchand a question; it follows up 

ur. Browne’s question. I am not clear in my own mind in connection with this 
Matter and I think you can help me. I refer specifically to the third paragraph 

your brief in which you again speak about unemployment insurance not 
e*ng a substitute for the treasury of Canada. Now, as I understood your remarks 

®arlier in this meeting, you believe that the seasonal workers are a contributing 
actor to the depletion of this insurance fund; is that correct?

Mr. Marchand: Of course, it has contributed. I think this is a matter of fact.
Mr. Spencer: And you believe they should be taken care of in some other 

is that correct?
t Mr. Marchand: I just said we should provide for a special source of revenue 
0 take care of that, and this was recommended to the government.
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Mr. Spencer: Mr. Marchand, did you hold these views in 1950?
Mr. Marchand: I told you when those amendments were brought to the law 

we had no experience and we did not know at that time the exact impact of 
those supplementary or seasonal workers benefits. Of course, we have had 
some experience and we saw that it has a serious impact on the fund. We 
thought it was too serious to be taken care of by the normal contribution of 
employees and employers and that a special source of revenue should be found 
and that is why we recommended to the government that this part of it should 
be increased to take care of those.

Mr. Spencer: Is there anything wrong with the principle?
Mr. Marchand: I said there is no—
Mr. Spencer: Allow me to finish my question. Is there anything wrong with 

the principle of seasonal employees being covered by unemployed insurance?
Mr. Marchand: No, there is nothing wrong as long as we provide for the 

proper source of revenue.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What you are saying, Mr. Marchand, is that 

you do not object to seasonal workers being covered but if they are covered 
out of the unemployment insurance fund, you do not think the cost of that 
imposition should be borne by the two major contributors; is that correct?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you aware that when the fund was used 

for the purpose of paying supplementary benefits before 1957 on three occasions 
that each time the fund was replenished out of the consolidated revenues of the 
government of Canada; are you aware of that?

Mr. MacInnis: What is this?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Give him time to answer the question.
Mr. MacInnis: In the first place there was not a question asked. Why 

should I give somebody time to answer a question when there was no question 
asked. I was going to ask Mr. Martin a question.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let the witness answer.
Mr. MacInnis: The was no question asked.
The Chairman: It was a leading question.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am not going to put up with this. I am going 

to serve notice on you now that if this continues you will not have any other 
members but one party in this group. I asked this gentleman a question. I asked 
him was he not aware that on three occasions before 1957 the fund was 
replenished, and you are now saying that I did not ask a question and that it 
was a leading question. If this is not evidence of your non-impartiality, I do 
not know that could be. I asked you to allow the witness to answer a question 
and instead these school children in front are continually obstructing the work 
of this committee.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Martin has said that you said there was no question 
asked. On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I made that statement and Mr. Martin 
did not ask “are you aware on three occasions...”; he said “on three occa
sions ..and then he said “are you aware of that”.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have asked a question I want this witness 
to answer it.

The Chairman : You have asked a question and I maintain it is a leading 
question.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That does not matter; this is not a court of lavV'
The Chairman: It does not matter.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suggest to you that you learn the rules of how 
to conduct the chairmanship. To suggest this reveals your incompetence to sit 
in that chair.

Mr. Mandziuk: I think you should withdraw that statement.
The Chairman : Your party has been entrenched here for over 25 years and 

you have reached the point where you think you own the House of Commons. 
Other people have a right to their views and I rule that way, irrespective of 
whether or not you think I am incompetent. I am going to exercise my rights 
as chairman to the best of my ability.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): All right. I move that I be allowed to ask the 
question: are you aware on three occasions—

The Chairman: No, you are not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am now moving that I be allowed to ask this 

witness this question: are you aware—
The Chairman: I am ruling your question out of order right now. Will the 

chair’s ruling be sustained?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am moving—
The Chairman: I am asking now that the chair’s ruling be sustained.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am now stating my motion, and you cannot tell 

me what my motion shall be. I am moving that my question to the witness 
be allowed: are you aware that on three occasions prior to 1957 the unemploy
ment insurance fund was replenished out of the consolidated revenues of the 
nation? Mr. Chairman, you having ruled that question out of order, I now 
appeal your ruling.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, this 
matter has already been placed—

Mr. Caron: An appeal on the decision of the chair cannot be discussed; it 
goes to a vote right away.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : There is still a point of order.
Mr. Caron : Those are the rules of the house, and if you do not know them, 

learn them.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I am talking on a point of order.
Mr. Caron: There is no point of order: it is a challenge of the ruling of the 

chair. Mr. Martin is appealing the ruling of the chair, and there is no discussion 
°n the matter: it has got to be voted on right away, according to the rules of the 
house.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): That is closure of debate.
Mr. Caron: It is a rule of the house: an appeal against the decision of the 

chair has got to be voted, without discussion.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I am not discussing that.
Mr. MacInnis: I will go along with him answering it; but when Mr. Martin 

S°t on his feet originally, he did not ask a question—he just formed the question 
how. He made a statement before.

Mr. Spencer: My colleague from Essex East knows I have the greatest 
resPect for him, and I do not think we are at cross-purposes here; but I think 
We °ught to get back on the rails again. I know Mr. Martin, as a very learned 
Counsel, is very adept at asking questions, and so on, and I think we are getting 

m the realm of cross-examination rather than just plain examination.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : There is a motion before the chair.
Mr. Spencer: I think if we could get down to ordinary examination of the 

1 hesses, we will get along with this meeting.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): There is a motion before the chair.
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The Chairman: The point is, Mr. Martin, I could rule your question out in 
two ways: the question has been asked and answered by several witnesses before 
this committee, and it is a repetition of the question, for the purpose of getting 
it on the record. Your question is now in order, with the fact that you put 
the “awareness” in it—you did not have that before.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are making a mockery of this committee.
The Chairman: You put the words “are you aware” in, which you did not 

put in the first time you presented it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let the witness answer it now. Would you 

answer my question now, after all this?
Mr. Peters: Mr. Chairman, was this motion seconded?
Mr. Caron: Yes, I seconded it.
Mr. Peters: This motion is not debatable—
The Chairman: The question is, I said that now he put the words “are you 

aware” in, he put it into a question, instead of putting an answer in his mouth. 
Mr. Marchand can answer it now.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I want you to know that I did say, “are you 
aware”.

The Chairman: Not the first time.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You say I did not; I say I did, and I am willing 

to put my word against yours. The record will show. Mr. Peters is perfectly 
right; you have to conduct this committee according to parliamentary rules, 
and the motion has been put. If you ask me to withdraw the motion, then 
we can ask the question; but we must proceed in an orderly way.

Mr. Spencer: I suggest that if he answers the question he will probably 
tell us he was not aware.

The Chairman: Well, will you withdraw your motion?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I will be happy to do so, if you will allow the 

question.
Mr. Marchand: I know that the federal government—I do not recall 

exactly at what dates—took a certain amount of money out of the consolidated 
revenue to take care of supplementary benefits. To what extent it took care 
of the supplementary benefits, I do not recall; but I recall the amount of 
money—

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, we have the unem
ployment insurance commission men here. Let us get this information and let 
us have what has been replenished to the fund. We have the men right here 
who can give the information, and if there are to be any inferences as to 
what the government did or did not do, let us have it on the record what 
was replenished in the fund.

Mr. Grafftey: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I think, in all fair
ness—I do not know whether the hon. member, Mr. Martin, was here at the 
time, but at the last meeting, or the meeting before, I put all that information 
on the record and I said if that information was challenged, members opposite 
could call officials from the department. I said the only time there was a 
transfer from consolidated revenue to the ordinary fund was in 1950, when 
$1,800,000-odd was transferred. This was the only time that was ever done.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are giving evidence now.
Mr. Grafftey: I am correcting an impression.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think that debate has long since passed.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Martin’s question to the witness WaS| 

was he aware that three times that happened.
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Mr. Martin: Prior to 1957.
Mr. MacInnis: You have not answered the question as to whether you 

are aware of three times, whether it was one time, two times, three times, or 
how many times. You have only made the statement that you are aware that 
at one time there was money put into the fund from consolidated revenue. On 
how many occasions are you aware of that—just the one?

Mr. Marchand: On this, I will have to consult my—
Mr. MacInnis: In other words, your answer to Mr. Martin’s question is 

“No”?
Mr. Caron: No; he is sure of one time, but he does not remember—
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, I have suggested 

that, as we have the unemployment insurance commission here, let us please 
have them put these figures on the record, the contributions the government 
has made out of consolidated revenue to the fund, and all of them. Let us 
have them on the record so we know what they are.

Mr. Caron: That is fair.
The Chairman: Do you agree?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I agree with what you say, but I do not believe 

any member of this committee should be denied asking a witness whether or 
not he knows a particular fact. This witness has said he is aware that there 
has been a replenishment out of the consolidated revenue fund. He told Mr. 
MacInnis he does not know whether that was done three times or not. That is 
the most he can say. When we have finished with this witness, in an orderly 
way, we can deal with the figures, when this witness has completed his 
evidence—not introduce all these by-plays all the time.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : You are the one that has brought 
this point up. If you wanted to ask the question, why did you not ask it of 
the people qualified to give the information, instead of asking it of another 
witness here for another purpose entirely?

Mr. Martin {Essex East): Are you really looking for information, or is 
this another part of the process of interfering with the right of this minority 
to find out what this government has done?

We have been denied information. We are members of the opposition. 
You know why the government has decided to impose these additional burdens; 
We do not. We would like to find out. You denied it to the committee yesterday 
and every time we seek 'to find out, every member of this committee—except 
Mr. Spencer—seems to obstruct us.

Mr. Stanton: Withdraw that statement. I have never said one word.
The Chairman: Could I draw to the attention of the members that I have 

requested four or five times myself previous to this meeting, and on Friday— 
''’hen I was not here—several members repeatedly asked that we be allowed 
0 Put these questions to the members of the unemployment insurance com

mission, who are in possession of all the facts and all the figures. For some 
reason or another, in devious ways they have been denied that right. They 

the only ones who can give exact figures; but for some reason or another 
hey prefer not to hear them.

Mr. Martin {Essex East): How can you justify asking the members of 
ue unemployment insurance commission to come and give evidence, when you 
eny those of us in the minority the right to interrogate members of the 

a<ivisory committee of that commission? How can you justify that?
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): You have not been denied that. That is 

0r the steering committee.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I now want to examine Mr. Marchand, who is 
a member of this advisory committee, and you will not let me.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): It is in the hands of the steering committee, 
and you have not been denied anything.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you saying that you will allow us—
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): I will not say what the steering committee 

has decided to do; but you have not been denied anything. You are giving a 
false impression.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : It is obvious, anyway, that Mr. Martin 
does not want the information in the record.

Mr. Peters: Mr. Chairman, as a member of this committee, I want both 
of these organizations before us and I want all the information. I have def
inite views of what we are doing in these amendments, and I do not like what 
we are doing. I am using as a basis for that premise the fact that I have 
arrived at a certain theory, and if this is not correct, then I would like to know. 
I worked with a number of these workers in the lumber industry, in the I.W.A., 
who are concerned with seasonal unemployment. I know these people and I 
want to do as much as possible for them, and I want to do it in as sound and 
sensible a way as we can.

I think both these organizations are going to be called, and I am not happy 
with these continual wrangles we are getting into in regard to every procedure.

I think this committee should agree that we are going to see all this 
information and we are going to hear it all. Then I think the steering com
mittee could be very definite as to how we are going to do it. One of the 
reasons we are interested in questioning Mr. Marchand in things that are not 
his responsibility as secretary is simply because we are not sure we are going 
to be able to talk to Mr. Marchand again in another capacity. I think this 
is causing a great deal of friction that is not necessary at all, if we agree that 
the government members on this committee are not going to oppose our having 
the opportunity of ascertaining certain other information. I think that is 
all we ask, and if that is granted, there is not going to be this continual 
hassle that we are having.

The Chairman: I do not know how I can emphasize it any more than I 
have, Mr. Peters, that the individuals who are the officials of the department 
have all the statistics and everything, and they will not be giving any evidence 
here except as to information for which they are asked.

The officials are here and have the answers, and they can give answers 
to anything you ask at the present time. In fact, their information comes from 
the same source as that of the committee you talk about, and they are right 
here for that purpose, the same as they are in the house. Anything a member 
in the House of Commons wants to find out in connection with figures relating 
to unemployment insurance, seasonal benefits, or the supplementaries, they 
have it at their fingertips, and what surer source could you get of evidence 
than that? But for some reason or another, they do not want to hear them 
until they hear someone else. It seems to me that is the way it stands. We 
want to hear these gentlemen, and you can put all the questions you like 
to them and they will answer them.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : If Mr. Martin is through with Mr. Mar
chand, I have a question along the same subject that I would like to ask him-

The Chairman: Proceed.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Mr. Marchand, with respect to page three 

in your brief, you say that on many occasions you have asked the governmen 
to extend the coverage provided by the act, and you also mentioned, with 
respect to the supplementary benefits in 1950, you had not had much experience
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with that type of change. The other day Mr. Andras, in reply to a question, 
said that in 1950—when they made these substantial 15 per cent increases and 
brought in the supplementary benefits—the Canadian Labour Congress attempted 
to make these representations to the government.

He said—and these words are, I think, on the record: “But this legislation 
was rushed through the house in a few hours”.

I am wondering if you agree with that, and if you have the same type 
of knowledge, or if you feel that you had an opportunity at that time to make 
your representations known?

Mr. Marchand: Is it possible to have the exact statement of Mr. Andras?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Yes; I think it is up there on the record.
Mr. Marchand: I would prefer to have it read so I know exactly what 

he said.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word on behalf 

of Mr. Grafftey: he has been trying to ask a question, but he cannot catch your 
eye.

The Chairman: I am trying to find this point that has been brought out.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I am sorry to take the time of the 

committee, but I think this is fairly important.
The Chairman : Mr. Bell was in the chair when it was made.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. MacLean asked the other night:

You will recall that these rates were increased by approximately 
15 per cent in 1950. I understand the reason was to cover the seasonal 
benefits. Has the Canadian Labour Congress or yourself made any 
representations, or were any public representations made at that time?

Mr. Andras: Let me put it to you this way, and as frankly as I 
know how. The act was introduced in parliament with startling abrupt
ness. It was given first, second and third reading in a matter of 24 or 48 
hours. The only kind of representations we were able to make was 
afterwards. The thing went through the house so quickly that we were 
dismayed. While ostensibly the act was to deal with supplementary 
benefits, there were a variety of other amendments which were put 
through to which we took objection subsequently.

Mr. Peters: Where was the Conservative opposition?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let him answer that.
Mr. Marchand: What is your question now?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I was asking if you agreed, from your 

nowledge, with what Mr. Andras thought was his interpretation of that 
Procedure in 1950?

Mr. Marchand: I know that on supplementary benefits we discussed it, 
°r we made representation to the government once it was already law.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Afterwards?
Mr. Marchand: Afterwards. We did not make it prior to that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Marchand, were you shown the amend

ants of this bill, either in their present form or in any form, by the present 
S°vernment before you saw them in the press?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Let him answer that question.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I am talking about 1950.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am talking about this bill. Can you answer 

at question, Mr. Marchand?



160 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Marchand: No, it was not—
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman, I am asking three questions 

and I am going to follow them up.
Mr. Caron: On the question of Mr. Martin, Mr. Chairman—
The Chairman: Mr. Bell has the floor.
Mr. Caron: We want to prove something before he goes on.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): There are certain things that—
The Chairman: Order. Mr. Bell has the floor. I will give other members 

the floor when they want it.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I have never seen such discourtesy to an 

individual in all my life as Mr. Caron and Mr. Martin are showing.
Mr. Caron: The way you are questioning, yes, you are right.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You have commented on this, Mr. 

Marchand, and I would like to know if you know—and I asked this question 
before—who was the acting Minister of Labour at that time who put this 
legislation through the house with, in the words of the Canadian Labour 
Congress:

.. . startling abruptness. The only kind of representations we were 
able to make was afterwards. The thing went through the house so 
quickly that we were dismayed.

Do you know who the acting Minister of Labour was at that time, in 
1950, who piloted this legislation through?

Mr. Marchand: Yes, I recall.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Would you put his name on the record?
Mr. Marchand: I think it was the hon. Mr. Gregg.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : We will have to search the records, 

because my information was that it was the Hon. Paul Martin, who has just 
left the committee.

Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Marchand, if, according to your recollection it went 

through that fast, is it not your impression that the members of the opposition 
who were in the minority were not on their feet fast enough to help you out 
with this matter?

Mr. Marchand: I was in the House of Commons at that time, and I can 
say who was fast and who was slow.

Mr. Caron: That is all right; I just wanted you to state it.
The Chairman: We will get back on the brief. Are there any further 

questions?
Mr. Beech: Mr. Chairman, if large amounts of public money are con

tinually to be poured into the unemployment insurance fund, should not it be 
made out on a means test basis?

Mr. Marchand: As long as it will be in insurance, I think it is not a danger. 
If it becomes an assistance law, of course I think there is a danger. You will 
have to pay contribution, and I think it will have to be an insurance and not 
an assistance board. If you ask me, “Can it happen?”, everything can happen 
under the sun, of course; but I think there would be quite an opposition n 
ever it was presented in that form, that we have a means test, after having 
paid for an insurance.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Do you not think that there would be 
a great danger?
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Mr. Marchand: I do not know if I got your question right.
Mr. Beech: That is the point I wish to raise. This becomes a welfare 

fund and not an insurance scheme at all; that is the danger.
Mr. Granger; Mr. Chairman, this is along the same lines. You were 

asked, Mr. Marchand, with respect to the unemployment insurance for fisher
men—which I understand applied to the question—and you said that you 
would deny unemployment insurance to seasonal workers and fishermen 
unless there was some special provision made, say, to consolidated revenue. 
But in view of the fact that on previous occasions money has been poured 
into the unemployment insurance commission fund from consolidated revenue, 
would you still deny unemployment insurance to seasonal workers and 
fishermen?

Mr. Marchand: Well, in any statement, first, I would not like to be 
quoted wrongly on this. We are not opposed to payment of benefits to 
seasonal employees and we are not opposed to some kind of relief to the 
fishermen. We have no objection and that is why the attitude we have taken 
is to have a special source of revenue to take care of those expenditures.

Now, I think that you will have to make a distinction between the fisher
men’s case and the seasonal employees. It is not exactly the same thing. 
I think as far as the fishermen are concerned, there should be a special measure 
for them.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : In other words, you think there should 
be two plans?

Mr. Marchand: Well, as far as the other, I think it could follow under 
the law with special provision as far as the sources of revenue are concerned. 
The attitude we have taken is not to oppose it; we have never taken this 
attitude. We want everybody to have relief when they can, but the problem 
is to know who is going to pay for it.

Mr. Peters: Has your congress given consideration to an increased risk 
contribution in the payment of unemployment insurance? That would be, for 
instance, if the unemployment risk in fishing was much greater than it is in 
the automobile industry or textile industry, has your organization given any 
consideration to its being a greater risk contribution?

Mr. Marchand: Well, it might be a solution. I think that is a problem 
that the actuaries should settle, how to have a sound basis.

Mr. Peters: Is the principle of increased risk contribution faced by your 
organization?

Mr. Marchand: Well, you know of these problems because there are many 
and one is, for example, that if a fisherman does not catch anything in one 
year he is not entitled to any insurance benefit. If he has no catch he has no 
revenue because his contributions are taken out of the revenue he makes from 
his catch. If he does not catch anything, I understand the law is he is not 
entitled to any benefit at all and he is probably the one who needs it. That is 
^hy we think the whole thing has to be reshaped so that it is sound and so that 
me insured population will not be the sole people to pay for the cost of this
relief.

Mr. Peters: Would it be safe to say that that is one of the objectives of 
y°ur organization as far as the fisherman is concerned, because of the fact that 

ls contribution is not based on an hourly rate or on an hourly unit of work, 
0r a sum of money he gets for a period of time; in other words, if he is not 
operating twelve weeks, or fifty weeks, or fifteen weeks and has not a certain 
mount of cash, his contributions are based upon the fish he catches. Would 
e organization go along with the fact a contribution like that is a labour 
otribution rather than a general contribution?
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Mr. Marchand: Well, I might tell you it might be a solution. I do not 
know how practical it is. It might be a solution to it. I would like to see 
the fishermen have some kind of benefit or relief. I would like to have that 
because they are citizens of Canada and they are entitled to the same protec
tion as any other citizen. The only other problem is how it is going to be 
available. We think the way it is being operated now it is coming out of the 
insured population.

Mr. Peters: Does your organization think that the contributions should 
be actuarially sound to cover the special risk of the unemployment insurance 
set-up? It should not include recessions or an economic depression which is 
the responsibility of the country itself. This may apply also to the fishermen?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Peters: Could I ask you, the contributions that are being asked for, 

we are asking for a 30 per cent increase in contributions, does your organiza
tion consider this is fair in relation to the percentage of benefits you are going 
to receive?

Mr. Marchand: No, we think it is unfair. We think it is unfair and we 
see no justification at all for this increase if there is no increase in the benefits.

Mr. Peters: In other words, your organization would only support this 
increase in contribution of 30 per cent if there is an increase in benefits?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Martin made a statement earlier and 

Mr. Granger has brought out again that this contribution to the consolidated 
revenue fund was made, on Mr. Granger’s words, on different occasions. My 
question is, how many occasions are you aware of that these contributions 
were made to the fund?

Mr. Marchand: I said I did not know, I do not recall. I know they were 
done at least once, because I recall that.

Mr. MacInnis: Getting back again to Mr. Martin’s statement to which he 
attached a question after making it, and getting back now to what Mr. Granger 
just said, “on occasions”, your answer to both these gentlemen, then, must 
be no?

Mr. Peters: No, I do not think that is fair.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, he either answers he knows the number 

of occasions or he does not know.
Mr. Peters: That is a question like, “Have you quit beating your wife 

yet?”
The Chairman: Now just a minute, I did not have anyone interrupt you 

in your talking and I think the members should be allowed to continue. You 
will have your say afterward.

Mr. Caron: He has not the right to state in place of the witness no or yes. 
It is up to the witness to say yes or no.

The Chairman: We will decide that. The witness does not have to answer 
unless he wants to.

Mr. MacInnis: You are aware that contributions were made to the fund?
Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: How many contributions are you aware of?
Mr. Marchand: I told you I was aware of at least one. For the others, 

I do not recall.
Mr. MacInnis: What others? You speak of others.
Mr. Marchand: No, it was in the question.
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Mr. MacInnis: May I put my question again? You are aware of contri
butions being made?

Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: How many are you aware of?
Mr. Marchand: I said one.
Mr. MacInnis: Then you started speaking of “others”. Why speak of 

others if you are not aware of them?
Mr. Marchand: All right; I did not speak of others.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Chairman, I would like to move 

at this time that we have the officials of the Unemployment Insurance Com
mission place on the record the number of contributions that have been made 
out of consolidated revenue to the unemployment insurance fund and the 
amount.

The Chairman: And when?
Mr. Browne (V ancouver-Kingsway): Since the inception of the fund.
Mr. Caron: Are you suggesting a question, Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman: He is putting the question.
Mr. Caron: I am suggesting it is not the role of the chairman to suggest 

questions.
The Chairman: The point I was trying to bring out there was, Mr. 

Marchand did say there were others, and he also said there was only one. 
It seemed to give the impression that perhaps there were others. I asked him 
if there were any others and if so that we would like to have the information 
here from the members of the Unemployment Insurance Commission.

Mr. MacInnis: One thing we have to be in this committee is consistent. 
If there is going to be anything placed on the record from the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission it should be done after this meeting and referred to 
ihe steering committee, which could remain in this room, and treat it in the 
way it should be treated. In all fairness to the member from Essex East, he 
has departed from the meeting as he did from a previous meeting, I think noth- 
ln§ can be done until the steering committee comes back with a report as to 
yhat the advisory committee or the Unemployment Insurance Commission 

going to do.
Mr. Peters: I second the motion.
The Chairman: We will hear from them, but we will get the wording 

ar>d then we will hear about it. Are we in favour of hearing from them?
Mr. Peters: I understand Mr. MacInnis was making a motion.
The Chairman: Are you in favour of us hearing from the Unemployment 

asurance Commission officials?
Mr. Caron: On that point.
The Chairman: On that one point.
While we are having the motion written out I think it was suggested, when 

e first started, we would speak to briefs and have questions where they 
ere pertinent, and if the U.I.C. were here we could get the information needed 
stead of going into a discussion with the witnesses.

^ It has been regularly moved and seconded that the officials of the 
Employment Insurance Commission place on the record the number and 

°unt of contributions to the unemployment insurance fund out of the 
°nsolidated revenue.

Mr. MacInnis: I question, Mr. Chairman, this is the same motion as the 
e Eade earlier in reference to the advisory committee—
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Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): No, it is not, the other was on the advisory- 
committee.

Mr. MacInnis: It is along the same line. It is deviating from the fact that 
we are now here for one purpose, of discussing the brief, and we cannot deviate. 
We must be consistent in that we attend to this brief, discuss this brief, the 
primary purpose of coming here. If there is any further evidence to be 
brought in by the commission or the advisory committee, action on this can 
be taken following the meeting of the steering committee that was also referred 
to and I think we want to be consistent.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I just want to make this point. 
There are several members of this committee that have perpetually referred 
to replenishment of the fund out of consolidated revenue. They have inferred 
it has been done several times, many times, and we have a proposal here in 
this brief that money should be used from the consolidated revenue. I would 
like to find out at this time so we can understand better what precedents there 
are for such a course and what contributions have been made from it previously.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Mr. Chairman, I think we can compromise 
here. Mr. MacInnis is substantially correct when he says we should not 
interrupt our questioning of Mr. Marchand. Perhaps we can finish up with 
Mr. Marchand in a few minutes and, after he has taken his place out of the 
witness box, then we can briefly bring forward the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission officials themselves. If it is the pleasure of the committee, at 
that time they can place these figures on the record and I think everybody 
would be happy.

The Chairman: We will leave the motion in abeyance until we get through 
with Mr. Marchand.

Mr. Beech: Mr. Chairman, on the extension of coverage here, I notice it 
says “many other categories should also be covered”. I wonder if Mr. Marchand 
would care to elaborate on that. What others do you have in mind?

Mr. Marchand: Well, the civil service could be covered right now. I am 
talking of the civil service of the provincial governments, providing that the 
provincial government agree to have their employees covered.

Now, I am referring particularly to the hospital employees in that memo
randum. We see no reason for them not being covered. We have recom
mended that. I know that the commission recommended that to the government. 
We know that the advisory council has recommended it many times and it was 
never done. It is surely a group of employees who deserve protection and 
we feel that they should be covered.

There is no reason, and no reason was ever given to us, for this exclusion 
of the hospital employees. Now, I know there are many surveys made by 
the commission of some other groups that could be eventually covered by the 
law and I think this should be considered very seriously by the government 
so that the maximum of the population is covered under the present conditions-

Mr. Beech: Mr. Chairman, is it not true that some of these categories can 
elect to take insurance if they wish?

Mr. Marchand : Yes, as far as the civil service is concerned, that is true; 
not the employees themselves. Their governments, or the municipal govern
ments, can elect to cover their employees.

Mr. Beech: But I am speaking about a library board, for instance. ^ 
home I am on the library board and the employees of the library board can 
elect to pay unemployment insurance or not. As a matter of fact they have 
to sign a certificate to say they are not going to apply. I wonder how many 
of these are in that branch?
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Mr. Marchand : Well, I think we are interested particularly in the hospital 
employees because the survey was made. It was found sound from an in
surance point of view. We know from a labour point of view that this group 
needed protection. Everybody was in agreement that it was never amended. 
The law was never amended to cover them and they are not free to elect to 
be covered.

Mr. Peters: Could I ask Mr. Marchand a question? You mention here in 
page four of the brief:

The increase of admissible income of an interesting element in 
bill C.43. The application of the new scale will probably cause a number 
of injustices, but your committee can no doubt correct that through 
necessary amendments.

What are the injustices that you see inherent in this scale?
Mr. Marchand: Well, I think you already have that in the Canadian 

Labour Congress brief. In one case, these will be entitled in the future to only 
$12 a week and they were entitled to $13 with the law before amendment. This 
is, I think, an anomaly that should not be there.

Mr. Peters: Probably just an oversight in drafting the bill?
Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Marchand, are you under the impression that the increase 

in contribution will be sufficient to replenish the fund?
Mr. Marchand: This I cannot answer because it is an actuarial problem. 

Honestly, I cannot figure that out.
Mr. Caron: It has not been sudied by you?
Mr. Marchand: No.
Mr. McMillan: Mr. Chairman, will we have an opportunity to examine 

the witness again? There are several questions and I notice it is one o’clock. 
You have a motion before you. I do not know whether we are out of order, 
or not.

The Chairman: The motion I left in abeyance.
Mr. Spencer: Let us try and finish with the witness.
Mr. McMillan: I just asked one question and somebody else took it up. 

r did not get a chance to ask any more.
The Chairman: Go ahead and ask.
Mr. McMillan: I would like to ask the witness if in his dual position— 

and he has served in a dual position—
The Chairman: He is not in a dual position here, he is just as a member 

the Canadian Catholic Confederation of Labour.
Mr. McMillan: But his sum total of knowledge is because he held a dual 

Position, is that not right?
t The Chairman: Well, Mr. McMillan, we took the position with Mr.

rquhart of the Canadian Construction Association that he was in a dual 
^opacity and he had to elect which one he was going to represent. He elected 
0 represent the Construction Association and Mr. Marchand is in the same 

Position. He is here on behalf of the Canadian Catholic Confederation of 
abour. He has come here in that position and he cannot appear in a dual 

CaPacity.
Mr. McMillan: I will accept that. I did not get his answer a while ago. 

as any labour organization consulted at all or did they know anything 
P°ut it before they saw the account of this amendment in the press?

Mr. Marchand: No, we were never consulted prior to this bill being filed.
21282-9—3
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Mr. McMillan: I think you said earlier you referred to the increase 
as an extra tax on the working man. I think you used that word, am I not 
right?

Mr. Marchand: I am not sure.
Mr. McMillan: I think you said it would be an extra tax on the working 

man and that you thought it should be spread over the general population.
Mr. Marchand: Well, if we are right in stating that in introducing those 

elements into the law, we are asking the insured population to pay for some
thing that the whole population should pay for, of course it will mean to that 
extent that it is a specific fixation on the insured population.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Mr. Marchand, you said you were not 
consulted on the amendments before us today before they were introduced 
into the house. Were you ever consulted in the past on amendments before 
they were introduced into the house?

Mr. Marchand: Yes, we were.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): On what occasion?
Mr. Marchand: Well, I recall when the law was rewritten, I think in 

1955, we had the bill many months prior to discussions in the House of 
Commons.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): But on specific amendments, for instance, 
in 1950 when contributions were increased, you were not consulted before 
the amendments were filed?

Mr. Marchand: I do not recall being consulted at that time.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): One thing I would like to clear up. 

I believe there are 4,500,000 people who can contribute into the unemployment 
insurance fund and the labour force in Canada is somewhere around 6,500,000 
people. Is it your plan that the 2,000,000 people who are not in the fund 
should contribute by general taxation to subsidize the amount of people who 
can benefit from the fund?

Mr. Marchand: Do you mean those 2 million who are not in the fund, 
if they are introduced or covered by the law, that means that they will 
subsidize the insured population?

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): No; what I,mean is this. I will try 
to explain myself properly.

Mr. Marchand: Try it in French.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : There are 4,500,000 people who pay, 

shall we say, premiums for insurance.
Mr. Marchand: About 80 per cent of the population.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : There are about 2 million people who 

do not pay into the fund?
Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Your proposal is that the money to 

increase the indebtedness to the fund should be taken out of general taxation?
Mr. Marchand: Yes.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Well then, you want the 2 milli°n 

people who do not benefit from the insurance fund to subsidize the people 
who do?

Mr. Marchand: No.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Then you want everyone in Canada 

to pay into the insurance fund, the whole labour force?
Mr. Marchand : No, what I said and—well, I believe it is clear, at least io 

my mind, I said that if you introduced in the law elements which are not
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related directly to an unemployment insurance scheme there might be no 
objection to it as far as we provide for the proper source of revenue. In other 
words, there is no objection in principle, that the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission should use the family allowance. I would not have any objection 
if administratively it could be done. I would have no objection providing 
they give the money to the commission to deal with that. If you want to take 
out of the fund the money necessary to pay the family allowance, there I will 
say it is wrong, and this is why we submit that there are some elements now 
covered by the law that should be taken care of, not through the unemployment 
insurance fund, but through the consolidated revenue.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : In other words, these certain elements 
would be the seasonal people you do not want to be in the regular fund?

Mr. Marchand: Yes, seasonal and fishermen.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, being after one o’clock, and having a lot of 

questions to put yet—I do not think we can finish today—I would move that 
we adjourn.

The Chairman: Well, we had better decide just when we want to meet 
again.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I think questions like this should be left to 
the discretion of the person presenting the brief as to whether they are available 
to come back or at least give them an opportunity in any case. There are a 
lot of people to be heard. We cannot be putting things off from time to time. 
We do have a group that attended here before coming back and eventually 
everybody will be leap-frogging one another. When this committee will wind 
up this business is too far in the future as it is now. I think while we have 
somebody here presenting a brief we should either have the courtesy of going 
over the brief or leaving them the choice whether they come back or not.

The Chairman: We have the power to meet when the house is in session. 
If we thought we are not making progress with our work, we will probably 
come to that.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): If the gentlemen are willing we could 
come back at 3.30 after Orders of the Day until we finish this witness.

Mr. Caron: Well, it will depend upon what is going on in the house.
Mr. Spencer: Let us go on now and finish with the witness.
Mr. Caron: Is there anybody in possession of what is going to come on 

this afternoon?
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The energy bill is on.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Well, Mr. Chairman, I think we have had 

a very good discussion this morning and we have obtained a lot of information. 
My personal opinion would be that if we can keep our questions down to a 
Minimum in the next few minutes we might be able to dispose of Mr. Marchand.

It would avoid having to make a decision which we do not want to make, 
as yet, whether we will sit when the house sits. That is the dilemma we are 
*n> Mr. Caron, and others. I think if we can try and wind up our witness 
ln the next few minutes we will not have to make that decision.

Mr. Caron: I do not think we can finish in a few minutes. We have 
a l°t of questions yet. We had very few questions put throughout this and 
We have not the time to do so. We have some other work to do. There is 
n°t only the one committee, there is a great deal of work to do. We have 
to see what is going on this afternoon, we have to get ready for that meeting 
arM I do not think you can impose upon the minority the obligation of being 
nere> because we are only a few in the house and we have to attend to a lot 
of things.



168 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Chairman, we have tried now 
to accommodate the Committee. They say they have to be somewhere else 
and they have no time for this committee. I do not see how that should 
prevent the rest of us from going on. I say, if it is not too lengthy, to go 
on now when there is no other business going on. I think we can finish this 
in a short time. I would move that we sit this afternoon at 3:30 if we do not 
think we can finish now.

The Chairman: Let me make an observation here. So far, the questions 
that have been asked towards this brief are identical with those asked on 
the brief presented by the Canadian Congress of Labour. There have not 
been further questions and a lot of these questions have been asked of the 
Canadian Manufacturers’ Association, and others. We have on record pretty 
well the gist of what we want, and I think we could meet this afternoon to 
try to finish up. What we do not get will be covered again by the Canadian 
Congress of Labour on Friday morning.

Mr. Caron: Could we not ask them to come with the Canadian Congress 
of Labour on Friday morning? That would reduce the time.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, we have already run into a little difficulty 
with the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association. It was not what you would 
call the ideal situation, so I think from now on we will deal with parties 
presenting briefs individually. They deserve that courtesy and I think we 
should follow that.

The Chairman: Then it has been moved and seconded that we meet after 
the orders of the day, presumably 3:30, or whatever time it is. Is that agree
able to you, Mr. Marchand?

Mr. Marchand: Well, with your decision, of course, I would not like to 
be in a position where I will have refused to answer questions.

Mr. MacInnis: It is not that, Mr. Marchand.
Mr. McDonald {Hamilton South): We will be willing to sit right now 

if you would prefer to do so.
Mr. Marchand: Of course, I would rather finish right now but I will 

stay here as long as you feel it necessary.
Mr. Smith {Winnipeg North): Would not the Liberal members agree to 

sitting here and accommodating Mr. Marchand, who has put a lot of time 
and effort into it.

Mr. Caron: I would not object if this afternoon we could be out of the 
house without disturbing the other members of our party. It is not because 
we object just for the pleasure of objecting.

Mr. McDonald {Hamilton South) : Mr. Caron misunderstood. Mr. Mar
chand said he would like to continue to sit right now, if possible, and get this 
finished, rather than come back this afternoon. I think since he has come 
all this way to present this brief that we should give him the courtesy 
sitting here even until two o’clock.

The Chairman: Is that agreed?
Agreed.
Mr. Caron: I object. We have other work to do and if you are going 

to do that, I think we will have to withdraw from the committee.
Mr. Spencer: That is up to you.
The Chairman: Who has a question?
Mr. Smith {Winnipeg North): Mr. Marchand, you mentioned in y°ur 

brief that you endorsed the brief presented by the Canadian Labour Congress- 
In their brief, they suggested a formula of contribution 50-50-50, that i5’ 
increasing the government contribution.
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In the present estimates for the next fiscal year there is an item in the 
labour sums providing for $35,179,000 for administration of the unemployment 
insurance scheme. Would you, in the light of the fact that you advocate an 
increase in the government contribution, think that the government should 
increase its contributions and continue to pay for the whole administration, or 
do you think that the administration costs should be split up between the 
employer, the employee, and the government?

Mr. Marchand: No. What we are asking for is that the government con
tribution be increased, and that the burden shall remain on the government.

Mr. MacInnis: I would like to draw to your attention, Mr. Chairman, and 
to that of the clerk of the committee, that the Conservative members alone 
with the C.C.F. members of this committee have stated that we should continue 
this discussion at the desire of Mr. Marchand who said he would like to continue 
and finish the business of the committee.

The fact that the Liberal members have walked out is in no way a reflection 
on the chair, and is not in accordance with your wishes or those of any mem
ber of this committee because we, along with Mr. Peters of the C.C.F. are 
abiding by the wishes of the gentleman presenting this brief.

The Chairman: Do you want to ask questions, Mr. Peters? If not, do you 
want to ask questions Mr. Grafftey?

Mr. Grafftey: No, I have already asked my question.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I think we should thank Mr. Marchand 

for his excellent brief. I think he deserves special credit in answering the 
questions as frankly and as forthrightly as he has, particularly in English which 
is not his mother tongue. We all appreciate it very much. I think I speak for 
everybody—and we consider it has been a very profitable morning as far as 
information is concerned.

Mr. Grafftey (In French).
The Chairman: I think a motion was held in abeyance by Mr. Browne, 

seconded by Mr. Peters, that we hear from the unemployment insurance 
officials in regard to the assistance that was asked for. Are you ready for the 
Question? All in favour? Contrary minded, if any? I declare the motion 
carried.

Perhaps Mr. McGregor or the appropriate departmental official would now 
come up to the head table.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Some statements were made in regard 
to unemployment insurance. In 1950 did the government of that day put 
ttioney into the unemployment insurance fund which was taken out of the 
consolidated revenue fund.

Mr. J. McGregor (Director of Unemployment Insurance, Unemployment 
insurance Commission) : In regard to supplementary benefits, yes.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : How much was that, sir?
Mr. McGregor: May I make a statement, Mr. Chairman?
Agreed.
This benefit came into effect on February 28, 1950.
That original legislation provided for four classes of seasonal benefit— 

the two that are still in effect (with subsequent amendments)—then known as 
olasses 1 and 2—and two additional classes 3 and 4.

To provide for the cost of classes 1 and 2, contribution rates, which were 
en on a daily basis, were increased two cents per day (one cent by employers 
^ one cent by employees)—an increase that amounted to some 15 per cent in 
e highest brackets of earnings as then determined.
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Class 3, which provided for seasonal benefit being paid to workers in 
lumbering and logging—not then covered by the act but who became insured on 
the following April 1st—was paid from the consolidated revenue fund.

Class 4, provided for seasonal benefit being paid to persons whose employ
ment became insured in the previous twelve months and had been in that em
ployment for not less than 90 days but who could not qualify for regular benefit. 
The cost of this was also borne by the consolidated revenue fund.

The total cost of these two classes was $1,826,832.90, from vote 585.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : There was one contribution in 1950 of 

$1,800,000 odd?
Mr. McGregor: In 1949-50 there was a contribution around February or 

March of $90,486.66 from vote 585. In the fiscal year 1950-51 there was a contrib
ution of $1,728,964.94 from vote 597. In 1951-52 there was a contribution (a 
little bit of cleaning up) of $9,564 from vote 717. In subsequent years there 
were credits which came back to the fund in the amount of $2,200.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): You were just keeping up with the 
balance.

Mr. McGregor: That is right; keeping things cleared up.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : What was the reason for those two small 

amounts?
Mr. McGregor: This went into effect on February 28, 1950 which was 

pretty close to the end of the fiscal year. $1,728,964.94 was carried into the next 
fiscal year before it was reimbursed to the fund.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Would it be fair to say there was just this 
one large $1 million odd payment, but due to this particular time of year it 
was spread over into other payments?

Mr. McGregor: That is right.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The purpose of these contributions 

from the consolidated revenue fund at that time was to provide for people who 
were not covered under the act, and it is not in any way comparable to making 
contributions from the consolidated revenue fund to the increases we are pro
posing now?

Mr. McGregor: No. These were people coming into the act. They were not 
in at that time.

Mr. Peters: That was in 1950, at the setting up of the supplementary 
benefits. But were there any contributions made at a later date due to the 
government’s feeling about 1955 that the general state of the fund would be 
much better served if more money were put into it, and were not certain 
moneys from the general revenue put into it at that time, around 1955-56?

Mr. McGregor: Not to my knowledge. The only money from the con
solidated revenue fund was the annual government’s share.

Mr. Peters: There has not been any additional money added because of the 
drain on the fund?

Mr. McGregor: Not to my knowledge.
Mr. Peter: Would you know if there were?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, because I checked.
The Chairman: Are there any more questions.
Mr. Spencer: That had nothing to do with clauses one and two?
Mr. McGregor: No.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : It is clear that there were people corail 

into this.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Who was the minister who piloted this 
legislation through the house in 1950?

Mr. McGregor: Mr. Martin was the acting minister of labour at that time.
Mr. Peters: This second bureau of statistics we have is not working very 

well.
Mr. Beech: What would it cost if they had carried out the proposal in the 

brief that the government’s contribution should represent at least half of the 
total contributions of employers and employees?

Mr. McGregor: The estimated annual contribution required would be $337 
million. If that were split between, the employer, the employee and the govern
ment—each would pay roughly $112 million. The government contribution for 
last year, 1958-59 was approximately $39 million so there would be an increase 
to the government of $73 million. Does that answer the question?

Mr. Beech: It would not represent one-third?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, it would be one-third of the total contribution. The 

employer would pay one-third, the employee would pay one-third, and the 
government would pay one-third.

Mr. Beech: It says that the government’s contribution should represent 
at least half of the total contributions of employers and employees.

Mr. Spencer: That makes one third of the whole.
Mr. Peters: Mr. Chairman, there are a number of questions I would 

like to ask Mr. McGregor that I am not prepared to ask him now. They 
concern a number of other phases. For instance, I would like to ask about 
the actuarial figures of what is considered to be the normal amount of unem
ployment—what the figure would be—and I would like to request that Mr. 
McGregor be called at some time to give this type of information.

The Chairman: We have the individuals from the department here for 
that purpose, and I am trying to relate it in, as I consider it to be in order with 
something brought up in the brief. You are asking a question of the witnesses: 
they could not give the information, quite obviously, because they would not 
have the figures. They have been waiting here since we started, and they 
would have figures, I think, as they related to the brief—not as are related 
to the operation of the department—because I felt you were entitled to that 
^formation.

Mr. Peters: Could Mr. McGregor be available at some later time?
The Chairman: Just as it pertains to anything that affects the brief that 

y°u want to clarify. That is what the department is there for.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, could we adjourn?
The Chairman: On Thursday we will meet in room 2£3—this room—to 

oiscuss the board of trade of Metropolitan Toronto and the Canadian Retail 
federation. We will meet at 9.30.

—The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Thursday, May 28, 1959.
(8)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.30 a.m. this day. 
The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Allmark, Beech, Browne (Vancouver-Kings- 
way), Caron, Maclnnis, Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), McDonald (Hamil
ton South), McMillan, Noble, Ricard, Simpson, Skoreyko, Small, Smith (Win
nipeg North), Spencer, and Stanton—(17)

In attendance: From The Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto: 
Messrs. A. C. Crysler, Q.C., Legal Secretary, and R. E. Alden, Member Labour 
Relations Committee, and Director of Industrial Relations, The Steel Company 
°f Canada Ltd.

From The Canadian Retail Federation: Mr. E. F. C. Nelson, General 
Manager.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. C. A. L. Murch
ison, Commissioner, and James McGregor, Director, Unemployment Insurance.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to Amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman introduced Messrs. Crysler and Alden of the Board of 
Trade of Metropolitan Toronto and then called on Mr. Crysler.

Copies of a submission prepared by the Board of Trade of Metropolitan 
Toronto were distributed to members of the Committee.

Mr. Crysler read the brief of the Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto 
and was questioned.

Questioning concluded, Mr. Crysler was thanked for his presentation to 
he Committee.

The Chairman then called Mr. Nelson who read the brief of the Canadian 
etail Federation, copies of which were distributed to members of the Com

mittee.
Mr. Nelson was questioned.
Agreed,—That Mr. Weichel, who is not a member of the Committee, be 

Pmmitted to question Mr. Nelson.
On a question of privilege, Mr. Martin (Essex East) stated that production 

°f the minutes of the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee of Augus 
19> 1958, was denied to this Committee, and as the newspaper La Presse 
Published the minutes above-referred to, he requested that the minutes of the 
Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee of August 19, 1958 be produced 

More this Committee.
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After discussion, Mr. Martin (Essex East) requested the Chairman to 
study the matter and report back at Friday’s meeting. The Chairman under
took to look into the matter and report to the Committee.

At 11.35 a.m., questioning concluded, the Committee adjourned until 
9.00 a.m. Friday, May 29.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.



EVIDENCE

Thursday, May 28, 1959.
9.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we now have a quorum. We have two 
deputations this morning, the Canadian Retail Association and the Board of 
Trade of metropolitan Toronto.

After looking over the briefs I think that of the metropolitan board is 
the shortest, so with your permission we will hear them first. Will Mr. Crysler 
and Mr. Alden come to the head table.

Gentlemen, this is Mr. Crysler, the legal secretary of the metropolitan 
Board of Trade of Toronto.

Mr. A. C. Crysler Q.C. (Legal Secretary, Board of Trade of metropolitan 
Toronto): Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, seated on my right is Mr. R. A. 
Alden, member of the labour relations committee of the metropolitan Board of 
Trade of Toronto, and in his business career he is director of industrial relations 
of the Steel Company of Canada.

The Chairman: Please proceed, Mr. Crysler.
Mr. Crysler: The document, as you will see, is addressed to R. H. Small 

Esq., M.P., Chairman, and members of the Standing Committee on Industrial 
Relations, House of Commons, Ottawa, Canada. It refers to house bill C-43, 

act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act. The text is as follows:
The Board of Trade of metropolitan Toronto has considered House of 

Commons bill C-43—An Act to Amend the Unemployment Insurance Act, 
together with various aspects of the unemployment insurance fund.

First, the board wishes to inform you of the constituency for which it 
sPeaks. The membership of the board is comprised of more than 8,500 persons 
^fho represent all types and sizes of business enterprise, as well as the profes
sions. While this membership is concentrated mainly in the metropolitan 
■Toronto area, the business and professional interests of many members extend 
throughout Ontario and Canada and to other countries.

The board has had the advantage, in the course of the preparation of its 
^rief, of reading the discussion in the house, as recorded in the House of 
Commons debates, on the first and second readings of bill C-43. Also, the 
°ard has had an opportunity to review some of the briefs of the principal 

Pational organizations which have appeared already before the Standing 
ommittee on Industrial Relations.

In view of the material which is known to have been already placed 
ofore your committee, this submission will deal only briefly with the features 

the act which appear to be generally regarded as desirable. More extended 
onament will be confined to those features of the bill and those considerations 

. esPecting the unemployment insurance fund in which this board is especially
interested.

Upon this basis it can be stated that the increase in the “wage ceiling” of 
suability, the increases in weekly contributions, the increases in rates of 

enefits and the increases in allowable earnings are acceptable to this board. 
The board’s principal area of concern is in connection with seasonal benefits 

• dJ-he extension of the coverage of the act to employments which have a high 
1?.ence °f regular seasonal unemployment. The board also is concerned re- 
tilnS the increase in maximum benefits from thirty-six to fifty-two times the
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weekly rate which may be paid in benefits in respect of any benefit period; 
when the maximum duration of benefit was reduced to thirty-six weeks in 
1955, it appeared that this duration of benefit would have met the needs of all 
save a very small percentage of those requiring unemployment benefits within 
the terms of the act at that time. Other considerations of concern are the 
regulations and administrative practices respecting unemployement benefits 
to pensioners and married women.

The Board of Trade of metropolitan Toronto considers that it is of great 
importance to the economy of the country and, particularly, to the long-term 
well-being of business and workers that the unemployment insurance fund be 
placed on a sound financial basis. The board, however, is not persuaded that 
such is the case in view of the revenues of the fund and the drains which recent 
experience indicates it may be required to meet.

According to the statement in the house by the honourable the Minister of 
Labour, as recorded in the House of Commons debates for Thursday, May 14, 
1959, at page 3657, the high point in the unemployment insurance fund was 
as of December 31, 1956, when the fund stood at $927,000,000. He reported 
the status of the unemployment insurance fund as of March 31, 1959, at 
$496,251,386.48. In the interval between December 31, 1956, and March 31, 
1959, or during a period of two years and three months, the fund had decreased 
by $431,000,000, which reduced the fund by approximately fifty per cent.

At the same time the minister stated that the fishermen’s benefit from 
April 1, 1957, to March 31, 1959, amounted to $13,878,011, and that the different 
seasonal benefit extensions from December, 1957, to December, 1958, totalled 
$48,000,000.

The honourable the minister indicated that the new rates will be an increase 
of 30 per cent on an estimated annual contribution revenue of $259,000,000. 
He estimated that this will produce the $78,000,000 needed to take care of the 
short fall between estimated annual benefit payments of $337,000,000 against 
the estimated annual contribution revenue of $259,000,000. Attention is directed 
to the consideration that the estimated $78,000,000 increase in contribution 
revenue is at slightly less than half the overall rate of diminution of the fund 
on an annual basis between December 31, 1956, and March 31, 1959. At the 
same time the responsibilities of the fund are being broadened rather than 
contracted.

In referring to the fishermen’s and seasonal benefits and the extension of the 
benefit period, The Board of Trade of metropolitan Toronto does not question 
the social desirability of meeting the legitimate needs of those in these groups- 
It does feel, however, that the trend of extending benefits to such groups in
dicates an extension of the original unemployment insurance concept of the 
legislation to embrace unemployment assistance. It is respectfully suggested 
that unemployment assistance should not be provided for out of traditional 
Unemployment Insurance contributions by employers and employees.

The board believes that the question of necessary provision for unemploy' 
ment assistance should be separated from the unemployment insurance fund, 
and that a careful study should be made of the contribution rates required 
to meet unemployment insurance benefits. For that reason the board proposes 
that an independent body study the whole Unemployment Insurance Act with 
a view to restoring the unemployment insurance fund to a sound financial basis- 
This would involve segregating regular seasonal unemployment from unexpecte 
unemployment and making special financial provision for unemployment of a 
regular seasonal nature. In addition, the study should investigate the admin15' 
tration of the act to determine to what extent adjustment in administration 
be helpful in restoring the fund to its original concept of an insurance fun 
operated upon sound economic principles.
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Apart from the principles outlined above, it will be appreciated that the 
increase in contributions provided for in bill C-43 constitutes a substantial 
enlargement of the impost on employers and employees who make contribu
tions to the unemployment insurance fund. While the over-all increase is 30 
per cent, as a result of the new rates for two new top wage classes and the 
increase in the ceiling, the contribution increase will amount to upwards of 
50 per cent in the costs of contributions in industries in which large numbers 
of highly skilled and paid persons are employed. An increase in contribution 
costs of this dimension constitutes a considerable problem at a time when 
business is being urged, and is endeavouring, to hold the line on costs. For 
that reason, the board earnestly hopes that through the study proposed a 
solution to the problems of the unemployment insurance fund may be found 
which is acceptable to the government and which will not involve an increase 
in contribution rates on the formidable scale now proposed.

The Board of Trade of metropolitan Toronto expresses its appreciation for 
the opportunity to make this submission and commends its views to your 
favourable consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

(Sgd.) SYDNEY HERMANT,
1st Vice-President.

(Sgd.) J. W. WAKELIN,
General Manager.

Mr. Chairman, we thank you very much indeed for your hearing, and 
if there should be any questions, Mr. Alden and I will be very glad to give 
you the best answers we can.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Crysler. It is a very well prepared brief, 
I can assure you.

Mr. Caron: Mr. Crysler, in the last paragraph on page two of your brief 
you state that the unemployment insurance fund should be placed on a 
sound financial basis. Could you give us a little more information on that 
Point? It is about the fourth line of the last paragraph on page two.

Mr. Crysler: As we all know, the unemployment insurance fund has a 
status which is contingent among other things, on the ups and downs in the 
economic cycle, so we are quite well aware that it is just not practical to 
Prepare, in connection with the unemployment insurance fund, anything like 
the strong actuarial basis which you would find, let us say, in a fire in
surance company, where there is not that variable and really quite un
predictable cycle with which to cope.

Now, when we use the term “sound”, I think we are thinking in a loose 
^&y of what others might express by the words “actuarially sound”; and 
*•0 bring that down to a practical application in this case, I think what we 
jy°uld be thinking of is drawing on the statistical experience of the fund 
hroughout its whole existence to arrive at a calculation which would seem 
0 be sound; and relating that back to the earlier part of the brief we are 

really more than doubtful, sir, as to whether you can have such a high factor 
seasonal charges of a regular nature on a fund which you are trying to 

operate on a statistical basis, which is as near to being actuarially sound as 
e nature of the fund permits. Have I sufficiently answered your question?

Mr. Caron: Yes, and I have one more question. I take it that you would 
leve, as some other organizations have, that there should be two separate 

, nds> °ne for the seasonal and specialized groups, and another for temporary 
unemployment?
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Mr. Crysler: We believe there should be two sources of financial sup
port. We do not go into the question as to whether there should be a separate 
administering agency, because we just do not know. We have not gone into 
that. But we do feel very sincerely and quite strongly, may I say, that there 
should be separate sources of financial revenues.

Mr. Caron: Under the same administration there should be two separate 
funds?

Mr. Crysler: We do not necessarily subscribe to the view that it should 
be the same administration. We think the government and the civil service are 
far more competent than we to decide whether it should be the same or a 
different administration. We limit our observations to the separate sources 
of the fund.

Mr. Caron: Would you believe, as some others have, that with the 
experience of almost 20 years with the Unemployment Insurance Act, there 
should be set up a royal commission, or some other commission, to study the 
whole aspect of the act?

Mr. Crysler: We do, sir. That is our view, but we have not used the 
words “royal commission” or “commission”, although we were thinking of it. 
However, we used the broader and more flexible term of “independent body”, 
although I think we were thinking of a commission or a royal commission.

Mr. Spencer: Do you know whether the Department of Labour has been 
considering the very points you have raised in regard to some special deal
ing with those who are in seasonal employment?

Mr. Crysler: I rgeret that I have no information on that particular 
point except that, as I said, we do have a very competent Department of 
Labour and that it would be only safe to assume that they have been giving 
it some consideration. But as to what consideration, or where their thoughts 
may be in the matter, we have not been in touch with them on the point.

Mr. Spencer: One other thing: unemployment insurance, actuarially, is 
more similar, is it not, let us say, to automobile insurance, than it is to life 
insurance.

Mr. Crysler: I do not believe I have exhaustive enough knowledge to 
say to which it would be more similar. So far as I do have any knowledge of 
life and automobile insurance, you do have pretty consistent statistical ex
perience. You do not have these ups and downs of economic cycles.

Mr. Spencer: Which field are we referring to?
Mr. Crysler: In both life and automobile insurance; in life insurance you 

have mortality tables, and it is true that mortality tables do change over many 
years as public health improves, and longevity with it. The same thing is true 
in regard to automobile insurance. You have a very, very accurate and 
reliable statistical base.

It is equally true that it may start off on a tangent in view of some 
development in highways, or in safety devices, and so forth in cars. But I 
think in each case when the statistics go off, they are more or less consistent.

Now, when you come to the upward and downward cycle of economics, 
they are not concerned, or at least only for a very short period; it may be two 
to five years. You could have a consistent upswing perhaps for a lesser period 
of one or two a year, and a downward swing, but you do not get anything, * 
think, like the protracted consistency of your statistical picture.

Mr. Spencer: You will admit that you do get fluctuations because of the 
fact that automobile insurance rates are raised or reduced almost from year to 
year in various municipalities.
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Mr. Crysler: In that sense perhaps I would tentatively agree with your 
proposition, but I do not think that my view has any weight, because I do not 
know enough about the statistical factors involved.

Mr. Spencer: In the experience of automobile insurance companies, as 
established, when for some reason or other they run into a number of accidents 
and liability cases, they immediately increase their rates. Is that not your 
general knowledge of it?

Mr. Crysler: When you say immediately, I say as quickly as they can 
do it.

Mr. Spencer: I subscribe to that.
Mr. Crysler: There are certain difficulties in making an immediate 

response there.
Mr. Spencer: That is exactly the position the Department of Labour and 

the government is in. When we run into a period of recession, such as we 
have had, is it not logical that we should, just as the insurance companies do 
°n automobile insurance, increase the rates when we find by experience that 
We are not getting enough in to pay the benefits we are obliged to pay out.

Mr. Crysler: If your question was confined in respect of the traditional 
msurable employees, I would agree, but if it includes the seasonal, I would 
say I do not know; I would like the benefit of statistics before I answered that 
asPect of it.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I would like to state to Mr. Crysler 
that the seasonal workers, in that aspect of it, is not something that is being 
changed in the act at the present time; that is the situation that has existed 
t°r some time.

Mr. Crysler: It is an accumulation.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): And really it is not connected with 

he amendments that are being made to the act now; and because we are faced 
^dh that situation, we do have to increase the contributions at the present 
tune.

Mr. Crysler: With that I will agree, sir, but I do not think you can 
consider the present bill without going back far enough to consider the effect 
. the seasonals on the fund. Now, as you probably realize, our brief really 
s not directed particularly to the present bill at all; it is directed rather to 

Setting the fund on what we conceive as a sounder basis.
Mr. Spencer: Do you then think this unsound fund arose at the time 

ese extensions were given to the seasonal employees?
Mr. Crysler: If you would add to that, without provision of an alternative 

Urce of fund, I agree.
Mr. Spencer: And that goes back to 1950.

• Crysler: I cannot give you the dates as I have not investigated that

Mr. Caron: You are speaking of seasonal unemployment being separated 
Pa ^ re8ular or the temporary unemployment. For example, take the 
Pot r m^s' They have a certain group who are laid off in November and do 
con Star^ hack to work until May; they are summer workers. Would you 
eVeSlder that apart from the other groups? They are laid off 35 or 40 weeks

y year, but are regular workers?
of - Mr. Crysler: If that is regular I think we would question the propriety 
we ®Urance under the fund. In saying that, I must add this observation that 
Pure hi°W tIlat Pâture cannot always be decided between pure whites and 

lacks; there are areas. Well, it is just a question of whether this seasonal

Mr
closely.
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unemployment—and I do not think we would advocate any hard and fast 
rule—but I think you can take some occupations where you really have double 
employment; you have people who work at one occupation one part of the 
year and work at another occupation another part of the year. I think there 
you could get, for practical purposes, a pretty fair dividing line.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would you agree that whenever the fund has 
been invaded for purposes of paying out supplementary payments of one kind 
or another that there ought to be a replenishment of that fund from sources 
other than contributions of workers and employers, the main contributors.

Mr. Crysler: That is the main point in our brief.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That being the case, nevertheless you say you 

are satisfied with the proposed increase in weekly contributions and the in
crease in rates of benefits proposed in the amendments in the bill?

Mr. Crysler: Perhaps I could clarify our thought in that connection by 
saying this. We would hope that some time in the very near future the in
quiry, which we are proposing, would be carried out, and that the rates of 
contribution be adjusted as that inquiry indicates.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am referring to the first paragraph on page 2. 
Do I understand the proposed rates of benefits and rates of contribution in the 
bill are satisfactory to you as they stand now.

Mr. Crysler: I would put it this way, sir. We do not propose to say 
that any lesser amount should be paid to the people who are entitled to un
employment insurance. Now, I would not want to say that for once and for 
all the rates of contribution are satisfactory. I think perhaps I should qualify 
that with one further comment, that those rates should be studied and if they 
are the rates that are correct for the traditional ensurable employees then we 
are satisfied; on the other hand we have a thought in our mind that probably 
they may be somewhat higher than is necessary to meet the requirements of 
the traditional employees.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am not quite sure whether you think the rates 
of benefits and the rates of contributions in the amendments are satisfactory; 
are they, or are they not?

Mr. Crysler: I think if I have to give a once and for all answer, sir, I 
would say that we have no quarrel with the benefits, but I would have to g° 
down on the side in saying the contributions are not satisfactory as to amount- 
I would like that to be coupled with this thought, that if they are the right 
contribution for the traditional seasonal employees and if we could be shown 
by whatever studies are necessary and by statistical demonstration that that 
is the case, then they would definitely be satisfactory.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Have you calculated what the benefits are 
dollars?

Mr. Crysler: The fund as a whole?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No. Have you calculated what the proposed 

benefits in the amendments are?
Mr. Crysler: Well, they run up to $36.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I was asking for the total dollar value 

the proposed benefits.
Mr. Crysler: No, I am sorry, we have not that information.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Have you calculated what the total increase 

in contributions in the proposed amendments is?
Mr. Crysler: We have taken only the minister’s figures there; we have 

not made an independent calculation.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Are you aware that the total contributions will 
come to $100 million?

Mr. Spencer: Where did you get that figure? I do not know why you 
should ask the witness that question because I do not agree with you.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am asking him a question; do not interpret the 
examination.

Mr. Spencer: I think my friend should assume the responsibility of the 
correctness of a statement he puts to a witness.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is already in evidence.
Mr. Spencer: I asked you where you got the figure of $100 million.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It has already been given in evidence by the 

director of the unemployment insurance fund. Are you aware that the revenue 
is $100 million?

Mr. Crysler: We had not heard that figure.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Are you aware that the total benefits are in 

the amount of $16 million?
Mr. Crysler: Would they not be greater than that?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is the evidence before this committee as 

I have it.
Mr. Crysler: Perhaps I will have to clarify my point. While I have had 

an opportunity to read the debates of the house, I have not had an opportunity 
to read the evidence before this committee; therefore, I am in your hands 
ln connection with the latter point; I do not know what to say.

Mr. MacInnis: Well, Mr. Chairman, I do not think he is entitled to answer 
that type of question in the first place.

The Chairman: No. If he did answer it, it would be at his own discretion.
Mr. Crysler: Like all of you, we have heard various figures quoted for 

various purposes, but once we saw that the minister had officially stated certain 
hgures as a matter of public record in the House of Commons debates, we 
changed the other estimated figures which we felt perhaps were not reliable 
enough to discuss with an official body such as this is. We took the minister’s 
figures and accepted them without question.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are not in any way affiliated with the 
chamber of commerce?

Mr. Crysler: Only to the extent that boards of trade are members.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Have you seen their brief?
Mr. Crysler: Yes, but I can answer your point by saying we had no part 

ln the preparation of their brief and they had no part in the preparation of 
0ur brief.

Mr. Noble: Could we ask you to give a little more detail in connection 
uh the last sentence in the second last paragraph on page 2, which reads:

Other considerations of concern are the regulations and administrative 
Practices respecting unemployment benefits to pensioners and married 
women.

Mr. Crysler: Yes. Fairly frequently we hear references, without them 
being substantiated, that there is a little more freedom—which may be desirable 

connection with the ease with which married women who leave their 
erfiPloyment voluntarily get benefits and people leaving active employment and 
goifig on pension get benefits. We do not know how valid those sources are 
fiud whether there is money being siphoned off that should not be in fairness 
0 the other contributors and beneficiaries to the fund; so rather than make
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charges which perhaps would be most unfair and certainly which we are in no 
position to substantiate, we limit ourselves to suggesting that these items 
might be among the subject matters of the inquiry in order that we may find 
out what the practices are and to see, if there is unwise leniency there, how 
much it is costing the fund.

Mr. Noble: Do you think the loss of funds through this means might be 
substantial?

Mr. Crysler: It might be substantial, but I doubt if it would reach 
anywhere near the extent of the seasonal benefits which are paid. We believe 
that is the key.

Mr. Caron: There seems to be a contradiction in your brief. On page 2 
it states:

The increases in weekly contributions are acceptable to the board.

And then on page 4 it is stated:
An increase in contribution costs of this dimension constitutes a 

considerable problem at a time when business is being urged, and is 
endeavouring, to hold the line on costs.

There seems to be a contradiction in your brief.
Mr. Crysler: I can see where there is on the surface and I will give you 

this explanation. I have really answered the question in response to a different 
question a little while ago. We have not come down here in a pecuniary 
manner in connection with the benefits that should be paid to deserving 
unemployed workers nor have we come down here prepared to register 
mere objections to the fact that employers’ contributions are going to be quite 
a few dollars more. If you will recall the key point in our brief, it is this. 
We believe that the seasonal features should be investigated and that there 
should be an inquiry. Now, if the inquiry says, after looking at the seasonal 
features, be they as they may, these are the right rates for the traditional 
insurable employee, we have no objection to offer; on the other hand we have 
rather strong suspicion that some of these rates are helping the seasonal side 
of the equation and if the inquiry establishes that that foundation is well 
founded, we would come back to you and say, having got the facts established 
in those circumstances we think the rates are too high and we would like you 
to do something about them.

Mr. Caron: Along the same line of questioning, you seem to believe that 
before this bill goes through there should be a more thorough study of the 
whole matter in connection with unemployment insurance.

Mr. Spencer: On a question of order, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Caron: Let the witness answer.
Mr. Spencer: On a question of order, I do not think—
Mr. Caron: You are starting again that business of a question of order-
Mr. Spencer: Will you keep quiet.
Mr. Caron: No, I will not.
Mr. Spencer: You will if I go over there. I do not think it is fair tha 

witnesses who appear before this committee should have ascribed to them h} 
any member of this committee statements which they did not make. I do o0 
think witnesses should come here and have to be submitted not to examinât!00, 
but as every lawyer knows, cross-examination, with words being put 10 
his mouth in connection with statements being made and evidence presents 
before this committee which I say, Mr. Chairman, has not been presents 
before this committee; and attempts are being made to mislead witnesses- 
Now, Mr. Chairman, I say that is not proper and I think you should call
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order any member of this committee who attempts to brow-beat a witness and 
put words such as that in his mouth. This is not a place where we cross- 
examine. We should ask the witnesses questions and ask them to give us 
their frank opinions. We should not have the kind of questioning going on 
that my friend here is attempting to put. Now, Mr. Chairman, that is my 
point of order and I think I am perfectly right in saying that.

Mr. Smith (Simcoe North): The witness is being asked merely to agree 
with statements made by members of the Liberal party.

Mr. Caron: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I want to say this. Most 
of the other organizations have presented briefs; the witness has told the 
committee that they have studied the other briefs and I think he is in a 
position to say yes or no if he does not believe my question is proper. We have 
had witnesses who appeared and said that they could not answer certain 
questions. The point of my question is this. Does he think as a representative 
of the board of trade of metropolitan Toronto that this bill should be passed 
before there is a complete inquiry on the whole matter. I think that is a 
proper question. Even if I am not a lawyer, it is a question which may be 
asked in any court.

Mr. Spencer: If you read the evidence you will find out that is not the 
form of the question you asked the witness.

Mr. Caron: May I put the question again?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Is it in your opinion, or the opinion of the group you represent 

here, a fact that you prefer that a full inquiry be made before the bill goes 
through?

Mr. Crysler: I will have to say not necessarily, sir. If we had some as
surance that in the very near future—and I am thinking in terms of a few 
months—alternative steps would be taken to restore the fund to soundness, 
say, this summer, then while I would not go so far as to say it should not 
he enacted, I would say there would be no harm if it were not enacted for 
me time being. If those who know the time factors involved in carrying out 
atl inquiry, keeping in mind the proper consideration that has to be given 
hy officials in government when reaching a decision and bringing forward 
isgislation, were to express the opinion that could not be done until next fall 
0r when the next upward seasonal period of unemployment comes, then I am 
afraid we would think that the solvency of the fund is temporarily the more 
important matter.

Mr. Caron: Would you say that this increase really would replenish the
fund?

