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ORDERS OF REFERENCE

House oF COMMONS,
TuespAy, February 10, 1959.

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

Messrs.

Allmark, Lafreniére, Nasserden,
Bell (Saint John- Lahaye, Noble,

Albert), Loiselle, Peters,
Benidickson, Maclnnis, Pigeon,
Bourdages, MacLean (Winnipeg Ricard,
Brassard (Lapointe), North Centre), Skoreyko,
Browne (Vancouver- Mandziuk, Small,

Kingsway), Martini, Smith (Winnipeg
Caron, McDonald (Hamilton North),
Deschatelets, South), Spencer,
Drouin, -McWilliam, Stanton,
Grafftey, Mitchell, Thrasher,
Granger, Muir (Cape Breton Weichel—35.
Houck, North and Victoria),

(Quorum 10)

MonpAay, 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.

TuEsSDAY, 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

fo; 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.

Fripay, May 15, 1959.

Ordered,—That the name of Mr. Martin (Essex East) be substituted for
that of Mr. Houck on the said Committee.

Attest.
LEON J. RAYMOND,
Clerk of the House.
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4 STANDING COMMITTEE

REPORT TO THE HOUSE

Tuespay, 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

TuEespAYy, 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, MaclInnis, 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,
Cl_’uef 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, Grafftey, 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

TuespAay, 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 tem 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
bresident, 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.

9



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 will
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
g0ing 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
fEO 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.



12 STANDING COMMITTEE

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

Mr. Ricarp: 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. Ricarp: How many would be on that body?

Mr. UrRQUHART: 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. PeETERS: 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. UrRQUHART: 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," I 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. GRAFrFTEY: 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. UrRQUHART: 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.

1 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
§hown 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.
You. 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?

Mr. 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
Our 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
il’ldustry 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
on 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

€ 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.

en 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
€asy 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
oObligations that should be assumed by instruments other than the main
contributors.

Mr. URQUHART: Yes.

Mr. MArRTIN (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. MAcCLEAN (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 unemploymen\t, 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 shquld bfa made in the act that this should be taken into consideration in
connection with '1:he categories which were put in, and that in relation to the
wz:1g_es they.recewed, the benefits should be increased? Your people are re-
ceiving a hxgh. rate of pay and you said they are going to be unemployed
some time during the 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. UrRQUHART: 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 company 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.ML.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 eontributions 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. UrquuArT: 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
beriod of unemployment we have had since 1930-1935 and that there has been
No replenishment of the unemployment insurance fund out of the consolidated
Tevenue fund. Are you aware of that?

Mr. UrquHART: No.
21242-3—23
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Mr. MaNDpzZIUK: 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. Manpzivk: 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 adyvisory 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 CyARMAN: 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 CuammaN: 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 upemployment insurance advisory board?

‘Mr. URQUHART: I do not see where I can represent the unemployment
adv%sorsr committee; I am only a member appointed on that committee. My
ziielmg is that if there is to be an opinion from the advisory committee, that
LR o e el

ee. 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 Oftawa 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.CA.

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. BrRowNE (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. PeTErRS: What you are saying is that from your point of view this
18 a wage cost?

Mr. UrRQUHART: Yes.
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Mr. PeTeERs: 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. 5

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. UrRQUHART: 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 increase 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. Sivpson: I would like to get back to this cbst of the initial con-
tr1but10n§ fpr 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. MAacLEaN (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 fact?

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. BrROWNE (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. UrRQUHART: 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 (Vancouver-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. SompsoN: 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
ma.de 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. UrQuHART: 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. Stmpson: I was asking whether or not the C.C.A. had previously

ObJeCted tO these ncreases Wlllcll were lIlade. FOI lllstallce, tllele was one

-
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Mr. UrRQUHART: Either Mr. Brunet or Mr. Ross might answer.

Mr. ManDpzIUK: 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 gentlémen coming back?

The CHalRMAN: Is it your wish they come back today or tomorrow, in
order to finish this?

Mr. MacLeEaN (Winnipeg North Centre): 1 think we are finished with
this association as such.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You may be; I am afraid 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. UrRQUHART: 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. ManpzIUK: 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. ManpzIUK: 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. ManpzIUK: 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

Tuespay, 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 ‘ghem 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 d
v eputa-
tion here. I do not know what the question was. i
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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. UrRQUHART: 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
_t9 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.

S 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. MacLeEan (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 construec-
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. UrRQUHART: I would like both Mr. Brunet and Mr. Ross to speak on
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 1} 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. PeETERs: That is 1} per cent of what?
Mr. UrRQUHART: 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. Scmebody 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. BrROowNE (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. MacLeEAN (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. MacLeEaN (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 tl_lg owner for vacation with pay, and one per cent paid by the owner for
the joint committee, and three per cent paid by the contractor or employer
for compensation. :

This means to say that the owner is ch
A i o g charged pot $100, but $104.98 for
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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: Nafurally.
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. MacInNNis: 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. UrqQuHART: 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. UrRQUHART: 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. ManNDzIUK: 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.

4 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. Manpzruk: Are you suggesting there would be some decrease or,

fchat some labour or portion of labour should be disqualified so as not to come
in for the benefits under the act?

Mr.. URQI_JHART: I do not say we are suggesting any should be disqualified.
As I said .earher to t}}e 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.

s hMr' BROWNE (Vancouver-Kingsway): May I ask a question in connection
rnt item 4 on the second page of your brief? I believe it mentions in there
he extension of the plan in recent years whereby additional occupational
groups of employees have been included and by which benefit periods were

increased 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. UrRQUHART: 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. UrRQUHART: 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. UrRQUHART; 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. BrRunET: The 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. UrRQUHART: The seasonal benefits do not apply only to construction
workers.

Mr. MacLEaAN (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. MacLeEAN (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. UrRQUHART: You pay fire insurance on your house?

Mr. MacInnts: 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. UrRQUHART: 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. Maclnnis, is this: you are saying that for a long time workers
a.nd 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, €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. SpENcCER: 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. UrRQUHART: 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. BROWN;-: ( Vancouve’r—King.gway): I asked him if he had any information
frgm 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 A

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 distinet 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. MacLeEaN (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 CuHAIRMAN: 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
Tight of the House of Commons. The chairman is only the chairman.
The CuaIRMAN: 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 CuamrmaN: I wish to let you know that I am going to run this
Meeting,

Mr. MrrcHELL: 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. MacLeEaN (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. UrRQUHART: 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
Tepresentations, and I think there is a great deal of credit coming to you for
€Xpressing yourself in the way you have.

. Mr. UrquuarT: We wish on behalf of the Canadian Construction Associa-
tion to thank you people for giving us such an opportunity to explore the facets
of 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.
Th‘?y 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
our products.

The CHAIRMAN: You do not have to go unless you wish, but we would like

. 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 (% 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.

‘}VIr. 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 timg 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): Np, 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. MarRTIN (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 1957-587

Mr. McGREGOR: $57,168,521.02.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): And what were the total benefits paid in
1958-597?

Mr. McGREGOR: $478,672,873.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): And for 1957-58?

Mr. McGRreGOR: $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. McGreEGOR: 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 Edst): 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. McGRrEGOR: No, that figure is for fishermen alone.

Mr. CaroN: The loggers are included with the balance?
Mr. McGrecor: 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. HumMmPHRYS: Yes, I mentioned a figure of 20 per cent in that report.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): Would you explain that comment to us?

Mr. HumMmpHRYS: 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. HumprHRYS: 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
look for fine accuracy in calculations relating to unemployment insurance.
here 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
Teviews and possible adjustments to alter the level of income or outgo. In
the fina] 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,
}954; 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 thel 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. CaronN: 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 CHamrMAN: We can try to get it faster.

Mr. BeLL (St. John-Albert): How many years back are you calculating
Yyour 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
Jjudgment 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
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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
t}'xan 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?

e

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

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

The CuamrmAN: 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

Minister tabled the minutes of some other meetings of the advisory committee,
ut there were no minutes tabled of the meeting of A}J.gust 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. j

Mr. MacInnis: Is the information in this report not already covered?

; The CrairRMAN: 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
canno@ 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
o.f August 26 they refer to the perilous state of the fund. They make generaliza-
21(;31!:1; itg: would like to know—I would like to know as a member of this

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. MaARTIN (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. Dubue, 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,
of 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

e 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
teering 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, Lafreniére, 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.

; Questiqning 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 J ohn-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.
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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
Wwho 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
Wwe 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
of time discussing their representations. I would ask that these discussions be
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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 point 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
thg 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-

gti\fe of Qhe complete picture which I am sure this committee would require
In its deliberations.

3
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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
Wwill 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,
Wwell 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
on 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 CramrmAN: 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. GrarFrTEY: 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 CHARMAN: 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 ri ioni
7 ; ght of questioning
members of the advisory committee, a body appointed by parliament and not
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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 CHairMmAN: 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
of 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

Ommission, wittingly or unwittingly, made an investment which resulted in
a loss of $10 million in one year alone.

The CHATRMAN: 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.

Y Mr. CARO.N:. I stand on the point of order. I admit we have kept them
Waltlng, 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. i

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
Ccommittee? 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 (,Saim,: John-Albert): What Mr. Peters and Mr. Martin, in my
opinion, are saying simply is that these organizations who are coming here and
~who have the appomtmept 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
breserving 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, whep they are represent-
ing their organization do not take exdctly 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. THrRASHER: 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 CHAalRMAN: 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 CuammmAN: 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 CualRMAN: The Canadian Manufacturers Association will be heard
first. We are going to call on Mr. Evans who is in charge of the delegation;
he js 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 Manuafacturers’
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. Shurtleft,
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 Manufactureré’ 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.

Rt 3
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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
Insurance 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
our 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. 3

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.

PARTI
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,
thgre. has beer} in the Canadian scheme a definite trend away from insurance
’prmcxples. This has oceuzred 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.

PaArT 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 cf 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
'_Cime in Canada to acquire the right to receive regular benefits. But in fact
it 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
does those who have exhausted their benefits during the preceding summer
and fall to draw unemployment benefits during the winter, is taken advantage
of by persons who have in fact left the employment field. Pensioners and
Newly-married women, having exhausted their regular benefit can now claim
1€ seasonal benefit. In the winter, because of the scarcity of work, there is

httl;il Possibility of testing an applicant’s availability for work.
244-9—9
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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.

