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THE CHARGES OF SIR SAM HUGHES AGAINST THE BORDEN GOVERNMENT.

WHEN Sir Sam Hughes resigned his portfolio as
Minister of Militia and Defence in the Borden
government several letters which had passed between
himself as Minister of Militia and Sir Robert Borden
were published. These letters contained grave
accusations, not only against Sir Robert Borden,
the Prime Minister of Canada, but against his
colleagues, members of the Borden administration,
all with reference to the conduct of the War. All of
these charges are most serious, in fact if half of what
Sir Sam Hughes states is true the members of the
Borden government, Sir Robert Borden himself
included, are guilty of interfering with the successful
prosecution of the War.

The Hon. Charles Murphy, Ex-Secretary of
State in the Laurier administration, has taken the
trouble to make a summary of these charges and
when speaking in the House of Commons on January
29th, 1917, he placed this summary on Hansard.

We quote herewith the summary of the
accusations made by the Ex-Minister of Militia and
Defence.

1. That from the outset the management of our
forces, supplies, equipment, transport, etc., were taken
completely out of our hands and controlled by the
British authorities.

2. That for the first ten months of the War our
equipment, stores, supplies, armament, everything
provided by us was set aside.

3. That the Ex-Minister of Militia spoke to the
Prime Minister about the rejection of our stores and
supplies of every description and submitted to him a
written memorandum proving the utter falsity of the
reasons given by the British officers for their rejection
of everything that came from Canada. But nothing
was done.

4. That the Pay Department was' found to be
absolutely chaotic, and that the Medical Service lacked
system, efficiency, and comprehensiveness.

5. That a force was raised and managed in spite of
all sorts of intrigue. j

6. That appointments in the force were based on
two avenues of supply, of which one was British officers
connected with society people, and the other Canadian
Permanent Corps officers, with their usual pull.

7. That few, if any commissions, are of any practical
value, and that everybody connected with the Hospitals
Commission, the Pensions Board, and the National
Service Commission knows of the absurdities they
contain.

8. That had the forces been conducted on the basis
of formal Orders-in-Council the First Division would
not have left Valcartier yet.

9. That the Second Division.was held in Canada for
four months by the Cabinet’s petty haggling over the
question of paying commissions to agents on the sale
of motor trucks, instead of purchasing at the lowest
wholesale prices.

10. That no one knew better than the Prime Minister
that the statements made by him in his letter of October
31st, 1916, regarding the control of the forces during the
first year in Great Britain, were not correct.

11. That the Prime Minister’s reason for appointing
an Overseas Minister of Militia was not, as alleged by
him, due to the failure of the ex-Minister of Militia to
secure authority by Orders-in-Council for his acts, but
was the result of several months planning between Sir
George Perley and the Prime Minister.

12. That for a long time there were petty intrigues
going on in the Cabinet, to which the ex-Minister of
Militia had shut his eyes as he wanted to win the War

13. That the Prime Minister had not supported the
ex-Minister of Militia in the administration of his
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