Mr. Crysler: It could only be a matter of judgment, but as you will see 
ln the third sentence of the third paragraph on page 3 of our brief we state 
this;

Attention is directed to the consideration that the estimated $78 
million increase in contribution revenue is at slightly less than half 
the over-all rate of diminution of the fund on an annual basis between 
December 31, 1956 and March 31, 1959. At the same time the respon
sibilities of the fund are being broadened rather than contracted.

Now, we are in that area of judgment. If we are pulling rapidly out of 
he recession we have had during the past two or three years, then perhaps 

e calculation producing the extra $78 million is sufficient; on the other hand, 
We °f the board of trade of metropolitan Toronto are rather cautious people 
arM as we say, while we cannot prove it, we are not persuaded we are pulling 
°uf of the recession; it may be so, but we are doubtful.
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Mr. Caron: If the recession continues for another winter, you think this 
will be insufficient to cover the fund?

Mr. Crysler: We can only base our opinion on the statistical record of 
the past, and it is for that reason that since no other brief that I had read 
had drawn attention to the fact that the rate of increase was less than the 
annual basis rate of diminution we framed the sentence in that way to draw 
attention to that factor.

As to sufficiency of the rate, it clearly would be presumptuous of us 
to say it is or it is not; that would imply we know the trend of the economic 
cycle and, with all the business ability we in that area have, we do not profess 
to know what is going to happen in the economic cycle.

Mr. McMillan: I think the witness said there should be two funds. Did 
you have in mind—

Mr. Spencer: Again I raise that point of order, Mr. Chairman. I did not 
understand the witness to say that there should be two funds and perhaps the 
witness will now say whether he made a statement.

Mr. McMillan: I just asked him if he did not say that earlier.
Mr. Crysler: I cannot recall what I said, but we never meant there 

necessarily should be two funds.
Mr. McMillan: You went on, as I remember—and I do not want to 

press the point—and suggested that both these funds could be operated under 
the same administration.

Mr. Crysler: I did not suggest; I think someone put it to me and I said 
we could see no objection.

Mr. McMillan: To two funds?
Mr. Crysler: I do not think, sir, that I said two funds; what I did was 

to suggest another source.
Mr. Spencer: You are trying awfully hard to put the words in his mouth 

but he will not swallow them.
Mr. Crysler: Mr. Chairman, I would like to emphasize the fact that what

ever I may have said I certainly did not intend to suggest another fund; what I 
intended to suggest was an alternative source.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : For the replenishment of funds for 
seasonal employees?

Mr. Crysler: Yes. We think there should be some other source in con
nection with seasonal employees. I cannot recall exactly what I said, but I 
am glad the point was raised because I wanted to clarify it.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I would like to ask a question in 
connection with this point of whether the increased contributions or the 
proposed increased contributions are sufficient to replenish the fund. You 
mentioned that you noticed the other briefs. Had you taken into considera
tion the actuarial statement that was placed before the committee at that time-

Mr. Crysler: Well, no; I have not seen the minutes of the committee, so 
I did not know there was an actuarial statement placed before the committee-

The Chairman: Mr. McMillan, do you wish to follow up your questioning•
Mr. McMillan: I will use the words “two sources of revenue”; someone 

said to use that. Apart from the insurance aspect of it, where do you think 1 
should come from? Do you think all of it should come from the governmen > 
do you think these rates should be increased immediately or, if not increase > 
kept at this level, or increased to meet the particular problem?

Mr. Crysler: Now, sir, our one definite assertion is that we do not belief® 
that the rates on traditional insurance against unexpected unemployment shou
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be in any way shape or form increased with a view to meeting seasonal costs. 
So we say you should not meet seasonal costs from revenues raised—for want 
of a better expression—for traditional insurable unemployment.

As to where it should come from, some people say it should come from 
the government. We do not profess to know, other than saying that there 
might be some question of a merit rating. But again we do not profess to know. 
However, we do hope, if our view is accepted, and an inquiry is made, that they 
would explore the most appropriate sources for the other fund. Our point is 
pretty much limited to this: we say, please do not charge seasonal benefits 
against traditional insurable employment. Beyond that we do not profess to 
have the answers. If I may be permitted to say so, we doubt if sufficient 
material has been published to give such answers. Therefore we propose that 
there be an inquiry to try to get the answers.

Mr. Beech: Some of the other briefs suggested that perhaps the govern
ment contribution should be increased. Has your board considered that?

Mr. Crysler: In a general way, yes sir; but if you are talking about 
increasing the government contribution by an arbitrary percentage over an 
indefinite period of years, I do not know that we are prepared to accept that 
lust yet as the final answer, because I think in almost any given year it is 
Practically certain to be a little too much or a little too little. I think we 
w°uld like to see an inquiry held to ascertain whether perhaps experience has 
shown that some particular percentage is so constant that we might just as 
Well adopt that percentage.

At this stage I can tell you definitely we have considered that facet of 
me matter and we felt we should not give a definite comment on it now.

The Chairman: Is there anything else?
Mr. Spencer: Are you aware that the government does make a con- 

ribution to the unemployment insurance fund?
Mr. Crysler: Yes, one fifth.
Mr. Spencer: Twenty per cent.
Mr. Crysler: Yes, we are aware of that.
Mr. Spencer: You are also aware that with this increased rate, the gov

ernment contribution will likewise be increased?

Mr. Crysler: Yes, we are aware of that too.
The Chairman: I think this has been a very satisfactory presentation,

. that we have made some progress this morning. You do not need to 
e lre, Mr. Crysler.

Now, Mr. Nelson of the Canadian Retail Federation will be given an 
PPortunity to present his brief.

. Mr. Spencer: Before we dismiss Mr. Crysler I would like to say, speak- 
of^tv?0^ °n*y tor myself but, also I imagine, on behalf of the other members 
ve - ae c°mmittee, that I am expressing their feelings when I say that we 
thaf ,much appreciate Mr. Crysler’s coming to us. We appreciate the work 
ky ^as been done in the preparation of this brief, not only by him, but also 
him “°Se wh° have been associated with him. I think we can congratulate 

°n the fair and objective manner in which he has given his testimony 
soh ,Inornmg- I think his organization has made a contribution towards the 

lon °f these problems.
kinder' <“RYSLER: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, your words are more than 
to s i Can assure you that it is always a great privilege for us to be allowed 

nd somebody to talk to the officials and to committees of government.



186 STANDING COMMITTEE

I can assure you that I have enjoyed to the utmost limit every moment 
of my appearance before you this morning, even when I did catch the hottest 
questions. I like hot questions. They add zest to the occasion. So thank you 
very much, gentlemen, for your hearing.

The Chairman: Will Mr. Nelson please come up to the head table.
Mr. E. F. K. Nelson (General Manager, Canadian Retail Federation): 

My name is Nelson. I am general manager of the Canadian Retail Federa
tion with headquarters in Toronto. I would like to apologize for the fact 
that I have to appear before you alone. It had been the intention to have 
with me today two of our elected officers but unfortunately circumstances 
beyond their control forbade it. So you will have to put up with me. May 
I proceed?

The Chairman: Yes, please proceed, Mr. Nelson.
Mr. Nelson: This submission is made by the Canadian Retail Federa

tion, Canada’s national retail trade organization. We believe firmly in the 
desirability of an actuarially sound unemployment insurance scheme as being 
in the interests of Canadian employers and employees and the country as a 
whole. We have, however, watched with growing concern, over the years, 
certain developments in connection with our Unemployment Insurance Act.

It is natural, we think, in a democracy such as ours that the elected 
representatives of the people should seek ways and means of mitigating the 
effect of unemployment, whatever may be its cause. Generally speaking, it 
seems to us that government has two means at its disposal to ease the effects 
of unemployment both in regard to the individual unemployed and to the 
economy of the country.

One is a scheme of unemployment insurance based on sound actuarial 
principles and designed to pay out benefits to those insured persons who be
come unemployed. The other is a programme of public assistance designed 
to provide for those not protected at all or not protected adequately by un
employment insurance and to assist in those periodic times of economic re
cession during which unemployment rises to abnormal heights.

We do not criticize the humanitarian motives of government in making 
changes in the Unemployment Insurance Act intended to cope with such 
problems as those produced by seasonality in economic activity, by industries 
that are essentially seasonal in character, or by economic recession with its 
attendant and often substantial degree of unemployment which may be of 
considerable duration. We are intensely concerned to see what we believe 
to be undue and even unfair demands made upon the unemployment insur
ance fund, demands which appear to violate the actuarial basis of a good 
insurance act and which pertain rather to a programme of public assistance 
than to a sound insurance scheme.

The results of such mingling on any wide scale of the two concepts of un
employment insurance and public assistance are only too likely to be re
flected in an unsound fund, an effect which seems to be already unfortunately 
in evidence.

The involvement of the act with industries of a seasonal nature and t^e 
wide-scale provision of seasonal benefits are among the factors which we con' 
sider to have adversely affected the actuarial basis of the act. It seems 
us to be most important to remember that the Unemployment Insurance A 
is or should be strictly an insurance act and that it follows that entitlemen 
to benefit should rest on considerable attachment to insurable employmeu > 
not on need—which would be the entitlement under assistance legislation.

Such a position simply involves recognition that unless an insurant® 
scheme meets certain requirements it is no longer an insurance scheme. " 
existence of need can be propertly recognized and dealt with according
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the social conscience of the time and the financial means available. Need 
itself is simply not the criterion for entitlement to benefit under a good 
insurance scheme.

Another matter concerning any compulsory insurance programme and one 
which involves government in an important obligation is the treatment of the 
great bulk of contributors who have long attachment to insurable employ
ment and who seldom and sometimes never claim benefits. It can be argued 
that the contributions of these people to some extent may justly go to pay 
benefits for others with short or sporadic attachment to insurable employment, 
but there is a limit to such usage of their contributions past which an unfair 
and inequitable position is enforced upon the majority.

Unemployment insurance probably cannot completely recognize the differ
ence between those who have a long attachment to insurable employment and 
perhaps never draw benefits and those who draw benefits with some frequency. 
The first class undoubtedly does gain indirectly from the sustained purchasing 
power of the latter; their jobs are presumably the more secure as a result. 
Both classes operate in the same economy and their interests are in fact inter
woven. However, this is an argument that can justly be carried only so far. 
A reasonable relationship must be maintained between benefits paid and the 
contributions of insured persons; otherwise the large group of contributors who 
mainly support the plan will be the victims of a serious discrimination. In 
the Act as it now stands this discrimination against the main body of support- 
mg contributors appears to have occurred to a considerable degree.

For example, in covering the employee in stable, year-round work the 
risk involved is unexpected unemployment, but with highly-seasonal industries 
the risk is expected unemployment during some part of each year. Unless the 
highly-seasonal industries are protected under some other legislation, it would 
appear that only higher rates for them, in recognition of a greater risk, can 
avoid the effect of subsidization by both employers and employees in the more 
stable industries. Lack of recognition of this would seem to involve unfair 
discrimination against the bulk of contributors who may reasonably expect 
their contributions to be used to cover the contingency of their unexpected 
unemployment.

Regarding seasonal benefits, we do not believe these to have any proper 
Place in a sound insurance scheme. The need which they are intended to 
cover may properly be met but the basis of entitlement here is strictly need 
and they belong under some scheme of public assistance if they are to be 
Provided.

Another serious criticism against our unemployment insurance plan as it 
P°w stands is the lack of even modest regulations requiring proof of some 
ultachment to the labour market. It is our understanding that the revoking 
'n 1957 of the regulation relating to married women has imposed an additional 
rain on the fund of some $3,000,000. annually. There seems to be little doubt 
hat benefits are being consistently drawn on a fairly large scale by many 
ho have no intention of seeking employment and who are not in fact attached 

0 the labour market.
Under any unemployment insurance plan some decision must be taken 

^-'garding duration of benefit. Providing there is due consideration given to 
sound actuarial basis of the act, we are of the opinion that a satisfactory 
.. should involve as generous a period of duration of benefit as is consistent 

h the financial soundness of the fund and other practical considerations, 
j say this because we believe that most contributors to unemployment 
ovSUrance in Canada fall into the classification of those who tend to contribute 
assei *onë periods and have little tendency to claim benefit. It seems fair to 

upce that such persons should have reasonable protection against the effects



188 STANDING COMMITTEE

of unemployment. Despite this statement we oppose the present proposal of 
an increased benefit period so long as the act retains what, in our view, are 
serious actuarial weaknesses.

Increased ceiling: We understand that this is intended primarily to recap
ture certain classifications of employees who as a group have moved out of 
coverage as a result of increased salaries and wages. Viewed in this light, 
the proposal seem to be a reasonable one and not designed to increase coverage 
beyond what the act would normally visualize.

Two new classes: This proposal appears to follow logically from the 
increased ceiling. It will add materially to costs of doing business and will 
represent a fairly substantial reduction of net pay for those involved. Every
thing considered, however, we do not feel that we should oppose these two 
new classes.

Increased duration of benefit: We understand that this extension will 
involve an annual cost of some $11,000,000. to the fund. It is a provision that 
will very likely benefit a minority of those covered and one that will be paid 
for to a large extent by the majority, with their background of long contribu
tions and little benefit demand.

In view of the recent experience of the fund and the consideration being 
given to substantial increases in contribution rates, any such costly provision 
in our opinion should not be undertaken at this time.

Increased allowable earnings: Under different circumstances we might 
agree with this proposal. As it is, we strongly oppose it, mainly on the grounds 
that it is reputed to increase benefit costs by another $3,000,000. a year and, 
in the face of the present actuarial weaknesses of the act and of the state of 
the fund, we feel that to accept such an additional cost factor would be 
entirely wrong at the present.

Increase in rates: The proposed increases in the rates of contribution, 
which seem to be of the order of some 30 per cent cannot be accepted without 
serious misgivings. The added cost to both employer and employee is obvious 
and the degree of discrimination against the majority of contributors who 
make little claim to benefit would be intensified. We are convinced that the 
insurance principles of the act have already been seriously weakened and 
believe that a complete re-examination of the act should be undertaken before 
any rate increases are contemplated.

While it is clear that some action must be taken in connection with the 
fund, we feel that time permits of an objective review of the act. The costs 
of seasonal benefits, the coverage of seasonal industries, and the absence of 
requirement of proof of attachment to the labour market when claiming benefit 
are some of the matters that should be studied. We therefore propose that no 
rate increases be put into effect until a royal commission or some similar body 
undertakes a complete review of the act. It should be possible to obtain a 
report from such an investigating body before the end of this year.

Summary and recommendations
1. The federation agrees with the provisions of bill C-43, raising the 

ceiling to $5460. per year and establishing two new classes.
2. The federation is opposed to the increase in the amount of allowable 

earnings at the present time, to the extension of the duration of benefit, and to 
the increases in contribution rates.

3. The federation recommends that a royal commission or similar body be 
established immediately to completely review the Unemployment Insurance Act-
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In the terms of reference for such a body we propose that there should be 
included instructions for an investigation into the usefulness in Canada of 
some system of experience rating—a plan which in various forms is in use 
in many of the American states and on which workmen’s compensation rates 
are established in the Canadian provinces. We believe such a study to be 
important because it is well known that large numbers of contributors, for 
whom the contingency of unemployment is remote, are in stable employment.

All of which is respectfully submitted on behalf of the Canadian Retail 
Federation by

E. F. K. Nelson,
General Manager

May 28th, 1959.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Nelson. That was very ably presented.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Nelson, on page four of your brief, in the third recom

mendation, you say:
The federation recommends that a royal commission or similar 

body be established immediately to completely review the Unemployment 
Insurance Act.

Is it your opinion, or the opinion of the body you represent, that the passing 
of the law should be delayed until after it has been studied by a special 
commission.

Mr. Nelson: I might add to that in this way by saying that despite the 
obvious fact that there are very definite limitations to our knowledge as to the 
state of the fund, and as to the demands to be made upon it, that with that 
reservation, I would say, yes.

On the other hand, if the people who are in a better position than we to 
know, consider that the position of the fund and the prospects of more or less 
immediate drain upon it are such as to forbid such a situation, we would of 
course bow to that decision.

Mr. Spencer: Have you taken into account the period of time that would 
Pass before a report could be obtained from a royal commission?

Mr. Nelson: That did give us some pause. Nevertheless, despite what is 
lr*volved—because we have had experience with royal commissions in the past— 
We did make this recommendation ; and it would be our wish that such a 
commission might be settled in Ottawa so that people would come to it rather 
nan to have it travelling across the country. This would substantially reduce 

me time.
It might well be, as in the case of the inquiring committee, that advance 

^commendations might be made on certain sections where time is a greater 
actor than in others.

, It seemed to us to be a worth while suggestion to make, but we would 
ave to leave it to the decision of those in charge as to whether it was actually 
Radical. We hope that it is.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway)'. On page four of your brief you
mentioned:

.. .an investigation into the usefulness in Canada of some system 
of experience rating—a plan which in various forms is in use in many 
of the American states and on which workmen’s compensation rates are 
established in the Canadian provinces.

^°uld you like to elaborate on that further?
21304-1—2J
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Mr. Nelson: Our Unemployment Insurance Act is of course based upon 
the assumption that everyone employed contributes, and that both employers 
and employees would pay the same rates.

The risk in the case of the would-be beneficiary employee does, of course, 
vary in different industries. I think it is probably fair to assume that a banker 
has less risk of unemployment than, let us say, a fisherman on the Atlantic 
coast, if I may use two extremes.

In most of the American states, I think in some 40 odd—some form of 
experience rating has been brought in which purports to give a recommenda
tion as to the degree of risk involved in the various rates. If I remember 
correctly the state of Minnesota has one firm which actually got up to the 
point where no contributions were required, if the company’s experience had 
been good enough over the previous three years.

The principle that there should be some relationship between the risk and 
the premium is usually recognized in most forms of insurance. It is a practical 
one in operation and we suggest it might be reviewed.

Mr. Spencer: I would like to direct your attention to another point in 
your brief, to the first paragraph on page three, where you say:

Providing there is due consideration given to a sound actuarial basis 
of the act, we are of the opinion that a satisfactory act should involve 
as generous a period of duration of benefit as is consistent with the 
financial soundness of the fund and other practical considerations. We 
say this because we believe that most contributors to unemployment 
insurance in Canada fall into the classification of those who tend to 
contribute over long periods and have little tendency to claim benefit. 
It seems fair to assume that such persons should have reasonable protec
tion against the effects of unemployment. Despite this statement we 
oppose the present proposal of an increased benefit period so long as the 
act retains what, in our view, are serious actuarial weaknesses.

Now I presume you are aware that the amendment now before us involves 
an extension of the benefit period from 36 to 52 weeks.

Mr. Nelson: Yes sir.
Mr. Spencer: I have in mind—and it is quite a serious problem, I think— 

those who have attained an age of, let us say, 50 years. I know of a particular 
instance where, through no fault of this person, the firm which had employed 
him went into brankruptcy and he was thrown out of work. He is now seeking 
employment and I am trying to do something for those people.

Do you think that people like that, who have for so many years contributed 
to this fund, should be restricted to such a short period as 36 weeks of benefit’

Mr. Nelson: No sir. I think I can elaborate on your question. I think I 
am pursuing the same general trend as my predecessor in trying to say that 
the act, when originally conceived, was largely designed to cover people who 
were in stable employment; but there are some exceptions to that in industry 
generally which are covered by the act. But with these people—and they 
represent a very large number—it is our opinion that if it were possible, t°r 
example, to a large extent, to do away with the seasonal aspects of this par' 
ticular act and to deal with them in the same way, they should have the mos 
generous treatment possible. This would be done on the grounds that they 
are people like my own secretary, who has been paying into the unemploymen 
insurance fund for 18 years and has never withdrawn a cent from it. In *he 
event of her unemployment, I think she should be entitled to the most generous 
treatment that the fund and other considerations would permit.

Mr. Spencer: I too have a secretary who has been with me for 35 years' 
I think she has been contributing since 1940.
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Mr. Nelson: We do not quarrel with the principle involved here. What 
concerns us is the fact that people who come in and out of employment may 
have available a long period of coverage under general mass coverage.

Mr. Caron: On the first page of your brief, in line three of paragraph 
three, you say:

The other is a program of public assistance designed to provide for 
those not protected at all or not protected adequately by unemployment 
insurance and to assist in those periodic times of economic recession 
during which unemployment rises to abnormal heights.

Can we take from this that you believe, or your group believes, that 
this assistance should come, not from the Unemployment Insurance Act, but 
from the consolidated revenue fund of the country?

Mr. Nelson: No sir, I do not think you can make that assumption. We 
have carefully avoided making any recommendation regarding the passage 
of funds from the general revenues of the country into the unemployment 
insurance fund; but this does not necessarily say that we would be opposed 
to that principle under all circumstances. However it is a matter of principle 
and we would prefer to the largest possible degree, that financial protection 
against unemployment be handled on a contributing insurance basis as far as 
Possible, and that our arrangements should be put in such order that it would 
be, we hope, unnecessary for such transfers to be made.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): You said a few minutes ago that you 
believe that a person should get the most benefits possible from the plan. 
Do you believe, if the rates were increased, that these seasonal people should 
have a longer period of benefits? Would you agree to that?

Mr. Nelson: I am afraid I am lost in your question.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): If the rates for the regular people 

who are in the plan, other than seasonal people, were increased to give them 
additional benefits, would you agree with that to keep the plan on an actuarial 
basis? Or did I lose you again?

Mr. Nelson: I am sorry, but I am not quite clear.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): We are going from 36 to 52 weeks, 

aPd if the Unemployment Insurance Act increased the benefits for people 
Who were contributing to the plan and the fund, and if it was thought 
Pecessary to increase the rates that they pay in order to get additional 
benefits, would you agree with that?

Mr. Nelson: Subject to proof to the contrary, our understanding of the 
history of the Unemployment Insurance Act in Canada would seem to suggest 
hat the rates which have been in effect up to now, or up to the period when 
he fund began to be seriously depleted, which was not very long ago in terms 

of time—it would seem to suggest that the rates were adequate at that time 
0 Pay for the duration of benefits which were then contemplated, but not for the 

lQnger ones.
This leads us to think at least that it is likely that if the seasonal aspects 

ere removed from it, it might not be necessary to increase the rates substan- 
ially for increased benefits.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Has your organization made a com- 
P ete study of that aspect of it?

Mr. Nelson: No, but we have been deeply interested in the plan.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Would you agree that, with the reces- 

*°p of the last two years we have gone through, there has been a depletion 
I lhe fund, with regular people rather than seasonal draining from the
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Mr. Nelson: Oh, yes, of course.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): If the department found it was 

necessary to increase the rates of those people, would you agree that they 
should replenish the fund rather than seasonal?

Mr. Nelson: That is rather difficult to answer, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Perhaps it is not a fair question.
Mr. Nelson: I think again, Mr. Chairman, it is a very difficult question to 

answer yes or no. For example, our existing 36-week period of benefit is 
longer than anything I know of anywhere else. I do not know of any state in 
the United States that exceeds 30 weeks, and I think it is an average. There 
was a study made by the Unemployment Insurance Commission some time 
ago which suggested that statistically the vast majority of people were covered 
for something less than 36 weeks.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : The thing you want the most is to have 
seasonal workers taken out of that fund.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Chairman, there is one point 
on which I would like to ask Mr. Nelson in regard to the increase from 36 to 
52 weeks. I am asking if he would not agree with the suggestion of Mr. 
Spencer, that the only ones who could benefit under this extension would be 
someone of the nature that Mr. Spencer mentioned, and of no advantage or 
benefit to the long-time contributor to the fund? It would not be likely that 
a seasonal worker could have paid in enough money so that that individual 
would benefit by this. It would have to be someone who had been a steady 
worker and put the maximum amount of contribution into it, on a contributory 
basis—a steady worker, before he could benefit under that new provision.

Mr. Nelson: I will admit there are many loopholes in the Unemployment 
Insurance Act in Canada, but that is not the situation as I have understood it-

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I take it your complaint is that 
people would be going on this longer period of benefit, and my understanding 
of the act is that he would have had to have paid in the maximum amount 
in contributions and have been a steady worker before he could benefit from it-

Mr. Nelson: Is it not true that people with sporadic terms of unemploy
ment do have for their short terms of employment a substantial benefit avail
able to them?

Mr. McMillan: Mr. Chairman, could the witness tell us something about 
the United States? I think you said that 36 weeks here was longer than was 
paid in any of the states that you knew about, is that right?

Mr. Nelson: I am not aware, sir, of any American states that have been 
contributing for longer than 30 weeks. I think the state of Pennsylvania pays 
for that. That, of course, is not any criterion for Canada.

Mr. McMillan: Following that up, how do our contributions and oui 
benefits compare with those that you are aware of in the states?

Mr. Nelson: I am afraid I cannot answer that, except in the general way 
that as far as I am aware we have in Canada one of the better unemploymen 
insurance acts, and I think we do a pretty good job with it. I do not think we 
have any quarrel—I would like to make this clear—that from the experience 
I have had in connection with the Unemployment Insurance Act we think 1 
is well run and well administered by a very good commission, and does a g°° 
job.

We perhaps differ in the way we approach the problem, but certainly 
I think there is a complete agreement in the act itself.

Mr. McMillan: How do they deal with seasonal unemployment °vcr 
there?
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Mr. Nelson: I do not know, sir.
The Chairman: Anything else you would like to ask?
Mr. Stanton: Mr. Nelson, is it not a fact that few of the seasonal workers 

would benefit from the contribution for 52 weeks?
Mr. Nelson: I am sorry, I cannot hear you.
Mr. Stanton : Is it not a fact that few of the seasonal workers would be 

able to benefit by the extension to 52 weeks?
Mr. Nelson: I would have thought they would benefit considerably. I 

may be wrong.
Mr. Browne ( Vancouver-Kingsvuay ) : I wonder if we can ask Mr. McGregor 

and others what the benefits would be. Mr. Chairman, all the members of 
the Unemployment Insurance Commission are with us and it seems to be 
opening up another area. I wonder if Mr. McGregor could tell us something 
about that?

The Chairman : It is up to the committee, if they wish it. At the present 
time I think that could be introduced when we get into the bill and bring up 
some of these points. We will make a note of Mr. Nelson’s point.

Mr. Spencer: There is this other point about it, Mr. Chairman, that these 
gentlemen have come here to present this brief and it might be that Mr. 
McGregor could provide some information now which, shall I say, might 
satisfy them that the problems they have mentioned are receiving consideration.

Mr. Skoreyko: On page 2 you have made the statement :
There seems to be little doubt that benefits are being consistently 

drawn on a fairly large scale by many who have no intention of seeking 
employment—

Could you enlarge on that just a little?
Mr. Nelson: I believe, sir, and statistics do bear that out, that the drain 

°n the fund from married women has increased since the withdrawal of the 
regulation. In any event I think one must follow principles rather than hard 
and fast lines. There is no means test in the unemployment insurance; I 
do not think anyone wants to impose one; and I do not think any reasonable 
Person wants to put handicaps in the way of people entitled to benefit. But 
11 does seem fair that there should at least be a mild or modest requirement 
°n the part of the commission that the person claiming benefit does in fact 
intend to look for a job.

Probably it is very difficult to prove it, but I think it is generally believed 
p1 Canada—it is a matter of public belief—that there is a considerable absorp- 
l0n of benefit by people who are not in fact attached to the labour market and 

nave no intention. I think everyone here has had personal experience of the 
act that such persons—I am sure I have and I am sure others have—it is a 

generally accepted fact of unemployment insurance that it is happening. It 
c°uld only be cut to a minimum and not eliminated.

The Chairman : Mr. Nelson is a member of the National Employment 
°mmittee. He did not advise us of that, and he would like us to know that, 

tu re was a request for some information, for the benefit of Mr. Nelson, from 
he unemployment insurance officials, and I think that would be permissible, 

Provided some of the members of the committee have asked the questions. 
vlr- Nelson is not in a position to ask them.

Mr. Weichel: Mr. Nelson, it would appear that some of these men who 
ave had fifteen or twenty years—

The Chairman: I understood you withdrew from the committee to let 
s°meone else on. We will have to obtain permission to allow you to go on.
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Mr. Weichel: I had a telephone call saying to be here. I do not know 
why.

The Chairman : Well, if the committee will give you permission, you may 
ask the question.

Agreed.
Mr. Weichel: I was saying it would appear that the main complaint here, 

as we see it, speaking of the retail merchants, probably their employees are 
different workers and not receiving any benefits at all, like your secretary or 
someone on your staff who has over the years received this. Would there 
not be something that could be done to look after these people?

Mr. Nelson: I do not think, sir, it is true to say that weekly employees 
do not receive benefit. I think the records probably show the opposite. It 
is the elderly stable form of employment; but I think also any form of 
employment does show that people with either short or long attachment are 
entitled to draw benefits.

Mr. Weichel: I know many people who have paid in. They are satisfied 
as long as they are not unemployable. They are satisfied to pay.

The Chairman: Well, we will hear from the unemployment insurance 
officials if anyone desires. I did not think the other day it related to the brief 
that was presented.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I would like to know what we are doing now. 
Are we through with Mr. Nelson?

The Chairman: No; he was asked if he knew certain facts and he said he 
did not, in regard to questions of figures and statistics. Someone suggested 
from the floor—I think Mr. Spencer—

Mr. MacInnis: Well, Mr. Chairman, I think going along with the argu
ment of the other day, I do not think we should go into anything else until 
we have completed the brief we have before us.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I did not hear you.
Mr. MacInnis: This is about the sixth interruption about not being able 

to hear, and I suggest if you cannot hear, move up where you can. Everyone 
is aware of the acoustics in this room.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I did not hear the suggestion.
The Chairman: Mr. MacInnis has suggested that we defer questioning 

the unemployment insurance officials until we get into the bill.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think Mr. MacInnis has made an unusually 

good suggestion.
The Chairman: He usually does.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I suggest Mr Martin hang around and he 

will know very well this is a suggestion that has been made in this committee 
the third time from me.

Mr. Broome (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Martin never likes to hear 
statistics from a good source.

Mr. Spencer: Perhaps before we dismiss Nelson—I presume, Mr. Nelson, 
you are aware—have you read, Mr. Nelson, the brief submitted by the labour 
organizations to this committee?

Mr. Nelson: No, I have not seen them.
Mr. Spencer: You are aware, of course, that they are in favour of the 

extension of these benefits from 36 to 52 weeks?
Mr. Nelson: I was not aware of that, sir. I had no idea what their reaction 

might be.
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Mr. Spencer: I only raise that point because for the first time I think the 
C.C.F. party is not represented in this committee this morning. I think it might 
have been helpful to them had they been here to hear the testimony of these 
two witnesses, and to have had the opportunity of asking them any questions 
on this information.

The Chairman: Any other questions? Do you wish to ask a question, 
Mr. Martin?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No.
The Chairman: I must compliment you—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): It is a very excellent brief. I think this brief 

of the Retail Merchants’ Association is of a very high standard.
Mr. Nelson: Thank you, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have a question of privilege I would like to 

raise before we proceed, and I think it is one that affects every member of 
this committee.

The other day we had asked for the production of minutes of a certain 
meeting which was held in Ottawa on August 19, 1958, by unemployment in
surance advisory committee. The report of that meeting is now a matter of 
public record and was tabled in the House of Commons. This committee con
firmed a ruling that you made that we were not entitled to the minutes of 
this committee.

I have before me yesterday’s La Presse and I see on page 33, in French : 
“Minutes de la Réunion Tenue à Ottawa le 19 août, 1958”, or, “Minutes of a 
Reunion Held in Ottawa, 19th of August, 1958”. These purport to be a complete 
record. This was denied the members of this committee. It now appears in a 
leading newspaper of this country and I would like to know the circumstances 
°f publication. I would like to know how La Presse were given this report 
when it was denied to members of the committee. I would like to know 
whether or not they do represent the real minutes of the committee and, if so, 
1 am now asking that these minutes be produced in this committee for the 
benefit of the members of this committee, so that we can ascertain whether or 
n°t the recommendations made in the bill are in conformity with the decision 
taken, not only by labour, but by the employers’ representatives on the unem
ployment advisory committee.

It is unbelievable that this secret report denied to the members of this 
committee should now appear in the press of this country. I do not complain 
about the press having it. That is, if some enterprising journalist was able 
to get these minutes, that is no reflection on his journalistic capacity; but it 
certainly is difficult to understand how we could be denied these minutes and 
.Vet they can be made available to someone else, and now published in this 
*ay in the press of our country.

Mr. Chairman, I ask you to entertain a motion that the minutes which 
appeared in the paper yesterday be made available to this committee, so that

can ascertain the position taken by the members of the unemployment 
lnsurance advisory committee.

The Chairman: A motion has already been put once before this committee, 
anh they voted that they are not to be sent for in this committee. As to the 
authenticity of the report in La Presse, I have no knowledge. I do not know if 
ether members have any knowledge of it except what you have, and that would 

e a matter to be properly asked in the house of the minister of the department 
ho would have that information. I assure you that I have not that information.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You have before you officers of the Unem- 
th°ym.ent Insurance Commission here, now, who can tell us whether these are 

e minutes. If these are the minutes, those having been denied us, on reading
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this secret report in the proper way we will be able to use perhaps this partic
ular journalistic account in the absence of the presentation of the official 
document. Here we are in a position of having fought for these minutes and 
having been denied them, and now being able to hold them up for the mem
bers of the committee to see.

I suggest it puts this committee in an unfavourable position and one which 
I believe is a violation of the rights of every member of the committee.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Martin has just held up the newspaper. He wants to 
question the Unemployment Insurance Commission as to whether these are 
the minutes, and then he holds the paper up and says here they are for us to 
read. Until Mr. Martin has proved to us that this is the report, I do not think 
it should be accepted.

Mr. Caron: The minutes have been published in one newspaper. As Mr. 
Martin said a while ago, if we want to ascertain if this is exactly what has 
been going on in the advisory committee, the only way we can be certain 
of that is that we have the regular minutes placed in front of the committee 
so that we can see if it is a true copy of those. Otherwise, as Mr. MacInnis said, 
there is no way to prove that they are the very same minutes. That is why 
we want to apply to produce those minutes that were denied before this was 
published. But now that it is published, it is a new matter completely and this 
is the reason why we ask the committee to give us those minutes so that we can 
compare them.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Mr. Chairman, on that point Mr. Martin 
asked that you entertain a motion to have the minutes published in the press 
made available to the members of this committee. I wholly agree with your 
ruling that, first of all, before we can entertain such motion we must determine 
whether or not the minutes published in the press are, in fact, the minutes 
of the committee. As you have quite properly pointed out, the place to raise 
that question is on the floor of the house.

I do not think the argument put forward by Mr. Caron holds any water at 
all, because he is asking for minutes to be produced of a committee, to compare 
and see whether they are the same as published in the paper. I think this is 
a matter that should be properly brought forward on the floor of the house 
and should not be entertained at this time.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Martin has suggested that this 
committee has been denied something that they should have a right to have 
and I want to correct that one at once. It has certainly not been denied anyone 
by anybody. We had a motion placed before us, as a body, the members of the 
committee voted on it, and it is a matter that has been disposed of and I do not 
see why it is being brought up here now. It was the decision of this committee 
that these minutes were entirely irrelevant to the discussions before us and 
we are not denying anything to anyone.

The Chairman: Mr. Martin has the floor.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Thank you very much. The young member 

here, Mr. Smith, has suggested that this is a matter for the House of Commons 
and what happens in the House of Commons or any other place, of course, lS 
a matter for the members themselves to determine, as members of that house- 
Undoubtedly, this matter will be raised in the House of Commons, but tha 
has nothing to do with this committee. „

Under the rules of parliament each committee, acting within its terms 0 
reference, has full powers to act with regard to matters before it. I have raise 
in this committee without prejudicing my right, or the right of any othe 
member, to take a similar position in the House of Commons, that the faC 
that in this newspaper appears what are reported to be minutes of this parti0 
ular meeting does raise a question of privilege in this committee.
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Mr. Browne is quite right; this committee did decide,—I think wrongly,— 
but did decide these minutes should not be produced for the consideration of 
the committee. That is not what I am talking about. I am not bringing that 
matter back again. What I am seeking to do is simply to point out that we 
members of this committee, having been denied these minutes in the proper 
procedural way, are now confronted with the fact that they do appear in a 
newspaper. Are we to be placed in the ridiculous position of allowing the 
people to see these minutes, thereby enabling ourselves as well to peruse their 
contents but not able to have them made as one of the exhibits to our delibera
tions serving as the foundation for our consideration with respect to a very 
important matter.

Now, the amendment before us proposes an increase in the rates of contri
bution. That is the fundamental clause in the bill. These minutes deal with that 
very question. These minutes reveal that every member of the advisory 
committee was against any increase in the rates of contribution.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway); Mr. Chairman, on a point of order—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Now we are told it cannot be discussed in the 

committee—
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I am rising on a point of order.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am asking you, Mr. Chairman, to give con

sideration to the statement I am making. I know with your high regard for 
the rights of parliament you will see to it that we people today are not denied 
what is now open to members of the public.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, Mr. Martin is once 
again attempting to use this committee for political purposes and I, for one—

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I ask my hon. friend to withdraw that remark, 
because I take issue with the position he takes without any justification, the 
suggestion that we in the Liberal minority are acting for the purpose of 
Political advantage. In short, he does not want us to pursue this matter.

Mr. Spencer: Mr. Chairman, Mr. Browne has risen on a point of order 
and I think Mr. Martin should take his seat.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Martin has raised this question 
°f the report of the advisory committee. He has raised it in the body of this 
committee. If he wishes, he can present it in the House of Commons, but he 
bas no right to raise it in this committee. It is a matter that has been voted 
upon by this committee, and it has been decided it is irrelevant to these dis
cussions. He is attempting to bring the thing back again.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): May I ask a question of Mr. Browne? What 
ls your authority to say I have no right, as a member of this committee, to 
ask for the same privilege or prove these minutes and see if they are the same 
as the newspaper account?

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Because the committee denied it 
and decided it was irrelevant.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Martin is basing his whole argument on the basis of 
the fact that the minutes published in the press are, in fact, the minutes of 
the committee. I challenge that statement because we do not know whether 
the minutes in the press are in fact the minutes of the committee. He does 
n°t know that himself, and he bases his whole argument on the fact that they 
are> in fact, the minutes; and I challenge his argument on that point and upon 
that only, if he is basing his argument on that point, that is completely 
^relevant until it is determined whether or not those are the minutes.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): My hon. friend has been very fair in his 
°bservation. He challenges me to say whether these are the items on which 
t based my argument. What I point out is here in La Presse, one of the
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leading daily papers in Canada, appears what purports to be the minutes of 
a reunion held in Ottawa of the unemployment insurance advisory committee, 
on August 19, 1958. I do not know whether they are. What I was asking 
the chairman was that we now ask an official of the Unemployment Insur
ance Commission, who are now here, to examine these particular reports 
and tell us whether these are the minutes. If these are the minutes, we can 
look at them.

My hon. friend, the member from Winnipeg, will agree with the validity 
of the argument I have made.

The Chairman: There is just a little flaw in the presentation of your 
argument. You started three times on the very same question on the premise, 
by inference, that these were the minutes of the committee. Then you pro
ceeded to make the plausible statement at the end of your submission that they 
are, and it just does not hold water. I still adhere to the ruling that they are 
not properly before this committee and it is not within our province to say 
whether they are right, or not. That will have to be settled on the floor of 
the house before the committee will entertain it. It is their privilege to decide 
on the question of whether they want to entertain this or not. At the present 
time, I think it is improperly before this committee.

Mr. Spencer: May I have the floor for a moment? I think we now know 
why Mr. Martin has been so silent up to this point. I would like to make a 
couple of observations in regard to the motion that has now been advanced 
by him before you make your ruling.

A report has been made by an advisory committee and that report has 
been tabled in the House of Commons. Now, I do not understand why there 
is so much concern about the minutes of a meeting. The report is there and, 
to the extent that that report is relevant to the bill, that is the only thing 
that has been referred to this committee. In so far as it is relevant to this 
bill that has been referred to this committee, it may be referred to.

Now, I know what some of the recommendations are as indicated by the 
report tabled in the House of Commons.

May I make this observation? The advisory committee that made this 
report has four men on it representative of labour, of the workers, and four 
men representative of the employers.

Now, I think, Mr. Chairman, that it is a fundamental principle that anyone 
who has a self-serving interest in the matter which comes before anybody 
is precluded because of that interest from taking a position on that problem- 
When it comes to the question of contributions to this fund naturally those 
who are on the committee representing the workers on the one hand and the 
employers on the other, would, in their own interests, like to place the burden 
of contribution upon somebody else, and for my part I cannot place a great 
deal of reliance upon the opinions of men who are serving their own interests 
whether they make their report to the house or to this committee.

As to their qualifications to deal with a matter of that kind I do not know, 
but I do know this, that we have had an example of the president of the 
Teamsters Union saying of the president of the United Automobile Workers 
that he had no guts, and he had no brains, and we have had the president of 
the United Automobile Workers saying of the president of the Teamsters 
Union that he talks with his muscles.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if those men so high in labour have that kind of on 
opinion of each other, then I think we should consider what weight we shorn 
attach to any recommendations coming from that source on a matter 0 
contribution to the fund when what they are deciding is whether the ones 
they represent should be the ones that contribute or whether somebody else< 
namely the taxpayers generally of the country, should be the ones that m^e 
up the deficiency.
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As far as I am concerned I do not think the minutes are going to make 
any contributions to the deliberations of this committee. The request has been 
made in the house and it has been refused by the minister, and I do not think 
that this committee should go in the face of that and ask for these minutes. 
We have the report, and to the extent that report is relevant we will consider 
it; but I cannot attach a great deal of weight to the individual opinions of those 
who are serving their own interests.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, may I just say a word on what 
Mr. Spencer has said. I have a lot of respect for Mr. Spencer but I regret to 
say I must take very serious issue with the attack that he has made on the 
unemployment insurance advisory committee. Surely, the fact that there are 
four labour representatives, all well known nationally famous figures, and 
four representatives of the employers’ group on that committee, that does 
not mean that those men are not capable of taking an objective view as to 
what provisions should be contained in the unemployment insurance bill.

I must strongly defend the four labour representatives on that committee. 
Mr. Andras, Mr. Marchand, Mr. George Burt of the United Automobile Workers 
who comes from my own city, and Mr. McLean, the representative of the Labour 
Brotherhood. I would ay with equal degree that the employer representatives 
on that committee have worked over a number of years as serious minded 
members of this committee, and I am sure that the reports that are now 
tabled in parliament will reveal that these men have given evidence of their 
capacity to look at these problems objectively. They have not always tried to 
serve their own selfish interests as has just been suggested and I do not think 
it is fair for a member of this committee to say that because a man represents 
a labour organization that on that account he is not capable of making a sug
gestion that will help the country as a whole.

These men have served, I think, over a long period and the reports that 
are now tabled in parliament by examination of their contents that they have 
sort to examine this whole problem objectively.

Now, Mr. Spencer has made another point. He has made it in a very irre
sponsible way, that the committee, having decided that these minutes should 
not be available that should be the end of the matter. He says there is nothing 
m the minutes that is not contained in the report. Well, I have not seen the 
minutes.

Mr. Spencer: I did not say that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What I have seen is a report of the minutes and 

Unless Mr. Spencer or the Conservative members of this committee can indicate 
something to the contrary I am going to assume that the minutes are much more 
complete than the report that is before parliament; and certainly this particular 
report of what the minutes are is much more complete than the report, and 
1,: gives the reasons why the employees or the employers took the position 
that a 30 per cent increase in rates of contribution was unfair at the present 
time, particularly in the absence of a corresponding increase in the rate of 
benefit.

Mr. Chairman, I ask you—perhaps I can leave the matter this way—I ask 
y°u to look into this matter and to be in a position to try and report to us at 
°Ur next meeting tomorrow, the circumstances of this publication, whether 
these minutes as reported do represent the actual minutes of the unemployment 
Insurance advisory committee; and if they do, then I serve notice of my 
Mention to ask you to give us the right to examine the original minutes and 
to question the members of the unemployment insurance advisory committee 
Who are the authors of this document. Failing that, we will not be receiving
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in this committee the kind of opportunity for the fullest assessment of the sub
mission made by the government of the suggestions made by the government 
of these amendments.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of remarks and a lot of 
statements made here today leading up to whether these minutes should be 
before this committee or not, and it has already been decided, the committee 
has taken their own decision that as far as the minutes of this advisory com
mittee are concerned coming before this committee, it is out of the question. 
The committee has already made their decision on that, and I do not think 
we should discuss it further.

I should like to associate myself with the remarks made by Mr. Martin 
in regard to labour’s representatives on this advisory committee. I do think 
labour’s representatives on this committee are there, and regardless of what 
we may think about them they are there naturally on behalf of labour, and 
to make sure that labour gets the proper representation, the same as the em
ployer representatives do on behalf of the employers.

I think that in the service of labour in this regard they at all times do 
their utmost to fulfil that job. But at the same time I cannot associate myself 
with the idea that anybody representing labour—and I come directly from 
labour and I will state this point at any time or any place before any labour 
group—I do not think that anybody who is representing labour on any advisory 
committee should up and quit that advisory committee because the game is 
not played according to their own rules.

I take exception to the action of these two men representing labour who 
resigned. I think they did a disservice to labour and in all possibility the fact 
that they have resigned from the board is probably the best thing that could 
have happened; and I suggest that if men are going to represent labour on 
such a board they should do so; and it is in the best interests of labour that 
if they think there is something happening in the commission or advisory body 
that is detrimental to labour, that is all the more reason why they should stay 
with it. For that reason I cannot, along with Mr. Martin, argue that these men 
who have resigned have done that in the best interests of labour.

I will say that labour’s representatives on these commissions naturally 
are there in the interests of all labour, and so it is not necessarily meant that 
they can arrive at a mutual agreement with other representatives on the board.

Mr. Simpson: Mr. Chairman, I do not know what your agenda was for 
this morning. I do not know if you are going on with it or not.

The Chairman: The agenda was completed. Both briefs have been pre
sented.

Mr. Simpson: It seemed to me we have briefs before us from the Canadian 
Retail Merchants Federation. Are we here to discuss these briefs? I do not 
think we have disposed of them yet, and we are getting off the track.

The Chairman: We are finished with it now and the question came up 
whether we should hear from the unemployment insurance officials about a 
point or two that was raised by Mr. Nelson, and we decided by mutual consent 
that it would be left until we got into the matter of the bill. Mr. Martin raised 
this subject of a press report in La Presse, as to the minutes and the authencity 
of that has not been established, as he is asking for this committee to look 
further into it and establish that they are authentic; and if they are authentic, 
he is asking for the right to have them before this committee.

I do not think the committee should be the agency to acquiring infor
mation for members.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): May I ask you now not to make the mistake 
you made the other day? We have got along very well this morning. '^°'1 
have no right to assume what the committee will decide. I asked you to see
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if these are the minutes, and if they are we can deal with it. I do not think 
you should assume a role that belongs to the committee collectively.

Mr. Spencer: I would like to have a word in reply to a couple of remarks 
Mr. Martin made concerning myself. I want to state now explicitly, and as 
strongly as I can, that I was not reflecting any way upon the ability of either 
the representatives of employers or the representatives of labour so far as 
their capabilities are concerned.

I was only pointing out, Mr. Chairman, that there is nobody on the 
advisory committee representative of the taxpayers at large. The only ones 
that are on there are representatives of labour and representatives of the 
employers, the contributors to this fund, and the point that I make is that 
whether they are capable or not of giving an objective opinion, the fact still 
remains that they have an interest. It was a question of the weight 
that should be attached to the opinions of any one who has an interest in 
the subject matter of it.

The same thing applies to any procedure, in the courts or otherwise. A 
judge must consider the weight he is going to attach to the evidence of any 
witness, depending on whether that witness has an interest in the subject 
matter upon which he is expressing an opinion. I was merely pointing out 
that by reason of the constitution of this committee, representing only two 
segments of our whole economy. There being no one who can speak on behalf 
of the taxpayers at large, we should consider how much weight should be 
attached to the opinions of those two representatives in so far as they are 
dealing with finances, dealing with the contributions to the fund, as to whether 
they should come out of those whom they represent, or whether they should 
come out of somebody else. That was the point I was making, and that was 
the sole point I was making.

Mr. Smith ( Winnipeg North) : We have no motion before us, and I imagine 
this matter is not properly to be entertained by this committee. Whether or 
hot these are the authentic minutes that have been published in the press is a 
matter that falls within the jurisdiction of the Department of Labour, and 
should be brought up on the floor of the house. Until we have a motion calling 
f°r us to deal with this matter, or something of that sort, I think this matter 
ls quite irrelevant. There is no motion before us on this.

Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, I admit there is no proper motion placed before 
fhe committee this morning. There was a very good suggestion made by Mr. 
Martin, that the chairman should study the question and report at another 
Meeting.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): There is no motion to that effect.
Mr. Caron: It may be. We want to express our views, the same as you have 

the right to express your views. We believe, as Mr. Martin said, that once 
has been published in one of the most important newspapers of Canada, 

then we are in a very bad position, because everybody knows, officially, 
e*cept the members of the committee and the members of the House of 
Commons. If the suggestion had been accepted by the chairman to study the 
matter—as Mr. Martin said—and then report at the next meeting, we would be 
111 a position to make a proper motion.

But if this is denied to us, that the chairman will study the matter, I 
really believe that we will have to go and make a proper motion for the 
Production of that document, and it would not serve the purpose of this 
c°mmittee if is was denied again.
, Mr. Browne said it was not denied. I do not know; my English may not 
.6 good enough to be able to understand his point of view; but I know that, 
P French, it has been denied in such a way—regularly, if you want to put it— 
ut it was denied in the house and it was denied over here. We have something
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new to present this morning; we have a publication in the press, which was 
not here when it was decided then. If it had been here, maybe the committee 
would have taken another step. If it had been published when the members 
were in the house the other day, maybe the minister would have changed his 
mind on the matter. That is one thing we do not know; it will have to be 
asked again.

The committee, as Mr. Martin said, has not at all to depend on what has 
been decided in the house. Authorities have been consulted since, and I was 
told that this is a small parliament in itself, with the same power as parliament 
to decide upon any question of interest to that bill, or on the matters which 
arise from it. Those are constitutional authorities, which are much better than 
I am to discuss these matters, and much better than any member of this com
mittee, because we did not have the chance to study them as they did.

So that this is a small parliament in itself. The committee has the right, 
by itself, to decide on the matter of the production of that paper, and I believe 
if the suggestion were accepted to permit the chairman to think of it and to 
study the matter in a more formal way, then at the next sitting of this com
mittee we could have the answer of the chairman.

If the answer of the chairman does not agree with our views, then we 
will put a proper motion for the production of that document. If it agrees 
with us, well it may be other members will put a motion not to produce that, 
so we might not get very far. But I think the chairman has all the facilities in 
the world to study the matter, discuss it with the minister, discuss it with the 
authorities—the constitutional authorities of parliament—and then everybody 
would be satisfied.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): We still have no motion before us. You 
have not got any more power than the Minister of Labour; you have no power 
to investigate this.

The Chairman: Mr. Caron, you did not have to belabour it as much as 
you did, because Mr. Martin had covered that point very thoroughly, and his 
conduct—while it is not 100 per cent exemplary this morning—has been the 
nearest approach to the ideal, and I will go along with the suggestion that I 
look into it. I cannot compromise the situation any further than that. I will 
look into it, as has been requested.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do I understand that you will report tomorrow?
The Chairman: I will look into it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We are going to have a meeting tomorrow?
The Chairman: We are going to have a meeting tomorrow of the C.L.C- 

and the Canadian Bankers’ Association.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Since you have seen fit to comment, Mr. Chair

man, on the good conduct of the members of this committee, may I say that 
this morning you, yourself, have acted in a most exemplary manner. I hope 
that you will uphold that high position you have established by reporting back 
to us not later than tomorrow as to whether or not these minutes are the min
utes. Also, I would hope we can have the highest officials of the commission 
here so we can ascertain whether or not these are, in fact, the minutes. 1 
would very much appreciate your cooperation in this regard.

The Chairman: I said I would look into the matter for you. I am not 
taking that barrel, full of assumptions, you have loaded on my table here. * 
will look into it, ànd I will report—no recommendation.

Mi. Spencer: I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that inasmuch as you have 
wi nesses coming before the committee tomorrow, before we get into the
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hassle and a repetition of what has been said a dozen times, we hear the 
witnesses tomorrow first and hear their briefs, so that they can go on home.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, did I clearly understand that you are not 
obligated in any way to bring back to Mr. Martin a decision as to whether those 
are the proper minutes or not? You are not obligated?

The Chairman: No; I only said I would look into it and report on it.
Mr. MacInnis: I want that made clear.
Mr. Beech: On this note of mutual admiration, may I move that we 

adjourn the committee?
The Chairman: If we keep on any further, it might get out of the field of 

mutual admiration. I do not easily get buttered up. I think we can adjourn 
the meeting now. We have had a session since 9.30 and we have been here 
two hours.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): At what time is it proposed that the committee 
meet tomorrow morning?

The Chairman: Nine o’clock.
Mr. MacInnis: Are we to meet in this room again?
The Chairman: No, room 238.
Mr. Spencer: Mr. Chairman, I think we should express to Mr. Nelson our 

appreciation for his coming and the work that has been one in connection with 
this brief, and may we thank him very much for his efforts?

The Chairman : Yes. It was excellent and your remarks are appropriate.

The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Friday, May 29, 1959.
(9)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.00 a.m. this day. 
The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Bell (Saint John-Albert), Browne (Vancouver- 
Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, Granger, Lahaye, Maclnnis, MacLean (Winnipeg 
North Centre), Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), Martini, Muir (Cape Breton 
North <fc Victoria), Peters, Ricard, Simpson, Skoreyko, Small, Smith (Winnipeg 
North), and Thrasher.— (19)

In attendance: From the Canadian Bankers’ Association: Messrs. Harold 
W. Thomson, Vice-President; C. R. J. Gandey, Staff Officer, and H. L. Robson, 
Assistant Secretary.

From the Canadian Labour Congress: Messrs. Claude Jodoin, President, 
and A. Andras, Director of Legislation.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, Chief 
Commissioner; C. A. L. Murchison, Commissioner; James McGregor, Director, 
Unemployment Insurance, and C. Dubuc, Director, Legal Branch.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) requested a report on his question of privilege 
raised the previous day dealing with the publication in La Presse of the minutes 
°f the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee.

The Chairman stated that the Committee should first hear the delegations 
before the Committee and he would then make his ruling.

After discussion, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by 
Mr. Caron, that the Chairman now report on Mr. Martin’s question of privilege. 
■Uie motion was negatived on the following division: YEAS, 2; NAYS, 5.

The Chairman then called Mr. Thomson who read the brief of the Cana
dian Bankers’ Association, copies of which were distributed to members of the
Committee.

Mr. Thomson was questioned.
Questioning concluded, Mr. Thomson was thanked by the Chairman for 

bis brief.
j The Chairman then called Messrs. Jodoin and Andras of The Canadian 

abour Congress for further questioning.
After debate, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by Mr. 

Caron, that this Committee be allowed to ask the President of the Canadian 
Labour Congress to explain his assertion that the Minister of Labour had not 
complied with the Unemployment Insurance Act in that he had not consulted 
Labour, as required by the Act, in the appointment of a member of the Unem- 
P °yment Insurance Commission.
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The Chairman ruled the motion out of order. Mr. Martin (Essex East) 
appealed the Chairman’s ruling. The said ruling was sustained on division.

Questioning concluded, the Chairman thanked the representatives of the 
Canadian Labour Congress for their brief. Mr. Jodoin expressed his apprecia
tion for the interest of the Committee in the Unemployment Insurance legisla
tion.

Agreed,—That detailed consideration of Bill C-43 would commence 
Tuesday, June 2.

At 11 a.m., the Committee adjourned until 9.30 Tuesday, June 2.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.
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EVIDENCE

Friday,
May 29, 1959.
9 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum and we will proceed.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, before we proceed this morning 

may I ask you if you have had the opportunity of giving consideration to the 
request made yesterday by Mr. Caron, myself and some others, with regard to 
a report in one of the Canadian daily newspapers, wherein the minutes of the 
advisory committee of August 19, 1958 are reported.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Before you answer this, Mr. Chairman, 
may I say one thing. This is the type of question that, regardless of how you 
answer, you are going to open up this procedural business again today, and I 
think you should weigh your answer very carefully.

I respectfully suggest that we cannot keep these delegations waiting the 
way we have every day and expect to have any degree of respect, so far as 
this committee of the House of Commons is concerned.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think that is a very uncalled for observation. 
You are suggesting the chairman has not the sense of responsibility to make a 
statement; I believe he has.

In connection with keeping members of the delegation waiting, that may 
be true; but we must not forget we are members of this committee and the 
business of the committee must be pursued in accordance with the commit
ments made at previous meetings, and in accordance with our own sense of 
what is appropriate to the occasion. The chairman will dispose of this and I 
do not think he needs any suggestion from more experienced members of his 
Party in connection with what he should say.

The Chairman: It was the consensus of opinion yesterday or, at least, my 
sensing of the opinion yesterday, that the members would like to hear the 
briefs first this morning and that my remarks would be deferred until after 
the briefs were submitted. Accordingly, I am ruling that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You say that was your sense of the decision 
°t the meeting. I do not know how you arrived at that sense. Mr. Bell has 
expressed his desire but he, distinguished as he is, is only one member of the 
c°rnmittee.

I would ask you now, in accordance with our decision of yesterday, to tell 
Us whether or not you have arrived at a decision as to whether or not the 
minutes in La Presse really are the minutes of the meeting?

The Chairman: My answer to that is this: this is not the appropriate 
1me and we will proceed with hearing the briefs.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I move we now ask you for a report.
Mr. Caron: I second that motion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is based upon yesterday’s request with regard 

0 these minutes.
The Chairman: You have heard the motion by Mr. Martin which was 

Sec°nded by Mr. Caron, that they hear my report. All in favour?
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Mr. MacInnis: In speaking on that motion—
The Chairman: Go ahead, Mr. MacInnis. You have heard the motion, are 

you ready for the question?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You asked for all those in favour and you have 

not asked for those against.
The Chairman: I said you have heard the motion; are you ready for the 

question; and Mr. MacInnis wanted to say something.
Mr. MacInnis: I do not want to get involved in a procedure in calling a 

vote which has already developed, but what I was going to call to the attention 
of the chair—and I do not mean to interrupt—is the fact the vote is called; 
also in connection with the last remarks made in yesterday’s meeting, you are 
in no way committed to bring in any kind of decision.

The Chairman : The question is before the meeting. All those in favour? 
All opposed?

I declare the motion lost.
We have the bankers’ association with us this morning; they have a very 

brief report.
Mr. MacInnis: Before we continue on, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 

a correction in the evidence which was given on the last occasion this organiza
tion was before us, May 22. I was hoping this correction would kick this meeting 
off in a little better humour than the last number of meetings we have had. I 
was making remarks in regard to paid employment agencies. I have been 
credited with saying:

I can understand how an unemployed worker will use any pos
sibility available to obtain employment, even through Kate Aiken.

I think what I did say was:
I can understand how an unemployed worker will use any possibility 

available to obtain employment, even through paid agencies.
I cannot say how it crept in, but it is there and recorded as such.
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : Since we are dealing with matters 

of correction at this time, I would like to bring to the attention of the com
mittee that there are a number of remarks on page 143 of the fourth proceed
ings which are attributed to me. The only one I did make was the very one 
at the top of the page. I did not make any other statement on that page which is 
attributed to me.

The Chairman: You want them deleted?
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): Yes.
The Chairman: Now, to get back to the presentations, I would suggest 

we hear the bankers’ association brief first. It is very brief. It is only 
three pages in length and I suggest we hear from Mr. Thomson at this time- 
He is the vice president of the bankers’ association and I will ask him to in- 
troduce the delegation.

Mr. Martin {Essex East) : Are there copies of this brief available? 
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. H. W. Thomson {Vice President, Canadian Bankers’ Association) 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, on my right is Mr. Gandey of the Royal Ban 
of Canada staff department and Mr. H. L. Robson, assistant secretary of Tl1 
Canadian Bankers’ Association.

1. The Canadian Bankers’ Association acknowledges the invitation to a! 
pear at this time before the committee and takes this opportunity of e5i 
pressing views on the amendments of the Unemployment Insurance
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proposed in Bill C-43, an Act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act, and 
on the unemployment insurance scheme in general, as they affect employees 
of the member banks of the Association namely, the nine banks chartered under 
the Bank Act.

2. From a survey of all banks showing separations of employment for 
those in the salary ranges from $4,801 to $5,460, (the increase over $4,800 
in the “wage ceiling” of insurability—clause 3 of Bill C-43), it is indicated 
that out of a total staff of approximately 2200 only an average of 6 persons 
left banks each year for other employment during the past five years. Sever
ances for other reasons, excepting those proceeding on pension but consisting 
mainly of those discharged for dishonesty or infraction of regulations, ran 
considerably lower than this figure. The remainder who left banks during 
the five year period comprised pensioners in receipt of adequate pensions.

3. In all cases their pensions exceed the maximum benefits payable under 
the act and, while not essentially in need of jobs, these people are, in the 
eyes of the unemployment insurance provisions, unemployed and entitled to 
benefits. Obviously the purpose of the act was not intended to cover such 
persons and any payments received are simply a drain on the fund which 
could clearly be used to better advantage.

4. There is little need for protection for bank employees in the $4,801 
to $5,460 bracket as our rate of separation, as mentioned above, is practically 
nil excepting for those proceeding on pension. It is our view that staff presently 
earning in excess of $4,800 would not take kindly to being insured, for, as 
a group, they feel they have no need of the protection and that payment of 
contribtuions is simply another tax. In the circumstances the banks are 
of the opinion that there is no necessity for extending the coverage further 
as far as their employees are concerned.

5. It seems to us that there is unwarranted discrimination in the act as it 
stands today. For example, by exempting those working in the civil services 
at all levels (except temporary employees) and also those employed in gov
ernment agencies, the act already recognizes stability of employment as 
an important factor in the field of unemployment insurance and yet applies

on a discriminatory basis. A further illustration of this is that the teaching 
Profession is also exempted from contributing to the fund.

6. The Minister of Labour has expressed concern over the financial position 
°f the fund and it would seem that the government should consider the elimina
tion of certain claims such as those of pensioners in receipt of adequate pensions, 
Carried women whose husbands are gainfully employed, etc.

7. The large labour force previously mentioned as exempt could also be 
brought into the fund which, in addition to providing additional revenue would, 
as pointed out in the commission’s handbook to workers, spread the cost over 
a-tl types of employment and thereby keep contributions at a low figure.

8. In summary, therefore, the representations of the Canadian Bankers’ 
Association are:

1. In light of the pensions available to bank employees in the salary 
ranges between $4,800 and $5,460, extension of unemployment insurance 
benefits to bank employees within this salary bracket is unnecessary; 
this would result in an unnecessary drain on the fund.

2. Attention is drawn to the discrimination which results from 
exempting certain classes of workers from the unemployment insurance 
scheme, and the revenue available to the fund if they were included.

3. Consideration should be given to the elimination of coverage of 
those to whom other income is available.
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All of which is respectfully submitted.
Ulric Roberge,
President,
The Canadian Bankers’ Association.

The Chairman : Thank you, Mr. Thomson. Do you wish to ask Mr. 
Thomson any questions?

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might 
ask this question? In their brief they are asking that these employees in 
the $4,800 to $5,460 bracket in the banking industry be exempted from being 
brought under the act; is that right?

Mr. Thomson: Yes, primarily that is so.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : And then, further down—in clause 

2 on page 3—you say that attention is drawn to the discrimination which 
results from exempting certain classes of workers from the unemployment 
insurance scheme.

I am just wondering how you reconcile those statements. You seem 
to say, in one place, that it would be a discrimination to leave some out and. 
on the other hand, you ask that some be left out.

Mr. Thomson: Our feeling is that, due to the permanency of employment 
in the banking industry—if I may call it that—we should perhaps not be 
included in the act at all; but since we are in, we think that, at a $4,800 level, 
that should not be increased. A person who is employed in a bank and 
reaches that level of salary has usually committed himself to becoming a 
banker permanently, and there is very little chance of his being laid off.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway ) : Then, to which classes are you 
referring when you say you are drawing attention to the discrimination which 
results from exempting certain classes?

Mr. Thomson : The civil servants, for instance—I assume that is on the 
basis of permanency of employment—are excluded from the act.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Are you suggesting that they should 
be brought into it?

Mr. Thomson: I would think they would be, normally.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : May I ask a similar question, Mr. Chair

man? What you say in your No. 1 suggestion applies to all of your bank 
employees who pay unemployment insurance; but you feel that it would be 
in order for you now to object to this further increase?

Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): When did you realize that this unfairness 

became serious? Have you always felt that you should not be included, and 
have you ever made any other representations?

Mr. Thomson: This association has made representations at every op
portunity, every time the act has come up for discussion in this committee or 
similar committees.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : And you do not feel you should be under 
coverage for any of your classes?

Mr. Thomson: That is right.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): It is so very few, under your circuit1' 

stances, who would benefit?
Mr. MacInnis: This brief seems to be summed up fairly well in paragraph 

, oinS along with what Mr. Bell has already stated, there is reference t° 
e îvil Service and the fact that the act already recognizes stability °‘
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employment as an important factor in the field of unemployment insurance: 
it also makes reference to a further illustration, that the teaching profession 
is also exempted from contributing to the fund.

If this were the attitude adopted by labour and other groups throughout 
the country who do have stability of employment and have been paying into 
this fund for a period of 17 or 18 years without drawing benefits from it, 
there just would be no such thing as the Unemployment Insurance Act. Just 
what is your thought on that?

Mr. Thomson: With insurance, I think the risk should bear some relation 
to the premium, as is normal in most insurances. Since we are covered by 
the act and, I assume, not likely to be exempted, we feel that perhaps a 
preferred premium rate might be more in line with what is due us.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Would you say that your employees would 
feel the same way about that? I realize that it is perhaps not too fair a 
question; but in a general way, would you feel your employees would go 
along with that and not wish to be covered, or do they feel there might be 
a time when they would rather be insured?

Mr. Thomson: Under the provisions of the act, I think there are times 
when they can elect to be insured, and so far as we know there have been 
n° cases of their electing to be covered after they got to the limit.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You have not had previous periods in bank 
history where there have been lay-offs?

Mr. Thomson: No, sir.
Mr. Caron: Could you tell us if the Bankers’ Association believes that a 

30 per cent increase is excessive, or fair, without an increase in benefits?
Mr. Thomson: I am not sure I get the question correctly.
Mr. Caron: The increase is 30 per cent; that is the average increase?
Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Does the bankers’ association think that the increase in con

tribution is fair, or excessive, if the increases in benefits are not increased?
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I would suggest—although I do not mean 

*? answer the question for the gentleman—but I would suggest that since 
his is fairly well laid out in paragraph 5 it is not necessary for these gentlemen 
r°m this association to make any reference at all to increases, because it is 

Very obvious, in my opinion, they would choose to be outside the fund 
altogether.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, Mr. MacInnis is continually 
nferrupting questions put by members of the committee. Mr. Caron has 

. shed a question, and it is not open to any member of the committee to 
Mervene when the question is put.

Mr. MacInnis: I would point out the answer is in paragraph 5.
, Mr. Caron: I asked this question because these men are very able to 
eal with financial matters, and this is a question which is very important 
s fer as finance is concerned; and that is why I am putting it.

Q, The Chairman: Mr. MacInnis, the question is obviously in order; but the 
servation made by Mr. Martin can apply to both sides asking questions and 

interrupting one another. It seems to me the offence has happened on 
oth sides.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We never interrupt intentionally. It seems 
Vtk16 you always have to pick any criticism of the members of your party 

1 n an observation against us. This last remark of yours was absolutely 
Called for.

ÜÆr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : But he is the chairman, Mr. Martin.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): Such a display of partisanship I have never 
seen in the last 25 years.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : A lot of things are going to be different 
from the previous 25 years in this committee.

Mr. Caron: Could you answer that question?
Mr. Thomson: I am afraid I have no views.
Mr. Caron: There was an increase of 30 per cent in contributions—
Mr. Thomson: I may have misunderstood the question.
Mr. Caron: But there is no increase in benefits. Do you believe this 

increase of 30 per cent may be excessive or fair?
Mr. Thomson: I am not qualified to answer that; I have no views on that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Your association has not any opinion to offer 

as to whether or not the proposed rates of contribution of 30 per cent on the 
average, and in some cases as high as 50 per cent—you have no comments to 
make on that?

Mr. Thomson: We have not studied that.
Mr. Caron: Have you studied the replenishing of the fund, which is said 

to be in a dangerous position? Has your organization studied that matter?
Mr. Thomson: The replenishment of the fund?
Mr. Caron: In the average of $9 million and down to something over 

$4 million?
Mr. Thomson: No, we have not studied that.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): Mr. Chairman, might I ask 

what it is costing the bank annually for contributions?
Mr. Thomson: I have not got that figure for all the banks ; but I have it 

for one bank. I have for one bank a figure of $360,000, which includes the 
increases proposed under the amendment.

Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): The proposed increases?
Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What do the increases come to?
Mr. Thomson: It is $110,000.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): In that bank?
Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Almost one-third in addition to what they 

have been paying?
Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria) : How many employees has 

that bank now?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is a small bank?
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): Martin’s bank!
Mr. Thomson: In excess of 12,000.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): If I may follow that question up, that 

would indicate that there is quite an excessive group that this legislati0^ 
will affect in banking associations? That is, the main group of your employ6® 
must be in this category—above $4,800?