29. 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 e?cpected 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
beriod has enabled fishermen to qualify during a period of five and a half
Months, 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—23
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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.

PaArT IV

THE FUNCTIONS OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Con_stitution

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
Tepresentative 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
eXcepted 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

aving regard to their earnings (Sec. 91).
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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 417

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
bersons 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
€x-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. HENrRY (Manager, Industrial Relations Department, Canadian
anufacturers’ Association):

P Toposed 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
One 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
%ntention 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 CHAlRMAN: 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.
Only 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
80od reason and after careful consideration of the appropriate period for
Which 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
of sound insurance, for the decision which was taken then to reduce the
Maximum duration of benefit period. We believe those same reasons are
all 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-
Ng 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

(¢) 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 vqush 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
Te-examination of the act and scheme by some independent body and com-
betent 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
bersons 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
Mmaximum 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 CuamMaN: 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 CuamrmMAN: 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
€xXplained. I think that is permissible within reason.

Mr. BeLn (Saint John-Albert): Is the other brief to be presented later
on today?

The Cuaamman: Yes, as éoon 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
Cha%rman that these things cannot be decided by the chair, but only by the
Chair in consultation with the members of the committee.

The Cramrman: Excuse me. I think the chairman did consult with them,
Use I informed you that these two organizations were to be invited to
fome today and there was no objection made.

becy
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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. MacLEaAN (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 straitjacket 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
'flfterwards and sit until 10 o’clock tonight in order to complete the work that
1s 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

ow-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. MaclInnis.
; 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
0 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
8uidance which has gone further than the bill. There is no question about that.
Sut we surely need an hour or two now to decide where we are going, and
Just how far. We might establish a precedent on this particular hearing which
Might bind us for every one of the other fifteen groups which will appear.

i The Cuamrman: Please allow me to make an observation. We have been
Informeq this morning with respect to the motion that was presented here that

€Yy are going to ask for a ruling on it in the house. That may have some effect
N 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

the Canadian Manufacturers’ Association—I mean those of them who would
€ directly concerned with answering questions—to hold themselves available,
€Cause we will not be able to finish the questioning now anyway before the

luncp, hour.,
.Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): On the .question of whether we should meet
While the house is in session, I recall the observations of the Prime Minister
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. MacInNNis: 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. BAagRER (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. BrapsHAW (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
NOw 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. Bager: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the executive council of the

Canadian Chamber of Commerce welcomes this opportunity to present to the

tanding 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

fco 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 jbeneﬁts at the top of the earnings range. The new classes appear to be
IIGQulred, 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
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
Teference in the following section.

Condition of the Unemployment Insurance Fund
We are aware of the dangerous condition of the unemployment insurance
_fUIId 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.
€ note further that, as at the end of February, 1959, the balance in the fund
hag dropped to approximately $547 million down from $744 million on March
81, 1958, and $795 million in February, 1958.

Areqs of Drain, Financing, Coverage
& We are of the view that before an increase in rates is imposed, a number
areas of drain should be examined; alternative methods of financing should
€ reviewed and the question of coverage be studied.
The drain on the fund caused by the coverage of fishermen will, according

t°,1§1_le unemployment insurance advisory committee, total in a full year $10
ion,

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
h1§ 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
€xamined by a special commission of enquiry. J

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
Tespect. We believe there will be ample time to make a thorough investigation
of 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
8iven 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

Y 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

€xtending the duration of benefit and increasing the contribution rates.
21244933
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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. BageR: 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?
i 1‘\7/[1'. MacLeaN (Winnipeg North Centre): Do you think that will be enough g
ime?

Mr. MAC.INNIS: I think that when this question was put origihally, 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. MacLeEaN (Winnipeg North Centre): May we not continue on now
Wwith 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
on 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. GrarFrTEY: 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
C.hamber and the other people responsible for preparing these briefs. I would
like to thank them most sincerely for a very able and clear presentation.

The Cuamman: 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
1t 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
Steering committee stay?

6 p.m.
May 21, 1959.

EVENING SESSION

The CyarMaN: Gentlemen, we have a quorum so we will proceed. If there
a.r € any questions you would like to ask the delegations you may do so at this
time, We have arranged it so that the Canadian Manufacturers Association is
°Nmy 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 CuamrMAN: 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. MacInNnis: 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
Fhe 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
Wwas 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
lnterrogating them on matters which are pertinent. Every member is entitled
?0 his view and when a member is making an expression or observation on
1t, he is entitled to go through with it. The chair is not at the other end of
he 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
een ruled upon. You had the oportunity of bringing this before the house
@S afternoon. You warned us you were going to do it and it is up to you
%o 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 CuaiRMAN: 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.

IV_Ir. 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 CuAIRMAN: 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 CHATRMAN: I have no intention of withdrawing it.

MI:. MACII\‘INIS: If T 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 CHARMAN: 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. CaronN: 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
bretty 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 CHARMAN: 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
'fhe briefs as they see fit. They can make reference to the unemployment
Insurance commission and the advisory board, because they are outside the
8overnment 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
are trying to get it in in that fashion. I am acting strictly, as I think I should

€—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.

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
When 1 discussed in the House of Commons last week the advisory committee
Teport dated August 19. The speaker specifically ruled that we could discuss

at report. What he ruled was that we should not challenge the Minister of
~abour for having failed to comply with the act in presenting the report. That
1S the ruling the speaker made; he definitely ruled that we could discuss this
YeDort—as the minister did. The effect of the ruling which you have now
Made is tq deny us in this committee—set up by parliament for the purpose of

ISCussing the amendments to this act—the opportunity of analyzing the amend-
;nents proposed by refering to reports that were discussed for several days in

€ House of Commons. You are saying that what the House of Commons did,

€ 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 such 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. Maclnnis has the floor.

Mr. BerL (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.

l:
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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
boint 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
of 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
of the recommendations is, with regard to the stabilization of the fund in this
Tespect: :

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
YOu 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
TePresentations you made?
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Mr. PAcE: 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. MarRTIN (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. SmrtH (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. Pace: 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. Pace: 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. Pace: 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. Pace: 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. Pace: 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. Pace: 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 CuairMAN: 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
@n 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
Tates 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
Wword now.

Mr. PeETERS: Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Page, is it a fact and is it fair

%0 say that in the submissions they have made, either pro or con, the recom-

II}endations of the advisory committee, and the amendments that are in this
11, 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 oppoéed any changes that are not actuarial insurance practice
and have been in favour of any that were actuarially sound in insurance
Practice?

. Mr. Pace: We have always supported the principle that the unemployment
Msurance scheme should be actuarially based, and we have opposed any devia-
0N from that principle.

th We opposed, for example, only recently the inclusion of fishermen under
€ 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. MacIxnis: 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 11ke to leave with you is that we are opposed to
any group. We merely subrnlt 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. PAaGe: 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
1S 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
of 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. BeLn (Saint John-Albert): Would you foresee any difficulty in the
Components of this commission due to the fact that labour and m{anage{nent
are generally so much in disagreement on the different aspects of this subject?

Mr. BAKER: Mr. Chairman, we already see many defects in the upemploy-
ment insurance set-up and its administration. The difficulties are relative. ;t is
Quite conceivable that a competent body could bring in sound recommendations

Or 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
OF not the witness agrees, but personally I feel that the members therpselves
are just as competent as anybody else because they represent so many dlfferer}t
Walks of life and they are just as likely to come up with a fair solution to this
Sfowing problem. | ;

Mr. McNarLLy: With respect to the confliction which you mentioned mlght
be Present between an independent group of people, the unemployment in-

ance advisory committee is such a group composed of management, labour
and othep people, and has on occasion seen fit to come up with specific recom-
Mendationg unanimously. They have been able to do that. :
oW 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,
agree 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. BARER: That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN: They both agree.

Mr. PAageE: 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, ...

Did you make representations to the government in regard to those seasonal
benefits?

Mr. Page: We have no record of it.

Mr. BELL (Saint J ohn-Albert): It may be blurry on your page.

Mr. Page: None of us present has recollection of it. I am afraid we would
only be guessing if we said we did or did not.

Mr. MaRTIN (Essex East): What about the Canadian Chamber of Com-
merce?

Mr. BARER: The Canadian Chamber of Commerce did make very lengthy
Tepresentations 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. Bakgr: No. We opposed the institution of seasonal benefits for obvious
Teasons.

Mr. Page: Perhaps I might add that we have also opposed them at times,
but 1 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-a§k the gentlemen of the
Canadian Chamber of Commerce a question, if it it in order.

The CuamrMman: 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 ra'tes
should not be implerhented as it will greatly_ ad;l 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
amount of 30 per cent on the average apply to the workers as well? Wopld you
:are to make any comment about the effect of them by way of further imposi-
1on on the workers? s S

Mr. BAKER: We are inclined to feel that the tren seems to be to impose
. Unjustified burden on employees regularly employed in orde.r to subsidize

effect employees who are unfortunately in less stable industries. ;

Mr. Magrrin (Essex East): You do not mean by that that these latter
?eople should not(be provided. for. But do you think it is a fair burden to be
“B0sed on workers and employers for that purpose?

21244-9~4 ER: That is right.
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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. BARER: 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. BaAgeR: 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: 3
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. Bager: 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. Sovpson: 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
Co}lrse, 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-
quyee’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
& 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
!:he 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
Mmake 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-
Dortant 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 over a period
°t years. As a matter of fact, in our view it is more important and urgent
at the present time because of the depleted state of the fund.

H Mr. Spencer: But that was the reason why you were advancing it now.
WOWeVer, according to your concept of it, it should have been done at the time
hen these seasonal benefits were first granted.
tio Mr. Page: We have always held there should have been equal con_trlbu-
& DS from the beginning of the unemployment insurance scheme. We did not
€ 1t to any particular event.
fun er. MARTIN (Essex East): Is it not a fact that before 1957 the state of the
this Was not in a perilous state; as a matter of fact, it has not been e:_:cept
su yegr, and I suggest to you there was not the same urgency for making a
88estion there should be a grant out of the consolidated fund to bolster the
und. Is that not right?
Mr, PacE: I do not know whether it is within my competence to answer a
ilélesti-on of that nature. I do not think we can be expected to answer a
Chnical question of that nature.
Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The recommendation that the gov-
SMment should increase its contribution is not because of these particular

fhdments that are before us.
21244.9 43
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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. Sovipson: I wanted to ask the chamber of commerce that same question.
Mr. Baker: Would you repeat your question.

