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SENATORS OF CANADA
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MAY 30, 1930

THE HONOURABLE ARTHUR C. HARDY, SPEAKER

(succeeding the Honourable Hewitt Bostock, P.C., who died April 28, 1930.)

SENATORS. DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS

The Honourable
PASCAL POIRTER....c.c000ieresioscscccnccsces Acadia. ol il div i Shediac, N.B.
RaouL DANDURAND, P.C..cccvvininiainnnnnsn. Do Lorindier......c:-c0q0 Montreal, Que.
JosEPH P. B. CASGRAIN.....covvivncoracennes De Lanaudidre........... Montreal, Que.
Frépgric L. BEQue, P.C.c..ooveinivienenn. De Salaberry........ ....| Montreal, Que.
JonurE H. LEGRIB...ccvvrncssbeossnssnsnssnns Repentighy.coocceosscose Louiseville, Que.
JOLEE TESRIER. . oo bsoens + a0 Samansan . | De la Durantaye.........| Quebec, Que.
James H. ROSS....ovvvernenaciranns Lo Moo8e JaW..eeeerenrsenns Moose Jaw, Sask.
NaroLfoN A. Bercourt, P.C..ceviinninennnn. OAWE. (oo cerecarsimonisns Ottawa, Ont.
EpWARD MATTHEW FARRELL....ccovvvevnnnen. Liverpool.cececcooscosse Liverpool, N.S.
TOUIB LAVERGNE. . i svosgysbios s emens el KennebeC................| Arthabaska, Que.
JosEPHE M. WILSON...ioovvniaciconnacnns B Sorel ..... SO s Montreal, Que.
Rurus HENRY POPE............... Sl Bedford....cccccoevennns Cookshire, Que.
JOHEN W. DANIEL.....ccouvearaceccsccsnccnnes Saint John.............. Saint John, N.B.
GEORGE GORDON.covvevcosaccsasassssssssssss PUDISMINGE oo voi v bvensos North Bay, Ont.
NATEANIEL CURRY....covevecsonns S eneeae Amberst..... o ..| Ambherst, N.8.
EDWARD L. GIRROIR...cccovvscecnnne e Antigonish.............. | Antigonish, N.S.
ERNEST D. SMITH...ccuvveerneenannscaccennns Weantworth:i.i...oov0vnvs Winona, Ont.
JAMES J. DONNELLY..eoveeeeneoanaasenansnnnns South Bruce............. Pinkerton, Ont.
CHARLES PHILIPPE BEAUBIEN...... Serwesbnsen Montarville.............. Montreal, Que.
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Victoria, B.C.
Whitewood, Sask.
Toronto, Ont.
Sackville, N.B.
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SANFORD J. CROWE...cvvvrnernnsccrsonsnannss Burrard....coceoeeeceeees Vancouver, B.C.
PETER MARTIN.....cvuvenenaensossssassassoses Halifax...ooc00 e S aaneh Halifax, N.S.
ArTHUR C. HARDY, (Speaker).c.cco.oovveenn LR o iuses . veivonvaes Brockville, Ont.
ONAESIPHORE TURGEON...ccvvvnrecncessanssess Gloucester. ..o ccosveness Bathurst, N.B.
i I?Ié“il;(?m ST OL ; A“Es W .O BTB' PC' S North York. ... .0 .o Toronto, Ont
ANDREW HAYDON.....ovvrvnrarucnosnnsecoce: Lanark....c.ooceevee v....| Ottawa, Ont
CrLiFFORD W. ROBINSON....c0vvveveracnnensnens Moneton...ceceaseoonsses Moncton, N.B.
Jamus JoSEPH HUGHES.....coovvnverncnrncnnes AN S o vsioensonnie vesss| Souris, P.EI,
CREELMAN MACARTHUR...cccovturnnanaseens Prince.is oo senisnes Summerside, P.E.L.
Jacques BUREAU, P.C...oviivniinieniinnnenn. TaBalle. i snininrsans Three Rivers, Que.
Henr1 SEVERIN BEranp, P.C....ooovvennnen. BRNBON. S i wonses St. Joseph de Beauce, Que.
JOHN LEWIS. ..ccoiorocsnoenssosssosonnssennes POrONIOGL L ols v ovmayvwns Toronto, Ont.
CHARLES MURPHY, P.C...ocooiviniiiinnnen. Russell.....covoveeasisns Ottawa, Ont.
WILLIAM ASHBURY BUCHANAN.....coocevennne Tothbridge. .. covoscrses Lethbridge, Alta.
PRroSPER EDMOND LESSARD......ocevarnnnenss St. Paul. s T Edmonton, Alta.
JaMES PALMER RANKIN....cvcnvearenrnracnnas Porth,:N..cis i oimnesons Stratford, Ont.
ArtaUR Buss Corp, P.Coooviiiinininnnnnn Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
JouN PATRICK MOLLOY...ccvvvevnnncnsnennnns Provencher.......coeeeee Morris, Man.
WiLrRED LAURIER MCDOUGALD........ S Wellington...cceoeeseeesss Montreal, Que.
T s L G SRR e High River. ............ High River, Alta.
PAuL L. HATFIELD...covvenruencncecesnsnsnens Yarmouth.....cccecacees Yarmouth, N.S.
Rr. HoN. GeorGE P. GranaM, P.C........... Eganville........cooveeeen Brockville, Ont.
WitLiAM H. MCGUIRE... covvveeessscscnsncacss Bt YOrK .civnsesnesson Toronto, Ont.
DONAT RAYMOND....ccvoceneensnssconsssnsnncns De la Vallidre............ Montreal, Que.
PHILIPPE J. PARADIS...covncereancacsncssanenns Shawinigan ..............| Quebec, Que.
James H. SPENCE......covecenrees e North Bruce....coevnee Toronto, Ont.
EDGAR B. LITTLE....ccocveeesresosccsssconnne I DDAON st 5 o5 v niomis dos London, Ont.
GUSTAVE LACASSE.....c0vvns A e DTS SRR Sisiivine e Tecumseh, Ont.
HeNrRY HERBERT HORSEY......coecvvaenens Prince Edward......... Cressy, Ont.
WarteRr E. FostER, P.C.oiiviereiiiniinnnnn. Baimt John. s ieveessen Saint John, N.B.
HANCE J. LOGAN. ... .oovuevcsncacacncnionens Cumberland...... Fore Parrsboro, N.S.
RoBERT FORKE, P.C...coovevecancsnccinnenes BERARHONL v isionons Pipestone, Man.
CAIRINE R. WILSON......oivivinennnrnnnnne. Rockolitfe .. .....oc.-.s Ottawa, Ont.
JamEs MURDOCK, P.C.ooviiiniiniininiinnnne. Parkdale. ......cciovenes Ottawa, Ont.
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AyrLEsworTH, Sir ALLeN, P.C., K.C.M.G....| North York............. Toronto, Ont.
IBARNARD s Goll o oot it ot st i NiotOBIAS - .0 i vsnosncan Victoria, B.C.
BEAUHIEN, (o P s itk e Montarville.............. Montreal, Que.
LTI A O i K BRIl e M et De Salaberry............ Montreal, Que.
BEAND. BB PG sl il s e TBMROD 50 s vivnsvisasnts St. Joseph de Beauce, Que.
Brrcouir, No A PO, ol niiinecdunitss Ottawa..cic ik iinans. Ottawa, Ont.
BERARD AL e ii i sa v ts si et rae s St. Boniihoe...oseseasssss Winnipeg, Man.
S N A R P WA R A B S e Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
L5y s e D R OUR R RS R SR The Laurentides......... Montreal, Que.
T A e e R IR S O Riehbuoto . ocve s in. Richibucto, N.B.
BRIEIRAN, W A oicoiscnovooinsnssosswessin. Tethbridee. .....c.0..00 Lethbridge, Alta.
BEREAG O PG oo s us sy e snses TaSalla.cc...occicae Three Rivers, Que.
RNERyd. ARG o Sl i e Salleodts; ... o ovviins e Regina, Sask.
LB E U S | e R R s g De Lanaudigre........... Montreal, Que.
LT e R RS SR RO TR e Grandville......... e Quebec, Que.
O A AR R S e T O e S Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
LB T SR S SR R e e Butrards - e Vancouver, B.C.
VTR S o R S s e GRS RS e ATOBOESE s oo s i i Ambherst, N.S.
P ARHURAND, Ry Bl i ie s anhssnsvss De Lorimier....oceeveess Montreal, Que.
DAL I W it v catne s sasasninn L T R R O St. John, N.B.
DONNBILY; T Joscrsveesisonans s ons South BIUCe. ..cvvvevnrs Pinkerton, Ont.
EAUREIL, Bl o it s aavehns ST G e FDEn o xR S Liverpool, N.S.
Fisuxm, J. H........... S L R AT B BERRE s i e Paris, Ont.
Foliik M. PO i it it tieyiesoat Brasdoh. .o Pipestone, Man,
FORER, GG o oo iririisevisesnssvivstnosa AlMa . o weeessss.| Montreal, Que.
Foster, R1. HoN. Sir Grorae E., P.C,,

Aol e R G R TR S s Ottawn.....c.o0 000, v....| Ottawa, Ont.
FoNmEE, W B, PO, i cvivinsonee AT A DAL JODR.......oovavns Saint John, N.B.
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Ottawa, Ont.
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PREADIR. P i it PSR Shawinigan. ....c.ce0ueen Quebec, Que.
PEENEA. Ao i iaiiaot s Soavensvn vvics NADAUNO oo s oo vves Nanaimo, B.C.
POMNR P e st s s i e e e AORIHB T =000, i s s Shediac, N.B.
L R ke e L R R e R e S BedOINIS V0 5 vs oo Cookshire, Que.
RANEIN, X B o T oo s ai s s s Perthy Nt el Stratford, Ont.
by TR T RE B S e ey S RSl e el De la Valliére............ Montreal, Que.
314 Th e B S DYSe e Sl s e G e | B - HIVer vvi v inevisinne High River, Alta.
RoBERTHON, G. Di, PiO...iooioiiivivsvnson Welland iz, oo snsavaves- Welland, Ont.
RIRBON - W, e i s s eaiie shiesios Monctons. .« cxsionrenss Moncton, N.B.
Jhen o b S e G R B S S e e s L MOOBETEW ., v isncivnisns Moose Jaw, Sask.
(SRS A T L DRI S R R e e T e e Boigsevam.i..ioo oo, Boissevain, Man.
SeanensWo Hooo oL o Mantou.o.. .0 i oae Manitou, Man.
(357 1v o2 00 i B EaS S R R i e R Wentworth...............| Winona, Ont.
BemNEE J I oo i v e s North Bruce.....ccc.... Toronto, Ont.
T A e e R R R S e B Colehester:.. .. ek Truro, N.S.
SANNER, - COl i rn s et Pletonmio.tinediitGn Pictou, N.S.
S T e ) B R S R e S S s e S New Westminster........ New Westminster, B.C.
ERRIER . JUTRR s ieeiiss ol s danis an a0 ae So0a De la Durantaye.........| Quebec, Que.
2ol G R O R O e e e S Charlotte.. s, v s Milltown, N.B.
SEERORON ) s T i e e s Gloucester.......cooueesss Bathurst, N.B.
T e B B N B A e s Asshiibola. i i e Carlyle, Sask.
L T P 9 e e e G ST R i e e BIROABORR: . v sssvessoren Montreal, Que.
Ve e R O R S R e A s e R TKEENRY .o orosoimnonyes Moutreal, Que.
VLo b G el e s R N R e Pembroke........o. .0 Pembroke, Ont.
WitnouoHeY, Wo B ol it s s s Moose JaW....oeseencsnss Moose Jaw, Sask.
WHREW. I M. ... oivirrireniicivssrsiivonsnses BOERL e Montreal, Que.
WHEBON C R v it Rookalifle. .. <. icovseviins Ottawa, Ont.
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1 NarorioN A BricouRm, BiC i ohioi . firi toiit cinias.d o saosveaasins Ottawa.
2 GRORGE CORDON fsivdann bl e tit st s o s s s S sal Ay s ours North Bay.
8 ErNBsT D. BMITH ]  coi o bl cecnissrvsnsss s mbiaisadilsses s spspiasesss Winona.
4 JaMES J. DONNELLRE cvisifs ovscive s s v smis s sl dls Bl > o ais i B ptain e 358 Pinkerton.
5 GEORGE LYNCH-STADNTON . iospesesssesssaies sy i TS Hamilton.
6. GmroN:D. RoBREISON ;- TC o oot vo vooinsimamthygd Bes o pobphases s Welland.
T-JoBN HENRY JUSRER 1. 35 o0 i s vndine e vvs ptmesndcibe sebirsensng Paris.
8 GERALD VERNEB WWHIZE ..\ . lioceoncesonuscasonsinnish Lot sl e i Pembroke.
9 Rr. Hown. Sir Gro. E. Foster, P.C., GCMG ............. Ottawa.
10 Ancunatn’ H. MAchowiae © M. Gu...oiiiivik s eskle,  sesosss sanps Toronto.
1 AnTaor C. HARDY o (BDORIET) .. ovivscns: srtaniivpine  sbsssassvssoss Brockyville.
12 Sir ALLEN Bristor AYLESWORTH, P.C., K.C.M.G.... .seceveieveens. Toronto.
13 ANDHEW HAYDON. ..oiio oot s ssnonnssnssinss Ottawa.
14 CuearLES MUrrPHY, P.C. Ottawa.
10 JORN DEWIB. . i i teaisen s snnnn s unio Toronto.
16 JaMES PALMER RANKIN.....covivvirinnnnnnnene aWen b v ey alarts Stratford.
17 Rt. HoN. GEORGE P. GrAHAM, P.C............. A e A e O Brockville.
18 Wortiam H. MOGUIRE... cc.civ vorseichonsneces e e e Toronto.
19 James H. BPENCE........ciuvnceecmcnsiavoone T T e e D R Toronto.
20 EDGAR 8. LITTLE....ccocntesncsocossocecccnas O T P London.
21 GUSTIAVE LACABSE. ....cvveveenececiosnnacins R R e Tecumseh.
22 By M. HORSEY... . ciicssrsnsssansereins i it i o Cressy.
28 CAniNg B, WILBON. ... .. ciciacsisisrasisisnssstarsrsassssbnsbevssnssarsaveisvony .| Ottawa.
24 James Murpock, P.C.......... NPT e i G AL G O Ottawa.
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16 Henrr SEvErIN Bfranp, P.C............. BB+ < < ivod c svssesass St. Joseph de Beauce.

17 Jacauns BURBAD PG5 i vininnionsos LaBalle:ciies Guviiaeis Three Rivers.

18 Wirrep LaurmEr McDovecaArp............ .Wellington ............... Montreal.

19 DoNar BAYMOND:SI 0 0 G De la Valliére. .......... Montreal.
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CANADA

Che BDebates of the Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE

Thursday, February 20, 1930.

The Parliament of Canada having been
summoned by Proclamation of the Governor
General to meet this day for the despatch of
business:

The Senate met at 2.30 p.m., the Speaker
in the Chair.

OPENING OF THE SESSION

The Hon. the SPEAKER informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Governor General’s Secretary
informing him that His Excellency the
Governor General would proceed to the
Senate Chamber to open the Session of the
Dominion Parliament this day at three
o’clock.

 The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

At three  o'clock His Excellency the
Governor General proceeded to the Senate
Chamber and took his seat upon the Throne.
His Excellency was pleased to command the
attendance of the House of Commons, and
that House being come, with their Speaker,
His Excellency was pleased to open the
Fourth Session of the Sixteenth Parliament

of the Dominion of Canada with the following

Speech:

Honourable Members of the Senate:
Members of the House of Commons:

It affords me much pleasure to greet you at
the commencement of another session of parlia-
ment, and to be able 'to congratulate you upon
the continued prosperity of the country. The
vear 1929 was the most productive year in the
history of Canada. In industries, other than
agriculture, employment reached the highest
point on record; mnew comstruction was the
largest known. Mining production was of
unequalled value. ‘Manufacturing production
surfpoa.ssed all previous records. There was vast
increase in the development of hydro-electric
power. The products of our fields and our herds
reached higher standards of excellence and
quality than at any previous time. The
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Dominion is already recovering from the sea-
sonal slackness evident at the end of the year,
and it is not to be forgotten that the \bulk of
the 1929 wheat crop still remains in Canadian
hands for final disposition.