Mr. Thomson. Yes, I think that is true. The total employees in Canadian 
banks in January 1959 was 57,000-odd—57,227,—of which 33,000 are youM 
women, all of whom would come under the act, and a substantial number 0 
the 24,000 men.
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Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, this would indicate 
the increase that has just been stated is just about an average of 30 per cent 
and not 50 per cent as has been suggested in some circumstances. It seems 
to me that would indicate the employees were not coming in under the new 
groups, but were groups that were previously covered?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What does the witness say about that?
Mr. Thomson: The number coming in is indicated in the brief, and it 

would be 2,200.
Mr. MacInnis: Do you mean it only affects 2,200?
Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I take it your employees regard this as a 

pretty serious additional tax which is being imposed upon them?
Mr. Thomson: They do not like it, sir.
Mr. MacInnis: Just about how many pensioners, how many people go on 

Pension from the association, say, in the normal period of a year?
Mr. Thomson: I can give figures for one bank only, and that is all 

I have with me.
Mr. MacInnis: That would be close to the average?
Mr. Thomson: During a five-year period there were 165 persons retired on 

Pension who were in receipt of a salary within these brackets, $4800 to $5460. 
There would be many more who were in excess of those figures.

Mr. Caron: What was the average pension of these people who received 
a pension?

Mr. Thomson: I have not that with me, sir.
Mr. MacInnis: The figure for this one bank you are giving, is it close to 

the average of all the other banks within the association?
Mr. Thomson: I would be guessing about that.
Mr. MacInnis: I know, but approximately. Is it one of the smaller banks?
Mr. Thomson: No, it is a large bank.
Mr. MacInnis: It is one of the larger banks?
Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: We could assume it is costing better than the average or, 

at least, we will say the average anyway?
Mr. Thomson : Yes, I would think so.
Mr. MacInnis: You say in a period of five years there have been 165 people 

c°me under that category?
Mr. Thomson: Yes, 165 people.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway ) : Mr. Chairman, there is one point 

^hieh I would like to clear up. Paragraph 2 of the brief; are we to understand 
hat of all the banks covered by this brief, there were only 2200 employees 

c°ming in the salary range between $4,800 and $5,460?
Mr. Thomson: That is right.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : What is the total number of em

ployees in the banks?
Mr. Thomson: It is 57,000.

^ Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Getting back to Mr. MacInnis’ question, 
r- Thomson; you say that the employees would not be happy about this in- 

^rease; but at the same time the ones going on pension certainly would not 
e happy about your statement that they would not receive the insurance on 

Pension?
Mr. Thomson: We have, probably, 45,000 who are unhappy.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): 45,000?
Mr. Thomson : Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: That is mainly because of the point I brought up before, 

because the bankers’ association and the people employed in banks feel they 
should be outside the fund, the same as civil servants and the teaching pro
fession. In other words, the bankers’ association does not have to stress any 
one point here today, except they are against belonging to the fund.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think—
Mr. Thomson: I think that is correct.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): But I think, in fairness—
The Chairman: Mr. Martin, there is an example of the offence—I draw your 

attention to—of which you were complaining a moment ago. You interrupted 
a question of Mr. MacInnis.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are quite right, Mr. Chairman, and I am 
sorry.

The Chairman: Mr. MacInnis have you finished?
Mr. MacInnis: I finished what I intended to say.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think, in fairness to the witness, it ought to be 

pointed out that while that is their position, while they recognize they are 
inescapably included in the bill and will be for all time, they think there 
ought to be increased coverage to groups not now in. I think that is the 
position they have taken.

Mr. Thomson: Yes. I think that would be fair.
Mr. MacInnis: I have one more question. You have stated that at every 

opportunity you have appeared before this committee to present your views. 
At the time you were taken into this fund, did you present the view that the 
people in the banks did not wish to participate?

Mr. Thomson: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: When was that?
Mr. Thomson: In 1935 and again in 1940.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): When the act was brought in.
Mr. Thomson: In the preliminary stages in 1935 and again in 1940 when 

the act was brought in.
The Chairman: Are there any further questions?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You do not have any sort of an organiza

tion or union within your banks, do you?
Mr. Thomson: No.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): You do not have a union- 

You are today speaking for your employees. You are the employer, I would 
assume. You are speaking on behalf of your employees with their authorization, 
I would assume.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): If you wish to organize, Mr. Jodoin right behind 
you is available.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I must admit he looks quite interested-
Mr. MacInnis: May we have the answer. It is most interesting.
Mr. Thomson: I do not think I have anything to say about it.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): Possibly there has been a 

referendum among the employees and they have authorized their employer to 
speak on their behalf.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to ask a question along thaj 
line, but not pursuing the exact question. Would these employees who woul
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benefit on going out on pension, and the ones who are even in this salary range 
which might be affected, be more or less the non-professional type of banker, 
that is, the secretarial type, or would they be permanent male employees who 
have been in the bank and moving up the scale? I am endeavouring to see 
for our information whether or not the points which are made are more or 
less applicable to a certain segment of the bank employees. I realize it hits 
a salary range; but can you carry that further and say it applies to female 
secretaries and similar types of employees, or will this also affect so-called 
professional male bankers who have been in the banks all their lives.

Mr. Thomson: Without a detailed study it would be very difficult to 
answer that question. I can only speak for my own bank. I think they would 
be a cross-section of a variety of positions, posts or whatever you wish to call 
them.

Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria) : In connection with the 
number of persons to which you refer in paragraph 2 in respect of leaving 
the bank in the course of a year, I assume there are more male and female 
staff being married and leaving the bank than there would be pensioners in a 
Year. Is that true?

Mr. Thomson: Yes, quite a number; yes, more.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): With the figures of the bank 

Which you have given us in the course of a year in the eight or nine chartered 
banks as an average, there would be about 150 pensioners a year.

Mr. Thomson: That is over a five-year period.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria) : It would break down to 

about 150 a year or something like that as an average in the nine associated 
chartered banks leaving by way of pension. There probably would be ten 
times that number of personnel leaving because of marriage.

Mr. Thomson: The 156 is in a small salary group from $4,801 to $5,460. 
There are quite a number of others leaving on pension.

Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria):Yes. However, I suppose 
the majority of persons leaving the banks would leave because of marriage?

Mr. Thomson : “Domestic duties” is the expression we use.
Mr. Simpson: I wish to ask a question in respect of this difference of 

°Pinion as to these persons going out on pension. It is odd, as far as I am 
concerned. I am quite sure of the fact that without exception every rep
resentation made to me in an effort to endeavour to have this ceiling raised 
above $4,800 was from men who were going on pension within the next three 
°r four years. In that same group which approached me there are quite a 
bumber over the $4,800 class who I think were paying their own unemploy
ment insurance as well as the employer’s contribution. Therefore, any way 
l could look at it, these men going out on pension were very interested in that 
Wage bracket.

The Chairman: I think the questioning is at an end. I thank you very 
^nch, Mr. Thomson, for coming here and presenting your brief. I appreciate 
^°ur interest.

Mr. Jodoin and Mr. Andras are here. I believe they will resume where 
J!ey off last Friday. As I understand it, they will now be asked questions, 

be meeting is in your hands.
, Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask

Jodoin, if this committee, in the light of all the information which is 
th °re Us here, should decide it is a question of all the amendments going 

rough as they are or not at all, what would be the position of the Canadian 
labour Congress?
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Mr. Claude Jodoin (President, Canadian Labour Congress): I think the 
position of the Canadian Labour Congress would be exactly as has been ex
pressed in our brief. As far as we are concerned, we recognize this as a policy, 
and of course we will try necessarily to advance the opinions formulated in 
the memorandum we have introduced before your committee. You will readily 
realize that in our estimate, improvements may be both practical and necessary. 
We have some aims and aspirations and we hope in the House of Commons—■ 
to use a baseball term—that the batting average on the suggestions made 
would be good.

Mr. Browne (Vdncouver-Kingsway) : I realize there are things you want 
to accomplish. But if it were à question of either these amendments going 
through as they are or not going through at all, how would you stand on that 
question?

Mr. Jodoin: We indicated that there were some improvements suggested 
by the bill itself, but it would seem to us that the increases are not com
pensated for by an increase in benefit.

Mr. Browne (Vdncouver-Kingsway) : I take it that you would not want 
the amendments to go through as they are, then?

Mr. Jodoin: If we did not, why we suggest amendments then? If we 
felt the bill was perfect as it is—and you and I realize that perfection may 
not exist in this world—but if we felt that the bill should go through as it is 
before the House of Commons for approval, we would not come here with 
suggested amendments at all.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I understand that if we do not feel 
we could accede to the requests made by you, you would still prefer that the 
bill should go through?

Mr. Jodoin: Certainly.
Mr. MacInnis: You are in favour, rather than seeing it dropped—you 

would rather see it go through as is?
Mr. Jodoin: We have indicated that there are some improvements. There 

is no question about that. For instance, from 36 to 52 and so on. But if 3 
question were asked, pertinently and directly, whether we favoured it or 
not, my answer is that our position is clear by the suggested amendments 
we have made before you, and our position would be the same.

It is a question of choosing whether it should remain as it is today 
or as suggested by the bill you are bringing before the house yourselves, 
would you please give me a little time for thought before I completely and 
directly answer. I know that you favour answer of yes or no, but you cannot 
always answer in that way. You will realize that for obvious reasons.

Mr. MacInnis: You said you would have to examine it a little more 
thoroughly before saying yes or no. Mr. Browne, I think, was asking y°u 
whether you have studied the bill. There are amendments there which 
you approve and some which you do not approve. Is it a matter of decid
ing whether you would accept the bad with the good, or would you prefer 
not to have it al all?

Mr. Jodoin: I might have another suggestion with respect to the bill; 1 
think the term you use in the house is hoisting; the bill might be hoisted 
give an opportunity to the advisory council, for instance, to make a complc e 
study of it, and to come forward, perhaps with some other recommendations-

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : How could that be done at the present time when 
there are no labour representatives on the advisory council?

Mr. Jodoin: There might be one eventually in the future: we do not kno^-
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): Your organization is not represented on the 
advisory council.

Mr. Jodoin: At this moment, you are right.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): On that point—and I do not want to 

press you on it—but what you have just said has answered my question. I think, 
Mr. Jodoin, Mr. Browne and Mr. Maclnnis have said something which you 
might want to consider: because, we are faced with the task of putting all 
these thoughts together some time when this committee does decide to rise. 
For example, the Canadian Chamber of Commerce has, I think, given us a 
little bit more concrete direction. It was along the line to which you have 
just alluded. It may be easier for them to come to conclusions than for you 
in the congress, for logical and legitimate reasons.

They say in their summary that they favour certain portions of the bill 
such as raising the ceiling, while they oppose certain provisions of the mill; 
and thirdly, that before any increase of rates is contemplated, they suggest this 
inquiry. We know exactly yes or no where they fit. They want an inquiry. So 
We do have the benefit of their exact recommendation. I suggest that the more 
definite we could be as far as you people go, the better it would be for us.

Mr. Jodoin: As you know, we were opposed to a royal commission on this 
situation, but we certainly feel it should be brought before the advisory council. 
; think that your remarks were pertinent; but again, on a matter of yes or no, 
t Presume you gentlemen all have policies and principles. I am sure of that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Some members have.
Mr. Jodoin: I am saying so; and whether individuals agree with it or not, 

that is, with the same principles and policies, as you know, our own movement, 
ln my opinion, is being unjustly criticized many times; yet we claim we have 
Principles and policies. It is very hard to answer a question yes or no. We 
Ieel that certain improvements as suggested, as far as this movement is con- 
Cerned—the Canadian Labour Congress—that they would be acceptable. Let 
Us Put it that way. But it needs, in our estimation, certain improvements.

We have made suggestions here of which you are all aware; and of course 
«rough the recommendation of that committee, made unanimous if at all 

Possible, and then subsequently in the House of Commons, if these suggested 
ainendments were accepted, it would be perfect, as far as we are concerned.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : May I resume my questioning now, Mr. 
Chairman?

The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : There is one aspect of this matter which I think 

e ought to consider pretty carefully. It is one of the first points that has 
risen in connection with parliament’s study of this bill.

You have taken the position as president of the congress that the gov
ernment did not, in accordance with section 3 of the Unemployment Insurance 

ct, consult you and other labour organizations with regard to the person to be 
Ppointed to fill Mr. Tallon’s position. You have taken the position that there 
as not consultation with labour organizations. Would you mind expanding 
at Point, which gives the greatest concern to us?

, Mr. Grafftey: Mr. Chairman where is that to be found in the brief of 
ne congress?
j Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, it is not in the brief at all. This 

a matter which is vital. Here we have members of the C.L.C., the largest 
Pour organization in Canada. They contend that their representative on the 

co empl°yment insurance commission was appointed by the government, without 
nsultation with this particular organization or with other labour organizations. 

Yhe Chairman: Mr. Martin!
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): This matter was discussed in the house.
The Chairman: I rule this to be completely out of order because it is not 

pertinent to the discussion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): This is one of the issues before this committee, 

yet you say it is not pertinent. This matter was discussed in the house; it 
was not ruled out by Mr. Speaker; it had to do with this bill, and it relates 
to this committee.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kin g sway): Not necessarily.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This matter was raised in the House of Commons 

by myself. We discussed it with the Minister of Labour and it was not ruled 
out of order by Mr. Speaker. You are telling me now, when we have the 
president of the largest labour organization in Canada before us, that we 
cannot question him on his allegations, which some of us in the House of Com
mons have supported, that the act has not been complied with in regard to 
the filling of the vacancy, by consultation with labour.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Where is the reference to this to be found 
in the brief?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It does not have to be in the brief.
The Chairman: I have ruled that it is not pertinent and germane to the 

bill. Please sit down, Mr. Caron, until I finish my ruling.
There will be none of these interruptions. I rule that the matter which 

Mr. Martin has introduced is not germane or pertinent to bill C-43, and I rule 
it out of order.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I challenge your ruling.
The Chairman: I rule that the matter which Mr. Martin has introduced is 

not germane or pertinent to Bill C-43 and, therefore, I rule it out of order.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I challenge your ruling, Mr. Chairman, I move 

that we in this committee be allowed to ask the president of the Canadian 
Labour Congress why he complained about the fact that the Minister of Laboui 
had not consulted his organization and other labour organizations with regal 
to the third member of the unemployment insurance commission. I move 
accordingly.

Mr. Caron: I second the motion.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Mr. Chairman, we had better get that down 

exactly; we have had experience with Mr. Martin before.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What do you mean by that statement?
Mr. MacInnis: I would like to put a question to Mr. Martin.
The Chairman: There is a motion before the chair.
Mr. MacInnis: On the motion, Mr. Chairman, this is a matter that has 

come before this committee every day this committee has met.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Just a minute, Mr. MacInnis; there is a moti011 

before us now.
Mr. Caron: We will have no interjections while the motion is before the 

committee.
Mr. MacInnis: It seems to me that those on this end use this chainm311 

and those at that end use that chairman. ,
The Chairman: Will you proceed to write your motion, Mr. Martin, a° 

get your motion before the committee. ^
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Will you proceed to your own business an 

do not try to run mine.
The Chairman: I am running this meeting, Mr. Martin, and you are takih 

instructions from the chair.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are not running it; you are dominating the 
meeting.

The Chairman: Let us have the motion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would like to deal with Mr. Bell’s statement 

first, Mr. Chairman. I know we have had heated words.
The Chairman: I have asked you to place the motion; please place the 

motion. This is the chair up here; recognize it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I want to make a comment.
The Chairman: Let me have the motion; I am taking the motion and no 

more.
Mr. Caron: Are you the chairman, or the boss?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I was going to make a suggestion before I 

made the motion.
The Chairman: Let us have the motion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I will put the motion when I think I should 

put it, and I so move that the committee be allowed to ask the president of 
the Canadian Labour Congress to explain his allegations as to why the Min
ister of Labour in his judgment failed to comply with the Unemployment 
Insurance Act by not consulting a representative of his organization with 
regard to the vacancy on the unemployment insurance commission.
Note: The official motion as written out by Mr. Martin and handed to the 

chair is in the following words:
That this committee be allowed to ask the president of the Cana

dian Labour Congress to explain his assertion that the Minister of 
Labour had not complied with the Unemployment Insurance Act in 
that he had not consulted labour, as requested by the act, in the appoint
ment of a member of the unemployment insurance commission.

Mr. MacInnis: On a point of privilege, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Browne and 
myself put a question to Mr. Jodoin and naturally Mr. Jodoin says this is 
something he has to study before he gives a yes or no answer, and then he 
made a reference to principles. We all have our principles. Mr. Martin has 
charged that some of us in this committee have no principles. I would ask 
Ntr. Martin to designate those who do not have principles, and I would like 
to know if I am included in that group who do not have principles.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, you would not let me speak 
a moment ago.

The Chairman: He was speaking to a point of privilege and I thought 
it was in connection with your motion. I thought he was going to ask whether 
your motion was in order.

Mr. MacInnis: This was a question of privilege.
Mr. Caron: Thus far Mr. Martin has not mentioned anyone. It is not the 

tault of Mr. Martin—
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Are you his counsel?
Mr. MacInnis: I would ask Mr. Martin to exclude me from that remark. 
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I will exclude you.
Mr. Mandziuk: How about me?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And I will exclude you.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): How about Mr. Grafftey.
Mr. MacInnis: In connection with this question of motion, I would like 

0 say that this matter has come before the committee on several occasions, 
ad I have stated the chair should not accept the motion because it is out 

order. It is a motion that cannot be accepted.
21314-0—2
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The Chairman: I will rule the motion out of order.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, we have a right to speak on the motion before 

you decide. These are the rules of the House of Commons and you should 
comply with the rules of the house, the same as the Speaker of the house; 
and as Mr. Jodoin spoke about the advisory committee and said that the 
bill should be sent back to be studied, it has opened a question for this com
mittee which we should pursue. This is the reason why we want to discuss 
the advisory committee and why it is not in a position now to study this 
present bill. I think we have a right to do so.

The Chairman: I have ruled the motion out of order.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We are appealing your ruling.
The Chairman: Will the order of the chair be sustained? I ruled it out 

of order and Mr. Martin has challenged my ruling. Is the ruling of the chair 
to be sustained? All those in favour? Contrary?

Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): Before the motion comes, 
since I am not a qualified and political lawyer—like Mr. Martin, I would like 
a little advice before we vote. I think it is politics that is behind the whole 
deal. So far as I am concerned, I cannot see how that has anything to do 
with the ruling on the amendments to the bill.

The Chairman: I ruled it out on that basis and it has been ruled out. 
There will be no more discussion.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Since we cannot discuss that, may I ask Mr. 
Jodoin if he has taken any steps as president of his organization to have the 
government submit to the unemployment advisory committee the bill that is 
before it at the present time.

Mr. Jodoin: No. We just came before the committee here, Mr. Martin.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I would like to ask Mr. Andras a question. 

As a member of the unemployment insurance advisory committee prior to his 
resignation—

The Chairman: I have ruled that out of order, Mr. Martin. I said that 
anyone who appeared before this committee with a brief would have to decide 
whether he is representing the advisory board or whatever board or organiza
tion he represents. If he is here on behalf of the Canadian Labour Congress 
that is how he will submit his evidence and there will be no questions permitted 
in connection with the advisory committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I might then ask my question of Mr. Jodoin- 
Obviously I am having great difficulty in eliciting the facts, which I believe 
are very important to us and, particularly, when we have the president of the 
largest labour group in Canada, it would be of the greatest interest to all of 
us to have the views of the executive officials of this organization. If this 
information is denied, it would not be for lack of effort on our part.

Mr. Jodoin, it was suggested yesterday, in regard to the advisory com
mittee, that the labour members on that committee could not objectively assess 
the problems that would come before them, and that in making any judgments 
as members of that committee they would only think of labour and not of 
the problem itself in terms of national interest. I do not agree with that 
position and may I ask you as president of the Canadian Labour Congress 
whether you agree with the position taken by one member of the committee 
in connection with that matter.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : Who is the member and what 
is his name?

The Chairman: Would you mind including in that the follow-up which 
Mr. Spencer has made.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): I purposely left his name out of it; I did not 
mention it.

The Chairman: But he added to that because of the difference of opinion 
between those who were on that one with the other, and he did not think 
the people could place any weight upon it.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Jodoin would have to study 
the statement before he could make any comment on it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Any time we put a question which may prove 
embarrassing to hon. members opposite, they find a way of running interference.
I request that that witness be allowed to answer that simple question. I was 
not allowed to ask Mr. Andras. I asked Mr. Jodoin to comment on a statement 
made by a member of this committee yesterday, and I hope there will be no 
running interference from my friends on the other side of the table.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Martin interprets the remarks 
°f one of the members and puts it in the form of a question. Now that 
Mr. Spencer’s name has been brought in, I suggest the opinion of the general 
taxpayers of the country was not brought into that committee.

Mr. MacInnis: I expressed an opinion on that matter yesterday and I 
think Mr. Jodoin will recall what I said. I said when labour chose a representa
tive for the unemployment advisory committee they were there with the 
expressed purpose of acting in the interests of labour; and as a labour man 
Myself, believe if I were to have any part in choosing a man for any advisory 
committee I would choose him with that in mind—that he would act in the 
best interests of labour—and that is recorded in the minutes of yesterday’s 
meeting as well.

Mr. Jodoin: First of all, gentlemen, I might say the advisory council and 
lts structure covers also employers representations, as well as employees. I 
Would agree with the remarks made by Mr. MacInnis by saying initially, of 
course, the labour representation on that council has to look at the interests of 
those; but let us not leave it at that. The labour representation on those 
committees or any committee is taking the interest of the country as a whole. 
We have definitely in mind all classes of our society, noth withstanding the fact 
mat in our democratic way of life some might not think so. But, generally 
sPeaking, we take the interest of the country so far as the composition of the 
advisory council, and thus various elements are represented there.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : So far as the individual members of the 
advisory committee are concerned, do you think there should be some limit or 
Citation put on each one of them individually expressing themselves about 
detain aspects of legislation and certain matters that come before them?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, this is an improper question.
The Chairman: Would you please confine yourself to your own observa- 

lQns, and not interrupt.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I have a right to object to a question that is out

°rder, and for Mr. Bell to ask that kind of question is certainly out of 
°rder; therefore, I have a right to object to it.

The Chairman: You are not running the meeting.
Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): Who is chairman of the 

opimittee; is it you, or is it Mr. Martin?
The Chairman: Mr. Martin is finding out who is the chairman.
Mr.- Caron: We just have a boss over there, 

j , Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria): I have been associated with.
°Ur for many years; it is hard to sit back and listen to this.
213H-0—2J
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Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : Mr. Chairman, we are not going 
to accomplish anything if we keep up this constant bickering back and forth. 
Let us have a degree of cooperation between all members of the committee: 
Let us get to the questioning of Mr. Jodoin and Mr. Andras and try and get 
them out of here before the house sits this morning.

Mr. MacInnis: With regard to the observation of Mr. Jodoin that these 
representatives of labour are acting in the best interests of labour, I also had 
on record the rest of his statement, that the representatives of labour were also 
responsible citizens who would act in the best interests of the counry as a 
whole, exactly as Mr. Jodoin has said.

Mr. Caron: I think what Mr. MacInnis just said is what he said yesterday. 
We were speaking of the other thing. Would I be permitted to ask if the 
Canadian Labour Congress would agree with what Mr. MacInnis said yester
day, that those who have resigned—I have not the exact words—have rendered 
a service to the country?

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I would like to correct that. What I did 
say was, the representatives of labour who resigned did a disservice—not 
“a service”—to organized labour.

Mr. Caron: Do you think that is right, Mr. Jodoin?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : In view of that statement, and in view of the 

fact that we have one of the members of the advisory committee here who 
represented the congress, I think he should be allowed to comment on that.

Mr. Jodoin: Mr. Andras represents the Canadian Labour Congress here 
as well as I do. As far as the comments made yesterday are concerned, whether 
it was a disservice or a service, eventually—I would say—the future will 
tell. Again, it is a matter of principle. And that subsequently brings a question 
of procedure to light.

I am sure these gentlemen, in their action—in their minds, certainly—-did 
not do any disservice; let us put it that way. As far as the congress itself at the 
moment is concerned, the matter will be discussed by the competent author
ities of the congress, as well as taken under advice. We do not have a one-man 
team in the Canadian Labour Congress; it is a democratic organization, guided 
by delegates and conventions representing our affiliates, and governed in the 
interim period by a governing council; and this matter will certainly be taken 
up in due time.

Mr. MacInnis: I do not want any doubt as to whether I said “service 
or disservice”: I said “disservice”. Having in mind that the Canadian Labour 
Congress will in the future want representation on this advisory committeej 
I cannot understand the attitude of the two men who resigned, knowing that 
the congress will want to have other representatives—or, at least, representa
tion—at a later date.

Mr. Jodoin: I have no wish to enter a discussion on this matter; bu ^
want to have a thorough discussion, I am ready. I might not be a e, u t jS
certainly ready to discuss it. But we have to discuss the whole ma ei ^ gS 
considered as a definite position of our congress. I am ready to discu cer- 
a whole. I may not be able—I am underlining that, Mr. Chairman u 
tainly am ready.

Whether I am in agreement with the committee, or not, is somethm^.^ 
but if the hon. member wishes to discuss the merits of the w o e - vjsablc- 
we will have to opdn up the whole matter, and I do not think ta is a 0f

Mr. MacInnis: There is no doubt about it, Mr. Jodoin; we are alnot 
order. I just want to make clear what I said, because Mr. Caron 
quite sure whether I said “service” or “disservice”.
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Mr. Caron: I accept that you said “disservice” instead of “service”, because 
I just took a note here and I was not very sure what it was. But now the 
matter is open: if Mr. Jodoin wants to discuss the whole matter, we would 
agree with this.

The Chairman: The only reason this discussion was allowed was because 
it came out of the minutes of yesterday. Some observations had been made and 
got into the discussion today. So it is ended now.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to ask a question of Mr. 
Andras, referring to last Friday’s questioning. You said this—in reply to a 
question from, I think, Mr. MacLean—with respect to the 1950 changes that 
were made, when supplementary benefits were first brought in and when there 
was, I think, a 15 per cent increase at that time. I have already read your 
answers into the record; but you, briefly, were recalling those events.

I think you said that you did not have an opportunity to make representa
tions before these amendments were made in the act, and it was rushed through 
the house. Do you recall that?

Mr. Andras (Directory of Legislation, Canadian Labour Congress): That 
was my impression, yes.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I want to ask you this: do you know who 
the acting Minister of Labour was at that time, who piloted this legislation 
through the house?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The member for Essex East.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Pardon?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think I was, at that time.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I just want to get that on the record again, 

because Mr. Martin was not here last Friday. I appreciate he was unavoidably 
absent.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Last Friday? If you will look up the record, you 
w’ll see I was here.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : When Mr. Andras was being questioned.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I may have been out getting more ammunition.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): At that time, Mr. Andras, would 

y°u say that there was—
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Just to make certain the reporter got that, 

f-b'- Martin was the acting Minister of Labour at the time this bill was rushed 
brough the house and when the Canadian Labour Congress was not given an 

°Pportunity to make any representations with respect to same.
Mr. Andras: Mr. Bell, I did not recall that. You tell me now, and of course, 

you say so, it must be so.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Not necessarily.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Martin has told you, so it must be so.

. Mr. Andras: The fact of the matter is, from an institutional point of view 
at would have been immaterial to me. The bill was submitted to the gov- 

J-Pnrent of the day, and it was put through the house. Whether it was one 
’Pister or another, it was of no consequence to me, with much respect to Mr. 
Prtin. The fact of the matter was, an amendment was put through the house, 

^Pd the only matter I recall at the time was that it went through with great

I would say this, with all fairness—there was some reference to objectivity 
lqcW m°ments ago—the amendment was put through, if I recall, in February, 
, . , and the purpose, ostensibly, was to provide those seasonal benefits. Our 
Action, I have stated already, in retrospect. We had two objections, actually:
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one was the haste with which it was put through, so that we had not oppor
tunity for these representations; and, as I recall it, our other objection was that 
other amendments were made, not associated with supplementary benefits, to 
which we did take exception, and we later published our views.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : After the—
Mr. Andras: It was post hoc. yes; it was after the event.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would like to save a lot of trouble, Mr. Bell. 

When I was acting Minister of Labour I made many mistakes; but I never 
made the mistake of imposing on the workers of this country—or the employees 
of this country—a burden which was not fair, such as is embodied in the bill 
now before this committee.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): That is a matter of opinion, again.
Mr. Caron: Some members of the committee—
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): But I would have thought that a great 

statesman and great politician like Mr. Martin—and some others who are 
upheld—would have found some way of giving the Canadian Labour Congress 
time to make representations, and I think that, if he did not do that, he is 
precluded from making any helpful statements at this time about it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You and I are agreed on one thing.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, they have pursued this question to prove that 

the liberal party did not give a chance to the labour congress to place their 
point of view in front of the house, or the committee, in 1950. The only thing 
I have to say about that is this: if the opposition at the time—whose numbers 
were greater than ours—had been as quick on their feet as we have been, 
they would have had a chance.

Mr. MacInnis: Is that a question?
Mr. Caron: No; that is a statement, answering Mr. Bell.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : The opposition was the same size, as far 

as quantity is concerned, but quality is another thing.
Mr. Caron: But not so fast on their feet, because there was no opP°r' 

tunity—
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Closure; shame!
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Jodoin, have you had an opportunity 0 

seeing the report of the unemployment insurance advisory committee that has 
been tabled in parliament?

Mr. Jodoin: There were one or more reports, I understand.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): There were two. I am referring to the °ne 

that was tabled on August 19.
Mr. Jodoin: Personally, sir, I would not have. It must have come to the 

then members of the advisory committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I have a report before me, Mr. Jodoin, an 

on page 3, at the bottom of this report, the following appears: —
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): What report is that? ^
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This is the report of the unemploymen_ 

insurance advisory committee that Mr. Starr produced, after persistent question 
ing by members of the opposition in the House of Commons.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Where did you get your copy?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): It was tabled in the House of Commons.
Mr. Bell (St. John-Albert): Is your copy from the distribution office-
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No; I got the table from the House of Cornm01^ 

and I made a copy of it, as every diligent member of this committee, I presum 
has done.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : But why make one copy: could you not 
have made a copy for all of us, as you have done with other reports?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I will be very happy to do that; but I hope 
you will allow me to continue this line of questioning now. Mr. Jodoin, the 
following appears:

Messrs. Burt and Andras—

That is Mr. George Burt, a member of the United Automobile Workers 
and a citizen of Windsor.

Mr. MacInnis: Where is Mr. Burt from?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : From Windsor, Ontario; and Mr. Andras is 

the gentleman sitting on Mr. Jodoin’s right:
Messrs. Burt and Andras sent an identical telegram, which is quoted: 

“re proposed report dated August 20 of unemployment insurance advisory 
committee regret do not find it possible to attach signature stop feel 
it should be reconvened to review benefit formula proposal of July 24 
possibly in October with view to modification or in light of further study 
by actuary stop feel also committee should withhold comments until 
minister has notified it of intentions regarding recommendations con
tained in our report dated July eighteenth.

Then it goes on to say:
Mr. Marchand’s wire was to the same effect.

Mr. Jodoin, may I ask you whether or not you are aware if there was a 
further study given to the advisory committee by the actuary, by the repre
sentatives of labour?

Mr. Jodoin: I will ask the then member of the advisory council whether 
there was or not.

The Chairman: No, Mr. Andras cannot answer for the advisory committee.
Mr. Jodoin: No.
The Chairman: But you can answer for him, if he gives it to you.
Mr. Jodoin: Following that procedure—which I believe is the right one, 

because of the decision—I would say that I am informed there was no addi
tional meeting.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Can you say whether the Minister of Labour, 
ln accordance with this request of the labour representatives, notified the 
advisory committee—or the labour representatives—of the intentions with 
regard to the unanimous report made by the advisory committee on July 18, 
1958?

Mr. Jodoin: I am informed that we have no knowledge of such advice.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Can you say whether or not at any time since 

fugust 19 any of the labour representatives on the advisory committee were 
ln any way advised by the administration of the provisions now contained in 
the bill before this committee?

Mr. Jodoin: Not as the advisory committee, I am informed.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Not as the advisory committee. Can you say 

Whether or not the government, at any time, agreed or indicated its opinion 
Wlth regard to the unanimous recommendation made by the unemployment 
advisory committee to the effect that the contributions made by the govern- 
Itlenl of Canada should be one-half of the total contributions made by the 
rePresentatives of the workers and of the employers?

Mr. Jodoin: No, there was no such indication, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Thank you, Mr. Jodoin.
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Mr. Mandziuk: May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? Have governments, 
in the past, always accepted recommendations of the advisory committee?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): No, they are not required to by 
statute.

Mr. Jodoin: They are not bound to; it is advisory.
Mr. Mandziuk: There is nothing in the Unemployment Insurance Act 

which binds the government?
Mr. Jodoin: I would say, as in any legislation, the House of Commons is 

the sovereign body.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Regarding this meeting of August 26, 

about which questions have been asked regarding the report, was this meeting 
not called merely to discuss the new benefit formula? The formula was dis
carded on the actuary’s recommendation as being too expensive ; this meeting 
of a particular nature, is now obsolete and irrelevant.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What has that got to do with it?
Mr. Jodoin: The committee, I presume, like any other committee, sir, has 

discussed many points a number of times, and matters that were submitted to 
the committee for advice.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I wanted to make it clear, Mr. Jodoin, there 
was not anything of extreme importance in this particular report.

Mr. Jodoin: I think personally, sir, it is agreed, in my estimation, any 
matters submitted to the advisory committee are always important.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Bell says there was nothing important in 
the report. Do you know of anything more important than a recommendation 
that has to do with rates of contribution? Mr. Bell, apparently, is not aware 
that in July, not only the labour representatives and not only the employers’ 
representatives, but all of the members of the committee, including the neutral 
chairman, Mr. MacNamara, were unanimous in their view, when they stated 
that:

The committee respectfully recommends that the division of respon
sibility for revenue to the fund as between employers, employees and 
government be adjusted so that the contribution from each be made equal; 
in other words, that the contribution from the government be made equal 
to one-half that of the combined contribution from employers and 
employees.

Now, that unanimous recommendation, Mr. Bell, was further considered in 
August. They asked the government for its reaction, and to this day they have 
had no reaction from the minister, except to be confronted with this bill which 
is now before us. When you say that second meeting had no importance, I am 
sure it is only because you failed to recognize that this unanimous recommenda
tion was further reported on in the meeting held on August 19, the minutes 
for which have been denied us.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : In reply to Mr. Martin’s lengthy statement 
I now have a copy of this report, and I merely want to call the committee s 
attention to the fact there is a particular paragraph, on page 2, which says:

We respectfully suggest that the actuary’s report . . . will convince 
you, as it has the committee, that it would be inadvisable to adopt the 
new formula without a great deal more investigation.

I simpl> say, not that the recommendations were not important, but they 
are actually irrelevant and obsolete so far as the situation is concerned noW-
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : How unfair that is! Just look at page 2; look at 
the first complete paragraph, where it says:

The committee respectfully recommends that the division of respon
sibility for revenue to the fund as between employers, employees and 
government be adjusted so that the contribution from each be made 
equal. . . .

In other words, that the contribution from government be made equal to 
one-half that of the combined contribution of employers and employees.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Mr. Chairman, Mr. Martin is trying to 
confuse the issue again, and what he said is previous to the quote I have given 
and is, therefore, invalid.

The Chairman: I would suggest to the members present that this discussion 
between ourselves, as members, can go on when we are discussing the amend
ments to the bill itself. The matter of questioning those who have presented 
the brief should be kept in order, and we should not enter into debate with 
them or among members of the committee.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I would like to ask Mr. Jodoin, if 
he does not feel—when it comes to a matter of principle of this nature, when 
it is suggested the burden of unemployment insurance, to some extent, should 
be taken from the employers and employees, who are direct benefactors of it, 
and shifted to the general taxpayer of Canada—does he not feel the general 
taxpayer of Canada should be rid of it, rather than only the employers and 
the representatives of the employees?

Mr. Jodoin: It is felt on that, first that those who are covered by unemploy
ment insurance are employers and employees, and they are paying for it; 
and the government, we are hoping, eventually will be in on a higher ratio. 
That is the function of the unemployment insurance commission. We feel 
when there is a bad situation of unemployment—suppose that, for the moment, 
and I know nobody here wishes it—that is general. That is why we say that 
as far as the U.I.C. itself is concerned the function it has now and the repre
sentation it has now seems to be adequate.

Then, on top of that, you also realize the impartial chairman represents 
the general public.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I realize that; but nevertheless the 
,und was set upon that basis, and there is quite a matter of principle involved 
m changing it. You also recognize there is another factor this committee has 
0 take into consideration, that there is a third group involved. Any committee, 
efore it makes any recommendations in this direction, has another factor that 
as to be taken into consideration.

, Mr. Jodoin: Yes, I say on that question of yours, sir, it is adequately covered 
y the presence of the neutral chairman.

.. Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): But he is a chairman, and in rela- 
°n to other members representing the other groups, assuming the chairman 
as representing the general taxpayer—which I do not agree. He is, in other 

o^0rds, the chairman and must be impartial, so there is no direct representative 
taxpayer, and there is no one in there working directly on their

Mr. Jodoin: Again, parliament is sovereign on that. I presume, parliament
^Presents—

hlr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Now?
hlr. Jodoin: Yes, parliament represents the general public, and this is an 

isory committee. Certainly—and I do not think there would be oneadv: 
^ember of parliament here who would say the House of Commons does not
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represent the public. They are elected, presumably, and I am sure, by all 
the elements composing the citizenry of Canada, and they are sovereign in this 
matter.

The advisory committee advises, and parliament either accepts it or rejects 
it. That is where public protection is definitely there, in my estimation, sir.

Mr. Caron: Mr. Jodoin, on page 4 of your brief, at the bottom, it states:
We do not take the minister’s statement to be an expression of 

optimism. It seems to us to point to an assumption of continuing high 
unemployment since if high employment such as we knew in the 
immediate post-war years were to be resumed the fund would pre
sumably replenish itself without the need for such a marked increase 
in the contribution rate or any increase at all.

And a little further down it states:
. . . then even these increases in contributions are not likely to be 
adequate.

Do you imply by this that the government should replenish the fund by 
taking it from the consolidated revenue?

Mr. Jodoin: No. I have another answer to that one, Mr. Caron. I believe 
it would be filled by full employment.

Mr. Caron: Well, we all believe that.
Mr. Jodoin: That is our answer, sir, and that is the way in our estimation, 

it should be done, through the medium of consultation and otherwise, to try 
to find ways and means—as we all wish, I am sure—to have full employment 
in Canada, and thus enlarge the U.I.C. fund.

Mr. Caron: Everybody would like to see that.
Mr. Jodoin: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Even if we accept the fact it looks bad for next winter and, 

maybe, a couple of winters—that fund will not be sufficient, as you seem to 
state there, and even the increase will not be sufficient as far as you state there •

Mr. Jodoin: If it were to happen that a large measure of unemployment 
would continue—which, again I underline, nobody here wishes—but if such a 
situation happened, it should go on our welfare program, and out of the 
consolidated fund.

Mr. Caron: On page 5, dealing with the same idea, you state, as the lat® 
Mr. Gordon Graydon said in 1950, on page 214 of Hansard in the debate on 
the amendments to the Unemployment Insurance Act:

It seems to me we have reached the limit of absurdity when 
ask the workers of this country to put up more money to solve the 
unemployment situation. It is the government’s job, not the workers •

You claim this same situation this year?
Mr. Jodoin: I would go even further than the late Mr. Gordon Grayd01^ 

I would say it is certainly a government duty, and I think, on top of that, 1 
may be solved by mutual consultation of the industrialists and employers in 
tri-partite form, with representation of labour, of course, to see in what vray 
we can cope with those situations.

Of course, any governments responsible, be it federal, provincial or in tk® 
municipal field—and I know you as the hon. member from Hull have ha 
experience in the municipal field—are all concerned in this matter, and tha 
is my answer to you.

Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre): On this same point, do yon n° 
feel this fund has to be run on a solid actuarial basis?

Mr. Jodoin: Yes.
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Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Do you not think it would be in 
keeping with that basic premise, for the government to accept the recommen
dations of the actuary with regard to replenishing the fund?

Mr. Jodoin: Yes and No. Again, it would very much depend on the 
economic situation of Canada at the time.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Quite right.
Mr. Jodoin: I am sure you will agree with me on that; and I am told the 

actuary did recommend replenishment, but he did not say how.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): But I am talking about the 

method of computation with regard to the actuary’s advice. You cannot take 
any one definite third party and say: “We will do this for now”.

Mr. Jodoin: That is based on an assumption.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Chairman, may I ask another question?
There appears on page 6, at the bottom of the page, the last paragraph:

There is, however, another and important principle involved which 
we think needs to be re-examined, namely, the ratio of benefits to 
earnings.

Would you comment on that?

Mr. Jodoin: Yes. Let us put it this way, Mr. Caron, there are various 
brackets of salaries in Canada today.

We feel, exactly as we say here, that the ratio of benefits to earnings should 
be upped. Because, sometimes, it happens that unemployment happens very 
Unexpectedly, and I would use, as a main argument or a main point, the 
assertion that a lot of the individuals concerned or affected have commitments 
at a certain standard, in proportion to the earnings they have while they 
are working, whether it be making payments on a home, for instance, or—and 
I do not know whether we should use the term “Frigidaire”, but it is all union
ized, so I can put in a little propaganda at the same time—matters of that sort.

Especially if that period of unemployment is to be elongated for one 
reason or another, and they are out of employment for a long time, they are 
really stuck. The ratio should be more in proportion to their earnings than 
it is at the present time. That is, in our estimation, the point we are trying 
to make here.

Mr. Caron: Have you ever submitted to the government your views of 
the matter before today?

Mr. Jodoin: In an annual memorandum to the competent authorities 
every year, as you know, we make our official representations to the govern
ment of the day; and we said that in our memorandum.

Mr. Caron: You submitted that there should be a new scale?
Mr. Jodoin: No, we have not exactly submitted a new scale, but we indi

cted the principle involved; and, of course, if it were opened for discussion 
0r consultation, we would probably submit a ratio to our research department.

Mr. Caron: It has not been done?
Mr. Jodoin: That is right, it has not been done.
Mr. MacInnis: I wish to thank Mr. Jodoin for his last remark when he 

Cid he made his annual representation to the competent authorities. I thank 
him.

Mr. Jodoin: Of course the competent authorities would be those who hap
pened to be there at the moment, whatever the denomination, the federal, 
Provincial or municipal fields.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): If there are no other questions, I think 
'Ve should go on.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : How do you know there are no other ques
tions, Mr. Bell?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : There was a pause.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes, but surely people can stop to think.
The Chairman: Please carry on Mr. Caron.
Mr. Caron: Do you believe there should be two different funds, even if 

they are administered by the same commission, to cover temporary unem
ployment and seasonal unemployment ?

Mr. Jodoin: Seasonal benefits, according to what we have indicated 
before, should come out of the consolidated revenue fund.

Mr. Caron: You say you think seasonal benefits should come out of the 
consolidated revenue fund of Canada?

Mr. Jodoin: That is right.
Mr. Caron: And how do you believe it should be administered?
Mr. Jodoin: There is nothing wrong, in our estimation, with the compe

tent services of the Unemployment Insurance Commission and its structure 
as well as its administrative organizations. We feel they could cope with the 
situation.

Mr. Caron: Thank you.
Mr. Peters: Has the congress given any consideration to the acceptable 

amount of money that is available in the unemployment insurance fund, per 
person, insured? We know it used to be close to—

Mr. Jodoin: It varies; it would need a very special study.
Mr. Peters: It is much less than $200 per person now.
Mr. Jodoin: Yes, but there are more people covered.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think it is around $177 per person now. 1 

think Mr. Andras would agree that it is very dangerous for us.
Mr. Andras: The question of the per capita amount of the fund will vary 

with the size of the insured population. There is another factor to be borne 
in mind. If we were to include, let us say, the civil service of Canada, with 
some 140,000—I do not remember the exact figure—permanent employees, 
the available per capita amount would drop. It seems to me that the value, 
the safety, or the security of the fund, would be enhanced. So making it a 
figure in absolute terms is not, in itself, especially significant.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Does your statement mean that you would 
regard the present level of employment at 496 million as satisfactory?

Mr. Andras : I would not offer a statement on any figure as being satis
factory, but I would say this:—and I do not answer with a simple yes or no—' 
but I would say that the nature or safety of the fund is dependent on variables- 
Those variables are essentially the economic situation in the country and 1 b 
economic prospects.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You are quite right.
Mr. Grafftey: A lot of associations in the past making representations 

before this committee have stressed the desirability of putting part of the 
fund, at least, on what they term a sound actuarial basis. My question is- 
how can a fund ever be put on a sound actuarial basis, when the govern
ment itself is paying for the administrative costs of that fund?

Mr. Andras: Actuarial calculations are made on the estimation that the 
revenues of the fund are to be derived from certain sources, exclusive 0 
administrative costs. If you were to load the fund with administrative costs, 
the actuary would have to make a different kind of computation. I do no 
think there is anything more to it than that.
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Mr. MacInnis: The administration would necessarily have to be charged?
Mr. Peters: Can it be made on an actuarial basis, if we are going to 

take into consideration the economic situation, the recession or whatever we 
want to call it? There could be no real actuarial soundness in a plan which 
is not going to take into consideration factors which are not controlled by 
the insured.

Mr. Andras: I have a great deal of respect for our actuary. The fact of 
the matter is that he has stated in evidence that it is very difficult to make 
the precise actuarial calculations that are possible in other forms of insurance, 
because it is based on an estimation or a forecast of unemployment and so on.

Mr. Peters: Would you not agree that it is going to be necessary for the 
treasury to put in continuing contributions which will take into consideration 
what is decided actuarialy, and what is the normal risk of unemployment ? 
In other words, the national economic picture is going to reflect the risk, and 
there must be a point where instead of 200,000 unemployed being regarded as 
normal seasonal unemployment, the figure will increase to 500,000, and this 
in turn will be considered as normal.

Mr. Andras: The thing is that the actuary makes his calculations on the 
basis of a projection of what he thinks unemployment is likely to be in a 
given period. If he considers it to be high, his recommendation will be of 
one kind, and if he thinks it is going to be low, it will be of another 
kind. The point is this,—and this is the fact we are trying to stress,— 
that an act like ours is not intended to cope with cyclical unemployment, that 
is to say, large scale unemployment such as we had in the ‘thirties, or even 
more recently.

Mr. Peters: Is it not true that you would say the contributions we are 
now being asked to make are compensating for this particular situation?

Mr. Andras: We think that the 30 per cent average increase is being 
imposed because our act is being excessively burdened with payments for 
very lengthy seasonal benefits, and by an actuarial estimation of fairly serious 
unemployment.

Mr. Grafftey: Before the meeting draws to a close, may I make a brief 
correction in the record. On page 105 of the testimony at the top of the page, 
m reference to the national employment service, I say:

In the view of many members until recently, that was one section 
of the U.I.C. which was not stressed enough. I suggest it is stressed too 
much.

I would like to replace that by saying that:
I suggest it can never be stressed too much.

Mr. Caron: Before we close, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the C.L.C. 
°r giving us a translation of their brief. It has been very useful and we can 

® udy it more easily, those of us who speak French more fluently than we speak 
uglish. Furthermore, while we shall have some more questions to put to 
°u, I think they are not of such importance that we should delay Mr. Jodoin 

aud the others for a further meeting.
The Chairman: Now we have come to the termination of the presentation 

i the brief I would like to thank Mr. Jodoin and his delegation for coming 
efore us and giving us the benefit and advantage of their thinking. I

hot was
Present for the first part of his brief and I regret it very much.
On behalf of the whole committee may I express our sincere thanks.
Mr. Jodoin: In the name of the congress I do not think it is necessary for 

e at this stage to summarize the presentation we have made. In our estima- 
11 it is clear. It may be just a little nebulous to others, but to us it is very
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clear. I wish, through you Mr. Chairman, to express our sincere appreciation 
to all members of the committee for the interest they have shown in what we 
consider to be a most important piece of legislation, as far as Canada is con
cerned, namely, the Unemployment Insurance Act.

I wish to stress that appreciation.
The Chairman: Now, gentlemen, before we adjourn, we have received all 

the requests to present briefs. The others have declined, or signified their 
intention that they will add nothing more to what has been contained in the 
briefs. I think we have arrived at a point in this committee when we can set 
aside next Tuesday to commence with the bill and go into the different clauses 
thereof. Does that meet with your approval?

Agreed.
Mr. Peters: Could we ask the committee to have copies made available 

of the various reports which have been used, the advisory committee reports, 
and also the minutes that have been used?

The Chairman: What is that?
Mr. Peters: I mean the reports that have been tabled and the minutes 

that were tabled.
The Chairman: Yes; we shall try to have them put in our minutes of pro

ceedings. I shall endeavour, if possible, to get those for you, Mr. Peters.
Mr. Caron: He is speaking of the reports which have been tabled.
Mr. MacInnis: He is speaking of the reports which Mr. Martin made avail

able for himself. I would like to have them made available to each member 
of the committee.

The Chairman: Do you mean to have them incorporated in our minutes of 
proceedings?

Mr. MacInnis: No. I mean make them available to the committee.
The Chairman : All right, I will take it up with the minister to see if it is 

possible to get them.
The committee is now adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Tuesday, June 2, 1959.
(10)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.30 a.m. this 
day. The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Allmark, Beech, Bell (Saint John-Albert), 
Benidickson, Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, Lahaye, Mac- 
Innis, MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), Martin (Essex East), McDonald 
(Hamilton South), Mitchell, Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria), McMillan, 
Noble, Ricard, Simpson, Skoreyko, Small, Smith (Winnipeg North), and 
Spencer—(23).

In attendance: Honourable Michael Starr, Minister of Labour; From the 
Unemployment Insurance Commissioti: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, Chief Commis
sioner; James McGregor, Director, Insurance Branch, and C. Dubuc, Director, 
Legal Branch.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super- 
lritendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Chairman read a list of the organizations that appeared before the 
Committee and mentioned those who declined to appear.

The Chairman then read a telegram from the Canadian Metal Mining 
Association; a letter from the Ontario Mining Association, and a letter and 
brief from the Canadian Life Insurance Officers Association expressing their 
views on Bill C-43.

On Clause 1, the Minister of Labour advised that officials of the Un
employment Insurance Commission would supply explanatory notes on var- 
lQus clauses.

The Minister and Mr. McGregor were questioned.
Clauses 1 and 2 were severally considered and adopted.

On Clause 3, Mr. McGregor read an explanatory note, copies of which 
Were distributed to the members of the Committee, and was questioned to
gether with Mr. Starr.

After discussion, the Committee decided not to meet again this day at 
*'°° o’clock p.m.
g At 11.00 a.m., questioning continuing, the Committee adjourned until 

0 a.m. Wednesday, June 3.
M. Slack,

Clerk of the Committee.
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Tuesday, June 2, 1959.

9.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum so we shall proceed. On 
Friday we completed the briefs of those organizations who wanted to appear 
before us. I think we are ready now to proceed with the bill.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, before we proceed with the 
bill may we discuss the business of the committee? You say that we have 
finished all the briefs. I am not aware that we have ever been told who 
have asked to come before this committee. We have had the Canadian Con
gress of Labour, the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association, the Board of Trade 
of Toronto, and La Confederation des Travailleurs Catholiques du Canada. 
What other bodies have asked to come before us? I am sorry, there was also 
the Canadian Construction Association.

The Chairman: The organizations which have appeared are the Cana
dian Labour Congress, the Canadian and Catholic Confederation of Labour, 
the Canadian Retail Federation, the Canadian Chamber of Commerce, and 
the Canadian Bankers’ Association.

The Halifax Construction Association sent in a letter but did not appear 
before us.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): What is the nature of their letter?
The Chairman: The letter they sent in—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I inquire about this so we may know exactly 

what people have asked us to do.
The Chairman: I am sorry, there was no letter from them. I think it 

was done through word of mouth by the Canadian Construction Association.
Mr. Benidickson: I have received two telegrams from the Canadian Metal 

Mining Association and one from the Ontario Mining Association; have they 
Rot indicated their desire to appear?

The Chairman: No. The Canadian Electrical Manufacturers’ Association 
sent a telegram but did not appear. In connection with the Halifax Con
struction Association I got in touch with the Canadian Construction Associa
tion, with whom they are identified, and asked them about appearing. They 
said they did not think they would, and they have never given any indication 
°f when they were going to appear. We have had the Canadian Manufacturers’ 
Association.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): In connection with the Halifax Construction 
Association, could we not ask them whether they wish to come, in view of 
'■he fact their status is uncertain.

The Chairman: We have not received a letter. They are all entitled to 
aPpear if they wish to come.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Have you invited the Halifax body?
The Chairman: No, but we notified them.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Have they all been notified?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: You did not say anything specific about the mining 

1Rdustry.

237



238 STANDING COMMITTEE

The Chairman: The Canadian Labour Congress, The Canadian and 
Catholic Confederation of Labour, The Canadian Retail Federation, The Cana
dian Chamber of Commerce, The Canadian Bankers’ Association, The Cana
dian Manufacturers’ Association, the Canadian Construction Association, The 
Board of Trade of Metropolitan Toronto appeared before the committee and 
presented their briefs; the Canadian Pulp and Paper Association, Simpsons- 
Sears, the T. Eaton Company and the International Railway brotherhoods 
declined. We received a telegram from the Canadian Electrical Manufacturers’ 
Association, which stated their views.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What are their views? We have not heard 
their views.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): We all received a telegram.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I have not seen it.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): It was mailed to everyone.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Perhaps the chairman would put it on the 

record.
The Chairman: The Canadian Metal Mining Association telegram is from 

V. C. Wansbrough and it reads as follows:
Re bill C-43 an act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act the 

following wire representing the views of this association has been sent 
to the Prime Minister and the Minister of Labour. Quote mining 
industry considerably disturbed at term of bill C-43 to amend Unem
ployment Insurance Act. While recognizing need for putting fund on 
sound actuarial basis the increase proposed in contributions of employers 
and employees amounts in all to substantial addition to operating costs. 
While every effort should be made to alleviate unemployment present 
arrangements tend to encourage periodic voluntary withdrawal from 
work. This tendency might well be increased by extension of benefit 
period from 26 to 52 weeks. Also it is our opinion that distinction 
should be made between plans for seasonal industries and industrial 
and mining employers who offer all-year-round employment. Strongly 
urge consideration be given to amendments along lines above proposed 
unquote.

Mr. Benidickson: That is the one to which I referred. There was also the 
Ontario Mining Association.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): They sent a letter which said they strongly 
endorsed the recommendations of the Canadian Metal Mining Association set 
out in the telegram.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): That ought to be given to the chairman to 
read, so it will be on the record. I feel all these communications should be 
brought to the attention of the committee.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Apparently it did not come to the 
chairman but was sent to an individual member.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): I believe it was sent to all the members.
The Chairman : We can incorporate it in the evidence. The letter reads 

as follows:

Dear Sir:
We take this opportunity of advising you that Ontario Min|n” 

Association strongly endorses the recommendations made by Canadia11
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Metal Mining Association respecting bill C-43, “An act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act”.

Yours very truly,

(Sgd.) J. Beattie,
Executive Director.

There was a further one which came in this morning. It is the same 
thing and they have their brief attached to it. It is from the Canadian Life 
Insurance Officers Association.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is an important one.
The Chairman: The letter reads as follows:

Dear Mr. Small:
Re: C-43, an act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act. 
Enclosed herewith are sixty copies of a memorandum to your 

Committee on Industrial Relations in which this association urges that 
now is an appropriate time to remedy departures of the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act from sound insurance principles.

It is hoped that this material will reach you in time for your 
committee to consider the views expressed herein during the course 
of its deliberations.

Yours sincerely,

(Sgd.) A. Ross Poyntz,
President.

Mr. Martin (Essea; East)-. Is that a brief attached to it?
The Chairman: There is a brief attached to it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is it very long?
The Chairman: Two pages.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Why not read the brief so we will have it on 

the record?
The Chairman : I will do that. It reads as follows:

Memorandum

To: The members of the Standing Committee on Industrial Relations 
of the House of Commons

From: The Canadian Life Insurance Officers Association
Re: Bill C-43, an act to amend the Unemployment Insurance Act

1. This memorandum is submitted by the Canadian Life Insurance 
Officers Association on behalf of its eighty-seven member life insur
ance companies. These companies represent upwards of 95 per cent 
of all the life insurance transacted in Canada.

2. In view of the serious reduction in the unemployment insurance 
fund during the last two years, the association wishes to direct atten
tion to the two major areas where the act has gradually departed 
from sound insurance principles.

3. The first of these areas is the introduction, and gradual expan
sion, of seasonal benefits. Many Canadians are employed in industries 
that operate on a seasonal basis and to pay the benefits of the act to 
them during their off-season is, in effect, providing “welfare” benefits
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rather than unemployment insurance benefits. Paying benefits where 
abnormally heavy claims are certain to occur each year for specified 
classes of risks is as foreign to insurance principles as trying to insure 
houses which, it is known, will burn down during the period of the 
insurance.

When winter seasonal benefits were first introduced—then known 
as “supplementary” benefits—special provision was made for them by 
charging an additional contribution. Separate accounts were kept 
and it was provided that if “supplementary” benefits exceeded the 
additional contributions, the excess claim payments became a charge 
on the consolidated revenue fund—not on the unemployment insurance 
fund. Some such device, the association submits, should be re-intro
duced to protect the unemployment insurance fund.

4. The second area relates to abuses that have grown up over the 
years in the payment of benefits to retired persons and to newly- 
married women who in many cases have, in effect, withdrawn from 
the labour market and who are not genuinely available for or seeking 
employment. Any plan that, directly or indirectly, permits insured 
persons under such circumstances to draw benefits at the expense 
of the fund runs counter to all sound and accepted insurance principles 
and inevitably tends to breed disrespect for the act itself.

5. Now that steps are being taken to build up the fund, the 
association urges that this is the appropriate time to return to sound 
insurance principles.

June 1, 1959.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Are there any other briefs?
The Chairman: That is all.
Mr. Caron: Would we be able to obtain copies of these briefs?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Caron: And there are no other briefs?
The Chairman: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are the railway brotherhoods not coming?
The Chairman: They are not coming.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Bell indicated the other day that they 

were coming, but you say now they are not coming.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): To be exact, Mr. Chairman, I think, when 

I was acting chairman on Friday in Mr. Small’s absence, I stated that 
had sent telegrams out to them.

The Chairman: They declined. They sent word they did not wish t0 
appear.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have received a wire from the U.A.W., th® 
United Automobile Workers, who are preparing representations. Have 7° 
received anything official from them yet?

The Chairman: No. Gentlemen, I think we can proceed now with the
bill.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I take it with this procedure we will be ahj® 
to consider other matters later. I am very anxious that we should be a 
to question officers of the commission on the various matters which ha 
come up, and I am anxious, as I am sure other members of the commit e ^ 
are, Mr. Chairman, to go into the whole question of the Unemploy11161^ 
Insurance Commission’s investments. As you know, there have been sorrl
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losses in the investments, which affect the position of the fund, and because 
the fund has been thus affected it was considered in their interest, I take it, 
to propose an increase in the contributions. However, I take it that it is your 
wish to proceed with the bill this morning, and that questions having to do 
with the loss of investments by the Unemployment Insurance Commission 
may follow later. Is that your wish?

The Chairman: I will not commit myself on that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is not a question of you committing yourself; 

it is a question of ascertaining your wish. The commitment will have to be 
made by the committee, and not by the chairman.

The Chairman: You are asking me the question and I said I did not 
wish to commit myself on the particular question.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What does that mean?
The Chairman: The question you asked—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What precisely does your reply mean?
The Chairman: You said there were certain questions you would like to 

ask in connection with the investments made by the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission and that you would like to have the officers available for ques
tioning in connection with that. The officers have been here ever since the 
committee sat, and any time you want them they are here.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): We have heard the officials on one or 
two occasions and I am sure they will be here again.

The Chairman: In connection with the matter of investments I have not 
any particular opinion at the present time. As long as the committee is sat
isfied that it is necessary and that it pertains to the bill, I think they will 
be asked, but it will have to be shown where their information will be re
quired. When we arrive at that stage we can probably decide on it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is a very fundamental point in this whole 
Picture. I had intended earlier to take this item of business first, but when 
1 came into the room and saw the minister was here, and realizing how busy 
he is, I thought I would not change the program. If it had not been for 
that I was going to ask the governor of the Bank of Canada to come here, 
as well as other members of the investment committee, to explain the heavy 
losses that have taken place in the 1958-59 and in the 1957-58 periods with 
regard to the unemployment insurance fund. As the Minister of Labour is 
here now, I think out of respect for him we should allow him to make 
whatever contribution he has to make. I am now advising, Mr. Chairman, 
that at our next meeting I propose to ask for a very thorough investigation 
°f the whole matter of the commission’s investments.

The Chairman: Clause 1—section 23 of the Unemployment Insurance 
Act is amended—

Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, with the permission of the Chair and the 
Members of the committee might I say that the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission has prepared explanatory notes for all the clauses embodied in 
this bill. Possibly it would help the members of the committee if those ex
planatory notes were now distributed so that all the members of the com
mittee might have an explanation of each section in this bill. If that is agree- 
able, we are prepared to distribute them.

The Chairman: Is that agreed?
Agreed.
Mr. Starr: The explanatory notes commence with clause 3. We do 

P°t have explanatory notes for clauses 1 and 2, and when we come to them 
shall be glad to explain them.
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The Chairman: We are on clause 1 now.
Mr. Caron: May we have the notes distributed before we proceed?
Mr. Starr: Yes, they are being distributed now.
Mr. Caron: Have they been translated into French?
Mr. J. G. Bisson (Chief Commissioner, Unemployment Insurance Com

mission) : No.
Mr. Caron: Would it be possible for us to be provided with a French 

translation for the French-speaking newspapers?
Mr. Starr: Yes, we will get it. We do not have one prepared now, but 

we will make the arrangements.
Mr. Caron: It always has to go through translation before being pub

lished, and therefore they have to publish it the day after.
Mr. Starr: We shall try to get a translation as quickly as possible.
Mr. Caron: Thank you.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are these explanatory notes in regard to cer

tain clauses only?
The Chairman: Clause 3 is the only one we have distributed yet. We 

are now on clause 1.

On clause 1—Repeal:
Mr. Caron: We are deleting sub-paragraph (c) ?
Mr. Starr: That is right.
Mr. Caron: The use of employment service; they will not licence employ

ment services?
Mr. Starr: On the advice of the Department of Justice it became apparent 

that the power conferred under the act upon the commission to regulate, 
prohibit and license private employment agencies could not be validly ex
ercised. It was therefore decided to revoke the provisions of the act deal
ing with private employment agencies, making it clear to all concerned that 
the matter is one of provincial responsibility.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think that was a clear invasion of the 
property and civil rights clauses.

Mr. Caron: These agencies were employed only where they had no em
ployment office?

Mr. Starr: No; as a matter of fact these private employment agencies 
operate in large metropolitan centres where we have many offices, and they 
charge fees for their services?

Mr. Simpson: Do they operate in every province?
Mr. Starr: I think they do. I am not certain, but I believe the majority 

of them are in large metropolitan centres, except I am told for Newfoundland'
Mr. Martin (Essex East): While this is not within the competence 

Canada, there are great abuses arising out of some of these offices abou 
which the minister might say something which would have some effect in 
the country. Some of them are legitimate and some are not.

Mr. Starr: That is quite true. In our opinion there are abuses in th® 
practice and the conducting of the business of these agencies where the. 
charge exorbitant fees from the employees who are seeking work. We en 
deavoured to regulate these agencies but the Department of Justice has tola 
us that we do not have jurisdiction. Consequently I am hoping that tn 
provinces will be able to regulate them now as they exist in each province.

Mr- Martin (Essex East): What about Ontario? Is there not a regu 
muon going on now by the department of labour of Ontario?
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Mr. Starr: I think since we are withdrawing from the field the Ontario 
department of labour will take action of some sort because they are vitally 
interested.

One of the first things which confronted me was representation by the 
province in the matter of regulating these agencies. Now that it has been 
established that it is within the field of provincial jurisdiction, I am sure some 
action will be taken.

Clause 1 agreed to.

On clause 2—
Mr. Starr: Clause 2 is to change the word “remuneration” to “earnings”. 

Earnings is being used throughout the act so in one or two clauses the same 
changes will be made in order to have uniformity.

Mr. Caron: Does that clarify the law?
Mr. Starr: Yes, it is the use of the word “earnings” throughout the whole 

act, rather than the word “remuneration” in some parts and “earnings” in 
others.

Mr. Caron: Remuneration can be looked upon as salary or commission, 
while earnings may have a different connotation. I am just asking the question.

Mr. Starr: I am told that we have the power to define earnings.
Mr. Caron: But we have no power to define remuneration?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We want to have similarity of wording in all 

the sections.
Mr. Starr: That is right.
Clause 2 agreed to.

On clause 3.
Mr. McMillan: Are these explanatory notes with respect to clause 3 going 

to be read to us?
Mr. Starr: We have no explanation for clauses 1, 2, 4 and 8.
Mr. McMillan: We are now on clause 3.
Mr. Starr: That is right, clause 3.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think Mr. McMillan’s point was that we have 

this written explanation concerning clause 3, and it is the first time we have 
seen it. So we suggested that it be read to us in extenso in order to give us a 
chance to understand its meaning.

Mr. Starr: I shall ask Mr. McGregor to read it for you.
Mr. J. McGregor (Director, Insurance Branch, Unemployment Insurance 

Commission) :

AMENDMENTS TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT
WAGE CEILING

(Clause 3 of Bill: Section 27(q) of Act)

The Unemployment Insurance Act excludes from coverage salaried 
eitiployees earning in excess of $4,800 per year. This exception has been 
Retained since the inception of unemployment insurance in Canada, with 
periodical raising of the ceiling amount. When the act came into operation 

1941, the ceiling amount was $2,000 per year, and the present ceiling 
forint of $4,800 per year was set in July, 1950.

e The reasons advanced for this exception arise from the concept that 
Ployees in senior positions of a managerial or executive nature are less
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subject than others to the fluctuations and contractions of industry and to the 
risk of unemployment, and from the fact that the benefit formula does not 
provide insurance protection for earnings in excess of the amount corre
sponding to the top contribution class, which under the amendments in the bill 
will be about $3,600 a year.

There is no ceiling for employees paid at hourly, daily, piece or mileage 
rates. The earnings of these employees fluctuate from one pay period to 
another and it is therefore difficult to estimate their yearly earnings in 
advance. Such employees, moreover, are more commonly subject to occasional 
layoffs than salaried employees and have greater need of unemployment 
insurance.

Because of rising levels of wages and salaries, the ceiling applicable to 
the salaried group has to be adjusted from time to time in order to maintain the 
coverage for the same classes of employees. Such adjustments were made in 
1943, in 1946 and in 1950. The following table shows approximately the rise 
in salary levels from the year unemployment insurance came into effect to 
the present and the level at which the salary ceiling has been fixed for each 
of the years shown.

Average weekly
Year Salary ceiling Salaries
1941 ...............................................  $2,000 $26.00
1943 ............................................... 2,400 30.00
1946 ............................................... 3,120 32.00
1948 ............................................... 3,120 40.00
1950 ............................................... 4,800 45.00
1954 ............................................... 4,800 59.00
1958 .................................................. 4,800 70.00

In 1941 average wages were about $26 a week and the ceiling was $2,000, 
high enough to cover persons with weekly earnings just under $39, i.e., giving 
a leeway of 50 per cent. In 1948 average earnings were $40 a week and the 
ceiling had been increased to $3,120, equal to $60 a week. This still kept 
approximately the same margin of leeway, about 50 per cent.

Even then it was found that a good many salaried employees were 
getting increases in rates and cost of living bonuses that were putting them 
over the ceiling, although there was not much change in the nature of their 
jobs or their seniority. When the ceiling was again amended in 1950 average 
weekly earnings had risen to nearly $45 and the new ceiling of $4,800 or 
$92 a week provided a margin of 100 percent. This was thought to be enough 
to provide amply for conditions then existing and also for a moderate amount 
of further inflation. No change was made when the act was revised in 1955, 
but even then average weekly earnings were between $55 and $60.

However, the inflation curve since 1950 has been sharper than in the 
preceding years. Between 1950 and 1st January, 1959, average weekly earnings 
rose from $45 to about $70. This was an increase of more than one-half 
(55 per cent). A good deal of the margin provided in 1950 has been taken 
up and it is obvious that a further increase is needed.

To regain about the same margin as formerly between average weekly 
earnings and the maximum for coverage, and thus retain approximately the 
same class of employees under coverage the Unemployment Insurance Com' 
mission and the unemployment insurance advisory committee have jointly 
recommended that the ceiling should be raised to $5,460 a year, which will 
cover salaried employees earning up to $105 a week.

