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Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I arn sure of that;
but the fact remains that the discussion was
largely taken up by lawyers pre.senting their
various views. There was continued insist-
ence on the part of legal gentlemen. One or
more expressed surprise, if flot horror, at
the possibility of someone with political bias
being entrusted with the administration of
this Bill, and, just before the committee
adjourned, my good friend from Ottawa (Hon.
Mr. Côté) suggested: "Do not hold publie
hearings." Those are the words I took down,
and I arn sure the record will sustain my
position.

Hon. Mr. COTE: May I ask the privilege
of giving my own words? I said that a pre-
liminary inquiry-not an investigation-
should not be held in public.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Let my honourable
friend look at the record and see what he
said.

Hon. Mr. COTE: The record will confirm
what I say now.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Some honourable
senators opposite have expressed great horror
at the possibility of the Commissioner, under
direction of the Minister, going into an
office of a company alleged to be a combine,
examining books and papers and taking docu-
mente for his information. I understood sev-
eral honourable gentlemen to hold up their
bands in horror at the audacity of any pro-
posai to do anything of that kind. I came to
the conclusion, and I amn firmly convinced,
that certain honourable gentlemen 'have been
arguing for one law for the big and wealthy
Iaw-breaker and another law for the poor fel-
low who, steals a loaf of bread. The poor thief
would be taken into court and a public hear-
ing would 'be held. But as for the malefactor
in high place who is trying to exact tribute
in the forrn of t.housands, perhaps millions,
of dollars from consumers, producers or oChers,
they assert hie must not have a public hearing.
It would reflect upon hiÀs integrity as a citizen,
and you must not suggcst anything that would
be detrimental to him.

Let us see what authority you honourable
senators in your wisdom have this session
given to officiaIs in various departments to do
certain things in upholding the la>w. You
passed a few days ago Bill 65, an Act re-
specting the Testing, Inspection and Sale of
Seeds. Let us sce wh'at autho-rity is given the
inspector under that Bill-authority that you
are not willing to give to somebody who,
niaybe, is after some distinguished gentlemen

for having conspired with one another to get
unfair profits from the public. Section 16 ai
the Bill is in these words:

Any inspector charged with the enforcement
of this Act may require a grower or dealer to
take a statutory declaration in respect to seed
presented ta an inspector for grading and
sealing in containers as may be prescribed by
regulation, and may enter upon any premises
to make any examinat ion of any plants or seeds,
in containers or in bulk, whether such seeds or
plants are on the premises of the owner or on
other prernises, or in the possession of any
carrier, and may take officiai samples therefrom
for which samples the owner shahl, on dcmand,
be paid in accordance with the amount thus
taken and its current value; further, hie may
inake or have made any examination of books,
invoices or other records to determine the
truthfulness cf advertising or public etatements
in respect to seed offered for sale.

A few days ago you passed also Bill 64, an
Act te Control and Regulate the Sale of
Feeding Stuifs. Let me give two sections of
the Bill:

9. There may be appointed in the manner
authorized by law sucli inspecters and analysta
as the Minister may consider necessary for the
effective carrying out of the provisions of
this Act.

10. An inspecter may at aIl reasonable times
enter any premises in which he bas reasonable
cause to believe any feeding stuif is being or
has been prepared for sale and may take for
analysis samples of any f eeding stufi there
found on payment of the vaiue of such samples.

Then, a few d-ays ago, you passed another
Bill, 119, an Act te amend The Excise Act,
1934, in which you gave authority te certain
officers cf the Government who, might be actu-
ated by pelitical bias, accerding te the view
of honourable gentlemen who were so insistent
on such a possibility befere the Banking and
Commerce Committee. You stated in section
96 of that Bill:

Every one whe, when called upon in the King's
name by an officer of excise, te aid or assist
him in the execntion of any act or duty required
by this Act, refuses or negleets se te do, and
every master or persen in charge of any vessel
aud every driver or persan conducting or having
charge of any vehicle or cenvcyance, whe refuses
or neglects to stop snch vessel, vehicle or cen-
veyance when required te do se in the King's
name by an efficer of excise, is guilty of an
indictable offence, and hiable to a fine net
exceeding ane hnndred dellars and net less than
fifty dollars, and te imprisonment for a term
net exceeding six months and not less than
three menths.

I cite these illustrations ef the power
which this Senate placed in the hands of in-
spectors and officers cf the Government a
few days ago without, I presumne, any regard
te the possibility of political bias on the
part cf those Government officials. Yet when
it cornes to the Combines Investigation Act