Our trade with foreign countries has shown
marked increase. During the year additional
Trade Commissioners’ offices have been opened
in several countries, and additional steamship
services 1naugura‘ted ‘to Australia and South
America. Tenders have been called for pro-
posed extensions of steamship services to India
and British East Africa.

Our two railway systems have carried out
extensive construction and development plans,
and are contemplating further construction
and developments. The final section of the
Hudson Bay Railway has been completed.
The construction of the Welland Ship Canal
is now nearing completion. On the opening
of the new canal the Upper Lake grain carriers
will be able to reach Lake Ontario and Upper
St. Lawrence ports. The work of providing
suitable terminals is proceeding.

Legislation will be introduced respecting the
several railway properties formerly privately
owned and now embraced in the Canadian
National Railway System.

For some time past my Ministers have been
giving special attention to those problems
which, for many years, have been a source of
controversy between the provinces of Canada
and the Dominion. Among matters of concern
have been certain economic and financial
readjustments deemed by the provinces
essential to their being placed in @ position
of equality one with the other. To a greater
or lesser extent, problems have @risen with
respect to all the provinces of Canada. Those
of the Maritime Provinces were investigated by
the Royal Commission on Maritime Claims and
have been in large part solved by the effect
given to the recommendations of thiat body.
Consideration is at present being given to the
final revision of the financial arrangements
contemplated by the Commission’s report.

The provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan and
Alberta have negotiated for many years with
the Government of Canada for the return of
their natural resources. The Province of British
Columbia has sought the restoration ‘to the
province of lands vomprising what is known as
the railway belt and Peace River block. With
the Provinces of Manitoba and Alberta and with
the Province of British Columbia agreements
have been reached, which will be submitted
to you for approval. An offer similar in
character and terms to that accepted by Alberta
has been made to Saskatchewan with respect
to the transfer to that province of its natural
resources.

The Provinces of Ontario and Quebec have
been concerned over the question of water
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powers in their relation to mnavigation. It
having become apparent, through a reference
to the Supreme Court, that this question can-
not readily be settled by judicial determina-
tion, a solution has been sought by coprfe-rence
which it is hoped will lead to a satisfactory
settlement of this highly controversial problem.

My Ministers have also been making careful
inquiry into the workings of the provisions and
administration of the Pensions Act with a
view tto ascertaining what, in the light of past
and present experiences, may be necessary to
ensure full effect being given to the purpose of
Parliament in that enactment. As a result
your attention will be invited to legislation to
make more adequate provision for the needs gf
the veterans of the Great War and their
dependents. =i ;

The report of the Royal Commission @plpomt.,ed
to inquire into the existing situation with
respect to radio broadcasting in Canada will
be presented for your consideration. :

The report of the Royal Commission appointed
to inquire into the classification and Temunera-
tion of technical and professional officials of
the Civil Service of Canada will also be pre-
sented for your consideration. i

During the year a complete re-organization
was effected in the personnel of the Board of
Grain - Commissioners. Men of outstanding
business, agricultural and scientific experience
have beer appointed to administer the Canada
Grain Act. A Bill will be presented for the
consolidation of the Camnada Grain Act, in
accordance with the vecommendation of the
Standing Committee of the House of Commons
on Agriculture at the last session.

At the September meeting of the Assembly
of the League of Nations, the Optional Clause
of the Statute of the Permanent Court, pro-
viding for the submission of justiciable disputes
to arbitration, was signed on behalf of Canada
and all the other nations of the British Com-
monwealth. It will be submitted for your
approval.

In accordance with the recommendations of
the Imperial Conference of 1926, a conference
was held in London during the past autumn
to consider and report on certain phases of the
operation of Dominion legislation and merchant
shipping. The report of this conference will
be submitted.

In the summer of last year, an invitation
was extended by His Majesty’s Government in
Camada to all His Majesty’s other Govern-
ments to participate in an Imperial Economic
Conference in Canada at the earliest possible
date. It was found that the convenience of
the majority of the Governments could best be
met by an arrangement to hold the Imperial
Ecomomic Conference along with the Imperial
Confference in London in the early autumn of
the present year. This has accordingly been
arranged.

Canada, in common with the other members
of the British Commonwealth of Nations, is
participating in the Conference on the Limita-
tion of Naval Armament, which was opened in
London by His Majesty on January 21. It
is confidently hoped that the discussions so
auspiciously begun will result in a marked
lessening of intermational rivalries and the
growth of security and good-will.

The eligibility of women for appointment to
the Senate of Canada has been declared by the
Judicial Committee of the Privy Couneil, and
I have been pleased, on the advice of my

The Hon. the SPEAKER.

Ministers, to avail myself of ithe earliest
opportunity to summon a womam to the Senate.
For the first time in Canadian history, women
have been accorded an equal right with men to
representation in both Houses of Parliament.
Among other measures to which your atten-
tion will be invited are amendments to the
Elections Act, the Bankruptcy Aect, the Com-
panies Aat, and the Criminal Code.
Members of the House of Commons:

The Public Accounts of the last fiscal year
and the Estimates for the coming year will be
submitted for your consideration.

Homnourable Members of the Senate:
Members of the House of Commons:

In again inviting your careful consideration
to the important matters which will engage
your attention, I pray that Divine Providence
may continue to guide and bless your delibera-
tions.

His Excellency the Governor General was
pleased to retire, and the House of Commons
withdrew.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

Prayers.

RAILWAY BILL
FIRST READING

Bill —, an Act respecting Railways—Hon.
Mr. Dandurand.

CONSIDERATION OF HIS
EXCELLENCY’S SPEECH

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, it was
ordered, that the Speech of His Excellency
the Governor General be taken into con-
sideration on Tuesday, February 25.

NEW SENATORS INTRODUCED

The following newly-appointed Senators
were severally introduced and took their
seats:

Hon. Robert Forke, of Pipestone, Manitoba,
introduced by Hon. R, Dandurand and Hon.
J. P. Molloy.

Hon. Cairine Mackay Wilson, of Ottawa,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. R. Dandurand
and Right Hon. G. P. Graham.

COMMITTEE ON ORDERS AND
PRIVILEGES
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved:

That all the Senators present during the
Session be appointed a Committee to consider
the Orders amd Customs of the Senate and
Privileges of Parliament, and that the said
Committee have leave to meet in the Senate
Chamber when and as often as they please.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until
February 25, at 3 p.m.

Tuesday.
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Tuesday, February 25, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
following senators were appointed a Committee
of Selection to nominate senators to serve on
the several standing committees during the
present session: the Honourable Messieurs
Belcourt, Buchanan, Daniel, Graham, Robert-
son, Sharpe, Tanner, Willoughby, and the
mover.

TRIBUTES TO DECEASED SENATORS

THE LATE HON. SIR EDWARD KEMP, HON J.
D. REID, HON. N. K. LAFLAMME AND HON.
B. C. PROWSE

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
members, since we last separated, in June,
1929, the Senate has lost four of its members,
two of whom, Sir Edward Kemp and Hon.
Dr. Reid, were members of the Privy Couneil.

Sir Edward Kemp was born in 1858 in the
Province of Quebec and spent his early life
there. When about twenty-five years of age,
after having acquired some experience in in-
dustry in the city of Montreal, he moved to
Toronto. Possessed of energy, foresight, and
public spirit, from the moment he launched
out for himself in the city of Toronto he rose
rapidly. At thirty he was already in the
public eye. He was interested not only in
his own business but in economics generally,
and “we find him elected in 1895 to the high
office of president of the Canadian Manufac-
turers’ Association, and in 1899 to the presi-
dency of the Board of Trade of the city.
The following year he entered the House
of Commons, and in 1911 became a Privy
Councillor. He was made Minister of Militia
in 1916, and Minister of Overseas Military
Forces in 1917. In 1921 he came to this
House. His career was characterized by steady
and rapid progress towards the summit. He
succeeded not only in his private interests but
in public life as well, and was a leader in
his community. Those of us here who had
the privilege of being in close contact with
Sir Edward found him always kindly and
affable and a thorough gentleman. Though

the son of a farmer, he had the bearing of

an aristocrat. He was simplicity itself, kindli-

ness personified, and an outstanding citizen.
Senator Reid, who was a contemporary of

Sir Edward Kemp, was born at Prescott in

1859. He studied medicine, but deserted ‘that
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field for industrial pursuits, which he in turn
deserted for the larger field of politics. He
entered the House of Commons in 1891, at the
age of thirty-two, was re-elected continuously
from that time till 1921, and, with the time
that he sojourned among us, spent thirty-eight
yvears in public life. He was Minister of
Customs in 1911 and Minister of Railways
and Canals in 1917,

We saw him in full activity and apparent
good health to the final day of last session.
I always admired his energy and strong con-
viction, and although he was sometimes
aggressive, he ‘was always loyal and kindly.
By his death the Senate has lost a good
member, and the people a good servant.

We have lost also Senator Laflamme, who
was with us for only a very short time. When
he entered the Senate he was already in poor
health. He had been drawn into politics
against his inclination, and he sat in the
House of Commons from 1922 to 1925. He
was reproached for having made the state-
ment, when addressing the electors of Drum-
mond-Arthabaska, that he did not need their
vote, but that if they needed him they could
elect him. !

He was essentially a lawyer, and shone
brilliantly at the Bar of the Province of
Quebec in both ecivil and criminal matters.
He had a large practice. His services were
retained from one end of the province to the
other in most important cases. He had an
original mind and was a powerful dialectician,
and was possessed of an independent spirit
which party discipline could not curb.

The news reached us yesterday of the
demise of Senator Prowse, of Prince Edward
Island. Senator Prowse had been a member
of this Chamber since 1901. He was born
at Charlottetown in 1862. His commercial
career was a successful one and he was one
of the merchant princes of the Island. He
served as councillor for the city of \Charlotte-
town and was at one time mayor of his native
city. He was a public-spirited man, a man
of sound judgment and kindly heart.

To the families of our departed friends I
extend, on your behalf as well as my own,
our warmest sympathy.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members, I wish to add but a few words to
the remarks of my honourable friend the
leader of the Government with reference
to the death of our late colleagues in this
House. The honourable leader has given a
chronological history of the important steps
in their careers; so it will not be necessary
for me, nor shall I attempt, to repeat what
he has said in that respect.
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I wish, however, to say a word with refer-

ence, first, to Sir Edward Kemp. His career
was an extremely striking one. He came from
the little English patch in the Province of
Quebec, which has furnished so many dis-
tinguished men to Parliament and to com-
merce and industry in this country. Sir
Edward Kemp was one of the very success-
ful men recruited from that little settlement.
Individually I am greatly indebted to him for
his readiness at all times to give counsel to
a junior like myself, particularly in matters
of trade, commerce and finance, in which he
was peculiarly capable of giving advice.
. In spite of the demands of a successful
career he was kindliness itself. Perhaps no
other man in public life in Canada had a
kinder . heart or was more willing to extend
a helping hand to relieve those in distress.
I know of many occasions when he exercised
this kindly spirit, but what I know is only
a tithe of the many kindnesses that he per-
formed:

He will be very much missed on this side
of the House. The party to which I have
the honour to belong will miss him. While
his attachment te his party had not weakened,
he had ceased to be a very keen partisan and
always displayed ‘a readiness to approach
matters: in.  a public-spirited way. We
esteemed his counsel. at all times, for his wide
experience made it invaluable in our en-
deavour to legislate in the best interests of
the country.

I had known the late Dr. Reid personally
for a longer period than I had known Sir
Edward Kemp, but after coming to this House
Twas not thrown into such close conthect with
him. - The striking events of Dr. Reid’s career
have been succinetly related by the homour-
able: leader, of the House. As a Minister he
was always’ very devoted to his department,
particularly when he was charged with the
responsibility of the Customs Department.
Perhaps no. Minister ever devoted more time
and industry or gave more of his heart
to the department over which he presided.
I do not think that Dr. Reid was quite as
much at home in the Department of Railways
and Canals as he had been in the Customs
Department. In the early days of the pro-
jected amalgamation of the various railways
that now go to make up the Canadian Na-
tional Railway System it was my pleasure,
if not my duty, to attend the debates in the
other House. The subject was a difficult one.
The ramifications of the various companies
were almost endless and nobody could under-
stand them at all without the most - careful
serutiny and attention. Perhaps nobody

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY. '

understood those matters as fully as Mr.
Meighen, whose mind was peculiarly suited
to dissecting the relationship of the various
companies, co-ordinating them, and formu-
lating a policy to bring them under one head;
but the late Senator Reid did all that it was
humanly possible for him to do, and the de-
mands made upon him must have been very
trying.

As to the late Hon. Mr. Laflamme, I had
very little opportunity of becoming intimately
acquainted with him. I remember well the
first time I met him. It was in the city of
Winnipeg, at a meeting of the Canadian Bar
Association. He was there, I believe, as the
representative of the Minister of Justice. One
evening as' I was wandering through the hotel
where the meetings were being held, a young
legal acquaintance of mine suggested that we
should call on Mr. Laflamme. When I said
that I ‘did not kmow Mr. Laflamme this
young colleague replied, “We will go anyway.”
So we called on Mr. Laflamme and passed
a very pleasant evening with him. I feel, as
a lawyer, that through his death this House
has suffered a real loss. Having a pride in
my profession, I am very eager to see our
ranks recruited from time to time from the
best legal talent in the other House. - Mr.
Laflamme was an acquisition to the Senate
for the debating of matters in their constitu-
tional or legal aspect. I.recall that he made
some very pertinent remarks last session’ with
respect to the negotiation of treaties.

Senator Prowse I have known ever since
my entry into this House. He had long pre-
ceded me. The honourable leader of the
Government . has recorded the steps of his
career. . He was a man of a very kindly
nature; he had not an enemy in the . House;
and if he could diffuse a ray of pleasure he
wab only too glad to do so.

1 sincerely join with my honourable friend
the leader of the Government in extending to
the families of these gentlemen our sincere
sympathy.

I should be very happy if the right honour-
able the junior member for Ottawa (Right
Hon. Sir George E. Foster), who was a col-
league of the first named gentlemen, would
say a few words to the House.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, it is usual for this
vearly recurring ceremony of remembrance
to be participated in by the leaders on either
side, and by those alone. While many mem-
bers on both sides would probably desire to add
their quota of remembrance of incidents that
had occurred, our sentiments are ably and
thoroughly expressed by the leaders, and the
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other members of the Senate acquiesce in
what they say. But in this case I feel thank-
ful for the suggestion that I should say a
word or two.

I do not intend to enter into the records of
these four gentlemen, for that has been pretty
thoroughly done by the honourable leader of
the Government and the honourable leader of
the Opposition; but on the ground of per-
sonal friendship and intimate collaboration,
especially with- two  of those gentlemen, I am
moved to say a word. They were amongst
my older colleagues, and since I have been
engaged in public affairs they have been very
close and intimate in the way of counsel and
co-operative work.

There are different kinds of ties that bind
us together in friendship. The ties that bind
public men together are closer among those
who belong to the same side of politics, but
extending beyond the bounds of party politics
there is a sort of Freemasonry—shall I'call it?
-—which unites all public men who are work-
ing for their country along their different lines
of light and guiding. From my experience of
public life—and I have had a rather long
experience’ in that respect—I am happy to
add my testimony, if testimony is necessary,
of the strong conviction, which I have no
doubt I share with many others, that public
men according to their lights are moved by
a spirit of love and self-denying service for
their country. The bonds of intimate per-
sonal friendship are not overlaid, but strength-
ened and extended by the work that public
men undertake in common for the larger and
less selfish interests of country, of empire, and
of humanity. :

It is in thinking over the long years we
have ‘spent: togethier that just at, this moment
I havé a -sense: of: personal loss, and in-express-
ing that sense of loss I find a response in
the hearts of many men on:both sides of this
Chamber, whether one or: another stripe of
politics binds them together. We think of
our old friends. and miss them. One can
almost hear the sound of their voices in this
Chamber. One can shut one’s eyes and al-
most see the familiar faces, glowing with
friendship; can. feel the impulse and emotion
of kindly thought, which, passing beyond the
limits. of party, distributes. itself generally
amongst, confreres and companions in the work
of public life.