The inadequacy of the present $4,800 ceiling is reflected in the increasing 
volume of applications from salaried employees who are electing to continue
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as insured persons after going over the ceiling, paying both shares of the 
contribution. That is, the employer’s and the employee’s share. It is esti-
mated that the salaried employees now 
the earnings ranges shown below.

over the ceiling are distributed

Weekly earnings class Number Percentage
$ 90.00 - $ 99.99 58,000 23.8

100.00 - 109.99 46,800 20.0
110.00 - 119.99 30,400 13.4
120.00 - 129.99 23,400 10.2
130.00 - 139.99 16,400 7.2
140.00 - 149.99 11,700 4.7
150.00 and over 46,800 20.7

Making a total of 233,500 100.0

The effect of the proposal to set the ceiling at $5,460 a year would be to 
bring back under coverage all those in the first earnings class and about half 
of those in the second group, a total of some 80,000. The number still excluded 
Would be about 153,500. Most of these are in the executive and managerial 
category, who have never been covered by unemployment insurance. They 
have little need for such protection in view of the amount of their earnings 
and the permanency of their employment.

It is estimated that the proposed change in the ceiling for insurability will 
increase the revenue by slightly less than one percent.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. McGregor, you say in the first paragraph 
that there was a periodical raising of the ceiling amount. What was the situa
tion in 1939? What was the maximum rate of remuneration?

Mr. McGregor: The ceiling was $2,000.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Then there was an amendment to that, was 

there not?
Mr. McGregor: In 1943 it was $2,400.
Mr. Starr: There have been three amendments so far, one in 1943, one 

ln 1946 and one in 1950, which brought it up to the present ceiling.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Was there not an amendment in 1948?
Mr. Starr: No.
Mr. McGregor: There was no change, sir.
Mr. Starr: It remained the same through 1946-48 inclusive.
Mr. Beech: Mr. Chairman, in reading this through, it seems to me that 

he whole basis of the plan is to cover only those people who are likely to be 
Unemployed. I am wondering how long you can go on like that. I do not 
hhow of any insurance company that will insure those people who are likely 
0 be sick; they make the well pay for the sick.

Mr. Starr: This category is of foremen and their equivalent; they are the 
Iïl0st unlikely people to be unemployed.

Mr. Beech: They are in the upper bracket.
. Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : It mentions here that it is difficult 
° find out what the earnings of the people are who are on piecework and 
hings of that nature—and perhaps in seasonal work. One of the big com- 

k aints I have had in connection with the act is that people, while they may 
6 unemployed, have earned in some cases as much as $10,000 a year and still 
re nble to draw under the act, whereas a salaried employee cannot go above
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the ceiling of $5,460, which is proposed now. Is there not some way in which 
we can deal with these people and prevent those who have made a huge income 
in the year from drawing unemployment insurance?

Mr. McGregor: Perhaps I can answer your question. You are speaking 
about the fishermen?

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-K'.ngsway) : Someone just called to my attention 
people working in shipping on the Great Lakes, a captain or a mate on a ship, 
and I think the logging industry might be another one. I do not know hoW 
many there may be, but certainly fishermen are one group of which I know.

Mr. McGregor: I can explain the matter in connection with the fishermen. 
When we brought in fishermen that was the first time we extended unemploy
ment insurance to persons who are not under a contract of service. Only 
7 per cent of those engaged in fishing were under a contract of service; 93 
per cent were either on a share basis or owned their own boats. Therefore, 
we had to make the buyer of the fish the employer. Fishermen sell to five 
or six different buyers in the course of a week and one buyer would not know 
when the other had received enough catches from one operator to put that 
operator over the ceiling. It would be impossible administratively for one 
buyer to know when the person who is selling the fish had gone over the 
ceiling. We are compelled then to insure all of them. That is the reason for 
there being no ceiling for the fishermen. The only other way would be to have 
a means test, and I do not think any of us would like to see that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : In that connection, can you say—or perhaps 
this should be more properly directed to the minister to whom it was 
attributed—but over the week-end it was suggested in the press the minister 
had asked the unemployment insurance commission to give consideration to 
the possibility of a revision in the Unemployment Insurance Act to provide 
for separate funds, or something of that sort. Would the minister care to 
comment on that, and would that affect our deliberations here?

Mr. Starr: From time to time we have had meetings on the subject of 
farm employees, farm help, and their inclusion under the act. We had a meet
ing five weeks ago and during the course of that meeting we decided we 
would look into this aspect or the possibilities of segregating the seasonal 
workers from this present act and putting them under a separate act. 
course, the commission has not had sufficient time to devote their energy and 
time to that aspect because of their occupation in this committee, but as soon 
as the work here is finished, they will be able to devote their time to see if they 
can come up with some plan that would bring that about.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would that in any way affect this bill? Would 
it be wise for us to suspend our operations to give the commission time t° 
give consideration to that?

Mr. Starr: No, it will not affect that. The commission advises me 11 
would take at least a year to carry out these operations.

Mr. Benidickson: What is the feeling of representatives of well-knowu 
farm organizations, national organizations, with respect to insuring farm help-

Mr. Starr: From my short experience, I find they have been divided 
eir opinions from time to time. At the moment they are recommending 

inclusion of certain segments of the agricultural industry. Others in 
agricu tural industry are opposed; as an example of this, there are the -ra 
growers and the dairy producers. To my knowledge, these two segments a 
t;™°S€p ° lnclusion of farm help. However, there are strong represen

s rom other segments such as the Okanagan valley fruit growers,
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Annapolis valley fruit growers for inclusion, and the beet-growing industry 
is strongly urging the inclusion of farm labour under the Unemployment 
Insurance Act.

Mr. Benidickson: What is the position in the United States?
Mr. McGregor: The District of Columbia insures farm labour and I 

understand farming operations are infinitesimal in that area, and also in 
Hawaii on a very narrow basis.

Mr. McMillan : Have you any figures to show what this might cost dif
ferent industries? I have in mind the pulp and paper industry. Have you 
any idea what this might cost them? Has the pulp and paper industry made 
any representations to the committee?

Mr. Starr: Representatives of the paper industry were in to see me about 
it and when I advised them of our plans in connection with this matter they 
Were quite satisfied with what was being contemplated.

Mr. Caron: There are a good many with salaries of $6,000 a year. A 
certain number are senior employees. Very few of the higher wage men are 
laid off.

Mr. Starr: They would not be included.
Mr. Caron : They are hired by the day.
Mr. Starr : Or on salary.
Mr. Caron: Their salary is so much an hour, which is so much a day, and 

a good many of them are over $6,000 in earnings. They are included, and the 
°nes who draw over $6,000 a year are those who are not laid off. It is the 
lower salaried men who are laid off.

Mr. McMillan: Would a statement from a pulp and paper executive that 
It would cost them $1£ million or $2 million be correct? Can anyone advise 
toe in connection with that?

Mr. Starr: We have not computed it.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : The Pulp and Paper Association were 

present when the Canadian Manufacturers Association handed their briefs 
to, and I presume that the thoughts which the Canadian Manufacturers As
sociation expressed would cover their particular situation. They had a 
representative here the day that brief was presented.

Mr. Caron: I do not know whether or not you can say that; it is a 
presumption, and we may presume that someone might not be satisfied.

The Chairman: They sent word. They were on the list here and they 
^re asked what day they could appear and they declined to come. They 
Said their views were incorporated with those of someone else.

Mr. Caron: With the Canadian Manufacturers Association?

the

The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: I know it is not regular procedure to ask a member of 
committee a question, but I do not understand the trade of the men 

jtogaged in the pulp and paper industry who would still be receiving remunera- 
lQn on a daily rather than a monthly basis and be assured of twelve months’ 

Work.

day. Mr. Caron: Those in the paper industry are paid by the hour or by the

Mr. Starr: There is no ceiling for such employees.
Mr. Caron: And most of them drawing wages of $6,000 or more are still 

°vered by this, but are in secured employment and never laid off.
Mr. Benidickson: But they are paid by the hour.

21328-0—2 '



248 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Caron: Most of them are paid so much an hour and they make about 
$20 or $22 a day.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I wonder if I could ask Mr. McGregor 
or any of the other officials a question. The longshoremen in Saint John and 
Halifax will be affected by this change. Do you have any other thoughts 
about their future? There has been some difficulty with the seasonal nature 
of their work, and I am just wondering if you would care to express yourself 
about the longshoremen?

Mr. McGregor: I intend to go into the question of the longshoremen in 
Saint John, Halifax, Quebec, Montreal and Vancouver the moment we clear 
this up here, and work out something with them.

Mr. Grafftey: I do not know whether or not my question is in order at 
this time, but I am going to put it just the same. I want to ask a question in 
connection with provincial government employees who are doing seasonal work, 
such as road work and work of that type—

Mr. Benidickson: During elections.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): That was only under Hepburn.
Mr. Grafftey: In what provinces are they covered and in what provinces 

can they take out insurance books?
Mr. McGregor: All provinces insure some of these people. Most provinces 

insure most of these people, but the province of Quebec insures no one.
Mr. Starr: Most provinces insure the majority of their employees, except 

the province of Quebec.
Mr. Benidickson: Is that provincial coverage only with respect to non- 

salaried workers?
Mr. McGregor: Usually, yes.
Mr. Caron: All those who presented briefs and all the briefs we have 

received were requesting very strongly that the seasonal workers should 
be placed in a special category by themselves and, if I am well enough informed, 
I think it has been discussed at length in the advisory committee. They are 
of the opinion that the government should separate them so they can keep the 
other on a sound insurance basis. Has this aspect been studied very thoroughly 
before the bill was presented?

Mr. Starr: Yes, we have been studying the inclusion of farm help, as 
an example, for quite some time, but because of a very difficult problem we 
have not been able to arrive at any solution to date. However, we have 
some other thoughts now, and in them is included the possibility of segregating 
all seasonal workers under the present act and putting them under a separate 
act. This will have to be worked out, and the commission will undertake 
that study.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : In that event, Mr. Minister, would there be 
any contributions for that new fund imposed upon the insured workers?

Mr. Starr: I doubt it. Our intention is that it should be self-sustaining» 
if possible, and it is hard to tell at this time what the complications may be- 
We would have to consider these complications when trying to devise some 
formula for these groups.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is an important question in relation to tbe 
present bill. One of the complaints registered against this bill is that some 
feel it is not fair to impose upon the insured groups the financial respon 
sibility for supplementary payments. Now you say that there is a possibin y 
that in a year’s time or so there will be another fund to take care of thos 
covered by supplementary payments. My question is this: in that event, Wi^ 
the insured worker have to bear any financial responsibility for the ®alI) 
tenance of the second fund?
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Mr. MacInnis: Just for clarification, I would like to get this question 
straight. I think we were speaking of the seasonal workers and your re
marks were along the lines that you are indeed investigating the possibility 
of including the farm workers under this act or possibly under a separate 
fund. Now, to my knowledge, I believe Mr. Martin’s question was would 
these farm workers and seasonal workers who may eventually come under 
the scheme be responsible to this fund.

Mr. Starr: It is difficult to answer that because we have not made a 
study of the possibility of creating a new act taking in all these seasonal 
workers.

Mr. Benidickson: Are you not speaking of two things, the people who 
would not be likely to work for a full year and—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think the principle is the same, whether or 
not it is fair to impose upon workers in the insured group the responsibility 
of maintaining these funds. It seems to me it does not matter whether or 
not the funds are spent. What does matter is whether the responsibility for 
the fund is borne by the contributors who are insured or borne by the state 
in one form or another.

Mr. Starr: It is difficult to say how it will work out. It is something 
Which will be brought about as a result of this study which is being made.

Mr. Noble: I thought the idea was to have these things separated so that 
We would not have the man who is steadily employed carrying the load for 
those who are not.

Mr. Starr: That is the idea. If they can be segregated, then in my 
opinion, there would be no necessity of having seasonal benefits under the 
present act because the seasonal benefits would be taken care of. The situa
tion we were confronted with was that all these seasonal workers had been 
included. Up until now there have been no new seasonal workers included 
since the fall of 1958 when the fishermen were brought in under the act. 
They were the last group brought in under the act in the fall of 1957.

Mr. Caron: Did the advisory committee advise the minister over a year 
ago that there was a lack in this field of seasonal workers and the others?

Mr. Starr: They had been already included by the former government 
and there was nothing we could do about it. We took over and tried to find 
ways of rectifying the situation.

Mr. Caron: Were you advised over a year ago or had any study been 
fiaade at that time to segregate those two fields?

Mr. Starr: I am advised that the committee made no such recommenda
tion at all.

Mr. Caron: We do not have the minutes, so it is hard to know.
Mr. Starr: You have the report.
Mr. Caron: I was told by people who are well informed that the 

Minister was informed over a year ago.
Mr. Beech: This is hearsay.
Mr. Caron: Yes; but this is not a court and we are not lawyers. They 

advised the government at that time that it was a dangerous thing to keep 
tiiem together, and that you should have a different section for seasonal 
Workers.

Mr. Starr: As I say, those are the anomalies we found when we took 
°ver the system which had been created by the former government. Now 
We are in the process of trying to rectify the situation.

Mr. Caron: Was it not the duty of the government to follow the advisory 
c°mmittee in the matter?
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Mr. Starr: We have asked the Unemployment Insurance Commission to 
make a study of the possibility of segregating them from the regular insured 
workers.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Has that particular matter been discussed in 
any way with the advisory committee?

Mr. Starr: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is the advisory committee now functioning?
Mr. Starr: The advisory committee is in the process of being reappointed. 

Their term of office expires on June 27. As the hon. member knows, three of 
the labour representatives resigned and will be replaced. They will be func
tioning again when the time arrives for them to function.

Mr. Martin: Have the labour representatives been appointed yet?
Mr. Starr: No appointments have been made as yet. I have asked the 

labour organizations for the names of the persons they wish to put forward. 
To date, I have not received them.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): In view of the representations of the labour 
organizations there may be—

The Chairman: That question is out of order. We are not going to discuss 
the advisory committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Why is that out of order?
The Chairman: It is not germane to our business.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If you had an elementary appreciation of what 

this bill is about you would not make such absurd statements. Of course it 
is in order. The Minister of Labour is tapping you on the shoulder.

Mr. Starr: I do not know whether it is in order or out of order. How
ever, I have an answer.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The Minister of Labour was signalling the 
chairman to let him go on.

The Chairman: But that does not say I have to let this go on.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is right.
The Chairman: I rule it out of order.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I move we be allowed to ask the question 

which the Minister of Labour is willing to answer.
The Chairman: I rule it out of order.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I challenge the ruling.
An hon. Member: What was the question?
The Chairman: The question he is asking the Minister of Labour is who 

are going to be the proposed additions.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is not the question. Why are you ruling 

it out of order?
The Chairman: I know what you are asking.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The question I was asking was whether or not, 

in view of the experience of the three labour representatives on the advisory 
committee, who recently resigned, would the minister give consideration to 
the desirability of approaching them to see whether or not they are prepared 
to take their positions on the committee?

The Chairman: That is the same thing, I told you.
Mr. MacInnis: On a point of order; that is an entirely different question- 

That is not the question which was presented first.
Mr. Caron: On the point of order, I might say you did not give him a 

chance to finish his question. You said he was out of order before he finishedi
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just as you did on other occasions. I have sat on other committees where the 
chairmen knew much better what they were doing than you do.

Mr. Starr: I think I can straighten this out.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): If you can, Mr. Minister, you will be a welcome 

addition to this committee.
Mr. Starr: I am sure it will not be to the satisfaction of the hon. member.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : As long as it is the truth.
Mr. Starr: If the Canadian Labour Congress and the C.C.C.L. submit 

the names of those persons, then they most certainly will be given every 
consideration in the nomination.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): There will be the fullest consultation with 
labour?

Mr. Starr: The fullest consultation has now been gone through in this. 
I myself have written letters asking them for the names.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I like that smile.
The Chairman: He is away ahead of you, Paul.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : It is nice to see Mr. Martin smile, too.
Mr. MacInnis: Getting back to Mr. Martin’s original question regarding 

the contributions made by anybody who might come under this new plan, I 
cannot see any justification in having such a plan without those participating 
in it and those who will derive benefits from it not contributing towards it.

Mr. Benidickson; What do you mean?
Mr. MacInnis: I cannot see any sort of a plan whereby these seasonal 

workers would gain benefits without themselves contributing towards such 
a scheme. I think that was the intent of the original question.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Would this second fund not be self- 
sustaining?

Mr. Starr: Most of these questions are of a hypothetical nature because 
We have not had an opportunity to make a proper study to the whole ques
tion. There will be, I am sure, many difficulties involved, but during our 
studies we are trying to overcome these difficulties and are trying to see if 
've can come up with something which will be sound in every respect.

Mr. MacInnis: If that is the case, could we get on with the next clause.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We are not finished with this clause. Mr. 

MacInnis’ question was not answered.
Mr. MacInnis: It was answered to my satisfaction in that until something 

concrete is established there is no answer to my question.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): At the bottom of page 3 you say:

To regain about the same margin as formerly between average 
weekly earnings and the maximum for coverage, and thus retain 
approximately the same class of employees under coverage the Unem
ployment Insurance Commission and the unemployment insurance 
advisory committee have jointly recommended that the ceiling should be 
raised to $5,460 a year, which will cover salaried employees earning up 
to $105 a week.

What was the date of this joint recommendation of the members of the 
advisory committee?

Mr. Starr: July 17, 1958.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is it not a fact that the members of the 

Advisory committee also recommended unanimously at that same meeting that 
Nothing be done by way of increases in rates of contribution?
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The Chairman : We are not on that clause.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): He is referring to the advisory committee. As 

the chairman always rules me out of order, I would like to take advantage of 
this reference to the advisory committee in a report made by the minister 
himself.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I think we should stick to the clause now.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You made the rulings when you were the 

chairman. As a matter of fact, you were not a bad chairman.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): The rates of contribution come 

up in the following paragraph. Perhaps Mr. Martin would ask the question 
then.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I want to ask it now.
Mr. McGregor: In the report of July 8 it says:

The committee recommend for your favourable consideration the 
following proposals of the Unemployment Insurance Commission: ... 
(2) provide for the elimination of wage ceiling of $4,800 in present 
act and substitute authority for the commission to fix a higher wage 
ceiling from time to time to suit conditions.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Was that at the meeting where they unanimously 
recommended there would be no increase in the rates of contribution?

The Chairman : We will take that up under the clause.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are allowing me to find out what the 

advisory committee did under another clause?
The Chairman : There will be no precommitments.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Your tolerance this morning is overwhelming.
The Chairman: You dumbfound me with your acquiescence.
Mr. Benidickson: I am not satisfied with this matter of who is regarded 

as a seasonal worker. I take it we have in the act persons who have been 
mentioned, such as fishermen. We were speaking about the possibility of 
adding classes such as farm help. When we were speaking about them we 
seemed to be talking about them in the context of a seasonal worker. Is a 
logger in the main, in the view of the commission, a seasonal worker?

Mr. McGregor: Yes. A logger would be considered a seasonal worker, 
I would say.

Mr. Benidickson: My difficulty is that in the district from which I come 
there has been a very strong tendency, which I think is to be admired, of trying 
to remove the loggers from the position of being winter workers only. There 
has been a tremendous extension of the opening up of summer camps and 
all-year round operations for that particular purpose, so that the men are not 
on their own out in the streets. Has the commission this in mind and how would 
they determine who is a seasonal worker?

Mr. McGregor: We would have to make a survey to determine the number 
of weeks worked per year in each of these industries. We did that before 
we brought in lumbering and logging in the first instance. As the hon. gentle
man says, there have been departures from the seasonality.

Mr. Benidickson: I recall a couple of complaints I received last year from 
university students who were in insured employment and were obligated to Pa5j 
their insurance premiums. They complained about it. I wrote back and sai 
that who was to tell that their decision would be to go back to university m 
the future. I said if circumstances were such that you could not go back 0 
university you might be very grateful if you were laid off subsequently a° 
were entitled to the insurance.
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There must be a difficulty in connection with interpreting employment. 
Simply a certificate from the employer that the man is not likely to be engaged 
for longer than a few months would hardly be sufficient.

Mr. McGregor: I think we must decide what industries are in the 
main seasonal. I think we have to tackle the industries by themselves. Trans
portation by water would be one—inland shipping. We would have to study 
the whole industry.

Mr. Benidickson: In the concept of both employer and employee at the 
time of hiring—agreeing that the person would be classed as a seasonal worker 
under a special category which was not insurable at all—under your present 
regulations for municipalities you get at a certain point, do you not, when 
you say that so and so is a salaried worker?

Mr. Starr: After two years of employment.
Mr. Benidickson: But even after two years of employment if that 

decision is made, it is irrevocable, and he can never come under the act.
Mr. Starr: That is true.
Mr. Benidickson: There is nothing in this bill which would alter that 

situation.
Mr. Starr: No.
Mr. Grafftey: It seems to me that the definition of seasonal employment 

is going to need a major study undertaken by the department in the very 
near future. I think if each member of the committee is going to bring up 
his own ideas, with his own constituency background at this time, we would 
be here indefinitely. It is a study in itself, this definition of seasonal employ
ment, and I cannot think that if we were to bring it up now, it would cer
tainly take quite a lot of time to get into the philosophy of it before the study 
has even been made.

Mr. Caron: I was not thinking of anything particularly in my own con
stituency, but rather of all the pulp and paper industry. There are some who 
are laid off in November of each year and are taken back on in May of each 
year. Would they be considered as seasonal workers?

Mr. McGregor: It would depend on what the survey revealed. We would 
have to go in and survey the whole field. For example, we find that lumber- 
ffig and logging in British Columbia is not seasonal. It goes on the year 
round. That is the kind of thing we would have to delve into.

Mr. Benidickson: My fear is that under the act what we are after at 
this moment might be altered without reference to this committee; I mean 
concerning the workers. To me there is some danger in it.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway) : We have received suggestions in 
two of the briefs that it should work something along the line of workmen’s 
compensation, where the element of risk is taken into consideration and 
that there should be some variation in the premiums, and that they should 
h® higher in an industry where the risk is greater. Has any consideration 
been given to that aspect of it?

Mr. Starr: That will be one of the problems we shall deal with when we 
Consider this whole plan of seasonal unemployment insurance.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : You have suggested in this study 
that there might possibly be two funds set up. I suggest that they might 
ho kept all in one fund, but with a variation in the rates of contribution.

Mr. Starr: That is something we might have to give consideration to. 
ho not know.

Mr. Benidickson: When we consider this particular clause, the coin- 
maints we receive from employers and employees about the obligation to
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pay dues from time to time, the rates vary with workmen’s compensation 
insurance, but everybody knows there is a terrific safety campaign put on 
by every industry to try to reduce accidents. I admit there is the human 
aspect in it as well—but in the mere matter of dollars and cents, they have 
been rewarded in that the costs to them for their dues go down very noticeably 
in certain instances when they make a great effort in this respect. But we 
do not see the same being done by the employers with respect to the cost 
of unemployment insurance. That is, it may be, due to a failure in planning 
on their part, for seasonal lay-offs.

Mr. Spencer: Following along Mr. Benidickson’s thinking, perhaps that 
is due to the fact that under the workmen’s compensation act the employer’s 
contributions are increased if the cost increases, whereas under the policy or 
scheme of unemployment insurance there is no increase, no matter how many 
employees are out of work.

Mr. Benidickson: They do not seem to put the same amount of energy 
into planning and studying unemployment.

Mr. Spencer: That is right.
The Chairman: We only have the use of this room until 11 o’clock 

because another committee is coming in. We will have to give the staff a 
chance to clear it up. Shall we not carry this clause?

Mr. MacInnis: On the subject of comparing compensation rates, I do not 
think they can be compared if there is no contribution made by the workers to 
a compensation fund. But it certainly is not on a national scale. However, it 
would be. if such a plan were adopted.

Mr. McMillan: At the top of page four of the brief you say that the 
number of insured persons are now assuming both shares, that is, the 
employer’s share and their own share. How many workmen actually do that?

Mr. McGregor: It has been increasing tremendously lately because of the 
number of people who are going over $4,800 and who wish to be continued 
as insured.

Mr. McMillan: How many?
Mr. McGregor: I could not tell you offhand, but it is becoming quite 

heavy.
Mr. McMillan: What is the mechanism of it? Does the industry deduct 

the total from their pay?
Mr. McGregor: Both shares; they take off both shares then make their 

contributions in the regular way. The applicant signs a form indicating he 
wishes to elect, and the employer is governed accordingly.

Mr. Benidickson: It was indicated on page three that when the amend
ment was made in 1950, long standing margins were used of 50 to 55 per cent 
and these were departed from, and you reached 100 per cent. Why are we 
not maintaining that margin?

Mr. McGregor: We still have quite a margin at the top rate of earnings- 
The range is $69 and over. That means, roughly, about $3,600 a year that has 
top coverage. In other words, if a man is earning $5,460 he gets insured f°r 
the first $3,600, so we still have a margin between $3,600 and $5,460.

Mr. Benidickson: There is not much of a change in the lower figure.
Mr. McGregor: That is right.
Mr. Benidickson: On page four in the second last paragraph before the 

table it says the effect of the proposal is to set the ceiling at $5,460, and to 
bring back under coverage all those in the first earnings class, and about one 
half of those in the second group, making a total of about 80,000. These word5 
bring back”—you assume that all in that one group, and half in the other 

group were covered at one time
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Mr. McGregor: That is right, and some of them have elected to continue 
and have paid both the portions.

Mr. Caron: Could they elect to pay their full share and stay under the 
Unemployment Insurance Act?

Mr. McGregor: Only when they go over the ceiling, and within six 
months of their going over the ceiling.

Mr. Caron: They would pay what rate?
Mr. McGregor: It does not matter what they pay; there is no ceiling 

on that.
Mr. McMillan: There is no time limit?
Mr. McGregor: No sir.
The Chairman : Gentlemen, we are reaching the time when we have to 

retire. Shall we meet this afternoon? This question seems to need exploring 
further so we might as well meet at 4 o’clock this afternoon.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Just a minute, Mr. Chairman. Let us clearly 
understand this. We have our responsibilities in the House of Commons where 
we are discussing a very important bill. In any event, we have not decided to 
meet while the house is sitting. There is a limit to what we can intelligently do.

The Chairman: We have the provision to sit while the house is sitting.
Mr. Grafftey: I would suggest that this committee has its responsibility 

to the workers of the country.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Well, I cannot be here this afternoon.
The Chairman: Is it the intention of the committee to sit this afternoon 

to continue with this bill?
Mr. Benidickson: There is to be a meeting of the Public Accounts Com

mittee this afternoon and also a meeting of the Veterans Affairs Committee. 
That makes it a pretty heavy afternoon for us to add another parliamentary 
committee.

The Chairman: This committee has not yet sat while the house was in 
session. But we have a lot of business to perform and it is evident that 
this bill is going to be gone into very thoroughly, and we must have the 
time in which to do it.

Mr. MacInnis: Are we so short of committee rooms around here that one 
committee has to jump up to get out of the way of another one?

The Chairman : That is the predicament.
Mr. MacInnis: Why do we not get a room where we may sit and get 

some work done.
Mr. Caron: We have a duty to perform as well in the house.
The Chairman: All committee members have that same duty.
Mr. Caron: The government party has the numbers and they can do so, 

but the Liberals and the C.C.F. do not have sufficient numbers to spread all 
°ver the house.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : We have made very little progress this 
Corning. I for one would not want to be connected with any type of delay 
'vhich would affect the workers in Canada in receiving these benefits on time. 
Therefore I think we have to consider sitting while the house is sitting and I 
think we should leave it to the steering committee to decide.

Mr. Caron: That is a form of closure which is not admissible.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Last week this committee decided to 

sit during the lunch hour in order to hear a Catholic federation from Quebec, 
®nd that was when the Liberals decided to walk out. They would not sit. 
Therefore all this talk about numbers is a lot of malarkey.
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Mr. Caron: For the same reason we are protesting the date. We have 
to do that. We have to prepare ourselves for the sittings in the afternoon. 
We do not improvise for what is going on in the afternoon in the house. We 
have to make some preparation for it. I feel you do not understand that, but 
it is quite easy to understand.

There are only a few of the government party working, and the others 
have nothing to do. But we have.

Mr. Grafftey: That is an impression which the hon. member would like 
to have spread about the numbers. I was not here at the time but at the 
last session when we had fewer numbers in the house, and the government 
had more, there was never this kind of crocodile tears.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I suggest that it is the duty of 
this committee to get this bill through as soon as possible, because I think 
it is important for labour in this country.

Mr. Argue: Mr. Chairman, I was placed on this committee only yesterday 
so this is my first meeting. I am not going to try to be an authority on your 
procedure, but as far as I am concerned, the bill is before the committee and it 
should be reported back to the house this session in time for it to be dealt 
with in the house. I would think, from just gauging this meeting of the 
committee, that we might make as much progress if we could postpone for 
another day or so, the decision as to meeting while the house is in session.

After I have had the experience of being here for two or three meetings 
and I find that in my view we need to sit while the house is sitting, certainly 
I would lend my support to it. But for the moment I suggest we postpone a 
decision for at least another day.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): The house is sitting at 11 o’clock tomorrow 
morning and this will give us only from 9 o’clock to 11 o’clock for the next 
few days of this week.

Mr. MacInnis: If Mr. Argue lacks experience in this committee, I suggest 
that he has just missed one and a half hours of experience.

Mr. Argue: I had another engagement. My young friend does not need 
to get snotty about it. He has a lot to learn and he does not have very long 
in which to learn it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Might I remind you of one thing about the 
simultaneous sittings of committees. The Prime Minister early in this session 
said that it was not the intention of the government in any way to make it 
difficult for members of the opposition to discharge their responsibilities. It 
is not possible surely for us to meet this afternoon or to meet when important 
matters are up in the house. I hope you will bear that in mind when we 
come to give consideration to the suggestion that we are delaying this measure. 
I would prefer to see this bill delayed than to have these unfair impositions 
imposed on the workers and employers of this country as would be done by 
this bill.

The Chairman: I offered my suggestion to the committee when I sug
gested that we meet at 4 o’clock this afternoon. It is up to the committee, if 
they wish to do so. But it is evidently the intention to go into extensive 
explanations, and that it is going to take place on every clause. We have 
our duty to the house to report this bill. I can go along with the explanation 
for today not to make a decision, but we will have to meet while the house 
is in session because it cannot be avoided. What is the pleasure of the 
committee?



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 257

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You will appreciate that you will have to go 
to the House of Commons in the face of minority opposition in this matter, 
and that this matter will have to be debated in the house. The fact is it will 
have to be decided by the house.

The Chairman: We decided when this committee was first set up that we 
would have the power to sit while the house was in session.

Mr. MacInnis: May I suggest that these meetings have been going along, 
and that at least 25 per cent of them have been dealing with matters which did 
not belong to the work of the committee at all. We have been in here argu
ing about matters not pertaining to what we are here for at all. I suggest 
we meet at 9 o’clock tomorrow morning and at that time we make up our 
minds definitely what we are going to do.

The Chairman: Notices have already gone out for 9.30 tomorrow so we 
will let it stand at that.

Mr. Argue: You are going to leave it at that?
The Chairman: We can decide to meet at 4 o’clock today, but if you want 

to defer this, all right. It is obvious we are going to meet at 4 o’clock irre
spective of the opposition.

Mr. Argue: Today?
The Chairman: No, not today.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Why is it obvious?
The Chairman: Because we have to go into this very extensively.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This afternoon this very procedural question 

is going to be discussed in the house. Are you aware of that?
The Chairman: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Under the motion now standing in the name 

of the Prime Minister this particular kind of matter is going to be discussed. 
Yet in the face of that, and notwithstanding the wishes of this committee, you 
say we are going to meet at 4 o’clock?

The Chairman: I never said any such thing.
Mr. MacInnis: Your remark was made on the grounds that there are 

three or four Conservative members of this committee who have expressed 
the wish to meet tomorrow morning instead of this afternoon.

The Chairman: The committee now stands adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Wednesday, June 3, 1959.
(11)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.30 a.m. this 
day. The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Allmark, Beech, Bell (Saint John-Albert), 
Benidickson, Bourdages, Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, 
Maclnnis, MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), Martin (Essex East), McDonald 
(Hamilton South), McMillan, Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria), Noble, 
Ricard, Simpson, Small, and Smith (Winnipeg North)—(20).

In attendance: Honourable Michael Starr, Minister of Labour; From the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, Chief Commis
sioner; James McGregor, Director, Insurance Branch, and C. Dubuc, Director, 
Legal Branch.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 
Unemployment Insurance Act.

The Minister and Mr. McGregor were questioned.
Clauses 3, 4 and 5 were severally considered and adopted.
On Clause 6, Mr. McGregor read an explanatory note and he and Mr. Starr 

Were questioned.
After discussion, on motion of Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South), seconded 

by Mr. Maclnnis,
Resolved,—That the members of the Investment Committee of the Un

employment Insurance Fund be called before this Committee.
It was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by Mr. Caron, that 

the Committee change their previous decision and call the Chairman and 
Members of the former Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee.

The Chairman ruled the motion out of order. Mr. Martin (Essex East) 
aPpealed the Chairman’s ruling. The said ruling was sustained on division.

After discussion, it was moved by Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), 
seconded by Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert), that the Committee continue this 
sitting until one o’clock p.m. today.

An amendment to the motion was moved by Mr. Argue, seconded by Mr. 
^aron, that the words “one o’clock p.m.” be changed to “12 o’clock p.m.”

Agreed,—That the amendment and the motion stand until 12 o’clock 
P-m. to ascertain the progress of the Committee.

Clause 6 was allowed to stand.
Clause 7 was considered and adopted.
On Clause 8, the Minister advised that when the Bill is before the Com

mittee of the Whole House, he will propose that Clause 8 be deleted.
Mr. Dubuc read an explanatory note.

, Mr. McGregor read explanatory notes on Clauses 9, 10 and 11 and he and
Starr were questioned.
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Clauses 9, 10 and 11 were severally considered and adopted.
On Clause 12, Mr. McGregor read an explanatory note.

- Agreed,—-That the Interprovincial Farm Union be asked to appear before 
the Committee on Friday morning, June 5.

Clause 12, sub-clause 1, was allowed to stand, after an explanatory note 
was read by Mr. McGregor.

On Clause 12, sub-clause 2, Mr. McGregor read an explanatory note and 
he and Messrs. Starr and Humphrys were questioned.

Moved by Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), seconded by Mr. MacLean 
(Winnipeg North Centre), that the Committee continue this sitting until one 
p.m. today. Carried on division.

Moved by Mr. Simpson, seconded by Mr. Maclnnis, that the Committee sit 
again today from 7.00 p.m. to 8.30 p.m. Carried on division.

On motion of Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), seconded by Mr. 
Bell (Saint John-Albert),

Resolved,—That the Committee do adjourn until 7.00 p.m. today.
At 12.25 p.m., the Committee adjourned accordingly until 7.00 p.m. 

this day.

EVENING SITTING
(12)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations resumed at 7 p.m., 
the Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presiding.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Bell (Saint John-Albert), Benidickson, 
Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, Lahaye, Maclnnis, MacLean 
(Winnipeg-North Centre), Martin (Essex East), McDonald (Hamilton South), 
Muir (Cape Breton North and Victoria), McMillan, Ricard, Simpson, Small, 
Smith (Winnipeg North) — (17).

In attendance: (Same as listed for morning sitting).
The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 

Unemployment Insurance Act.
On Clause 12, sub-clause 2, Messrs. Starr, McGregor and Humphrys were 

further questioned.
On motion of Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), seconded by Mr. 

Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway),

Resolved,—That the entire Clause 12 stand.
Clauses 13 and 14 were severally considered and adopted.
The Chairman announced that the Interprovincial Farm Union would appear 

before the Committee on Friday June 5, and that the Unemployment Insurance 
Investment Committee would attend on Tuesday, June 9.

The Chairman then read a telegram from Mr. George Burt expressing his 
views on Bill C-43.

Agreed,—That Clause 15 stand.
Clause 16 was considered and adopted.
Agreed,—That Clauses 17, 19, 20 and 21 be considered jointly.
Clauses 17, 19, 20 and 21 were jointly considered and adopted.
Clauses 18 and 22 were severally considered and adopted.
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After discussion, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded 
by Mr. Caron, that a copy of the actuarial report referred to in the report 
of the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee of August 19, 1958 
which was tabled in the House of Commons by the Minister of Labour, be 
produced for the information of this Committee. Motion negatived on division.

The Chairman announced that the next meeting would be Friday, June 5.
At 8.50 p.m., the Committee adjourned until 9.30 a.m. Friday, June 5.

M. Slack,
Clerk of the Committee.





EVIDENCE

Wednesday, June 3, 1959.
9.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum. We can proceed.
We are on Clause 3.
Either the minister, or Mr. McGregor may deal with this. In the comment—
Mr. Benidickson: Is this on clause 3?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes. On page 4 of the written explanation 

in the second last sentence there is the following observation: Most of these 
are in the executive and managerial category, who have never been covered 
by unemployment insurance. Is it not a fact that under the Unemployment 
Insurance Act there are many workers covered whose prospects of unem
ployment are very limited and nevertheless they are included? Why are those 
in the executive and managerial category any different in principle from such 
workers to whom I have already referred?

Mr. J. McGregor (Director, Insurance Branch, Unemployment Insurance 
Commission) : It is not because of the fact that they are in those categories. 
It is because of the wage level. We find that most of those persons earning 
from $105 a week, up, are in this category and, being in this category, do not 
need the protection. They are not often unemployed.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But there are others who are now in the insured 
group who have a wage scale much less and whose record of unemployment 
is negligible. For instance, there are bank clerks and persons working in 
drug stores. Why is the managerial or executive group any different than those 
in so far as coverage is concerned?

Mr. McGregor: The principle was set in 1941 when the bill was first 
introduced that we should cover those, and the same idea still obtains.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have not made myself clear. I am sure it 
is my own fault. I do not see the significance of that sentence which I have 
read out. There must be some other reasons for excluding these persons. 
Surely it is not because they are never out of work because there are many 
thousands of insured workers under the Unemployment Insurance Act who 
are not contemplated ever to be out of work.

Mr. McGregor: The point we are making is this. If you look at the table 
you will see that the salary is the guiding factor here. The people we are 
speaking about are those earning more than $105 a week, roughly. Those are 
the ones who are rarely unemployed. We are gauging it on a salary basis.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have been saying all along that the present 
level of the fund is $496 million. I believe I am wrong on that. What is it 
now?

Mr. McGregor: $496 million as of March 31, subject to correction.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What was it as of yesterday?
Mr. McGregor: I do not know. It was $454,852,000 as of the end of

April.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The lowest it has ever been.
The Chairman: Shall clause 3 carry?
Clause 3 agreed to.
On clause 4.
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Mr. Starr: Clause 4 is the same as clause 2. It substitutes the word 
“earnings” for “remuneration”. It is a clarification.

Clause 4 agreed to.
The Chairman: On clause 5.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Just a moment, Mr. Chairman. If you do not 

read these, we do.
The Chairman : We are on clause 5.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We are on clause 4.
The Chairman: I said clause 4 was carried.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Clause 4 is carried?
The Chairman: I said, “Is it carried?” and the majority said, “Yes”.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Steamrolling tactics will not make progress. 

You might as well realize it.
The Chairman: We are on clause 5.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Clause 4.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I think we passed clause 4, but if Mr. Martin 

has important matters to bring up we might go back to it.
Mr. Starr: Probably Mr. Martin did not hear me. I explained that 

clause 4 was the same as clause 2 where we are merely changing the wording.
The Chairman: Is clause 4 carried.
Clause 4 agreed to.
On clause 5.
Mr. Starr: This also is a clarification. It now includes under section 

c(ii) those engaged in business on their own account.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Just a minute, now.
Mr. Benidickson: Is this a new class?
Mr. McGregor: No. Under the act as it stands at the moment we say 

“employed in employment that is not insurable.” It is intended to cover 
persons who engage in business on their own account. They were considered 
to be in employment that is not insurable. It turns out that legally we should 
show it specifically as those engaged in business on their own account.

Mr. Benidickson: What kind of a case have you had which bothered you?
Mr. McGregor: The intent of this change is this. Supposing a person had 

been insured, say, for four or five years and then goes into employment for a 
year which is not insurable, then becomes unemployed and comes to us and 
makes a claim for benefit. The requirements are that he must have 30 con
tributions in the last two years, 8 of which must be in the last year. Obviously 
such a person in non-insured employment cannot meet those requirements. In 
this case, we will go back three years for the 30 contributions and two years 
for the 8 contributions.

Mr. Benidickson: That is, the whole of the 8 could be in the second year?
Mr. McGregor: Yes:
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Was that concurred in by the advisory com

mittee?
Mr. McGregor: I do not think so.
Mr. Starr: This is a clarification by the commission.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I know. However, I am wondering if it 

was ever concurred in by the advisory committe. I know this bill was 
never referred to the advisory committee; but I am wondering whether or not 
the principle of this proposal was.

Mr. McGregor: The point is, this was changed in 1955 when we changed 
the act. We thought the (i) covered those who were engaged in business on
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their own account, but we found it does not specifically cover them and we 
thought we should now make it specific.

Mr. Benidickson: Was it in 1955 that this formula of the 8 contributions 
in the last year was established ?

Mr. McGregor: Yes; but the principle had been established in the previous 
act.

Mr. Noble: Would you elaborate on subclause (ii) in clause 5? Does this 
mean that a man in business for himself will be required to pay unemployment 
insurance?

Mr. McGregor: No; it means the man who has been in insured employment 
and goes into business for himself, say for a year; then goes bankrupt and 
cannot carry on that business for some reason or other, and becomes un
employed, comes to us and claims for benefit. He must have 30 contributions 
in the last 2 years. He cannot have that, so we have extended it to 3 years. 
We extend it by the length of time he was in business for himself up to a 
maximum extension of 2 years.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Was there any reason for not doing this 
earlier?

Mr. McGregor: We thought it was covered by this (i) as it now stands. 
Actually, in the act before 1955 it was specifically spelled out as “being in 
business on his own account”. It was thought it was wrapped up in the (i) 
“employed in employment that was not insurable”.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : How was that tested?
Mr. McGregor: It was simply a legal opinion which our legal advisors 

gave us. We thought we should split it and make it quite clear.
Clause 5 agreed to.
On clause 6.
Mr. Starr: This has to do with the increase in contributions.
Mr. Mcmillan: May we have the explanation:
Mr. McGregor: As the result of studies carried on during the past 

year, the Unemployment Insurance Commission and the Unemployment in
surance advisory committee have recommended (a) that the schedule of 
c°ntribution rates in section 37 of the act be extended so as to provide a more 
realistic benefit rate for employees in the upper earnings ranges, in view 
°f the rise in wage levels, and (b) that measures be taken to provide additional 
revenue in order to keep the fund actuarially sound on the basis of the ex
perience of the last five fiscal years.

The proposed amendment to the contribution schedule provides that the 
Present highest class, as adjusted, will be limited to the range of earnings 
“$57.00 and under $63.00” and that two new classes will be added “$63.00 
aud under $69.00” and “$69.00 and over”.

The present schedule of contributions (and benefit rates) was introduced 
when the act was revised in 1955. These rates were based on the wages pre
vailing in 1954 and were designed to provide benefit equal to approximately 
50 percent of previous earnings for a person with a dependant. To restore 
I'bis ratio in the light of changes in wage levels in the past four years, it 
has become necessary to increase the maximum benefit rate. This, in turn, 
hecessitates additional classes of contribution at the upper end of the present 
Schedule.



266 STANDING COMMITTEE

It is estimated that the distribution of contributors by classes in each of 
the proposed wage ranges is as follows:

Present Proposed

Percentage of Percentage of
Wage Range Contributors Wage Range Contributors

$ 9 — $14.99 1.6 $ 9 — $14.99 1.6
15 — 20.99 2.9 15 — 20.99 2.0
21 — 26.99 5.1 21 — 26.99 5.1
27 — 32.99 7.5 27 — 32.99 7.5
33 — 38.99 8.4 33 — 38.99 8.4
39 — 44.99 9.3 39 — 44.99 9.3
45 — 50.00 10.9 45 — 50.99 10.9
51 — 56.99 13.6 51 — 56.99 13.6
57 and over 40.7 57 — 62.99 12.8

63 — 68.99 8.9
100.0 69 and over 19.0

100.0

Notes: (a) The employer pays a like amount.
(b) At present a .60 contribution is payable on earnings of any 

amount from $57 upwards.
In considering changes that would produce more revenue the commission 

and the unemployment insurance advisory committee have had the benefit of 
studies made by the actuary in which he has estimated the average annual 
revenue and expenditure that can be expected, taking into account the ex
perience of the five years 1953 to 1957.

After taking account of factors that have influenced the benefit load, 
such as changes in the provisions regarding seasonal benefit and the extension 
of unemployment insurance to fishermen, the actuary has estimated that the 
average annual benefit load will be about $313 million and the average an
nual revenue (under the present provisions) about $240 million, leaving 3 
short-fall of $73 million if interest on the fund is disregarded. It is expected 
that the addition of the two proposed higher contribution classes and the 
raising of the wage ceiling from $4,800 to $5,460 will produce some additional 
revenue, but to bring the revenue and expenditure into balance an increase is 
needed in the contributions.

The proposal incorporated in the revised schedule of contribution rates 
in clause 6 makes no change in the proportionate share of contributions P3icl 
by employers, employees and government, but increases the contributions 
throughout the schedule by an amount which it is estimated will make up the 
short-fall. The increased rate of contribution paid by employers and employ665 
will, of course, be reflected in the amount paid by the government.
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The present and proposed rates are as follows:

Rates of Contribution by Employee (a)
Range of Weekly Present Proposed

Earnings Rates Rates
Less than $9 .08 .10
$ 9 and under $15................. .16 .20

15 “ “ 21 ................. .24 .30
21 “ “ 27 ................. .30 .38
27 “ “ 33 ................. .36 .46
33 “ “ 39 ................. .42 .54
39 “ “ 45 ................. .48 .60
45 “ “ 51 ................. .52 .66
51 “ “ 57 ................. .56 .72
57 “ “ 63 ................. .60 .78
63 “ “ 69 ................. (.60) (b) .86
69 and over . (.60) .94

There is no change in the earnings range at the lower end of the scale. 
A half-weekly contribution is made for weekly earnings of less than $9, except 
in the case of fishermen. The present rule will continue to apply to fishermen, 
namely that in any week in which a fisherman’s net returns from a catch are 
less than $9 he will not be credited with a contribution.

The actuary has estimated that, under the proposed scale of contributions 
and benefit, the addition of two new classes has the effect of increasing the 
total revenue by about 7 percent and the total benefit by about 3 percent, as 
compared with what the revenue and benefit would be under the proposed 
scale without the additional classes.

Mr. McMillan: Mr. Chairman, might I ask what the status of that fund 
is at the most recent date?

Mr. McGregor: $454,800,000 as at the end of April.
Mr. McMillan: Have they any more securities, or is the money all on 

loan from the government?
Mr. McGregor: We now are borrowing it.
Mr. McMillan: From the government?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: What is the rate of interest you pay?
Mr. McGregor: Five per cent.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You say you are borrowing now. The Min

ister of Finance told us that since May 7 there were further extensions of 
credit in the amount of $17 million, I think it was, in addition to the $55 million 
that had already been announced prior to May 7.

Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And there is a balance of about $7 or $8 

pillion which could still be loaned by the government pursuant to the authority 
given to it by the governor in council?

Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You said a moment ago you were still borrow- 

lng- What do you mean by that?
Mr. McGregor: We have borrowed up to the extent of $72 million.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is that the first time that the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission ever borrowed money from the government?

Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is the first time since the act came into 

being when it was necessary to borrow money from the government?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: Is the outgo at the present time more than the intake?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, the outgo is still higher than the intake.
Mr. Benidickson: You are referring to April?
Mr. McGregor: I am referring to the end of April.
Mr. Benidickson: You are dealing with it on a monthly basis?
Mr. McGregor: That is right.
Mr. McMillan: You do not know anything about May?
Mr. McGregor: Not yet.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You told Dr. McMillan, earlier in reply to 

a question by me, that the balance of the fund is now $454 million. You 
also said that the Unemployment Insurance Commission has already borrowed 
close on to $70 million for the first time. Why was it necessary for the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission to borrow money rather than to liquid
ate some of its existing securities?

Mr. McGregor: It was less costly to the fund than to go on the market 
and liquidate its securities.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You say it was less costly. I am not question
ing your statement or the veracity of your statement because I know you are 
a very competent and worthy public servant. But are you sure that is the 
answer?

Mr. McGregor: Yes sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Are you a member of the investment committee?
Mr. McGregor: No sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Who are the members of the investment 

committee?
Mr. McGregor: The governor of the Bank of Canada, a representative 

of the Department of Finance, and a representative of the Department of 
Labour.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you know the circumstances under which 
they sold certain securities and converted and took part in the bond conversion 
scheme announced last year by the Minister of Finance?

Mr. McGregor: No sir, I am not familiar with that.
Mr. Benidickson: Who is the Department of Labour representative?
Hon. Michael Starr (Minister of Labour): He is Mr. Gordon Cushing, 

the assistant deputy.
Mr. McMillan: Can you tell us what securities are held in this fund?
Mr. McGregor: I do not have the list with me, but I can procure it.
Mr. McMillan: Are they government bonds?
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Mr. McGregor: Either government bonds or government guarantees. 
There are some Canadian National Railways.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes, there are some Canadian National Rail
ways, and I have questions on that.

Mr. McMillan: This $454 million is the net amount in the fund after 
borrowings from the government?

Mr. McGregor: No, that is the amount of securities in the fund. Some 
of them have been pledged against the loan.

Mr. McMillan: What is the actual net amount in that fund as at the 
end of April, or the latest date that you have?

Mr. McGregor: I do not know that exactly, but I understand that at the 
end of April $454 million would be the amount, subject to the amount of that 
loan. At the moment we have borrowed $72 million, none of which has been 
paid back.

Mr. McMillan : That fund would be $72 million below $454 million?
Mr. McGregor: Oh yes, subject of course to the sale of those bonds, if 

they were required to be sold.
Mr. Benidickson: When you refer to the figure of $454 million, is that 

based simply on counting the dollars in and counting the dollars out over 
the years, or is it based on the par or market value of your holdings?

Mr. McGregor: That would be the book value of the holdings.
Mr. McMillan: What is the book value—the current selling price?
Mr. McGregor: No, the book value is what we have bought them at, 

amortized down.
Mr. Caron: If they were $100 at the time of buying, they are still $100 

in your books, even though they go down to $90 on the market?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Does this figure of $454 million 

include interest on the securities?
Mr. McGregor: Interest is brought in each month as a revenue figure.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is added on?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, this is the net result.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You said a minute ago there was an 

investment in the conversion loan last year. From your knowledge, has it 
been customary in the past to invest in other previous new government issues?

Mr. McGregor: I am afraid I cannot tell you. I do not know the particulars 
°f the investment committee’s transactions.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You do not know whether it was a new 
departure to take these conversion bonds?

Mr. McGregor: I would not say so; I do not know.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Did you say it was a new departure?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I think there might have been a suggestion 

that it was a new departure to invest in a new issue of government bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Oh no, this is the first scheme of its kind. Can 

y°u tell me, Mr. McGregor, the circumstances of the decision made by the 
^vestment committee to participate in this bond conversion scheme?

Mr. McGregor: I am afraid not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you know whether or not the investment 

committee was given any alternative not to participate in the scheme?
Mr. McGregor: I could not say.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you know what the loss in the last fiscal 
year was as a result of the participation in this bond conversion scheme? Do 
you have the exact figure?

Mr. McGregor: In 1958-59 the gross loss was $13 million on the sale of 
securities; and there was a gross profit of $3,246,000. So the net loss was 
$10,115,000.

Mr. Benidickson: What would be the record from the end of 1958 on 
tradings of this kind before you started to borrow?

Mr. McGregor: These were the results of the fiscal year 1958-59.
Mr. Benidickson: Oh, I thought it was for the calendar year.
Mr. McMillan: The value of the fund is now roughly $382 million?
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): The amount of the fund at the end 

of April, that $72 million has been brought up to date, has it not?
Mr. McMillan: I am not clear as to whether or not the fund was $382 

million, and I got it by subtracting $72 million from $454 million. I do not 
know whether those are bonds at the face value or the book value.

Mr. McGregor: Ig $72 million was liquidated, it would bring more money 
into the fund.

Mr. McMillan: How much have you got in it?
Mr. McGregor: The disposal of this $72 million which has been pledged 

would bring some money into the fund. If those $72 million are sold, it would 
liquidate the borrowings, and we would still have the money.

Mr. Argue: Have you the amount of the fund at various past dates?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Argue: Can you give the committee a picture of the amount in the 

fund four or five years ago, and the changes?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): That is in your original statement, Mr. 

McGregor.
Mr. McGregor: In 1955?
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : It would save going all over it again.
Mr. Starr: It would only take a moment.
Mr. McGregor: As of March 31, 1955, the fund stood at $840,692,000 in 

round figures.
Mr. Argue : Do you have the figures for other dates during the year?
Mr. McGregor: I could get them.
Mr. Argue: Could you give me the amount of money in the fund as of 

July 1, 1957?
Mr. McGregor: On June 30, 1957, it was $852,729,000.
Mr. Caron: Would you please repeat that?
Mr. McGregor: I said at the end of June, 1957, the figure stood at 

$852,729,000.
Mr. Argue: That figure is on the same basis?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Argue: It is on the same basis as the $454 million; so there has been 

a loss of almost $400 million since that time?
Mr. Benidickson: You have not taken off the $72 million borrowings? 

which would make the difference.
Mr. Starr: Might I say a word: when the member for Assiniboia said it 

was a loss, it was not a loss; it was a depletion of the fund through payments 
to the unemployed of this country.

Mr. Argue: The depletion of the fund is more acceptable.
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Mr. Starr: It is not a loss.
Mr. Argue: A loss to the fund or a depletion of the fund; since the min

ister has taken office, there has been a loss—I mean a depletion in the fund.
Mr. Starr: And the difference has been paid to the people of this country.
Mr. Argue: Because of widespread unemployment.
Mr. Starr: Because of the fact that they were unemployed.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): As to that level of $454 million, I take it 

you do not agree with the advisory committee that it is at a perilous state?
Mr. McGregor: I would say it was at a state where something has to 

be done to ensure that the income equals the outgo from this point on.
Mr. Benidickson: It is anticipated that if this section were carried that 

it would actually do more than that?
Mr. McGregor: No sir. It is intended to provide an income to meet the 

outgo, leaving the interest—whatever interest comes in—to replenish the fund.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : By raising the contributions of the workers 

and the employers, the main contributors, you would be able to render the 
fund a little less perilous. Are you aware that the investment committee—

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : That is pretty weak, Mr. Martin; pretty 
weak.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, I think it is quite improper 
for a member, as experienced as Mr. Bell, to make any comment about a 
witness.

The Chairman: You should observe that yourself when other people are 
talking, Mr. Martin.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): May I use you as a model of neutrality, and 
Point out through you to the committee how serious it is for a member of 
the committee to make a comment about a question before the reply has 
been made?

The Chairman: Mr. Martin, all I said was that you were the worst 
offender in that respect in this committee at the present time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): May I observe that you are a model, as far 
as I am concerned, of chairmanship of parliamentary committees.

The Chairman: Your buttering up does not bother me, Paul.
Mr. Caron: I would draw attention to the statement of the Prime Min

uter when he said that he did not belong to the school, or did not adhere 
t0 the suggestion, that beneficial discussions should not take place on every 
Measure that comes before the house. If you read it and think about it, I 
think you would be less fractious.

The Chairman: We are under clause 6, let us proceed.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. McGregor, I asked you if you were 

*amiliar with the Canadian National Railways issue of $300 million, maturing 
on February 1, 1981, at a price of $97, and of the participation in the fund 
*°r the Unemployment Insurance Commission with regard to that issue.

Mr. McGregor: No, I am not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It was in February. You were not familiar?
Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is there anyone from the commission with us 

'ybo could give us particulars about the participation by the commission in 
*bat issue?

Mr. Bisson: I cannot.
East) : Would I be correct in suggesting that the only 
us that information would be the members of thePi 

ir

Mr. Martin (Ess< 
Persons who could g 

Vestment committee
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Mr. Bisson: Investments, of course, are handled by the investment com
mittee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes. I would hope the chairman will observe 
that, because we must have that information. The chairman of the com
mission has now told us that the only one who can give us that information 
would be a member of the investment committee. It was for that reason 
I suggested earlier that we give consideration to the motion we ultimately 
will make that the governor of the Bank of Canada be called before this com
mittee so that we can obtain from him all the particulars in respect of the 
investments of the Unemployment Insurance Commission.

Mr. McGregor, can you tell us anything more about the particulars of the 
participation by the commission in this conversion loan, of a year ago?

Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You cannot?
Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Can you tell us anything about the purchase 

by the commission of the fifth victory loan maturing January 1, 1955, 
totalling $41,535,000?

Mr. McGregor: I have no knowledge of the investment committee’s 
transactions.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): So if I were to ask you about the fifth, sixth, 
seventh, eighth and ninth victory loan investments of the commission you 
would not find it possible to give us that information?

Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I do not think it is fair to press this witness 

any more.
Mr. Benidickson: You were able to give us information in respect of 

the losses when the investments were sold. What is your relationship to 
the investment committee in that regard? You were not able to give us any 
information as to the purchasing, but once the investments have become the 
property of the commission then you are familiar with the results after that?

Mr. McGregor: No, sir; that is not correct. The commission does not 
handle that. It is done entirely through the investment committee.

Mr. Benidickson: But you have figures as to the actual losses when the 
securities were sold when the market for them was less than the book valuation?

Mr. McGregor: We were notified of those sales.
Mr. McMillan: Would you again give us the total amount?
Mr. McGregor: The net investment loss for 1958-1959?
Mr. McMillan: Yes.
Mr. McGregor: $10,115,171.51.
Mr. Benidickson: The figures you have given us so far have dealt with 

the book valuation of these securities. Have you figures which you keep 
monthly as to market valuations of your portfolio?

Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Benidickson: Who would have that information? Is that again the 

investment committee’s bookkeeping?
Mr. McGregor: It would have to be for a specific date. We could procure 

that from the treasury officer.
Mr. Benidickson: Could you get for us a statement as to the latest date 

which would be convenient as to the market value of the holdings so tha 
we could compare it with the book value which we have been discussing?

Mr. McMillan: The point is that if you had not bought these conversion 
bonds you would not have lost the $10 million. Is that right?
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Mr. McGregor: Again there is a gross profit of $3,245,923 during the year. 
There was a gross loss of $13,361,094.82, leaving a net loss of $10,115,171.51. 
I would say that the gross profit of $3,245,000 came mainly from the conversion.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If you had not converted and had maintained 
a liquid position—I do not mean you, personally—you would have had a 
windfall, a good profit, like others who had taken advantage of a sale, rather 
than participating in a conversion scheme?

Mr. McGregor: I could not tell that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you know the market value of the fifth, 

sixth, seventh, eighth, and ninth bonds at the end of the conversion?
Mr. McGregor: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I suggest to you that if the Unemployment 

Insurance Commission had been free to act, as is a private individual, that 
instead of having a loss of a gross of $13 million or a net of $10 million, they 
would have had a gross profit of $13 million.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Martin made a suggestion. I will 
also make one. He is speaking about what might have been done in the bond 
market. This is in the realm of fantasy. There probably would have been 
losses anyway. After the act is over, to suggest we might have done some
thing else is to say that if I had had a ticket at Connaught park last week 
on a certain horse, I might have made some money.

An hon. Member: Surely Mr. Fleming’s bonds are not that bad.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Bell’s comment is a fair one. What we 

are seeking to do now is to see whether or not it is proper to impose further 
contributions on the working people of this country and the employers.

An hon. Member: And the government.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The government also to a much lesser extent. 

We are seeking to establish whether or not there was a mismanagement of 
this fund with a consequential depletion which might have been avoided if 
the investment committee under section 20 of the Unemployment Insurance 
Act had really been an agency free to make investment decisions. I think the 
dates of the particular participation in this conversion scheme are very 
important. I can show later that if they had not participated in this scheme 
and had taken advantage of the windfall that, instead of having a loss, the 
fund would have made a profit. It would not have been necessary to impose 
these additional burdens on the employees.

Mr. Starr: There have been previous instances where losses have occurred 
m the sale of bonds. In April, 1957, as an example, there was a loss of 
$83,133.48.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Is that mismanagement?
Mr. Starr: In May, 1957, there was a loss of $2,037,753.98 in the sale of 

bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The significant point the minister has over

looked and I now put the question to him—is that when these losses took 
Place in 1957, as Mr. Argue just pointed out, the level of the fund was not 
In the perilous state it was when they participated in the bond conversion 
scheme.

Mr. Starr: That is still no reason to have losses.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The reason why we are now examining these 

losses is because they contributed to the perilous state of the fund. In 1957 
the fund was at $852 million. When these participations took place the fund 
"’as down by another $200 and some million. That is the reason.
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I am suggesting that had the investment committee—which I hope we will 
have before us—been free to make investments which were not contrary to 
the declared policy of the present government, there would not have been 
these losses and depletions.

Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, at this moment may I say, in view of the last 
statement of the member for Essex East, that surely he is making that state
ment blind to any known policy of the investment committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I know, it is clear from the investments which 
were made that the investment committee participated in the bond conversion 
scheme.

Mr. Grafftey: Is it clear that they had no alternative?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is clear, because I am sure that with men 

like Mr. Coyne on the committee they would have taken advantage of the 
market, and the advantage of the market at the time was clearly to sell and 
take a windfall as the Canada Council did. The chairman of the Investment 
Committee of the Canada Council happens to be Mr. Graham Towers. At 
the very time the Canada Council was carrying on its policy of non-participa
tion in the bond conversion scheme, this investment committee was participat
ing in the bond conversion scheme with the substantial losses which ensued.

Mr. Starr: I beg your pardon. When the bonds were converted there 
was a net profit of $3 million and some-odd.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I know, but—
Mr. Starr: The statement made by the hon. member for Essex East is 

not correct. He claims that there was a loss because of participation in the 
conversion loan. I say there was a profit of over $3 million in the participation 
in the conversion loan. It was at a later date, when the bonds were liquidated 
for the purpose of providing funds to the unemployment insurance fund that 
the losses were incurred.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I think we can clearly establish this when we 
get Mr. Coyne here. I am glad the minister agrees we should have Mr. Coyne 
here. It will be possible then to establish what the real fact is.

Mr. McGregor, could you tell us anything about the liquidation of the 
$17 million of the 44 per cent conversion loan bonds in October, last?

Mr. McGregor: I could not tell you anything about the investment 
transactions.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Can you tell us anything about the liquidation?
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): On a point of order; Mr. McGregor 

has told us he knows nothing about the investments of the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission, and Mr. Martin continues asking questions in this 
regard, which is merely stalling the work of this committee.

Mr. Grafftey: My own personal view is that we should keep our eyes on 
the main issue at hand. We all know that by far the greatest reason for any 
depletion of the fund during the last month is because the present government 
has considered the lot of the men who are out of work. I think we are getting 
into an issue which is relevant, but which certainly is not the major important 
issue. I think everyone here knows that the reason the fund is depleted lS 
because of the payments made to men who are out of work. That is the reason 
for the major depletion in the fund.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you asking a question?
Mr. Grafftey: I am putting the cards on the table for the sake of clearing 

this up once and for all. That is the reason. It is because the present govei'n' 
ment during the last few months has considered the lot of the men withou 
work. Let us keep the record straight and stop this politicking in th13 
committee.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): You ask a question and I will—
Mr. Grafftey: I will frankly admit I made a statement. I did not ask a 

question.
Mr. McMillan: Is there any interest paid on money held as cash in the 

fund?
Mr. McGregor: No.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Mr. Chairman, since we have had a 

little misunderstanding about investments, I would like to move, seconded by 
Mr. Maclnnis, that we call the investment committee before this committee 
on industrial relations.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I second that motion.
The Chairman: It is already seconded.
Mr. Grafftey: The investment committee?
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Yes.
Mr. Grafftey: All three members?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The three members. There are more than three 

members. There is the deputy minister of labour, the deputy minister of finance 
and the governor of the Bank of Canada.

The Chairman : The motion is in order. There will be three, if necessary. 
You have heard the motion. Are you ready for the question?

All in favour?
Motion agreed to.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I wish to make another motion. In view of the 

fact that we have decided to call the members of the investment committee, 
by this same principle I move that we change our decision of a few days ago 
and that we call some members of the former advisory committee of the 
Unemployment Insurance Commission.

The Chairman: You know that is out of order before you move it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I move your ruling be challenged.
The Chairman : You challenged it once before.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I challenge it again. You are saying that I do 

Hot have the right to urge that a former decision be revoked. You have ruled 
that such a motion is out of order. I now move that your ruling be challenged. 
You have no alternative but to put this motion to the meeting.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): We have the motion to have the 
investment committee appear before us. This question of the advisory com
mittee has already been decided once. Now he is attempting to use stalling 
Procedure on this by moving a motion.

Mr. Caron: You will see by the standing orders in the house that we can 
move a motion to revoke a decision of the house. We go according to the rules 
°f the house, especially the rules in respect of the work of committees in the 
house. If this is permissible in the house, it must be permissible here.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I did not say it was not per
missible; I said this is another example of the way Mr. Martin has been 
behaving and, as a result, is stalling the procedural progress of this committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I want the right to comment on what Mr. 
MacLean has just said. He is not going to make that observation and get 
away with it. I want to point out the absurd position in which we find 
°urselves. A government member has moved, and I am happy that he has 
hone so, that we call the members of the investment committee. That motion 
Was allowed by you, Mr. Chairman, without any challenge and was unani
mously supported. That motion in principle is contrary to the decision that 
bis committee, by a foolish majority, took a few days ago when we were
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denied a motion calling for the members of the advisory committee of the 
unemployment insurance commission. In principle, it is a variance.

I agree that the members of the investment committee should be called 
to discuss these investments, but surely it is unfair to suggest that the mem
bers of the advisory committee of the unemployment insurance commission 
should not be called, simply because they made recommendations against 
government policy. Is that the reason?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): No one is suggesting that. It 
is a matter for the committee to decide.

On clause 6.
The Chairman: I have ruled it out of order.
Mr. Caron: There is a motion before you and you cannot rule it out of 

order.
The Chairman: The motion is out of order and it has been disposed of.
Mr. Caron: You have not any right to say the motion is out of order.
The Chairman: Sit down.
Mr. Caron: I will not sit down, because I have my rights. All you can 

say will not keep me from saying what I want to say, because we have the 
right to challenge the ruling and we are going to do so.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Petty politics.
Mr. Caron: I think this is the worst act of a chairman of a committee 

that has sat since government existed in Canada, and the reason why the 
chairman does that is because he does not know anything about the rules of 
the house.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): How much of an authority on 
them are you?

Mr. Caron: I am more an authority than you are. We are challenging 
your ruling, Mr. Chairman; put it to a vote. There is no discussion on the 
matter.

Mr. MacInnis: This is happening almost every day in this committee, Mr- 
Chairman. Mr. Martin’s motion that former members of any board be called 
here is definitely out of order. Any man who serves on a board in the interests 
of labour should not be called upon in committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is a very unfair statement.
Mr. MacInnis: I made that statement when one of the members was 

present and I will repeat it right across this country.
The Chairman: I made the ruling on the basis that the information could 

be supplied by the officials of the unemployment insurance commission. In this 
case they cannot supply it and, therefore, we are entitled to have the investmen 
committee here. However, Mr. Martin, the information which you wish froiU 
the advisory committee cannot be supplied through this committee.

Mr. Martin, you cannot bluff me on this kind of thing. Once you put the 
motion and once it is disposed of it cannot be reintroduced. You can take it 
the house if you want to. You can go as far as you like.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, may I ask you to enjoy a period 
of calm that will permit wise reflection on your part. Are you serious whe? 
you suggested it is not possible to challenge your ruling by way of a motion •

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to say this. ,
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : May I ask the chairman this question with°u 

the advice of counsel? Could you answer me, Mr. Chairman? t
The Chairman: I told you the motion is out of order and I wilt n° 

accept it. You are challenging my ruling?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes.
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The Chairman: I said the motion is out of order. Is the ruling of the 
chair to be sustained? All those in favour? Contrary?

(Chairman’s ruling sustained).
Mr. Caron: Steamrolling again.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is rather difficult to hear in here. Did I 

understand, Mr. Chairman, that you said I might ask questions about the 
advisory committee of officials of the commission? Did I understand your 
ruling meant that if they cannot answer the questions, then we may call the 
members of the advisory committee?

The Chairman: I did not say any such thing.
Mr. MacInnis: This is the principle upon which we have decided to call 

members of the investment committee.
The Chairman: I have given my reasons. We are on clause 6, let us 

proceed.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I have not understood your ruling.
The Chairman: I can understand that you do not understand it, Mr. 

Martin.
Mr. Benidickson: In reverting back to this matter of loans you men

tioned that certain securities of the commission were pledged in connection 
With loans. You said the rate of interest was 5 per cent and so on. What 
was the book value of the securities that were pledged in connection with 
the loans? You told me you cannot give the market values.

Mr. McGregor: I think I have figures here for the first $50 million that 
Were pledged for the first $45 million loaned. These are the loans up until 
the end of April. The securities pledged were government of Canada 4£ per 
cent bonds maturity in 1972.