Mr. SimpPsoN: 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. GrarrTEY: 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 now 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. Pacge: 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-
Celvably—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
Teason 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 Wwe are concerned because the general tendency of the bill, as we understand
}t, is if it does not result in a further deterioration in the position of the fund,
1t will increase the cost to us and that is a more compelling reason for the
8overnment to accept a more equal share of the contributions.

The Cuamrman: 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
d matter of fact, we have evidence now from the director of the unemployment
Msurance 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 only a surplus
of some $10 million if there was a comparable drain on the fund in the ensuing
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. p age, 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 $846,284,0007 : :

. Mr. Page: My personal recollection is that it was in the region of $900
Million, It is on the record. ; S
Mr. MarTIv (Essex East): Are you aware that in 1956 it was $859 million?
Mr. Pagg: No: I do not think, Mr. Chairman, I can be expected to recall
€ statistics. ; e
Mr, MARTIN (Essex East): Are you aware that in 1957 it was $878 million?

Mr. Pagg: No, I am not.

thog
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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. Pace: 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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tl_le 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.MLA. sug-
gesting that this section of the U.IC. has not been effective, or has not
fllnCtioned satisfactorily; is that the reason for including this?

Mr. PAGE: Mr. Chairman, that was the furthest thought from our minds.
OU 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. BARER: As a member for several years of the national employment
‘—'Ommittee~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
Temendously impressed by the efficiency and the enthusiasm with which the
Work is carried on by that division of the unemployment insurance commission.

Some Hon. MEMsERs: 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
€en our experience.

Mr. PErERs: 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. MarTiy (Essex East): It is a philosophy that has disturbed Mr.
Grafftey.

The CuARMAN: He is enjoying the comedy ball.

Mr. Srvpson: Getting back to this question of Whethgr the governmept
should increase their contributions, or not, on page 4, section 10 of the brief
1t is mentioned

Secondly, unemployment insurance is advantagequs 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 from employers
and employees.

1 WOufd think that part of that section would bear out the fact that
the government share should not be increased. e ;

Mr. Pace: . irman, we have pointed out that the funds are no
Obtained for thel\r/ﬁ‘oss }SZ;tn‘:)y taxation, wli)ich is the one of the reasons we feel
€ 8overnment should share equally the burden; and it is not necessary, I am
SUre, to remind this group it is a government measure. . . % g
Mr. Perggs: ; irman, just along that line, if we do not have any
aMendment in iefxgn;htao the unJemployment fund, and taking into considera-
tion the fact that the fund probably is roughly 50 per cent depleted, what
tri your suggestion have been? Would it have been for increased con-
Tbutiong directly from treasury to maintain the same level that would be
sonsidereq by C.M.A. as a satisfactory level to maintain the fund—$200 per
in 1 oF OF $500 per worker? Or how would you have corrected the situation
ln. ligh of the fact we might have this type of recessionary situation next year
With 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. Pace: 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. Pacge: 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




INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 107

ian)lved. 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
Wwhich part of the reference is to the fact we have said the funds needed are
nOfS 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
basice principles of unemployment insurance, and not with specific adminis-
trative details of it.

Mr. Snvpson: You can initially take into consideration the fact that em-
pPloyers 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, individ'uall-y
and collectively; but, basically, we have maintained and continue to maintain
as a principle that an Unemployment Insurance Act, such as this, should call
or equal contributions from the three parties to the act.

We are well aware, of course, there is an inference that if the basis of the
tax ?S changed, its impact on certain parties varies to some extent; but we are

ealing with the principle in this paragraph. .
okt ;I;hscre is nothing devious in this. We are not trying to make political capital
1t.
B Mr. Bern (Saint John-Albert): Could I put the same question to Mr.
: aker? for his opinion, because I think this is quite important. Perhaps I could
Just give you an idea of what I am thinking about.

W Last night we were talking to the Canadian Construc
thz Were asking about the effect on the specific costs on cons
€Y were familiar with. : :
fel For example, they mentioned in the case of a $15,.000 pome just how they
t it would mean to the home owner. I am wondering, just taking it as an
momple—] suppose you do not have any figures available of a specific nature?
hey did take a different approach than you people did.
ffect you feel that this will
: 1d not do. You are suggesting we sht_)uld wait;
s: ! if we feel we have to go ahead with this legislation, would it hay% a
Tious effect on costs? Is there any related comment you have to make on it?

tion Corporation, and
truction work that
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Mr. BARER: 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—jyou 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
Cqsts 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. Pace: 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
Fhat 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. GRarFrrEY: 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 immed.iately
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. Bager: I think Mr. Page would agree that this is rather a difficult
Question to answer. In certain industries of which I am aware it would
be impossible to pass along any increased costs in prices to the consumer. It
may be there are industries which are in the fortunate position they can recoup
themselves. Certainly the tendency would be not to lower consumer prices.

. Mr. PeTERs: I am wondering if you have examined this instance you qu(?ted
In one particular plant of this figure of $18,000 and whether or not you inquired
if this class of employee which is now being insured is the class of employee
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 I .
SPent 26 years in the textile industry. I have some knowledge of the problem.
- fan anticipate on the basis of my experience that this is the'type of industry
I which one expects lay-offs which are not seasonal perhaps in the sense they
are in the fishing and stevedoring industries. I have not, however, been aware
* Of any portion of the textile industry which has not been subject to the normal

sk of having to lay off employees because of lack of business.

Mr. Stvpson: What portion of the textile industry would you say would

N this wage class of employees?
4 Mr. Pace: From my experience 1 would guess the impact of the changes
N this particular industry would be less in the area of the increase resulting

:toelln additional contributors being placed under the act than from the approxim
y

be i

W 30 per cent increase in rates which has been proposed.
ould pe many of them who will come into the act in that area.
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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. BakEeR: 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. BARER: 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. BARER: 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. AsI 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. Pace: 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
PranIple 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. Pace: 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
]:aSi}? by contributions from the consolidated revenue fund, or the counterpart

0 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 CrAIRMAN: 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
Wwe 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
Insurance scheme to which you made reference as being welfare benefits.

Mr. PaGge: Our group has not done so, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I am pretty sure what you reply will be to
My question; and if it is what I think it will be, I shall find some occasion
Or argument. Do you not think that if there is to be a further 30 per cent,
Toughly, imposed on the workers, there ought to be a corresponding increase
M 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.
th Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): The reason I asked you that question is that
i € C.L.C. is to appear before us tomorrow and I understand from information
1 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.

th Mr. Spencer: If that happened it would not improve the condition of
€ fung.
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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 the Canadian Labour Congress will make tomorrow.

Mr. BAgRER: 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. BARER: 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. i

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
Teceived 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
Wbat 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

€ep the fund solvent.

We have refrained specifically from recommending any particular sources
of ﬁn_ancing because we feel the whole subject should be carefully and ex-
t<'=1ust1ve1y studied by a competent, independent body, before any changes other
;lan those which we except in our brief, are enacted into the law. I thank
You very much.

e The CHAIRMAN: Tl_aank you. - I certainly can say on behalf of the committee

4 We appreciate having you here, and we did put on a little extra entertain-

- €0t for you at the start so that when you go home you can say that your
et was a little different from anything you have previously had.

5 Before the committee breaks up, gentlemen; I want to be away, because

Ortunately 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,

The committee adjourned.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Fripay, 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, MacInnis, 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, Dircetor of Legislation; and Russell Bell, Assist-
ant Director of Research.

From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. J. G. Bisson, Chief
Commissioner; James MecGregor, 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

Fripay, May 22, 1959.
9.30 a.m.

The ActingG 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 AcTtiNG CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much.

We have representatives this morning from the Canadian Labour Congress
Wwho 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. Craupe JopoIiN (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. Jopoin: 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. Jopoin: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I was just going to say that to you.
; assure you that if there were anything to the detriment of anybody here,
I 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,
1 it is their wish.

The Acrine CHAIRMAN: We do not actually, at the present time, have a
F‘r“-‘nch—sneaking reporter, but it is certainly in order, and we appreciate that
at the beginning.

Mr. Jopoin: Having made that introduction, and reiterating our apprecia-
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

are Sitting here in the persons of Mr. Andras and Mr. Bell. This is a document

h the Canadian Labour Congress and I adhere to it of course, but I am not
eceSsarily the sole author. I can assure you of that.

tion,
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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. Jopoin: 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. JopoiN: 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
;’egard with considerable apprehension as likely to continue into the foreseeable

uture.

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
vgrages 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,
hO_Wever, 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
of “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
Ve}‘y 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-
1on 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. ber 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 gl] very substantial increases in the contribution rates, more particularly
When it is realized that there is almost no change in the pattern of benefits.
spegking in the House of Commons on May 5th (Hansard, page 3361) the

Mister of Labour explained that the reason for the increases in contributions
‘T”as “to maintain the fund in a situation of stability over the next few years.”

he Minister went on to say: “During the past two years of recession which
oe' l}ave experienced there has been a pretty heavy drain on this fund. In my
Pinion it is not anticipated that such a drain will occur again next year.
€Vertheless I feel it is good business to place the fund on a sound actuarial
asis. 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 eventualities 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
deDend‘mg 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
Tatio 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
Mmake 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

€ average wage-earner.

Gentlemen, if I might digress for a moment, I might tell you that I do
Dot know whether it is the warm reception of your committee or the heat
Itself, but I certainly find a warm reception here.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): It is very cold compared to earlier sessions.

