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rigbtful privileges whicb should accrue fromn
the labour and energy which he has put into
bis operations? Will anyone deny that? No;
it cannot be denied. Lt is one of the traves-
ties of the times, as bas been sbown in this
report. that se far as farm impiements are
concerned, so far as bis relations in tbe
marketing of bis produets tbrougb the packers
are concerned, se far as bis relations to the
canning industry are concerned, the primary
producer bas held tbe bag. te, use a colloquial-
ism. The primary produrer is the one who
bas lest eut. Have we been invited to, take
adequate steps te, correct these iniquities? I
submit that ne adequate steps have been
taken. I quete:

So long as I arn hcad cf the gevernent of
this e ountry, I wili sec fair play bctween the
prodiîrer ani the cnsuîmer, hetwcen industry
and the public. 1 have no prejudiees. 1 hope,
ami 1 play ne favoîîrites. But 1 couid net
better shiow my concern fer industr * than te
ridf it of those pravtices w hirb unfairly affect
the pouketbeck cf the great bsslk of tIse p(opie
of t1lis country and work a danining injury te
indiitry itself.

These are noble werds, but I faul te find
sn t-he measures se far submitted te parlia-
ment that degrce cf remedy whicb was indi-
cated in these werds cf tIse Primýe Minisüer.

Let me ccli tbe attention cf the bouse te
wbat we bave before us. We bave bad an
ameediment te the live stock act. One can
dismiss that and scy that it is littie more
tban worthless. Lt dees propose one or tswo
tbing-s which were rccommended in the corn-
missien's report, but bcd it been drawn up
by the great packing institutions of tbis
country it could net have been more satis-
factory te tbem.

The next are the amcndments te tbe
criminal code. Has there ever been a time
ie the bistcry cf Canada and in the history
cf this parliarnent when a measure was intrn-
duced te parliament in respense te the recem-
mendations cf a commission wbich sat for
fificen months witb surh werds as these used
by the Minister cf Justice (Mr. Gut! rie)
wben he intreducedi the measure and later
when the discussion was finally brought te
a bead? The Minister cf Justice said that
these tbings were effered te parliament but
it was net considered that they could be
made effective because cf constitutienal diffi-
culties. Whose business was it te dra-w tbemn
se that they weuld be effective? I say te the
Minister cf Justice that had be simply made
the offences stated in that bill crimes, tbey
would have been within the powers cf par-
liament. 1 knssw wbat will happen wben I
say that; I shaîl be laugbed at and ridiculed
as a sert cf ignorant Icyman wbc presumes
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to talk on constitutions] matters. I submait
that an impartially minded legal mac could
draft bhese measures in tbe ligbt cf the chapter
ce labeur cf the report se, tbat tbey would
be witbin the constitution. Subsection (a),
I think it is, cf section 5 may be questienable,
but I submit that most cf tbe sections could
bave been breught witbin the criminal code.
Hew were these arnendiments introduced?
Parliament was toid first by tbe Minister cf
Justice and then by a lcading legal mind of
the opposition that they were se much
nonsense, ce the cne band, and would net
be effective, on tbe ether. Did ever legis-
lation start eut ce a career cf reforma under
conditions sucb as that?

What was eext? We corne now te the
ameedmeets te the Cempanies Act. Thé
minister whc intreducedi this legislatice stated
in oee part cf bis remarks tbat if he were in
private practice he wvculd like nothing better
than te be bricfed te rentest tbe very measures
be was introducing-. I ask the sericus minded
hon. members cf this bouse: Did ever legis-
lation which was supposed te give effecý te
the soleme words and noble sentiments con-
tained in the three speeches fremn whicb I
have qssotcd start on its career cf reform under
auspices such as that?

Wr corne now te the most important cf ail,
the bill which is before us for third reading.
I expressed previou.4y my vieivs on this
legisiatien cnd 1 shail net repeat themn ether
than te say this: The bill is dr.afted and
coefined te the ncrrowest interpretatien cf
censtitutional law when the report is as clear
as day that there are prevailing in this
rountry practices and customs which the
report bas indicatcd cannot be covered by
statute law but if a commission were set up
that would review these matters cnd make
<lerlarations on them. yeu roisld build up in
this cuntry a corporate practice that would
recreate tise fair practice cf man, that prar-
tire which passed, away witb the cpen market
place. That is whct tbe report suggested.
I stili suisbmit, net as a lawyer, but just as
an erdinary member cf tbe bouse. that if
that board bad been set up in that spirit,
wcs given as wide constitutienal pewersz as
possible, having placed, upon it the adminis-
tration cf the various arts. but ai-se being
made a refersie bctween ronflicting business
interests in Canada, a very great service could
have bren rendered.

But wbat is the ebief weckeess cf this bill?
Lt bas bren turncd ever te tise tariff board.
I have referrerl te that before. Let me
repeat this: Ie se far as the worthy judge
w-ho presides ever the tariff board is cee-