Mr. Benidickson: $45 million loaned.
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: Is that the only one you have records for at the moment?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: Can you supply data in respect of the subsequent loan?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Can you tell me what that increase in rates will bring in 

ln a year? By what amount will that increase the contributions?
Mr. McGregor: It would bring an increase of $78 million.
Mr. Caron: Will this amount be helping to replenish the fund or will 

just cover the possible loss in the year?
Mr. McGregor: The intent is that it will bring the income up to equal 

the outgo, based on the experience of the last five years.
Mr. Caron: If the unemployment situation is almost as severe as it was 

this year, will that be sufficient? Was this not calculated by taking into 
account the fact that unemployment will diminish in a bigger way.

Mr. McGregor: It was based on the experience of the last five years. The 
Etuary is here and he could explain this better than I could.

Mr. R. Humphrys (Assistant Superintendent, Insurance Department) : 
t-he calculations were based upon the experience of the five-year period ending 
°h March 31, 1958. The unemployment experienced in the year 1958-59 was 
somewhat higher than that average.

Mr. Caron: There were three years which were fairly good and two years 
^hich were very bad in the last five years. There were three years of ordinary 
Employment and two years of excessive unemployment.



278 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Humphrys: In the five-year period there were three good years. There 
was quite a lot of unemployment in 1954-55 and the year 1957-58 was heavier 
again.

Mr. Caron: What would happen if the unemployment situation remained 
about the same? To what amount would the fund be deflated?

Mr. Humphrys: If the experience of the five years ended March 31, 1958 
is about normal, the proposed contributions can be expected to cover the 
benefits over some period of years. However, the fund would rise and fall 
in accordance with the swing of unemployment around that normal. Now, 
how far it will swing, I do not know, but judging from the experience of the 
past two or three years it might well swing to the extent of $200 million 
or $300 million on either side.

Mr. Benidickson: I take it, Mr. Humphrys, that your five-year calculation 
does not include the bad winter of 1958-59; is that correct?

Mr. Humphrys: That is right.
Mr. Benidickson: Therefore, that is excluded from your five years so 

that rather than two years of very severe unemployment, in connection with 
your calculations, there was only one as against four reasonably good years.

Mr. Humphrys: I suppose it is a matter of what you consider as a 
proper definition of “severe”. The year 1954-55 was higher than the average 
of the five years, as was 1957-58; the other three years were below the average.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What is the expected additional revenue from 
the addition of the two new classes; would I be wrong in saying it would 
be around $15 million or $17 million?

Mr. Humphrys: About $17 million.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What would be the additional revenue derived 

from the raising of the income ceiling from $4,800 to $5,460?
Mr. Humphrys: In connection with the net gain to the fund from that 

change, I have used a figure of three-quarters of one per cent, which comes 
to about $2 million.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : $2 million or $3 million?
Mr. Humphrys : Yes. This is the net gain.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What will be the additional revenue derived 

by the general increase of about 30 per cent in the level of contributions?
Mr. Humphrys: Assuming that the proposed amendments are made m 

respect to the new classes, the increase in the ceilings, and the raising 
the general level of contributions, it would bring in a revenue of about $78 

lillion a year.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Now, of the last amount, what will the gov

ernment’s contribution be?
Mr. Humphrys: The government’s contribution would be one-sixth of

that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Around $16 million. Well then, am I right* 

therefore from these responses that you have given, that with a total in' 
crease in contributions of around $78 million, of which the government wm 
pay about $16 million and the employees and employers $25 million more 
annually, that there will be a little more than $20 million in additional bene
fits? Is that correct?

Mr. Humphrys: I have estimated the total increase in contributions t° 
be about $97 million altogether.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : $97 million?
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Mr. Humphrys: Yes, and one-sixth of that would be the government’s 
share.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And the total benefits would be about $20 
million?

Mr. Humphrys: With the addition of new classes, increase in duration and 
the increase in allowable earnings, the total increase in the benefits would 
be about $24 million a year.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : So, for that limited amount of benefits, the 
employees and employers are being imposed upon to the extent of 30 per 
cent additional contributions and in some cases as high as 50 per cent; is that 
correct?

Mr. Humphrys: I am not sure that I should say that they are being im
posed upon.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): They have this additional tax on them for 
this limited benefit, you say, of $24 million? 
committee operations?

Mr. Humphrys: I would have made that estimate.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are not familiar with the investment 

committee operations?
Mr. Humphrys: No.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Did I understand you to say the 

government contribution was one-sixth? I was under the impression it was 
one-fifth.

Mr. Humphrys: The government contribution is one-fifth of the total con
tributions made by employees and employers, so that when you take the 
total contribution of everybody combined, the government share is one-sixth.

Mr. Starr: Plus administrative costs of $35 million a year.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What is the increase in the benefits derived 

from the addition of the two new classes of benefits?
Mr. Humphrys: $9,400,000 is my estimate of this.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And what is the estimate of additional bene

fits to be provided by the extension of the benefit period from 30 to 52 
weeks?

Mr. Humphrys: I have estimated this at $11 million.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): And what is the estimate of new benefits 

which may result from higher allowable earnings?
Mr. Humphrys: I have estimated this at $3,100,000.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you know of any other benefits that are 

provided for in the bill and, if so, what do they amount to in dollar value?
Mr. Humphrys: Well, there are some changes in the bill that will make 

minor differences, but they are so small I have not attempted to arrive at 
any estimate.

Mr. Beech: I understood Mr. Martin to suggest that the reason the 
increases are being made is to cover these additional benefits. Is it not true 
that all we are doing is increasing the premiums to offset the loss due to 
a bad loss experienced, the same as in any other insurance business?

Mr. Starr: If I may make a comment, the actuary recommended that 
without any amendment in order to put the fund, based on experience of 
the last five years, on an equal basis, that it would be necessary to increase 
the rates by some 20 per cent, and with the addition of these amendments 
ff was necessary to increase it another 10 per cent; is that correct?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
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Mr. Caron: At the time it was 20-20-20.
Mr. Starr: No. The increase of contributions was approximately 20 per 

cent.
Mr. Humphrys: Last year when I made this calculation I thought that 

without any changes whatever, and having in mind the size of the fund at the 
end of the fiscal year 1957-58 we should look at least for a 25 per cent increase. 
If amendments were made, to add the additional classes and raise the ceiling, 
I thought at that time a 20 per cent increase would be sufficient. But even if 
the contribution was increased either 20 or 25 per cent, there still would not 
have enough to cover my estimate of the annual benefit load. I still had to 
rely on interest earned on the fund to make ends meet.

Since that time the fund has decreased further, and I think it is un
desirable to rely on the interest earnings of the fund to make the contributions 
balance the revenues. So I think a 30 per cent increase is the least to be 
considered under the present circumstances.

Mr. Caron: When you recommended the first 20 per cent increase, there 
was an increase of 20 per cent for the three parties, the employee, the employer 
and the government?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Twenty per cent was for each party?
Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. Caron: And now the increase is only to be put on the employee and the 

employer.
Mr. Humphrys: No, it is a thirty per cent increase in the whole con

tributions.
Mr. Starr: Including the government.
Mr. Humphrys: So the three parties will each bear 30 per cent.
Mr. Starr: Last year the government paid some $37 million into the fund 

excluding the cost of administration; and under this amendment, they will 
pay $56 million plus the administration.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The minister is right in saying that there is 
not only an increase in the cost for the employees and the employers, but 
also on the part of the government. The minister will also agree that what 
this bill does is not to follow the unanimous recommendation of the advisory 
committee which urged that the government’s contribution be increased to 
one half of the total contributions of the employers and the employees. That 
is correct.

Mr. Starr: May I say in answer that what the hon. member for Essex 
East is trying to say is that the government should pay a larger share.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No. I am simply saying that it is the principle, 
as the minister has said, that the government’s contribution is increased by 
this bill, but it is not increased to the extent that was unanimously recommended 
by the advisory committee who recommended in July, 1958 that the govern
ment’s contribution should be increased so that its share would be one half 
of the total value of the contributions paid by the employers and employees.

As a matter of fact that is to be found at page six of the report of the un
employment insurance advisory committee for the year ending March 31, 1958, 
which was tabled by the minister in the house.

At page six, paragraph 32, the following appears:
The committee respectfully recommends that the division of re

sponsibility for revenue to the fund as between employers, employ665 
and government be adjusted so that the contribution from each be
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made equal; in other words, that the contribution from the government 
be made equal to one-half that of the combined contributions from em
ployers and employees.

That is a correct statement and I am sure Mr. Bisson, the chairman, will 
confirm it.

Mr. Starr: May I say in answer to what the hon. member said: I presume, 
by making that statement, he agrees, or he intimates, that the government’s 
share should be increased.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes, I think the minister is right, and may I 
give my reason: it is not the fault of the workers or the employers that this 
fund has been depleted, therefore it is not fair to them to burden them with 
this impost on the fund.

Mr. Starr: If I may continue in answer to the last observations of the 
hon. member I must say that the beneficiaries of this fund have been the labor 
people of this country who are in the insurable class in this insurance fund; 
and when the hon. member for Essex East says that the government should 
increase its share, in effect he is advocating taxation of the soya bean growers 
of this country and of the grain growers of this country and of many other 
people of this country who are not covered by this Unemployment Insurance 
Act.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): There is no doubt about that. I am not denying 
it. What I am saying is—and I am supporting the labour groups of this 
country and the employer groups, when I say it is not fair to impose on those 
two groups who have to make the main contributions to this fund, the 
responsibility of providing the wherewithal to help people who have run out 
of their unemployment insurance benefits. That is what I am saying.

It is a responsibility which belongs to all of us. So why put the taxation on 
the workers of this country Why put it on the men working in the Ford plant 
or in the Canadian National Railways shops in Winnipeg?

Mr. Starr : I think we can discuss this matter rationally. It is a well 
known fact that those who participate in certain funds are those who are taxed 
for it. We have had instances in the past two years where this was covered 
under the P.S.I., the Physicians Services Incorporated, where they had their 
rates increased, and the only people who were taxed for that increase were 
those who were participating. The Blue Cross rates have been increased to 
meet the cost of the outgo, and only those people who participated under that 
scheme were required to pay for it. It would be most unfair if we—and might 
f say that I did not disturb the hon. member when he was speaking. I can 
now see why this committee is always in an uproar, if the hon. member does 
not permit anyone to make a statement.

You can readily see how unfair it would be to tax the people of this 
country to supplement a fund in which they did not participate. Take for 
example the soya bean growers for whom the hon. member for Essex East 
claims to be a spokesman. He is advocating that they be taxed in order to 
suPplement or aid those who participate in this fund in which they do not 
Participate.

Take, for example, the grain growers of this country in the western prov
inces. They would be subject to the same taxation to supplement the fund, 
but they do not participate in this fund; and so with many other segments 
°f our economy. Does the hon. member think that it is a fair way of doing it, 
0r of raising these contributions?

The Chairman: Please let Mr. Starr finish his statement.
Mr. Starr: I think the hon. member is straining at the leash. So let him 

have the floor.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My enthusiasm as a champion of the worker 
here is such that possibly I become too enthusiastic about it. I know the 
minister will pardon me.

Mr. Starr: You are no more enthusiastic about it than I am.
Mr. MacInnis: Every now and then he has to go outside to get more 

ammunition with which to speak on behalf of labour.
Mr. Caron: Who is interrupting now?
The Chairman: Please sit down, Mr. Caron.
Mr. Caron: You cannot do anything.
The Chairman : Mr. MacInnis has interrupted but he was not the only 

one. No one can interrupt except your party, or it is not official.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The minister has stated the position correctly. 

He said: do I think it is fair that the Canadian people in general should bear 
the responsibility, or should it be imposed upon the employers and employees 
of this country? I have no hesitation in answering that.

As the Canadian Manufacturers Association said, as the Canadian Congress 
of Labour said, as the boards of trade said, and as the chamber of commerce 
said, this was a responsibility that should not be imposed upon two segments 
of the population.

Now, as the minister knows, we have an act which he amended. I mean 
the Public Assistance Act.

Mr. Starr: And for which you voted.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is right, and quite properly so. I support 

it; and what I urge now is that this act should be treated as we treat public 
assistance. When these people run out of their unemployment insurance bene
fits, when they are faced with heavy unemployment, to say that we should 
impose on the employees of this country and on the employers of this country 
and not on all the other people, the responsibility of providing for public 
assistance, to me is an unbelievable statement to come from the Minister 
of Labour.

I was challenged that I agreed with the soya bean growers, and I have 
no hesitation in saying that the responsibility of looking after people who had 
run out of their unemployment insurance benefits does not rest on two seg
ments of the population. It rests in justice on all the population. That is what 
I said, and if it is proper to impose the obligation of the Public Assistance 
Act on all the people of Canada, by the same argument it is fair to impose 
that obligation in respect to those who have run out of their unemployment 
insurance benefits—to impose it on the whole population.

This position was taken by Mr. Burt, Mr. Andras and Mr. Marchand in 
their telegram which appears in the report tabled in answer to the persistent 
questioning of the opposition in the House of Commons, by the minister, a 
few weeks ago. I also noticed that they asked for some comment, and they 
said at the end of the telegram that they felt that the committee should with
hold comments until the minister has notified it of intentions regarding 
recommendations contained in our report dated July 18.

I simply say the same, because that is what was said by all the bodies 
which have appeared before this committee.

Mr. Muir (Cape Breton North, and Victoria): And Joey Smallwood.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have pointed out how unfair it is to imP°sC 

on these two groups this responsibility. I am told that the Minister of Labour 
himself, speaking in 1955 in the house, made an observation of this kind, 
have not seen it and I want to check it myself. The minister and I 
at one. He has stated the issue clearly. He stated what I believe should
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done. I can simply say to him that I do not know how he can justify, in view 
of the amendments he made to the Public Assistance Act, how he can possibly 
insist on imposing this full burden on the workers of this country.

Mr. Starr: The hon. member surely knows in his own mind—and he 
should speak the way his mind dictates— the fact that these are two entirely 
different acts. One is an unemployment insurance act, while the other is a 
welfare or public assistance act. They are two distinct types of acts altogether. 
The Unemployment Insurance Act is based on unemployment insurance prin
ciples; and when you say that this act is a public assistance act, it is entirely 
wrong.

Simply because there are seasonal benefits, it might lead the hon. member 
to put it in that category. But may I remind him that it was he and his 
government which introduced this; it was he who piloted the bill through for 
seasonal benefits back in 1950.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And it was the same government which 
replenished the fund.

Mr. Starr: That government to which he refers replenished the fund to 
the extent of $1,800,000 only and not to the full amount of the depletion of 
the fund. I did not interrupt the hon. member when he was speaking.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are quite right, I am sorry.
Mr. Starr: When we introduced further extension of seasonal benefits, 

the hon. member along with all members in the house agreed with that 
amendment, and they voted unanimously for it, and that was the result.

Naturally everyone knew at the time that the result of this amendment 
for the extension of seasonal benefits to the extent of two months would have 
a tendency in a period of unemployment, during the winter especially, further 
to deplete the fund; but this certainly did not put the unemployment insurance 
fund in the category of unemployment assistance.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman, may I put this on the 
record : Mr. Martin mentioned all the various organizations which presented 
briefs and that they said we should get this additional necessary revenue 
from the public funds. I do not remember that they suggested any such 
thing. I refer to it specifically, because I think it is very important. I think 
it is another example of confused Martin statistics. The Canadian Labour 
Congress, when questioned before this committee distinctly said, and the Cana
dian Chamber of Commerce definitely said, that they did not think we should 
go to the public funds for this revenue.

The Chairman: Mr. Browne has been trying to get the floor.
Mr. Caron: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman: if the hon. member for 

Saint John-Albert says he has not been able to find anything in the briefs, he 
should read the other reports of the committee. That will answer his question.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Mr. Chairman, in his remarks Mr. 
Martin has perpetually referred to what he said, that the whole burden was 
being placed on the workers and on the employers. That was gone over time 
and time again.

The government makes a contribution of around $36 million to the 
fund directly, and another $39 million for the administration of it. That 
certainly is not placing a burden entirely on the employers or the employees. 
When he suggests that people covered under the Unemployment Insurance 
Act should be placed under some form of relief, I am opposed to such a 
suggestion.

People have been under this act for some time and it has worked satis
factorily. I think our purpose is to put it in a position where the employers
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and workers of this country can benefit under it. It seems incredible to 
me that we should talk now of going back to the same system of relief with 
means tests and all the other things we have had through the years.

I hope that the thinking of the people in this country is a little more pro
gressive than that and that they would like to see the people, as of right, are 
covered under this fund—all the working people of this country—and will 
be able to draw as of right under this fund when they are unemployed.

Mr. Argue: The minister addressed the general question to the mem
bers of the committee about the soya bean growers, the grain growers and 
other Canadians generally, having to pay taxes in order to provide bene
fits to certain people who now may be obtaining benefits under this act.

As far as I am concerned, the Unemployment Insurance Act was placed 
in the statute books not to protect the federal treasury in a time of an un
employment crisis. There is one reason, and one reason only, why this fund 
is in difficulty today. That is because of the failure of this government, 
since it took office on June 21, 1957, to live up to its commitments to provide 
a full employment economy. If that had been done we would not be here 
this morning discussing how we can recover moneys from this fund.

The government should not be asking a portion of the labour people, who 
arc covered under this act, to pay large sums of money into the fund, to pay 
by way of special and other benefits to other people who are covered under 
this act moneys which should be the responsibility of the government and 
retroactive.

The position I take is this. Because of widespread unemployment, the 
payments that are necessary because of an unemployment crisis, should be 
paid out of the national treasury. If the minister likes it this way, I have 
no objection that the payments out of the national treasury should be paid 
into the unemployment insurance fund. I am not at all fearful of what the 
attitude of the general public of this country will be.

As far as I am concerned, progressive people in this country in all walks 
of life decided long ago that, when large sections of this country face a crisis 
because of failure in government policy, it is up to the government, acting for 
all the people of Canada, to come to their rescue, just the same as the tax
payers of Canada should now come to the rescue of these people who are 
adversely affected so that benefit would come to the grain and soya bean 
growers, or anybody else who is suffering because of government policy. 
There is only one answer for this government. That is to get this country 
out of the present unemployment crisis. That will put the fund back where 
it belongs. They should stop trying to slough off the government’s re
sponsibility on to the workers and employers in this country.

Mr. Beech: If it was in that happy state we would not need the unem
ployment insurance fund.

Mr. Starr: I feel strongly that those who participate in the fund should 
be the ones who should have this added increase. The government takes its 
share in the same ratio as they have been in the past and the fund was set 
up for that purpose.

There has been quite a bit of discussion here in respect of the advisory 
committee, what has been done in the past and what the government should 
do in respect of any deficits. Let me remind the hon. member for Essex East 
—and I think he will agree with me—that he was the acting minister of 
labour when he piloted the seasonal benefits through the house, and at that 
time there was no consultation with the advisory committee, and there was 
no dipping into the pocket of the federal treasury.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I had—
Mr. Starr: Let me carry on.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On a point of order; there was consultation 
with the advisory committee. There is no parallel. The fund was not in a 
perilous state.

The Chairman: Mr. Starr has the floor.
Mr. Starr: I just checked my statement and the Unemployment Insurance 

Commission officials advise me there was no consultation with the advisory 
committee. Also, instead of dipping into the treasury for the increased costs 
of the seasonal benefits, the minister piloted an amendment through to increase 
the contributions by 15 per cent.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is right.
Mr. Starr: And on the same ratio as in existence now, that is, the 5/12 

by the employer, 5/12 by the employee and 2/12 by the government.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you—
The Chairman: Let the minister finish. He never interrupted you.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, you are going to have apoplexy.
The Chairman: I wish you would get it too.
Mr. MacInnis: I have a suggestion to make to this committee. The con

duct of this committee is not what it might be. I do not confess to be an 
authority on house rules, nor house committee rules. I have had, however, 
quite a bit of experience with labour meetings. I would respectfully suggest 
to the chair that some of the rules followed at labour meetings could be 
followed to advantage here. That is that on any one question no member of 
this committee should be given the opportunity to speak two, three, four or 
five times while there are other members of the committee who have not 
even spoken once. I think we should follow that type of procedure whereby 
every member of this committee will have an opportunity to speak on every 
question. No one person should be given an opportunity to speak several 
times while somebody else is denied the privilege of speaking once. I think 
that would be a good procedure for this committee to follow. I am not an 
authority on parliamentary procedure, but this is something which has been 
adopted at labour meetings and I think we would be well advised to follow 
that procedure here.

Further, if Mr. Argue had been in attendance at some of the other meetings 
he may not have made some of the statements he has made.

Mr. Argue: In view of some of the reports in the press and the comments 
of the hon. member, I should make it clear that I was not a member of this 
committee until the day before yesterday. There was another member of the 
C.C.F. group who was a member of this committee. Therefore, any reference 
to my not being here before yesterday is completely irrelevant.

Mr. MacInnis: The member has pointed out to the committee that he 
was not a member before yesterday—and I apologize—but he was absent 
yesterday while a member, and late again today.

Mr. Argue: You are still as stupid today as yesterday.
Mr. Caron: On a point of order; is it suggested that a member should 

°nly speak once on a matter?
Mr. MacInnis: No. I suggested that while any other member wishes to 

express an opinion, until he has an opportunity to express that opinion, no 
other member should take the floor for a second time.

Mr. Argue: I do not know, Mr. Chairman, what you have in mind as far 
as adjournment is concerned. My party, however, has a caucus every Wed
nesday morning at eleven o’clock.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : I think this is a very important matter 
and I am quite willing to sit through to one o’clock or one-thirty. I might
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point out that our caucus was at nine o’clock this morning. We gave up the 
privilege of being at our caucus. I think it is only right that a bill as important 
as this is be given every consideration.

The Chairman: Does clause 6 carry?
Some hon. Members: No, no.
Mr. Starr: May I make a plea to the committee as the minister charged 

with this bill, I would ask the committee to consider sitting for at least 
another hour. I would like to make my position very clear. Delays, or exten
sion of time on this, deprive these people of these benefits. I am just as busy 
as anyone else and yet I feel that this bill is important enough, or more 
important than anything else with which I am charged at the moment.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I understand the minister’s point of view. I 
assure him we want to assist him all we can. This is our day for caucus at 
eleven o’clock.

Mr. Starr: I did not go to my caucus.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : We feel this committee is more 

important than a political caucus.
Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): I move at this time that the com

mittee continue to sit until one o’clock.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : In seconding that, I would like to say 

that on two or three previous occasions we have discussed here the matter 
of sitting when the house is sitting and we decided we would wait to see 
if we could facilitate our business. This morning we have had the same 
example of one man hogging the whole show. I think we have to settle 
down now and consider this as sensibly as we can so as not to delay this 
measure which means so much to the people of this country.

The Chairman: There is a motion
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You allowed Mr. Bell to speak.
The Chairman: It is moved by Mr. Browne, seconded by Mr. Bell, that 

this committee do sit until one o’clock. You have heard the motion. Are you 
ready for the question?

Mr. McMillan: There is time available for other meetings. We know what 
is coming up in the house and this bill cannot get to the house this week. Could 
we not meet tomorrow?

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Yesterday it was suggested that we leave 
this for another day and see how we progressed. It is pretty evident this 
morning that we are running into a day by day dodge—leave it to another 
day. We have been avoiding sitting when the house is sitting in order to 
accommodate the C.C.F. and Liberal members. If we do not get on with this we 
will be here at Christmas.

Mr. Argue: Would the minister be prepared to put forward his own sug
gestion that we sit to twelve o’clock? I would be prepared to move an amend
ment to the general motion that the time one o’clock be changed to twelve 
o’clock.

Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, I suggested that the committee might sit for at 
least another hour. Yesterday it was the same story; we sat for an hour and 
a half and then everybody had to go some place else. Surely this will happen 
every day. As a matter of fact, the house sits at eleven o’clock in the morning 
on Friday and there will not be an opportunity for us to sit. Also, next Wednes
day we will be having the changes, as proposed by the Prime Minister, f°r 
house sittings. What will your position be then?

Mr. Argue: I would like to move that the word “one o’clock” in the 
motion be changed to “twelve o’clock” in keeping with the suggestion of the 
minister. I think if we agree on this it will assist all of us.
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The Chairman: It is moved and seconded that one o’clock be changed to 
twelve o’clock.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): May I speak on this amendment. 
The other day we offered to sit through lunch time in order to accommodate 
one of the labour organizations which was here and the Liberal members would 
not stay at that time. Every time the issue has come up they have complained 
that they do not want to sit while the house is sitting. We have gone to every 
length. It seems it is up to them to do a little cooperating for a change. I simply 
want to say that we should sit until one o’clock.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I do not want to appear to be acting as a 
conciliator here. However, Mr. Browne, would you consider holding your 
original motion over and we could continue until twelve o’clock and then after 
twelve o’clock we can consider how much progress we have made.

If we consider there has been reasonably good progress, then we could 
stop at twelve o’clock and, if not, we could continue on to one o’clock.

The Chairman: Is there leave to withdraw the motion?
Mr. Starr: Leave it in abeyance.

On clause 6.
The Chairman: Shall clause 6 carry?
Some hon. Members: No, no.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We have had the motion that the investment 

committee be called. You cannot pass clause 6 until we have had the investment 
committee. This is the relevant section.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): With all due deference—I am 
not an authority on the rules—I believe you can discuss anything at all in the 
bill when the title comes up.

Mr. Argue: Mr. MacLean’s point, I suggest, is not at all well taken. If a 
discussion of the pertinent clauses of the bill means anything, surely we will 
have an opportunity to have all the evidence in before we propose to pass on 
the clauses. Once we have passed everything but the title, my question would 
be: why waste the time of further witnesses?

The Chairman: We shall stand clause 6 and proceed now with clause 7.
On clause 7—“Wages defined”.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is all.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Could we have a short explanation?
Mr. Starr: Clause 7 is the same as clause 2, where we put in the word 

“earnings” instead of “remuneration”.
Clause 7 agreed to.

On clause 8—Separate from estate in bankruptcy, etc.
Mr. Starr: Clause 8 will be deleted. I propose to move an amendment in 

the house when we are in the committee stage on the bill.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is good. Could the minister tell us the 

reason?
Mr. Starr: There are some further considerations to be given to this clause 

and we are not prepared at this time to put it in as an amendment.
The Chairman: It is suggested by the minister that this be deleted at the 

Present time.
Mr. Starr: No; leave it until we go into the house committee when I shall 

move an amendment.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): We have an undertaking from 

the minister that that will be done.
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Mr. Caron: The amendment will come in the house, not in the committee, 
so it will not be studied at all in this committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Was this recommended by the legal division?
Mr. Starr: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is the lawyer here? Can he tell us about it?
Mr. Starr: Yes.
Mr. C. Dubuc (Legal Adviser, Unemployment Insurance Commission) : Thê 

reason is that it might involve other sections or other amendments. It seems 
likely that we can get this clause tested in court without any further amend
ment.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Thank you.
The Chairman : All right, it will be delayed.

On clause 9.
Mr. McGregor:

AMENDMENTS TO THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 

Semi-Monthly Contributions 

(Clause 9 of bill: section 42 (f) of act)

The act provides that before a claimant can establish a benefit period (and 
thus be qualified for benefit if he satisfies the other conditions of entitlement) 
he must have a certain number of contributions paid in his respect during 
certain qualifying periods. These contributions are weekly contributions and 
are referred to in the act as “contribution weeks”. For persons who are paid 
on a weekly basis, the contributions are computed also on a weekly basis. For 
persons who are paid semi-monthly or monthly, contributions at a semi-monthly 
or monthly rate are used. These contributions are, in money value, equivalent 
to 2 and i and 4 and à weeks, respectively. However, they do not refer to any 
specific time and therefore do not coincide with calendar weeks upon which 
the contribution qualifications are computed. (The computation of contribution 
weeks is required not only for the establishment of benefit periods but also for 
the determination of the rate and duration of benefit.)

In all the cases where contributions have been paid on a semi-monthly and 
monthly basis, the records in the possession of the commission are not sufficient 
to permit this determination by calendar weeks to be done.

It is, therefore, proposed to amend section 42 (f) to empower the com
mission to make regulations for calculating and determining (a) the number 
of contribution weeks represented by semi-monthly and monthly contributions 
and (b) the amount to be taken as the average weekly contributions correspond
ing to the number of calendar weeks established.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): It is just a matter of clarification?
Mr. McGregor: It is a matter of administration to aid us in converting 

the monthly or semi-monthly contributions into calendar weeks.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): To compute the benefits per week?
Mr. McGregor: That is right.
Mr. McMillan: Is there any difference for those paid in the lower income 

groups?
Mr. McGregor: It depends upon the employer’s pay periods. Some 

employers pay all their people on a semi-monthly basis, some on a monthly 
basis, and some on a weekly basis. It all depends on the employer. It does 
not depend on the range of earnings.
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Mr. McMillan: I saw some reference to the effect that the payments 
were less.

Mr. McGregor: I think you are thinking about the half weekly stamp, 
for those under $9. But that is another thing entirely. It does not come under 
this at all.

Clause 9 agreed to.

On clause 10.
Mr. McGregor:

EXTENSION OF QUALIFYING PERIODS 

(Clause 10 of bill: section 45(3) of Act)

The basic requirement that an insured person must satisfy to qualify for 
benefit is set out in section 45(1). This provides that he must have to his 
credit at least 30 contribution weeks in the period of 104 weeks immediately 
preceding his claim for benefit, of which at least eight are in the 52 weeks 
immediately preceding his claim. However, this provision is modified by section 
45(3), which provides that if during those periods the claimant was debarred 
from acquiring contribution credits because he was incapacitated by illness, 
or was engaged in non-insurable employment, or was not working because 
of a stoppage of work due to a labour dispute, the periods of 104 weeks and 
52 weeks may be extended by the duration of such incapacity, non-insurable 
employment or absence from work due to the stoppage arising from the labour 
dispute. The effect is the same as if the period of illness or non-insurable 
activity were dropped out of the calendar in computing the ' period within 
which the claimant’s qualifying contributions must be found. The maximum 
extension allowable is 104 weeks, which means that the maximum period 
Within which the qualifying contribution weeks must fall is 208 weeks.

The amendment adds as an additional ground for extension of the 
qualifying periods the provision in the new subparagraph (f) “serving a 
sentence of imprisonment in any gaol, penitentiary or other place of confine
ment." This will enable some prisoners who are unemployed after their 
release to qualify for benefit by reason of contribution credits acquired prior 
to their imprisonment. In this way their rehabilitation will be assisted.

The number of discharged prisoners who will benefit from this amend
ment will probably not be large. Studies made by the Unemployment 
Insurance Commission in co-operation with the federal and provincial prison 
authorities have indicated that less than 10 per cent would have the required 
history of contributions prior to incarceration to enable them to qualify 
lor benefit even by means of the extension. Nevertheless it has been urged by 
several organizations interested in the rehabilitation of prisoners that the 
effect of enabling even this small number to qualify for unemployment 
msurance benefit will justify the change in the act. These persons, if unable 
to obtain employment at once upon discharge, will be able to draw benefit 
?s a matter of right, in accordance with the contributions they have paid, 
Instead of being forced to fall back on public welfare or charity. The financial 
burden of assisting prisoners will also be lessened for the prisoners’ aid
societies.

The other amendment to section 45(3) is intended to remove ambiguity. 
Prior to the 1955 revision the act provided specifically for extending the 
qualifying periods where a claimant had been engaged in business on his 
°Wn account. When the present section 45 (3) (b) was enacted, it was 
thought that the expression “employed in employment that was not insurable” 
"ms broad enough to describe engagement in business on one’s own account.
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However, some decisions of the umpire have indicated doubt whether the 
expression can extend to work done otherwise than for an employer. The 
new paragraph (c) is therefore added to restore the former provision as a 
ground for extension of the qualifying periods.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The John Howard Society has been active in 
making representations along this line.

Mr. McGregor: And also the Canadian Correction Association.
Mr. McMillan: I knew of a workman who had to leave the district because 

of illness in the family and he was away for about six weeks. When he came 
back the plant was closed and he had no work. He had worked steadily for 
some years. What are the regulations in that connection? I was trying to 
follow this. It may have been longer than six weeks that he was away; 
I cannot tell you, but it was for some considerable time.

Mr. McGregor: If I may answer: I think that the person may have left 
his work, as you say, because of illness in the family, and the question of his 
availability for work would have been raised. That would have been the point.

Mr. McMillan: The plant was in operation when he left.
Mr. Benidickson: Do you think it may have been voluntary separation?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, and the fact that he was required to stay at home 

may have raised the question of his being disqualified as not available.
Mr. McMillan: Why not leave of absence?
Mr. Caron: Suppose a man is a business man; would he be entitled to 

benefits if he elected to pay his unemployment insurance?
Mr. McGregor: No. A man in business cannot elect to remain insured if 

he goes over the ceiling. It is only the person who is still under a contract of 
service who can elect to continue to be insured.

Mr. Caron: What would be the procedure if he wanted to have insurance?
Mr. McGregor: Suppose a man has been insured for a minimum of five 

years. Then he goes into business for himself for one year. Suppose the business 
fails or he becomes bankrupt and is unemployed and looking for work. If he 
has 30 contributions in the last 104 weeks—and eight of them must be in the 
last 52 weeks-—he would be all right. But he may not have met that require
ment in the last two years, so we go back three years, that is for a further 52 
weeks, to pick up the year in which he was in business for himself. Then he 
can pick up the contributions that he had made prior to going into business 
for himself.

Mr. Caron: That means that if he has been in business for more than 
two years, it does not count?

Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. McMillan: Suppose he had leave of absence from the plant and came 

back within six weeks after, only to find that the plant was closed. Could he 
get his unemployment insurance?

Mr. McGregor: If he was available for work at that time. I think that 
would be the point at issue.

Mr. McMillan: How long a period then—I quoted six weeks, but I do not 
know how long the period was.

Mr. McGregor: If it were a question of his having left the employment 
voluntarily, without just cause, the maximum disqualification is six weeks; but 
if he made himself not available, the disqualification runs as long as that 
condition exists.

Mr. McMillan: This particular individual went to the United States 
where his mother lived.
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Mr. McGregor: May I suggest that the member give me the particulars 
of the case and I will be glad to look into it.

Clause 10 agreed to.

On clause 11—commencement :
Mr. McGregor: This amendment eliminates the present provision 

whereby the first week of a new benefit period is permitted to run concur
rently with the last week of the old benefit period when a new initial claim 
is filed immediately on exhaustion of the old claim. The effect of the amend
ment will be that, where entitlement to benefit in the last week of a claim 
that is being exhausted is less than a full weekly rate, only the amount 
remaining will be paid for the last week. The claimant will have to qualify 
in the succeeding week, thus avoiding overlapping of benefit periods.

The provision which is now being revoked had been introduced for the 
purpose of avoiding interruption in benefit payments. It had been intended 
to provide for continuing the payment of benefit at the full weekly rate without 
interruption between claims where the entitlement remaining on the old 
claim was less than a full week’s benefit—the waiting period being usually 
waived in these circumstances. For example, a claimant whose weekly rate is 
$30 may have $15 entitlement remaining for the last week of his old claim. 
He is paid the $15 and files a new claim on which the rate may again be $30. 
When this new claim is adjudicated, he is paid $15 from the new entitlement 
in respect of the last week of the old claim. In many cases this procedure 
does not achieve the purpose intended, namely to avoid interruption in the 
payments, as the new claim has to be processed before the balance on the old 
claim can be paid. This often involves a break of at least a week. To carry 
out the present requirement, a rather involved procedure is required and 
when dealt with under the mechanized process these complications are 
accentuated. In view of the slight degree to which the rule assists claimants, 
it is therefore proposed that the provision be removed and that where the 
entitlement in the last week of benefit on a claim that is being exhausted is 
less than the full weekly rate, only the amount remaining will be paid for 
that last week.

Clause 11 agreed to.

On clause 12:
Mr. McGregor: The present schedule of benefit rates was introduced when 

the act was revised in 1955. The rates were designed to provide benefit equal to 
approximately 50 per cent of previous earnings for a person with a dependant 
and a slightly lesser ratio for a person without a dependant. At that time 
average wages and salaries in Canada were somewhat less than $60 a week. 
The maximum rate of benefit provided was $30 a week for a person with 
a dependant and $23 a week for a person without a dependant. This rate 
was payable to a claimant whose earnings during the qualifying period, as 
reflected in his contributions, had been $57 a week or more.

The commission and the unemployment insurance advisory committee 
have concurred in recommending that, to restore the previous ratio of benefit 
to earnings in the light of changes in wage levels in the past four years, the 
Maximum benefit rate should be increased. The benefit rates for workers 
in the lower earnings ranges would not be changed, but the schedule would 
be further projected at the upper end so as to provide more realistic benefit 
rates for workers in the higher earnings ranges. These new benefit rates 
Would be related to a corresponding projection of the schedule of contribution 
rates.
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At the end of 1958 average weekly wages and salaries were reported by 
the Dominion Bureau of Statistics to be about $70. The proposed benefit 
schedule creates two additional benefit classes. The present top rate of benefit 
($27 single and $30 dependency), which is now payable where the claimant 
had been earning $57 a week, or more, will apply only to those in the 
earnings range $57 and under $63. For those with higher weekly earnings 
the benefit rates will be as shown in the following projection.

Range of Weekly 
Earnings

$57 and under $63
63 and under 69
69 and over

Benefit Rate 
Single Dependency 

$23 $30
25 33
27 36

For example, a claimant whose earnings prior to his becoming a claimant 
averaged $75 a week is restricted at present to a maximum benefit rate of $30 
a week (if he has a dependant), which is no more than is allowed to a 
claimant whose earnings averaged only $60 a week. Under the amendment 
the second claimant will still get $30, but the first claimant will get $36.

Mr. McMillan: Mr. Chairman, the ratio of payments to contributions 
will be lower under the new rates than under the old; is that right?

Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: Is it right that the ratio of payments in respect of the 

contribution will be lower now than formerly?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is in regard to the new classes?
Mr. McGregor: All classes apply. All classes are given a 30 per cent 

increase.
Mr. Benidickson: All classes get a 30 per cent increase?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, it changes the ratio of contribution to the benefit 

where the benefit has not been adjusted.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Speaking only of those now insured, not the 

new ones being brought in, would you care to comment on the answer made by 
Mr. Jodoin to a question I put to him—also a representative of the C.M.A.—- 
that there ought to be an increase in the rate of benefit in proportion to the 
increase in the rate of contribution based on the high living costs which now 
confront the workers of Canada.

Mr. McGregor: I have a table here, Mr. Chairman, which I prepared 
following the hearing of Mr. Jodoin’s brief. If you would like to have me 
explain this, I would be glad to do so.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would be very glad to have it.
Mr. McGregor: It concerns the ratio between earnings and benefit and 

the ratio of earnings to benefit plus allowable earnings. There are two factors. 
We have related the benefit, first of all, to earnings in the first schedule, and 
in the second schedule we have related earnings to the benefit plus allowable 
earnings.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I know.
Mr. McGregor: I think this will show he was speaking about the ratio 

being 66§ per cent, and that the benefit rate should be increased to that 
proportion of the wages. If we take those earnings between $9 and under $15> 
the middle of the range is $12, the weekly benefit is $8, so a claimant is 
getting 66.6 per cent at this moment. If you take the allowable earning5 
of $14, he is getting 100 per cent. In respect of the fellow with earning5
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of between $15 and $21, the middle of tjie range is $18. His weekly benefit 
is $12 and he is also getting 66.6 per cent, and adding allowable earnings 
makes it 100 per cent.

For the man between $21 and $27, the middle of the range is $24. He is 
getting 62.5 per cent and with the allowable earnings it is 95.8 per cent. 
It will not go through the whole range. A man earning between $39 and $45 
has a percentage of 57.1 and with allowable earnings a percentage of 85.7.

Take the man in the range of $57 to $63. He is getting 50 per cent. If 
you add the allowable earnings he is getting 75 per cent. The man at the top, 
at $69 and over, with the middle of the range being $72, is getting 50 per 
cent and with allowable earnings, 75 per cent.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I hope I am understanding this correctly. Am I 
not right in saying there was a request by the labour members of the advisory 
committee that the rates of benefit should be two-thirds of the wage scale?

Mr. McGregor: No, I do not recall that.
Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, there was a request in the briefs which were 

presented in former years.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I know; but there is also something recent.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Where did you get the information?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The United Automobile Workers presented me 

with a brief. By the way, have you received a request from the United 
Automobile Workers to make a representation before this committee?

The Chairman: Not yet.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I was speaking to the director yesterday. He 

asked me if a representation could be made. I told him a request would have 
to be addressed to you as chairman of the committee, and that you, in the 
course of your democratic procedures, always faithfully observes anything put 
before this committee.

Mr. Benidickson: Did you receive a request from the Interprovincial 
Farm Union?

The Chairman: I did. However, yesterday I did not have time, the way it 
turned out, to get the steering committee together. I asked him if it would be 
all right if he submitted a brief and have it incorporated. I was advised that 
some person would like to come down from Manitoba to present it. I told him 
that we had acceded to all those who wished to present their briefs; but I 
told him that at this late date we would have to decide when it would be 
opportune, or convenient, for them to come down.

Mr. Argue: You are speaking of the Interprovincial Farm Union?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Argue: Since the farmers of this country are a substantial portion of 

the taxpayers, and since the minister himself brought these people into the 
discussion this morning—and I have no idea what position they will take—• 
t think it is very pertinent that the organized farmers of this country should 
have an opportunity to appear before this committee and say what they think 
°f the present bill.

The Chairman: I am willing to take up the matter with the steering 
committee. These are the only two organizations which have not yet presented 
their views. However, the thought I had is this; they had sufficient notice that 
We were going to meet and that those who wished would have an opportunity 
to appear. I think we should proceed first with the bill and then we will be 
able to tell them when they can come down.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Was there an official request?
The Chairman; Yes, Mr. Patterson made it on behalf of the farm council.
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Mr. Simpson: Might I suggest to the steering committee that they give it 
very serious consideration and that if at all possible we should hear the 
delegation.

The Chairman: It is a matter of convenience to the committee when 
we could bring them down.

Mr. Benidickson: It is more likely that representatives of organized labour 
already insured under the act would be more aware of our parliamentary 
activities, both in the house and in committee, than would be uninsured groups 
and the farmers.

Mr. MacInnis: In your notice to this organization was any date stipulated?
The Chairman: No.
Mr. MacInnis: If they have not been nailed down to a date. I think we are 

obligated to hear them. I think if you are going to send out such notices, then 
any of these organizations which expressed their intention to come here should 
be notified that they should appear.

The Chairman: There is a little difficulty in getting the steering com
mittee together in the way we are operating, in metered time. How about 
Friday morning?

Mr. Benidickson: I think that is a good suggestion. I move that we hear 
them on Friday morning, and I think the clerk should similarly get in touch 
with the Ottawa representatives of the Canadian Federation of Agriculture. 
They have an official representative here and I think they should be here.

The Chairman: You can hear both of them while we are at it. Let us get 
on now with another clause.

Mr. McMillan: Has any other organization written in?
The Chairman: Let us get some more work done. We have carried clause 

11 and we have been discussing clause 12.
Mr. Caron: It appears to me, Mr. McGregor, that there is a certain 

reduction in benefits with the new amendments. The clauses may be exactly 
the same, but 25 to 34, which is 9 and 12; 20 to 27, or 27 to 33, which was 11 
and 15; and 34 to 42; the closest I can get to it is 33 to 39, which was 13 and 
18. Now it is 11 and 15; 42 to 50; the nearest I can get to it is 45 to 50, which 
was 17 and 24. Now it is 13 and 18. It appears to be a reduction.

Mr. McGregor: That is with the 30 per cent added to the old rates. It 
maintains the old rates of benefit in relation to the old contribution with 30 
per cent added.

Mr. Benedickson: But everybody in the volume wage brackets pays 30 
per cent more now in contributions under this proposed section, and there is 
no increase in benefits except for the fact that two or three additional classes 
at the top are included.

Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Caron: I did not quite understand the explanation given by Mr. 

McGregor; to me it appears to be a reduction in benefits, and you were ex
plaining that it is not.

Mr. McGregor: Actually it is an increase in the contributions. There is 
no reduction in benefits. The old contribution plus 30 per cent, gives the same 
benefit; it is 25 per cent in some cases.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : There is no increase in the rate of benefit at all-
Mr. McGregor: That is right except for the top brackets.
Mr. Caron: That range of average weekly contributions is with the in' 

crease of 30 per cent?
Mr. McGregor: That is right.



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 295

Mr. Caron: We have to take every one and go down the class to get the 
benefits.

Mr. McGregor: The 30 per cent increase, would affect all the classes you 
are looking at in the old schedule.

Mr. Caron: That would bring it up the same?
Mr. McGregor: That is right.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Can you give us the percentage of insured who 

have in the past, prior to the reduction from 52 to 36, taken advantage of the 
52 weeks?

Mr. McGregor: That is in the next clause.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): All right.
Mr. Benidickson: Is it consistent to stand over six which deals with the 

rate of contribution? We must be consistent. Why stand that over and not 
stand over number twelve?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We must stand over 12.
The Chairman: Is it agreed that 12 shall stand?
Agreed.
Mr. Starr: There are three parts to clause 12, do you agree to stand part 

(1) of clause 12, if so we shall go on with part (2) of clause 12.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You cannot go on now.
Mr. Starr: Yes. There are three sections in clause 12.
Mr. McGregor: The commission and the unemployment insurance advisory 

committee have concurred in recommending an amendment that will protect a 
claimant in certain circumstances against a sudden and severe drop in his weekly 
benefit rate on a second or subsequent claim.

Under the present provisions, a claimant who establishes a second or sub
sequent benefit period on the basis of contributions, some or all of which were 
made during a period when he was working less than his normal full working 
week, may receive a substantially lower rate of benefit than that which he re
ceived on his immediately preceding claim. Numerous representations have 
been received from labour organizations that it is a hardship for a claimant who 
qualifies for a rate of benefit based on contributions made while working full 
time, and a year or so later establishes another claim after a period of employ
ment on short time, to have his weekly rate on his new claim sharply reduced, 
by reason of the lower average rate of his contributions, at the very time when 
he has suffered a reduction in earnings. These organizations feel that it would 
be more equitable, when the second claim closely follows the preceding one, 
to maintain the rate of benefit at a level nearer to that which would have 
resulted from normal earnings and contributions.

Under the Act prior to the 1955 revision, when contributions and benefits 
were based on days instead of weeks, the claimant’s daily rate of benefit was not 
so quickly affected by a drop in his earnings as is now the case. On the other 
hand, the present provisions allow him to requalify for a new benefit period 
more quickly when he is working less than the full working week.

The amendment recommended by the Commission and the Advisory Com
mittee will alleviate the situation in part. To minimize the effect of a reduction 
in earnings and contributions, the amendment adds a provision to ensure that 
'vhere successive benefit periods occur within two years, the rate of benefit 
during the new benefit period will not drop more than one class below that of 
the immediately preceding benefit period. For example, if the previous rate was 
$30 and the rate on the second claim would be $24, it will nevertheless be fixed
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at $28. If a subsequent claim was established within two years of the second 
claim just mentioned, and the rate on the new claim would again be $24, it will 
nevertheless be fixed at $26.

The provision applies to regular benefit periods only and not to seasonal 
benefit periods; that is, where a second (or subsequent) regular benefit period 
is established by a claimant within 104 weeks of the establishment of a pre
vious regular benefit period.

Mr. Starr: Could we finish clause 12.
Mr. Benidickson: We are going to stand this anyway.
Mr. Starr: You are going to stand part (1) of clause 12; you have the 

explanation of part (2).
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We have not had a chance to look at it.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I moved earlier that this committee 

sit until 1 o’clock, and that we would consider what progress we had made at 
that time. So I move again that we continue to sit until 1 o’clock.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If you want to railroad it, all right.
The Chairman: We will call it after you have finished with the other two 

clauses, if we can.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I move that we sit until 1 o’clock, 

and I want my motion to be put.
The Chairman: Is there a seconder?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I second the motion.
Mr. MacInnis: There is absolutely no need for a motion for adjournment 

at all. This committee either carries on or it does not.
The Chairman: I have a motion which I cannot turn down.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am sure Mr. Browne is one of the most 

reasonable men in the house, as I have said in the House of Commons. We have 
made some progress this morning and I suggest—

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : I suggest we have made progress but 1 
would not want it to be inferred that we were trying to railroad this thing. 
The members of the Conservative party did not go to their caucus this morning 
and I would not want it to be reflected.

The Chairman: Let us get this next one through. I do not think it is 
unreasonable. We are standing the first part of it.

Mr. Noble: Mr. Chairman, we have divided our forces on occasion. Why 
can they not divide theirs?

The Chairman: Let us not get into an argument. Let us have the motion. 
I have a motion which has been regularly moved and seconded that we continue 
to sit until 1 o’clock. All those in favour? Contrary minded if any? Let us take 
the vote again. All those in favour? Six. Those contrary minded, if any, five. 1 
declare the motion carried.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We have to leave now. We have this other 
engagement. It is most unfortunate. But would you care to put that on the 
record?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Would you mind putting on the record what 
this other engagement is?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We have a party caucus.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You will only get to the last half of yoW 

party caupus now.
The Chairman: Let us proceed. Do you want to say anything more, Mr- 

Martin? We are on clause 12 of the bill, part (2).
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Mr. Argue: I am in exactly the same position as the Liberal members. I 
have to attend a caucus too. I would like to leave the committee as well. I think 
the Conservative members are making a very great mistake. If they want to 
stay here all by themselves and push this through, I think the refleciton will be 
on them. I think they should have learned a great deal from the attitude of 
the Prime Minister in the House of Commons yesterday when he moved the 
motion initially for extended sittings of this house, when the members of 
the C.C.F. were in favour of it, while the official opposition was against it. 
The Prime Minister stated that he would not attempt to do anything to rail
road the House of Commons, and he would give parliament every opportunity, 
if the members wished, to have a full discussion of everything coming before the 
house. He got up and said he was not attempting to do anything to railroad the 
House of Commons, that he was going to give parliament every opportunity, 
if the members wished, to have full discussion of everything coming before 
the house.

I think the members of this committee are not only making a grave 
mistake on their own account, but are also doing something which is directly 
opposite to the opinion expressed in the statement of the Prime Minister 
yesterday in the house.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): This morning we had our own 
party caucus. I had a matter of the utmost importance to me and my con
stituents; but I felt there could be nothing more important to the people of 
this country than that these benefits be put through. When the labour organiza
tion was here we made an attempt to accommodate them by offering to sit 
through our lunch hour and the Liberal members were not willing to do that. 
If the Conservative members are willing to forego their caucus, then the others 
should also cooperate with us. It might well be that we will have to sit when 
the house is sitting if we do not take advantage of every other opportunity 
which we have. We put off a decision to sit while the house is sitting. I think 
we have gone to every length to cooperate with the other members and they 
simply dictate to us.

Mr. Beech: We must not forget that one of the reasons why the Prime 
Minister acceded to the request was in order to get on with the committee 
work. If that had not been the case, the house would be sitting this morning. 
Surely the other parties can cooperate to some extent.

Mr. Argue: Mr. Chairman, the members of this committee were un
animously prepared to sit until twelve o’clock. The minister, by his statement, 
was prepared to sit to twelve o’clock and I take it he was prepared to adjourn 
at that point. With great respect to members of the Conservative party who 
wished to sit until one o’clock, I think they should be extremely careful not 
to get the impression abroad in this country that they are prepared to use their 
great preponderance of numbers—

An hon. Member: Boloney!
Mr. Argue: I have the floor. The chairman is listening to me. They should 

not give the impression that they are prepared to have this a one-party state.
An hon. Member: On a point of order.
The Chairman: Let Mr. Argue finish.
Mr. Argue: I do not know whether or not the Minister of Labour is a 

member of this committee.
The Chairman: No.
Mr. Argue: Therefore I will not make the comment I was going to make. 

Sometimes the minister is a member of the committee and sometimes he is not. 
However, I think it is a great mistake for the members of this committee to 
attempt to kid themselves that this extra hour is so important to the time when
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this bill will be reported to the house. Last night the house leader announced 
the order of business in the house for the balance of this week. There is no 
possibility of getting this bill back to the house.

We will be meeting on Friday morning, if it is agreeable to the Inter
provincial Farm Union people in order to hear them. We have made some 
considerable progress this morning. I think we can make some considerable 
progress at another meeting.

Now, however, the members of the committee, with a vote of a very 
narrow margin, are going to force the committee to meet with the Liberal 
party absent.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): The other day I had a motion that we 
meet while the house is sitting. I held it over in order to accommodate the 
other members of the committee. I feel we are at a crucial stage here now. I 
think what Mr. Argue says may have some merit, except for one thing; he 
does not have the previous background of these earlier meetings which colours 
the story a great deal.

I wonder if it would be in order at this stage to adjourn the meeting 
at the present time and convene the steering committee, which should be 
the guiding body in respect of our future deliberations. They can decide 
on the number of extra briefs we feel we have to hear. We are half way 
through the bill now.

Also, there is a time limit which we have to face up to, as far as getting 
these benefits out to the workers who will be receiving them, is concerned. 
I think this is now a problem for the steering committee.

The Chairman: Will you allow me to make an observation? We were 
making good progress this morning, but the usual procedural wrangle developed 
which is always introduced in order to stall us. That has turned up ever 
since we started. I would say that one third of our time has been taken up 
on procedural wrangles introduced just for that purpose. We have had some 
more today. On the other hand, just when we suggest meeting while the house 
is in session, we are harangued about trespassing on their time. \^hen we 
ask to extend the time of the sitting committee, then it is trespassing on other 
committees.

All the other committees have been meeting ever since the House com
mittees started, and that is over a month ago. There was an interval of a 
month that we never had a bill to examine and discuss until the present bill 
was sent to us. Then, when we do ask for time, the other committees are taking 
up the time of the members of the opposition. We should have a little larger 
share of the time than they are willing to give us.

The question of meeting when the house is sitting is a contentious question; 
but when they say they cannot meet in the time we have available and make 
the best of it, they claim we are trying to railroad it through.

Let me draw to the attention of Mr. Argue the fact that even if we do 
pass on this bill here it can still be brought up in the house. From the experience 
of what has been going on here in this committee, I think you will find that 
we can expect the same treatment in the house.

Mr. Argue: I am not going to attempt to speak for the members who left- 
I hesitate to leave even though I think I have as good a reason for leaving as 
anybody else. It is a difficult position in which to put any member.

I wish to deal with the suggestion you have made. There are things which 
can be said, questions put and answers given, by experts in a committee like 
this which cannot be given on the floor of the house. It is true that any question 
asked here also can be asked in parliament. However, I do not think the com
mittees are given the job of considering a bill merely to waste the time of 
the committee and then do it all over again in the house. I think the committee 
does a useful job.
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The Chairman: We stood over the first clause because you want the invest
ment committee. I do not think there is anything contentious in 2(a) or 3.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Argue made some state
ments about us wanting to use our great majority. There is no wish on my 
part to impose my desires on any members of the C.C.F. or Liberal party. I 
think that is true of the Conservative membership. If Mr. Argue thinks this 
is so terribly important that he has to go to his party caucus, if he thinks 
it is more important than this committee meeting, then I say let us go along 
with Mr. Argue and let us close at twelve o’clock.

Mr. Argue: I have other things than the party caucus. I have been here 
as a member of parliament since 1945. I have never been one of those who 
think they are here permanently. I just go from one election to another. The 
cabinet in the former administration took the attitude that they would ram 
things through parliament and the members went along. The Prime Minister 
in this government gets up and says, “We will let the opposition take their 
full time in discussing these matters’’; but the backbenchers are going to 
railroad it in. That is exactly what it looks like to me.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): I said it did not make any difference 
to me, but I want to make it clear that I did not go to my party caucus.

Mr. Argue: I have not gone to mine either.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): I did not go because I thought this was 

very important. I do not want to railroad anything through. The implication 
which this member makes that we are just doing things by steamrolling our 
majority is completely ridiculous.

Mr. Argue: You have done it already. You have been doing it all the 
time.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I am prepared right now to move 
for adjournment.

Mr. Argue: Then move it.
Mr. Simpson: I will be prepared to move that we adjourn and that this 

committee sit tonight, on Friday night and that this committee sit on Saturday.
Mr. Noble: It has been proposed by Mr. Bell that the steering committee 

meet and lay out a schedule. We have "wasted twenty minutes talking about 
nothing.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I move the adjournment.
Mr. Simpson: I am sure I have not spent twenty minutes speaking about 

nothing, because I have not been saying anything. Everybody has been com
plaining about this committee not being able to sit during the sitting hours 
of the house, and during the time when other committees are meeting, and 
then there is one thing and another. In order to prove my point that we are 
not trying to railroad anything through, I would make a motion that this 
committee give serious consideration to sitting on Wednesday night, Friday 
night, and at any convenient time on Saturday. I am quite prepared to make 
that motion and I would like to have a seconder.

Mr. Argue: You have a motion.
The Chairman: The motion to adjourn is always in order.
Mr. MacInnis: On a point of order; that motion to adjourn was made 

when Mr. Simpson had the floor and should not be accepted. I will second 
the motion that we meet tonight at eight o’clock.

Mr. Argue: You are—
Mr. Simpson: Again the member for Assiniboia is trying to create the 

atmosphere that this committee is trying to steamroller things.
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Mr. Argue: I am not trying to create that impression: I am saying it.
Mr. Simpson: Can you give me any good reason why we cannot sit 

tonight?
Mr. Argue: This committee will not sit tonight. I will make that as a 

forecast. I am satisfied that the Prime Minister would not wish to have this 
committee sitting when a great many of the members have an engagement 
with Her Majesty’s representative.

The Chairman : Mr. Argue, will you allow me to make an observation on 
this. You are guilty of the same fault Mr. Martin has. You are interjecting, 
cutting in. I am endeavouring to let everyone have their say without inter
ruption. Mr. Simpson has been trying to have the floor and has been inter
rupted. I want to hear him through.

Mr. Simpson: In relation to what has been said about other important 
matters that are on tonight, I am sure that my suggestion of a meeting tonight 
between the hours of 7 and 8.30 would not interfere with the proceedings at 
government house. I also mentioned Friday night, and I would like some
body to give me a good excuse why we cannot sit on Friday night.

Mr. Argue: On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, you have a motion to 
adjourn. You yourself have said there should be a meeting of the steering 
committee to discuss the procedure of this committee and I think the members 
now are attempting to use the majority they have to do the work that is 
ordinarily recommended by the steering committee. I think they are making 
a grave mistake.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I have made the motion to 
adjourn for that very reason.

Mr. Argue: You are not getting it pointed out very well when your own 
members will not allow it to go to a vote.

The Chairman : I will not accept the motion to adjourn now because this 
has developed into a cross-fire. I want to give Mr. Maclnnis an opportunity 
to have his say and we will adjourn afterwards.

Mr. MacInnis: As I understand the motion, we meet this evening from 
7 to 8.30. I wish to second that motion.

The Chairman: It has been moved by Mr. Simpson and seconded by Mr. 
Maclnnis that we meet tonight from 7 to 8.30.

Mr. MacInnis: This is to give Mr. Argue and any other members an 
opportunity to attend the Governor General’s ball.

The Chairman: It has been moved by Mr. Simpson that the committee 
sit at 7 o’clock tonight.

Mr. Simpson: Yes, until 8.30; that is my motion.
The Chairman: The motion is in order.
Mr. Beech: How about the motion that we made at one o’clock?
Mr. Argue: It is a clear rule of the house that a motion to adjourn in 

the house is always in order. You have had a motion now; you say you 
have had it for twenty minutes, and you refuse to act on it.

The Chairman: The point that was raised by Mr. Maclnnis was that the 
motion was moved when Mr. Simpson was on his feet. Mr. MacLean would 
have to wait until Mr. Simpson sat down before the motion could be moved.

Mr. Simpson: Regardless of how the vote goes, we are not trying to 
steamroll anything through and we are willing to provide time which will 
accommodate the other parties.

The Chairman: All in favour of the motion? Contrary?
I declare the motion carried.



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 301

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Is my motion to adjourn now 
in order?

The Chairman: Yes.

EVENING SESSION

Wednesday, June 3, 1959.
7.00 p.m.

The Chairman: We have a quorum now and we can proceed. We are 
on clause 12, subclause (2).

Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Chairman, does that mean that even when the 
Liberals are not present that the majority of Conservatives have filibustered 
this bill for an hour?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): No, sir, we just want to give 
you the full right to discuss it.

Mr. Benidickson: If you adjourn it, you then reverse the motion you 
previously made. I think the chairman said earlier in the morning—

The Chairman : We are not going into discussion of what took place this 
morning. We are going on with clause 12.

Mr. Benidickson: I think that is an interesting question—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Just a minute, Mr. Chairman—
The Chairman: We are discussing the clause—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We are going on with it. You have got to 

learn that the committee decides these things and not the chairman. Mr. 
Benidickson has raised a point. Let him have time to pursue it.

Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Chairman, I was unable to be here for a period 
of time and I understood the committee was going to proceed if even for an 
hour, so I had some questions and I was surprised to find that clause 12(2) 
was still before the committee. I thought perhaps by now other sections 
would have been dealt with, so I wanted to know what had transpired since 
we were as I did not want to duplicate any questions in the committee.

The Chairman: Well, I informed you we were on clause 12, subclause (2).
Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Chairman, on this clause, we read in the memo that 

was given to us in explanation that:
Numerous representations have been received from labour organiza

tions that it is a hardship for a claimant who qualifies for a rate of 
benefit based on contributions made while working full time, and a year 
or so later establishes another claim after a period of employment on 
short time, to have his weekly rate on his new claim sharply reduced, 
by reason of the lower average rate of his contributions, at the very 
time when he has suffered a reduction in earnings.

This is quite impressive. I imagine that there is a stage in the recession be
tween full-time earnings, when one goes perhaps to short-time earnings, 
industry gets to some fall-off in orders, and before there is perhaps a lay-off 
there is a general reduction in the number of hours across the board in order 
to try and everage the reduction in business for that particular firm. So this, 
1 would think, is in consequence a pretty important section.

Further on, as I remember the memo, it was indicated that this clause 
in part—I think the wording was “in part” fulfills a recommendation of the 
advisory committee. Was this recommendation in the report of the advisory 
committee tabled in the house?
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Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, this amendment as it is now presented in this 
bill is an amendment that was recommended by the commission and the 
advisory committee that it be included, which will alleviate the situation in 
hand.

Mr. Benidickson: I just wondered, therefore, if the recommendation itself 
is a public document and if we could have it put on the record.

Mr. Starr: Yes, it was tabled in the house.
Mr. Benidickson: Then I wonder if Mr. McGregor could read the actual 

relevant section. Was this circulated, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. McGregor: Clause 2 of 12, you mean?
Mr. Benidickson: No, the recommendation of the advisory committee.
The Chairman: It has not been circulated. The members, I understand, 

were given the privilege of going down and getting it from the office.
Mr. Benidickson: There is only one copy, of course.
The Chairman: Members were instructed last week where they could get 

it. It was tabled in the house.
Mr. Benidickson: Very frequently, as you know, when a document is 

under active consideration you cannot get it at a time when you have time 
to look at it.

Mr. McGregor: In the proposal dated August 26 it says:

New Recommendations

Two new recommendations, which the commission and committee 
propose, to make effects of short time less burdensome to the insured 
person. These recommendations are (a) that the rate of benefit be based 
on the average value of all the contribution weeks used to determine 
duration, and (b) that on a second, or subsequent, regular claim made 
within 104 weeks of a previous regular claim, the rate would not drop 
by more than one class below that of such previous claim.

(b) is the relevant one.
Mr. Benidickson: These are very technical matters and a lot of us are 

not too experienced in them. I wonder if Mr. McGregor, as an expert, could 
convey to the members of the committee in sort of their laymen’s language, 
an explanation of the difference between what is in this section and what was 
recommended by the advisory committee.

Mr. McGregor: This is what was recommended by the advisory committee.
Mr. Benidickson: Then why did you use the phrase “this is in part what 

was recommended by the advisory committee”?
Mr. McGregor: We say that it in part meets the representations that were 

made.
Mr. Benidickson: I see. It is the recommendation of the advisory com

mittee, but falls short of the recommendations—
Mr. McGregor: Outside recommendations.
Mr. Benidickson: —of the labour organizations referred to on page 1 °£ 

this memo?
Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Benidickson: Can you then describe the difference between wliat we 

have here and what was asked for in the labour representations that y°u 
referred to in the explanation?
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Mr. McGregor: The labour organizations asked that we revert to a daily 
basis as far as benefit was concerned, because, as pointed out—

Mr. Benidickson: And that was changed in the last amendment?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, 1955. As pointed out here, the effect of short-time 

work was not so great when it was on a daily basis as it is on a weekly basis. 
On the other hand, under the revised act, since 1955, a claimant can requalify 
much more quickly than he could under the daily system, and this was an 
attempt to meet the situation and still keep within the weekly concept, because 
you cannot have a weekly concept for one part of the act—a daily concept for 
one part of the act on contribütions, and a weekly concept for benefit. The 
two just could not fit.

Mr. Benidickson: You did point that out, I think, in your memo, that 
there were advantages. You now point out some disadvantages, but there were 
more advantages in the weekly concept?

Mr. McGregor: Yes, inasmuch as a claimant can qualify much easier 
than under the daily concept.

The Chairman: Carried?
Mr. Caron: Is it easier for the department to calculate on the daily basis 

or the weekly basis?
Mr. McGregor: It is no different as far as administration goes. The 

contributions prior to 1955 were on a daily basis, and we went back 180 days 
to get the daily rate. Now, being on a weekly basis we go back 30 weeks, 
which is exactly the same thing.

Mr. Caron: Exactly the same thing?
Mr. McGregor: As far as administration is concerned, yes.
Mr. Caron: It does not cost any more for administration one way or the 

other?
Mr. McGregor: No.
Mr. Benidickson: You mean your calculating is not different?
Mr. McGregor: Well, there is one saving in the weekly case in only 

counting 30 weekly stamps, as against 180 days. But inasmuch as the daily 
stamps were grouped in sixes, it is pretty much the same.

Mr. Benidickson: You really counted the groups of stamps rather than 
the individual stamps.

Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: Why should you not extend it to the seasonal benefit 

period?
Mr. McGregor: Because the rate for seasonal benefit period is based on 

all of the contributions. To be qualified for seasonal benefit a claimant must 
have had at least 15 contribution weeks since the end of the previous March. 
In determining the rate we take into account all of those contributions.

The Chairman: Carried?
Mr. Benidickson: I just want to see how that goes backwards and pre

vents this unfortunate result of a lowering in income immediately prior—well, 
I do not mean immediately, but prior to the time of entitlement.

Mr. McGregor: Mr. Chairman, the rate is based on the 30 weekly con
tributions immediately prior to the date of the claim.

Mr. Benidickson: So if you are dealing with March then the 30 weeks 
are of no consequence if the seasonal benefit starts in December, is it?

Mr. McGregor: The seasonal benefit starts in December.
The Chairman: Carried?
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, just a minute.
The Chairman: Carried?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, it is not carried.
The Chairman: Ask your question. We have to get on with the ques

tions.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Just a moment. You do not understand the 

complications here. Others are trying to.
The Chairman: I understand we are holding up a meeting that we have 

come back to try and make some time with.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I would like to ask the actuary some questions 

on this. I have before me, Mr. Humphrys, these tables—
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Is that my copy you have, Mr. Martin, 

or did Mr. Argue take my copy? I loaned it to you this morning.
Mr. Argue: Yes, I have it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I want to refer to statement 5 of the unem

ployment insurance fund, contributions and benefits for the five-year period 
ended March 31, 1958.

Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Chairman, were these distributed at a meeting 
which perhaps the odd member did not attend and therefore did not receive 
a copy?

The Chairman: Yes, at the first meeting Mr. McGregor was asked for 
explanations.

Mr. Benidickson: Could they be distributed? If they are to be dis
cussed—were they distributed to the meeting at which some of us were not 
present?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am looking at a series of questions based on 
statements 5 and 7. I do not know whether you can give me any assistance. 
I take it that the forecast regarding the amount of additional revenue which 
I think is estimated at $73 million—

Mr. Humphrys: $78 million from the increase.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Here in statement 5 the annual shortfall is 

$73 million.
Mr. Humphrys: Yes, that is without any amendment.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I take it that that figure as estimated, $73 mil

lion, on the annual average basis based upon a five-year experience from April 
1, 1953 to March 31, 1958?

Mr. Humphrys : Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is right, is it?
Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Given the fact that during this period we had 

two recessions and that the last one was especially serious, do you really think 
that the period selected is typical and that in the future we must expect two 
recessions every five years or would you be inclined to agree that the period 
in view of our last experience has been abnormal and that therefore the 
prospective deficit may have been over-estimated?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : May I ask, Mr. Martin, what you are 
reading from?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Carefully prepared notes, unlike some of the 
other gentlemen—

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Do you generally typewrite your notes?
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is not any of your concern. Unlike the 
hon. gentlemen I have given very careful consideration to this matter which 
is imposing a terrible burden on some of the workers of our country.

Mr. Humphrys: I do not profess to be able to predict what the economic 
conditions are going to be in the future and as a consequence the only course 
that I felt I could follow was to look at recent experience and to attempt to 
put forward what I thought would be required in the way of revenue to meet 
the benefit costs that would arise out of the fund, if recent experience should 
be typical of the future.

Now, the five-year period that I chose was the most recent experience 
we had at the time I made these calculations.

