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sity, because diversity suits the constitu-
tion of our country and the habits of our
people hetter than uuiformity, and I hold
that a co-operative society thiat might suit
Quebec under its Act of 1906 might not
suit Ontario ; la fact w-e have no co-opera-
tive legisiation like that, nor have they in
any of the other provinces a law like Que-
bec, althougli it Is, I believe, a very good
law. I therefore plead not for uni-
formity but for diversity. Here is w-bat
Sir Oliver Mow-at said on that question.
Sir Oliver Mowat, the Attorney General of
Ontario, in a report to the executîve coulicil
of the province upon the decision ln 'the
Privy Counceil in Hodge versus the Queeui
says:

It is clear that an alleged or supposed ex-
pediency of the law being uniformn through-
out the Dominion on any subject which is
otherwise wjthjn the exclusive jurisdiction of
the provincial legisIatures does not give juris-
diction to the federal parliameat to croate
uniformity.

His argument is thiat a desire for u -ni-
formity does not give jurisdiction. I agree
with the hon, leader of the Senate, that uni-
formity may he desirahie iu many ways,
and uniform legisiation lu regard to crimi-
nal matters l5 of very great importance to
Canada, and w-e have uuiformity la thiat
respect; but look at the diversity. We have
the French code la Quebec la regard to
civil matters. Is that any detriment to
us? We had the Canada Temperance Act
passed, for one reason amoug othiers, that
we miglit have uuiformity in regard to
legisiation. What is the upshot of that?
Prince Edward Island abandoned the Can-
ada Temperauce -lct 0f 1878, and passed its
own Act, not absolutely different from the
Scott Act as w-e commionly called it. Mani-
toba abandoned the Scott Act and adopted
one of ber own. We in Ontario abaadoued
the Scott Act and practically adopted the
Manitoba Act, so that the Scott Act, useful
as it has been, and much to, the credit of
the promoter, much to the benefit of this
country, dld not resuit la uniformlty In
temperance legisiation, but la a variety
of legisiation on the subject, which
isuits us better. Prince Edward Island
produced a temperance law of its own that
was much more effective than the Scott
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Act, and had the Manitoba Act prevailed in
Manitoba I bave no doubt it wouid bave
been more effective than the Scott Act.
There we have had an attempt at unifor-
rnity -on very high and noble ground, be-
coming a failure because of the peculiarities
of our people. Here is au attempt té In-
sist upon a nco-operative BUi for the Domin-
ion of Canada, that, If insisted upon, miay
fail just simply because Iu jts various as-
pects it was flot adapted to the varlous
wants of our people. MýNy bon. frieud says
that the Scott Act led to local option. The
istoriea! fact is, that local option preceded
the iScott Act by 14 years. I thiuk local
option w';s passed iu 1SG4.
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Hon. Mr. ROSS (idex-ud the
Scott Act in 1878, and as a matter of fact
iu many. cases where the Scott Act wvas
tried, and where It dîd not succeed. local
option has been adopted, so that althoug-h
the Scott Act would give us uniformity in
ail the provinces, the people of Ontario, and
some of the other provinces, prefer local
option after their own fashion. 'My hon.
friend dlaim that this Act takes away
nothlng from the province. If the pro-
vinces bave exclusive jurisdiction in the
matter of legisiation of this kind, then it
takes nway exclusive jurisdiction. 0f
course w-e have, as I said a moment ago,
flot concurrence, because 1 do not think that
is possible under the British North Amierica
Act, but we have parallel legfisiation in the
matter of agriculture and immigration, and,
I think, somethlng like parallel legisiation
in the matter of education; but if it is the
exclusive right of th e province to pass mea-
sures of this kind, theu this Bill would take
somethlng away from the provinces, and,
as I said la the committee, if I may be
allowed to state whiat I said there, if this
:Senate stands for anything by which it
ivill have vitality, and by which it w-i bave
the respect of the people of Canada, it must
stand for the purposes for which it w-as
orlginally established, namely, to proteet
provincial rights. The Senate of Canada
is the buttress of provincial rights, as the
Senate of United States is the safeguard
of the rights of the diff erent states, and if
we fail la that we fail lu the purpose for
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