Mr. Jopormn: Mr. Chairman, through you I might say that the hon. member
Essex East is trying to bring constructive criticism which, according to the
ﬁeWs I have received in connection with other sessions, might not have been
eWise,

Unemployment insurance benefits are, of course, paid as of right and not

0 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-
O¥ment insurance is essentially to replace some of the income resulting from

€ loss of employment. The relatively low ratio of benefit to earnings is based
he Presumption that a moral hazard may accompany a higher ratio. This

aas €come part of the folklore of social insurance and social assistance. We
a8 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

for
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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 i
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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bPeriods 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
Wweeks 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
€Xcess 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
€arnings 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-
DPosed 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
Tate and that $13 comes to slightly more than 56 per cent of $23, the fact
Temains 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
8reat deal of risk is involved in retaining the figure of $13 and think it should
€ 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
of more than one benefit class and the change in schedule of allowable earnings
Outweigh the very substantial increases in the contribution rates. We think
hat the fund, to the extent that it needs replenishing through means other

an a return to full employment, should be replenished in other ways and
Tom 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
of this amendment the regulation of employment agencies is removed from the
Powers of the commission. We are naturally concerned about the implications
% this move since it appears to leave the way open for fee-charging employ-
Mment agencies to exploit unemployed workers as indeed they have been and
are stil] doing. So far as the other amendments are concerned they seem to
Siitfor the most part clarifications of language with a view to greater con-

€ncy, and additions which will be of benefit to certain categories of people

a 0 may from time to time fall out of the act and seek to return to its cover-
agme' We would draw your attention, however, to section 17 which would
end section 65. We refer specifically to the words “in his opinion” which
are both in the present provision and in the proposed one. We believe that
: € reference to this phrase which gives the insurance officer considerable
s:WEI‘S weakens the right of a claimant to appeal against a decision and con-
a qu,ef}ﬂy gives the latter that much less protection in defending himself against
su’glISJUdgment on the part of an insurance officer. A claimant is entitled, we
abilr'?lt’ to his day in court within the appeals procedure of the act and his
iIlsul ¥ to plead his case is prejudiced by the fact that it is sufficient for the
5 Tance officer “in his opinion” to establish that something has been done or
dEIe:leO(; been 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 gregter
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 provisioR
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
Tepresents 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
¢oncern, not necessarily in constitutional but in terms of the economic facts
of 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

Surance Commission but with payments coming exclusively from federal
Tevenues. We repeat that this is a matter of urgency. We hope your committee
Will make a strong recommendation along the lines we have suggested.

The Canadian Labour Congress has submitted this brief in the belief that
the 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
Tequires 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
¢t under constant review through its administrative and other procedures. We

elieve that both employers and labour are not given as much opportunity as
€Y might have to participate in reviewing the act and keeping the government
nformed of their views. '
W I hope the employers’ association will not be surprised by that statement.
€ believe they also have a right to live.
ﬁ The unemployment insurance advisory committee is convened too in-
e’11‘~1(=.ntly to be able to give the government and the commission the views
SUsiness and labour on an adequate basis. If the tripartite nature of this
engI_ation is to be really effective, there must be not only the appearance
* tripartite participation but the substance as well. This is, we believe, the
onl time that this act is being subjected to amendment. This points up not
¥ the 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. Jopomn: 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. JopoiN: 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. 2

What we might do is to find out today definitely whether or not they will
be here on Tuesday. If they are not, then we could work in the Canadia®
Labour Congress on that day; and if that is not possible, Friday would be 2
possible day. It will be free next week for us.

L
f_
|
;‘
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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
1s; 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.
Ifam 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. CArRoN: The chairman has said, Mr. Maclnnis, 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?

3 The Acting CHAIRMAN: It would seem that you have expressed yourselves
In favour of sitting at a later time.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I am prepared to go on, and I would accom-
Modate myself to your suggestion. ,

X Mr. MacLeaN (Winnipeg North Centre): In the brief from the employers
1t Was suggested that these amendments be held up and that we do not proceed
With them until a royal commission has been appointed to look through the
Whole act. Is this the thinking of the Canadian Labour Congress?

My Mr. A. Anpras (Director of legislation, Canadian Labour Congress): No,

Th. Chairman. This act has been in existence for eighteen years, come July 1.
€ parliament of this country and the labour and employer organizations

me qlfite familiar with its operation. There is a vast body statistical and other

Waterl_al available. We do not think that a royal commission would be required.
€ think that parliament is quite competent to deal with it. It has experts

Opig-are at your beck and call, and they can advise you. We feel we have some
. lons worthy of consideration as well. I do not think we would like to
& 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. ANnDRAS: 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. Jopoin: 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. Jopoin: No, not at all. I just took the name from this gentleman.

¢ The Actineg CHAIRMAN: That was my fault. I got the ends of the table
mixed up.

_ Mr. GrarrFTEY: 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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f 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-

I ment insurance fund in general.

L 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. GrRAFFTEY: 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.

R The Acting CHAIRMAN: Put it in the form of a question, Mr. Grafftey.
k Mr. GrArFrFTEY: 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?
do not believe there ever were.
Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): No. Of whom are you asking your question?
. Mr. GrarrTEY: I am directing my question to Mr. Jodoin, if in his recollec-
tion there were ever such payments made?
b .Mr. AnDRrAS: This is a matter of recollection. You have the experts sitting
€hind me who can give you more specific details.
Supplementary benefits were introduced in 1950. At that time there were
classes. The amendment was so constructed that two of the classes shortly

€I fell by the wayside. They were non-operative and they disappeared from
€ act.

four

- At that time, so far as the wage earning population was concerned, there
of'aan increase in the contribution rates—which was then on a daily instead

th Weekly basis—of one cent a day for the employer and a like amount for
€ employee,
12803 o
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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. ANDpRAS: 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. JopoiN: But it is possible.

Mr. AnDRAS: There is what we know in the labour movement as @
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 natlonal
purse and not out of the unemployment insurance fund.

Mr. StmpsoN: 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 2
group by themselves, be they fishermen, construction workers and so on?

Mr. AnpRrAS: The question is a complicated one because seasonality in this
country is not only a matter of climate. In the garment trade—and Mr. Jodoin
is familiar with that from direct experience—there is a slack season and 2
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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. Jopoin: I think the answer needs clarification.

Mr. MacLEaAN (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
€xperiences. 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.
A 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
In a general way, but why have the fishermen particularly been singled out?
Oggers are another group, and some views were expressed by employers in
he construction industry; they felt these people were almost certain of being
Unemployed at certain times of the year. However, they felt they were not
In the same category.
Mr. Anpras: There is this fundamental distinction. Our act was clearly
Set out—until the fishermen arrived on the scene—to cover people who were
der a contract of service; in other words, there was a relationship between
€mployer and employee. The act seeks to cover people who work for a wage
Or 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
am 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. ANDpRAS: 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. Anpras: If they can be broadly categorized as a group, they are
distinguishable from the other 41 million who work under a contract of service -
and are now covered. °

Mr. MacLeEaN (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. StmpsoN: Were you called before a committee at that time?
Mr. Anpras: No.

Mr. ManpzIuk: 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. AxbraS: 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
normaley, 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. Manpziuk: Is not that a problem that has stayed with us and for
which we see no end in the foreseeable future?

Mr. Anpras: We think it is a problem that ought to be solved. We
do not accept lightly the status quo in that regard. :




INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 133

Mr. GRANGER: I would like to make an observation at this time, Mr.
Chairman. It has been refreshing to hear the views of this organizstion 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. Anbras: 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.

he insurance companies have their mortality tables. They do not have to
Work on assumptions and presumpticns. Our assumptions can be modified
Y government fiscal or other policies. If a government sets its mind to work
and maintains full employment it will make a considerable difference to the
actuarial 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 Acring CHAIRMAN: Do we have more questions for these witnesses?

5 t_Mr. Caron: I have some questions which will take a considerable length
ime,
Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Chairman, I have a question, which will only take
& moment. It is in reference to a statement on page 11 of the brief. It is
18norance on my part because in my part of the country we do not have
Anything comparable to fee-charging employment agencies to exploit unem-
Ployeq workers. I do not know the legality of this. Certainly in our end
of 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
Workey will use any possibility available to obtain employment, even through
d‘ate_'&ﬂ:en. This is something which will be going on, and if some very
Oeﬁfllte action could be taken on it, and if there is any detailed information
M it, it should be made available at the next meeting of the committee.




134 STANDING COMMITTEE

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. ANDRrAS: 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 ActiNng 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:

essrs. 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

of 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
Or 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-
Mittee, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by Mr. Caron, that
his Committee be empowered to call the members of the Unemployment In-
sl_u'ance Advisory Committee for the purpose of enabling this Committee to
Cuss more adequately Bill C-43.

An amendment to the motion was moved by Mr. Spencer, seponded by
My, Pigeon, that this question be referred to the Steering Committee. The
amendment was carried on the following division: YEAS, 11; NAYS, 4.

b After some discussion, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded
Y Mr, Caron, that Mr. Martin be permitted to ask Mr. Marchand a question

) about 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 Trawail, 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
of 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
!egislation 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

e 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
4 considerable fund which would not only provide for unemployment resulting
from the normal variations of our economy but also from such depressions as

he one experienced in the thirties. Others see it as a cure for all the deficiencies
of 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
?hf% other hand, since our Unemployment Insurance Act is an insurance law,
1t is impossible to introduce into it any element of such a nature that would force

€ people insured to assume obligations connected with social security but
Dot directly with the objectives of the act.

- Fluctyations of the fund

The CCCL does not feel overly concerned with whatever fluctuations that

4y occur in the unemployment insurance fund. We do not deem necessary to
aCcumulate hundreds of millions of dollars indefinitely in view of a major
€bression which might eventually justify such a policy. We believe that the
th d, whatever its importance, would be but a very weak protection against
€ consequences of such a crisis. This does not imply that a reasonable reserve
Should not be accumulated: the commission should be provided with all neces-
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 on the insured 2
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
burpose of telling you our general philosophy as far as the Unemployment
Insurance Act is concerned.

Mr. CaronN: 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
Ctommittee. 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. Ricarp: 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.
archand preferred his testimony in French or English.

Mr. MarcHAND: Well, I tell you I can always try to speak English, but
_Imust confess that I speak much better French and it is much easier. However,
if 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.
If 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
Should have a translator.

: The CHAIRMAN: We will proceed and if we run into that difficulty we
Will try to solve it.
Mr. Piceon: I am not against that, but I cannot understand why in another
fommittee you asked your questions all the time in English, Mr. Caron, and
€ had a French translator. I am in favour of having a French translator,
o course, here, but I cannot understand why, in the other committee, you
sked your questions in English.
Mr. Caron: Well, Mr. Chairman, in the other committee I did ask for
S translator because some members, like Mr. Pigeon, had some trouble.
OWever, in every case it was much faster for the committee if I asked my
Qestions in English, which I did; but I do not think Mr. Pigeon should ask
Me why I asked them in English.