Mr. Benidickson: When was that estimate, Mr. Humphrys, last year?
Mr. Humphrys: About June last year. Initially they were made for the 

advisory committee and consequently they would be made in June on the basis 
of the statistics that we had for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1958.

I thought that since that period, was the most recent period, it was reason
able to put forward an estimate of the revenue that would be required to 
support benefits at that level of unemployment. I think it is a matter of 
opinion what level of unemployment will be experienced in the future and 
for this reason I tried to make very clear this fundamental assumption on 
which the calculations were based. If these assumptions prove not to be 
typical in the future then these contributions will not be sufficient. It may 
be higher or it may be lower, but I really think—actuaries have no special 
power to see into the future in this respect. I think the members of the 
committee are perhaps as wise in this respect as any technician could be.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : There is no quarrel with your purpose or with 
the quality of your work. I do not want any misunderstanding on that. I 
am sure that we all agree you have done very competent work but if the 
benefit was over-estimated there would be imposed on the main contributors 
an undue amount, would there not?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes, if the normal level of unemployment should be 
much lower than it was in those five years then the contributions proposed 
here would be more than adequate.

Mr. Starr: I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that in the light of those 
circumstances at that time another look could be taken at the rates to see 
whether there was any possibility then of reducing them.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would the minister say that if that eventuated 
that he would recommend a reduction of the rates?

Mr. Starr: I am always looking for an opportunity.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My question was, would the minister in that 

event recommend a reduction in the rate of contribution?
Mr. Starr: If the circumstances showed that the fund had grown back 

to normal and that in the immediate future there was no possibility of a heavy 
drain on the fund then I would be one of the first to recommend it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Thank you. Now, you did not include Mr. 
Humphrys’ revenue from investments, the $25.5 million, did you, the interest 
on revenue $25.5 million?

Mr. Humphrys: Not in this statement, sir, no.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You did not include that?
Mr. Humphrys: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Can you tell us why you did not include that 

figure?
21364-5—4
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Mr. Humphrys: Well, the revenue from interest has been decreased quite 
rapidly with a fall in the fund. As long as the fund is large and seems to 
be relatively stable it may perhaps be reasonable to count to some extent 
on the revenue from interest to make up part of the benefit cost and this in 
fact was done at the time the act was revised in 1955. At that time my estimate 
of the contribution revenue was such that I expected that the contributions 
alone would not meet the benefit load and that one would have to count on 
revenue from interest to make the balance.

I thought that this was a safe course to follow so long as the fund was 
large and so long as no definite trend seemed to be developing. But when 
the balance in the fund fell, interest revenue fell with it and it no longer 
seemed to be safe, in my opinion, to count upon interest revenue to meet the 
benefit load. I believe the interest revenue is now for the last ficsal year, 
the one ended March 31, 1958, considerably less than $25 million.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Some $15 million, is it not?
Mr. Humphrys: That is the figure in my mind.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): What is the reason for that, for dropping the 

$10 million.
Mr. Humphrys: I think part of the drop was by reason of the decrease 

in the fund balance and part of it was by reason of investment losses.
Mr. Benidickson: In connection with some improved benefits which would 

result from this legislation, would they in any way come into your actuarial 
calculations in June 1958, such as extending the benefit period and the clause 
that we are now discussing?

Mr. Humphrys: I made my calculations first, sir, on the basis of the act 
as it then stood. That is the basis of calculations in this statement No. 5 
The other amendments that are now being proposed do have an effect on the 
revenue and on the benefits, and the effect of those changes has been estimated 
and is set forth in statement No. 6 on the following page. The figures have 
also been given to the committee at an earlier meeting and I think in the 
House of Commons by the minister.

Mr. Caron: Would you say there is $23,500,000 benefit? There is 
$9,400,000, $11 million and $3,100,000?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes, that is right, $24 million.
Mr. Caron: $23.5 million.
Mr. Humphrys: Yes, that is the estimated additional benefit load.
Mr. Caron: And this should cover only what has been spent. It would 

not create any replenishing of the fund. It would just cover the yearly 
expense?

Mr. Humphrys: These proposed contributions? Yes, sir. They would 
cover the average benefit load if the normal level of claim is about the average 
of the five years.

Mr. Benidickson: If the next five years are similar to your calculation 
for the past five years, ending in 1958, then this is valid?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes. One of the reasons that seems to indicate that an 
increase in contribution is necessary is that even in 1956-57, which was a 
very good year, even in that year the contributions were not sufficient to 
cover the benefits. So that if we are now in a state where even in a good 
year there is little or no increase in the fund it seems clear that there is 
not sufficient revenue to meet the cost.

Mr. Caron: In increasing the benefits did you take into cognizance the 
estimated expenses for 1959, which we see on page 7, $478,673, or 207.5 per 
cent of the revenue?
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Mr. Humphrys: No, sir, my calculations were based upon the experience 
of the five years ended March 1958. The year 1958-59 showed a level of 
claim that was higher than that average.

Mr. Caron: And this increase will not affect the payments for 1959 
or only partly?

Mr. Humphrys: I do not think that the—
Mr. Caron: It is not retroactive to January 1?
Mr. Humphrys: That is not my understanding, no.
Mr. Caron: So it would cover only partly the benefit expenses?
Mr. Humphrys: The benefit payments for 1959 will be affected only partly 

if the bill is enacted. I think there may be some effect in 1959 of the change 
in benefits.

Mr. Caron: But there will still be a reduction in the fund for the year 
1959?

Mr. Humphrys: I have not the experience of all of 1959 before me yet, 
Mr. Caron.

Mr. Caron: But suppose the experience goes according to the estimated 
figures which appear on page 7, contributions $230,724, and benefit payments 
$478,673, making 207.5 per cent of the expense over the revenues, so if it 
stands as the estimates of the 1959 figures we see here, the fund will be still 
depleted some more?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes, sir, if there is no change made I believe there will 
be a substantial drop.

Mr. Caron: Suppose the figures would stand that way, how much do 
you believe it would be depleted again?

Mr. Humphrys: I do not know what the experience of next winter will 
be, sir.

Mr. Caron: But supposing it would be according to your estimated 
figures?

Mr. Humphrys: Then, if the experience of 1959 is about the average 
of this five-year period I have spoken about, there would be a shortfall of 
some $73 million.

Mr. Caron: But suppose it would stand as it was estimated here. It 
is a very high estimate you have for 1959. What would be the depletion 
of the fund?

Mr. Humphrys: I have not made any estimate for 1959, Mr. Caron.
Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre) : Mr. Humphrys, the idea of 

raising the rates 30 per cent is to balance the outgoing with the incoming 
on your calculation over the five-year period?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): If that is the case then there 

will be interest in the fund for a year and the interest in the fund will re
plenish the fund and build the fund up—I imagine that is the idea?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Have you any idea what the 

amount would be in regard to the approximate estimate of that? If the 
benefit estimates were equal to the disbursements, what would be the rate 
of climb of the fund with regard to the interest rates?

Mr. Humphrys: It would be pretty hard to predict definitely, sir. So 
much depends upon when the heavy unemployment hits you. If you have 
set the contributions at the correct level and have been able to correctly 
estimate the normal level of unemployment, then over the long run your 

21364-5—4i
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contributions should match your benefits. Now, if you start out with a cer
tain fund and you have your good years first, then your fund builds up and 
your interest revenue is higher than if you had your bad years first and 
used up your fund, so it is hard to say just how it will grow.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Then you are suggesting that because the 
fund was built up first, where we had good years, it may have given us a 
false impression?

Mr. Humphrys: Well, definitely the revenue from the large fund enabled 
contributions to be maintained at a lower level than they would have been 
had there been no such interest revenue.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Well, Mr. Humphrys, realizing that it is 
very difficult to make these annual estimates of yours, would you care to say, 
speaking frankly, whether you have shown any greater degree of error in 
recent years than you might have encountered in the earlier years where 
you had the same problem as far as assessing economic conditions in the 
country are concerned?

Mr. Humphrys: Well, the contribution rates in the initial act when it 
was set up in 1940 were based upon unemployment experience in a ten-year 
period, 1921 to 1931, and this was a fairly good period on balance. The 
unemployment was much lower in those years than the thirties, but it turned 
out, from experience, that by reason of the wartime experience and the 
employment experience in the years after the war, that unemployment was 
much lower than these contributions provided for. As a consequence the 
fund grew quite rapidly, but at the same time changes were being made almost 
constantly which weakened, you might say, the financial strength of the fund. 
So that as amendments were made, the margin that existed in those early 
contributions was used up until we reached a point in the 1950’s where 
the margin was completely used up, and the contributions were not enough 
to cover the benefits even in a very good year.

But the presence of a large fund and of interest revenue enabled us to run 
along without any difficulty. But as soon as heavier claims began to come 
in, we found there was no margin left in the contributions and there seemed 
to be no prospect without a change, of the fund ever going in any direction 
but down.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You are suggesting that where we did 
have a large fund built up, unfortunately it caused us perhaps to be a little 
loose in our thinking about where the fund would be going; and now we 
have to face up to the reality that our fund, due to economic conditions, 
unfortunately is lower, and that we must act accordingly.

Mr. Humphrys: I would not like to say that the thinking was loose in 
any amendments that were made. But I do think perhaps that some amend
ments were made which would not have been made had the fund not been 
so large.

Mr. Argue: You have made a great point to my mind, as to the importance 
of the interest which you received from the fund, in your calculation; on 
statement 1 it appears that interest has been running at a rate of $23 million, 
$25 million and $26 million annually. Please tell me what was the figure 
of expenditures under the act in the most recent years, let us say one of 
these heavier years?

Mr. Humphrys: In the year 1957-58 the total benefit payments were 
$385 million. In the year 1958-59 the total benefit payments, as a preliminary 
figure, were $479 million.

Mr. Argue: How much were these above the average in the experience 
of the fund; how much have these been above normal?



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 309

Mr. Humphrys: I had to produce a calculated figure for what I took as 
the normal level. This is the figure that is mentioned on statement No. 5, 
that is, $313 million.

I was faced with the difficulty that the act was amended in 1955 to such 
an extent that the claims experience in the years prior to that time was 
not altogether reliable as an index for what the claims experience would be 
as the act stood after 1955. In addition I was faced with the 
change in the insured population, which increases from year to year, and 
the fact that salaries have been rising, and that there have been other changes 
in the rules of the plan. I could not use the benefit costs experienced in the 
earlier years for a given level of unemployment. If you change your rules, 
a certain level of unemployment might have a different impact on your fund.

Mr. Benidickson: We did not investigate changes in the lengthening of 
the seasonal benefit period, and it represents only a small proportion of your 
five-year period. To what extent was that taken into account in your forward 
look for five years?

Mr. Humphrys: I took that into account as well as I was able to do it 
in arriving at this estimate of $313 million. I attempted to arrive at what the 
figure would have been had the present plan been in effect over those five 
years; had the 1958 insured population been insured over those five years, 
and had the distribution of the insured population by contribution class 
been the same as it was in 1958.

Mr. Benidickson: Clause 12(2) could be described as a benefit or im
provement clause. It is not one of those referred to on statement 6 of your 
table, is it? Does that mean that to all intents and purposes it is not of too 
much consequence?

Mr. Humphrys: I was not able to arrive at any estimate of the increase 
in benefits which would arise from this change, but I do not think it would 
be of a very heavy proportion.

Mr. Benidickson: It is not going to affect the expenditure item to any great 
extent.

Mr. Humphrys: I do not think that that extra expenditure would be 
large enough to be significant.

Mr. Benidickson: Does anybody have a calculation as to what the 
difference would be in the cost if one took into account the grants proposed 
under this section as against what was asked for by the labour organizations?

Mr. Humphrys: No sir.
Mr. Benidickson: Was that answered by Mr. McGregor? I take it you do 

not need to go into the calculations.
Mr. Starr: It was answered by Mr. McGregor when he said we would have 

to revert back to the daily basis of contributions.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Humphrys, are you with the Department 

of Insurance or with the Department of Finance?
Mr. Humphrys: I am with the Department of Insurance.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are not in the Labour department?
Mr. Humphrys: No, sir.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We have been talking about the rates and the 

increased range from 30 to 50 per cent. Mr. Bell mentioned 30 per cent a 
little while ago. Is it not more correct to say that the range of increases in 
benefits is from 25 to higher than 30 per cent, and as high as 56 per cent in 
rates of contribution?
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Mr. Humphrys: I think that is correct in one sense. It may be that, in 
respect of an employee who is now in the top class—

Mr. Benidickson: You mean somebody earning approximately $4,800?
Mr. Humphrys: Somebody contributing in what is now the class of $60 

a week and up. He now makes a contribution of 60 cents a week. But under 
the proposal, if his earnings are enough to put him into the new top class 
which is $72 a week and up, that is the new top class—or I should say $69 
and over—he will be contributing 94 cents a week. So for him there is an 
increase from 60 cents to 94 cents which is something more than 50 per cent.

Now, with the two new classes there will be an effect of that nature, and 
persons who are in the new second class from the top will have an increase 
from 60 cents to 86 cents. But it should be noted in that connection that 
although the increase measured that way is 50 per cent or more, part of it 
arises by reason of the higher benefits that this employee will be entitled to, 
so that is to some extent paying for his higher benefits. But to some extent 
he is bearing an increase in the scale of contributions.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Could you express it percentagewise in 
the extreme case, in a general way?

Mr. Humphrys: Well; were it not for the proposed 30 per cent increase 
in the contribution rates, the top class would contribute in accordance with 
the present scale, 72 cents a week. Now that, under the proposal, would go 
to 94 cents a week which is almost exactly a 30 per cent increase, from 72 
to 94 cents. So that the increase that the employee would be paying in respect 
of the increase in benefits would be from 60 cents to 72 cents, or 20 per cent.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I thought that Mr. Bell would pursue his 
question further.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Could you relate the benefits percentage
wise in the same way in which you have done it in respect to contributions? 
I ask it generally because I appreciate the fact that I am only thinking out 
loud.

Mr. Humphrys: The benefit goes up in direct proportion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We were told this morning that the total 

cost would be about $100 million, and that the benefits would be around $20 
million. Would it not be accurate to say that the rate of benefit—I am not 
talking about the advantages of the proposed amendment; I am talking about 
the rate of benefit—would it not be accurate to say that the rate of benefit 
does not go up at all?

Mr. Humphrys: My answer to Mr. Bell was given from the point of view 
of an individual insured person who is in the top class. His contribution goes 
up partly by reason of the increase in benefits that he will get, and partly by 
reason of the increase in the scale of contributions. To the extent that this 
contribution rises in recognition of the higher benefits, the increase in con
tribution is 20 per cent and the increase in benefits is 20 per cent.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): But in respect of the vast range of insured 
workers, those who would not be included in the increased amounts, the $4,800 
and over, there would be no increase in the rates at all.

Mr. Humphrys: Not in the rate of benefits. I do not know that that 
is the vast majority. I believe a large proportion of the insured population is 
in those classes.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you have the percentage?
Mr. Humphrys: I will obtain that for you in a moment.
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Mr. Starr: I have found this very interesting. However, we stood clause 
6 which deals with contributions. Now we are discussing the whole field of 
contributions under this particular clause. I wonder if we are on the right 
track, or are we back on clause 6.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We are trying to help the chairman make as 
much progress as possible.

Mr. Starr: In other words I would gather that the hon. member is now 
putting forward all the arguments regarding clause 6 before he hears the 
investment committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am not putting forward any arguments at all. 
I am speaking on this very important matter.

Mr. Starr: This is subclause (2a).
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : In respect of the increase between 25 per cent 

and 56 per cent instead of 30 to 50 per cent, could you tell us the percentage 
of the insured population for each of the clauses? Could you give that to us?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes; it is in the documents which have been distributed in 
connection with clause 6. There is a table showing the percentage contributed. 
It is in the statement on clause 6 of the bill at page 2.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): If the table is in respect of clause 6, 
then it cannot be related to what we are discussing now.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is that the document of which you are speaking?
Mr. Humphrys: It is on the document which gives an explanation of the 

clause.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): On the basis of your studies, what do you say 

would be the additional revenue to the fund if the present level of contribution 
by the workers and industry were to be maintained and if the contribution of 
the government was to be increased on the basis of the 5-5-2 formula.

Mr. Humphrys: On the basis of the 5-5-2?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes.
Mr. Humphrys: I am not sure I understand.
Mr. Starr: I am a very patient man. I know that the member for Essex 

East is taking advantage of the committee in this respect. He is asking ques
tions which are not relevant to the clause under discussion at the moment. If 
the hon. member means what he says, that he is trying to facilitate things, then 
he is taking the wrong way of doing it.

Mr. Chairman, I would request that you bring the hon. member for Essex 
East to order and that he be asked to discuss the particular clause we are on. 
Clause 6, where these questions are more applicable, has been stood for fur
ther consideration, when we get through with these clauses. We are wander
ing all over the bill. The member for Essex East is doing it purposely.

Mr. McMillan: Some of the other members of the committee have also 
asked questions on this.

Mr. Starr: I am just referring to the leadership which has been given in 
this direction in respect of some of the questions. The hon. member for Essex 
East knows better than he indicates.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The minister does not object to these questions?
Mr. Starr: He has been very patient.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I accept that tribute in view of the earlier 

nieetings.
Mr. Starr: I can understand why the chairman has not been patient 

earlier, if the same trend has been going on for the past number of weeks.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I take the position that your comments are out 
of order because you are not a member of this committee. I will not take that 
position, but I could.

Mr. Starr: I wish you would.
Mr. Caron: On that subclause (2a) the benefit periods fall within the 

range of the schedule.
The Chairman: I am assuming that subclause (2) carried and we are 

moving to subclause (2a).
Subclause (2) is carried.
Mr. Caron: No; subclause (2) and (2a) were to be studied together.
Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, we have not started discussing subclause (2) 

of clause 12.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On page 4 we have a schedule, rates of benefit. 

Now, we have been putting some questions which have a true relationship 
to that schedule.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway)'. Subclause (1) was passed this 
morning.

The Chairman: Subclause (1) was stood this morning.
Mr. Caron: This morning I was asking that we stand the whole clause, 

because it is all interlocked and we have to come to the other points in order 
to discuss this matter.

The Chairman: You are not even doing that. You are incorporating 
clause 6, which has been passed.

Mr. Caron: But I am saying it is so interlocked that we have to come 
to the other clause. If the whole of clause 12 stood with clause 6 it would 
save time for the committee.

The Chairman: Then we will stand the whole thing, because clause 6 was 
stood in view of the fact that you wanted the investment committee here.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But we will be interrogating the investment 
committee in an entirely different area. I take it we will discuss with them 
the investments which have been made by them.

The Chairman: Then why are we discussing clause 6 under this clause?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Because we want to find out from this particular 

clause whether or not the impositions which are proposed are unfair to the 
workers and employers.

The Chairman: You have mentioned that before.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I know I have, but I am repeating it again 

because it requires repetition.
The Chairman: Is it agreed that clause 12 stands?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Just a moment. I am speaking.
The Chairman: I should have known better than to ask you a question.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I do not think we could deal with that aspect 

of the question which is the fundamental issue of this whole bill unless we 
have from the actuary the basis on which he has proceeded. These questions 
I am asking are directed toward that end. You reminded us that we have 
the actuary here and also the officials of the Unemployment Insurance Com
mission, and that we should take advantage of their presence. They are the 
men, you said, who can give us the answers to some of the questions.

The Chairman: I said we have them here to answer questions if they 
relate to the clause we are discussing, not to wander all over.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Mr. Caron said these clauses 
are related. Therefore, I move we stand clause 12.
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The Chairman: It is moved and seconded that we stand clause 12 along 
with clause 6.

Mr. McMillan: Will we have the actuary back another time?
Mr. Starr: He will be here all the time.
The Chairman: It has been regularly moved that the clause be stood.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I will agree to that, but—
The Chairman: Just a moment. It has been moved by Mr. MacLean, 

seconded by Mr. Browne. You have heard the motion. Are you ready for 
the question?

All in favour?
Mr. Caron: Just a moment. It is a debatable motion. We have the right 

to debate the motion. If Mr. Martin wants to say something before you take 
a vote on it he has the right to do so because of the rules of the committees 
of the house and you have to abide by them the same as any other member.

The Chairman: Nothing is going to be taken away from you. You will 
have the opportunity. The motion is moved and seconded.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On a point of order—a point of order is always 
in order, Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman: Not with you.
Mr. Benidickson: That certainly establishes your partiality.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes. In the chairmanship of this meeting it 

is certainly shown that a point of order raised by me is never recognized.
The Chairman: Because you are never in order.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): How can you put a motion when there has 

been no motion put before us?
The Chairman : The motion has been moved by Mr. MacLean and seconded 

by Mr. Browne, and I am putting the motion that has been moved and 
seconded. If you want to talk on the question, this is your opportunity.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, I do not.
The Chairman: All right. The motion has been put. All in favour? Those 

against?
(Clause 12 stands).

Clause 13.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Just a minute. I should like to ask the actuary 

!f he made a report to the unemployment insurance commission.
The Chairman: What clause is this under?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Wait until we see what his answer is.
The Chairman: We are talking under clause 13.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Would you read the explanation?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I put a question to the actuary.
The Chairman : On what clause are you putting it?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On clause 13, of course. I have asked the 

actuary if he made a report to the unemployment insurance advisory 
commission.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): On clause 13?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, I did not say, did he make a report on 

clause 13.
The Chairman: Let Mr. Martin ask his question.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): Thank you, Mr. Chairman; that is very help
ful. I am asking the actuary, on clause 13, if he made a report to the unem
ployment insurance advisory commission last summer.

Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Could we have that report?
Mr. Humphrys: It is not within my power to distribute it; it is a matter 

for the advisory committee. I made a report to the committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You mean, we would have to ask the advisory 

committee—the chairman would have to get authority from the advisory 
committee?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is a question for this com
mittee to decide.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No; the witness said he would have to get the 
authority of the advisory committee: is that not the answer you gave?

The Chairman : Mr. Martin, if you are working up to the old theme that 
you have been following here right along, about the advisory committee 
having to appear—it is not.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, these interpolations from you 
are always interesting, but they are not always to the point. Mr. Humphrys 
has said he did make a report to the advisory committee, but that he could 
not table that report without their permission.

Mr. Humphrys: I am informed that the report has been tabled in the 
house.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could I see it?
The Chairman: You have a copy of it there.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, I have not a copy of it here. I have most 

other things, but not that.
The Chairman : I know you have: you have plenty of nerve with it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Would you repeat that?
The Chairman: I said, you have plenty of nerve to go with it.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That will be a test of your impartiality.
The Chairman: I know—it stands out.
An hon. Member: I wonder if we could have the explanation of section 

13 read?
Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, section 13 has to do with the extension—
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Just a minute; I asked a question of Mr. 

Humphrys.
Mr. Starr: I was addressing the chairman.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): He is running the show.
An hon. Member: Go ahead, Paul, give us the “go ahead”.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : All right.
An hon. Member: It is all right now, Mr. Chairman; Mr. Martin says it 

is all right.
Mr. Starr: May I go ahead, Mr. Martin?
An hon. Member: I think we should move a vote of thanks to Mr. Martin 

for allowing us to proceed.
Mr. Starr: Clause 13 deals with the extension of the benefit period from 

36 weeks to 52 weeks.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Thank you for your explanation-
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Mr. Benidickson: That is fine, but why are we not following the regular 
procedure: it should be on the record.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You should have it there.
Mr. Benidickson: It is not on the record.
Mr. McGregor: Prior to the 1955 revision of the act the maximum possible 

duration of benefit allowable in respect of one benefit period was 52 weeks. 
Under the formula applicable at that time, a claimant could qualify for the 
maximum of he had paid contributions for five full years and had drawn no 
benefit within the three years immediately preceding his claim.

In 1955 the maximum was reduced to 36 weeks, as the records showed 
that during the five years 1949 to 1953 only a small percentage of the claimants 
(less than five percent) had drawn benefit for more than 30 weeks. Under the 
revised formula introduced in 1955 a claimant could qualify for the maximum 
of 36 weeks if he had 72 or more contribution weeks in the 104 weeks imme
diately preceding his claim.

The amendment now proposed provides for restoring the maximum of 
52 weeks. It is considered that the additional cost to the fund will not be large, 
in view of the small numbers who are unemployed for as long as a year, and 
the provision will give additional protection to those who do fall in this category.

Mr. Caron: You stated there that between 1949 and 1953 there was less 
than 5 per cent who had drawn benefit for more than 30 weeks. In the last two 
years, was that increased a lot?

Mr. McGregor: In the benefit period that ended during the calendar year 
1957, the number of claimants paid 36 weeks was 2.3 per cent, and on the basis 
of the claims that terminated during the first three quarters—three calendar 
quarters—of 1958, it was 6.4 per cent.

Mr. Caron: You have no figures to show what the payment had been for 
the 52 weeks?

Mr. McGregor: No.
Mr. Caron: You did not calculate what it would cost to the fund?
Mr. McGregor: No, because we would not know how many persons had 

been unemployed 52 weeks. Those persons entitled to 36 weeks did not come 
back after the 36 weeks, so we could not calculate the amount of unemploy
ment, in addition to the 36 weeks, those people had.

Mr. Benidickson: Do I understand that your latest figures relate to the 
first three quarters of 1958?

Mr. McGregor: Three quarters of 1958—the total of the three quarters.
Mr. Benidickson: But you can provide us with no information beyond the 

third quarter of 1958?
Mr. McGregor: It is not available yet.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if there 

had been many strong representations against the extension of this period.
Mr. Starr: The Canadian Labour Congress and the C.C.C.L., who always 

present briefs to us, have advocated this extension ever since' the amendment 
Went through in 1955 reducing it to 36 weeks.

Mr. Argue: I wonder if I may ask whether any particular date of the 
coming into effect of this act has any particular bearing on the benefits that 
might be derived from an extension of the period? In other words, we have 
heard a lot about—at least, I have, since I became a member of this committee— 
a need for hurry. I want to know if there is any substance to that suggestion?

Mr. Starr: Mr. McGregor can probably speak on behalf of the commission 
in this regard. They have been advocating a certain deadline on this.
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Mr. MacInnis: I think the need for hurry was mentioned in respect to the 
speed with which this committee is getting its work through.

The Chairman: Mr. McGregor can answer the question.
Mr. McGregor: It was the commission’s plan to have these amendments 

take effect from 28 June for these reasons:
1. So that those who will become eligible for the higher rates of benefit

may have an opportunity to qualify for those higher rates next
winter.

2. To give immediate advantage of the increase in allowable earnings
to persons whose claims are active on the effective date.

3. To give immediate advantage of the increase in the maximum dura
tion to those persons whose claims are eligible for such increase.

If the amendments cannot go through and be given royal assent by 12 
June, it will be necessary to postpone the effective date until 27 September 
because changes in rates should become operative at the beginning of a 
calendar quarter; otherwise, employers who record their employees’ contribu
tions quarterly are faced with dividing these postings into two groups, i.e. old 
rates and new. Also employers who pay by the bulk payment method would 
be required to complete contribution certificates for separating employees show
ing the old rates for one part of a quarter and the new rates for the remainder. 
Both of these operations throw a good deal of additional work on employers 
and would result in numerous errors in contribution records.

Mr. Argue: Did you say the bill would have to go through by June 12?
Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Argue: I do not know the answer to this. Why would it have to go 

through by June 12 in order to become effective June 28: why should it not go 
through June 25?

Mr. McGregor: Because we cannot send any information or bulletins to 
employers telling them of new rates that are going to start tomorrow. That 
would create chaos.

Mr. Argue: You would require two weeks?
Mr. McGregor: At least.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Can you explain to us why this bill was brought 

down so slowly by the government?
Some hon. Members: No, no.
Mr. Starr: I forget the date when the bill was brought in, but it was 

very late.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We asked for this in January.
Mr. Starr: Mr. Chairman, if I might explain, since the member for 

Essex East has asked the question, it entailed a great deal of work and a great 
deal of study, and whaever delay has been caused, as the hon. member said, 
it has been through an effort to bring in the bill in a shape that it is in now. 
The committee has worked hard and deligently, and I would not blame them 
for any delay.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We are talking about the government respon
sibility.

Mr. Starr : The government introduced the bill and is not responsible for 
the delay.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): This bill was announced in the speech from the 
throne and we asked for a presentation of the bill in the first ten days of 
the session.

Mr. Starr: It was not ready.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): It was not ready? Oh, I see.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): When are we going to get to the 

discussion?
Mr. Argue: I have a further question, if I might be allowed to ask it.
The Chairman: Proceed.
Mr. Argue: If the amendments had not taken effect on June 28, you are 

then suggesting they could only take place at a period three months later. If 
the benefits cannot be made available until the end of December, does it then 
follow that the higher rates of deduction will not also go into effect until the 
further three months have elapsed?

Mr. McGregor: That is correct.
Mr. Argue: So if the benefit is delayed for three months, the whole thing 

Rail be delayed for a period of three months?
Mr. McGregor: Yes, the whole thing.
Mr. Caron: Mr. McGregor, you said a while ago you had no calculation 

for the two last years with regard to those who would have gone for 52 weeks. 
Then how did you come to figure out $11 million for that?

Mr. McGregor: That would be a question for the actuary to answer.
Mr. Humphrys: I based that calculation on two general bodies of data.
One body I derive from statistics under the old act, and another on the 

basis of certain samples, special samples, that were taken for the purpose of 
calculations, and on statistics that we have under the present act. I made 
calculations that projected the claims experience in the present benefit periods 
and arrived at what I think is a fair estimate of the extent to which this increase 
would affect the benefit load.

It requires an estimation of the rate of going off claim. By means of 
following the experience in the first 36 weeks it is possible to project that and 
arrive at an estimate of what the additional claims would be had there been 
a longer authorization.

Mr. Caron: That would constitute, as is seen on page 6, 3£ per cent.
Mr. Humphrys: Yes.
Mr. Caron: When it was before, as was said by Mr. McGregor, about five 

per cent. So if it would be five per cent instead of 3£ per cent that would make 
a change in the figures?

Mr. Humphrys: Yes. I made my calculations on the basis of the data 
from the old act on the basis of the data I had last year.

If one uses different data, I suppose it is reasonable to conclude that you 
might get a different answer. But I think within the limits of the calculation, 
this is as good an estimate as I could make of the possible extra cost. This is 
consistent with the five-year period I used for my general calculation.

Mr. Caron: If it would come to five per cent, then it would increase that 
from about 11 to 16 million. Then we would be short of about 5 million.

Mr. Humphrys: It is not completely possible to say, sir, because the figures 
We have seen in the benefit periods terminated in 1958—the figures that Mr. 
McGregor quoted—show the number who drew 36 weeks. Then the year 
1958-59 showed heavy unemployment, but it is still too early for me to be able 
to tell the character of this unemployment: it may be a lot of people for a 
short time or a few people for a long time; and until we have the data for the 
whole year I am not able to say whether the experience of this additional year 
Would change my calculation.

Mr. Caron: It is not at all impossible it would go up to 15 million or 16 
Million?
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Mr. Humphrys: I would not think that range was impossible, no sir. This 
attempts to be an estimate of the effect on the average. In a bad year it might 
swing up to 15 million or 16 million; and in a good year it might swing down 
to 5, 6 or 7 million.

Mr. Benidickson: In a good year it might swing down, but your figures 
were for the calendar year 1957?

Mr. McGregor: Yes, for the benefit periods that ended that year; it was 
the calendar year 1957.

Mr. Benidickson: What was the percentage that went to the maximum 
entitlement of 36 weeks?

Mr. McGregor: It was 2.3 per cent.
Mr. Benidickson: That is an impressive answer to the representations we 

have had, that a great number of people loaf on the unemployment insurance, 
and would like to take the maximum benefits under it.

In other words, if you have a reasonably good year of employment, that 
figure establishes the fact very few have gone the full limit of their unemploy
ment insurance entitlement, is that correct?

Mr. McGregor: Not altogether.
Mr. Benidickson: I suppose that there are some not entitled to 36 weeks, 

but might, notwithstanding that, go to the full entitlement for a lesser amount?
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): The result is that most of the contributors are 

being called upon to pay for longer period of benefit than they are likely to 
need, is that right, Mr. McGregor?

Mr. McGregor: What is that again?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The result of all this is then—in relation to the 

questions Mr. Benidickson has been through—that most of the insured con
tributors are called upon to pay for a longer period than the great majority are 
likely to need?

Mr. McGregor: The actuary’s calculation of 3£ per cent is included in the 
recent increase suggested.

Mr. Benidickson: But is that not true of any insurance policy? It is up 
to those insured to have something to say about what they want to pay for 
it, what risks they want to be protected against. I would think the majority of 
people probably want to be healthy, but they will have health insurance and 
sometimes would agree to having a longer hospital entitlement under a change 
of policy.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): The assessment of a risk is always a 
particularly nebulous matter.

Mr. Simpson: Is it not true that the greatest percentage of contributors 
under the whole plan are ones that have never benefited—the whole area 
of the plan?

Mr. Benidickson: You have a pretty expensive premium if that is not so. 
The people that reap the benefit in large part, are the insured people—except 
for the unorganized labour. Organized labour have expressed a desire to have 
this.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am not quarrelling with the section, but 
I am just asking Mr. McGregor a simple question. The conclusion is irresistible 
that it is the vast majority of insured workers who will be called upon to 
pay for longer benefits, which they will never have an opportunity 
receiving.

Mr. McGregor: That is right.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : That is no different than it is today.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is a new provision.
Clause 13 agreed to.

On clause 14.
The Chairman: You have been pretty good tonight, gentlemen.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Are we going to continue?
The Chairman: We will be glad to.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I thought the proceedings were to go to 8.30.
The Chairman: The meeting was for seven to eight-thirty, and if you 

want to carry on that will be all right with me.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : When it is time for you to go home we are 

always ready to work.
Mr. MacInnis: Strike that off the record. We are going to try you out 

again.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We are not complaining although it is 

Wednesday night.
The Chairman: Do you want to go on? If you do, it is all right with me.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): I suggest we can get three or four 

more sections through in the next ten minutes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is this section 14?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Starr: Mr. McGregor will give an explanation on that.
Mr. McGregor: Seasonal benefit is payable in respect of periods of unem

ployment between the week in which 1st December falls and the week in 
which the following 15 May falls. A claimant who is unable to satisfy the 
contribution requirements to qualify for regular benefit may qualify for 
seasonal benefit if (a) he has to his credit at least 15 contribution weeks 
since the end of the previous March, or (b) he had a regular benefit period 
terminated since the middle of the previous May. In the first case the 
contribution requirement is substantially reduced from that for regular benefit. 
In the second case, the seasonal benefit period is similar to an extension of the 
immediately preceding regular benefit period.

The effect of the amendment is that when a claimant makes a claim for 
regular benefit and fails to qualify it will be first ascertained whether he is 
able to fulfil the requirements in paragraph (a) that of having 15 contribution 
weeks since the end of the previous March. If he does, he will be entitled to 
seasonal benefit under that paragraph. Only on his failing to meet that require
ment will it be ascertained whether he qualifies for seasonal benefit under 
paragraph (b) by having had a regular benefit period end since the middle 
of the previous May. It was intended that this paragraph be in the alternative 
but the wording is not clear enough to remove all ambiguity.

As the section now reads, it is open to question whether a claimant has 
a choice of the basis on which he may qualify for seasonal benefit. With this 
in mind, the commission has endeavoured to grant him the benefit that 
seemed more favourable to him. This cannot be determined with any degree 
of accuracy. For example, a claimant with a dependant may qualify for 
13 weeks’ benefit at $26 a week under paragraph (a), giving him a total 
entitlement of $338. He may also qualify under paragraph (b) for 15 weeks’ 
benefit at $24 a week, giving him a total entitlement of $360. The latter 
appears more favourable to him. However, if after drawing benefit for five 
Weeks at the rate of $24 he again becomes employed, he will have drawn 
only $120 in benefit, whereas if he had drawn benefit for five weeks at the 
$26 rate under paragraph (a) he would have been paid $130.
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Besides resulting in misunderstandings on the part of claimants, this 
attempt on the part of the commission entails a great deal of work. Moreover, 
a claimant’s contributions should be used first in establishing any entitlement 
and only on failure in that regard should the second test be resorted to.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is simply a clarification.
Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: It is more than that; it is a reduction in choice at the 

first stage.
Mr. McGregor: A sort of Hobson’s choice.
Mr. Benidickson: You receive some abuse from claimants based on hind

sight when a person finds the other alternative might have been a few dollars 
more.

Mr. McGregor: It covers the case where a fellow could come in and get five 
weeks at $24 and then comes back to us and wants it on the $26 basis.

Mr. Benidickson: He is always asserting he did not make a voluntary 
choice because he asked for advice and considered he was guided by officials at 
the office.

Mr. McGregor: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: I do not think the officials should have an undue propor

tion of that responsibility.
Clause 14 agreed to.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Would the chairman give us an outline of the 

future meetings he has arranged?
The Chairman: Are you prepared to quit, or do you want to go on? We 

are at your pleasure.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is not that. It is just that we have been coming 

to the meetings and we have not been told too often ahead of time what the 
schedule is for future meetings.

The Chairman: We have a meeting tomorrow morning at 9.30 in the 
railway committee room.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Has the steering committee made 
any further decisions?

The Chairman: I went ahead and made some arrangements because I 
was pushed for time. I had two committees to meet today and to speed things 
up I took care of the steering committee’s task. I told Mr. Patterson of the 
Committee’s decision for them to appear on Friday morning and I have been 
informed that the Interprovincial Farm Union will be here. Then on Tuesday 
morning it is agreed that Mr. Coyne and Mr. Cushing will be here. Mr. Taylor, 
who is out of town, will be back on Monday, and we have made an appointment 
for him to come with the others on Tuesday morning.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : Will that be at 9.30?
The Chairman: The time will be 9.30, but I could not set it until tonight. 

However, I told them I would notify them in connection with the time. That is 
as far as I have gone at the present time.

Mr. Benidickson: Tomorrow we will proceed with the sections of the bill 
that have not been stood, and even those sections that have not been stood will 
not be dealt with until after we examine the investment commitee. Presuming 
that we do carry all the other sections tomorrow, that might not be stood 
tomorrow, we would do nothing but examine the farm representation on 
Friday.
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The Chairman: Well, I have asked them to come. I cannot ask them to come 
if you are going to close it out.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Are there any communications which have been 
addressed to the chair that we ought to know about?

The Chairman: No, with the exception of one which came in today from 
Mr. Burt.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): George Burt?
The Chairman: Yes. I will read it to you. It came in late tonight.

Deeply concerned about proposals made to your committee by 
Honourable Michael Starr concerning amendments to Unemployment 
Insurance Act stop. As a former member of unemployment insurance 
advisory committee I am fully aware of the discriminatory result of 
such proposals upon insured population if they are put into effect stop 
Urge your serious-consideration of proposals made by Canadian Labour 
Congress to your committee recently most of which have been supported 
by opposition members of your committee.

And it is signed by George Burt.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : He is the director of the united automobile 

workers?
The Chairman: He does not sign it as such.
Mr. MacInnis: Is he the fellow that quit labour?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No, that is an unfair statement to make. He is 

a strong advocate of labour.
Mr. MacInnis: Where is the telegram from?
The Chairman: Toronto.
Mr. Caron: Could we go ahead with the bill for a few more minutes?
The Chairman: If you wish to proceed it is all right with me.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I want to say something in respect to Mr. 

Burt’s telegram. I do not think we should get into any discussion on it, but 
we sense some of the implications that he has left in that telegram. It is to the 
effect that only the opposition members of this committee have given considera
tion to the brief of the Canadian Labour Congress.

Mr. MacInnis: I see no reason why this wire should be read into the 
record. I think it should be struck off the record' We cannot accept wires from 
individuals all over the country who wish to send them in to get them on the 
record. I do not think this wire should be placed on the records 
of this committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): It is on the record now. It is a most unusual 
request which you have made.

Mr. MacInnis: What is unusual about it?
Mr. Starr: I think it is all right to have this on the record. Mr. Burt is 

objecting to all proposals of this bill.
Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South): Yes, he is objecting to the whole bill.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : He has taken a similar position to that of the 

able representatives on the advisory committee.
Mr. Starr: The hon. member for Essex East recommended some of these 

proposals and Mr. Burt is objecting to all of them.
Mr. Benidickson: I was wondering if anyone could give an estimate of 

how long it would take to complete probably all the sections of the bill with 
the exception of section 15 which appeals to me; it is the allowable earning
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section and I think it is probably related to the benefits and contributions 
sections which have been stood. I thought if we could make some progress 
we might carry on.

The Chairman: Is it your suggestion that we allow section 15 to stand 
and proceed with the rest?

Mr. Benidickson: Yes, if there is nothing too controversial about them.
The Chairman: Is it agreeable that clause 15 stand?
Agreed.

On clause 6.
Mr. Benidickson: Could we have an explanation on this clause?
Mr. McGregor: The regulations made under subsection (3) of section 57 

deal with matters such as unemployment during farming off-seasons, un
employment while on relief, unemployment on Sunday and on Saturday— 
Sabbath. In all these cases, and in any other cases that could be regulated 
under the subsection, the commission’s discretion has been unduly constricted 
through the commission’s being forced to provide that the claimant is deemed 
to be both unemployed and available for work without any evidence on his 
part that he was so unemployed and available. If this section is amended 
as suggested, it would provide much more flexibility, and regulations could, 
therefore, be made without deeming the claimant to be both unemployed and 
available when the relief that it is desired to grant relates to only one of 
these conditions.

Mr. Benidickson: This relates to the beneficial section of the insured?
The Chairman: Does clause 16 carry?
Carried.

Clause 17?
Mr. Dubuc: This clause is linked with clauses 19, 20 and 21. Unfortunately, 

the order of the clauses is not happy. To understand how they are linked 
together, we should start first with clause 20.

Mr. Benidickson: Perhaps the committee might consent to dealing with 
them in that way.

Mr. Dubuc: The order should be 20, 21, 17, and 19.
The Chairman: Do you want to have all those clauses considered together? 

Is it agreed?
Agreed.
Mr. Dubuc: Clause 20 is the first one to which the others are related. 

It describes the kind of false statement which constitutes an offence under 
the act. There are two kinds. Perhaps I should read them.

Every person is guilty of an offence who (a) in relation to any claim 
for benefit, makes a statement or representation that he knows to be 
false or misleading; or (b) being required under this act or the regula
tions to furnish information, furnishes any information or makes any 
representation that he knows to be false or misleading.

Before the 1955 revision there was a section in the act which provided 
for an offence of that type, but it was dropped and the commission was em
powered to make regulations instead.

Non-compliance with the regulations would be an offence. We found, 
however, that many courts objected to a prosecution brought for a mere 
breach of the regulations. They thought it should be put in the act. So we 
are putting it in the act now, and it incorporates what we had in the regula
tions. There has been no change.

Mr. Benidickson: There is no change in the definition of the offence?
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Mr. Dubuc: No. A prosecution based on the proposed section must establish 
not only that the statement was false but that the person making it knew that 
it was false. That is clause 20.

The Chairman: Does clause 20 carry?
Agreed.
Mr. Dubuc: Clause 21 provides that if a prosecution is undertaken under 

that section than no disqualification can be made under another section which 
is 65. If you take one you cannot take the other.

Mr. Benidickson: Conceivably you would have laid charges under both 
sections.

Mr. Dubuc: We can now, but we do not do it.
Mr. Benidickson: But under the amendment you must choose your al

ternatives?
Mr. Dubuc: Yes.
The Chairman: Is clause 21 agreed to?
Agreed to.
Mr. Dubuc: Under clause 17 the main amendment to 65, which is now in 

the act, is that recourse to the punitive disqualification that is provided there 
shall only be made in the same circumstances which would justify the laying 
of a charge under 106-A. Also it provides the same thing. If you disqualify, 
you cannot prosecute.

The Chairman: Is clause 17 agreed to?
Carried.
Mr. Dubuc: Clause 19 amends section 103 of the act. That section is the 

one which contains the general principle that a person must repay the moneys 
he received while he was not entitled to that money. The amendment, how
ever, is concerned only with the exception. The exception which is now 
attached (and there is no change) is that a person does not have to repay 
benefits he received if by error he was considered as having made contri
butions, the contribution requirements having been met and if there was 
no false statement. Now it reads: If he did not commit an offence under 
106-A in the opinion of the officers; so the only change is the reference to 
section 106-A.

Clause 19 agreed to.
On clause 17.
Mr. McMillan: Are there many prosecutions under the act?
Mr. Dubuc: Yes; there are about 1,000 a year.
Mr. Caron: Under this act, if a man by inadvertence received more than 

he should have received and is not in a position to reimburse it completely in 
one payment, is there any provision for extending the payments over a 
period, in smaller payments.

Mr. McGregor: The instructions are that in asking for repayment there 
is due regard given to the present circumstances of the individual and repay
ment is almost always accepted in installments.

Mr. Caron: Always?
Mr. McGregor: Always, depending on the circumstances.
Mr. Caron: The commission has the right so to do?
Mr. McGregor: Yes; we have always followed that policy.
Mr. Benidickson: In making prosecutions do you engage your own special 

prosecuting attorney or do you use the provincial officers?
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Mr. Dubuc: They start first with the investigating staff of the commission. 
If there is a plea of not guilty, an agent of the Department of Justice is secured.

Mr. Caron: Have they the right of appeal if they are convicted when 
prosecuted?

Mr. Dubuc: Oh, yes.
Clause 17 agreed to.

On clause 18.
Mr. Dubuc: Clause 18 is merely in reference to a section put in by mistake 

some time ago. It was carried forward from the old act and it should not 
be there.

Clause 18 agreed to.

On clause 22.
Mr. Caron: This was explained a while ago.
Mr. Dubuc: No; it is a section which deals with the evidence value of 

certain documents of the commission.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is this based on a court decision?
Mr. Dubuc: No; we found that when the act was first made there were 

two or three other acts involved which were not spelled out, so the amendment 
is to describe all the others. It is just a clarification. The second subsection 
of section 115 is a provision to bring into the act what we now have in the 
form of a regulation. It is a presumption that the person to whom we mail 
the notice received it. The courts again say that should be in the act.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is the same thing in the act.
Mr. Dubuc: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : On whom does the onus rest?
Mr. Dubuc: We file a certificate. It is mailed and if the person says he 

did not receive it we have to prove it fully.
Mr. Caron: The commission has to prove it?
Mr. Dubuc: We start by filing the certificate.
Mr. Caron: If he claims he is not guilty, then it is up to the commission 

to prove it?
Mr. Dubuc: If he says he did not receive the letter we have to prove it.
Clause 22 agreed to.

On clause 23.
Mr. Caron: We will have to leave this until we have the other information. 

There will not be any argument on this.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Humphrys was kind enough to let me have 

this report to the unemployment insurance advisory committee. I have 
examined it carefully. It does not seem to be the report to which I am referring- 
The report to which I am referring is referred to in the report of the unemploy
ment insurance advisory committee tabled in the house for the meeting of the 
committee that was convened on August 19, 1958. I find the following in 
one of the paragraphs at the top of the page:

The committee wishes to reserve its opinion on the “Benefit Formula 
Proposal” of July 24, 1958, until the commission, and actuary, have 
had more opportunity to give it careful consideration in the light of 
further experience with the existing act.

I am referring to that report of the actuary.
An hon. Member: What is this report?



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 325

Mr. Martin (Essex East): This was tabled in the house. May I ask the 
actuary if we may have that report?

Mr. Humphrys: I would have to seek the guidance of the chairman of the 
committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Of the advisory committee?
Mr. Humphrys: No, of your committee or of the advisory committee. 

I made a report to the advisory committee, and I am little embarrassed. I am 
not sure whether it would be proper for me to pass copies around without 
some direction from the advisory committee to whom I made the report.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Is this something the chairman 
of the steering committee could look into?

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No; he has tabled one report, and there is no 
objection to that.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is a question of propriety.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am asking for a report that was provided 

to the committee, when they said they wished to reserve their opinion until 
the actuary made his report. I am referring to that report. Now Mr. Humphrys 
says, understandably, that before tabling that report he ought to get guidance. 
I am saying—since he has tabled that report—that Mr. Humphrys ought to be 
allowed to table the other report.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): That was a report tabled in the 
house, the one he has given you now.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No; this report was never tabled in the 
house.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I understood Mr. Humphrys to say
that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No; the report tabled in the house was the 
report of the advisory committee itself. I am not asking for that report; we 
have had that.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : But the report you have before 
you now—did Mr. Humphrys not say that was tabled in the house?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : No; that was tabled in this committee. I do 
not recall its being tabled, but here it is.

Mr. Starr: I just want to say to Mr. Martin that the report that has been 
given to him now was tabled as a statutory report from the unemployment 
insurance advisory committee, addressed to the governor in council, and it 
was tabled in the house in accordance with the provisions of the act.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): What about the report referred to here, the 
report of the actuary which is referred to in the report to parliament of the 
unemployment insurance advisory committee for the meeting convened on 
August 19, 1958, and referred to as being in existence in the body of that 
report? That is the one I am now referring to.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : Seeing that Mr. Humphrys made 
this report to the advisory committee, I submit it is a decision for the advisory 
committee to make, because there is a question of propriety here with regard 
to whether or not the report should be produced.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This report I have in my hand, that was given 
to the committee, is a report likewise made to the unemployment insurance 
advisory committee.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): In the house?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Here.
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The Chairman: It was tabled in the house.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, it was never tabled in the house.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): According to the statement.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are wrong there.
Mr. Humphrys: The copy of the report I gave to you tonight was tabled 

in the house.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Was the other report tabled in the house?
Mr. Humphrys: Not to my knowledge.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is that report available now: is it ready?
Mr. Humphrys: I have made no report to the advisory committee since 

their meeting of August 19.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Since we have had this report made to the 

advisory committee, I think it is very important, in view of the statement, that 
we have that report, and—

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I suggest that this is a matter 
for the steering committee to take up with the advisory committee.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Martin just said, by his own words, 
that he appreciates Mr. Humphrys should be entitled to guidance in this matter. 
Cannot we leave it there, and adjourn for the evening, after a very successful 
round of activities.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let us make sure we have a very successful 
round of activities by acceding to this very fair request.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Certainly, Mr. Humphrys was 
under no obligation to make a report to the committee; he was under an 
obligation to make it to the advisory committee, and it was up to the advisory 
committee—

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Shall we adjourn?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): There is no motion for adjournment. I ask for 

production of that document. Do you want me to move that, Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman: Yes, you move it and we will decide.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I move that the report made by the actuary 

to the unemployment insurance advisory committee—that we be allowed to 
see the report made by the actuary and referred to in the report of the unem
ployment insurance advisory committee tabled in the House of Commons. It 
is the report of the unemployment insurance advisory committee of August 
19, 1958.

The Chairman: Can we get that in writing, Mr. Martin?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Is this on the motion?
The Chairman : Yes, let us take it down.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I think it is pretty clear.
The Chairman: Can I get it in writing, Mr. Martin?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I move for production of the report of the 

actuary. I move that we have produced the report of the actuary referred to 
in the report made by the unemployment insurance advisory committee of 
August 19, 1958, which was tabled in the House of Commons by the Minister 
of Labour.

The Chairman : Who seconds it?
Mr. Caron: I do.
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The Chairman: It is moved and seconded that we have produced the 
report of the actuary referred to in the report of the unemployment insurance 
advisory committee of August 19, 1958, which was tabled in the House of 
Commons by the Minister of Labour.

Motion negatived.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are you denying it to us?
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I move the adjournment.
Mr. MacInnis: I second it.
The Chairman: There is no meeting tomorrow morning because we are 

as far as we can go until we hear from the Investment Committee on Tuesday 
on the stood clauses which we cannot proceed with now. The Farm organiza
tion will be heard Friday morning as previously stated.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Chairman, it is fortunate we are not 
meeting tomorrow.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): We have adjourned; there is no longer a 
quorum in the room.

The Chairman: Will you take notice the meeting is cancelled for tomorrow 
morning?

Mr. Caron: The next meeting is on Friday morning at 9:30?
The Chairman: Yes, the next meeting is on Friday morning. Thank you 

for your co-operation.
—The committee adjourned.
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EVIDENCE

Friday, June 5, 1959 
9.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum and will proceed.
This morning we have with us Mr. Patterson, the public relations officer 

at Ottawa of the Interprovincial Farm Union Council and with Mr. Patterson 
we have Mr. Galonsky of the Manitoba Farmers’ Union. I would ask these 
gentlemen to come forward to the table.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, have you had a request from any 
other group since our last meeting? Have you had any further representations 
of any kind from other groups?

The Chairman: I have a couple of letters and one telegram.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Will you tell us from whom they are?
The Chairman: There is a letter and a telegram from the Winnipeg 

Chamber of Commerce. There is also a letter from the railway association.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The Railway Brotherhood?
The Chairman: No; the railway association. It is a letter stating their 

position.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is the letter there?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We should have those.
The Chairman: We will first hear these gentlemen.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Just a minute. These things come in and you 

do not tell us about them unless we ask. That is a very serious violation.
The Chairman: I am sure it is. I am deeply sorry and I regret it very 

much.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you not have a brief from the Railway 

Brotherhood?
The Chairman: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We will receive one before the end of this 

meeting.
The Chairman: Mr. Patterson, will you please proceed. Mr. Patterson 

will read the brief.
Mr. James Patterson (Public Relations Officer, Interprovincial Farm 

Union Council) : This is a brief from the Interprovincial Farm Union Council 
on behalf of the farm union organizations including Ontario, Manitoba, 
Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia.

Mr. Caron: Not Quebec?
Mr. Patterson: No, Quebec is not affiliated with the interprovincial farm 

union council.
Mr. Caron: Thank you.
Mr. Patterson: This is the Interprovincial Farm Union Council’s sub

mission to the government of Canada industrial relations committee on the 
subject of unemployment insurance for farm labour. Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen.

331
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The Interprovincial Farm Union Council appreciates this opportunity 
of presenting its views on the subject of unemployment insurance for farm 
labour.

We wish to state at the outset that we are not unappreciative of the fact 
that the Unemployment Insurance Commission has given considerable study 
to the possibility of including segments or the whole of the farm labour 
force for coverage under the provisions of the Unemployment Insurance Act. 
We are aware, too, of some of the administrative problems which the com
mission has indicated may be encountered in extending unemployment 
insurance to much of the farm labour force as well as a degree of concern 
over the acceptability to farm people of any system which might eventually 
be recommended. It is our hope to advance some objective views and 
recommendations on. these matters which we trust will be of assistance to your 
government and the commission alike.

We have had the opportunity of studying reports on unemployment cover
age for farm workers presented by Mr. C. A. L. Murchison of the Unemploy
ment Insurance Commission to the federal-provincial farm labour conferences 
held in Ottawa in December of 1957 and 1958.

We note that in his 1957 report, Mr. Murchison states that the com
mission “have never had a request from employers or workers in these groups 
that they be covered and the question arises whether they would cooperate 
readily with the administration in the matter of making contributions to the 
fund and providing . . . such additional information as would be necessary in 
the administration of the act.”

Our organization wishes at once to express its willingness to cooperate with 
the Unemployment Insurance Commission in every possible manner in this 
regard.

For the purposes of the record, the subject of unemployment insurance 
for farm labour has a history in the farm union movement dating back to 
1955 when it was first passed in principle by a conference of the Interprovincial 
Farm Union Council. It was subsequently passed by separate provincial farm 
unions and presented by the IFUC to the federal cabinet and Minister of 
Labour in February of 1957. In August of 1957, our views were reiterated to 
the present Minister of Labour and records indicate that these views were 
relayed to the Unemployment Insurance Commission itself.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Was that a written brief?
Mr. Patterson: Yes; in our annual presentation.
The interest of farm people in obtaining some form of unemployment 

insurance coverage for farm workers has developed to a large degree as 
a result of advancing social and technological change.

The existence of fringe benefits of various types, including unemployment 
insurance, for workers in other segments of our economy, places today’s farmer 
in an ever-increasing competitive position in procuring competent farm labour.

The March, 1959, edition of The Current Review reports that the agri
cultural labour force estimates for Canada in January, 1959, are 20.5 per cent 
below the corresponding estimates for 1953. The report continues that 
emigration out of agriculture has not taken place evenly over this six-year 
period, nor has it taken place at the same rate throughout the country.

Indications are, however, that farmers as a whole in Canada are not spend
ing less on farm labour, as is borne out by table I which follows.

Here we have a table of farm labour costs by selected provinces and 
Canada in thousands of dollars. I understand that the 1959 figures are in 
the mail from the bureau. Things being as they are, with restrictions on 
giving any advance information on this, we were not able to get these in
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order to incorporate them into our brief. However, they are at the present 
time in the mail.

TABLE I

FARM LABOR COSTS BY SELECTED PROVINCES AND CANADA 
(in thousands of dollars)

Year Canada Ontario Manitoba Sask. Alberta B. C.

1948......... 132,183 49,187 11,383 20,046 20,419 8,736
1949.......... 135,312 52,704 11,308 20,296 20,422 8,414
1950.......... 145,620 58,724 11,922 21,728 22,975 9,554
1951.......... 160,210 64,377 12,800 23,601 25,406 11,180
1952.......... 173,989 66,743 13,047 26,617 29,983 11,422
1953......... 173,314 67.830 12,632 24,940 28.913 12,113
1954......... 160.818 67,988 10,745 20,223 22,869 12,277
1955.......... 162,971 67,842 9,765 20,735 24,170 12,330
1956.......... 174,150 73,480 10,550 22,100 25,390 13,000
1957......... 175.378 78,840 9,760 20,200 24,000 12,740
1958............ N/A

DBS handbook agricultural statistics— 
Reference paper No. 25, part II.

The schedule of average wages of male help issued for January, 1959, 
by the dominion bureau of statistics, confirms that farm wages in Canada 
indicate a gradual upward trend.

TABLE II

AVERAGE WAGES OF MALE HELP PER MONTH, AS AT JANUARY 15, 1957,
1958 AND 1959

With Board Without Board

Province 1959 1958 1957 1959 1958 1957
Œ* ûf <3£ Cfc © ©

v v 3?

Maritimes.............................. 98.00 93.00 100.00 127.00 129.00 120.00
Quebec.................................... 106.00 103.00 102.00 145.00 139.00 141.00
Ontario................................... 105.00 101.00 98.00 143.00 139.00 139.00
Manitoba............................... 92.00 91.00 82.00 127.00 126.001 123.00
Saskatchewan....................... 97.00 91.00 82.00 131.00 125.00 112.00
Alberta................................... 112.00 109.00 101.00 152.00 143.00 137.00
British Columbia.................. 128.00 122.00 118.00 186.00 179.00 171.00

CANADA...................... 106.00 101.00 96.00 144.00 139.00 134.00

‘Revised

It is well recognized that from the rural areas of our nation have come 
many thousands of persons who have adjusted themselves to urban occupa
tions in our expanding economy. This rural-urban migration has been acceler
ated by advances in farming methods that have assisted in greatly increasing 
output per man unit and shrinking the number of farm units. At the same 
time, mechanized farming today demands greater skills of its workers than was 
the case a generation ago. However, skilled farm labour can often fit itself 
well into other lines of employment offering greater security, with the result
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that the competitive element in the labour market is becoming ever more 
balanced in favour of the non-farm industry—to the degree that farm people 
experience increasing difficulty in filling their farm labour requirements with 
competent farm workers.

Full-Time Workers:
Dominion Bureau of Statistics data for February, 1957, indicated ap

proximately 60,000 paid workers in agriculture, representing to a considerable 
degree the number of full-time farm workers. Of this number a small number 
are undoubtedly already covered by unemployment insurance in those limited 
fields to which it applies to agriculture.

Our organization recommends that full unemployment insurance coverage 
to this class of worker should be available on a voluntary basis. We realize that 
the commission has previously gone on record expressing its disapproval of op
tional coverage, but we believe it holds the following advantages in dealing 
administratively with farm people that would be lost in a blanket compulsory 
scheme:

1. Only those farm people who are genuinely interested in participat
ing in such a scheme would apply.

2. It would eliminate the necessity of compulsory registration and avoid 
problems in non-compliance and possible evasion of the regulations.

While we do not oppose compulsory application of unemployment in
surance in certain sections of agriculture where the majority of producers are 
engaged in the production of specialized crops such as sugar beets or fruit, it 
would be relatively simple for these groups to seek coverage since they are 
organized into special associations. This is not the case for all employer groups 
in agriculture, such as farmers engaged in mixed farming.

Voluntary extension could, we believe, be applied under circumstances 
where:

1. Farm employers would apply for licensing.
2. Monthly payroll forms of an abbreviated type would be filed at the 

time of purchase of unemployment insurance stamps through exist
ing agencies.

3. The existing allowance for board and room of hired help provided 
for under the Income Tax Act could logically apply towards asses- 
ment of unemployment insurance.

It is our hope that this committee, currently studying possible inclusion 
of farm labour coverage, will give the matter of voluntary coverage of full 
farm workers serious consideration.

Seasonal Employment:
We believe this is the largest group of the farm labour force in the prairie 

region, although full-time workers may be more numerous in the central 
provinces where a more diversified farm community exists.

Many of these workers are in the category of skilled labour, mentioned 
previously in our brief.

In discussions with farm operators, cases have been reported where one 
farmer had interviewed as many as twenty-five workers who were qualified 
and would have been willing to do farm work for the summer but because they 
could not contribute to the unemployment insurance plan they just would not 
consider such employment.

Statistical indications are that seasonal employment in agriculture ap
proximating 90,000 workers may represent a serious problem in providing 
coverage.
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The degree of cost to the commission from this segment is difficult to esti
mate since we cannot assume that all agricultural workers do not carry insur
ance books from other occupations. In some cases agricultural employment 
would supplement previously earned coverage, thereby providing to these people 
greater security in times of possible unemployment.

Minimum requirement regulations governing eligibility for benefits would 
undoubtedly disqualify many workers from receiving any benefits. In such 
cases voluntary coverage for farm workers would mean that these short 
season workers would not at any time be registered.

Inequity in Current Unemployment Insurance Act:
Another serious problem evident during the past few years and most 

discriminatory against certain rural people has been the disqualifying factor 
under unemployment insurance benefits against farm people who, by force 
of circumstances, are required to take other employment in order to maintain 
their livelihood. These people may live on a piece of land which, in the 
majority of cases, is entirely inadequate to make a living on, yet they cannot 
qualify for benefits under the act because they are farmers.

We believe that since these people are employed in other industries and 
are forced to pay into the unemployment insurance scheme, they should like
wise be eligible for benefits during times when they are unemployed and 
available for employment. This has been particularly noticeable in the summer 
construction industry, and in the forestry industry during the winter months.

Numerous cases have come to the attention of the farm unions—for 
instance, where a person who kept his family on a twenty or forty-acre plot 
of land, where they might have 50 chickens and a couple of cows and pigs 
for their own use, and were automatically disqualified from benefits under 
the act. Some have been qualifying for benefits because they have been 
making false declarations. We question the advisability of maintaining an 
act which forces certain needful people to make false statements.

The Unemployment Insurance Act is part of the social legislation in 
Canada which is borne proportionately by the taxpayers of our nation and 
as such it should not, we believe, discriminate against anyone. It is our 
conviction that any individual who, through legislation, is forced to pay into 
any scheme whatsoever should also qualify for benefits under that scheme.

Summary of Recommendations:
1. We therefore contend that one of the several problems within 

our agricultural industry in Canada is that qualified farm labour is 
becoming increasingly difficult to obtain. This is mainly due to the 
fact that under present legislation the Unemployment Insurance Act 
disqualifies these workers from contributing to and benefitting from 
this legislation. Although we fully recognize that an over-all unemploy
ment insurance program for farm labor may pose a substantial admin
istrative problem, we believe that necessary amendments to the act 
should be made to allow for coverage on a voluntary basis in order 
that those qualified workers available could be used by the agricultural 
producers of the nation on the same basis as that enjoyed by other 
industries.

2. We also recommend amendments to the act which would qualify 
for benefits the small farm operator who must maintain another source 
of employment to provide a livelihood for his family and permit him 
to enjoy a standard of living comparable to other sections of our 
economy.
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Conclusion:
In conclusion, we wish to reiterate our appreciation for the opportunity 

of appearing before this committee. V/e hope that early consideration 
will be given towards changes in unemployment insurance regulations which 
will adequately meet the needs of farm people.

The Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Patterson for your well prepared brief. 
Gentlemen, you now have an opportunity to question Mr. Patterson or Mr. 
Galonsky in connection with this brief. Have you a question, Mr. Caron?

Mr. Caron: Yes, I will have, but I want to look at it for a moment.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): There is one point I am wonder

ing about; have you been advised by the commission that this kind of a 
coverage on a voluntary basis is being looked into now.

Mr. Patterson: We have had some intimation to that effect.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): And nothing further? You do 

not know when a report might be expected?
The Chairman: Probably, gentlemen, it would be a propos at this time 

if we asked the commission officials if they have anyone who could make a 
comment on the question that has been asked here.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): The minister made a statement 
that this was under special study at the present time and I wished to know 
whether they had notice of this, or more information on it.

Mr. Patterson: No.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : On page 8 of the brief the point 

is raised that you believe that anyone who pays into this fund should also 
qualify for benefits under the scheme. However, the act, as it stands at the 
present time, does not include farm labour and it is not included in the 
bill we are studying now. I take it under these circumstances that without the 
farm labour being included in this act that you would then certainly be opposed 
to any contribution from the general taxpayers of the country and that you 
feel those who are covered should make the contributions. You feel that 
contributions should be from the employer and employee who are benefiting 
from the act.

Mr. Patterson: No, I would not want to take that from the statement, sir. 
It applies more specifically to the group of people who currently are working in 
industry, or wherever they might be; they are living on the farm and because 
of the fact they are living on the farm they are disqualified for benefits under 
the terms of the legislation.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : The point I am trying to make is 
this. It is because of the fact they are not included and because farmers as 
such are not included there is no reason why they should be paying into this 
fund, and it has been suggested that we should raise the general level of 
taxation of the country to finance the fund rather than raise the contributions 
of the employer and employee.

Mr. J. N. Galonsky (Secretary-Treasurer, Manitoba Farmers’ Union): 
They cannot have employment in other industries, unless they pay into the 
plan. I am referring now to the small operator. He goes to the bush in the 
winter time. There is a slack period in the spring for a couple of months and 
then he goes into the construction industry. In the fall he would be back 
on the farm. Then in the winter he goes back into the forest industry. We 
feel during these slack periods he should qualify.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : At the present time the main 
clause in this bill is that the rates will be increased by 30 per cent with regard 
to people who are covered in this bill at the present time. In this connection,
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the employer, the employee and the government will share proportionately. 
However, most of the briefs we have had to date suggest that this increase 
should not be paid by the employers, employees and the government, but should 
be paid by everyone in the country, which would include farmers who, at 
the present time, do not come under the act.

Mr. Browne was wondering whether you would agree with the submissions 
as made in other briefs or do you agree that only those people who are covered 
by the act should pay?

Mr. Patterson: Well, I do not say we would object to the system as it 
has been functioning, where thè federal government is making a contribution 
to the fund. No, I do not think that I would want to suggest the farmers are 
complaining in that connection.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The question is not what is being 
paid now. There have been suggestions that the government’s share should be 
increased. I was asking how you felt toward that policy.

The Chairman: Have you a question, Mr. Grafftey?
Mr. Grafftey: Mr. Chairman—
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I would like to get an answer to 

my question.
Mr. MacInnis: We are today again, without any assistance from Mr. 

Martin, getting involved in the same kind of committee hearings we have been 
conducting since this committee started.

I suggested the other day that we follow a procedure where the chair 
will recognize one person at a time, and another person the second time, until 
each and every person of the committee has a chance to speak on the question.

The Chairman: The custom in the past has been that if they ask a question 
they pursue it until they get an answer.

Mr. MacInnis: I remind you, Mr. Chairman, that you recognize Mr. Graff
tey.

The Chairman: I did.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Go ahead and ask the question 

Mr. Grafftey.
Mr. Caron: I say that when it is a question on a certain point it should 

be pursued to the end.
The Chairman: Have you something to say, Mr. Simpson?
Mr. Simpson: I have some questions to ask, Mr. Chairman, which I will 

ask later. However, at this time I would like to say this. We have two specific 
problems to deal with today.

In connection with this brief which the Interprovincial Farm Union has 
presented, they are asking our consideration for the inclusion of farm labour 
in the Unemployment Insurance Act. Now, these other questions that are 
coming up, and have to be asked, are in relation to bill C-43; so we can put 
all questions in relation to this brief in one group and all questions in relation 
to bill C-43 in another group.

There are some questions I would like to ask in relation to farm labour 
being included in the Unemployment Insurance Act.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): My question relates directly to a 
statement in this brief and not related to bill C-43. They make a direct state
ment which seems to me to be in opposition to other briefs and I am trying to 
clarify their position in that respect. My question was directed in relation to 
a statement on page 8 of this brief.
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The Chairman: I think there is merit in the objections that have been 
made and I do not know how it can be solved. It might appear to be discrim
inatory to some of the members on the committee when a question is asked, 
and then it is pursued probably for five, six or seven questions by the same 
member, and then someone else continues on the same question.