A ceremony like this, if we may call it a
ceremony, brings thoughts to us all of the
swiftness with which life passes, and of the
certainty that an end shall come sooner or
later. To those that are left it brings a
reminder of their duty to take up the torch

that lights the path that our young nation is
travelling. Canada will have a greater and
more prosperous future if we who remain
bear the torch as it should be borne, with our
sense of responsibility increasing as those who
are companions along a part of the way slip
off in the dusk and leave us for ever.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL'S SPEECH
: ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate proceeded to the consideration
of His Excellency the Govemnor General’s
Speech at the opening of the session.

Hon. Henry H. HORSEY moved:

" That the following Address be presented to
His Excellency the Governor General to offer
the humble thanks of this House to His Ex-
cellency for the gracious Speech which he has
been pleased to make to both Houses of Par-
liament; namely:-—

To His Excellency the Right. Honourable
Viscount Willingdon, Knight Grand Com-
mander of the Most Exalted Order of the
Star of India, Knight Grand Cross of the
Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael

- and Saint George, Knight Grand Comman-

i der of the Most Eminent Order of the In-

- dian Empire,” Knight Grand Cross of the
Most Excellent Order of the British Em-
pire, Governor General and Commander-in-

; Chief of the Dominion of Canada.
May it.please Your Excellency:

We, His Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal
subjects, the Senate of Canada, in Parliament
assembled, beg leave to offer our humble thanks
to. Your Excellency for the gracious Speech
which Your Excellency has addressed to both
Houses of Parliament.

He said: Homourable members, let me at

once thank the honourable leader of the
Government for giving  me the privilege of
moving the Address in reply to the Speech
from the ‘Thromne.
.+ The Speech itself, it. seems to me, can be
fairly well divided under two or three major
headings. The opening, paragraphs deal with
Canada as a whole, her continued prosperity,
her production and development. Under the
second heading come several paragraphs deal-
ing with the various provinces of the Domin-
ion, and with the Dominion’s relations to
those proyvinces. - Then follows a very im-
portant paragraph indeed, referring to soldiers’
pensions.  Lastly, under another heading,
might be put-the very important reports and
other matters which will eventually come be-
fore Parliameént for our consideration, but
which I think can be better dealt with when
they come specifically and in detail before
us.

With your permission I should like to
comment very briefly on a few of the mat-




SENATE

ters under the first heading, with regard to
Canada, its future, and its continued pros-
perity. The Speech itself makes a number of
statements that I think go far to uphold that
particular condition of prosperity. One state-
ment is that 1929 was the greatest year for
Canada in the matter of production. Well,
if Camada produced totally more wealth in
1929 than in any other year in its history,
surely that is one test of continuing prosperity.
Then the Speech goes on to state that
records have been made in the output of
manufacturing products and in the value of
mining output. It refers also to the great
increase in the development of hydro-electric
power and in the foreign trade of the country.
It seems to me that these things are a good
enough guarantee to uphold the statement that
the country is continuing in its prosperity. If
more were needed, and if time permitted, I
could make quotations from the presidential
addresses of practically every president of
every chartered bank in Canada, and from the
reports of trust and loan companies, insurance
companies, and many industrial concerns.
If that is so, it means that not only are profits
being made for shareholders and directors in
large manufacturing corporations, and for
policy-holders in insurance companies, but also
that there must be a tremendous amount of
labour and a very large circulation of money
in the country.

We all know that during the last two or
three years the foreign trade of Canada has
grown and increased to such an extent that
our country has been raised from a compara-
tively low rating in this megard to one very
much higher, and in some features she ranks
ahead of all other nations in the world in
proportion to population.

It is true that the Speech from the Throne
declares that some slowing up occurred in
the increase of prosperity during the last
month or two of 1929, due to seasonal slack-
ness and the withholding of some 200,000,000
bushels of wheat, by the wheat pools and
grain merchants generally, I presume. But
honourable gentlemen all know that this
wheat must eventually be marketed, that we
are now within & month or so of spring time,
when the seasonal slackness must pass away,
and that with the coming of spring tremendous
development will commence along railway and
other comstruction lines, and our people will
be engaged in developing their natumal re-
sources. So we shall very shortly hear again
the accellerated or the louder buzz of industry
throughout the length and breadth of the
country and Canada will leap once more into
its stride for further and greater progress and
prosperity.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY.

Nobody would dream that to the Adminis-
tration belonged all the credit for this wonder-
ful showing. We all know that many factors
enter into the account. Our vast, varied and
rich resources, the energy, industry and skill
of our people applied to these, the direction
and action of the Government, and in a sense
over all, with all depending on it, an over-
ruling Providence, have brought this to pass.
But I think we must all concede that the
Government should have a reasonable amount
of credit for these results.

Take for example one department, that of
Trade and Commerce, and see what the
Government has done in this connection.
It has established commercial intelligence
offices in a large number of countries; since
1922 fifty per cent more such offices have
been opened. They have more than doubled
their personnel, and they have improved its
quality to some extent. In every case where
one of those additional offices has been
opened, live wuniversity men have been
selected for appointment, after passing strict
examinations. Valuable knowledge has come
to our exporters through those men, who have
put our exporters into touch with the im-
porters of those countries, and Canada has
had an increased trade in every country where
new offices have been opened.

The Government has also inaugurated
steamship services with a considerable num-
ber of countries, paying small bonuses in this
regard, and Canada’s trade has been increased
with every country with which a transporta-
tion service of this kind has been established.
The Government has also negotiated trade
treaties with a large number of countries, not
only those connected with the Empire, but
also foreign countries, and in every case our
trade with such countries has been largely
developed.

I have touched on only some features of
one department, but I believe it could be
shown that every department of the Gov-
ernment has helped, both directly and in-
directly, towards the aggregate results in this
continued prosperity.

We might now turn to the second heading
that I have mentioned, dealing with matters
in regard to the various provinces. I will
read the first paragraph, referring to the
financial arrangements that are under way in
connection with the Maritime Provinces.

For some time past my Ministers have been
giving special attention to those problems which
for many years have been a source of contro-
versy between the provinces of Canada and the
Dominion. Among matters of concern have been
certain economic and financial readjustments

deemed by the provinces essential to their
being placed in a position of equality one with
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the other. To a greater or lesser extent,
problems have arisen with respect to all the
provinces of Canada. Those of the Maritime
Provinces were investigated by the Royal Com-
mission on Maritime Claims and have been in
large part solved by the effect given to the Te-
commendations of that body. Consideration is at
present being given to the final revision of the
financial arrangements contemplated by the
Commission’s report.

This paragraph I take to mean that the
Government, through the Finance Department,
is at present assessing and accounting in order
to determine the proper sum to be paid as
a permanent subsidy to the Maritime Prov-
inces. When that has been done those prov-
inces will be put on a parity with the other
provinces, and in this way effect will be given
to another recommendation of the Duncan
Report. The paragraph also says that most of
the recommendations in that report have
already been carried out. That is so. I shall
mention some of the things that the Commis-
sion recommended and that have been done.
The ports of Saint John and Halifax have been
nationalized. In this work the Government
has expended from five to ten million dollars
in equipment and improvements. Freight rates
have been lowered twenty per cent, not only
on the Canadian National Railways but on
the Canadian Pacific Railway and on all the
branch lines in the Atlantic district. It is
calculated that this has already resulted in
a saving of some three and one-half million
dollars to the people of the Maritime Prov-
inces. I understand that the milways of
Prince Edward Island are being changed over
to standard gauge. Improvements are being
made to the harbour at Charlottetown, where-
by the people of Prince Edward Island will
be able to ship their products abroad with
greater facility; and a second ferry will be
provided for service between the Island and
the mainland. Honourable senators will see
that all the major recommendations of the
report have been, or are in process of being,
carried out. Suggestions that have not yet
been adopted are still under consideration, and
doubtless some of them will be given effect in
due course.

The next paragraph of the Speech from the
Throne reads:

The provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan
and Alberta have negotiated for many years
with the Government of Canada for the return
of their natural resources. The Province of
British Columbia has sought the restoration to
the province of lands comprising what is known
as the railway belt and Peace River block. With
the Provinces of Manitoba and Alberta and
with the Province of British Columbia agree-

ments have been reached, which will be sub-
mitted to you for approval. An offer similar in

character and terms to that accepted by Alberta
has been made to Saskatchewan with respect to
the transfer to that province of its natural re-
sources.

It seems to me, honourable senators, that
the Government deserves to be commended
and complimented for so efficiently solving
these western problems. An agreement has
not yet been reached with Saskatchewan, but
the Government has made an offer to that
province along the lines of the arrangement
made with Alberta.

As the paragraph points out, agreements
have been arrived at with Alberta, Manitoba
and British Columbia, terminating contro-
versies that have baffled successive administra-
tions for twenty years or more. When
the necessary legislation has been adopted,
Confederation will be rounded out, for the
Western Provinces will have control and
authority over their lands and natural re-
sources in accordance with similar powers of
the other provinces.

The next and last paragraph dealing with
the provinces is as follows:

The Provinces of Ontario and Quebec have
been concerned over the question of water
powers in their relation to navigation. It having
become apparent, through a reference to the
Supreme Court, that this question cannot readily
be settled by judicial determination, a solution
has been sought by conference which it is hoped
will lead to a satisfactory settlement of this
highly controversial problem.

A conference already has been held be-
tween representatives of these two provinces
and of the Dominion Government, and, al-
though the Supreme Court decision did not
deal with the question effectively, it is ex-
pected that the negotiations that are proceed-
ing will lead to a satisfactory conclusion of
the complicated dispute as to the ownership
of water-powers in navigable streams.

I feel that the Government, because of the
course pursued and the results achieved in all
these negotiations relating to the provinces,
has turned controversy and discord in the East
and the West into harmony, contentment and
happiness, and by so doing has made a tre-
mendous contribution to national unity.

I had thought of saying something about
the reference in the next paragraph to the
Pensions Act, but I will refrain.

In conclusion, I wish to draw the attention
of honourable members to the unique and
historic paragraph that refers to the decision
of the Privy Council as to the eligibility of
women to be called to the Senate. As a
result of that decision we have in this Cham-
ber to-day the first woman Senator, Hon.
Cairine Mackay Wilson. Those of us who
know Senator Wilson well, who are acquainted
with the background of her family history
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and her own merits, realize what a splendid
appointment it is. I believe the Senmate of
Canada is to be congratulated on this appoint-
ment, and perhaps honourable gentlemen will
allow me to express my sentiments on their
behalf by congratulating her and welcoming
her to this august Chamber.

Hon. CAIRINE WILSON (translation):
Honourable gentlemen, it is not by my own
will that I am here. My impression is rather
that I am among you because my services
have been requisitioned. Needless to say, I
have not sought this great honour of repre-
senting Canadian women in the Upper House.
To the Government that has called me I
return my. sincere thanks. May I. also, on
behalf of the women of Canada, express my
profound gratitude to the Government for
having facilitated the admission of women to
the Senate by referring to the courts the ques-
tion of their right to membership.

I cannot forget the valiant part that has
been taken by those women who have carried
our case even to His Majesty’s Privy Council.
Canadian women owe a debt of gratitude for
their success to those determined women who
so fortunately intervened in the discussion,
and whose names I have the honour to men-
tion: Judge Emily F. Murphy, Mesdames
Henrietta Muir Edwards, Nellie MeClung,
Louise McKinney, and Irene Parlby.

I have always been interested in public
affairs, for I was brought up in an atmosphere
in which politics were the chief source of
conversation and the great concern of all.
Being a firm believer in the doctrines of
Gladstone, Edward Blake, and Laurier, it was
quite natural that I should give my support to
a cause that was dear to me, without, however,
forgetting my domestic duties. I say this be-
cause I desire to remove the misapprehension
that a woman cannot engage in public affairs
without deserting the home and neglecting the
duties that motherhood imposes upon her.
Sometimes I am amused to hear this argument
on the lips of certain fathers who are utterly
indifferent to the upbringing of their sons and
leave .that solemn obligation to the mother
alone.

A man is supposed to' devote his time to the
material needs of his family. No one disputes
his right to participate in public affairs. But
does such activity relieve him of his duties
towards his children? Yet we constantly hear
mothers complain of the husband’s indifference
about the supervision and guidance of his sons.

I trust the future will show that while en-
gaged in public affairs, the woman, the mother
of a family, by reason of her maternal instinct
and her sense of responsibility, will remain
the faithful guardian of the home.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY. .

I deem it a high privilege to address you
in French. It is the language of the province
in which I was born and grew up. I icherish
tender recollections of my native province,
the old French province of Quebec, where it
is good to live, because of the broad spirit of
tolerance that animates its people. In this
connection I recall a thought that the honour-
able leader of the Government in this House
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) expressed at the
Assembly of the League of Nations in Geneva.
Speaking of the problem of minorities in
Europe, he asked that they be treated not
merely with justice, but with generosity. “Let
us deal with them,” he said, “in such a way
as to make them forget that they are mi-
norities.” I avail myself of this opportunity
to declare with pride that the English and
Protestant minority in Quebec has never been
made to feel itself a minority in that province.
I desire to pay this tribute to my native prov-
ince and cite it as an example for the whole
of Canada. §

I shall not discuss to-day the various ques-
tions mentioned in the Speech from the
Throne. With my honourable colleagues I
shall consider them when they are submitted
to us in the course of the session.

(Text) Honourable gentlemen, it was my
wish to enter this Upper House as unobtru-
sively as possible, but this privilege has un-
fortunately: been denied me. Women have
come so recently into public life that promo-
tion has been almost too rapid. In my own
case I feel the lack of preliminary training,
but hope during this coming session to show
you that I am at least able to listen and, I
trust, to learn.

In the first place, I should like to -thank
the Government for the honour conferred
upon me in naming me as the representative
of the women of Canada in this House, and
to thank the honourable senators for the
cordiality of their reception. It has always
seemed to me that I might find written above
the door the antithesis of Tennyson’s line,
“Let no ‘man enter in on pain- of death.”
I owe my appointment to the bravery of the
five pioneer women from the Province of
Alberta who took the plea for the admission
of women to the Senate to the highest court,
His Majesty’s Privy Council: they are, Judge
Emily F. Murphy, Mesdames Nellie F. Mec-
Clung, Louise C. McKinney, Henrietta Muir
Edwards and Irene Parlby. To them I ten-
der my thanks.

In our criticism of the entry of women into
public life we are apt to forget that four
thousand years ago Deborah judged Israel;
and although women have made great strides
since then, not one of us aspires to such a
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position as hers. Born and brought up in the
old Province of Quebec, and since my marriage
a resident of Ontario, I feel that I may pos-
sibly have a better understanding of the
viewpoints of the two provinces than those
who have lived in only one. Since my child-
hood I have always been interested in public
affairs, and I cannot remember the time when
I did not regard the name of Gladstone with
veneration.

While women’s work is essential to civiliza-

tion, it does not give much opportunity for
the study of political development, but with
the vote our responsibilities have increased.
It is now our duty to familiarize ourselves
with public questions and to use the vote to
the best of our ability. Long custom has
caused men to regard many abuses as neces-
sary, but women come with fresh minds and
are eager to redress existing evils. The educa-
tion of .the children has always been left
largely in the mother’s hands, from the days
of Solomon to our own. Did not the author
of Proverbs say, “A wise son maketh a glad
father, but a foolish one is the heaviness of
his mother”? The ideal method would be for
the man to spare some time from his public
and other activities to devote to the upbring-
ing of his sons: Women: will, we hope, always
be a strong influence towards peace, for she
who suffers to bring children into the world
has a deeper appreciation of the horrors of
war.
" The various items in the Speech from the
Throne to which the honourable Senator from
Prince Edward (Hon: Mr. Horsey) has alluded
will be discussed separately, and I shall not
attempt to recapitulate them. But before re-
suming my seat-I should like to thank the
honourable gentleman for the very flattering
terms-in which he has re-ferred to my appoint-
ment.

On motion of Hon. Mr Willoughby, the
debate was adjourned.

The Senate ad]ourned until to-morrow at
3 p.m. :

THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 26, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: moved concur-
rence in the report of the Committee of Belec-
tion..

He said: Honourable members, as there
have been very few changes in the committees,
and as this report was unanimously adopted
by the Committee, I would ask leave to move
that it be now concurred in by the House, so
that the Committees may be called to-mor-
row. I may add that if the report is adopted
now, any members who so desire may make
representations respecting changes, and such
representations can be dealt with by special
motion.