Mr. Rrcarp: Please let us have questions on this—

st Mr. MacInnis: This committee is certainly getting off to a fine start with
Upid argument. If the question is asked in French, let it be answered in
-ren?h; if it is put in English, let it be answered in English. Ask your ques-
In French and answer it in French.:
¥ er. CARON: Who will record it if it is answered in French? That is where
Question was stupid.
Mr, MacInnts: I did not ask a question.

Ml‘- CARON: Your statement was stupid, then.



142 STANDING COMMITTEE

Mr. BrROWNE (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. MArRcHAND: 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 0
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, put
has had five or six years of experience as a member of the advisory board, an
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 experienc€
the reason why he brings these particular representations. We have had enough
strait-jacketing now in this committee without starting again.

W Yo7t e,
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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.

hat I was trying to do was establish Mr. Marchand’s special competence.
€re are a number of questions I want to deal with.

Mr. Marchand, in the House of Commons the Minister of Labour referred

X’ you and to Mr. George Burt of the United Automobile Workers and Mr.
ndras—

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,
%’II‘ Chairman, in order to facilitate the business of the committee in discussing
11l 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
Mmeasure 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

frienq suggesting that the witness is so bankrupt of ideas that he must stick
to 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

f Labour in the House of Commons as belonging to the C.C.F. party, and on

at account he did not, in the Minister of Labour’s judgment, deserve or

‘arrant the consideration which the Minister of Labour thought should be
8lven to0 a member of another party.

¢ Mr. BeLL (Saint John-Albert): That is a ridiculous statement. I object
O that statement.

th M.r. SmrrH (Winnipeg North): I object to that statement. I do not think
€re is anything in Hansard from which the member can draw such an in-
frence and I think that statement should not go on the record unchallenged.

Mr. McDonaLDp (Hamilton South): On a point of order—

mj tMI‘-_ MARTIN (Essex East): I simply want to say, Mr. Chairman, if this com-

€e is going to continue this way we Liberal members of the committee,

p expect others, will find it desirable to withdraw because we are not

(g):lng to have, every time we put questions, hon. gentlemen for some reason

¢ another seek to prevent us from parliamentary investigation. Yesterday in
€ house we apparently were denied the minutes of the—

Mr. McDownaLD (Hamilton South): On a point or order—

not Mr. Ricarp: If you were not to indulge in that kind of business, we would
have to take exception now.

Mr. MarTry (Essex East): I take objection to you sitting beside the chair-

m,
‘an and making that kind of observation.
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Mr. RicarDp: 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. RicAarp: 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. Ricarp: 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 CrBAIRMAN: 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. SMmiTH (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 haveé
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 othel
meetings. I think today we should consider this brief.

The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Caron, you were interrupted. What did you wish 10
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
in 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
In the house; but all that the Speaker ruled out of order was that we did
not 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-
tlt?n as to whether or not we could interrogate members of the advisory com-
mlﬁtee decided by your honour. Now, if you take the position that you are
80ing 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
cl}allenge that ruling. I am pointing out with great respect that the Speaker
did not rule this out of order. What he ruled out was any argument on the bill
as to whether or not it was proper to discuss non-compliance by the Minister
of Labour with the act.

The CHaRMAN: I will go this far with you, that that was right; but you
haq 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
an.d the matter of the unemployment insurance advisory committee, and any-

Ng pertinent thereto, was not in order. That is the position we are in right
Now. 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-
t;lttee be employed to call together the chairman and members of the ad-
e SO{‘Y committee for the purpose of receiving their complete assistance in con-

€ction 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. CaronN: 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. Piceon: 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 CraTRMAN: 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
ha\{e' 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 comé
up we should not be discourteous to them or keep them waiting. You are out S8
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,
Iam 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
Teinterate that I am quite willing to have this out in the open with you. When
1t 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
We think it is right or wrong. Therefore, in this particular case, the motion
1S in order.

Mr. SpENCER: I would like to move an amendment that this question be
Teferred to the agenda committee.

The CHAIRMAN: Do you mean the steering committee?

Mr. SPENCER: Yes.

The CHATRMAN: All right. X

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): On which we have one member.
Mr. Piceon: I will second that motion.

b The CuAIRMAN: There has been a mover and a seconder that the motion
Te amended to the effect that the matter be referred to the steering committee.
hat jg also in order. Therefore, the amendment will come first. All those in
aVor of the amendment? All those opposed? I declare the amendment carried.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Steamrolling.

sh Mr. BeLL (Saint John-Albert): You used it for twenty-two years; you
Ould recognize it.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): It is a terrible denial of democratic justice.
The CuatrRMAN: 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. MArRcHAND: 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. CArRON: We were denied when we wanted to go into other facts @
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 M-
Marchand said they would go along with, but they are just bringing oY
additional points. I am pretty sure this is in order because they are relating the
two together. :

2 Mr. SPENCER: It is in connection with the last paragraph of the present
rief. '

Mr, SmatH (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 “"

rely upon the unemployment insurance fund to cope with expenses whi
shou}d be charges against the treasury of Canada, or assumed through
special social security measures.
Are you referring there to seasonal benefits?
Mr. MarRcHAND: Fishermen’s benefits.

§
i
|
.
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Mr. SmatH (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. MaARrRcHAND: I think so, but I cannot tell you for sure that it was at
that time.

Mr. SmiTtH (Winnipeg North): And did you make representations at that
time with regard to those seasonal benefits?

Mr. MArRCHAND: 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. MaARcHAND: 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
of the unemployment insurance fund; it should come from another source. As
4 matter of fact, it does come from another source. This is what I call foreign
‘?IEments. They are those which are not specifically a matter covered by
surance or that should be covered by insurance. I am referring in particular
to all matters that are mostly related to unemployment assistance and what

Mean is that the Unemployment Insurance Act has not been drafted in order
°'take care of the economic depression or massive unemployment in Canada. I
hink 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. MarcuAND: Yes, I think there is a difference which is accepted by
almost everybody.

Mr. Pigeon (Spoke briefly in French)

Mr. Prceon: 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)

Mr. Caron: Would it not be a good idea to translate what has been said.
Mr. Pigron: The first remark I made was that I wished to congratulate

you because you presented your brief in French and in English. I also men-

i
1°n2elC;8;hat the manner in which the brief was presented by the Canadian
92 :
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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 goverament 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. PeETERS: 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 2
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. MArRcHAND: It should not be taken out of the contributions of employees
and employers.

Mr. MacInnts: 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
for measures that naturally do not come under the jurisdiction of the law.

3 Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): You mentioned in your brief about the increasé
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
Pe 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. McMiLLanN: 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
of the extra that has to be paid?

. Mr. MarcHAND: It is because we think the main feature of Bill C-43 is to
Increase 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
of classes, and we favour that. We also approve the changes in ceiling. But we
ink that the main feature is the increase in contributions to take care of the
eficit in the fund in the last few years. We think this deficit should have
€en 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-
Mentg you have made is that you feel that the seasonal workers and the fisher-
lnen. should properly be on some form of relief by the government instead of
commg under the unemployment insurance fund; in other words, it would not

€ any difference whether the government paid the money into the fund,
301.1 feel it should be on a separate basis and that they be paid some form of

elief when out of work, rather than the labour force being insured as a whole.

Mr. MARCHAND: Probably the unemployment insurance commission is the
?roPEr machinery to deal with seasonal unemployment, but if it is so decided,
Ink we should have a special source of revenue to take care of this particular
Sfoup. we have no objection in principle to its being administered by the
"Memployment insurance commission.

thy Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): The point I am trying to get at is
o Why do you feel that farmers, wheat growers or soya bean growers should
Into this fund when they are not going to benefit under this act?

% Mr. MarcHAND: There are a lot of people who pay contributions and never
Shefit by jt,

Pay

su Mr. Browne (Vancouver-Kingsway): You say “do not benefit”; they
. rely have the protection. Some of us may not benefit from any type of

- Uran.cE, but we are paying for that protection. These people you are asking
Pay into the fund would be paying and getting no protection.
22829 o



152 STANDING COMMITTEE

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. McDo~NALD (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. MI'
Marchand is not appearing here as a member of the advisory committee; he 15
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 beforé
the committee is during the presentation of a brief, but you were going beforé
government as. a representative of the advisory committee and there must have
been some suggestion made that these things could not be covered. I suppos€
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 1
think I will have to go into the unemployment advisory committee’s report an
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, we
will not be able to get anywhere.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I proposed that we be allowed that informatio?
for which you are now asking and we were denied it. I challenged the chail~
man’s ruling and the committee upheld the chair. We are not allowed to examiné
a member of the advisory committee; in other words the valuable informatio?
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 her
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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
Wwill 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
In 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.
t is usually quite true that the only time the federation has an opportunity
of Presenting a brief to explain their position is at a time such as this, but if
€y appoint someone to the advisory committee, then they are putting forth
eir views from week to week or whenever they meet. This was my reason
for 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
Mr, 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
Of.YOur brief in which you again speak about unemployment insurance not
belng a substitute for the treasury of Canada. Now, as I understood your remarks
Sarlier 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.

o Mr. SpeNncER: And you believe they should be taken care of in some other
aY; is that correct?

B o Mr. MarcHAND: I just said we should provide for a special source of revenue

e 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. 8

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 otherl
members but one party in this group. I asked this gentleman a question. I ask
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 wor
of this committee.

Mr. MacInnis: Mr. Martin has said that you said there was no questiqn
asked. On a point of order, Mr. Chairman, I made that statement and Mr. Marti?
did not ask “are you aware on three occasions...”; he said “on three occar
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 1a%W*
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. ManpzIUK: 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 mowve 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
hation? 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
Mmatter has already been placed—

Mr. CaroN: An appeal on the decision of the chair cannot be discussed; it
8oes 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
on the matter: it has got to be voted on right away, according to the rules of the

Ouse.

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 J ohn-Albert): I am not discussing that.

Mr. MacInnis: I will go along with him answering it; but when Mr. Martin
80t on his feet originally, he did not ask a question—he just formed the question
NOW. He made a statement before.

Mr. SpENCER: My colleague from Essex East knows I have the greatest
Tespect for him, and I do not think we are at cross-purposes here; but I think

€ ought to get back on the rails again. I know Mr. Martin, as a very learned
-Ounsel, is very adept at asking questions, and so on, and I think we are getting
nto the realm of cross-examination rather than just plain examination.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): There is a motion before the chair.