Mr. MacInnis: As I said the other day, I do not think for a moment that 
any discussion should be cut off, pursuant to the aims of this committee, but 
the opportunity should be given to committee members to speak in connection 
with it. After one member speaks on it, someone should have a turn before he 
gets his second turn. If not, it could follow that one member would do all the 
questioning without giving other members the opportunity of pursuing that 
question. That is what has been happening in this committee and I would ask 
that you do not allow one or two members to continue to carry the whole line 
of questioning.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : Go ahead and ask your question, 
Mr. MacInnis and do not unnecessarily take up the time of the committee.

The Chairman: I realize at times a particular member asks a question and 
then carries on with his questioning to a considerable extent; then someone 
else comes in without asking for permission and sometimes they get on to 
another question altogether different. I will endeavour to keep you on the 
subject matter and give each one a turn to ask questions in connection with 
the same matter.

Mr. Grafftey: My question relates to a specific part of the brief.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Go ahead and ask it, Mr. Grafftey. 

Let us get going.
Mr. Grafftey: I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that he is still on a specific part 

of the brief.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Ask your question.
Mr. Grafftey: The question I would like to put is this: how many people 

are in this Interprovincial Farm Union; in other words, how many interpro
vincial farmers does it cover?

Mr. Patterson: Roughly 200,000 farm people.
Mr. Grafftey: And what percentage of the so-called farm population of 

the nation does that cover?
Mr. Patterson: It varies from province to province. I have not the up- 

to-date figures for all the provinces. In Manitoba it is roughly about one- 
third and in Alberta it is in excess of one-half.

Mr. Grafftey: I have one last question. Is the problem of obtaining trained 
farm labour uniformly grave across the country or is it more pronounced in 
one part of the country than the other; in other words, is it a uniform problem 
from coast to coast?

Mr. Patterson: No.
Mr. Grafftey: I asked this question because I know in the eastern regions, 

from which I come, it is a very grave problem, and I was wondering if you 
could inform me of other areas where it is equally as grave.

Mr. Patterson: It becomes more pronounced in areas closely associated 
with industrial areas; and then there is an area of highly specialized farm 
operation requiring perhaps even a better class of operator than the general 
run-of-the-mill, if you see what I mean. That field is expanding. It is be
coming more acute in the grain growing area. I understand that in British 
Columbia and in some areas of the east it is a very serious problem to get 
farm labourers at a particular period for their fruit growing, and so on.



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 339

The Chairman: All right, Mr. Caron.
Mr. Caron: You said that something around 200,000 are farm hands.
Mr. Patterson: No; those are members. They include in that figure the 

members of the farm union.
Mr. Caron: How many farmers do you believe we have in Canada who 

would be susceptible to being insured under the Unemployment Insurance Act? 
Can you just give me the average figure?

Mr. J. N. Galonsky (Secretary-Treasurer of the Manitoba Farm Union): 
The only reference we have is that of Mr. Murchison’s statement to the Federal- 
Provincial conference. It reads as follows:

The most recent figures on the paid workers show that in February 
1957, 60,000 were with jobs in agriculture and in August 1957, 151,000 
were so employed. The average for the 12 months ending September 1957, 
was 96,000 and in only five months was the average exceeded. It would 
appear from D.B.S. data that the 60,000 have fairly regular employ
ment. ..

Mr. Caron: Out of 96,000 you say that only 60,000 have fairly regular 
employment?

Mr. Galonsky: Yes.
Mr. Caron: That leaves 36,000 who are mostly seasonal employees.
Mr. Galonsky: The Dominion Bureau of Statistics indicates that there are 

approximately 90,000 farm labourers who are mostly seasonal workers. This 
is taken from Mr. Murchison’s statement and we believe those who desire 
coverage should qualify for benefits.

Mr. Ricard: On page 9, in recommendation 2 you mention small farm 
operators. What would you call a small farm operator, and who could de
termine whether one was a small farm operator or a big farm operator?

Mr. Patterson: I do not think that would be a very difficult thing to deter
mine. I think the income tax would show it up pretty well; the census figures 
would show it up, and of course, it is not very difficult to determine from a 
spot check what type of operation he is in.

Mr. Ricard : There would need to be an investigating body to determine 
who was a small farm operator and who was a big farm operator.

Mr. Patterson: No; I think that could be done at your desk. Let me put 
it this way: you cannot go according to the acreage. We might say that an 
owner in Manitoba as such is living on a plot of ground of let us say 10 to 
15 acres. He derives relatively no income from that piece of land. He has noth
ing to live on out of it except that he may have a few cows and chickens. But 
on the other hand, he might have an extremely successful concentrated opera
tion. Let us say that he is in poultry or in commercial hogs for example, in 
which case those few acres would give him adequate income from that kind 
of operation. So it should not be determined on a basis of acreage, but rather 
on the basis of his type of operation and his income.

Mr. Pigeon: Do you think the position of our agriculture in Canada right 
now would be better if the government in the past had adopted this legislation? 
Do you think it was a mistake that former governmens did not adopt this 
legislation?

Mr. Patterson: No, I would not put it that way and for this reason: that 
this has been something which has been developing, and a situation which has 
been developing, and that five, seven, or ten years ago there would have been 
very little interest in the farming community concerning unemployment.
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But this trend has developed more since labour has left the farm. Farms 
have become more specialized and the need for employment for this type 
of operation has become accentuated; and as industry is attracting more and 
more, it is more difficult for them to get out from the cities. In addition workers 
have become much more conscious of the benefits that are offered in industry. 
Even young lads on the farm today who go out and work on the farm for a 
year, will say at the end of that year: “We cannot get any unemployment 
insurance stamps here, so we are not going to work on the farm any more.”

Mr. Pigeon: Since many tobacco growers in Ontario and Quebec have 
considerable trouble in getting workers during the summer, I think it was very 
bad for the growers in Quebec and Ontario—I cannot understand why in the 
past this legislation was not adopted by former governments.

Mr. Patterson: I am afraid I cannot answer that one.
Mr. Caron: I can answer it for you.
The Chairman: Mr. Simpson is next.
Mr. Simpson: Under the present act, as I understand it, the farm group 

here in asking for unemployment insurance benefits, and for inclusion in the 
act, ask that they be considered in two groups, farm workers, and small 
operators.

Under the present act a farm operator may go into industry during the slack 
season in the winter. I can understand his being classified as a farmer under 
the present act, and he cannot qualify for unemployment insurance payments, 
although he would have to pay for them.

But supposing he has a son. The son does not operate the farm but is 
a worker on that farm during the busy part of the year. Then suppose that 
son goes into industry during the winter and then comes back to the farm in 
the spring. Can he not qualify? I do not know why he cannot qualify. Does 
he have to register as a farmer? He is not an operator. I wonder why those 
fellows who live on a family farm cannot go into industry and come back 
and qualify for unemployment insurance. Probably they have permit books.

Mr. Galonsky: Once you are an owner you are living on a piece of land. 
I can give you a dozen examples from around Winnipeg, within a radius of 
50 miles, where people are living on a piece of land. They may keep chickens 
and other things for their own food; but they are actually not farmers.

We have thousands of people who should not be listed as farmers because 
they are hurting our whole industry in being classed as farmers. Some of 
these people have sufficient stamps to qualify. They have paid for three or 
four years but they cannot get anything out of it. I contend that when any
body pays into the fund, he should be eligible for any payments out of it.

Mr. Simpson: Actually there would be a greater percentage classed as 
farm operators than there would be as farm labourers. I realize that, because 
the farm labourer figures are low. But there would not be too many going 
into industry in the off season who would not actually be classed as farmers, 
regardless of the fact that they were living on a family farm or in a farm 
home. They would pretty well all have permit books and be classed as farm 
operators.

Mr. Galonsky: But they could not get any compensation when they are 
off season.

Mr. Patterson: I think that is a point which would have to be analyzed.
Mr. Simpson: Yes, I think so.
Mr. Patterson: I look at it this way—I may be entirely wrong—but sup

pose a chap was working for Canada Packers, for example, or anywhere else
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in the city. Unless it is known that he is a bona fide farmer or agronomist, 
it would be no concern of the Unemployment Insurance Commission, I would 
think, as to whether he boarded in Winnipeg, in St. Boniface, or with a farmer 
outside the city limits. But I think that is something that would have to be 
qualified.

Mr. Caron: I would like to answer Mr. Pigeon’s question. Mr. Pigeon 
was not here when the minister was here, because he was busy in the estimates 
committee. The minister explained to a certain extent why this is the case. 
He said that they have been experimenting since the beginning, and that they 
are including one group of seasonal employees to commence with, and that as 
soon as they have experience enough to bring them in—that was the answer 
given by the minister the other day.

Mr. Patterson: The first time we asked for this legislation was in 1957.
Mr. Pigeon: Why did you not ask for it before?
Mr. Patterson: Simply because we did not have a request for it from 

the farmers.
Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre) : Following up Mr. Simpson’s ques

tion, you say at the top of page 8 of your brief:
We believe that since these people are employed in other industries 

and are forced to pay into the Unemployment Insurance scheme, they 
should likewise be eligible for benefits during times when they are un
employed and available for employment.

I think you are quite right. I think that the people who have paid into 
this unemployment insurance fund should be eligible. Take for example 
university students; they may be employed in the summer months and they 
should get some benefits under the act. I feel they should be eligible for 
benefits.

This matter has been discussed in connection with various briefs. Certain 
briefs have put forth the point that an increase in rates for unemployment 
insurance should be borne by everyone across the country not just by the 
people who were eligible under this scheme. I wonder if you would go along 
with that, or say that only the people who are eligible should pay for this 
increase, and that there should not be a tax on the farmers who are not covered.

Mr. Patterson: I would say now that we are contributing at the present 
time, and that if assessments were going to be increased substantially or if 
there were going to be basic changes in it which would put a heavier load on 
the taxpayers without any further benefits, I think the farmers would be the 
first ones to take a pretty good look at it.

There is another point on that matter of the university students, and so 
on. It would seem to me that perhaps the fact that they cannot get benefits 
in respect of working on the farm is one section of a cycle that is detrimental 
to a lot of persons other than the farmer. That is to say, if the university 
student could work in industry for a period and could then perhaps go for 
a period to a farm, for a couple of months in the fall or the spring, whenever 
it might be, it would perhaps round out a cycle in which he could benefit.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): That is quite true.
Mr. Patterson: I am not only thinking of university students but also 

people in general.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Around the city of Winnipeg 

we have a number of people who live on small plots of ground who will 
never receive benefits.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Although you do not mention it in 
your brief, would there not be many cases where there would be payment of 
unemployment insurance to farm help because of the lack of need for such 
help due to crop failures and other poor farm conditions?

Mr. Patterson: Well, I would be inclined to suggest in that respect that 
if that happened in all probability there would not be enough benefits ac
cruing to the individual to qualify at all, even if it did apply to the farmer.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You do not see a situation whereby, due 
to a crop failure or poor marketing conditions, or any type of lack of activity 
on the farm, that the help on that farm would go to the unemployment in
surance because there was not work available?

Mr. Galonsky: It would not be different than in any other industry.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Do you not see a conflict where the farm 

industry is already given quite a few methods of assistance by the govern
ment because of crop failures and other marketing conditions? Do you not 
see a conflict here?

Mr. Galonsky: But that is not the problem. This assistance you mention 
is to farm people as producers in this country today. What we are after is 
that we be able to gain adequate and effective labour. You must realize 
that you just cannot go out in the street and pick just any Tom, Dick or Harry 
and say, “Jump on that $9,000 combine.” You want a man who knows something 
about it. You cannot tell him to jump on the “cat” and go out in the field. 
You have to compete with the commercial market for these people if you want 
them, or you will have people who go out and sleep. There was a report of a 
chap the other day who went out into the side of the bush and slept for four 
hours. We want people who know something about equipment.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I appreciate that. I do not want to be 
construed as being unsympathetic with the situation. In the maritimes we have 
a situation which is as serious as anywhere in the country. I am suggesting 
that farmers generally receive different types of assistance from the govern
ment for crop failures and other marketing problems. In addition, here you 
would be asking for a type of assistance where the farmers probably would 
not be able to pay their way as far as an actuarial segregation is concerned 
of their industry under the act. I suggest it would be a further demand for 
assistance from the government in a general way.

If I might mention another point, I think of this problem here as being in 
the same position as that of the fishermen. We have had briefs and have 
discussed the problem of the fishermen. I do not think there is anyone in this 
room who would suggest—nor do I think it was suggested in any of the briefs— 
that fishermen do not have a problem. However, there is some agreement that 
the time might come when we will have to segregate the fishermen or even 
separate them completely. Perhaps agriculture might also be in a similar 
situation. I suggest that you people, in addition to that, have a further jump 
ahead of the fishermen in that you have compensation assistance in the form 
of farm insurance and all that sort of thing, whereas if the fisherman does not 
get any fish he is out in the cold.

Mr. Patterson: There is a basic difference here. We are asking for un
employment insurance for the farm labourer. In the case of the fisherman, 
by and large, the major part of the benefit is going to the operator. In the 
case of a crop failure, yes, the farmer has inone way or another received 
assistance in recognition of the various aspects included in crop failure. That 
would not, however, in any way compensate the labourers. This is something 
for the labourer himself.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): There is that difference. I do not have 
any more questions; but I am wondering if we should ask the commission 
questions of a general nature if they have any information available?

Mr. Argue: Mr. Chairman, might I ask whether or not the farm union 
council discussed this question, either formally or informally, with the other 
farm organizations and whether the farm organizations generally are asking that 
farm labour be brought under unemployment insurance as you have set out 
in your brief.

Mr. Galonsky: The C.F.A. I understood two years ago agreed on a sec
tional application and at last year’s convention approved a general resolution 
in principle. I discussed this with Don Richmond of the Manitoba pool. 
He says they have agreed in principle on unemployment insurance for farm 
workers. There was no resolution made at the meeting last year on sectional 
application.

Mr. Argue: So the Interprovincial Farm Union and the Canadian Feder
ation of Agriculture are asking for this kind of coverage?

Mr. Galonsky: As far as I am concerned—I will not speak for the 
C.F.A.—I believe the voluntary basis is the best to begin with. I understand 
that the minister indicated this just recently. We could have the actual 
farmers declare themselves as employers and see how it operates. I realize 
the commission would have a terrific problem in having a blanket coverage. 
I think we might start on a voluntary basis. This spring it was more serious 
than I have ever seen it as far as problems on this main issue are concerned.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : It would be more difficult actuarially to 
have those in who would think they might conceivably in the future come 
under the fund and then have the others who are in a more favourable position 
who would not be anxious to come in under it. It would be difficult for the 
fund to look after the voluntary ones alone.

Mr. Patterson: It seems to me that if it were on the voluntary basis 
that the farm labourers themselves who have full-time employment would 
insist that their employers come under the legislation, which might serve 
to balance it out.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): They would declare themselves 
as an employer when they needed the farm help.

Mr. Argue: Have you any idea how many farm labourers there are on 
farms in Canada at the present time?

Mr. Patterson: I believe the secretary gave that information a moment
ago.

Mr. Galonsky: There is some reference to it on page 7.
Mr. Argue: I am wondering whether or not you have any estimate of 

the number of persons who might come in on a voluntary basis? In other 
words, what kind of a drain would there be on the fund?

Mr. Galonsky: We do not have that.
Mr. Argue: A question was asked by Mr. MacLean and in this corner 

down here I was not able to hear it all. I may not have the drift of the 
question. As I understood it, he asked if further contributions from the 
federal government had to come into this fund—in other words further in
creases from the taxpayers—what would the attitude of the farmers be? Then 
I understand that Mr. Patterson said the farmers would want to have a good 
look at it. I wonder if Mr. Patterson would elaborate as to what the question 
was and as to what his reply meant.
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Mr. Patterson: Perhaps I can put it this way. You might use as an exam
ple the Prairie Farm Assistance Act, which is a pretty good illustration, and 
the farmers have been paying into it for a long time. They never questioned 
paying into it on a 1 per cent basis until it came to the time when they felt 
they should qualify and for various reasons found they could not qualify. 
Then there was real concern. Now, if you are to suggest that that levy be 
increased from 1 to 2 per cent and the base stay the same, the farmers would, 
as I said before, want to have an awful close look at it.

Mr. Argue: You were not speaking about the Unemployment Insurance 
Act at all?

Mr. Patterson: I am using that as an illustration.
Mr. Argue: I want to know your conclusion about the Unemployment 

Insurance Act.
Mr. Patterson: I would suggest the same thing would apply. The farmers 

have been arriving at conclusions on this on the basis of a program that was in 
effect. If there are to be major changes made in the legislation, then I suggest 
that before we can change our position we would want to have a pretty good 
look at it.

Mr. Argue: I still do not know what you are driving at. Are you saying 
that if the government decided to put more of the taxpayers’ money into 
the amendments to the Unemployment Insurance Act that then your farm 
organization would look at the whole act from a critical standpoint?

Mr. Patterson: To a degree; that is to say, if the benefits were going to 
be increased and the general taxpayer was going to put more into it, the farmer 
would be more concerned than ever that he was going to be excluded and 
would not get the benefit.

Mr. Argue: What I want to know from you is this—and I am willing 
to give my own opinion. I think the Unemployment Insurance Act as con
stituted today is of very great benefit to the agricultural producers of this 
country because if you do not have consumers you will not have agricultural 
producers for very long.

Mr. Patterson: I recognize that.
Mr. Argue: I think that it would be a great mistake to leave the impres

sion that, if the labour organizations, for example, get from the government 
the thing that they request, which is that the federal government put in more 
money, the farm organization would start to look at this changed act with a 
critical view. Now, if you want to look at it from the standpoint of not wanting 
all the amendments in because this is a better act, hat is fine; but I do not 
believe for one minute that the farm organizations of this country will take 
a stand against an improved Unemployment Insurance Act along the lines 
requested by the Canadian Labour Congress.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : At the same time—
Mr. Argue: Just a minute. I would appreciate the comments on this. I 

have been putting forth the position as I see it.
The Chairman: Let Mr. Patterson answer.
Mr. Argue: I am not going to speak for Mr. Patterson; he will speak 

for himself.
An hon. Member: Do not tell me we have another Paul Martin here.
The Chairman: Just a minute.
Mr. Patterson: No; the farm organizations have never taken any stand 

against benefits for labour. Certainly the labourers’ buying power is improved



STANDING COMMITTEE 345

and certainly the farmers get some benefit from it. The farmers, however, will 
be more concerned than ever, when an expanded program is supported for 
labour from the general revenue, that they are barred from participation in 
that.

Mr. Argue: The point the Canadian Labour Congress made is this, that 
when the fund is used to provide seasonal and extraordinary benefits—and that 
because the country is in a period of recession with widespread unemployment— 
this causes a very substantial and very severe drain on the fund. The stand of 
the Canadian Labour Congress was this; that the Unemployment Insurance 
Act was to take care of ordinary unemployment, and frictional unemployment 
where people are moving from one area to another, but that this was never 
set forward as a plan to protect the nation in a time of very widespread 
unemployment and that the fund should not be used as an alternative to gov
ernment action to solve unemployment when there are three-quarters of a 
million unemployed.

Mr. Browne {Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; 
is Mr. Argue appearing as a witness? He is trying to convey some views to 
the witness in the hope the witness will turn around and agree with him. I 
know what Mr. Argue’s answers are, but we are trying to determine the position 
of the farmers in this country. We are not at this moment particularly in
terested in Mr. Argue’s views.

Mr. Argue: I think we will get along a lot better if my friend will relax for 
a few minutes and let me complete my line of questioning.

The Chairman: Proceed.
Mr. Argue: I was trying to set forth, as I see it, the position taken by 

organized labour in this country. I was suggesting that the farm organizations 
would not have any objection to these improvements being made, that is that 
they would not criticize them but they might then make a much greater effort 
themselves to get the same kind of benefits.

Mr. Patterson: I am working for the farmers. I am not on the policy 
level. As I said before, if this act is being amended in the manner in which it 
is suggested and is going to take on some very different and much wider im
plications, then I would not go any farther than what I have said thus far 
unless my friend Mr. Galonsky wishes to make some further comment about 
it—other than to say that in this case if this is under consideration, and you 
wish to have the views of the farm organizations on it, then I would have to 
refer it to the executive of the Interprovincial Farm Union Council who are 
directly responsible to the membership.

Mr. Argue: You have never taken any stand, as an organization, on the 
suggested amendments in the bill, or on any of the arguments regarding the 
amendments in the present bill which is before this committee?

Mr. Patterson: No.
Mr. Argue: In other words, the stand of the farm organization has been 

to relate it entirely to the position of the farmers as far as coverage possible 
under the act is concerned.

Mr. Patterson: No, the act as it was constituted.
Mr. Bell {Saint John-Albert) : Is this not an example of the difficulty in 

which you find yourself, whether you are a political theorist, or trying to form 
a political party, in trying to resolve labour and farmers?

Mr. Patterson: I am not going into that story. I am dealing with the 
matter as we have presented it, and I am not going to get into any debate.

The Chairman: Mr. Browne has been waiting for a long time.
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Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : It has been so long since I wanted 
to ask a question that I have rather forgotten it. I am still not satisfied that 
we are clear on this point.

I object to Mr. Argue’s line of questioning. He was stating his views. I 
would like to ask Mr. Patterson for his personal views.

Does he think it is fair that the taxes on the farmers of this country should 
be increased without their gaining benefits under this act by participating 
in it either by themselves or by their employees?

Mr. Patterson: Well, if I had your question in writing I could give you 
a better answer. Would you please repeat your question.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): I asked you if you felt it would be 
fair for the taxes of the farmers of this country to be increased, to add more 
money to the fund when the farmers are not going to participate directly in 
any benefits, either directly by themselves or by their employees?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Chairman, surely that is an improper ques
tion.

The Chairman: Mr. Patterson may answer it if he wishes.
Mr. Patterson: We are dealing with two more or less nebulous points. We 

do not know whether or not taxes will be increased, or whether or not benefits 
will be increased.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): Several briefs have contained this 
suggestion, this is what this committee is considering. There have been many 
suggestions that the taxes of the general taxpayers of Canada should be in
creased so that we could extend these benefits under the act, rather than to 
increase the conrtibutions of the employer and the employee. I want to know 
what your position as a farmer is in that regard.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : He has answered that question.
Mr. Argue: The same with labour as with deficiency payments. Give them 

support.
Mr. Grafftey: Mr. Chairman, in clause 1 of his recommendations, Mr. 

Patterson says that qualified farm labour is becoming increasingly difficult to 
obtain.

Would you say that this was a major reason why many mixed farms across 
the country are actually being abandoned? I said, a major reason.

Mr. Patterson: No. I would not say so. But I would say this: that in some 
instances where the farmer would diversify further, he is handicapped in that 
he cannot obtain full time labour.

Mr. Grafftey: Is it not true that a lot of older farmers have abandoned 
their farms because they could not get qualified, trained help?

Mr. Patterson: Yes, that was the point. However, there is another very 
important point which has a greater bearing. It is because of the lack of ade
quate credit which would facilitate the transfer of a farm from the father to 
the son, the son will gravitate to labour, and the father, because he is unable 
to get adequate help, is forced to sell out.

Mr. Grafftey: Have you any statistics as to the number of small farms 
which have been abandoned in the United States over a past period of time? 
You may pick any period you wish.

Mr. Patterson: No, but in Canada between the last two census there was 
a figure comparable to the total farming population of Manitoba which dis
appeared in Canada.

Mr. Grafftey: Are those farms left idle, not yielding?
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Mr. Patterson: Not in many cases, no. Generally speaking they are taken 
over by somebody else who probably already has too much land.

Mr. MacInnis: I wish to ask Mr. Patterson a question in respect to the 
90,000 farm labourers. What percentage of those farm labourers would neces
sarily have to be in the skilled category, the type of man you could depend on 
to handle your combines, and other pieces of farm equipment?

Mr. Patterson: That is pretty difficult to answer.
Mr. MacInnis: Roughly, on a farm, how many skilled labourers would be 

required as compared to ordinary labourers?
Mr. Patterson: The ordinary labourer is becoming less a factor on the 

farm because of increased mechanization.
Mr. MacInnis: Would the percentage be high?
Mr. Patterson: Relatively high, yes.
Mr. MacInnis: Do you feel that if inclusion under the act were made 

available to these skilled or dependable workers it would be a step forward 
for the farmer?

Mr. Patterson: That is right. I would like to develop that a little, 
because I think it is a good point.

Mr. Galonsky: As I have said, we are actually in competition with the 
commercial field, and also with people who practise vertical integration. 
They can go and get people quite readily and insure them without any trouble 
at all because they are in a specialized field of production. Also if a worker 
is looking after hogs, poultry, or cows only, he can get insured, because it 
is a specified type of work, such as a cat operator or a truck driver. There 
have been cases reported where farmers had to falsify the records given 
to the commission.

Mr. MacInnis: In order to obtain these skilled employees?
Mr. Galonsky: In order to get these experienced men.
Mr. MacInnis: There is a reference in your brief to these falsified 

statements.
Mr. Galonsky: That is right, and also to help them to qualify for bene

fits. There is no doubt a lot of false statements made all over the country.
Mr. Patterson: In respect to your question, Mr. Browne, specifically on 

this matter of increased contributions, I can only say this—speaking as an 
individual—that we recognize that benefits do not come until you have pro
vided for them, and that in terms of changes, whether they be in the Prairie 
Farm Assistance Act, or whether they be in the Unemployment Insurance 
Act, we as individuals look on these things in terms of the benefits we are 
going to get from them. And by and large I would say that the general rule 
is that if this is going to be a benefit to the community as a whole, the 
individual—and I am speaking as an individual—should take a pretty con
sidered view of any changes that are going to be made, provided they are 
going in the right direction.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you accept it that only the farmers who 
get the benefit of deficiency payments should have to bear the costs involved 
in providing those deficiency payments?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I think that is entirely irrelevant.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Please do not interrupt. That has been the 

traditional role of some members, and I would hope it was not yours.
The Chairman: Proceed, Mr. Martin. I shall bear that in mind.
Mr. Patterson: Let me put it this way.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My question is a simple one. Would you expect 
that only the farmers who got the benefits of deficiency payments should 
have to bear the cost involved in providing those deficiency payments?

Mr. Patterson: I would relate it to the question I just answered, that 
we have to consider it in terms of the relationship of the benefits to the 
community as a whole.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you not think that the cost of deficiency 
payments should be borne by all the people of Canada?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): That is entirely out of order.
Mr. Patterson: The cost of the operation is so small in relation to the 

whole community that it is very insignificant.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We are strongly advocating that your brief 

advocating payments should be accepted.
The Chairman: Mr. Martin, deficiency payments are not part of our 

program.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is an important point.
The Chairman: Maybe so, but this committee is not the proper place to 

bring it up.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The same principle is involved.
The Chairman: You may introduce any kind of principle, but it does not 

have any bearing on the bill which is now before us.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Most of the organizations which presented 

briefs to us stated one way or the other, in regard to the bill that is before 
the committee, that they were all in agreement with the increase in benefits 
that is provided; but when it came to the increase in contributions, they had 
various views. Some said there should be no increase in the contribution 
to unemployment insurance, but that the government should put in more 
money. Others said that the government should not put in more money, 
so we have those two basic statements by these various organizations which 
presented briefs.

Some said yes, that the government should increase its contribution, 
others said no. I would just like to know if you could give us a yes or no 
answer as to whether or not the government should increase its contribution.

Mr. Galonsky: No, I do not think I can give you an official policy 
statement about it because it has never been considered. But I will tell 
you as far as I am concerned personally—and this is only a personal statement 
—that I feel that if you want to increase the benefits you must be prepared 
to put something into it too. You just cannot run to Santa Claus and say: 
“Give me more Christmas presents.”

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Would you say that the people 
who are covered under this act and who obtain the benefits are the people 
who should pay for the coverage?

Mr. Galonsky: That is right on the same basis proportionately as the 
fund is being financed today.

Mr. Argue: May I ask Mr. Galonsky this simple question? Are you aware 
of the proposed changes in the Unemployment Insurance Act that is before 
this committee?

Mr. Galonsky: I am not. I have not studied it too closely.
Mr. Argue: Would you say whether or not in your opinion you know, 

or whether in your knowledge you know if any organization is opposed to the 
federal government paying its proper share into the fund?
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Mr. Galonsky: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Could you not take advantage of the weekend 

to study the brief of the Canadian Congress of Labour and the Act so that 
we might interrogate you further on Monday concerning this matter?

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): I think that is an insult to the witness.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Every question that is proposed is termed 

an insult, any question that in any way looks damaging to the Conservative 
party.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): I do not want to be a party to telling any 
any organization which presents a brief here to go away and study another 
brief.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we are now close to 11 o’clock, and I have 
two letters which I want to put on the record.

Mr. Argue: Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we might have either one of these 
witness appear before this committee early next week?

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): You might sit this afternoon.
The Chairman : You will either do that or you wont have a meeting.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Why not sit tonight? I believe 

Mr. Galonsky wants to get away.
Mr. Patterson: The point that has been kicked around here—and I have 

been reading between the lines or listening between the lines—is with respect 
to an increased drain on the fund. Is it not true that even in the labour field, 
in industry itself, there was a very substantial change in the pattern of unem
ployment, and that in some years there was more, whereas previously there 
was perhaps very little unemployment. Yet in some of the major industries, 
unemployment has become almost a part, or seasonal unemployment has 
become almost an integral part of their year-round program? So I do not 
think it is fair to suggest that a major drain on the funds can all be blamed 
on the fishermen, let us say, because they are a seasonal group.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I did not suggest that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Do you think the cost of this should be borne 

only by the workers of the country, or should it not be assumed by all people?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): It is now.
Mr. Patterson: Yes, it is now.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That was not my question. You see, this inter

ruption obstructed my question.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : That was a loaded, leading question, and 

Mr. Martin has been asking them every day in this committee. And when you 
express extreme discourtesy here I want to be disassociated from you in every 
respect.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I asked you this question. Here we have two 
groups who contribute 80 per cent of the cost of unemployment insurance in 
Canada, the workers and the employers.

Mr. Browne (Vanoouver-Kingsway) : They do not contribute 80 per cent.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Do you think they should bear the cost of 

looking after the people who are the victims of abnormal situations? Or do you 
think that should be borne by all the people of Canada just as the dividents 
to farmers by way of deficiency payments should come from all the people? 
You would not ask only the farmers to pay the cost of the deficiency pay
ments, any more than you would ask the workers of this country to pay for 
the cost of this particular application? Do you agree with that?
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Mr. Patterson: The principle has been established with respect to 
farmers, labour, or other groups in so far as these things are concerned. The 
matter of degree to which we are referring at the moment is something which 
I would have to refer to my colleagues. If this committee wants the view of 
our executive on any specific points, I am quite prepared to refer it to the 
executive and give you the answers.

Mr. Argue : I think we should have the official position of the farm unions 
on these very controversial questions.

Mr. MacInnis: May I say a word on this matter of placing the burden 
on the taxpayers of the country and in respect of the reference made to 
deficiency payments. This committee is aware of the fact that deficiency pay
ment is not in the way of a subsidy. There are many forms of subsidy paid 
out by the government. Just because this particular group before us today hap
pens to be in that category, there is no reason why they should be nailed down 
to the type of questioning put to them today. There is a labour group which 
could appear before this committee—and I am speaking from a knowledge of 
labour—and that same question should be put to them.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I move that this matter of recalling the 
witnesses who are here now, and any others, be left to the steering committee 
for consideration immediately after the orders of the day.

Mr. Argue: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order; my point of order is this, 
that we have a witness before this committee whom this committee has not 
finished interrogating. This discussion has not been concluded and the witness 
should be back here when we meet again.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : I move we adjourn.
Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre) : There is a motion before us.
The Chairman: The motion moved by Mr. Bell, and seconded by Mr. 

MacLean, is that this be referred to the advisory committee. You have heard 
the motion. Are you ready for the question?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What is the question?
The Chairman: That it be referred to the steering committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I want—
The Chairman: You have heard the motion. Are you ready for the question? 

All in favour?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That man is fantastic.
The Chairman: I declare the motion carried.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Talk about obstruction!

The committee adjourned.
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REPORT TO THE HOUSE

Wednesday, June 10, 1959.

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations has the honour to present 
the following as its

SECOND REPORT

Your Committee has considered Bill C-43, An Act to amend the Unemploy
ment Insurance Act, and has agreed to report it with the following amendment:

Page 3, line 5 to line 13 inclusive: 
delete Clause 8 of the Bill.

A copy of the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence adduced in respect 
of the said Bill is appended.

Respectfully submitted,
R. H. SMALL,

Chairman.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
Tuesday, June 9, 1959.

(14)

The Standing Committee on Industrial Relations met at 9.30 a.m. this day. 
The Chairman, Mr. R. H. Small, presided.

Members present: Messrs. Argue, Bell (Saint John-Albert), Benidickson, 
Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway), Caron, Grafftey, Maelnnis, MacLean (Winni
peg-North Centre), Martin (Essex East), McDonald, (Hamilton South), 
McMillan, Mitchell, Muir (Cape Breton North & Victoria), Noble, Ricard, 
Simpson, Small, and Smith (Winnipeg North).— (18)

In attendance: Honourable Michael Starr (Minister of Labour); and From 
the Investment Committee of the Unemployment Insurance Fund: Messrs. 
J. E. Coyne, Chairman, and Governor of Bank of Canada; K. W. Taylor, Member, 
and Deputy Minister of Finance; and G. G. Cushing, Member, and Assistant 
Deputy Minister of Labour.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, 
Chief Commissioner; C. A. L. Murchison, Commissioner; James McGregor, 
Director of Unemployment Insurance; and F. G. Flint, Public Relations Officer.

From the Department of Insurance: Mr. R. Humphrys, Assistant Super
intendent of Insurance.

Also in attendance: Dr. Maurice Ollivier, Q.C., Parliamentary Counsel.
The Committee resumed consideration of Bill C-43, An Act to amend the 

Unemployment Insurance Act.
The Chairman introduced Messrs. Coyne, Taylor and Cushing, and then 

called on Mr. Coyne who reviewed the operations of the Investment Committee 
of the Unemployment Insurance Fund.

Mr. Coyne, assisted by Messrs. Taylor and Cushing, was questioned.
Questioning concluded, Messrs. Coyne, Taylor and Cushing were thanked 

for their assistance to the Committee and were retired.
Messrs. Starr, Bisson and Humphrys were further questioned.
The Committee reverted to clauses which had been allowed to stand at a 

previous meeting.
Clauses 6, 12, 15 and 23 were considered and adopted on division.

On Clause 8:
Moved by Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre), seconded by Mr. Smith 

(Winnipeg North), that Clause 8 be deleted and the following clauses be 
renumbered accordingly. Carried on division.

The Title and the Bill, as amended, were adopted on division.
Ordered,—That the Chairman report the Bill with amendment.
At 12.50 p.m., the Committee adjourned to the call of the Chair.

M. SLACK,
Clerk of the Committee.

Note: Answers to questions requested from the Interprovincial Farm Union 
Council at a previous meeting appear as an Appendix to this day’s Evidence.
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EVIDENCE
Tuesday, June 9, 1959.
9.30 a.m.

The Chairman: Gentlemen, we have a quorum, so we can proceed.
We have with us this morning, gentlemen, the governor of the Bank of 

Canada, Mr. Coyne, Mr. Taylor and Mr. Cushing, all members of the investment 
committee.

Would you first like a statement from Mr. Coyne or would you rather first 
ask some questions of him?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I think a statement would be in 
order, Mr. Chairman. Is it an explanatory statement?

The Chairman: Perhaps we will hear from Mr. Coyne first.
Mr. J. E. Coyne (Governor, Bank of Canada) : Mr. Chairman and gentle

men, I do not have a prepared statement to make, but perhaps I might set out 
the facts concerning the committee before you.

The investment committee is provided by statute, and it consists of three 
persons holding offices which are mentioned in the statute. The governor of the 
Bank of Canada is by statute a member of the committee, so is a member to be 
nominated by the Minister of Finance and a member to be nominated by the 
Minister of Labour. We do not volunteer for this job. We are named by statute 
and we have to provide our services.

It is provided in the act that the fund of the unemployment insurance com
mission shall be invested in government of Canada securities, that is securities 
either issued by or guaranteed by the government of Canada. Therefore, the 
entire fund is limited to that one field of investment.

As you know, during the early years of the fund’s existence, indeed right 
up to December, 1956, the amount of securities held by the fund grew rapidly 
to a very large total sum of $924 million at the end of December, 1956; and it 
had reached approximately that level three or four years earlier, then at some 
slower rate of growth up until the end of 1956.

$924 million worth of government securities in one holding is, of course, a 
huge sum, and perhaps you could appreciate the magnitude of it by comparing 
it with the government bond holdings of the life insurance companies of Canada. 
The unemployment insurance fund alone holds 50 per cent more than all the 
life insurance companies put together. That is not only a very large fund; it is, 
of course a very unwieldy one. You cannot make transactions in such a fund 
on the same proportionate size as you can with a small fund, because if you 
did you would swamp the market and ruin the market for government securities 
either on the up side or down side, and it would work against the interest of 
the fund itself. For that reason and because of other general investment prin
ciples it has always been the general policy of the investment committee to 
keep the fund invested in a variety of government securities, with the thought 
in mind that the fund desires some of the higher earnings, which generally 
means long-term securities, and also wants to hold some short-term securities. 
The proportions between long-term and short-term vary from time to time. 
Over-all, it has been the duty of this investment committee, as of any investment 
committee, to try to arrange the best possible revenue for the fund, having 
regard to the limitations both statutory and marketwise that apply here. And, 
of course, we have to take the long view and have regard to the earnings of 
the fund, not just in any particular year, but over a period of many years to 
come.
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In the case of managing any investment fund, where you may have to make 
sales of securities from time to time, you have so-called profits and losses at 
the time you make the sales because the market price will be different from 
your cost price by either a large or a small amount; but very rarely will you 
sell at your cost price. These are obvious principles of investment management, 
and these profits and losses must be set off against the revenue that you have 
been earning from the investments in the fund and considered in relation to 
the revenue you are earning. To take an obvious case, and one which I am 
sure is very much in your minds, on a long-term bond, with a relatively high 
coupon and relatively good earnings, you may at a time of falling bond prices 
take on book losses when you make a sale, but in considering the significance 
and the magnitude of that loss and its effect on the financial position of the fund, 
you have to take account of the revenue you have been earning from this and 
similar securities, not just in the months you make the sale or in the year you 
make the sale, but during the period you have held these securities, which may 
be many years—and for that matter during the period when you are going to 
go on holding similar securities of the same type because, presumably, you do 
not sell out all of your holdings of any one maturity of bond.

There have been many changes in the fund since it was set up first. There 
have been changes in the benefits particularly, to some extent changes in 
the contribution and changes in the economic conditions affecting the whole 
economy. There is one in particular that I should mention. I think since 
1955 it is obvious we have entered a period of higher interest rates than the 
level of interest rates that were considered normal from, say, 1932 on. There 
was about a quarter of a century there when relatively low interest rates 
prevailed, not only in Canada but in the United States and a good many other 
parts of the world. It is quite possible that we have entered now on an 
extended period of higher rates and we have had, I think, a few years of it so 
far.

However, we have entered on a period which will show a major change. 
We are in a period of relatively full employment, of growing population, of 
very large demands on capital not only for expansion of the economy in Canada 
and the United States, but for helping other countries in less developed parts 
of the world. This, with the total demands of economic growth throughout the 
world, will press upon the tendency to accumulate capital for many years to 
come, at least to the extent you may well find there has been passed a major 
watershed between a period of relatively low interest rates, from 1932 to 1955, 
and a period of high interest rates for some indefinite time in the future. That 
kind of change, when it takes place, even if it is only temporary, but more 
particularly if it continues for some length of time, will have a major effect 
on an investment fund such as that of the unemployment insurance commission.

Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, that is all I can usefully say by way of general 
description of the way the fund operates and the factors which have affecting 
it, as I see it. I do not know whether Mr. Taylor or Mr. Cushing wish to add 
anything to what I have said.

The Chairman: Thank you very much, Mr. Coyne, for your statement.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I presume we are going to ask questions 

at this time. Mr. Coyne, during the recent conversion loan your finance com
mittee made certain investments.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: Were they profitable?
Mr. Coyne: Yes, they were, in my opinion, to the financial advantage of 

the fund.
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Mr. Simpson: Does the investment committee make the sole decisions in 
connection with any investment of fund money?

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Caron: Mr. Coyne, section 86 (1) (a) of the Unemployment Insurance 

Act says the Minister of Finance on the requisition of the commission may 
obtain advances from the Bank of Canada on the security of the obligations 
acquired under section 85, not exceeding the par value of the obligations 
secured. What is meant by par value; is it the book value or the market value?

Mr. Coyne: Neither; it is a price which will be paid at maturity.
Mr. Caron: You do not take into consideration the book value or the 

market value?
Mr. Coyne: I think if a loan were to be made, these values would be taken 

into consideration.
Mr. Caron: So if they had gone to $91 instead of $100, the loan might be 

acquired at the par value of $100?
Mr. Coyne: Not exceeding that.
Mr. Caron: But they can be obtained at the market value instead of the 

par value possibly, and most of the time it is that.
Mr. Coyne: This particular provision of the act has never been acted upon. 

There has never been a loan from the Bank of Canada to the unemployment 
insurance fund.____________ ____________________________________________

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The last loan was the first loan made by the 
Minister of Finance to the fund.

Mr. Coyne: I do not have enough direct knowledge to answer your 
question; perhaps Mr. Taylor could.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am just saying that the first loan made by 
the government of Canada to the fund was made this year.

Mr. K. Taylor (Deputy Minister, Department of Finance) : Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Pursuant to the order in council that was passed 

two days after the fiscal year and two days before delivery of the budget.
Mr. McMillan: The establishment of the fund at the end of March was 

$490 million approximatively; but that is book value.
Mr. Coyne : I have that as the par value of the government securities held 

in the fund. We do not have the books of the fund. The books of account 
including those relating to security holdings are all kept by the unemployment 
insurance commission itself. Naturally, however, I know from time to time 
what the par value of the security holdings are in the fund.

Mr. McMillan: I think Mr. McGregor gave the number of the securities 
held as of the end of April in the amount of $454,800,000.

Mr. Coyne: That would be after subtracting the securities placed with 
the Minister of Finance as collateral for the loans then outstanding. The fund 
still owned the same amount of securities at the end of April as at the end 
of March, but a certain quantity were placed as collateral security for the 
loan from the government.

Mr. McMillan: There is a difference there of some $35,200,000. As at the 
end of May they had more than $72 million. Is that right?

Mr. Coyne: I could not say exactly. I do not know about the borrowings 
of the fund. Mr. Taylor could tell you what the government had loaned to 
the fund.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think it is $72 million.
Mr. Coyne: It could well be.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The governor in council had authority to loan 
another three.

Mr. Taylor: A total authority of $80 million.
Mr. McMillan: There is a difference in the holdings of securities of $35 

million.
Mr. Coyne: I think the difference is that Mr. McGregor gave you the net 

value of the fund after subtracting their debt to the government.
Mr. Simpson : That would show a much better picture than the figures 

we heard in the committee the other day.
Mr. Coyne: It depends on whether you take the gross or some measure 

of value of the securities owned, or deduct from that the special debt which the 
fund has incurred to the government in order to meet its expenses during that 
period. The fund still has a $490 million par value of government securities 
subject to about $80 million par value being placed against the loan from 
the government.

Mr. Simpson: That is what amount?
Mr. Coyne: The $80 million in securities are not sold. They are still there 

and are being held.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are speaking about par value?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Dr. McMillan’s question was what is the 

unrealized value of the securities in the commission at the present time. He 
suggested that at the end of April he was told there was around $407 million. 
Can you tell us, as one of the members of the investment committee, what is 
the unrealized value at the present time of the securities of the commission?

Mr. Coyne : You mean the market value?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes.
Mr. Coyne: I have not worked that out.
Mr. Martin: Would it be less than $400 million?
Mr. Coyne: No. It would be substantially more; but this depends upon 

market values which change day by day. As the bond market goes down, 
the theoretical or equivalent market value will be less. If the market goes up 
the market value of the holdings of the fund will rise again towards the 
par value.

Mr. Benidickson: On May 14, the records of the transaction in the invest
ment portfolio starting with the holdings on March 31, 1958, were tabled in 
the house. The table then traced through month by month the sales and 
purchases and then gave the portfolio as at March 31, 1959. I wonder if the 
investment committee could provide this committee with up-to-date figures, 
say, at the end of April or perhaps at the end of May. I wonder if they could 
translate those figures indicating the portfolio and giving the par value. We 
were told at the last committee meeting on Wednesday that the books of the 
commission were kept on the basis of book value. This morning we are 
discussing par value. Whatever it is, we will have to clear that up. I wonder 
if we could have the market values of the portfolio as at March 31, 1959, as 
at April 30, 1959, and if possible, as at May 31, 1959—I think that would be 
quite possible.

Mr. Coyne: Strictly speaking, any information regarding particularly 
book values should come from the commission itself. Market values are a 
question of taking the holdings of the fund issue by issue and taking the quota
tion out of the paper or from investment dealers’ quote sheets and multiplying 
them. We could make that calculation for you.
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Mr. Benidickson: There are only ten items, I believe, in the list. It 
would not be difficult to provide the figures as to market value on those dates.

Mr. Coyne: That is right. However, it is not the sort of thing one carries 
about with one normally.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You do not have available at the moment in 
your mind what the book losses are of the securities of the commission?

Mr. Coyne: You mean the difference between the par value and the market 
value or the book value and market value?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes.
Mr. Coyne: No; I do not.
Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Chairman, we have had the members of the invest

ment committee introduced to us. Has Mr. Cushing been a member for 
some considerable time?

Mr. Gordon G. Cushing (Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of 
Labour) : I was appointed on June 1, 1958.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Who was the nominee of the Minister of Labour 
prior to June 1, 1958?

Mr. Cushing: Mr. M. M. McLean, my predecessor as assistant deputy 
minister.

Mr. Martin: How often does the investment committee meet?
Mr. Coyne: There are no fixed times for meeting. It depends upon the 

changes in the situation of the fund. In the days when the fund went through 
a fairly regular cycle of accumulating money from May to December and 
spending it out from January to April, the committee might only meet once 
a year to lay down the program for that year. Under other circumstances 
it would meet more frequently.

Mr. Caron: How many times did the committee meet from April 1, 1958, 
until March 31, 1959?

Mr. Coyne: I could not tell you offhand. I am not sure just what you want 
to know.

Mr. Caron: The amount in the fund was going down and down every 
month. That is a special situation which must have created the need of 
borrowing money or selling the bonds which are in the possession of the 
commission.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Caron: They do not do that without having consulted the finance 

committee, or I should say the investment committee. That is why I want 
to know how many times the committee sat during the year.

Mr. Coyne: The results of the activities of the investment committee are, 
I think, before you. They show up in the transactions of the fund and the 
portfolio holdings of the fund from time to time. I do not think anything in 
respect of the internal workings of the investment committee has any affect 
on the kind of information which you want to get.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Does the committee always sit three members 
at a time?

Mr. Coyne: That is a matter for the committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex-East) : Does the committee sit three at a time?
Mr. Coyne: I say that is a matter for the committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But you are not answering my question.
Mr. Coyne: Yes; I am.

/
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My question is when the committee meets do 
all the members as a rule meet—or does it not meet. Are the transactions 
carried on by the bank.

Mr. Coyne: The actual transactions are carried on by the banks; yes, 
in accordance with investment policy decided upon by the investment com
mittee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Are there minutes kept of these meetings?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Of all meetings?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suppose it would be fair to say that the fund is, 

in its most substantial aspect, a trust fund and is so regarded?
Mr. Coyne: Absolutely.
Mr. Benidickson: Part of our difficulty is that we are attempting to 

examine the actual results in recent times of certain purchases by the invest
ment committee, without having some calculations as to the market value at 
the various times. I have some figures which are my own calculations, but 
I would prefer to have a representative of the investment committee itself 
indicate what these prices would be based on, the decisions made at such 
and such a time, and what the position of the particular security would be 
marketwise today, and so on. How soon do you think we might have that 
in table form before us so that we can examine on that?

Mr. Coyne: The information for which you asked for the market values 
at three dates would not take very long to have prepared.

Mr. Benidickson: Do you think we might have it this morning? Is there 
any possibility of someone on your staff doing that?

Mr. Coyne: Yes, I could have that calculation made this morning.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Mr. Coyne, we were told by the Minister of 

Labour in the house that the fund suffered a loss of over $10 million in 
1957-1958.

Mr. Coyne : In what year?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It was 1958-1959. Sometime in the Spring 

of 1958 we were told there was a loss of over $10 million. You are, of course, 
aware of that?

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Having in mind that this is a trust fund, as 

you say, and mainly contributed to by the workers and employers, that would 
mean that roughly there was a loss of approximately $8 million of moneys 
contributed to by the workers and the employers and roughly about $2 million 
representing a loss of the state.

Mr. Coyne: No. That would not be correct.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You do not agree with that?
Mr. Coyne: The interest earnings of the fund from the time it was 

established to the end of March, 1959, were $271 million.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What was that again?
Mr. Coyne: The interest earnings of the fund from the time it was 

established until March 31, 1959, were $271 million. As I mentioned earlier, 
it is the earnings of the fund which should be looked at to assess the significance 
of the importance of particular profits and losses when securities are sold.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): That may be, but that was not my question. 
My question was this: there was a loss of $10 million in 1958. Let us confine 
ourselves to that particular loss. It arose, did it not, as a result of the sale of 
certain securities of the commission?

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would it be wrong for me to suggest to you— 

I do this because I want to find out the facts—would it be wrong for me to 
suggest to you that this $10 million plus loss could have been avoided?

Mr. Coyne: I am not sure what you mean.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It was a managerial loss?
Mr. Coyne: If you mean that securities which were sold had not been 

sold—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Or if the securities had been invested in a 

particular way, there would not have been a loss.
Mr. Coyne: If you take the extreme case, and if the entire fund had, from 

the beginning, been held in cash, there would never have been any loss, profit, 
or earnings. If, on the other hand, the fund had been invested in treasury 
bills, there would have been revenue, but it is most unlikely that there would 
have been any profit or loss. But the revenue would not have been nearly 
as great as the revenue which has been earned through investment in a wide 
variety of securities and government bonds.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You mentioned treasury bills. That is what I 
had in mind. I suggest that in 1955 the fund was authorized to hold on to a 
variety of government securities including three month treasury bills, and 
short term and long term bonds, all earning additional income from the invest
ments. Now you are also familiar with section 86 of the Unemployment 
Insurance Act. That is the section which authorizes the Minister of Finance 
to make loans to the commission. At the time the securities were invested 
resulting in this $10 million loss, was it not reasonable to assume, or was it not 
within the knowledge of most people that we had a serious unemployment 
problem in Canada?

Mr. Coyne: Most of those securities were purchased long before 1958.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am talking about their sale.
Mr. Coyne: I thought you said at the time they were purchased.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): If I did, I should have said at the time they 

were sold and these losses resulted.
Mr. Coyne: At the time they are sold, you are asking me whether there 

was a serious unemployment problem?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes.
Mr. Coyne: I do not think that is the kind of opinion you should ask 

of me.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I will leave it to the chairman. I suggest to you 

that you made this investment, and there is nothing sinister in my question, 
that when you made this investment and when you sold these securities there 
was heavy unemployment in Canada and there was a great drain being made 
on the fund. Is that not the case?

Mr. Coyne: The fund benefit payments were greatly exceeding its receipts 
from contributions and interest.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): And parliament made provision for further 
seasonal benefits, so the drain on the fund was abnormal; and is it not also true 
that at that time the fund was in a highly illiquid state?

Mr. Coyne: I do not think I would describe it that way.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): Well, it had very little cash on hand, and it 
had no treasury bills.

Mr. Coyne: Of what time are you speaking?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : In March, April and May of 1958.
Mr. Coyne: I would have to look back. The normal practice would be to 

accumulate treasury bills in the autumn and cash them in the winter. In 
November of 1957 the fund had $71 million in treasury bills.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : At this period there were no treasury bills in 
the account of the commission.

Mr. Coyne: By March, 1958 the treasury bills had all been cashed in.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : So that was when it was in a highly illiquid 

state.
Mr. Coyne: I do not like your adjectives and adverbs. I can give you 

the facts, and other people can express their opinions on them.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If I said to you that at that time the fund was 

in a highly illiquid state, would I be correct?
Mr. Coyne : That is your statement.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I do say that, and I would be happy to have 

you show me that that was not the case. But there were no treasury bills what
soever to the account of the fund at that time, and in Canada at that there 
was heavy unemployment, consequently there was a heavy drain on the fund.

Mr. Coyne: I did not say anything about unemployment.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And in addition to the unemployment there 

was the fact that seasonal benefits, quite properly, were putting a further 
drain on the fund, and also at that time the bond market was not a very 
satisfactory one, and comparative prices were very low at the time that this 
$10 million loss occurred.

Mr. Coyne: You are speaking now of March, 1958.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am speaking of the time when this loss 

occurred.
Mr. Coyne : That was not in March, 1958.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am speaking of the period when this loss 

occurred.
Mr. Coyne : Then we must look to see which month you have been asking 

me questions about.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could you tell us about the different months?
Mr. Coyne: I am not sure. I will have to look up the figures. This is 

information which properly should come from the commission itself. I do not 
normally have figures on the overall profits or losses of the unemployment 
insurance fund. And when you speak of losses, do you mean that the securities 
were sold at a price below the book value?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes.
Mr. Coyne: Not a drain on the fund?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am referring to the losses which occurred 

when certain securities were sold and the total yield was less than the original 
investment.

Mr. Coyne: My recollection is that the greater part of the loss was incurred 
in the early months of 1959—perhaps in December, 1958, but not back in 
March, 1958 that you are speaking about.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): On the 23rd the minister of labour in answer 
to a question of mine stated that the unemployment insurance fund had 
incurred an actual loss of more than $10 million during the fiscal year 1958-59 
resulting from the sale of government bonds.

Mr. Coyne: March, 1958 was in the previous fiscal year.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): That is right.
Mr. Coyne: The losses during the previous fiscal year were on balance 

$4,182,000 of which the largest item was away back in May, 1957 of about 
$2 million, and another sizeable item in January, February and March of 1958, 
when the losses were about $2 million. But that was for the fiscal year 
1957-58.

In the fiscal year 1958-59 on the losses on the sale of securities—the first 
month of any significance was November, 1958, and again in December, 1958, 
and in February and March of 1959.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suggest to you that if those securities which 
resulted in a loss of $10 million had been converted into treasury bills, as it 
would seem they might well have been because of the state of the market, 
there would not have been a loss to the fund in this amount, and that would 
have been the right thing to do in view of the highly illiquid state of the fund, 
and because of the growing demands made on it.

Mr. Coyne: I am not sure what period you are speaking of.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am speaking of the period when these losses 

took place.
Mr. Coyne: That was the period when the bonds were being sold to acquire 

treasury bills. Do you mean that the bonds should have been sold sometime 
earlier?

Mr. Benidickson: No. The treasury bills were in the portfolio on March 
31, 1958, and none of them were acquired until October and November of 
this year.

Mr. Coyne: That is right.
Mr. Benidickson: And that is the period that Mr. Martin is examining 

about.
Mr. Coyne: He is talking about the period in which the losses were 

incurred.
Mr. Benidickson: It is that fiscal year in which the minister of labour told 

the House of Commons that there was a loss from March, 1958 to March, 1959.
Mr. Coyne: As I understand Mr. Martin, he is saying that the fund should 

have been managed in a different way, and that if it had been managed in a 
different way, it would have been better off today for the fund. That of course 
is a question of judgment, and I do not want to get into an argument with you 
or with anybody else as to how the investment committee carried out its duties. 
We did what we thought right. We did what we thought was in the best 
interest of the fund, and we have done this throughout the period when we, 
or our predecessors, have been acting as an investment committee for the fund.

The fund is not one which can quickly, or in large volume, switch out 
of one kind of security into another. There are times when it seems desirable 
to do that, but usually it can only be done on a limited scale without taking a 
loss, or indeed having an adverse effect on the market.

In the circumstances, it is our opinion ■we did what was in the best 
interest of the fund as we saw it from day to day, week to week, month to 
month and so on, over this period.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am not suggesting that. I am taking the posi
tion that a member of the opposition must take. A request for contributions 
is being made from the two main contributors to the fund in respect to which 
certain losses have resulted because of the sale on the market of securities at 
a time when the market was low. It seems to me there should have been good 
management in view of the trend, and in view of the heavy unemployment, 
and in view of the necessity of having the fund in a liquid state, and that the 
sale of these securities—or that these securities should have been put into 
treasury bills where the loss would have been at best merely negligible rather 
than to sell them on the market at a time when they were bound to yield 
a return much less than the original investment.

Mr. Coyne: I accept your opinion that that is what you would have done 
had you been there at the time, but it does not follow that that would have 
been better for the fund than the course that was followed.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is right. That is a fair observation. Can 
you tell me precisely, having regard to the fact (a) that the fund was not liquid 
and that (b) you knew or must have known that there was going to be a 
heavy drain on it, why did you sell these bonds so as to yield less than the 
original investment rather than to put them into safer things, namely, treasury 
bills?

Mr. Coyne: You mean why did we not sell them sooner than we did?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No. At the time you sold them why did you 

not put them in treasury bills?
Mr. Coyne: At the time we sold them—we did after—the fund did not 

need the money for these benefit payments, and that was true in October, 
November and December of 1958. There was $75 million worth of securities 
sold then and put in treasury bills.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am suggesting to you that you did not buy any 
treasury bills until October, 1958.

Mr. Coyne: That is what I said.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): But this $10 million on losses did not come 

from the purchase of treasury bills.
Mr. Coyne: It came from the sale of the bonds in order to buy treasury 

bills, and from the sale of the bonds in order to provide the commission with 
/funds it needed to pay out this benefit payment. I do not want to argue with 
/you, Mr. Martin. It is true if those bonds had been sold two years earlier, 
/ they would have been sold at better prices; but this is the kind of decision
(and the kind of judgment that any investment manager has to make at the 

time. We could have sold a quantity of bonds—I do not know how much— 
early in 1958 or 1957 and 1956 and put the proceeds into treasury bills and 

I earned less money for the fund than was earned. As I say, I do not know 
j how great a quantity of bonds could have been sold in these earlier periods 

for that purpose.
Mr. Benidickson: I think what Mr. Martin is speaking about is what is 

shown on this table, and I think that is the basis of our examination because 
it is the only basis of information that we have in table form. The table would 
indicate that, as the governor says, for the first time in that fiscal year, 
$19 million of treasury bills were purchased, and he said certain bonds were 
sold for that purpose as well as for the purpose throughout of paying the 
benefits.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
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Mr. Benidickson: But there seems to be a close relationship between the 
purchase of treasury bills in October, 1958, when I think the intake to the 
fund was about the equal of what was going out. $19 millions of treasury 
bills were purchased in October, but the substantial sales made in that month 
were conversion loan bonds which were purchased a few months ago. 1972

per cent conversion bonds were actually liquidated at that time and, true, 
treasury bills were obtained. Is it correct that the Bank of Canada up until 
that time was buying conversion bonds and, in the opinion of the market, was 
supporting the conversion loan bonds?

Mr. Coyne: That is true on a day-to-day basis, with an eye on what 
the total quantities were and a hope that if the loosely held bonds could be 
taken off the market, that the market could get along on its own without any 
substantial decline in price. As you know, that endeavour was not successful. 
Bond prices of all kinds fell during that period, particularly in the United 
States; and pretty nearly all investors in the market concluded it was wiser 
to sell than to hold, and that it was certainly wiser to sell than to buy. So, 
whatever support the Bank of Canada was giving to the market had to be 

k terminated.
Mr. Benidickson: It terminated about October?
Mr. Coyne : Yes, roughly.
Mr. Benidickson: Is my understanding correct, that because the Bank of 

Canada up to that time was supporting the new conversion loan bonds by 
being willing to purchase them, that that particular sale in October of $17 
million of the 4i per cent bonds, which recently were acquired by the com
mission, were not sold at a loss; but in the following month, when the support 
no longer existed, when it was desired to purchase treasury bills, there was 
a capital loss on the sale of conversion bonds or in other bonds; is that correct?

Mr. Coyne: Probably, yes. But you said something about the conversion 
bonds having been purchased by the fund. Of course, they did not purchase; 
they converted their holdings of victory bonds into conversion bonds.

Mr. Benidickson: In fact, they converted all of them.
Mr. Coyne: Yes, they converted all of them, and when they sold these 

conversion bonds they got a much better price for them than if they held on 
to the victory bonds and sold them.

The Chairman: Mr. Maclnnis has been waiting to ask a question.
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Martin has made a statement that only the dates of 

the particular participation in this conversion scheme are very important, 
and that he could show later if they had not participated in this scheme and 
taken advantage of the windfall, instead of having a loss, the fund would have 
made a profit. Mr. Coyne, in view of your earlier statement that the participa
tion in this scheme was a profitable one, would you enlarge on that?

Mr. Coyne: The unemployment insurance fund held about $300 million 
of victory bonds.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Was it not $308 million?
Mr. Coyne: About that, yes, all of which bore 3 per cent coupons, and I 

imagine they had been bought somewhat above par originally or, certainly 
not under par, in the period mainly since the war. They converted them in 
accordance with the options made available by the government. The ones 
Mr. Benidickson is speaking of are the 4} per cent bonds for 1972. It was 
in the interest of the fund to convert from a 3 per cent to a 4J per cent bond. 
There were certain other financial benefits attached to different categories of 
victory bonds, according to what you converted; but over the long view the 
major benefit to the unemployment insurance fund, as to all the other Canadian 
investors who converted, was getting a higher interest rate.
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There are, I think, two further points—and perhaps really only one— 
in relation to your question: instead of converting, it should have sold its 
victory bonds or, perhaps, after converting, it should have sold its conversion 
bonds earlier on. The fund could not possibly have sold their entire holdings. 
It was much too large for the market to take. It would have ruined the market 
and been disadvantageous to the fund to try to sell its entire holdings of 
victory bonds or any other bonds of comparable magnitude—$308 million 
worth. Therefore, it must be a question of judgment as to whether the fund 
should have sold or tried to sell some of those bonds earlier than it did. All 
I can say is that the investment committee did not feel it was in the interest 
of the fund to embark on a liquidation program at that time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Was there not a period from July to the end 
of October when the bank maintained the market and the price of the converted 
bonds and victory bonds?

Mr. Coyne: Yes, the bank made a two-way market and it was active; but 
whenever it was necessary the bank was there as a buyer or a seller in order to 
assist the conversion operation and to try to keep a healthy condition so the 
people would not be disturbed, thereby avoiding any possible adverse develop
ments in the market during that period. It went quite well for a time. In the case 
of some issues, the bank sold more than it bought; but particularly after the 
beginning of August, when there was a sharp break in the United States bond 
market, following on the decline that had already occurred, market conditions 
in Canada turned adverse and the tendency was for the bank to buy more long
term bonds than it sold. However, the bank was not there holding a basket 
for anyone to take advantage of. We were, we hoped, running a two-way 
operation and assisting investors who were out of balance and wanted to sell 
some part of their holdings and, at the same time, people were trying to buy 
these conversion bonds for cash. Facilities were made available for that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But there was no obstacle.
Mr. Coyne: There was no way the unemployment insurance fund could 

have sold a large quantity of bonds at that time. If the banks or insurance 
companies, or anyone else, had said they were going to dump huge quantities 
on the market, it would have been a smash, and they did not do so. I do not 
think the unemployment insurance fund could have either—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We are getting ahead of our story, Mr. Coyne; 
let us deal with one thing at a time. It would have been possible to sell the 
victory bonds of the commission rather than have them converted, would it not?

Mr. Coyne: No, it would not.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Why would it not?
Mr. Coyne: In my judgment you could not have found sufficient buyers 

for $300 million worth of victory bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Well, assuming that that was not the case, 

there was no obstacle, apart from that, to prevent you from selling the victory 
bonds rather than converting them.

Mr. Coyne: There was no obstacle, other than our best investment 
judgment.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And there were many companies, large insur
ance companies, without naming them, who converted their bonds but who 
before the end of October did actually sell the converted bonds. There were 
many, were there not? The bank was supporting the price.

Mr. Coyne: There were many investors who did that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : My question was that there were large insur

ance companies.
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Mr. Coyne : I doubt that. I do not know for sure. My impression was that 
the insurance companies as a whole increased their holdings of government 
bonds at that time. Some of them who did not have any victory bonds bought 
some in order to convert them. They may have sold their conversion bonds 
but I doubt it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Am I wrong in suggesting that the Manufac
turers Life converted some of their victory bonds and sold them at prices 
supported by the bank before the end of October?

Mr. Coyne: I do not know.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But you said a while ago there was not, and 

now you say you do not know.
Mr. Coyne: I said I did not believe there were any very large holdings 

thrown on the market. Now, there may have been, without my knowing it; 
but my impression was that the insurance companies as a group, and these 
groups would vary, added to their victory bond and conversion holdings during 
that period, particularly during the period of conversion. After the conversion, 
some may have sold some of their bonds. Obviously, a certain number of 
investors were selling, but I have no direct information concerning that.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. Coyne, I am suggesting to you, that having 
in mind that the fund’s interest demanded a highly liquidated state at that 
time, it was not in the fund’s interest to extend the term of their securities. It 
was in the interest of a debt management policy of the government of Canada 
to hold long-term securities. I suggest now that it was not in the interest of 
the unemployment insurance fund to convert these bonds, thereby extending the 
term of their holding, and that the wise thing to have done in the interest of 
the fund, which you say was a trust fund,—and that is proper,—was to have 
endeavoured to sell these bonds, some of these bonds, as so many people did, 
acquiring a substantial profit because of the support of the bonds given at 
that time by the bank, rather than have resulted, as we are now, in a very 
serious and heavy book loss running into quite a large figure.

Mr. Coyne: Well, in answer to part of your question, the fund did sell 
some securities, as you know, in October, November and December. As to the 
general course of action that was followed, in my judgment it was very much 
in the interest of the fund, looking ahead and not just looking to one particular 
period, to be earning a greater revenue from its very large investments.

Now, you say the fund knew it was going to have a heavy drain during the 
winter. It is true the prospects were for a drain. I do not know that anyone 
would have said it was going to be greater than the year before, and yet it 
turned out to be substantially heavier than the year before, partly because of 
the unemployment benefits which had been introduced but had not had their 
full impact. But my view is that it was in the interest of the fund to do this, 
and it will still prove to have been so five or ten years from now when we look 
back at the total financial position of the fund and take into consideration what 
money it is earning through interest.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You say the future will show. You cannot say 
that, because at the present time there are heavy demands being made on this 
fund.

Mr. Coyne: No, not at the present time. It is my understanding that the 
changes which have been introduced with respect to contributions which have 
been proposed in the House of Commons—

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is not law as yet.
Mr. Coyne: No, but it is my understanding that these changes which will 

be put into effect and which have been talked about for some time, as you know,
21413-0—2|
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will put the fund in a position where it will not have a further drain on it, 
as was the case from 1953 to 1958.

Mr. Caron: The added contribution will mean only an increase of $78 mil
lion. As of last year, the drain from the fund was $253,483,000 and, if we do 
have a very serious unemployment situation, how can you expect the $78 mil
lion will be able to keep the fund in good standing.

Mr. Coyne: I do not expect that myself; I take what the actuary says. 
He has given his opinion that under certain conditions he specified the fund 
would be in balance as between contributions and benefits over a period of five 
years. Now, you have mentioned the drain on the fund. This is not my business, 
but I am trying to keep a sense of proportion. The drain on the fund has been 
$500 million in two-and-a-half years. That is why changes have to be made 
in the receipts and expenditures in the general balance of the fund, and not 
because of a particular capital loss on fall of securities of $10 million or $15 mil
lion, which is less than the interest earned in that year, to say nothing of the 
years that have gone before. What you are talking about is three cents on the 
dollar, but not more.

Mr. Caron: Is it not on account of the drain on the fund that the investment 
committee had to sell a lot of bonds that you had?

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Caron: So there is a relationship between the state of the fund and 

the investment committee suggesting a sale?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: When the governor made his initial statement he said 

there were several factors that the investment committee had to take into 
consideration. He mentioned the changes that had taken place such as the 
changes in the benefits. That would be related of course to the anticipated cost 
particularly in a period of recession which would be reflected in the new 
legislation of 1957 respecting seasonal benefits, and the forecast for employment 
and so on; which would not seem to be the job of the investment committee 
to worry too much about the actuarial phase. But the investment committee 
must have regard to the future requirements of insurance.

Mr. Coyne: Yes, and we did so. It is a question of judgment. You balance 
what estimate you would make, and you certainly would not underestimate 
the amount of the fund, having regard to desirable earnings for that fund 
over a long period of time.

Mr. MacInnis: I believe this question has been answered before, but it 
was suggested by Mr. Martin that the Unemployment Insurance Commission 
was not free to act on their own by way of investing. Is that so or is it not so?

Mr. Coyne: The investment committee makes its decisions. It is responsible 
for the decisions they make with respect to the investment of the funds.

Mr. MacInnis: With no outside interference, as was suggested?
Mr. Coyne: That is right.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Just a minute. I did not suggest there was any 

outside interference.
Mr. MacInnis: Yes, you did. Do you want me to quote it from the record?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes.
Mr. MacInnis: I suggest that you said that if the Unemployment Insurance 

Commission had been free, just as a private individual, that instead of having 
a loss of $10 million they would have had a profit of $13 million.

