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Wthile I arn on my feet I arn going ta
try ta put into a few words-alIthough I fear
my thoughts are not weil-orderd-the
reasans whioh have persua-ded me in other
years and persuade me stili ta oppose -this
measure. They will fot, differ in any essen-
tial frarn those advan-ced this afterno-on by
the right honourable senatar fromn Eganville
(Right Hon. Mr. Grahamn). I arn not one
of those who, believe tJhat the habit of
ga.mbling, even if it is carried 'tou exceas, is
one of the most demoraiizing things in lufe,
but I 'think that it is flot a -habit ta be
encouraged by statute; and it seems ta me
bliat a very serious responsibility is 'taken by
a legisiature whioh puts its imprimatur upon
any practice, unlýess it is of the opinion that
the practice is a good one or that a restrieoted
sanction ai it would be more effeýctive than
total prohibition in restraint af indulgence.
If I feit that absolute gambiing, such as the
purchase of sweepstake tickets, ought. ta ha
encouragad and was flot at ail against the
interest, af the State, ïthen it, would appear
ta be my first duty ta remave that practioe
from 'the category ai crime in which it is
placed by our Criminal Code.

Somne honourable gentlemen say, "We
b3elieve in provincial rights, and we shauld
let the provinces decide whethar these things
are wrong or flot." Th-e Dominion bas sale
.iurisdiction in the reaimi of crimainal law, and
the Parliament of Canada is utte-rly incam-
patent to devolve upon any province author-
ity to en'act criminal legisl'atian. We have
taken the ground that the purchasa af sweep-
stake tickets, being undaubtedly a formn ai
gamnbling, is samething which shauld bie de-
nominated criminal and dealt with under aur
federal jurisdictian. Persanaliy 1 agree with
that view.

If we arc af the opinion of those wha feel
that the purchase of sweepstake tickets is not
samething ta ba denominated a crime, 1 sub-
mit we aught at once ta repe'al that section
ai aur Code. But so long as 'we have that,
provision in the Code, let us nat say that
while the Parliament af Canada considars
the practice, a crime, we are wîlling that the
provinces shall 'cansider it ojLherwise if they
sa desire. For us ta take, such a position
would ha not only quite out ai harmony
with the spirit of aour Constitution,, but pratty
close ta being whoiiy absurd. For instance,
having pasad criminal legislation that any-
one guilty ai thef t shail go ta jail, we do flot
than providîe bhat if the theit is committed
by any province it shahl fot be regarded as a
crime at ail, becau-se provincial rights arein
volved and we must aliaw the province ta
say whether or not it wants ta ste-aI. Again,

in, relation ta murder w *e do flot exempt the
provinces, as provinces, frrom the operatixn
ai aur crimmnal law. If we corne to the con-
clusion that there is something whidh shauld
flot be prohibited, then aur proper course is
ta repeal the prohibition. In relation ta the
liquor t.raffic, wa restricted its aperation by-

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: May I interrupt the
right honourable gentleman to ask him ta
explain what in his opinion is the difference,
between the proposai contained in this Bill
and pari mutuel betting? It was objected ta,
but tihe Pariiament ai Canada legalized this
iormn ai bctting, subject ta certain restrictions.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGIIEN: Yes. I have
no hope that meraly by deieating this measure
we shald bring total consistency inta the
statutes ai Canada. But there is this diffaTrnce
in regard ta inconsistency ta which the
honourable mamber refers. A limitation is
made by one authority in favour ai a certain
practice. That is ta say, we contend that wa
have authority, and we set about restraîning
the practice. We say, if this betting is con-
ductad at ail it musnt ha by pari mutuel. But
we do not authorize the provinces ta commit
what we have dafined as a crime.

Ban. Mr. BARNARD: I hope my right
honourable friand wîli aliow me ta cite anather
example-the prohibition ai iiquor during the
War. It was a casa ai provincial local option.

Right Hon. M'r. MEIGREN: Na.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: Balora wa had total
prohibition.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGIIEN: No. Under
our jurisdiction in relation ta trade and com-
merce we ýdid enact by the so-ealied Doharty
Act that fia iiquor should pass irom ana prov-
ince ta anothar save ta a destination made
iawiui by the province ta which it want. That
is wholiy different fromn passing a criminal law
ana day and next day saying ta the province
it may violate that iaw if it s0 desiras.

I came now ta a question which realIy
appertains ta the marits ai the law as it is,
aven if this Bill dace flot pass. I do xûot, think
that gambiing in sweepstakes or in any other
way is a practica ta ha encouraged hy lagis-
latures as samething warth while, and
aspecially ta be encouraged if the heneficiaries
are notable and deserving institutions. 1 do
not like saying in one breath, "This thing is
wrong and ha who does it gaes behind the
baxs," and in the next hreath teiling the
very samne persans, "We do nat abject ta your
doing it if your province says it is ail right,
and the proceeds go ta hospitals." I do not