The motion was agreed to.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL'S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday con-
sideration of His Excellency the Governor
General’s Speech at the opening of the ses-
sion and the motion of Hon. Mr. Horsey for
an Address in reply thereto.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
senators, I preface the remarks that I purpose
to make by assuring you that I shall not be
very long. Since the Speech was disposed of
very briefly in another House, where it is
usually debated at great length, I do not see
that it is incumbent upon me to detain honour-
able members by extended comment. How-
ever, I intend to make a few observations,
and I have no doubt that several honourable
gentlemen on this side of the House will
express their opinions on the Speech from the
Throne.

I should describe the Speech as a pean . of
performance, which gives no foretaste of
what is going to be. As to the performance
many of us may have different opinions, but we
in this Chamber should have welcomed some
indication of proposed legislation. That is
what would have interested us, and, I believe,
the people of the country as a whole. I did not
expect that the Government would announce
that an election was or was not going to be
held. The public have to read the signs of
the times for themselves, I suppose, and draw
their own inferences.

I should like to compliment the mover of
the resolution for the very pleasant and able
manner in which he performed his task, and
I may also, with equal propriety, extend my
congratulations to the seconder of the motion.
One would need a great deal of natural elo-
quence to display enthusiasm over the Barme-
cide feast that was spread out in the Speech
from the Throne.

The Speech calls attention to the fact that
the Economic Conference is to be held in
London in connection with the Imperial Con-
ference. Speaking for myself only, I think
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that under the circumstances this decision
is a wise one. I know how difficult it would
be to secure the attendance of representatives
from the various Dominions—presumably the
only ones that would attend outside of those
from Britain—if the Conference were held
here in Ottawa, because the other Dominions
as well as our own would want to be repre-
sented at the Imperial Conference in London,
and to attend both conferences, one in Eng-
land and one in Canada, would be a very
serious encroachment on the time of public
men holding office for the time being in the
various Dominions in which they reside. For
some of the Dominions access to the Old
Country, in point of time, is undoubtedly
“easier than to Canada. Individually I make
no complaint. As both conferences are being
held in the same year, I think the solution
is a happy one.

I have no doubt many of us conceive that
very important questions will come before the
Economic Conference. I do not know that
some of the dreams of the League of Nations,
not only as to world peace but also as to
world tariff, or absence of tariff, are likely
to be acceded to by Great Britain or any
of the Dominions represented at that Con-
ference.

Reference is made in the Address to the
question of status, or rather to the questions
that have to be resolved before we have,
not merely equality of status, but absolute
equality of legislative power. Those questions
relate to our merchant shipping, our extra-
territorial rights, and the Colonial Laws
Validity Act. It is stated in the Speech that
a solution has been found on those various
questions to which I allude—there are only
three or four altogether—and in respect to
which we are at present precluded from en-
joying an absolute equality in legislative
power with the Imperial Parliament. I do
not dissent from that result if it has been
attained. If we have equality of status, as
was proclaimed at the Peace Conference, I
do not know why we should not have com-

plete equality in legislative power and
absolute extraterritorial rights. We had an
early illustration on that point. Many hon-

ourable gentlemen will remember that in the
old days of the Mackenzie Rebellion of 1837,
when some of those who:were convicted were
exiled to Bermuda, we had an illustration
of our lack of extraterritorial jurisdiction, as
it was held by the Imperial Government that
the Governor General in that instance had
exceeded his powers. A similar proceeding at
the present time might bring a similar result;
but as the days of penal colonies are gone,
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

I do not suppose that anything like that is
likely to recur.

The Speech from the Throne has a refer-
ence to a very, very important topic that has
engaged the consideration of public men in
Canada for a long time indeed—the question
of returning to the Prairie Provinces their
natural resources. It is intimated that settle-
ments have already been found in the cases
of Manitoba and Alberta. We know that a
commission sat for Manitoba, and I had the
pleasure of reading their report. I understand
that the Province of Alberta is ready to
accept, so far as applicable to it, the conclu-
sions that were arrived at by that commission.
Then we have the Province of Saskatchewan
left. I do not know absolutely whether the
Province of Saskatchewan, since I have come
down here, has actually acceded to the pro-
position of the Dominion Government, but
my impression is that it has done so; that is,
that the natural resources are to be returned
as of 1905, and a legal enquiry is to be made
as to the rights accruing to the Province of
Saskatchewan between 1870 and 1905. That
will probably be a matter for judicial deter-
mination, with the ultimate right of appeal to
the Privy Council.

In my opinion the Province of Saskatchewan
was constitutionally in an entirely different
position from Manitoba, which became a prov-
ince at a long prior date, and whose establish-
ment as a province was ratified by an Imperial
Act. Saskatchewan and Alberta were con-
stituted as provinces in 1905. They were not
established, nor was the basis of their consti-
tutions settled, by an Imperial Act such as
was passed with respect to Manitoba. The
Province of Saskatchewan is, and from its
beginning has been, potentially a much more
important province than Manitoba. Terrni-
torially it is much larger and has a much
greater portion suitable for agricultural de-
velopment. Prior to 1905 largely, and since
that time to some extent, land grants totalling
some 30,000,000 acres in Saskatchewan were
given for the punpose of building railways.
A considerable portion was given in aid of
railways in Manitoba, one of which was the
Manitoba and Eastern, and railways in Al-
berta also received a large portion, but, speak-
ing from memory, I do not think there was
any reciprocity on the part of either Manitoba
or Alberta in giving lands for the purpose of
aiding railway construction in the Province
of Saskatchewan.

In 1905, and long before that, apparently
owing to a lack of rainfall, very large areas
of land in Alberta were considered more suit-
able for grazing and ranching purposes than for
what is commonly known as mixed farming.




FEBRUARY 26, 1930 11

Many of those areas have since been devoted
to ordinary husbandry. Perhaps the fact that
the areas in Saskatchewan were more suitable
for immediate development as farm lands,
once the railways were constructed, was the
reason why those areas seemed at that time
more attractive as subsidies to railway builders
than lands in Alberta or Manitoba.

Another factor in this matter is that fortu-
nately the Province of Alberta is magnificently
endowed with minerals and has also a con-
siderable amount of water-power. Though
that water-power is partly in the park country
at present, I suppose arrangements will be
made that it will all be available for that
province. The Province of Manitoba, while
not containing coal in any remarkable quan-
tity, as far as I know, is wonderfully endowed
with water-power, which has been developed
for years past. With cheap access to the
power, Winnipeg is now becoming, and is
bound to be in the near future, a great in-
dustrial centre. In the Province of Saskatche-
wan we have no water-power at present, and
any small portion that may ever be developed
away off in the Churchill River is too distant
for economic transmission to the central or
southern portion of that province.

It will be seen from what I have said that
the conditions in Saskatchewan are not the
same as those in Alberta and Manitoba, and
for economic reasons, apart from any other,
Saskatchewan might very properly refuse an
offer that the other two provinces would be
glad to accept. It is true that Saskatchewan
hopes for mineral development of the pre-
Cambrian area, which runs through the north-
eastern portion of that province. Manitoba
contains some of that area. I do not know
that Alberta has any of that particular one,
but it has very great mineral development in
prospect, and has, immediately available, con-
siderable resources from royalties on coal,
from the possibility of water-power develop-
ment, from ranch lands and from timber limits.
We in the Province of Saskatchewan can hope
for practically no immediate revenue from
the turning over to us of the public lands.
The Province of Manitoba, as the owner of
water-powers, can derive considerable revenue
not only through the private development of
them, but probably also through development
by the Province of Manitoba itself, and that
revenue is bound to increase with the indus-
trialization of the province. So I believe that
the Province of Saskatchewan might well say
that what would be suitable and agreeable to
either of her sister provinces would not be
equally suitable and agreeable to her. We
should have at present no such revenues for
carrying on provincial affairs as they would
enjoy.

Speaking for myself, I have long entertained
the opinion that we have an absolute right—
this is not the time to discuss it in detail—a
right to an accounting from 1870. If it be true
that in 1870 it was contemplated that the
Hudson Bay Territory and the Northwest
Territories would enter Confederation, the
Dominion Government should give such an ac-
counting to the western provinces, particularly
Saskatchewan and Alberta. I think the ques-
tion cannot be settled by mutual arrangement
between the Governments and we shall have
to go to the final court, the Privy Council. If
that court decides that the Dominion Govern-
ment had at any time a right to alienate our
lands, we must abide by the decision, for we
shall have lost. But speaking as an individual,
without having consulted with the Govern-
ment of Saskatchewan on that aspect, I shall
not be content until that right is either recog-
nized or held not to exist, and that by a
judgment of the ultimate court of the British
Empire.

We have in the Speech from the Throne
an allusion to the Pensions Act and the system
that the Government proposes to put into
force. I regret that that system was mnot
adopted from the very beginning. Under the
present system, if a man was conscripted and
was passed by a medical doctor as fit for
service, and later was invalided home, and it
was shown that his disability was due to
something prior to his conscription, he is out of
Juck. What is promised now, and what I think
should always have been the practice, is that
the medical record made of the man when he
was finally passed and became a soldier will be
taken into consideration, and if subsequently
a disability developed it will be considered
to be properly attributable to the war. If a
man was wounded, there was no difficulty;
but frequently a man was affected psychologi-
cally and the results did not become apparent
for years. This is not a party matter and I
am not discussing it in a party sense. I think
all parties have been generous with the sol-
diers. The leaders on all sides have realized
their duty towards the soldiers and have tried
to do the right thing by them. Nevertheless,
most men in public life and many in private
life have had ex-soldiers come to them, stat-
ing that their claims had been rejected on the
ground that their disability was due to pre-
war causes. This Bill will rectify that condi-
tion, and will do a justice that I think we
all agree should be done.

The next topic to which I shall refer has
reference to the appointment of women to
the Senate. I have already congratulated the

seconder of the Address on the very admirable
speech that she made to the House in both
French and English. The appointment of a
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woman to this Chamber is a new departure.
Individually I have grave doubts that such a
contingency was foreseen by the Fathers of
Confederation. I read the report of our
Supreme Court on ‘the subject—in fact, I
attended the court during the argument, for
it was a very m"terestmg subject—ansd the
judges were unamimous in their opinion, and
though they failed to convince the Privy
Council, they convinced me. It has been
wittily said of the Privy Council that it is
the court of the last guess, and while I do
not say that by way of reflection, the surprise
that some of its judgments have caused
would seem to bear that.out. Take for in-
stance its decision in the Newfoundland-
Labrador case. Many people thought our own
Supreme Court was comrect in its judgment
when it decided that under the Act a woman
was not a person. I would not dare to call
a woman a person anyway. The question
was rather whether she was an eligible person.
The matter has now been settled, and I think
the people of Canada as a whole are very well
satisfied that it has been settled as it has been.
There are in this House and the other House
many spheres of activity in which a woman’s
knowledge and experience enable her to make
valuable contributions. It is rather remark-
able that a daughter of Quebec, a province
that denies its women the right to vote in
provinecial affairs, should be the first woman
to have the honour of a seat in this House.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Pretty hard on
Quebeec.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: We have had,
as usual, some additions to the membership
of this House, among them being the hon-
ourable member who until recently was Min-
ister of Colonization and Immigration' (Hon.
Mr. Forke). We are not unfamiliar with the
distinguished services that' gentleman has ren-
dered, and we congratulate him upon his
promotion to this House. He is followed in
the Cabinet, and very properly so, by another
westerner, Mr. Crerar. Mr. Crerar, as you
know, was a member of the Union Govern-
ment, and before that was a very aggrewswe

Progres.uve I presume that now he is a
straight Liberal, without any mental reser-
vations, ;

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : Without any
presumption.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: If honourable
gentlemen had heard Mr. Crerar, as I have
heard him, damning the Conservatives up hill
and down dale, with the Liberals a good
second, they might be inclined to agree that
as a man gets older there comes a certain
reform in his character.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Perhaps the honour-
able gentleman will allow me to inform the
House that Mr. Crerar was nominated by a
Liberal Progressive convention.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: But not a
Progressive Liberal convention. It is a horse
of a very different colour. Gentlemen may
appear under a twofold light and call them-
selves Co-operatives, as they did in the
Province of Saskatchewan. However, I think
Mr. Crerar has found his real home; but
nobody ever thought the Ethiopian could
change his skin any more than the leopard
could change his spots.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFENER: He is still a
leopard.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: He is still the
same animal.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: But he still
has a whole skin.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I do mot wish
to say an unkind word about him. Our re-
lations are friendly, and I wish the Govern-
ment good luck with the new addition to its
membership.

A great deal is said in the Speech from
the Throne about "the prosperity of the
country. It is ‘true that for two or three
vears there was perhaps a certain abnormal
prosperity, the causes of which I am not go-
ing to: attempt to analyze to-day. Un-
doubtedly the enormous expenditure on the
development of our mineral resources was one
of the most striking causes; or perhaps: I
should say the expenditure upon the search
for minerals all over Canada. There was a
very marked development also: in certain
otherlines, particularly in the pulp industry.
That has been so marked that it has been
neccssary to combine and unify some com-
panies that were perhaps a little over-
extended, and to curtail production. On the
whole there has been a great deal of indus-
trial  expansion during the past three or four
years. Particular emphasis is laid upon build-
ing construction. This line of endeavour cer-
tainly has been very active throughout Can-
ada. Unfortunately, I regret to state, build-
ing construction in Western Canada has come
to an absolute standstill.. I have been in the
West for thirty years, and in my experience
we have never had as bad times as we are
experiencing at present. The city of Win-
nipeg has been suffering from a depression.
This is due to some extent, and perhaps
mainly, to the agricultural problem. In the
Province of Saskatchewan we had the worst
crop failure in thirty years, and it extended
over a very wide area. This could not but be
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reflected in the general conditions of the
province. Construction in some of the newer
places has ceased, and in the cities and towns
on the Prairies, and in some of the villages,
there is a great deal of unemployment, and
public relief stations have been established,
and I fear the end is not yet.

Fortunately there were average crops in cer-
tain areas in the provinces of Manitoba and
Saskatchewan, but I could take you over an
area extending from thirty miles north of
Moose Jaw to the American boundary, and
extending perhaps a hundred miles east and
west, where there was an almost complete
failure. This condition must be reflected in
the trade of the country. It has been very
disastrous to the farmers, and has had its
effect on the earnings of the railways, and on
bank clearings, as well as other forms of
business activity. Although the railways some-
times say that they are quite independent of
the farmer and the earnings on the grain
hauled—and we admit that the rate is very
favourable—still their whole equipment is de-
signed and prepared for the hauling of the
grain. At the present time that equipment is
lying idle and great numbers of men have
been laid off, particularly by the C.P.R.; to
which no man can object, because the work
is not there to be done. Thus there is
brought about a very deplorable condition.

Some people say that the Pool is largely re-
sponsible. I am ‘not a member of the Pool,
nor am I speaking-on its behalf here, but in
my -opinion it is doing much to develop co-
ordination and co-operation among the
‘farmers ‘of the West. It may be that the
Pool did not have the power in the world
markets that it was hoped it would have.
Orderly marketing is a proper slogan for the
Pool, but it ‘may be that its members have
been unwise. ‘I am not ecriticizing ‘them at
all, but they may have overheld in their
eagerness to reap a higher price in the world
market than was warranted; and no doubt
they have been met by the opposition  of
those who wished to put them out of business.
My observation of the Pool is that it has
developed a. spirit of satisfaction that did
not exist before in many parts of the West.
As a westerner I should be extremely sorry
to think that the farmers were exploiting the
idea that the hand of the manufacturer, the
industrialist, the financier—the hand of every-
one was against them. I do not believe that
is so. I think we all prosper or sink to-
gether. I think the success of the farming
industry is linked up closely with the indus-
trial life of Canada. Their interests have
grown too large, there is too much money at
stake, they produce too large a volume of

produce for shipment, for any company or
bank or financial institution in Canada to
overlook them as a material and important
factor in the production of wealth in this
country. Mr. Crerar’s name is connected
with a rival concern. I am not ecriticizing
that. So far as I know, it is doing its work
admirably. It is simply a company of farmers
and landowners in the West organized to
enable them to sell their grain wherever they
wish, and because I own a small tract of land
I am a member of Mr. Crerar’'s company.
As you know, in the Pool you are obligated
under your contract for five years to sell it
all your grain and not bootleg any elsewhere.
That is an entirely different form of contract.
I do believe the Pool has moderated the
opinion of people in the West that the people
of the East are trying to exploit them. I
do not think the East has any such object
in view, and I think the Pool, with its oppor-
tunity for propaganda and instruction, has a
peculiarly good chance of getting acquainted
with the general trend of business throughout
Canada, and that the individual farmer is
very much more amenable to a proper and
honest presentation of the case of the indus-
trialists and financiers than he has been here-
tofore.