% Mr. Spexcer: I think if we could get down to ordinary examination of the
tI’1£=.sses, 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 CramrMaN: Well, will you withdraw your motion?

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I will be happy to do so, if you will allow the
question. g

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. BRownNE (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 t0
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 2
transfer from consolidated revenue to the ordinary fund was in 1950, when
$1,800,000-0dd was transferred. This was the only time that was ever done.

Mr. MaARTIN (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 whetker 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. MaARcHAND: 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 CuHalrMAN: 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. BRownNE (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.

ou 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
I. Spencer—seems to obstruct us.

. Mr. StanTOoN: Withdraw that statement. I have never said one word.

The CHAIRMAN: Could I draw to the attention of the members that I have
Tequested 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
_but 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
Teason or another, in devious ways they have been denied that right. They
are the only ones who can give exact figures; but for some reason or another
€y prefer not to hear them.

th Mr, MarTIN (Essex East): How can you justify asking the members of
€ Unemployment insurance commission to come and give evidence, when you
eny those of us in the minority the right to interrogate members of the
Visory committee of that commission? How can you justify that?

Mr. Smite (Winnipeg North): You have not been denied that. That is

for the steering committee.
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Mr. MArRTIN (Essex East): I now want to examine Mr. Marchand, who is
a member of this advisory committee, and you will not let me.

Mr. SmaTH (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 ILW.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 evidenc€
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. BeELL (Saint John-Albert): If Mr. Martin is through with Mr. M?I“
chand, I have a question along the same subject that I would like to ask him:
The CHAIRMAN: Proceed.
A 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 governm?:1r1
to extend the coverage provided by the act, and you also mentioned, wit
respect to the supplementary benefits in 1950, you had not had much experienc®
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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. AnDRrRAS: 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. MagrTIN (Essex East): Let him answer that.
Mr. MarcHAND: What is your question now?

Mr. BELL (Saint John-Albert): 1 was asking if you agreed, from your

knOWledge, with what Mr. Andras thought was his interpretation of that
Procedure in 1950?

= Mr. MarcHAND: I k_now that on supplementary .beneﬁts we discussed it,
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-
Ments of this bill, either in their present form or in any form, by the present
80Vernment before you saw them in the press?

Mr. Bery (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman—
Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): Let him answer that question.
Mr. BeLL (Saint John-Albert): I am talking about 1950.

th Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): I am talking about this bill. Can you answer
at question, Mr. Marchand?
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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 fest 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. Beecyg: 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 dangeT:
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 happe?
under the sun, of course; but I think there would be quite an opposition 1
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 b€
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 é 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. McDonaLp (Hamilton South): In other words, you think there should
be two plans?

Mr. MArRcHAND: 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. PeETERS: 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
Teévenue because his contributions are taken out of the revenue he makes from

IS 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
Why we think the whole thing has to be reshaped so that it is sound and so that
rhf' insured population will not be the sole people to pay for the cost of this

elief,

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

S contribution is not based on an hourly rate or on an hourly unit of work,
OF 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

dMount of cash, his contributions are based upon the fish he catches. Would
€ organization go along with the fact a contribution like that is a labour
mntl‘lbution 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. PeETERS: 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. MARrRcHAND: 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 CrAIRMAN: 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. MacInnts: How many contributions are you aware of?

Mr. MarcHAND: I told you I was aware of at least one. For the otherss
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. MAacINNIS: 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. MAarcHAND: 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 (Vancouver-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
the 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-
Ing can be done until the steering committee comes back with a report as to
What the advisory committee or the Unemployment Insurance Commission
1S going to do.

Mr. PETERS: I second the motion.

. The CHAlIRMAN: We will hear from them, but we will get the wording
and then we will hear about it. Are we in favour of hearing from them?

Mr. PerERs: I understand Mr. MacInnis was making a motion.

The CHAIRMAN: Are you in favour of us hearing from the Unemployment
Trance Commission officials?

Mr. CaroN: On that point.
The CHAIRMAN: On that one point. \

o While we are having the motion written out I think it was suggested, when
€ first started, we would speak to briefs and have questions where they

i €Te pertinent, and if the U.L.C. were here we could get the information needed
Nstead of going into a discussion with the witnesses.

U It has been regularly moved and seconded that the officials of the
femployment Insurance Commission place on the record the number and

OUI!t 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
€ made earlier in reference to the advisory committee—

Ingy

Co
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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. BrownNE (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. BeELL (Saint John-Albert): Mr. Chairman, I think we can compromise
here. Mr. Maclnnis 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 thé
law and I think this should be considered very seriously by the governmenﬁ
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 ca®k
elect to take insurance if they wish?
Mr. MARcHAND: Yes, as far as the civil service is concerned, that is trués

not the employees themselves. Their governments, or the municipal govern~
ments, can elect to cover their employees.

Mr. BeeEcH: But I am speaking about a library board, for instance. At
home I am on the library board and the employees of the library board ca?
elect to pay unemployment insurance or not. As a matter of fact they havé

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. MARQHAND: 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
1s, 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.
I 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
°f 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?

The CHAIRMAN: Well, Mr. McMillan, we took the position with Mr.
Urquhart of the Canadian Construction Association that he was in a dual
caDacity and he had to elect which one he was going to represent. He elected

Tepresent the Construction Association and Mr. Marchand is in the same
Osition. 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,

W Mr. McMirran: I will accept that. I did not get his answer a while ago.
85 any labour organization consulted at all or did they know anything
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

aboyt
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Mr. McMiLLAN: I think you said earlier you referred to the increase
as ﬁn? extra tax on the working man. I think you used that word, am I not
right?

Mr. MARrRcHAND: 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. MarRcHAND: 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. SmatH (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. McDonaLp (Hamijton South): No; what I mean is this. I will try
to explain myself properly.

Mr. MARCHAND: Try it in French.

Mr. McDo~NALD (Hamilton South): There are 4,500,000 people who pay,
shall we say, premiums for insurance.

Mr. MArRcHAND: About 80 per cent of the population.

Mr. McDonaLp (Hamilton South): There are about 2 million people who
do not pay into the fund?

Mr. MARCHAND: Yes.

Mr. McDonALp (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 million
Pe}?plg ?Who do not benefit from the insurance fund to subsidize the people
who do?

Mr. MarRcHAND: 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 Jeast iD
my mind, I said that if you introduced in the law elements which are N0

-
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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 CoHAIRMAN: 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.

Yy 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
in, Mr, Caron, and others. I think if we can try and wind up our witness
In 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 lot 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
Not only the one committee, there is a great deal of work to do. We have
0 see what is going on this afternoon, we have to get ready for that meeting
and I do not think you can impose upon the minority the obligation of being

oel‘e because we are only a few in the house and we have to attend to a lot
f things,
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Mr. BrRownNE (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. SmrtH (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 becaus€
we object just for the pleasure of objecting.

Mr. McDonaLp (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 thmk since he has comé
all this way to present this brief that we should give him the courtesy of
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 your
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 is,
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. McDonaLp (Hamilton South): Some statements were made in regard
to unemployment insurance. In 1950 did the government of that day put
Money into the unemployment insurance fund which was taken out of the
Consolidated revenue fund.

Mr. J. McGreGcor (Director of Unemployment Insurance, Unemployment
Insurance Commission): In regard to supplementary benefits, yes.

Mr. McDo~NALp (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
Classes 1 and 2—and two additional classes 3 and 4.
th To provide for the cost of classes 1 and 2, contribution rates, which were

€D 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
€ 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. McGreGoRr: 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 ]?e
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, McGreGcor: 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.

& g[ll_’ . McDoNALD (Hamilton South): It is clear that there were people coming
into this.
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Mr. BELL (Saint John-Albert): Who was the minister who piloted this
legislation through the house in 19507 :

Mr. McGREGOR: Mr. Martin was the aéting minister of labour at that time.

Mr. PETERS: This second bureau of statistics we have is not working very
well. 3

Mr. BEECcH: 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
?0 the operation of the department—because I felt you were entitled to that
Information. )

Mr. PeTErs: Could Mr. McGregor be available at some later time?

The CHAIRMAN: Just as it pertains to anything that affects the brief that
You want to clarify. That is what the department is there for.

Mr. BrowNE (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Chairman, could we adjourn?

. The CHAamMAN: On Thursday we will meet in room 253—this room—to
Scuss the board of trade of Metropolitan Toronto and the Canadian Retail
€deration. 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, MacInnis, 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
of Canada Ltd.

From The Canadian Retail Federation: Mr. E. F. C. Nelson, General
anager.

I From the Unemployment Insurance Commission: Messrs. C. A. L. Murch-
1Son, 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
nemployment 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
Oronto 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
the Committee.

Ret, The Chairman then called Mr. Nelson who read the brief of the Canadian

I!ut:m Federation, copies of which were distributed to members of the Com-
ee,

Mr. Nelson was questioned.

Agreed,—That Mr. Weichel, who is not a member of the Committee, be
Mitted to question Mr. Nelson.

of t On a question of privilege, Mr. Martin (Essex Egst) stated that production
19 € minutes of the Unemployment Insurance Advisory Committee of August
i 98, was denied to this Committee, and as the newspaper La Presse
Publisheq the minutes above-referred to, he requested that the minutes of the
R€mployment Insurance Advisory Committee of August 19, 1958 be produced
Ore this Committee.