Mr. Martin (Essex-East) : That is right. I was suggesting that the governor 
and his colleagues were faced with a conflict of interest and responsibilities.
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I was seeking to establish that the governor and his colleagues were responsible 
in part for the committee’s management, and the policy of the government— 
they found themselves as trustees of this fund and they were faced with 
a conflict of interest, and as a committee of managers their responsibility was 
to encourage the public to purchase long term holdings, and that included 
the commission. But in the interest of the fund, I suggest, and this is part 
of the questioning of the governor this morning—but in the interest of the 
fund there should have been no placing of funds in long term securities, and 
that they should have thought to purchase treasury bills and short term 
securities.

Mr. Coynf. : May I say that no man knows his own inner psychology. 
So far as I am aware the members of the committee throughout its history 
have had regard only to the interest of the fund. But you cannot consider 
the fund as a private individual, or as a trust company, or as an insurance 
company. Their holdings were, at any rate up until recently, tremendous, 
and far too large to take that point of view. A large fund of that sort whether 
owned by the government or owned by private investors would have to take 
a responsible attitude in the market—otherwise it would completely ruin 
the market for a long time to come. Therefore the fund has been administered 
by its trustees, its investment committee, with a view to the general state of 
the market.

It has been suggested—I am not sure by whom this morning—that the 
smart thing for all investors last summer was to sell out, to sell their victory 
bonds at par, more or less, and not buy government bonds, or any long term 
ones any more. Obviously investors as a whole could not possibly have done 
that. We should have had a catastrophic position in the financial market in 
this country which would have bankrupted all the financial institutions in the 
country if they had regard only to the market value of their securities.

If therefore investors as a whole could not adopt that attitude, it was up 
to individual investors who were able to go in and out of the market and 
make their own decisions. Some of them sold. Others held, and others bought. 
Those who held or bought may today think they made a mistake. Or, on 
the other hand, they may feel that they have a worthwhile investment, and 
they will continue to draw their 4$ or per cent for another 15 or 20 years 
when there would be a different yield in investments having regard to the 
conditions which existed when they made it.

In a fund of that size, you cannot try to beat the market. You cannot 
try to outsmart the other fellow. You have to take a fair average over a period 
of time. I do not think there is any other way that a fund such as this could 
operate.

Mr. Benidickson: Is it not a fact that Mr. Taylor and the governor are 
probably the advisors to the Minister of Finance with respect to investments?

Mr. Coyne: We have been, ever since this fund has been in existence.
Mr. Benidickson: This committee is studying a bill and it is recognized 

that 80 per cent of the funds administered by the committee are funds obtained 
from outside the government.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: And this same investment committee was attached to 

a greater extent than this committee, with responsibility of acting for the com
mittee with respect to management policy? And is it not correct to say that 
we have two of these senior advisors to the Minister of Finance in the matter 
of debt management on the unemployment insurance investment committee? 
Is that a fair statement?
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Mr. Coyne: Yes, and whoever put through the legislation in the first place 
must have thought it was in the best interest of the fund that that should be 
the management.

Mr. MacInnxs: Is there not a fair inference that the financial committee 
is not free to act? Is that not a further inference for the third time? 
j Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to ask Mr. Coyne if it is not 

true that in the conversion last autumn, the main bulk of investors who did not 
convert were those who held the early callable bonds as in the fund at that 
time, like the 1961’s?

Mr. Coyne: No, I do not think that is correct. I think the proportion of 
conversion in the 1959 and 1960 issues was very high, and not quite so high 
in the 1962’s, 1963’s and 1966 issues.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : What percentage roughly of those that held 
these bonds?

Mr. Coyne: Roughly, it was 90 per cent.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : That is, in acting as you did, you were 

merely doing the same as 90 per cent of the people at that time?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Do you not feel that if you had acted 

differently that you would not only have not supplied the leadership and sales
manship that was necessary to put over the conversion loan, but you also 
would have been acting contrary to what 90 per cent of the people did at that 
time?

Mr. Coyne: Yes, I think so; and I think it was in the interest of the fund 
to participate in the conversion loan to the fullest extent, and that it was very 
much in the interest of the fund that the conversion loan should occur and take 
place. Some may say that the bond market is not in a too satisfactory condi
tion, but I believe in my own mind that it is in a much better position since 
last September, a much better condition than it would have been in had there 
been no conversion loan.

In order to put the conversion loan over it was necessary to make an 
attractive offering and to encourage the support of the largest possible section 
of the investment public.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : You do not feel that in converting as you 
did there was any mismanagement or new departure, as Mr. Martin charged 
last time? Mr. Martin suggested there was a new departure in the act of 
converting. I am not talking about the story that he has today about selling 
conversion bonds. But last time he was in effect speaking of there being 
mismanagement and a new departure for your committee.

Mr. Coyne: It was new in the sense that there had not been a conversion 
loan of this magnitude before, but there had been smaller conversions in 
which the fund had taken part.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Were you worried about that departure 
at the time?

Mr. Coyne: You mean because it was something different.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Yes.
Mr. Coyne: No. We thought it was advantageous and therefore not some

thing to worry about.
Mr. MacInnis: The conversion loan itself has been successful, in your 

opinion?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: You were going to give us the market value of the bonds 

and securities as of now.
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Mr. Coyne: I made inquiries, but I do not believe we have those calcula
tions yet.

Mr. McMillan: With respect to the market value, these bonds are, as of 
March 31, valued at $490 million, those which are held as of now?

Mr. Coyne: What is that?
Mr. McMillan: $490 million of bonds are held as of now in the fund 

at the present time.
Mr. Coyne: Subject to the loan of about $80 million from the Minister of 

Finance.
Mr. McMillan: I would suggest that the market value of those bonds is 

roughly down about $60 million as of now.
Mr. Coyne: $60 million down from $490 million.
Mr. McMillan: Yes.
Mr. Coyne: It is possible, but I have not made the calculation myself. I do 

not know. It is true that in the investment fund we bought bonds sometime 
in the past and hold them today, and that the market value is less than what 
we paid for them.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : And that is so with the United States.
Mr. Coyne: It is true with life insurance companies and with banks as 

well.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : And in the United States, too.
Mr. Coyne: Yes, of course.
Mr. McMillan: We can get that calculation?
Mr. Coyne: Yes, it is under way.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Mr. McMillan has just said that his figures 

indicate there would be a book loss of $60 million. You say that that of course 
could happen to any particular situation, any comparable situation. But we 
are addressing ourselves to this particularly because we are being asked to 
approve increased contributions that vary from 25 per cent to 56 per cent.

Mr. Coyne: But not in order to make the losses of the investment com
mittee good.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, I am just stating the facts. We are being 
asked to approve a bill which calls for increased contributions which carry 
from 25 per cent to 55 per cent and which would yield additional revenue to 
the fund of, roughly, $78 million or thereabouts.

As Dr. McMillan has suggested, in addition to the $10 million plus loss 
in 1958-59, which was a realized loss, there is a further book value loss of 
$62 million, a drop from $490 million odd to $427 million, which is almost 
equivalent to the amount of money that is being asked for by way of contribu
tions. So you can see our concern in this matter. It is not a question of 
challenging your judgment or your good faith. That is the furthest thing from 
our minds. What we are trying to indicate, as Mr. Benidickson pointed out 
is that it was not in the interest of this fund to convert this $300 and some 
millions; it might not have been in the interest of the fund to have converted 
this $300 and some millions. What you have done, apart from the sale of 
$17 million worth some time around the 15th of September, is to hold for a 
long time securities of the commission, which holdings should have been 
liquidated to meet the continuing drain. And while it was in the interest of 
debt management to do as you did, the government or you as a government 
agency should not have converted. It was not in the interest of the fund itself, 
I suggest to you, to have converted these bonds or all of them.
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Mr. Coyne : I have already answered that question. I thought, and I still 
think, that it was in the interest of the fund to do so, and I think that if the 
funds had not been there, it would be worse off today.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You say that it was in the interest of the fund?
Mr. Coyne: In my opinion, in my judgment.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suggest to you that it looks apparent to me 

that it was not. I suggest to you that if those victory bonds had been sold at 
the time when the bank was supporting the price in between the period of 
June or July and the end of October...

Mr. Coyne: Not victory bonds. You are speaking of conversion bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, I am speaking of victory bonds.
Mr. Coyne: The bank was not supporting the price of victory bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes.
Mr. Coyne: The bank was not supporting the price of victory bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The bonds at that time were selling at par.
Mr. Coyne: Not victory bonds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I suggest to you that the market value at that 

time would show that they were.
Mr. Coyne : No. The value of victory bonds at that time—the longer 

terms—that was under 95, I think.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We will come to that. But I suggest that it 

would be a true picture, and I suggest that the Manufacturers Life, I think 
you will find, at the time that they sold, dropped pretty well 100.

Mr. Coyne: For victory bonds?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes.
Mr. Coyne: That is solely after the end of the conversion period.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): No; during the conversion period, between 

July and the end of October.
Mr. Coyne: There were two periods there.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I beg your pardon?
Mr. Coyne: There were two periods there from July 15 to September 15. 

During the conversion period while the books were open on the conversion 
loan the victory bonds sold at somewhere around 99, I think. Immediately 
after the conversion privilege expired, the victory bonds dropped to around 
95 and are a good deal lower than that today.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): May I ask a question regarding this 
conversion loan. In the light of the previous answers you gave me, would you 
go so far as to say you were actually almost precluded from not converting 
because of the leadership which was necessary and these other reasons we 
have mentioned.

Mr. Coyne: Yes; but we were precluded because, considering all factors 
together, we thought it was in the best interests of the fund to make the 
conversion.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): But really there was no alternative to 
doing so.

Mr. Coyne: There was no alternative. We .could not have sold those 
bonds in that volume without breaking the market. We could have refrained 
from converting but we would have been worse off than if we had.

Mr. Benidickson: It depends whether we are speaking about all or part 
of the 308. A little while ago I was going to question about the conversion of 
the fifth and the sixth into a longer term. I think that involves about $90 million. 
That is a different thing. There is no advantage there.
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Mr. Coyne: There was advantage there in two ways. There was advantage 
in the value of the bonds because an additional payment was made of two 
points in the case of the 59’s and 1^ in the case of the 60’s.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : I would like to ask Mr. Benidickson or 
Mr. Martin if they do not feel when this conversion loan was decided upon 
by the government that it would have been an act of bad faith by the invest
ment committee if they had not got behind the loan?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You have asked a fair question which I think 
deserves an answer. There is no doubt but that the members of the investment 
committee were in a very difficult position as the chief officers advising the 
government in the problem of debt management. However, the problem at 
the outset was that the same gentlemen are also trustees of a fund, not a 
government account but a fund contributed to by the workers and employers.

Mr. Coyne: And by the government.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): A trustee of a fund has a duty only to that 

fund and to consider exclusively the interest of that fund.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Which they have done.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Not in this instance.
Mr. Coyne: You are just making charges against us all over again. I do 

not see anything more useful to say than what I have said, that we did not 
act in the way you say. We acted as trustees in the best interests of the fund 
exclusively.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I have no doubt that you thought you were 
acting in the best interests of the fund. I was answering Mr. Bell’s question. 
I say there is an incompatibility in the dual function which presented itself 
to at least two members of the investment committee at that time. I think 
on September 15 you sold $17 million of converted bonds.

Mr. Benidickson: On the table it shows it for October. I do not know 
what the date of the sale was.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Did you get my question?
Mr. Coyne: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I was saying, why did the committee decide 

to sell $17 million of the Unemployment Insurance Commission funds which 
were in converted participation.

Mr. Coyne: When?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): In September or October. I say September 15, 

but Mr. Benidickson says October.
Mr. Coyne: I could not go back into individual transactions. The general 

purpose, however, was to sell bonds in anticipation of winter needs and to 
put the proceeds into treasury bills. I think $75 million were sold prior to 
the end of December.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The $17 million was in October. These were 
the government bonds due in 1972, long-term bonds. I say when these bonds 
in the amount of $17 million were sold, the funds were used to purchase 
treasury bills. Is that right?

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is doing exactly what I suggest should be 

done, instead of participating in the bond conversion scheme.
Mr. Coyne: I accept your opinion.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is not an opinion. I am asking a question. 

This is a very important matter. If the argument which we have been making 
this morning is right, it could not be justified to suggest that we should increase 
the contributions to the workers and employers to this extent.
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Mr. Coyne: Surely I can point out to you, Mr. Martin, that the degree 
of change in the investments of the funds and this book loss incurred at a 
particular time has nothing whatsoever to do with the necessity for altering 
the scale of benefits and the contributions in the fund as a whole. I cannot 
discuss it in those terms. It has nothing to do with it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I was making a comment in regard to some
thing which had been said at this table. I am trying to figure out why you 
converted this $300 million into long-term securities at a time when I say 
the fund should have remained liquid because of the very substantial drain 
being made on the fund. In answer to that, you said that any attempt to sell 
on the market would have broken the market. I suggest to you you could 
have bought treasury bills with this $300 million in short-term securities.

Mr. Coyne: We did not have $300 million. We had bonds to a par value 
of $300 million.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): To the extent they could have been sold, they 
could have been converted to treasury bills.

Mr. Coyne: To the extent they could have been sold, yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): My point is that it would have been in the 

interests of the fund to do that.
Mr. Coyne: I also accept your opinion on that. I have given you my 

answer as to why we did what we did as I see it.
Mr. Grafftey: I feel at this stage of the discussion I would like to put a 

very general question in relation to the very fine testimony up until now. 
From what you have already said, am I correct in saying that anything in 
relation to a fund of this size which is contrary to basic sound management 
is also detrimental to the fund itself.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): On the conversion loan itself was 

there a profit realized?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): How much would that be?
Mr. Coyne: It was not large in relation to the total holdings of the fund. 

It was one or two million.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): There was a profit?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : It seems to me it is ridiculous to 

be discussing this particular transaction. On the investments of the fund I 
believe Mr. Coyne said there had been profits of $271 million over the years 
since the inception of the fund. What was the position for 1958 and 1959? 
Was there a profit or loss in the investments for that year?

Mr. Coyne: In 1958-1959 or 1957-1958?
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Perhaps we could have both?
Mr. Coyne: In 1958-1959, the interest earned was $20 million, amortization 

of discount on the bonds was $2 million and loss on sale of bonds of $10 million, 
for a net revenue from investments in that year of $11£ million.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): A net profit to the fund of $11J 
million on the investments for the year 1958-1959?

Mr. Coyne: If you charged to the revenue of that year the whole amount 
of the capital losses of sales in that year. Of course, it would be perfectly 
permissible to amortize them over a period of years.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Would you have the figures for the previous 
year, 1957-1958?
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Mr. Coyne: In 1957-1958, the interest earnings were $27 million, book 
receipts by way of amortization were $1 million, losses $4 million, for a net 
revenue of $23.7 million.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Over the period before that could you say 
generally whether there was a profit or was there ever a year in which there 
was a loss?

Mr. Coyne : Never a year in wrhich there was an over-all loss.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Never was?
Mr. Coyne: No.
Mr. Benidickson: In the absence of the table as to market values, I wonder 

if I could draw attention to section 86 and the new policies in respect of borrow
ing from the government rather than selling securities. Section 86 says that 
where the amounts standing to the credit of the unemployment insurance fund 
are not sufficient, the Minister of Finance—and these are the words I am 
interested in—on the recommendation of the commission may—and so on. Did 
the Unemployment Insurance Commission requisition that securities not be 
sold and that on the contrary a new policy be adopted?

Mr. Coyne: I think Mr. Taylor could answer that.
Mr. Benidickson: This may not be something with which the investment 

committee is familiar. I think it would be a step from the commission to the 
Minister of Finance. Perhaps a member of the commission might answer.

Mr. Taylor: My recollection is there was a letter from the chairman of 
the commission.

Mr. Benidickson: My information is on the contrary, that it was done by 
the government without a requisition from the commission. Can we clear 
this up? I am wondering why the statute was changed if it was not.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I do not think we are asking 
questions of the proper persons.

Mr. Benidickson: I want to know on whose advice and why they decided 
to refrain from selling further securities and borrow from the government at 
five per cent. My information is the securities which they have decided to 
sell as of April 1 are actually down $16 million in value since that time.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): But I do not think this has any
thing to do with the investment committee.

Mr. Benidickson: Who decides to sell more investment securities and 
borrow from the government?

Mr. Coyne: That is not the decision of the investment committee. The 
investment committee would be advised by the commission whether it needed 
to raise funds by the sale of securities. If the commission was able to raise 
money in some other way, it would be outside the purview of the investment 
committee.

Mr. Benidickson: The reason this step had been taken was that there was 
a lack of liquidity in the fund.

Mr. Coyne: The commission decided they would rather raise money 
in the way indicated than by selling further holdings of securities if the 
government was willing to make the loan.

Mr. Benidickson: That is the decision of the commission and not of the 
investment committee?

Mr. Coyne: That is right.
Mr. Benidickson: One of the conditions in lengthening the term of the 

holdings of the commission at a time—
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Mr. Coyne: Excuse me. I would not want to mislead you. The commission 
would no doubt be aware of the difficulties of selling securities on the market 
under these conditions in large volume and may well have considered the 
losses they were taking, and the prospects of further losses at a time when 
they would want to find some other means of raising funds; but the particular 
method they chose is not a matter which has anything to do with the invest
ment committee.

Mr. Benidickson: That decision would be a matter of concern to the 
investment committee?

Mr. Coyne: It is not a matter which comes within the purview of the 
investment committee.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I understand the Minister of Finance gave 
permission to take a loan in this amount. You say that was not a decision of 
the investment committee. Does that mean that the investment committee 
was not aware of the fact that the Minister of Finance for the first time in the 
history of the fund, also ordered, by order in council as it happens, the com
mission to take this loan in the amount of $8 million.

Mr. Coyne: The investment committee would be aware, generally speaking, 
of the fact that the commission had other prospects of obtaining money.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No. Are you aware that the Minister of Finance 
ordered the commission to take that money?

Mr. Coyne: I do not understand that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): By an order in council dated the same day in 

April?
Mr. Coyne: I was aware there was an order in council.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Saying there would be available to the commis

sion certain moneys bearing the rate of five per cent. Was that rate arrived 
at in consultation with the investment committee.

Mr. Coyne: It has nothing to do with the investment committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Was it arrived at in consultation with the 

investment committee?
Mr. Coyne: I am saying it has nothing to do with the investment committee.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You are saying that the five per cent was not 

arranged in consultation with the investment committee?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I am suggesting to you that if the policy had 

been pursued, as Mr. Benidickson indicated, of keeping the fund in a more 
liquid state, would not have been necessary to make this invasion by way 
of credit on the consolidated fund? It would not have been necessary for the 
Minister of Finance to loan the commission any money if the fund was in 
a more liquid state.

Mr. Coyne : If one carries that to the point of saying that if the fund 
had money in the bank they would not have had to borrow from the govern
ment, that is the case, or course.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): And that should be the policy of the invest
ment committee. This is reflected in another loan about which I would like 
to ask you. I understand that in January, 1958, the investment committee 
decided to invest some money in the C.N.R. 4 per cent bonds maturing on 
February 1, 1981?

Mr. Coyne: Yes?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Am I right in saying that the $300 million issue 

was not a very popular one?
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Mr. Coyne: The C.N.R. issue?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes?
Mr. Coyne: On the contrary, it was extraordinarily popular. It went to 

a substantial premium over the issue price. Later, of course, it declined as 
all bonds declined in value. However, that particular issue, when it was first 
put out, was very eagerly sought after.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I notice in your annual report of 1958 at page 24 
you say:

The first government borrowing operation of the year was announced 
early in January, a $300 million issue of 23-year government-guaranteed 
C.N.R. bonds, yielding 4.20 per cent, for delivery on February 3. Dis
tribution of the new issue involved initially a large increase in bank 
loans to security dealers, but this was worked off in the next two 
months.

That indicates it was not too popular an issue.
Mr. Coyne: It was popular with investment dealers. They bought it and 

tried to get more and in the course of their trading in the market that bond 
went to a premium.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suggest to you in any event, whether or not 
it was popular, being a long-term issue that it was not the kind of a security 
which, at that time in view of the state of the fund, should have been a matter 
of investment.

Mr. Grafftey: That is another statement.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : It is another question.
Mr. Grafftey: You have been making a series of statements.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Please do not interrupt.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): While you are looking that up, 

Mr. Coyne—
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Let us have just one question at a time.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): —in buying such bonds do you 

consider the investment derived from that over a period of years?
Mr. Coyne: We considered at the time that investment was made that 

it was a good one for the fund to make. The fund has to participate in new 
issues—

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Hear, hear.
Mr. Coyne: —from time to time in order to keep a variety of securities 

in its portfolio.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : May I interrupt?
Mr. Coyne: Yes?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): You say the fund has to participate?
Mr. Coyne: Because it is in the interests of the fund to have a variety of 

securities in its portfolio and, every month that goes by, its bonds become 
shorter in term. You cannot overlook long-term issues merely because they 
are long-term.

Mr. Martin (Essex-East) : Would I be wrong in suggesting that another 
reason for the decision of the investment committee to purchase these C.N.R. 
bonds was because they wanted to give the bond issue campaign some 
encouragement ?

Mr. Coyne: You are quite wrong.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Then will you explain why you sold these 

securities a year later at a very considerable loss?
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Mr. Coyne: Because there was a market for them we felt was better than 
alternative securities at that particular time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): In February and March these long-term securi
ties were sold on the market with the price of the bonds ranging between 85 
and 89.

Mr. Coyne: That is quite possible; but I do not have the figures in front 
of me.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is quite a loss. It seems to me, or at least 
it is argued, that it was not in the interest of the fund to make this kind of 
an investment in view of all the considerations we mentioned a while ago, 
liquidity, drain on the fund, and so on. You say you think this was a good 
investment to make?

Mr. Coyne : In January, 1958, it looked like a good investment to make.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): In spite of the fact that there was no liquidity 

in the fund, you still say it is a good thing to invest in long-term securities?
Mr. Coyne: In January, 1958, yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): Is Mr. Martin saying he thought the 

C.N.R. security was not a good one? He is holding himself out as an investment 
authority this morning.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I thank you for that, but I am not holding 
myself out as an authority. This is the largest fund of its kind in Canada. 
Is that correct?

Mr. Coyne: I believe so; the largest holding of government bonds in 
Canada.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): It is not good accounting. This is a fund which 
largely emanates from contributions made by two groups in our country. Con
sequently, we in the opposition, and even those in the government, are faced 
with a proposal before this committee for increased contributions and we are 
examining here the commission and the investment committee. I am suggesting 
that the investment committee, by error of judgment, by incompetency, by con
flict of function, contributed to a large loss which Dr. McMillan estimates in 
the amount of $62 million plus an actual loss in 1958-1959 of another $10 
million. That is a very important loss at a time when you are asking some of 
the main contributors for practically the same amount of money by way of 
increased contributions. That is what I am trying to bring out.

Mr. Coyne: Mr. Martin, we have been over this so many times before. If 
you wish to have, in the appropriate way and in the appropriate form, an 
inquiry into the competency of the members of the investment committee 
or their good or bad judgment, no doubt there is a way by which parliament 
can accomplish that. However, the examination this morning has nothing to 
do with whether or not there has been change in the contributions and benefits 
under the Unemployment Insurance Act.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I suggest that the questions we put will be 
decided by the members of this committee. I am suggesting it was not a good 
policy to invest in long-term securities at a time when there was a heavy drain 
on the fund.

Mr. Grafftey: That is not a question; it is a statement. Do we have to sit 
here in committee all morning and hear statements like this when we have a 
very expert witness here. We have been listening to statements for an hour 
in front of an expert witness. These are all political statements. We have 
before us one of the finest witnesses in this nation and it is a waste of time 
to have statement after statement when we have an able witness here.
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The Chairman: The observation made by Mr. Grafftey is perfectly correct. 
Mr. Martin has repeatedly put the same question, in different language, to 
Mr. Coyne in an attempt to get him to say the commission is incompetent. He 
is questioning the competency of the investment committee.

Mr. Grafftey: There have been observations regarding labour’s interest 
and the national interest.

Mr. Benidickson: These witnesses were brought here on the motion of 
two government supporters. There is every justification to decide whether or 
not there is any possibility of having a dual responsibility or incompetency, 
as Mr. Martin said, in the investment committee, of a fund in which there 
is 80 per cent of outside money. That the committee said, is not so; that 
there has been no incompatibility and yet they decide it is in the best interests 
of the fund to buy long-term securities, and so on.

The Chairman : Mr. Benidickson, the committee has answered you repeat
edly that in their own judgment they made the best decision they could. You 
will not accept that and are trying to get them to say what you want them 
to say; they will not do it. I think we have pursued this as far as we can 
without repeating the same things over and over again.

Mr. McMillan: Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: The proposed amendment is supposed to bring in some

thing close to $100 million when you include the government contributions. 
Is that right?

Mr. Coyne: I am not familiar with the exact figures.
Mr. McMillan: That evidence has been given. Supposing we had unem

ployment on the same basis, or nearly as much as last year, that would not 
be enough to cover it; would it?

Mr. Coyne: No, it would not.
Mr. McMillan : It would not. Therefore we must have a considerable 

pickup in employment in order to cover the fund, even with the increase.
Mr. Coyne: There has already been a very substantial pickup in employ

ment.
Mr. McMillan: I know, I realize that. Have you the figures concerning the 

market value of that fund?
Mr. Coyne: Yes. You asked for the market value of the portfolio up to 

March 31, 1959. It is calculated at $437.5 million, against a par value of $490.1 
million. Then on April 30, 1959 the market value of the same securities was 
$433.4 million, and as of May 31, 1959, the same securities had a market value 
of $430.3.

Mr. Caron : And a book value of what?
Mr. Coyne: I do not have the book value. The par value was the same 

as before.
Mr. Caron: $490 millions?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: As of May 31, that amount is down about $60 million.
Mr. Coyne: The difference between the market value and the par value, yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): You could get that from the adjusted 

averages of the stock market.
The Chairman: I think that terminates the questioning.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What is that?
The Chairman: I said I thought that terminates the questioning. There 

have been no questions asked in the committee for quite a while, so perhaps 
we could deal with the bill now.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, we are not finished with our questioning.
The Chairman: Who is deciding when we are through? And when is the 

decision going to be taken when we are through?
Mr. Benidickson: Perhaps the appropriate question at this time would 

be the one I started to ask in the first place; how frequently does the investment 
committee meet?

Mr. Coyne: I do not believe that has anything to do with the business 
before the committee. It is a matter exclusively for the investment committee, 
how they manage their own affairs.

Mr. Benidickson: I do not think the witness should say that what he 
thinks is the business before the committee. That is something for the com
mittee itself to decide. That is up to the committee. Why did you say that you 
thought it had nothing to do with the business before the committee.

Mr. Coyne : Because I did not see any connection.
Mr. Caron: I asked this question: In April, 1958 and up to March 31, 

1959 how many times did the investment committee meet?
Mr. Coyne : I do not know. And Mr. Benidickson’s question was of a 

different character. He said: “how often does the committee meet”. I say that 
the management of its own affairs in that particular is entirely something 
for the committee to decide for itself.

Mr. Caron: The Unemployment Insurance Act in section 27 says that 
the investment committee shall meet, and that it shall have 3 members.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Caron: It acted according to the law?
Mr. Coyne: That is right.
Mr. Caron: Did you meet regularly in the year 1958-59 to decide on these 

things?
Mr. Coyne: We met on such occasions we thought it desirable to meet.
Mr. Caron: You might say whether you met often or not. How many 

times did you meet?
Mr. Coyne: I do not know.
Mr. Caron: You have the minutes of those meetings?
Mr. Coyne: There are minutes, yes.
Mr. Caron: It must be shown in the minutes how many times you sat, 

and for what purpose.
Mr. Coyne: There are minutes of each meeting.
Mr. Caron: Could you not refer to those minutes and tell us how many 

times you sat?
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): I agree with Mr. Coyne. I do not think 

this has anything to do with the bill before us. It is just another attack on 
this committee. And if they wish to make these attacks they should do them 
in the proper way in the House of Commons.

Mr. Caron: On a point of order, the hon. member stated that this should 
be done in a proper way in the House of Commons. But the hon. member 
should know that nothing can be discussed in the House before the report of the 
committee is made.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): You can wait for the report of the com
mittee.

Mr. Caron: Once the report of the committee is made, we cannot get 
information from the committee; and in view of the information we have to 
have, according to the rules of the house, this question is quite proper, because



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 381

there was an objection, and the point has been raised having to do with the 
amount of $353 million.

Mr. Coyne : Not by a transaction of the investment committee. I am here 
to answer questions on transactions of the investment committee. But if you 
do not have any questions on that subject, I suggest I should be released 
to go about my proper business.

Mr. Caron: I was asking a fair question. How many times did the com
mittee meet, and if the decision has been made by one man or by the minister, 
or by the three members of the committee. That is what I want to know. And 
the only way we can know that is to know how many times they met during 
the year; otherwise I would be putting answers in the mouth of the witness.

The Chairman: The witness has answered you. He has answered the 
question as far as he intends to answer it.

Mr. Caron: Was it proper for the witness to say that he had finished 
with his answers? I think he is at the service of this committee to answer any 
question put to him.

Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): Those are charges, not questions.
Mr. Caron: They are not charges. They are questions. I want to know 

if the decisions were made by one man, the minister, or by one member of 
the committee, or by the three members of the committee.

Mr. Coyne: I think I have answered that question.
Mr. MacInnis: There is only one purpose that committee serves in coming 

here and that is to ask questions pertaining to their investments and nothing 
else.

The Chairman: Give us a motion to indicate that you are finished.
Mr. McMillan: I want to be certain about this. As of May 31 the cash 

value—I mean the value in that fund, if they were sold at today’s prices, the 
securities is $430.3 million. Now, the net value of that fund then—I want to 
be put right—would be that amount less $80 million plus the cash still in the 
fund. Is that right?

Mr. Coyne: It would be the net value. Do you mean to value the securities 
at the market value?

Mr. McMillan: Yes, at the market value it would be $350.3 million plus 
the amount of cash on hand in the fund.

Mr. Coyne: I believe so, but that is an accounting question. That has 
nothing to do with me.

Mr. McMillan: You said that there was about $80 million of borrowing.
Mr. Coyne: So I understand.
Mr. McMillan: $430.3 was the market value as of May 31, I think?
Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. McMillan: And I subtract that $80 million; these bonds are hypothe

cated for this borrowing. That leaves $353.3 million. Then you would have 
a certain amount of cash in the fund. So the present market value is $353.3 
million plus the cash in the fund. Is that right?

Mr. Coyne: No. "The market value is $430 million for the securities owned 
by the fund; that is on the assets side of the balance sheet; that is the actual 
value, the book value. The value on the balance sheet is the book value, not 
the market value.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): If there are no more questions, 
let us get on with the bill.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Please do not keep on saying that.
21413-0—3
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Mr. MacLean ( Winnipeg North Centre) : I did not. That was the first time 
I said it. Open your ears.

Mr. Caron: How often have you met in the last year?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): That question is out of order.
The Chairman : Mr. Coyne has answered that question. He says he does 

not intend to go any further.
Mr. Caron: He said he does not know.
The Chairman: Well, that is the answer.
Mr. Caron: If he does not know offhand how many times did they meet 

last year, I do not think you have the right to call my question out of order.
The Chairman: I am not calling your question out of order. I said that 

the witness had answered your question. It is up to you, Mr. Coyne, if you 
want to answer it. If I were you, I would not answer it.

Mr. Caron: I think it is important for us to know the answer.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You are challenging the good 

faith of the committee?
Mr. Caron: No, I accept his answer. But I want to know if some of the 

members of the committee know, offhand? This will be coming up in the house 
and it will be decided by the house, not by you; because when we are dealing 
with it in the house we have our way of dealing with it. And if you were here 
while the Conservatives were not in power you would know there are many 
ways to deal with it. So I ask if the other members of the committee know 
how many times they met during last year?

Mr. MacInnis: On a point of order, it has been clearly understood by the 
committee, and the reference was to the fact that this investment committee 
was invited here today on a motion by a Conservative member seconded by 
someone—not that Mr. Martin did not want to second the motion—but that 
they were to come here for one express purpose, namely to deal with the 
investments, and to answer questions pertaining to their investments And I 
would draw to the attention of the chair that any other questions at this time 
are out of order, and I do not think you should hesitate to rule them as such.

Mr. Caron: I never heard anything as narrow as that in my life. We have 
our reasons. We are not necessarily supposed to give them to the committee. 
We will have something to say about it in the house, with respect to this same 
bill, and we have to know what is coming up and what we intend to do with it. 
That is why I asked Mr. Cushing if he remembered how many times they met 
during 1958-59.

Mr. Cushing: No, not in actual meetings. That would be difficult to 
measure, because the committee members could meet on the telephone. And 
periodically we have met by means of private correspondence. We would have 
had formal meetings, but it would be pretty hard to measure how many of 
them we have had during the year.

Mr. Caron: Some decisions were taken by telephone calls between the 
three members? Is that right?

Mr. Cushing: No. But our opinions were asked for periodically over the 
telephone, and we would hold another meeting to formalize them.

Mr. Caron: Not on the advisibility of holding a committee meeting, but 
decisions were taken by means of telephone calls?

Mr. Cushing: Some of our business is conducted by means of confidential 
correspondence too.

Mr. Caron: I want to know if every time something came up, the invest
ment committee met and how many times? You do not know? And if you do 
not know, I accept your answer.
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Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : We have had quite a pause here now. I 
think we should thank Mr. Coyne and the other two members of the com
mittee for coming here this morning. I think it has been very informative, 
and that they have answered the questions frankly. Some were a little bit 
off the particular situation, and there was considerable repetition in the last 
half hour. But that of course is not due to the winesses, and I think we should 
thank them for their very kindly coming to us and giving us the benefit of their 
answers to our questions.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Hear, hear.
The Chairman: Will you move a motion to that effect?
Mr. Benidickson: Is there going to be steam rolling now? Is that the 

signal?
The Chairman: You have been steam rolling, yourselves, all the morning.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I think there has been a pause for about 

15 minutes, and if there are no more questions during this period of 15 min
utes, and if the other end of the table has not been able to think of any more 
questions, then we should thank the witnesses.

Mr. Caron: We have to study our reports before putting questions to you.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): You had better do some home

work.
Mr. Caron: We have to go back to our memoranda in the light of the 

answers we have. And in any court the judge will permit you to stop to 
consider your notes. I realize this is not a court of justice, but surely we could 
at least have an opportunity to look at our notes before asking our questions.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): This is not a trial.
Mr. Caron: That is what I just said; this is not a court of justice.
The Chairman: Let us proceed with item 6.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I have some questions to ask Mr. Coyne. I 

appreciate fully what you said about Mr. Coyne, Mr. Taylor and Mr. Cushing.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : Mr. Martin has had the advantage of a 

pause of about 15 minutes. I state that for the record.
Mr. Benidickson: It would not be a pause of more than 60 seconds.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : At page 3649 of Hansard, the minister of fin

ance this year in answer to an observation I made on this bill said:
Finally, Mr. Speaker, we are accused of maladministration in con

nection with the fund itself. We are told first of all that there has been 
compulsion on the part of the government, applied to the unemployment 
insurance commissioners in relation to their conversion of victory loan 
bonds into the conversion bonds of 1958.

Mr. Speaker, that statement is untrue. There is not a little of 
truth in it. Those upon whom the responsibility in this matter is laid 
by the act reached this decision of their own free will and accord and 
they made a wise decision. Mr. Speaker, to convert their holdings of 
victory loan bonds into conversion loan bonds because thereby they 
obtained a higher rate of interest for the benefit of the fund and con
tributors to it. They obtained in return a bond that has consistently 
sold in the market at a higher price than the victory loan bonds have 
sold at any time since then. In addition, they made a profit for the 
benefit of the fund and its contributors in so doing. We are charged 
with making a mistake in that respect. I think those who were responsible 
for the decision to convert ought to be congratulated.

Then finally, Mr. Speaker, we are told that there have been capital 
losses. I wish there were time to document the denials and the con
tradictions that should be made to the hon. member for Essex East for
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the misstatements he put on the record in this house on May 11—and 
there are a number of them—when he said there was compulsion and 
that there were capital losses due to the conversion. That is not true. 
I am coming now to the final point, and talking about capital losses. 
He said this, as reported at page 3551 of Hansard :

—as a result of its forced participation in the bond conversion 
scheme of this government had lost over $10 million.
Mr. Speaker, that is not true. It did not result from the conversion 

at all. It resulted from sales, Mr. Speaker. This is another sample 
of the Martin twisting of the facts.

I ask you, Mr. Coyne, referring to the statement made by the Minister 
of Finance, if by converting the bonds at a higher rate of interest, it would 
represent a benefit to the fund. Is that statement of the Minister of Finance 
only partly true? Let Mr. Coyne answer. This is very important. Obviously, 
you people have not studied your material or you would see how important 
it is. Is that right, Mr. Coyne?

Mr. Coyne: Well, the substance of the question, as I understand it, is: 
did the fund improve its revenues by converting? And my answer is yes.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But that was not my question.
The Chairman : No, that is not the answer he wants, Mr. Coyne.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I will repeat the question. I would like to refer 

clearly to the statement made by the Minister of Finance who said that by 
converting these bonds a higher rate of interest had been obtained for the 
benefit of the fund. My question to you is: is that only partly true?

Mr. Coyne: If you received an increase in salary, and somebody asked 
you if you got an increase, or was it only partly true, I do not know how 
you could answer it.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Surely we do not want to get into speeches.
The Chairman: He can make the same kind of speeches you have been 

making.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I object. It is not your right to comment on the 

merits of any particular question. We have been trying to proceed this morning 
in as objective a manner as possible. So I would ask, in the interests of the 
remaining portion of this interrogation of the government—of the bank—if you 
would kindly observe in so far as is humanly possible something which might 
be described as a judicial manner.

The Chairman: Let me tell you this: you have been the greatest offender 
to interrupt other people who spoke; and what is good for you is good for 
them. So as far as I am concerned, they are absolutely in order any time they 
want to interrupt you.

Mr. Benidickson: The witness used the word “speeches”.
Mr. Coyne: The witness did not use that word.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): This is thé weakest filibuster I have ever 

heard delivered in parliament, and if this is an example of a Martin filibuster, 
he should not be proud of it.

Mr. Grafftey: The hon. member for Essex East has asked a public servant 
to comment on a statement made by a Minister of Finance. I submit that is a 
most unfair and improper question to ask.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The question is there and the answer is there. 
The reason I asked whether it was partly true was because in July, 1958, the 
fund reached $439,530,000, and there were $48,123,000 of the fifth victory loan, 
and the sixth victory loan which represented an interest rate of 3 per cent.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East) : And those two issues, in the $89.6 million 
were converted into 3 per cent conversion bonds due in 1961.

Mr. Coyne: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Therefore there was as a result no high rate of 

interest involved in the transaction as was suggested by the Minister of Finance.
Mr. Coyne: In that particular case the coupon rate of interest was the 

same, but there was another financial advantage to those who converted, 
namely, a cash payment of $2 per hundred in the case of the fifth victory loan, 
and of $1.50 per hundred in the case of the sixth victory loan.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): So I wasn’t so far out when I said that. The 
most amazing thing about this committee is that a member of the Conservative 
party moved that the governor of the bank come here, yet none of them has 
asked any questions.

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : I moved that this committee be called 
before us to help clear up the position with respect to the fund and all the facts 
about the unemployment insurance fund. I was late arriving this morning, and 
perhaps I should not have moved it.

Mr. MacInnis: We could not always get Mr. Martin’s permission to ask 
questions.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The Minister of Finance also said in the state
ment I read that the bonds had been consistently sold on the market in the past 
at a higher price than the victory loan had sold for at any time since then. 
Is that an accurate statement?

Mr. Coyne: In general, yes. I do not know in detail what each of the 
victory bonds sold for or each of the four conversion issues, but in general, 
the conversion bonds have been selling at a price higher than the victory 
bonds. This will change as the old victory bonds get closer to their maturity 
date. Their price will come right up to or very close to par. But in the first 
two months, that would have been true.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Is it not a fact that the prices of the victory 
bonds maturing in January of 1959 and June, 1960 were consistently higher 
than the prices of the conversion bonds due in 1961?

Mr. Coyne: I am open to correction on that. It is possible that as they 
get closer to maturity there would not be much difference in those bonds.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You would not deny the validity of my last 
question?

Mr. Coyne : I am open to correction on that, because I do not have the 
figures in front of me.

Mr. Benidickson: What was the purpose of the fund in offering the fifth 
victory loan in the amount of $41 million—the two victory loans—at the same 
rate of interest, maturing in 1961 when the fund required such liquidity, and 
when payments out were likely to be as substantial, as they proved to be.

Mr. Coyne: The advantage was in the first place the capital payment 
that was made at that time. That was the immediate financial or accounting 
advantage. But, as I think I made clear, the attitude of the committee was that 
the whole of the conversion operation was as advantageous to the public debt 
as it was to the bond market. It was advantageous to the fund to participate in 
making the conversion as big a success as possible.

Mr. Caron: In that committee was there any study of the comparison in 
respect to the selling that would be permitted by article 86?

Mr. Coyne: That is not a matter for the investment committee.
Mr. Caron: It is a matter for the investment committee to decide when 

to sell the bonds. But when you came to the decision that by selling them 
21413-0—4
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you would lose, would that be a matter for the investment committee to take 
up with the commission, by reason of that selling?

Mr. Coyne: No sir. That is a matter for other parties to consider, not the 
investment committee.

Mr. Caron: You would not consider it to be your responsibility?
Mr. Coyne: No.
The Chairman: Gentlemen, it is now 12 o’clock, and the reporters are 

working under great pressure with other committees meeting today. Shall 
we adjourn, and if so, when do you want to meet again?

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): The steering committee can 
decide that.

Mr. Benidickson: Might we follow up the question that the investment 
committee was not able to give an answer to, and which would seemingly 
have to be obtained from a member of the commission? Perhaps we could do 
that rapidly and conclude this portion of our inquiry. Perhaps Mr. McGregor 
could tell us whether or not under section 86 they did requisition the procedure 
that was followed, that is, borrowing instead of using the sale of their securities? 
Could we have a short examination on that?

Mr. McDonald (Hamilton South) : Are we through with the investment 
committee?

The Chairman: Very well, let us have the insurance commission come 
before us now. Thank you, Mr. Coyne, Mr. Taylor, and Mr. Cushing, for 
coming today.

Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Bisson you have probably heard the question about 
procedure as outlined under section 86-2. Did the commission requisition the 
Minister of Finance as contemplated in that section?

Mr. J. G. Bisson (Chief Commissioner, Unemployment Insurance Commis
sion) : Yes.

Mr. Benidickson: What is the procedure? How is it done?
Mr. Bisson: We did inform the Minister of Labour from time to time 

that we were losing money on the sale of securities. He took it up with the 
cabinet and there was an order-in-council passed which gave authority to the 
commission to borrow from the Minister of Finance, and we have exercised 
that authority at different times up to the extent of $72 million. It is altogether 
an authority for $80 million.

Mr. Benidickson: You interpret that as the requisition that is referred 
to in the statute?

Mr. Bisson: I think so, yes.
Mr. Benidickson: Did you so requisition without consulting the investment 

committee?
Mr. Bisson; I do not think the investment committee comes into the 

picture.
Mr. Benidickson: You did not have anything to do with them?
Mr. Bisson: No, they are not concerned only with the investment of 

funds.
Mr. Benidickson: When you say they are not concerned, you mean it 

would not be within their jurisdiction to advise with respect to whether or 
not you should sell or withhold from selling the securities in your portfolio?

Mr. Bisson: We have never used them in that respect.
Mr. Benidickson: When you needed funds the decision has been taken 

by the commission?
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Mr. Bisson: Yes. Recently we have been borrowing. Previously we have 
been requisitioning the governor of the Bank of Canada for the sale of some 
of our securities.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : When you get a loan from the Minister of 
Finance, under the authority to borrow up to $80 million, did the commission 
not make any request to the Bank of Canada at that time?

Mr. Bisson: I do not recall.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): When you made a requisition, you made it to 

the Bank of Canada?
Mr. Bisson: Yes.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Am I wrong in saying that at that time you 

had made no requisition whatsoever to the Bank of Canada?
Mr. Bisson: Prior to the passage of the order-in-council?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Yes.
Mr. Bisson: For borrowing, there has to be.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : When the order-in-council was passed on 

April 2, there was no requisition in the hands of the Bank of Canada from 
the commission.

Mr. Bisson: There may have been. The practice in past has been for me 
to write a letter to the bank of Canada telling them what our cash position 
would be for the following month, and requisitioning the sale, if need be, at 
certain specific dates.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could you furnish us definitely with informa
tion as to whether or not prior to the loan, there was no requisition from you 
to the bank?

Mr. Bisson: For sales in the ensuing period?
Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes
Mr. Bisson: I would have to look up the correspondence.
Mr. Caron: When the conversion loan came, was there any suggestion by 

the commission that instead of converting what they had, they should rather 
borrow the money they needed at the time?

Mr. Bisson: No, we have never approached the investment committee.
Mr. Caron: It was never discussed. Thank you.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Have you ever made a requisition under section 

86 for credit from the Minister of Finance at any time since you have been 
commissioner?

Mr. Bisson: I do not quite get the point of your question.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Under section 86 the commission is empowered, 

and the Minister of Finance is empowered to extend credit to the fund if it 
is not able to meet its obligations. Have you ever, as a commissioner, exper
ienced a transaction involving a loan from the Minister of Finance on behalf 
of the government to the commission?

Mr. Bisson: As I said a moment ago, we have had conversations with our 
minister to the effect that there were losses being incurred in the sale of 
securities. And the matter was taken up with the cabinet, and as a result his 
arrangement was made for us to borrow from the Minister of Finance.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Is it not a fact that just prior to the conversion 
loan you advised the Bank of Canada of the very illiquid state of the fund?

Mr. Bisson: I would have to check on that.
21413-0—4J



388 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Can you give us information as to when you 
last told the Bank of Canada or the investment committee about the high state 
of illiquidity in the fund?

Mr. Bisson: I do not recall that I ever made that statement.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could you check on that to see whether or not 

someone with the commission pointed out that just prior to the conversion, that 
you were told that the assets were going to be converted, and you pointed out, 
or someone on behalf of the commission pointed out that that would add to the 
liquid state of the fund?

Mr. Bisson: I do not recall that. Commissioner Murchison may.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Would you check on that and notify me if that 

is the case?
Mr. Bisson: Yes.
Mr. Benidickson: Did I understand the chief commissioner to say that 

when funds were required they were for that purpose, and they followed this 
procedure with the Bank of Canada, and there was a submission as to what 
securities to sell?

Mr. Bisson: No. The Bank of Canada, as I understand it, always like to 
have advice a while in advance so that they can sell at the most propitious time.

Mr. Benidickson: What again was this amount of the 4£ per cent bonds 
maturing in 1972 that was affected in connection with this loan? What was 
the par value?

Mr. Jas. McGregor (Director, Insurance Branch, Unemployment Insurance 
Commission): The par value is $80,783,000. That is as of the 28th May and 
that is as against $72 million.

Mr. Benidickson: Is the commissioner aware that since he spoke to the 
minister, that that particular issue has gone down about three points?

Mr. Bisson: I am aware that it has gone down, yes.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert) : If there are no other questions I think we 

should proceed to the sections of the bill which we stood over in order to obtain 
information this morning. We should be able to get rid of them in a few minutes.

The Chairman: We are on number 6 now.
Mr. Benidickson: I understood that we were proceeding and that when 

we were through with the report on investments the committee would adjourn 
at 12 o’clock. I think we should conclude this phase of it and go on at a subse
quent meeting to discuss the actual increase in the benefits.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I realize that we have had a long morning, 
and for a lot of reasons. But there are still other committees sitting and I for one 
have missed an hour of the broadcasting committee this morning, which was 
something I had been following closely. I realize that we have gone into this 
question quite fully, and I feel we should be able to get rid of the remaining 
sections in a few minutes and speed the bill back to the house.

Mr. Caron: If we had another meeting the minister might be here because 
we have some questions to ask him. He was here for the whole bill and he agreed 
to suspend these articles. So if we could adjourn this, at the next meeting the 
minister might be here to answer questions.

Mr. Benidickson: It is on these sections that the questions are coming. I 
do not think these are the meaty sections of the bill. Perhaps we might proceed 
now.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): We have sat for quite a while. We 
have had complete details and we have had a full opportunity to ask questions
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on the clauses which were stood over. We stood them over to get information 
from the investment committee, and there has been a lot of details given. I 
suggest that we proceed with it at once.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I would like to ask a question of the actuary. 
The other night I was asking a question about clause 13.

The Chairman : We stood clause 6. That was the first clause stood, and the 
information advanced was that the whole three were tied together. So let us 
start clause 6.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I am sure that Mr. Martin, with his skill 
and great ability, could phrase questions which would relate to the proper 
sections of the bill.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): No, I could not do that.
Mr. Grafftey: I am informed that if the opposition member wishes the 

minister to appear, he is willing to do so.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I take it that the members of this committee 

do not want us to persist in asking questions.
Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): I think if the minister is available we 

should get him here now.
The Chairman : I told you previously. I said that the reporters are 

working under a great handicap and they have asked for a break because 
they have so many committee meetings going on at the same time. They 
asked for a break at the lunch hour and you stated you wanted to ask a few 
questions which could speedily be disposed of with Mr. Bisson, and Mr. Bisson 
answered them. Now we want to get on with clause 6. If you are not going 
to carry on with this, we will have to adjourn and meet this afternoon.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): We cannot sit this afternoon because the house 
is sitting.

Mr. Bell (Saint John-Albert): In view of the fact that the house is sitting 
this afternoon, and in view of the fact of other work they have this week, 
perhaps the reporters might continue until 1 o’clock and we could get the 
minister to come in now. I am sure we could finish two or three sections by 
that time. Would you get the minister, please?

Mr. MacInnis: I would like to remind this committee that in the interest 
of the unemployed people I think we are struggling against a deadline. I think 
June 12 was mentioned, but in the interest of these people I think the com
mittee should do everything possible to get this bill through and back to the 
house in time.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): On the basis of the calculations you have made, 
what would be the additional revenue to the fund if the present level of 
contributions by the two main groups, the workers and the employers, were 
to be maintained, and if the contribution of the government were increased 
on the present basis, on the basis of the 5-5-2 formula.

Mr. R. Humphrys (Assistant Superintendent of Insurance, Department of 
Insurance): The present contribution formula is what might be described as 
the 5-5-2 formula. The employers pay 5/12ths of the total, the employees pay 
5/12ths, and the government pays 2/12ths. If the employer’s and employee’s 
contribution rates remain the same, and if you retain the 5-5-2 formula, then 
the contribution of the government would remain the same also.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): So there would be $55 million for 1958-59 
additional, and this $15 million, and then there is the interest, and that would 
be $70 million, roughly the same amount of money which Mr. Benidickson 
has pointed out.
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Mr. Humphrys: I am sorry, I must have missed the point of your question. 
I understood you to say “if the employer’s and the employee’s contribution 
remained the same as at present”, and “if the same formula is retained”. Then 
there would be no change in the revenue.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is under the 5-5-2 formula, and the 
question would be that it would bring in another $70 million, which would 
be roughly the equivalent of the losses pointed out this morning by my two 
colleagues.

Mr. Humphrys: If there is a 30 per cent increase in the contribution rates 
for all parties, and the distribution remains as at present, that is, the 5-5-2 
formula, then the increase in revenue would be about $78 million.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Roughly, it would be equivalent to the losses 
which have resulted from the investments, to the Unemployment Insurance 
Commission fund.

Mr. Humphrys: Roughly speaking, it would be equivalent to the difference 
between the par value of the present holdings of securities and the present 
market value, which as was brought out, is about $60 million, and the investment 
losses suffered by reason of the sale of securities in 1958-59, which was about 
$10 million, and which gives a total of $70 million.

Of course the difference between the par value and the market value at a 
particular date is not necessarily a loss unless it is necessary to liquidate at 
that date.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is the very necessity which confronts us 
and has for a period of a year and a half.

Mr. Humphrys: It does during the winter, but I think we are now moving 
into a portion of the year where the current revenues from contributions will 
be enough, or perhaps a little more than enough, to meet the current claims. This 
is usually the case during the summer months.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What was the requisition for the month of June?
Mr. Humphrys: I do not have that information.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Could Mr. Bisson tell us what it was?
Mr. Bisson: The request to sell or to borrow?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : What was the requisition as to what you 

expected?
Mr. Bisson: I think we expected to break even in the month of June.
Mr. McMillan: I want to ask the minister a question. In March, when 

unemployment was high, I think you said in the house that employment was 
up. I mean, there were more people working at the first of March this year 
than on the 1st of March a year before.

If that is so, why would there not be more people insured under the 
Unemployment Insurance Act, so that because of the extra pay, those who 
were working would be insurable?

The Hon. Mr. Michael Starr (Minister of Labour) : Those who were 
working are only contributing to the unemployment insurance at a maximum 
of 60 cents per week, whereas those who are unemployed are taking out of 
the fund at a maximum rate of $30 per week.

Mr. McMillan: On March 1st of this year there were fewer insured than 
there were in March of last year, that is, 1958.

Mr. Starr: I do not have the figures here. I am sorry. Is that in accordance 
with the Dominion Bureau of Statistics?

Mr. McMillan: Yes.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-King sway): If Mr. Martin is finished with his 

questioning of the actuary, perhaps we could get on with clause 6.
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Mr. Martin (Essex East): I said I had not finished my questions, but in 
view of the fact that the minister was here we could go on later with the clauses 
of the bill.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): We do not want to be wrangling 
forever with extraneous discussions.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : We could pass this bill today. As far as I am 
concerned we can finish our whole operations in this committee by 1 o’clock. 
But if my friends continue this line of obstruction, it might be another matter.

The Chairman: Please proceed, Mr. Martin. The minister is here if you 
want to ask him questions.

Mr. Benidickson: Mr. Minister, you have, as we know, received more 
representations in the way of briefs, since this bill was introduced and presented 
to this committee. You were present when certain representations were repeated 
before the committee. Have you, Mr. Minister, replied to a number of those 
representations yet, and if so, can you give us an idea of what you have been 
saying to those people who made direct representations to you by letter, and 
to this committee?

Mr. Starr: In general in reply to those which have been made to me, 
I have acknowledged them and told them that I had noted their representations. 
That in general is my reply.

Mr. Caron: The conversion loan was recommended by the investment 
committee or by the commission, or it was suggested by the Minister of Finance?

Mr. Starr: You mean that at the time that the conversion loan was 
placed on the market?

Mr. Caron: At the time the whole portfolio was converted to long term 
issues.

Mr. Starr: I do not know what procedure was followed. It was only after
wards that I found out that the commission had converted their holdings 
and had realized a profit of some $3 million.

Mr. Caron: Was the minister consulted?
Mr. Starr: No, that part is for the commission, but I was told about 

it after.
Mr. Caron: We have established that the big loss in the fund was $72 million 

par value, and the market value—if there has been a loss, it was $72 million 
and it has been established ; do you think it is fair under those conditions to 
increase the contributions of employees and employers, if the same amount 
of increase has been caused by—I would not say the mal-administration, because 
it is not the fact. If I were speaking in French I could express myself much 
more clearly, but I have to translate what I have to say. But it is a fact that 
the commission or the investment committee did not proceed the first time 
and there was a loss of about $72 million, requiring increased contributions 
of about $78 million; do you think it is fair for that administration, that we 
should call upon the proprietors, the employers, and the employees to provide it?

Mr. Starr: I have nothing to do with the investment of the fund. That 
is in the hands of the commission and of the investment committee. However, 
my knowledge is that the actuary did not base his recommendation for an 
increase for contribution on the basis that you put forward, that there had 
been a loss on the sale of bonds in order to pay out benefits. It was based on 
the general depletion of the fund because of the two winters of unemployment 
where people were in a position to draw benefits. On that aspect—and I think 
Mr. Humphrys can bear me out, because it is within his realm—that is the 
actuarial realm, it is recognized that the increase was formed on that basis, 
and that is what the recommendation which came through was based on.
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Mr. Caron: It should take into consideration that because of the cost 
of the depletion of the fund to prevent the same depletion the next year?

Mr. Starr: I think Mr. Humphrys can answer that better than I.
Mr. Humphrys: The calculation attempted to arrive at a rate of contribu

tion that would be sufficient to cover the benefit payments out of the fund 
as calculated on the base period from 1953 to 1958. They did not take into 
account the interest revenue from the investments, nor did they take into 
account specifically any possible loss on sales by reason of any necessity of 
liquidating the investments.

Mr. Grafftey : I think it should be pointed out immediately that Mr. Coyne 
in his testimony said that any way an increase in this contemplated revenue 
should not be construed as an increase in revenue to offset any investment 
loss in the fund.

Mr. Starr: Mr. Humphrys just said that, to the same effect.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : If there had not been this loss, there would 

have been no need to come forward with these further proposed contributions?
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): May we go on with section 6 

now?
The Chairman: Yes, let us go on with section 6.
Mr. Benidickson: The minister is here now and I want to draw his 

attention to the matter of the decision to refrain from selling securities. And 
as an alternative I take it that under the procedure in section 86-1 you may 
borrow from the Minister of Finance. Was that the recommendation of the 
minister?

Mr. Starr: It was as a result of consultation with the commission, and 
then I, in turn, conferred with the Minister of Finance.

The Chairman: Can we get on with clause 6 now?
Mr. Caron: Did you say that you consulted with the minister or with the 

Bank of Canada at the time?
Mr. Bisson: No; I indicated it to the minister. I had a conversation with 

the Minister of Labour.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : This was the first loan ever made by the 

government of Canada to the commission. The governor of the bank said it was 
made without any authorization or participation by the investment committee. 
May I ask the Minister of Labour if there was consultation between the 
Minister of Finance and the Minister of Labour with respect to the order-in
council providing for these loans now authorized to the extent of $80 million?

Mr. Starr: That followed after consultation with the commission.
Mr. Benidickson: Does the minister think that that is the procedure for 

requisitioning by the commission to the Minister of Finance under section 
86-1 of the act?

Mr. Starr: Yes, that is why it was followed, and the reason for that 
decision was that we thought we could save money for the commission.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): I want to understand that clearly. You and 
the Minister of Finance discussed the desirability of lending money to the 
commission in the authorized amount of $80 million?

Mr. Starr: After I had consulted with the commission on that matter.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You did not consult with the Bank of Canada?
Mr. Starr: No.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): At that time were you aware of the highly 

illiquid state of the fund?
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Mr. Starr: I was aware that we had net losses and in order to save 
money we thought the best course to follow would be to get a loan.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Are you aware, or do you recall that at that 
time the fund was in a highly illiquid state? Were you aware of that?

Mr. Starr: I realized that the fund was being drained because of the 
attendant benefits being drawn.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : There was a heavy drain on the fund and you 
also realized that you had some securities which could have been converted 
into short term holdings.

Mr. Starr : In order to raise money to pay out the benefits that we were 
called upon to pay in the commission, it was only natural that our securities 
might be sold to provide the funds with which to pay them.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : But that is exactly what did not happen. In
stead of selling the securities or putting them into treasury bills, I suggest 
that the Minister of Finance—to save repetition of the point—there was a 
scheme to lend money to the commission instead of enabling it to make a much 
better investment in treasury bills without incurring the additional impost 
charge of 5 per cent.

Mr. Starr: No, the reason was to save a loss in the sale of these bonds.
Mr. Benidickson: At April 1st, the $80 million had been converted in con

nection with the loan. Did the minister take that into account?
Mr. Starr: I am not aware of that.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We have it established this morning that there 

was realized an unrealized loss of $72 million. That is exactly the amount of 
money loaned by the Minister of Finance to the commission at 5 per cent. The 
government was paying less than that on the converted bonds held by the 
commission, but the commission had to pay the government a higher interest 
yield than it was getting.

Mr. Starr: We realized that the sale of the bonds was incurring a loss, 
and in order to apply good housekeeping and to be as frugal as possible, to 
get the necessary funds to pay out these benefits, we decided that the loss 
would be much smaller if we did not sell the bonds now.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): You discussed with the minister the desirability 
of not selling the bonds now?

Mr. Starr: After the decision had been arrived at between the commis
sion and myself.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): The commission has nothing to do with the 
purchase and sale of these securities.

Mr. Starr: Yes, the necessity arose with them.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): We were told by the governor of the Bank of 

Canada a little while ago that the investment committee is responsible for all 
the investment transactions by the commission.

Mr. Starr: That is at the request of the commission.
Mr. Caron: Section 85 says it must be done on the authority of the invest

ment committee of three members.
Mr. Starr: The requisition comes from the commission.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I am not blaming the Minister of Labour for 

the state of the fund; but it was revealed this morning that it was in a highly 
unsatisfactory state and instead of being $450 million it is now below $400 
million. But we cannot blame the minister, and I am not suggesting it.

Mr. Starr: Mr. Martin made a statement, and the commission does not 
agree with that statement.
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Mr. Martin (.Essex East) : On the book value, on the market, the securities 
of the fund are below $400 million. No one can get away from that; on long 
term securities.

Mr. Humphrys: The fund balance at the end of April was $454 million. 
This is an accounting balance results from crediting the fund account with 
contributions received, and with interest received, and charging the fund ac
count with benefit payments. Now, this is the accounting balance. As a sepa
rate consideration there is a balance sheet which is made up of certain assets 
owned, and of certain liabilities. Most of the assets are bonds. The par value 
is $490 million; and the book value of those assets is between $480 million 
and $490 million. And against that on the liability side there would be certain 
outstanding warrants, and the liability for the loan received from the Minister 
of Finance; so that the net balance of assets and liabilities would give the 
fund a balance of $454 million.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : You are not taking into account the market 
value of the securities.

Mr. Humphrys: This is the book value.
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : The market value as of last night came to $63 

million.
Mr. Humphrys: If your calculation is prepared on the basis of the market 

value of the securities at some current date—I have not the exact figures for 
the book value, but it is a little less than par—there would be a reduction of 
between $50 million and $60 million, on the market value basis.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): This is on the assumption that 
the loss would only be incurred if all these securities were sold at the one time.

Mr. Grafftey: Is it not true that you would only have a loss if you sold 
them all at the one time?

Mr. Humphrys: It is not a realized loss if the bonds are not sold, because 
the market might go up.

Mr. Grafftey: In connection with those bonds there would be no realized
loss.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes, there is a loss of ten plus sixteen.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Is it not true that if the commission 

got rid of these bonds on this date in March there would be no loss and there 
would be a considerable profit to boot? It would only be by selling them that 
any possible loss would be incurred?

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : That is the very point. This fund is not one 
which is to be used depending on the drain. If there is going to be heavy 
unemployment in the fall which would continue at the present level next 
winter, they will have to sell their securities. That is what we have been 
urging; that if they had not gone into the bond conversion scheme and had taken 
advantage of the market, and not being compelled to hold these bonds, this 
market loss which is confronting us now would not be in existence.

Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway) : Is Mr. Martin suggesting that the 
fund should be allowed to go down lower than it is now? Surely the purpose of 
this amendment is to make sure that the fund will not go down.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : Not at the expense of the workers and employers 
of this country. That is my argument.

The Chairman: Let us get on with clause 6.
Clause 6 agreed to.
Clause 12 agreed to.
Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): Clause 6 carries on division.
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The Chairman: Clause 8 was withdrawn. We shall come back to that.
Mr. Caron: Clause 12 on division.
The Chairman: Clause 15?
Clause 15 agreed to.
Mr. Caron: The same thing, on division.
The Chairman: Now, let us go back to clause 8. It has been suggested 

that the minister will delete it, and that we should have a motion to the effect 
that it is to be deleted from the bill.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre): I so move.
The Chairman: When we passed it earlier I asked for and received advice 

from parliamentary counsel, Mr. Ollivier. He said, as follows:
I understand there is a proposition for your committee as to the 

procedure for repealing clause 8 of bill C 43. I have been asked whether 
this amendment should simply be recommended to the government for 
action—in other words, whether a minister of the crown should move 
the amendment in committee of the whole house after the bill has been 
reported from your committee.

My own opinion is that this amendment should be made in your 
committee. It should be moved that clause 8 be deleted and the following 
clauses renumbered accordingly. The only amendments that cannot be 
made in standing or special committees are amendments which involve 
an expenditure of money—in other words, an amendment which would 
mean a charge on the consolidated revenue fund. This is not the case in 
the present circumstance as the proposed amendment to subsection 2 of 
section 40 of the act is purely for the purpose of clarification. Also, 
deleting clause 8 would only have the effect of leaving section 40 of the 
Unemployment Insurance Act exactly as it is at present.

For these reasons, the motion for deletion of clause 8 should be 
made in your committee.

Mr. MacLean (Winnipeg North Centre) : I so move, seconded by Mr. Smith 
(Winnipeg North).

The Chairman: Is that okay?
Mr. Starr: There is no amendment. I explained the theory or the reason 

I wanted to withdraw clause 8. It has been given to us now and we can do it 
in this committee.

The Chairman: It has been moved by Mr. MacLean and seconded by 
Mr. Smith that clause 8 be deleted and that the following clauses be renumbered 
accordingly. All in favour? I declare the motion carried.

Clause 23 agreed to.
Title agreed to.
Bill agreed to.
Mr. Caron: On division for the whole.
The Chairman: Shall we report the bill as amended?
Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I would like to ask Mr. Humphrys a question. 

This will not take very long. Assuming that Mr. Fleming as forecasted in his 
budget, has an increase in the gross national product in volume terms of 
7 per cent, I suppose that such a recovery would result in reduced expenditures 
and in increased revenue to the fund for 1959-60. On that basis, and assuming 
that the level of contributions were to remain unchanged, what do you think 
would be the status of the fund at the end of the current fiscal year? Would 
it show a surplus or a deficit?
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Mr. Humphrys: It is still pretty early in this fiscal year to judge how 
the trend will go. I do not want to leave any impression that I am attempting 
to predict the future. My conclusions have been based on two considerations: 
experience with the fund, and with what I think is an extremely important 
consideration in any insurance scheme, and that is the certainty of payments. 
In any insurance scheme perhaps the most important feature is to make sure 
you have the funds to pay the benefits.

Mr. Martin (Essex East): Yes; but you will agree if there is an increase 
in the gross national product of 7 per cent, or even beyond that, there would 
be a reduction in expenditures and consequently no need for an increase in 
contributions.

Mr. Humphrys: I would say that if the gross national product increases, 
as the minister’s forecast has predicted, the revenue will be higher than it 
would have been had there not been such an increase. However, I feel with 
the experience we have seen in this past period and the experience in the year 
1958-1959, the only prudent course is to make provision for increased revenue 
to the fund.

My view is that, in an insurance scheme, after you have had the good 
experience is time enough to reduce the contributions.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) : I think you are right and no one would quarrel 
with you. Naturally, I think you are quite correct. The fund always must be 
adequate to meet its contractual obligations. However, there are other ways 
of making sure the fund is capable of meeting its obligations other than by 
imposing an abnormally high additional contribution. That is all I have.

The Chairman: Shall I report the bill as amended?
Agreed.
Mr. Caron: On division.
The Chairman: Thank you, gentlemen. We have the bill through now. 

We can adjourn.
Mr. Martin (Essex East): I wish to say I forgive you for all the things 

you have said about me.
Mr. Smith (Winnipeg North): I think the committee should forgive 

Mr. Martin also.
—The committee adjourned.
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APPENDIX

STATEMENT TO
THE INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE 

OF THE HOUSE OF COMMONS
Mr. Chairman:

On Friday June 5th we of the Interprovincial Farm Union Council had 
the pleasure of meeting with this Committee and presenting the views of our 
organization on the matter of extending the benefits of unemployment insurance 
to farm workers.

In subsequent discussion, numerous questions were raised with respect 
to our views on some aspects of unemployment insurance legislation and pro
posed amendments thereto.

It was the opinion of the witnesses on that occasion that some of the 
questions were of such a nature as should properly be answered by the Council 
Executive.

I wish to submit for the record, Mr. Chairman, a statement from the 
Executive of the Council. This statement sets out the views of our organization 
on such matters as are presently before this Committee.

It is the custom of the members of the Council, after careful analysis of 
conditions affecting our industry, to place on record from time to time their 
considered opinion as to policies necessary to cope with conditions as they 
arise.

Farmers like other groups are jealous of their obligations in a free society. 
We believe that the laws of the land should protect those freedoms.

All groups of society have responsibilities equal to their voice in National 
Affairs. Any group lacking economic opportunity is destined to become a 
burden to the economy, rather than carrying their fair share of the economic 
load.

It is recognized that legislation must be kept up to date in order to keep 
abreast of changing conditions.

From time to time situations will develop when it will be necessary to 
initiate emergency or extraordinary measures to deal effectively with them.

We suggest that it is in the interest of the Canadian economy that agricul
ture enjoy a level of economic activity on a level with other groups.

In periods of emergency such as in periods when producers become victims 
of depression—regionally or nationally—brought about as a result of national 
policies or other circumstances beyond their control, we maintain that it is 
the responsibility of the people of Canada to render, after full analysis of the 
factors involved, such assistance as is required in order to compensate the 
producers for loss to their industry by which farm people will be able to 
maintain their proper role in the Canadian economy.

Respectfully submitted by the
INTERNATIONAL FARM UNION COUNCIL.
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