The farmers have had an unprosperous
year, and I do not think we are helping them
as much as we could. The New Zealand Treaty
was a death blow to the dairy interests of
this country. When an honourable senator
who is mot present to-day called some of us
together ‘for the purpose of discussing ' the
Australian' Treaty after it had come over to
this House, we foresaw that competition with
New Zealand—not Australia, particularly—
could not be maintained by this country on
an equal ‘basis. I have never had a great
dread of competition from Australia in butter.
While on a visit to that Dominion T found
that the rainfall over a great portion of the
country is as light as it is over all Western
Canada. But the situation in New Zealand
is different. That is a small, compact island,
practically all the interior being within about
one hundred miles of the seashore; the
climate is so admirably suited for the raising
of cattle and the carrying on of the dairy in-
dustry that I doubt whether it is excelled for
these purposes anywhere in the world, even
in Denmark. When I saw the great natural
advantages the New Zealanders possessed in
these respects over Canada, I realized that
they were going to be very keen competitors
of ours. I will tell honourable members some-
thing I have not mentioned before, that when
the treaty was being considered in a group,
of which I was a member, we seriously
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thought of opposing it; but we forebore be-
cause we thought it would be an ungracious
act to disapprove in the Senate of a treaty
with a sister dominion following an under-
standing arrived at on a personal visit by a
Minister of the Government of this country.

I realize, as we all do, that some manufac-
turers derive important advantages from the
trade with New Zealand, but I do not think
that the benefits received by this country are
a quid pro quo for the gains accruing to New
Zealand under the treaty. I am anxious that
we should have friendly relations with the
other dominions, but trade arrangements be-
tween us and any of them should be such as
to give us an equivalent return for the con-
cessions we make. Farmers along the bound-
ary in Quebec and Ontario who are in the
fresh milk business, the most profitable part
of the dairy industry, and are shipping their
produce to New York, know what we are
suffering because of this treaty. The Sas-
katchewan Dairy Association at its meeting
in the city of Moose Jaw—and I may say I
did not attempt to influence the members—
objected to the continuance of our treaty
with New Zealand so far as butter is con-
cerned. I have, in common with all other
honourable members on this side of the
House, the kindliest feelings towards the other
parts of the Empire, but when we make treat-
ies the interest of our own people should
come first, and this is quite consistent with
a spirit of good-will. Let the representatives
of other countries look after their own people.
I venture to suggest to the Government that
some different arrangement should be made
with New Zealand. It is not for me to sug-
gest what change should be made. In the
three Prairie Provinces we have devoted con-
siderable attention to the diversification of
farming. Townspeople used to learnedly ad-
vise the farmers to cease growing only wheat,
to diversify their products, but as soon as the
dairy industrv began to go ahead, it was
made unprofitable because our tariff gates
were thrown open to the world.

There has been great commercial and in-
dustrial activity in Canada for two or three
years past, but apparently we are moving very
rapidly on the down grade now. There was a
period when the prices of stocks and commod-
ities were highly inflated; now the water has
been taken out of the stocks and the people of
Canada, will probably find that they lost more
than they made from their speculations on the
exchanges. Some individuals were fortunate
enough to escape the catastrophe, but I fancy
the man on the street has been a loser. The
temporary profits that were received from
stocks undoubtedly had a beneficial effect on
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general business conditions for a time, and
perhaps some of the money so received was
spent in the creation of new enterprises. The
storekeeper whose speculations made profits
for him overnight perhaps bought more goods
the next morning, but, as I say, the period of
moneymaking did not last long, and now that
it is over the average Canadian is worse off
because of those abnormal conditions. Hon-
ourable members would be surprised at the
number of bucket shops, as they are ealled, in
the Prairie Provinces. In Moose Jaw, a city
with a population of from twenty to twenty-
five thousand, we have five exchange houses,
in Regina there is a larger number, and even
in communities of five or six hundred people
you will find one of these houses dealing in
stocks. Well, we have the experience and they
have the money.

I have spoken longer than I had intended,
though I have not discussed other matters to
which when listening to the Speech from the
Throne, I thought I should refer.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable mem-
bers, I join with the honourable leader on the
other side in welcoming the first lady mem-
ber of this House, not only for her personal
qualities, but because she represents the better
half of humanity as exemplified by our
mothers, our wives and daughters. During
the last six years I have had the great honour,
with other Canadians, of representing Canada
at the League of Nations. I have met there
a number of women representatives from
various countries. I have found them equal
to their male colleagues in many a field, and
I have no doubt that there are in all the
provinces Canadian women who can be sent
to the Canadian Parliament and will rank
among the elite in brains, judgment and cul-
ture. It is our great privilege to have one
among us. I ‘congratulate her wupon the
speech that she delivered yesterday.

I desire also to congratulate the honourable
mover of the Speech from the Throne, whom,
I believe, we were hearing for the first time
in this Chamber, and whom I hope we shall
hear often.

I desire at the same time to join with my
honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Wil-
loughby) in the welcome to the ex-Minister of
Immigration (Hon. Mr. Forke), who now sits
among us. He represents a large element in
the West. My honourable friend knows that
the new mepresentative from Manitoba was
elected by the Progressive Party, and has
been the leader of that party in the other
House. I notice that my honourable friend,
the leader on the left, has been wondering
how the principles of the Progressives could
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fit in so easily with those of the Liberal
Party. I desire to remind him that before
the fanmers of the West formed themselves
into a separate party their leaders were mostly
in the Liberal Party. In fact, the sole rep-
resentative of the Progressive Party in this
Chamber, the honourable gentleman from
Assiniboia (Hon. Mr. Turriff), sat for a number
of Parliaments in the other House as a Liberal.
I know that the Progressives were the ad-
vanced wing of the Liberal Party in economic
matters, and the Liberal Party had to consider
the views of that wing of the party. The
history explaining the motive actuating the
advanced Liberals of the West in forming a
distinct Progressive Party has not been writ-
ten, but I have a strong impression that that
movement, received considerable impetus when
they found that the East had denied them re-
ciprocity in mnatural products at the election
of 1911. I confess that I should have felt
quite dissatisfied if I had been an agriculturist,
after the egotistic stand taken by the in-
dustrial producers; and I have already in
this Chamber expressed the view that it was
the reaction from the stand taken by the
manufacturers in the election of 1911 that
gave strength to the Progressive organization.
After twenty years the Progressives still re-
main the advanced wing of the Liberal Party,
and it is no sumnprise that they have shown
some sympathy for Liberalism. They could
hardly be claimed by my friends opposite as
their allies. One group is the antipodes of
the other.

If T rose simply to answer the criticisms of
my honourable friend on the other side, my
task would be an easy one indeed, because
I can think of only the last question maised by
him, that relating to the Australian-New Zea-
land Treaty, as being a criticism of the policy
of this Government. It is true that he sug-
gested that the Speech from the Throne
might have given a clearer idea of the legisla-
tion that will come before this Parliament
during the present session, but if he will look
at the Speech from the Throne he will find
there a program as large and important as
was ever submitted to this Parliament.

Of course, a number of items mentioned
or discussed in the Speech from the Throne
refer to performances of the Government dur-
ing the last twelve months. It is not amiss
that Parliament should be informed of what
has been accomplished by its executive dur-
ing the preceding year. As to what will be

submitted to this Parliament, he will find that
the program embraces legislation “respect-
ing the several railway properties formerly
privately owned and now embraced in the
Canadian National Railway System.”

My

honourable friend knows how icomplicated the
question is, and how difficult is the solution
to be found. This is one of the items that
will engage our attention during this session.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: My objection
to that is that it does not indicate, in any
way whatever, what they contemplate.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Well, this docu-
ment may be quite voluminous if all the
various railways that have been absorbed are
to be dealt with. Parliament will also be
called upon to consent to the agreements
made with Manitoba, Alberta and British
Columbia.

My honourable friend has referred to the
Pensions Act. Again he will find from the
Speech from the Throne that that matter will
be brought before this Parliament in the form
of a Bill, which is a somewhat technical one.

Then there is the statement in the Speech
that ‘“the report of the Royal Commission
appointed to enquire into the existing situation
with respect to radio broadcasting in Canada”
will be presented to Parliament, and I am
under the impression that it will come in the
form of a Bill. My honourable friend is aware
of the report of that Commission.

A Bill will also be presented “for the con-
solidation of the Canada Grain Aect, in accord-
ance with the recommendation of the Standing
Committee of the House of Commons on
Agriculture at the last session.” Is this not
sufficiently definite?

The next statement concerns the signing of
the optional clause respecting the Permanent
Court of International Justice. There again
there will need to be a resolution ratifying
the signature of Canada to that optional
clause.

My honourable friend will also find that
the Government intends bringing before Par-
liament amendments to the Elections Act, the
Bankruptey Act, the Companies Act, and the
Criminal Code. No detail is given as to those
bills, which involve a number of technical
questions.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: They are hardy
annuals.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They are hardy
annuals, some of more importance than
others. It seems to me that the Government

" has fairly brought before Parliament a gen-

eral declaration of the program for this
session. I wish to refer briefly to the signing
of the optional clause, which is a most im-
portant step bringing us nearer to permanent
peace. The matters in dispute between the
peoples can be divided generally into two
classes; the issues that are called justici-
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able questions, and those that are political.
The justiciable questions arise in the inter-
pretation of treaties and international law,
and are questions which undoubtedly must
be brought before a judicial tribunal. We
all agreed to recognize the Court of Inter-
national Justice in 1920, but no nation at
that time bound itself compulsorily to sub-
mit to that Court all its differences touch-
ing the interpretation of treaties or inter-
national law. KEach nation recognized the
Court, contributed to its maintenance, and
accepted the idea of going before the Court
with a special case, by special understanding
with another country; but the statute
respecting the Court included a provision,
clause 36, which declared that the nations
could, either when they joined the Court
or later on, agree to submit to it com-
pulsorily all difficulties coming within the
class of justiciable questions. The great
powers hesitated to bind themselves, though
the smaller nations were eager to do so.
The small nations had but their right to
assert, while the great nations could rely
upon their might. The problem was to
have the great nations come down to the
tevel of the small nations, just as in the case
of a great corporation and a humble indi-
vidual appearing on an equal footing before
a court of justice. It took some time for
them to agree to submit to the Hague Tri-
bunal all questions of a justiciable nature
that might arise. ‘Germany, last year, was
the first to do so: being disarmed, it stood
fairly on a plane with the small nations, and
was desirous ‘of showing that it intended
not to arm, but to rely upon justice. For
four years we had been awaiting the action
of the great nations, and I am happy to say
that at the last session of the Assembly, in
September, Great . Britain ‘led the great
nations in declaring its adherence to that
clause; then France and Italy followed, and
I think Japan also. But I desire to say that,
as Great Britain recognized, it did not lead
the Empire in this movement. It was Can-
ada, the oldest Dominion in the British
Commonweailth, that took the lead. The
newspapers in Europe gave credit to Canada
for having in February last, during the last
session of Parliament, declared that it in-
tended to sign the clause, and I may say
that I heard representatives of Great Britain,
journalists among them, commend Canada
for having made that official statement, be-
cause it helped to clarify the situation in
Great Britain. Up to that moment there
was an impression that Great Britain hesi-
tated to sign the clause on account of the
unwillingness of some of the nations to do
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

so, but when Canada declared that it was
desirous of signing there was a movement in
Great Britain in favour of accepting a like
obligation.

I may add that in the year one event
stands out as promising greater peace in
Europe; it is the settlement of the war
debts at the Hague Conference in December
and January flast. This settlement will be a
powerful factor for peace, because it removes
very many causes of friction, which was
felt not only in the Assembly but more
especially in the Council of the League. For
the last five or six years there have been
constant recriminations and discussions be-
tween Hungary and Rumania as to the rights
of Hungarian optants in Transylvania. There
has also been considerable friction between
Poland and Germany. There were difficulties
in the Balkans between Bulgaria and the
other members of the League in that region.
There were also difficulties in Austria. Many
of those differences arose from the unsettled
conditions relating to the war debts, which
materially affected the budgets of those
various countries. There has been a general
clearing up of those differences, and I be-
lieve that the slackening of temsion will be
felt in Geneva. 'I may say that in January
last, for the first time, I noticed considerable
improvement in the relations between
Poland and Germany—a degree of cordiality
which had hitherto been lacking.

There remains to be settled the great ques-
tion of disarmament, now being discussed in
London. Strenuous efforts are being made to
reach an agreement for some reduction in
naval armaments. I shall not dwell on this
matter. I may say that the main question
is one of security and there is involved to a
certain degree the factor of prestige. Nations
have signed the Briand-Kellogg Pact, bind-
ing themselves to abandon war as an instru-
ment of national policy, but they feel that the
moment has not yet come when they can
dispense with their means of defence. One
needs to travel but little in Europe to realize
what prestige means. Some of the countries
that are represented at the present confer-
ence in London claim that they require cer-
tain tonnage, which I am sure they do not
intend to build up to, but which would mean
for them a certain status in the community
of nations. I well recall some words that
fell from the lips of M. Briand when, in 1921,
he returned to France {from the Washington
Conference somewhat dissatisfied with the
apportionment of naval tonnage to his coun
try. A journalist asked him, as he was board-
ing his ship in New York: “ Has not a cer-
tain coolness developed between those two
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close friends, Great Britain and France? Has
not the entente been somewhat shaken?”
M. Briand said: “No, the entente will con=-
tinue; we shall travel together, but abreast,
not in tow.” When Mr. Snowden, at The
Hague last autumn, held out for the full share
that was due Great Britain in the settlement
of reparations, Lloyd George used the same
expression. He said, “At last Great Britain
asserts itself and is no longer in tow by
France.” Honourable members will realize
that prestige is a very important factor, but
the chief difficulty will be to give the nations
a proper sense of security.

There is one great country that can give
this necessary assurance, if it will only adopt
an attitude a little more sympathetic towards
Europe, and that is the United States of
America.

My honourable friend has referred to the
London conference respecting certain phases
of the operation of Dominion legislation and
merchant shipping. This meeting was con-
vened for the purpose of harmonizing
Imperial legislation with the resolutions
adopted at the conference of 1926. I have
hurriedly gone over the report, which is now
before us, and I wish to congratulate the
conference and its experts on the good work
they have accomplished. There are some
matters that are difficult to reconcile in work-
ing out a general system of laws that will
satisfy the Dominions and our elder sister,
Great Britain, but I think that good results
will follow from the work that has been
done.

I desire to draw the attention of honour-
able members to the Report of the Royal
Commisison on Technical and Professional
Services, which was signed by Mr. Beatty,
President of the Canadian Pacific Railway,
Sir George 'Garneau, and Mr. Murray, the
President of the University of Saskatchewan.
I am not familiar with the rates of pay that
have been recommended by these gentlemen,
but I have read with considerable interest
their statement concerning the importance of
the Civil Service of Canada, the ability and
merit of the men who are at the head of the
various branches, as well as the experts by
their side. It is gratifying to find men of
the calibre of these Royal Commissioners so
public-spirited as to be willing to undertake
such a task and to give us the benefit of their
experience. For many years I have won-
dered how the salaries that were paid to
members of the Civil Service compared with
the remuneration for similar duties outside.
These three gentlemen have given us their
views on this question. Until I was asked to
represent the Government in this Chamber
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I had no idea of the vast amount of work
carried 6n in the various branches of the
Public Service, and of the high order of
ability of the men who are directing it. But
as Government Bills came to this Chamber
and were entrusted to my care, it was my
duty to get into touch with the technical
official who knew most about the proposed
measure, and in that way during the last eight
years I have met a large number of pro-
fessional and technical men who are giving
intelligent and devoted service to the coun-
try. This is not the first time that I have
expressed admiration for the officials of the
Civil Service, and I am happy to observe
that the Royal Commissioners in their re-
port express the same sentiment.