Per
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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 am., 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,
an 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,
Ogether 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
V{'ho represent all types and sizes of business enterprise, as well as the profes-
Slons.  While this membership is concentrated mainly in the metropolitan

Oronto area, the business and professional interests of many members extend
roughout Ontario and Canada and to other countries.
The board has had the advantage, in the course of the preparation of its
f, of reading the discussion in the house, as recorded in the House of
Ommons debates, on the first and second readings of bill C-43. Also, the
boa}‘d has had an opportunity to review some of the briefs of the principal
National organizations which have appeared already before the Standing
Ommittee on Industrial Relations.
5 In view of the material which is known to have been already placed
efore your committee, this submission will deal only briefly with the features
of the act which appear to be generally regarded as desirable. More extended
fomment will be confined to those features of the bill and those considerations
TeSpecting 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
lnsurability, the increases in weekly contributions, the increases in rates of
€nefits and the increases in allowable earnings are acceptable to this board.
ang The board’s principal area of concern is in connection with seasonal benefits
inc‘dthe extension of the coverage of the act to employments which have a high
5 ldence of regular seasonal unemployment. The board also is concerned re-
Iding 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 fl}nd’
and that a careful study should be made of the contribution rates requir€
to meet unemployment insurance benefits. For that reason the board pr0p0§es
that an independent body study the whole Unemployment Insurance Act Wil
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. B
regular seasonal nature. In addition, the study should investigate the adminis”
tration of the act to determine to what extent adjustment in administration ma 3
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. CrRYSLER: As we all know, the unemployment insurance fund has a
status which is contingent among other things, on the ups and downs in the
€Conomic 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
Way of what others might express by the words “actuarially sound”; and
O bring that down to a practical application in this case, I think what we
Would pe thinking of is drawing on the statistical experience of the fund

Toughout 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
Teally more than doubtful, sir, as to whether you can have such a high factor
o1 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

€ nature of the fund permits. Have I sufficiently answered your question?
Mr. Carox: Yes, and I have one more question. I take it that you would
€Ve, as some other organizations have, that there should be two separate

S, one for the seasonal and specialized groups, and another for temporary
€mployment?

belj
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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. CryYSLER: 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
?onsidering the very points you have raised in regard to some special deal-
ing with those who are in seasonal employment?

Mr. CRrYSLER: 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. CrysLErR: I do not believe I have exhaustive enough knowledge t0
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 trué
in regard to automobile insurance. You have a very, very accurate an
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
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 t}”"
to five years. You could have a consistent upswing perhaps for a lesser perio
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 tpat au.tomobile insurance rates are raised or reduced almost from year to
year In various municipalities.



INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 179

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
on 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. CryYSLER: If your question was confined in respect of the traditional
Insurable 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. BRownNE (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
for some time. ;

Mr. CrYSLER: It is an accumulation.

Mr. BRownNE (Vancouver-Kingsway): And really it is not connected with
the amendments that are being made to the act now; and because we are faced

With that situation, we do have to increase the contributions at the present
e.

Mr. CrysLErR: 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
Of the seasonals on the fund. Now, as you probably realize, our brief really
18 n9t directed particularly to the present bill at all; it is directed rather to
8etting the fund on what we conceive as a sounder basis.

th Mr. Spencer: Do you then think this unsound fund arose at the time
€Se extensions were given to the seasonal employees?

Mr. Crysrer: If you would add to that, without provision of an alternative
¢e of fund, I agree.

Mr. SpencER: And that goes back to 1950.

Closellvlr' CrysLER: I cannot give you the dates as I have not investigated that
Y.

Sour

fromMr' CaArON: You are speaking of seasonal unemployment being separated

Pape thE} regular or the temporary unemployment. For example, take the

5 T mills. They have a certain group who are laid off in November and do

COns,s;aI‘t back to work until May; they are summer workers. Would you

e; er that apart from the other groups? They are laid off 35 or 40 weeks
Y year, but are regular workers?

of inMr' CryYSLER: If that is regular I think we would question the propriety
Surance under the fund. In saying that, I must add this observation that
Dure blow that picture cannot always be decided between pure whites and
; acks; there are areas. Well, it is just a question of whether this seasonal
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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. CryYSLER: 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 weé
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, sirT, I
would say that we have no quarrel with the benefits, but I would have to €9
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 showD
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 in
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. CrRYSLER: Well, they run up to $36.

Mr. MARTIN (Essex East): I was asking for the total dollar value °f.

the proposed benefits.
Mr. CrRYSLER: No, I am sorry, we have not that information.

. Mr..MA.RTIN (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 h.ave. e

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
fiirector of the unemployment insurance fund. Are you aware that the revenue
1s $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. CrRySLER: 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
?0 read the evidence before this committee; therefore, I am in your hands
In 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
8ures as a matter of public record in the House of Commons debates, we
thanged the other estimated figures which we felt perhaps were not reliable
fnough to discuss with an official body such as this is. We took the minister’s
8ures and accepted them without question.

Mr. MarTIN (Essex East): You are not in any way affiliated with the
thamber of commerce?

Mr. Cryster: 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

0 the pPreparation of their brief and they had no part in the preparation of
our brief,

= Mr. NosLe: Could we ask you to give a little more detail in connection
1th 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
iy 8 substantiated, that there is a little more freedom—which may be desirable
emnl Connection with the ease with which married women who leave their
goig Oyment voluntarily get benefits and people leaving active employment and
) andg On pension get benefits. We do not know how valid those sources are

b t.hWhether there is money being siphoned off that should not be in fairness

€ other contributors and beneficiaries to the fund: so rather than make

bein
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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 2
considerable problem at a time when business is being urged, and 18
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. CARroN: 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 that
witnesses who appear before this committee should have ascribed to them by
any member of this committee statements which they did not make. I do ’no
think witnesses should come here and have to be submitted not to examinatio®
bgt as every lawyer knows, cross-examination, with words being put r
his mouth in connection with statements being made and evidence presente
before this committee which I say, Mr. Chairman, has not been preSente
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 ca
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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. CArRON: 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

broper 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. CAaroN: 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

€ enacted, I would say there would be no harm if it were not enacted for

B .time being. If those who know the time factors involved in carrying out
an inquiry, keeping in mind the proper consideration that has to be given
¥ officials in government when reaching a decision and bringing forward
€glslation, were to express the opinion that could not be done until next fall
Or when the next upward seasonal period of unemployment comes, then I am

?fraid we would think that the solvency of the fund is temporarily the more
mportant matter.

fun Mr. Caron: Would you say that this increase really would replenish the
da?

. Mr. CrysLEr: It could only be a matter of judgment, but as you will see

1;11. the third sentence of the third paragraph on page 3 of our brief we state

1.

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

the Tecession we have had during the past two or three years, then perhaps

€ calculation producing the extra $78 million is sufficient; on the other hand,

We of the board of trade of metropolitan Toronto are rather cautious people

= as we say, while we cannot prove it, we are not persuaded we are pulling
Ut 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. McDonNaLp (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
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. CrysLErR: Well, no; I have not seen the minutes of the committee, s0
I did not know there was an actuarial statement placed before the committeé

SE - Ca
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. McMillan, do you wish to follow up your questioning*

Mr. McMiLraN: I will use the words “two sources of revenue’; someon.e
said to use that. Apart from the insurance aspect of it, where do you think *
should come from? Do you think all of it should come from the government’
do you think these rates should be increased immediately or, if not increasé®
kept at this level, or increased to meet the particular problem?

Mr. CrysLER: Now, sir, our one definite assertion is that we do not pelieve

that the rates on traditional insurance against unexpected unemployment shoul ,




INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 185

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—ifor 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
bretty 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
Just 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
Would 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
the 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-
Tibution to the unemployment insurance fund?

Mr. CrysLER: Yes, one fifth.
Mr. SpENCER: Twenty per cent.
Mr. CrysLErR: Yes, we are aware of that.

& Mr. SPENCER: You are also aware that with this increased rate, the gov-
™Mment contribution will likewise be increased?

Mr. CrysLER: Yes, we are aware of that too.

= The CratrMAN: I think this has been a very satisfactory presentation,
. d that we have made some progress this morning. You do not need to
€tire, Mr, Crysler.

op Now, Mr. Nelson of the Canadian Retail Federation will be given an
Portunity to present his brief.

h Mr. SpeNcER: Before we dismiss Mr. Crysler I would like to say, speak-
ofg not only for myself but, also I imagine, on behalf of the other members
or € committee, that I am expressing their feelings when I say that we
tha‘f Much appreciate Mr. Crysler’s coming to us. We appreciate the work

has been done in the preparation of this brief, not only by him, but also
hi 0se who have been associated with him. I think we can congratulate
this On the fair and objective manner in which he has given his testimony

& olut?norning. I think his organization has made a contribution towards the
on of these problems.

kin, Mr. CRYSLER: Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, your words are more than
5 sé €an 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.
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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 ré-
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 su_Ch
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 ©
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 g00@
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 €~
flected in an unsound fund, an effect which seems to be already unfor‘cunéﬁ?ely
in evidence.

The involvement of the act with industries of a seasonal nature and the
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 seemsS
us to be most important to remember that the Unemployment Insurance
is or should be strictly an insurance act and that it follows that entitlemer
to benefit should rest on considerable attachment to insurable employmer"
not on need—which would be the entitlement under assistance legislation-

Such a position simply involves recognition that unless an insuranc®
sc}}eme 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-

Ing 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
NOW stands is the lack of even modest regulations requiring proof of some
attachment to the labour market. It is our understanding that the revoking
0 1957 of the regulation relating to married women has imposed an additional

fain on the fund of some $3,000,000. annually. There seems to be little doubt
at benefits are being consistently drawn on a fairly large scale by many
0 have no intention of seeking employment and who are not in fact attached

0 the labour market.
. Ur}der any unemployment insurance plan some decision must be taken
€8arding duration of benefit. Providing there is due consideration given to
ac:()und actuarial basis-of the act, we are of the opinion that a satisfactory
o should involve as generous a period of duration of benefit as is consistent
h the financial soundness of the fund and other practical considerations.
; : Say tlflis because we believe that most contributors to unemployment
Oveli-r?nce in Canada fall into the classification of those who tend to contribute
Ong periods and have little tendency to claim benefit. It seems fair to

a
ssg§2§4that such persons should have reasonable protection against the effects
= LT Al
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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 mew 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 bod¥y
undertakes a complete review of the act. It should be possible to obtain &
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

earn}ngs at thg present time, to the extension of the duration of benefit, and "
the increases in contribution rates.

3.. The .federaf:im\l recommends that a royal commission or similar body be. “~
established immediately to completely review the Unemployment Insurance Act-: g

:
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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 estabilshed 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
i 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.

ST R T kot e
T Bty

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
Teservation, I would say, yes. ‘

On the other hand, if the people who are in a better position than we to
!inow, consider that the position of the fund and the prospects of more or less
Ammediate drain upon it are such as to forbid such a situation, we would of
Course bow to that decision.

Mr. SpeENcER: Have you taken into account the period of time that would
Pass before a report could be obtained from a royal commission?