I will not follow my honourable friend in
a discussion of the rights of the western prov-
inces in their relations with the Dominion
of Canada, since the question as it relates
to one of the provinces is still under con-
sideration.

My honourable friend has spoken of the
crop failure in the West. In 1923 we heard
a great deal of the failure of the crops in
southern Alberta and southern Saskatchewan.
The situation was really most discouraging,
and it was felt that the best solution would
be to offer land elsewhere in the Northwest
to the settlers in that part of the country
which has been affected by the drought. If
I am not mistaken, there were five consecutive
crop failures in that particular section of the
Northwest. On the other hand, there is some
satisfaction in the thought that it usually
takes but two or three good crops to enable
the West to recover. I only hope that Provi-
dence will look kindly upon the West, and
that within the next two or three years, ot
even sooner, the situation will have been
remedied.

My honourable friend has spoken of the
Australian and the New Zealand treaties as
having played havoe with the dairying indus-
try in the Northwest. He has declared, how=
ever, that he does not shut his eyes to the
fact that advantages have acerued to Canada
from the signing of those treaties. All I can
tell my honourable friend is that the opera-
tion of those two treaties has not been lost
sight of by the Administration. The relations
between Canada and the other parts of the
Commonwealth will be reviewed at the Im-
perial Conference, and it is hoped to evolve
a general system that will be acceptable to
all. When I speak of a gemeral system, I
am not thinking of free trade within the
Commonwealth. I do not know what con-
clusions the Imperial Conference may reach.
I do know, however, that if men of zood!wi\u
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from the various parts of the Commonwealth
sit down together in London, to see what they
can freely exchange to their mutual advan-
tage, some system can be devised which may
be of benefit to the Dominion of Canada
and to the sister nations as well.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable members
it is difficult to extract much juice from a dry
orange, and it has been pretty well demon-
strated, I think, by the speeches to which
we have listened, that it is difficult to get
very much meat from the Speech from the
Throne. I read the Speech from the Throne
with as much interest as I could muster, and
also the speeches made in this and the other
Chamber by the movers and the seconders
of the Address, and, while I enjoyed them all,
I was reminded very forcibly of the title of
one of Shakespeare’s plays—“‘Much Ado about
Nothing.”

I am going to follow in the footsteps of my
leader and be as brief as possible in what I
have to say. The honourable gentleman who
moved the Address (Hon. Mr. Horsey) re-
ferred to one particular feature of outstand-
ing importance to the Maritime Provinces—
the complete carrying out of the recommen-
dations of the Duncan Report. Lest we for-
get that that report has not been entirely
implemented, may I refer to a few of the
recommendations yet to be fulfilled? We
might almost have inferred from the remarks
made by the mover of the Address in this
House that so far as the carrying out of the
recommendations contained in the report is
concerned the Maritime Provinces are satis-
fied. I want to disabuse his mind of that
idea. At the same time, I do not wish to
complain. I desire to say that what has been
done in carrying out those recommendations
has been of very great benefit to the people
of the Maritime Provinces.

In his remarks yesterday the honourable
gentleman said that some $3200000 had
acerued to the Maritime Provinces because of
the adjustment of freight rates. I think that
is quite correct. Nevertheless, it is well to
keep in mind the fact that that money is
given to the Maritime Provinces simply in
return for money that in previous years had
been taken from them. That does not go far
enough, It does not restore to those prov-
inces the money that was taken from them on
freight rates from 1912 until 1928, when the
recommendations under the Duncan Report
first came into effect. We do not complain
of what has been done, but we want it com-
pleted. We want still to keep before the
people of Canada the just claims set forth
by our people—the obligations under the Con-
federation pact that have not been carried
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out. We never ask for more than our just
dues, and we think that to a large extent we
are going to get them when full effect has
been given to the recommendations in this
report.

But, as I have said before, my reason for
speaking to-day is to disabuse the minds of
the people outside of the Maritime Provinces
of the idea that the report has been imple-
mented to the full. In order to refresh your
memory I wish to refer to some of the main
features in regard to which the recommenda-
tions contained in the report have not yet
been fulfilled. It is true that the freight rates
were to be reduced 20 per cent between Levis
and the Last, over what was originally the
Intercolonial Railway and additions thereto
prior to 1912. It was stated in this House
and in another place that that 20 per cent
reduction had been carried out. That is not
quite a fair statement of the case. If you
turn to page 22 of the report you will find
the following:

We recommend, therefore, that an immediate
reduction of 20 per cent (so that 192 will be-
come approximately 155) be made on all rates
charged on traffic which both originates and
terminates at stations in the Atlantic Division
of the Canadian National Railways (including
export and import traffic, by sea, from and to
that division), and that the same reduction be
also applied to the Atlantic Division proportion
of the through rates on all traffic which origin-
ates at stations in the Atlantic Division (ex-
cluding import traffic by sea), and is destined
to points outside the Atlantic Division.

Now, a reduction of 20 per cent was made
on the freight that originated in our own ‘prov-
inces, but the reduction does not apply to all
exports and imports. I am quite aware that
the railway authorities will explain that the
reason for this is the existence of certain
freight agreements with other railways. We
expect that this recommendation will be car-
ried out, and we are anxious that honourable
members should not get the impression that
this has been done.

There are in connection with interprovineial
freight rates certain factors that work de-
cidedly to the disadvantage of the Maritime
Provinces. No doubt honourable members
will be surprised to know that although the
freight rate on a certain article from a point
in Ontario to the city of Saint John is about
46 cents a hundred pounds, the rate from the
city of Saint John to the identical place in
Ontario is about $1.86 a hundred pounds.
That is just another condition that we of the
Maritime Provinces expect to have adjusted
in order that all parts of the Dominion may
receive similar benefits from freight carriers.

The adjustment of freight rates has been of
great benefit to the Maritime Provinces, but
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I can assure honourable members that the
good effect of the Duncan Report has not been
confined to the small actual savings in money
that have resulted. Its most beneficial effect
has been to bring the Maritimes back into
full accord with Confederation, and to con-
vince the people of those three provinces that
once more they are really a part of this
Dominion. There is no longer the feeling of
isolation that so long existed, which was partly
due, perhaps, to a lack of foresight and atten-
tion on the part of those who were sent here
to represent our people in days past. In
other words, the result of the wreport has
been very largely psychological. Fonmerly
in the Maritimes there was a feeling of un-
rest, of dissatisfaction, of depression; and
secession was advocated because it was felt
that we were never going to get the rights
to which we were justly entitled. No country
whese people are in that state of mind can
prosper.

There is another matter in respect to which
the report has not been implemented, although
about three and a half years have elapsed
since it was issued. Honourable members will
see by referring to page 19 of the report that
a good deal was said about cash bonuses to be
paid to Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
Prince Edward Island. The report reads:

We recommend that immediate interim
lump-sum increases should be made in the pay-

inents to the three Maritime Provinces as fol-
ows;—

Nova Scotia.. .. .. .. .. .. $875,000
New Brunswick.. .. .. .. 600,000
Prince Edward Island.. .. 125,000

These interim payments should be continued
until the Dominion Government has had time
to complete its investigation and reassessment.

In suggesting the foregoing sums we have
fixed what we believe to be the minimum addi-
tion that the three Maritime Provinces should
have in any such revision, particularly taking
into account past history and the fact that in
some aspects of their claim there is a retro-
spective or retroactive feature. They claimed
that any revision should provide for a fixed
sum in respect of the retroactive element. We
are unable to recommend that form of payment,
but have preferred to take the retrospective
feature into account in maming a minimum.

And the report goes on to say that that
is left to the consideration of Parliament.
The revision that in 1926 was recommended
to be retroactive has not been made, and the
additional subsidies have not been paid to
the provinces.

I desire to call attention to two other
matters with regard to which there has been
no attempt, so far as I know, to carry out
the recommendations of the report. We

expect the Government will follow the sug-
gestions; we still have faith, although we
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have seen no evidence of action. I refer
now to the steel and coal industries in the
Maritime Provinces, particularly in Nova
Scotia. If honourable members will allow me,
I shall read brief extracts. On page 36,
under the heading “Customs Tariff on Coal,”
there is this paragraph:

Several features of the Customs Tariff in its
relation to coal were brought to our attention
both by the Government of Nova Scotia and by
the operators of the coal mines. These we feel
ourselves precluded from dealing with, since
they are a matter properly to be considered by
the Tariff Advisory Board; but we may be
permitted to say that we are impressed with
the need for reconsideration of the Customs
Tariff in its relation to coal, anthracite and
coke, and we recommend that the Tariff
Advisory Board should be asked to give imme-
diate consideration to the subject.

And on page 37, under the heading “Steel
and Customs Tariff”:

In respect of this matter, we do not conceive
it to be our duty to express any opinion, since
the question is, as we were informed by the
Chairman of the Tariff Advisory Board, who
met us at our request, at the present moment
under the consideration of that Board. But we
do regard it as our duty to record that the
significance of this industry to the Maritime
Provinces was forcibly brought home to us,
not only in the manufacturing towns we visited
in the Maritimes but also throughout the agri-
cultural districts of the Maritimes. We record
this in order to emphasize the need for prompt
action.

And with regard to bounties, on page 38:

Having regard to the bounty system previously
applied, and to this aspect of the application
of the drawback, we recommend that a bonus
should be given in respect of steel when Cana-
dian coal is used in its manufacture, and that
the bonus should be calculated on the basis
of the present drawback for every ton of coal
used in such manufacture.

In other words, there is a recommendation
there that something be done to bonus the
production of coal in the Maritime Provinces,
particularly in Nova Scotia, and that a bounty
be granted on steel when Canadian coal is
used in its manufacture.

These ave the four items to which I wish to
draw the attention of honourable members.
All these matters are important in the indus-
trial life of the Maritimes, and in megand to
two of them the Province of Nova Scotia is
vitally interested and dis counting upon the
support of the Government. As I have said,
we have got some benefits from the freight
rates. We expect to have the report imple-
mented to the last letter, and I can assure
honourable members that when that is domne
the people of the Maritimes will be perfectly
satisfied. They felt that the report, which was
made by a tribunal presided over by a man
of high standing, who was entirely uncon-
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nected with Canadian affairs, justified the’

claims that they had made year after year to
both Houses of Parliament. g
. In conclusion, I wish to' add my compliments
to the mover and the seconder of the Address.

The' new member of this House who seconded:
the Address showed skill and political sagacity’

beyond that possessed by most of us, as hon-
ourable members will realize if they read her
address, for she knew that there was nothing
in the Speech from the Throme to discuss, and
she did not diseuss it.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable sena-
tors, I should like to deal as briefly as possible
with the first part of the Speech from the
Throne, but before doing so I want to extend
my sincere congratulations to the mover
of the Address in Reply. I have been a
member of this House for quite a few
years, but I have rarely listened to language
more dignified and moére suitable for this
Chamber; it was language of a.style that
probably many of us have long wished we
had been able to acquire. I should like
as well to congratulate the Government
upon the nomination of the honourable sena-
tor who seconded the Address. There has been
a great departure from the constitutional tra-
ditions of this House, but if anything could
comfort those who thought this departure was
too great, it was, without any doubt, the ex-
cellence of the choice that was made in the
appointment of Hon. Senator Wilson. There
could not have been a happier selection of
a representative of the women of this coun-
try and of the many excellent qualities that
distinguish them. May I congratulate the
honourable senator on her maiden speech?
I should like to express particularly the ap-
preciation of those of us who come from the
Province of Quebee for the compliment paid to
the French language in her skilful and pleas-
ing ‘remarks. In proving her qualifications
to oceupy a seat in this Chamber Hon. Sena-
tor Wilson has given further evidence of her
graciousness.

I freely confess that I was somewhat sur-
prised at the first part of the Speech from
the Throne. It sounded to me as if it should
have been written in the past tense. A great
proclamation has been made by the Govern-
ment of the prosperous times that we are
enjoying throughout the land. The honour-
able leader on this side of the House has
stated briefly the conditions that exist in
his province at the present time. If hon-
ourable senators were to go to Montreal and
visit municipal refuges for homeless people
who every night beg for a bed and something
to eat, they would not agree with the Speech
from the Throne. If honourable members
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could beé present at meetings of city councils
where there are discussions of the pressing
need to go ahead with public works in order
to find jobs for those who have no bread;
if honourable members eould hear the report
that was made recently by Alderman Shubert,
who says that not for years has there been
so much suffering ‘as there is at present in
the city of Montreal; if I could show hon-
ourable members the able-bodied .men who
are organizing by the hundreds to beg for
food from door to door, the difficulty of recon-
ciling the existing situation with the Speech
from the Throne would be evident at once.
An urgent meeting of mayors of different
cities was held in Winnipeg for the purpose of
organizing some relief. The acuteness of the
situation is plain to everybody, except, I am
sorry to say, the Minister of Labour. This
is the more regrettable as he is in a better
position to help.

When I listened to the Speech from the
Throne I was thinking of the queer effect
that it would have on the hungry men who
went from door to door, humiliated because
they had to beg for bread. That condition
by no means exists only in my province and
in Montreal. Just allow me to quote a news-
paper that certainly cannot be suspected in
the present instance of political bias. This
is what the Citizen of this city has said:

No use coming here for work from outside;
never before in the history of the city has the
Union Mission, the hostel for indigent men,
been so crowded at this season of the year as it
is to-day. The officials are becoming alarmed,
as each day brings in its quota of homeless,
hungry and penniless men.

Will anybody doubt the good faith of this
paper?  What is happening in Montreal and
in Ottawa is repeated, unfortunately, through-
out the land. What news do we get from
Winnipeg? What news do we get from Ed-
monton? What reports do we get from Van-
couver, where hundreds of men rely upon
municipal authorities for aid because they
have no bread? So, after four years of great
abundance, a period of abundance greater per-
haps than we have ever had in this country,
this prosperity peters out in one night. How
can one explain the abrupt transition from
apparent prosperity to stagnation and want?
That is the question that I want to bring
forcibly before this House, if T can. You have
abundance, apparently you have great pros-
perity, and in one moment it is gone. It
means this, that the prosperity you had was
much more apparent than real. When a man
works very hard, but makes very little, he
has hardly any chance to lay aside a penny
for a rainy day. Our people, it is true, have
worked hard, and you have wonderful figures
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to show the activity in all branches of in-
dustry; vet at the slightest reaction the result
of it all is gone. Why? Because the people
of this country have not had a chance to
lay aside a reserve for the hard times that
must always follow prosperous days. That
is the situation as it strikes me at the present
time,

Two explanations have been given, and I
will refer to them very briefly. The first is
that we have had a short crop in the West.
That is true, but the Minister of Commerce
has estimated the loss in that respect at
$138,000,000, which is less than seven per cent
of the total agricultural production, and less
than three and a half per cent of our total
agricultural and industrial production for 1929;
and to my mind it does not in the least ex-
plain the complete change that has taken place
in the condition of Canada. What is the
second reason given? It is the stock ex-
change reaction. But everybody knows that
that could affect only a small proportion of
the population, estimated at three per cent.
How could it change in one day a condition
of absolute prosperity to one of dullness in
business? No, honourable gentlemen, there
must be other reasons. ;

But, alarming as that symptom is, there is
a condition very much more serious, and un-
happily it always exists: it is the continued
and increasing exodus of our population to
the United States. Now, honourable gentle-
men, I want to deal at once with the answer
that is given by the Government in this con-
nection. They say: *“Yes, it is true that
we have lost a great many of our citizens,
but they are trekking back.” Did I not hear
that statement in this House last year? And
has it not been echoed in a certain portion of
the press of the country?