5 Mr. NeLsoN: That did give us some pause. Nevertheless, despite what is
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
fommission might be settled in Ottawa so that people would come to it rather
-ﬁznt.to have it travelling across the country. This would substantially reduce
ime.
It might well be, as in the case of the inquiring committee, that advance

fecomlnendations 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
e .to leave it to the decision of those in charge as to whether it was actually
Ctical. We hope that it is.

_ Mr. Browne (Vaucouver-Kingsway): On page four of your brief you
Mentioneq: '

...an investigation into the wusefulness 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.

hay
Pra

Would you like to elaborate on that further?
- 21304-1—93
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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. SpenciER: 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 weé
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. SpPENCER: 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 particulal
instance where, through no fault of this person, the firm which had employed
him went into brankruptey 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 penefit?

‘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, for
example, to a large extent, to do away with the seasonal aspects of this pars
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 unemployme?
insurance fund for 18 years and has never withdrawn a cent from it. In the
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 bheen with me for 35 years: :

I think she has been contributing since 1940.

N
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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
9f 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. McDonaLp (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. McDonALp (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

asis? 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,
and if the Unemployment Insurance Act increased the benefits for people
Who were contributing to the plan and the fund, and if it was thought
Necessary to increase the rates that they pay in order to get additional
enefits, would you agree with that?

. Mr. NeLson: Subject to proof to the contrary, our understanding of the
hlstory of the Unemployment Insurance Act in Canada would seem to suggest
at the rates which have been in effect up to now, or up to the period when
the _fund began to be seriously depleted, which was not very long ago in terms
9L time—it would seem to suggest that the rates were adequate at that time
1° Pay for the duration of benefits which were then contemplated, but not for the
Onger ones. ._
¢ This leads us to think at least that it is likely that if the seasonal aspects
'€re removed from it, it-might not be necessary to increase the rates substan-
ally for increased benefits.

Mr. McDonaLp (Hamilton South): Has your organization made a com-
€ study of that aspect of it?

Mr. NeLson: No, but we have been deeply interested in the plan.

s Mr. McDONALD (Hamilton South): Would you agree that, with the reces-
‘0i°n of the last two years we have gone through, there has been a depletion
. (tive fund, with regular people rather than seasonal draining from the

Plet
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Mr. NELsoN: Oh, yes, of course. :

Mr. McDo~naLp (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. McDonaLp (Hamilton South): The thing you want the most is to have
seasonal workers taken out of that fund.

Mr. BROWNE (Vancowver-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 Unemploymel}t
Insurance Act in Canada, but that is not the situation as I have understood it.

Mr. BrRowNE (Vancouver-Kingsway): 1 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 amou{lt
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 beel ;

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 our
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 W
have any quarrel—I would like to make this clear—that from the experiencé
I have had in connection with the Unemployment Insurance Act we think ?
i's };lvell run and well administered by a very good commission, and does a £00
job. ‘
We perhaps differ in the way we approach the problem, but certainly
I think there is a complete agreement in the act itself.

there?

:

Mr. McMiLLaN: How do they deal with seasonal unemployment over =
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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-Kingsway): 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 M.
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
on the fund from married women has increased since the withdrawal of the
Tegulation. In any event I think one must follow principles rather than hard
-8nd 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
1t does seem fair that there should at least be a mild or modest requirement
On 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

_ In Canada—it is a matter of public belief—that there is a considerable absorp-

tion of benefit by people who are not in fact attached to the labour market and
ave 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
geherally accepted fact of unemployment insurance that it is happening. It
Could only be cut to a minimum and not eliminated.
The CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nelson is a member of the National Employment
C°mmittee. He did not advise us of that, and he would like us to know that.
€re was a request for some information, for the benefit of Mr. Nelson, from
€ Unemployment insurance officials, and I think that would be permissible,
Provided some of the members of the committee have asked the questions.
- Nelson is not in a position to ask them.

h Mr. WEeicHEL: Mr. Nelson, it would appear that some of these men who
14ve had fifteen or twenty years—

The CHamrMAN: I understood you withdrew from the committee to let

~ SOmegpe 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. Maclnnis has suggested that we defer questioning
the unemployment insurance officials until we get into the bill.

Mr. MaARTIN (Essex East): I think Mr. Maclnnis 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. o

Mr. BrooMmE (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Martin never likes to hear
statistics from a good source. :

Mr. SPENCER: Perhaps before we dismiss Nelson—I presume, Mr. Nelsom
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.

M-r. 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 reactio? g

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 a Ottawa le 19 aont, 1958”7, or, “Minutes of a
Reunion Held in Ottawa, 19th of August, 1958”. These purport to be a complete

- Tecord. 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
of 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,
am now asking that these minutes be produced in this committee for the
enefit of the members of this committee, so that we can ascertain whether or
Not the recommendations made in the bill are in conformity with the decision
en, 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
O 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
Yet they can be made available to someone else, and now published in this
Way in the press of our country.

Mr. Chairman, I ask you to entertain a motion that the minutes which
abpeared in the paper yesterday be made available to this committee, so that
We can ascertain the position taken by the members of the unemployment
Msurance advisory committee.

The CHAIRMAN: A motion has already been put once before this committee,

- d 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

€r members have any knowledge of it except what you have, and that would
€ a matter to be properly asked in the house of the minister of the department
Who Would have that information. I assure you that I have not that information.

plo Mr. MarTIiN (Essex East): You have before you officers of the Unem-

' _ therent Insurance Commission here, now, who can tell us whether these are

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. y

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 housé
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 anyoné
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 committe€
that these minutes were entirely irrelevant to the discussions before us an
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, 15
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. , f

Under the rules of parliament each committee, acting within its terms o
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

memper, .to take a similar position in the House of Commons, that the f?‘c‘” s 5
that in this newspaper appears what are reported to be minutes of this partic” 5 e

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
hewspaper. 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 ohe—

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
of 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
- 13s 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. MarTIiN (Essex East): May I ask a question of Mr. Browne? What
IS 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
€ committee. I challenge that statement because we do not know whether
€ minutes in the press are in fact the minutes of the committee. He does
ROt 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
“3at only. If he is basing his argument on that point, that is completely
ITelevant until it is determined whether or not those are the minutes.

S Mr. MarTiN (Essex East): My hon. friend has been very fair in his
- Observation. He challenges me to say whether these are the items on which
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 CaairmAN: 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 anyoné
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 thos€
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 grea
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 ©
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 an
opinion of each other, then I think we should consider what weight we shoul
attach to any recommendations coming from that source on a matter ©
contribution to the fund when what they are deciding is whether the ones
they represent should be the ones that contribute or whether somebody €lS®

namely the taxpayers generally of the country, should be the ones that m
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 perlod 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
in the minutes that is not contained in the report. Well, I have not seen the
Mminutes.

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
Teport of what the minutes are is much more complete than the report, and
it 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
You to look into this matter and to be in a position to try and report to us at
Our next meeting tomorrow, the circumstances of this publication, whether
thGSe minutes as reported do represent the actual minutes of the unemployment
nsurance advisory committee; and if they do, then I serve notice of my
tention to ask you to give us the right to examine the original minutes and

Question the members of the unemployment insurance advisory committee
ho 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 i$
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 prée-
sented.

Mr. StMPSON: 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 @
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 raisé
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 100
furt'her into it and establish that they are authentic; and if they are authentl®
he is asking for the right to have them before this committee. '

I do not think the committee should be the agency to acquiring Jinfor=
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.’ YOU

.have no right to assume what the committee will decide. I asked you to 5e8
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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. 1 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
i 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
{fOI' us to deal with this matter, or something of that sort, I think this matter
IS quite irrelevant. There is no motion before us on this.

: Mr. CaroN: Mr. Chairman, I admit there is no proper motion placed before
- the committee this morning. There was a very good suggestion made by Mr.
% artin, that the chairman should study the question and report at another
Meeting.
Mr. SmitH (Winnipeg North): There is no motion to that effect.

Mr. CArRON: It may be. We want to express our views, the same as you have
i .the right to express your views. We believe, as Mr. Martin said, that once
- 1t has been published in one of the most important newspapers of Cax_lada,
€n we are in a very bad position, because everybody knows, officially,
€XCept the members of the committee and the members of the House of
Ommons. 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

™M a position to make a proper motion.
But if this is denied to us, that the chairman will study the matter, I
Tally pelieve 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

 ®Ommittee if is was denied again.

R Mr. Browne said it was not denied. I do not know; my English may not
B be good enough to be able to understand his point of view; but I know that,
B2 Fl‘ench, it has been denied in such a way—regularly, if you want to put it—
. PUtit 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. SmrtH (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. MaARTIN (Essex East): Do I understand that you will report tomorrow?
The CHAIRMAN: I will look into it.
Mr. MARrTIN (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. I
would very much appreciate your cooperation in this regard.

_The CHARMAN: I said I would look into the matter for you. I am not
ta}tmg tha_lt ba;‘rel, full of assumptions, you have loaded on my table here.
will look into it, and I will report—no recommendation.

Mr. SPENCER: I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that inasmuch as you have

witnesses coming before the committee tomorrow, before we get into theé
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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. MacInnNis: 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 CrHAIRMAN: 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

Fripay, May 29, 1959.
(9)

The Standing Committee on Industriai 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, MacInnis, MacLean (Winnipeg
North Centre), Mandziuk, Martin (Essex East), Martini, Muir (Cape Breton
North & 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
ommissioner; C. A. L. Murchison, Commissioner; James McGregor, Director,
nNemployment Insurance, and C. Dubue, 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

nemployment Insurance Act.

Mr. Martin (Essex East) requested a report on his question of privilege
Taised the previous day dealing with the publication in La Presse of the minutes
Of 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.
+0e 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
Ommittee.
Mr. Thomson was questioned.

. Questioning concluded, Mr. Thomson was thanked by the Chairman for
hig brief,
The Chairman then called Messrs. Jodoin and Andras of The Canadian
Labollr Congress for further questioning.
After debate, it was moved by Mr. Martin (Essex East), seconded by Mr.
C“‘I‘OH, that this Committee be allowed to ask the President of the Canadian
bour Congress to explain his assertion that the Minister of Labour had not
fomplied with the Unemployment Insurance Act in that he had not consulted
Labom-’ as required by the Act, in the appointment of a member of the Unem-
Ployment 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 rul