I have tried to investigate the return of our
Canadians. I wrote to the Bureau of Statis-
ties at Ottawa, asking them to be good enough
to give me the figures regarding our com-
patriots whom we have been losing during the
last year; and, not to my surprise, but, I might
say, to my great disappointment—for it is not
the first time it has happened to me—I was
politely referred to the Statistical Department
at Washington. It is rather curious that
though we have an excellent Bureau of Statis-
ties that carefully records where we send our
butter, or wheat, or hams, or bacon, or what-
ever Canadian agriculture or industry may
produce, and though that Bureau keeps track
of our goods from the time they leave our
shores until they arrive at their destination,
yet as to our own people no effort has ever
been made to trace those who are lost to us.
Sc I wrote to the Department of Immigration

in Washington in order to obtain their report,
and I want to refer my honourable friends on
the other side to page 40 of this report. There
the number of immigrants from Canada to the
States for the year ending June, 1929, is given
as 64,440. On the very same page can be
found the number of emigrants who have
come to Canada, but it is painful to ascertain
that out of 30,527 persons leaving for Canada,
the number that Canada has reclaimed
dwindles down to 2,706. .The rest, numbering
27,821, are classified in the report under the
term “ non-emigrant.” That term is defined
on page 1 of the report as follows:

The non-emigrant is one who departs after
having been admitted temporarily, or a per~

manent alien resident who departs with the in-
tention of returnming to this country, 1

Of course that is not what we are looking
for. The man who departs from the States
after having been admitted only temporarily
is no loss to Canada; he remains permanently
settled in this country. The man who leaves
the States temporarily, but returns to live
there permanently, is no gain to Canada.
The report establishes that out of 30,527
people shown as having returned to Canada,
27821 are not reclaimed at all; they either
have had their domicile in Canada, and con-
tinue to have their domicile here, or have had
their domicile in the States and continue to
have their domicile there. Therefore, of the
64,440 people that we lose, we get -back only
2,706. Unfortunately, this is clearly confirmed
throughout this report.

If you look at the percentage, given at page
201, of those who leave the States and come
back tq us permanently, what do you find it to
be? For last year it was four per cent of the
64,000. The previous year it was two per cent.
What was it the year before? Two per cent.
So it is true that when they go they are gone
for ever. Tell me, have you ever met a man
that came back? I have never in my life—I
say it in all sincerity—met a Canadian who
settled in the States and came back to Canada.
These American statistics constitute the only
evidence available., That is the evidence to
which we are referred by the authorities here
in Ottawa.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think I can
refer my honourable friend to several agents
of Canada who would bring him to a number
of villages and townships which have been
settled exclusively by Canadians returned
from the United States.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Very good. I am

glad that my honourable friend has called my
That is true, but it only
deplorable conclusion drawn

attention to that.
bears out the
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from this report. The Quebec Government
within the last twenty-two months, from
March, 1928, to December, 1929, have spent
$184,000 for the purpose of repatriating Can-
adians from the Province of Quebec. They
bave a wonderful organization, and they use
the influence of the Church, which as you
know 1s great, thank goodness, with my
people. They have just submitted their re-
port to the Legislative Assembly of Quebec.
How many people do you think they got
back in about two years? Only 1480. As
far as I know, this is practically the only
‘organization of this kind functioning through-
out Canada, and it is not surprising that they
got most of the 2,700 Canadians who returned
during 1929.

Unfortunately, that is not the whole story.
In last year’s exodus, I am sorry to say, it is
apparent that our loss started to increase again.
In 1925 it was 102,000. In 1927 we lost 84,000.
In the year ending June, 1929, the loss was
down to 64,000, but since the month of June
we have lost 39,684. Has it ever struck you,
honourable gentlemen, that we are losing vir-
tually one-half of our natural increase through-
out the land?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I have the statistics,
and I will bring them to this House at some
other time. In the years 1927 and 1928 more
people came into Canada than left Canada.
In 1929 nine more people left Canada than
came into this country.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Certainly, but the
effect of your fine policy reminds one of the
old fable of “Le Tonneau de Danaides.” The
courts had condemned certain daughters of
the King to pour water into a tremendous
hogshead that had holes in the bottom, and
the water was running out all the time. We
are losing Canadians, and you appeal to
foreigners to come and replace them, but not
one thing is done to keep our Canadians here.
I do not deny that we received during the
year some 140,000 immigrants from across the
water. The trouble is that those immigrants
may not stick. Your policy of bringing in
more people to grow wheat and increase our
production is no consolation for those who
year after year see large numbers of their
compatriots leave the country, and in par-
ticular the Province of Quebec, which has
not the chance that the other provinces have
of making up for those losses by immigration.

Now may I read a letter which should
make us pause and think? Tt is dated
January 20, 1930, and is as follows:
Honourable Sir:

In reply to your letter of the 18th instant,
I wish to state that the parish of St. Marcel
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de Richelieu has suffered very much from the
exodus of Canadians to the United States. If
you went to Woonsocket you would meet @
number of people from St. Marcel.

Formerly a parish exceeding 210 families, it
numbers to-day about 100 families. Over fifty
farms are shut down.

St. Julie range is completely closed. The
other ranges are very much affected.

The young people are leaving one after the
other. Last year over thirty persons left us.
To keep many others I had to apply to the
Government of Quebec for help—which, happily,
has been given to me.

Yours very truly,
Albert Ducharme,
Parish Priest.

That, honourable members, is a very alarm-
ing symptom, and I am afraid that it is
chronic.

An English statesman of high repute, no
less a man than the Prime Minister of Great
Britain, no doubt well disposed towards Can-
ada, declared recently that although potentially
one of the richest countries in the world
Canada was not magnetic enough to hold her
own children. Certainly Mr. MacDonald did
not intend to speak harshly of Canada, but
could any more cruel criticism be levelled at
our country?

Let us see whether Canada is responsible
for this or not. Everybody knows that since
the World War we have entered upon an-
other war, of another kind—an industrial
and commercial war—but nevertheless a
struggle for ‘life. Nobody knows that better
than the honourable leader of this House,
who has represented us so successfully and
so brilliantly at Geneva. He knows that
since the Great War various countries have
been bombarding one another with exports
and entrenching themselves behind higher
and higher tariff fortifications. If I remem-
ber correctly, it was at one of those meetings
at which the industrial situation of the world
was being discussed that our honourable col-
league achieved one of his greatest successes.
He announced to the whole world that since
the war Canada had reduced her tariff no less
than three times.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Four times. It
was reduced twice by the preceding Adminis-
tration and twice by the present one.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: That may be. Let
us be perfectly impartial and lay the respon-
sibility where it belongs. Since the war Can-
ada reduced her tariff no less than four
times. That, indeed, was very generous
treatment by Canada of the rest of the world.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of Canadian
consumers.




FEBRUARY 26, 1930 23

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Very well, of Can-
adian consumers. I have heard that argu-
ment time and again, and it has left me in
a quandary. Can anybody draw a distinc-
tion between the producer and the consumer
in Canada? My honourable friend speaks as
if we had a leisured class in this country.
The honourable gentleman is a lawyer. Is
he a consumer or is he a producer? Why,
he is manufacturing the instruments which
make business transactions possible through-
out the land. Without him and without the
legal profession where would business be? I
ask you, is a millwright who repairs machines
in a factory a consumer or a producer? With-
out him the machines could not function and
would not produce anything at all; there-
fore he is a producer as well as a consumer.
Scan the land as you will, and because there
is no leisured class in this country you will
not find a man that is not a producer as
well as a consumer.

Canada has been indeed very generous, if
not profligate, in her tariff reductions. She
has torn down her tariff walls and invited the
other nations of the world to invade our
markets. And they have done so. But should
we not pause to ascertain what treatment
Canada has received in return. First of all,
how have we been treated by the Mother
Country? What have we received in ex-
change for the preference extended to the
British producer with such marked benefit to
him and at such heavy cost to us? The
following figures for our fiscal year 1928-29
will show conclusively. Our total imports
from the United Xingdom amounted to
$194,029,573, of which $123,393,818 received
the benefit of the Canadian preference. That
means that 64 per cent of the total imports
came under this preference. Now let us
reverse the proposition and take the exports.
The total Canadian exports to the United
Kingdom amounted to $429,730,485, and. the
total of such exports coming under the Brit-
ish preference amounted to $14,905,896, or 4
per cent. In other words, we gave to the
British exporter a preference on 64 per cent
of his total exports to this country, and in
return he was generous enough to give us the
preference on 4 per cent of our total exports
to his country.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman tell us on what the pre-
ference is given? I did not think they gave
us any preference at all.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Motor cars, rubber
goods and musical instruments come under
the preference.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And tobacco.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: That is not an
over-generous reciprocity, and it seems strange
in view of the fairness of the British people.

Why do they treat us like that? Possibly,
if I may open a page of illustrious history
and refer to the remarks made many years
ago by Canadian statesmen and quoted in
the British Parliament by Mr. Thomas, the
Secretary for the Colonies, in 1926, the situa-
tion will be explained.

During a debate in the Canadian Parliament
a week ago, Mr. Lapointe, the Canadian Min-
ister of Justice, said that “Canada was giving
Great Britain a preference in her market of

her own free will, but mainly because it suited
Canada to do so.”

Mr. Graham—

—a gentleman whom we have the great
honour of counting amongst our members in
this House—

——said at that time, “That preference was given
to Great Britain out of the heart of the people
of Canada, but mnot altogether from altruistic
motives, because Canadians believed, and it has
turned out to be true, that giving preference
to the Motherland would be mainly for the
benefit of their own country.”

The British Parliament has ever since re-
mained under the impression that in granting
the British preference Canada’s main object
was to serve her own selfish interests; so
these declarations and others of the same kind
have resulted in Canada being robbed of any
acknowledgment by Great Britain of what we
did for her.

But let us pass on rapidly and ascertain how
the other members of the British Empire have
reciprocated ‘Canada’s treatment in their
favour. RNince the war their tariffs have been
either generally or partially increased as fol-
lows: one tariff increase has been made by
East Africa, Malta, Mesopotamia and Pales-
tine; two tariff increases have been made by
New Zealand, Newfoundland, Barbados and
Jamaica; three tariff increases have been made
by Australia, the Irish Free State, British
Honduras and Trinidad; four tariff increases
have been made by British India; five by
British Guiana.

Now let us deal with our special friends,
those countries to which we extend the benefits
of the most-favoured-nations clause. One tariff
increase has been made by Argentine, Colom-
bia, Italy and the Netherlands; two by
Switzerland; three by Finland, Esthonia,
Czechoslovakia and Roumania; four by Den-
mark, Japan, Norway, Spain and Belgium;
five by France and Portugal.

What tariff treatment has been meted out
to us by the rest of the world? Since the
war there have been: one tariff increase by
Uruguay, Honduras, Nicaragua, Siam and
Persia; two tariff increases by the United
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States, Chili, Guatemala, Cuba, Egypt,
Austria, Greece and Turkey; three by Boli-
via, Ecuador, Paraguay, Germany and Latvia;
four by San Salvador and China; five by Peru
and Poland; and six by Mexico.

From the 88 nations with whom we deal, in
return for our four tariff reductions we have
received 143 mcreases in tariff.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And we have
increased our exports.
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am coming to

that. I am so glad that my honourable friend
prompts me as I go along. We have increased
our exports, it is true, and I think we are the
second nation in the world in the matter of
exports per capita. But what is the result
when we come to balance accounts? It simply
amounts to this, that of the 88 nations with
whom we barter goods, only eight have not
increased their protective tariffs since the war
(Bermuda, British Sudan, Gibraltar, Hong
Kong, Costa Rica, Lettonia, Sweden and
Venezuela). To these relatively small coun-
tries, our exports in all amounted to slightly
over ten million dollars last year. This has
been the reward of our profligate fiseal policy.

During the calendar year 1929, with all
countries except the United States, we have
realized a favourable balance of 257 million
dollars, 95 millions of which result from our
trade with the United Kingdom. The full
amount of this favourable balance of 257
millions we have surrendered to the United
States, with 91 millions to boot. With the
country to the south we have ended the year
on the wrong side of the ledger to the extent
of more than 348 million dollars, which must
necessarily be added to our huge indebted-
ness of $3,645,000,000 to our American neigh-
bours.

We buy from the United States now goods
to a value of $900,000,000 annually. Without
any doubt if we had proper fiscal legislation
we could, after a little time, manufacture and
produce here two-thirds of the goods repre-
sented by that huge sum. I have made a
careful calculation of the tropical fruits,
anthracite, cotton, and other products that
we have to import because we cannot produce
them in this country, and they do not amount
to over $200,000,000 a year. But even if we
say $300,000,000, it means that each year we
are paying to the United States practically as
much as we pay to the industrial workers
throughout Canada. We pay, in fact, less than
$700,000,000 to our 600,000 industrial employ-
ees.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will the honour-
able gentleman permit me to ask him a ques-
tion? Has he made a study of the various

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

items that he says we could manufacture in
this country, in order to determine the propor-
tion that it would not be profitable to produce
here?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I thought I had
made that clear. I segregated from our
imports everything that I knew we could not
produce here.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is not an
answer to my question.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: And I arrived at a
residue of less than $200,000,000. To that I
added $100,000,000 to provide for things of
which I could not be sure, bringing the sum
up to $300,000,000. If the honourable gentle-
man is qualified to answer his own question,
I should be very much surprised. I cannot
definitely state whether in the vast quantity
of goods represented by $600,000,000 there
would not be some that we could not produce
profitably in this country. No one could be
certain as to that; in a debate of this kind
that is a question that cannot be answered.
It is possible that things of that class may
exist, but I would remind the honourable
gentleman that I have added $100,000,000
for a margin of safety. These huge figures are
appalling. Of this sum of $600,000,000, possibly
one-half represents wages; I should probably
be safe in saying that a much larger propor-
tion is cpald for labor. This means that we
are paying the full wages of some 300,000
American breadwinners, who are competing
against us all the time, and that we are sup-
porting altogether about 1,500,000 people in
the United States. To put it in another way,
every Canadian family of six has been forced
to adopt and to entirely provide for an
American ward. Do honourable members
think that our people would stand for that
if they knew of it? Is it surprising that,
while our people are saddled with such an
uccessxve burden, a comparatively small re-
action will upset our prosperity ?

But there is more. My own division is
inhabited by truck farmers, dairymen, fruit
growers, and many who do general farming.
How their particular business is doing can be
shown by a few statistical references. They
have been on their knees time and again
before the Tariff Commission asking it to
protect them against the United States with
their early sunshine, and showing that it was
impossible for them to compete with the early
and the normal crops of practically every
State from Louisiana to New York. What has
been done for them? Practically nothing.
What is the result? In agricultural and
vegetable products our imports from the
States are as follows; and remember that I
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have taken only the five years of prosperity,
because I think the judgment of this House
and of the country should bear upon the
Government in the light of that period of
abundance, and in relation thereto.

The imports from the United States in
1925 werc $76,661,849, and in 1929 they
were $103,434,545. What progress have we
made against that? In 1925 we sold them
$42,587,129 worth, and in 1929 $51,279,147.
Let us see what has been the difference in
the total of our imports and our exports with
the United States on such commodities since
1920. From 1920 to 1929 the total excess of
imports from the United States over exports
of agricultural and vegetable products
reached the enormous sum of $359,052,667,
also to be added to our debt to that country,
which already exceeds $3,600,000,000.

Now let us see how our poor farmers stand
against the competition of the world. It is
not necessary to give you many figures.
Again I will compare 1925 with 1929. We
exported butter to the value of $9,917,516 in
1925, and in 1929, $583,065; the business prac-
tically disappeared. We exported milk, fresh,
and cream, to the value of $7,784,222 in 1925,
and this has fallen' down to $5,661,792. Con-
densed milk has fallen from five millions
down to three, and seeds from sixteen mil-
lions to three.

How has it worked the other way? The
butter imported in 1925 was worth $39315,
and in 1929 it was $12,714,253. We imported
fresh vegetables in 1925 to the value of four
millions, and now it is eight millions.
Canned vegetables imported in 1925 amounted
to one million and in 1929 to two millions.
With the permission of the House I will
place these figures on Hansard.

Imports and exports of certain farm pro-
ducts in 1929 as compared with 1925:

Exports 1925 1929
Milk (fresh and cream) $ 7,784,222 $ 5,661,792
Milk (condensed).. .. 5,088,441 3.625,361
Seadaii, Al JEIEL 16,626,955 3,928,782
Amimals  (1ive) oeesboi s 22,110,978 16,453,235
Butter. . R 9,917,516 583,065
Cheese. . fayiaor i 34,575,980 18,503,575
PR IR ST NN 985,693 423,572
Hay. il onineiine oo 2,619,298 1,799,831
MeatB. & v e o 37,715,281 15,773,743
Bacon and hams.. 29,055,490 6,868,645

Imports
Butter. . 39,315 12,714,253
Fottide o5 v 27,022,194 34,069,957
Vegetables—

s DI AT 4,272,027 8,069,717

Canned. . 1,191,834 2,037,391

Imports and exports of agricultural and
vegetable products to and from the United
States in 1929 as compared with 1925:

Exports Imports

1988, . .. $42,587,129 $ 76,561,849

1929.. .. .. .. 51,279,147 103.434,645

From 1920 to 1929, the total excess of imports
over exports of agricultural and vegetable pro-
ducts from the U.S. has reached the enormous
sum of $359,052,667.

But there is another phase of this matter
that we cannot overlook, and to my mind
it is much the gravest part of the problem
we have to face. Bad as has been the un-
favourable balance of our trade with Uncle
Sam, a much more alarming feature is the
progression of that unfavourable balance. Let
us see. Our imports from the United States
in 1925 amounted to about $500,000,000. Last
year they were a shade below $900,000,000.
Our unfavourable balance with the States
within the same period of four years has
increased by virtually four hundred per cent.
In 1925 it was $92,000,000; it is now $348,000-
000. During the same period our exports to
the United States have increased by barely
23 per cent, that is, $417,000,000 in 1925 to
$545,000,000 in 1929.

Now, the question is a fair one, when is
that going to stop? It must stop. The
Americans already have one-quarter of our
market. Their goods have overflowed the pro-
tective dyke that we have, because it was too
loose. I read what the Minister of Finance
said lately in the West, that we on this side of
the House were for high tariff. I was sur-
prised. We are in favour of a tariff that
protects—protection that protects. If flood-
dykes are even slightly too low, they are
no dykes at all. Evidently, judging by the
results, our tariff is too low. Our territory
is being invaded, flooded all over by Ameri-
can goods, and if the Americans have their
way, our farmers will continue going back
home with their full loads at night, as they
can be seen doing to-day by hundreds. Why?
Because, by the grace of the Government, the:
Americans sell their products, intead of our
compatriots selling theirs.

What is true of agriculture is true of
industry. How is the cotton industry? You
know that when you look at the reports of
cotton companies. Old companies that used
to pay their dividends as regularly as the
Bank of Montreal, now cut their dividends,
not only on the common stock, but on the
preferred. That cannot be denied. ~What
about the woolen industry? It has been suf-
fering great hardships, but the Government
appears to ignore its trouble. What about
the iron and steel industry? Perhaps the
biggest concern of the kind in the British
Empire has been practically driven to the
wall, though it has $120,000,000 invested in it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: In the hands of a
receiver.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: What does it get
in the way of protection? ‘Something like
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seven per cent. And do you know that even
at the present time iron or steel can be
imported much more cheaply than we can
afford to produce it? What is the Goverrn-
ment going to do about it?

Now, I wish to call attention to one phase
of this situation. My honourable friend who
leads the House could give us better informa-
tion than I can in this respect, but I will do
my best. Lately we have seen a very interest-
ing conference of no less than twenty-six
European nations at Geneva. What were they
meeting for? They were going to form the
United States of Europe. That is a polite
term; but what was their real object? To
combine and protect themselves against the
invasion of American goods. If any one in
this House doubts this purpose, I have at
hand excerpts from a newspaper -clearly
demonstrating that this is the purpose pur-
sued by those twenty-six nations.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Would my hon-
ourable friend permit me to ask him a ques-
tion? Is not their purpose really to do away
with the customs between one and another
of their respective countries?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I will answer that
by reading a telegram published in the Star
of the 15th instant, a despatch from Geneva:

Europe nmnegotiating its first peace-time
armistice, is facing a situation fraught with
greater potentialities than the truce which ten
years ago ended the greatest war in history.
Delegates of 28 countries, 26 of which are
European, are undertaking to conclude a so-
called “Customs truce,” the object of which is
not only to remove the economic causes of war,
but to consolidate the Old World on a united
front in its commercial competition against the
new, namely, the United States.

Honourable gentlemen, I think there is mot
the slightest doubt that those twenty-six
nations, representing no less than 200,000,000
people and over $200,000,000,000 in wealth,
have found it necessary to stand shoulder to
shoulder and protect themselves against the
competition of the United States. Anybody
who has travelled in Europe could see the
terrific rate at which American goods are
penetrating everywhere on the continent,
being admirably advertised, and backed by
the best, most systematic and richest selling
organization in the world. There are twenty-
six nations of Europe, three thousand miles
away, with unbounded wealth and admirably
developed industry, each one of them highly
protected, and still all of them endeavouring
to realize Napoleon’s dream of the blockade
of Europe, to protect themselves against the
United States.

We are cutting down the protection of our
tariff walls right under the artillery of Uncle

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN,

Sam, which bombards us incessantly with
exports. Here we stand, a nation of nine
and a half million people with a total wealth
of twenty-six billions of dollars, unprotected
from the world, having thrown down our
defences. We say to Uncle Sam and to the
other nations of the world, “Come along and
meet us in our open market.” The Americans
have accepted the invitation, and their ex-
ports are coming in at the rate of $100,000,000
more every year. Every year our balance of
trade falls, and this last year we were humili-
ated by seeing our currency, our good Cana-
dian dollar, depressed at the rate of from 1
to 2% per cent, which means an annual loss
to our country on our remittances to Uncle
Sam of from $8,000,000 to $15,000,000.

I have here an excerpt from the Gazette
of the 22nd instant, which quotes the Intelli-
gence Journal, in which Mr. Harrison Watson,
the Canadian Trade Commissioner in London,
reports that in 1929 the exports to Great
Britain of practically all our leading food
products have seriously declined. He says:

Shrinkages in volume in some of the more
important lines are as follows: flour, 23.7 per
cent; bacon, 35 per cent; hams, 14.9 per cent;
chet;cse, 21.3 per cent; canned salmon, 9.3 per
cent.

The export trade in live cattle, of which so
much was expected a few years ago, com-
pletely disappeared in 1929, when not a single
animal was shipped to this country.

With the British market slipping fast away
to Australia and New Zealand; with Mr.
Snowden stating that he is going to recall
the very slight preference given us; with all
markets throughout the world closing against
us; with Uncle Sam barring and bolting his
door against us, so that we shall not even have
a look in, we keep on smiling and calling to
the world to come in and compete with us.
One-quarter of our market is gone, and at the
present rate of progress another quarter will
go within five years. Do you not think that
there is some reason to pause and reflect?
Do you not think that, after all, the facts
I have laid before the House may explain
how it is that our apparent prosperity has
vanished in a night? Do you not think that
if the Canadian nation is busy, it is lean and
without reserves to meet the needy days
that may well be approaching? Yet the Gov-
ernment continues to proclaim, as it has done
in the Speech from the Throne, that every-
thing in the land is perfect, that everybody
is happy, that nobody has any cause what-
ever to complain.

What is the reason of all this? Might we
not as well be perfectly frank about it? It
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is not that the Government is not composed
of distinguished men. I would not say that.
After all, is it not true that the only answer
to my question is political expediency?

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: That is it. That
is the word.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN : Political expediency.
The Minister of Labour sees nothing. No!
He does not see the poor man in the long
bread line. The Minister of Finance hears
nothing. Oh, no! He is too busy reciting
his credo of free trade in the West. The
other Ministers neither see nor hear. They
sing the chorus to their own laudation, stating
that everybody is prosperous, that everybody
in the land is happy—and there is not one
thought for those who are hungry and look-
ing for jobs, and those who are boarding up
their houses and trekking to the States with
their families with no hope of returning. I
sometimes ask myself, is this possible? To
use the words of the poet,

Breathes there a man with soul so dead,

Who never to himself hath said,
This is my own, my native land!

On motion of Hon. Mr.
debate was adjourned.

Casgrain, the

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

—_—

THE SENATE

—

Thursday, February 27, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 pim. the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

.

PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR EXPORT TO
THE UNITED STATES

DISCUSSION AND INQUIRY

Hon. R. H. POPE rose in accordance with
the following motice:

That he will call the attention of the Senate
to the question, and inquire, whether the Prime
Minister has given assurance, or undertakings,
to any person, or persons, representing the
Toronto Globe newspaper, or the Manitoba Free
Press newspaper, or to any other person, to the
effect that the Government would submit a
measure to Parliament for the purpose of pro-
hibiting the export of spirituous liquor from
Canada to the United States.

He said: Honourable senators, the matter
referred to in the notice standing in my name
involves the Government in a senious respon-

sibility. In common with many other people,
I have been particularly interested in this
question because for some weeks it has been
rumoured in the streets of cities and towns
in vanious parts of the country that the Gov-
ernment intended to take action with a view
to preventing the exportation of liquor from
Canada to the United States of America.
This is a very serious suggestion, because if
it were put into effect it would deprive a
number of provinces of a great deal of
revenue. 1 shall speak particularly of my
cwn province of Quebec, and 1 can say that
if we were prevented from exporting liquor
to the United States the Provincial Treasury
would lose $2,000,000 in taxation, which it now
spends on the upkeep of our roads. There
are many of us who do not see why this
country should make an effort along the line
that dis intended, according to rumour, when
the United States does nothing to prevent the
smuggling of cigarettes and other articles into
Canada in violation of our customs laws.

In order to prohibit the export of liquor
over the border it would be necessary for us
to spend a tremendous sum of money in main~
taining a strong preventive force across the
continent, What that sum would amount to
I do not know, and I doubt that anyone could
do anything more than make a guess, unless
he had an opportunity of becoming familiar
with the many details that would be involved,
but there is no doubt that it would run
up into the millions. Such a force would in-
terfere with the activities of Amenican citizens
who are engaged more or less directly in this
export, and honourable members can imagine
what serious issues might arise in dealing
foreibly with Americans under our flag. Great
risk would be taken by our Government with-
out any possibility of return to this country.
There would be a widespread disturbance of
existing legislation and of international har-
mony. The United States may promise to
co-operate to a certain extent, but I do not
know of a single arrangement made with us
that they have carried out without a long
delay, if they have carnied it out at all. There
is a widespread sentiment throughout this
country that the United States should mind
its own business and that we should mind
curs.

It would be different if the quantity of
liquor that we are sending over to the United
States were large in proportion to their total
consumption. The fact is the very opposite,

and on that account we could mot hope to
advance the cause of temperance if we were
able to abolish entirely the shipment of our
liquor to them, for we could mot deprive
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them of one-tenth of the spirits they drink.
At any rate, prohibition is not temperance,
but an extreme action in the opposite direc-
tion.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. POPE: All our provinces, with
possibly one or two exceptions, are controll-
ing the consumption of spirituous liquors
within their own territories, and thereby they
derive certain revenue. Visitors from abroad,
we are pleased to say, come to the Province
of Quebec in the summer to stay with us and
spend their money. I am sure no one would
object to a friendly outsider buying a bottle
of good Scotch whisky in this country and
going to the nearest hotel for a little enjoy-
ment. That is one of the results due to the
efforts of the prohibitionists. My honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton) has just
suggested that we should keep those visitors
out, but I say no, let them come in and spend
their money. We have to build roads for the
people from outside to travel on.

If there is any truth in the street rumours
that assurance was given to representatives
of the Manitoba Free Press and the Toronto
Globe, I should like to ask why this was
done. Was a promise made for political pur-
poses? Are we in the Province of Quebec
to be deprived of valuable revenue in order
that certain partisan agencies may be ex-
ploited by these two newspapers? If hon-
ourable members will read an article in the
Press by Colonel Porter about the old days,
they will find that the American Government
took no action to prevent the shipment of
liquor to the Indians in the West, and this
country had great difficulty in maintaining
peace and order. Our neighbours to the south
did not try to regulate conditions up here,
and I feel that we should not interfere with
what goes on in their territory now. If they
want prohibition let them have it, but I
object to the Government of this country
undertaking a tremendous burden in order to
further the plans of any political party,
whether Liberal, Progressive, or any other.

We had an illustration two or three years
ago of the risk involved in matters of this
kind, when a change was made at Halifax
concerning steamers carrying liquor abroad.
What was the result? The business that had
been done in Halifax was transferred to New-
foundland. The consumption of liquor did
not stop, but this country lost a considerable
amount of money because of that change.

A large number of gentlemen have come
to the Capital from the cities of the West to

Hon. Mr. POPE.’

discuss the unemployment situation. Is it -
the intention to relieve unemployment by
putting an army of men all along the fron-
tier?

In the part of the Province of Quebec
where I live there is a forest, and it would
be very easy there to smuggle liquor into
the United States. If exports are prohibited
by law the province would lose revenue, but
the liquor would still find its way across the
border. Our taxes are high enough now;
there are few who are so fortunate as not to
feel the heavy burden that we are carrying.
Therefore I repeat that I can see no good
that would come from legislation which would
deprive us of revenue and would not result
in accomplishing its real object. I was told
that a caucus was held in another place by
each of two political parties to-day. I do
not belong to any political party in par-
ticular.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is worth
mentioning.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. POPE: The applause, and the
comment made by my honourable friend,
are an endorsement of the veracity of my
statement. I understand that at one of the
caucuses—I will not say which one—they
spent half a day in discussion that prineipally
comprised serious opposition to proposed
legislation. The argument at these caucuses
shows that a very considerable portion of
this country is opposed to an attempt on the
part of the Government to turn the tide of
liquor flowing to the south. I did not get
this information concerning the caucuses from
a leak. It is impossible to hold such a gather-
ing without everybody knowing what goes
on. Such information always comes out, and
I believe that what happened to-day was
sufficiently important to make a strong
impression on the Government. The whole
question is a very serious one and I should
like to be informed what the intention is.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope) brings
before this Chamber a very important subject

in the form of an inquiry. I am not prepared

to follow him in that field at the moment.
Some other occasion may arise when the
matter may be examined into from many
angles. All I can say is that I bring a reply
to my honourable friend. It is that the Prime
Minister regards as strictly confidential many
of the communications that he has had with
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different persons on the subject of liquor
clearances, and would regard any answer to
this inquiry as a disclosure of a matter of
confidence, which disclosure he is not pre-
pared to make.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Thanks.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I guess that is
satisfactory. -

THE GOVERNOR GENERALS SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday con-
sideration of His Excellency the Governor
General's Speech at the opening of the session
and the motion of Hon. Mr. Horsey for an
Address in reply thereto.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, my first words must be words of
congratulation to the proposer of the Address.
I had the pleasure of being invited with him,
in Montreal—we were the only males—to a
gathering of charming and beautiful ladies,
every one of whom, eager to be a senator,
displayed a great deal of zeal for the party
at present in power. On that occasion, as
usual, the honourable gentleman made a very
good speech It is easy for him to make such
a speech, for he is an old campaigner, having
once been a candidate for the House of Com-
mons. The ladies, I thought, were eyeing him
in such a way as to indicate that if they could
not be senators themselves, they would like
to be a senator’s wife, had the honourable
gentleman been free.

As to the seconder of the Address, the hon-
ourable member from Rockeliffe (Hon. Mrs.
Wilson), I sat with her father in this House
from the day when he became a senator
until he left the House never to return. His
daughter has inherited her father’s sterling
qualities, and she has improved on him a
little in her knowledge of the French language.
1 do not believe that during the thirty years
I have been in this House there has ever been
a nomination that met with so much approval
throughout the country. As proof of this,
witness the fact that the Montreal Star and
the Montreal Gazette have agreed for the first
time in many years. That is but one proof of
the unanimous acclaim that this appointment
has met throughout the length and breadth
of the country.

The honourable leader of the Opposition
(Hon. Mr. Willoughby)—if I may so describe
him, though it is quite true, as the honour-
able leader on this side says, that there is
no opposition in this House—spoke with his
usual moderation and that excessive modesty
which characterizes him and which comes

from deep reading. ' He would ‘have - this
House regard. him as a very humble man.
That is to my mind the surest sign of great-
ness.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear; hear

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: He deplored the
fact that the negotiations for the return of
the resources of Saskatchewan were not en-
tirely satisfactory to that province, and that
it had no water powers or forest reserves such
as Alberta had. But Saskatchewan is pretty
well off. I, remember full well that at one
time Saskatchewan guaranteed the capital
and the interest. on certain branch lines of
the Grand Trunk Pacific, and I recall quite
well also that Saskatchewan has ever since
enjoyed the use of those lines, and will still
continue to do so. Furthermore, I hear that
more railways will be built there. But what
happened when the railways were taken over
by a previous Government? That Government
took everything holus-bolus and saddled the
guarantees and the bonds and coupons, which
to-day would run into an enormous sum, on
the Dominion Exchequer, to which Ontario
and Quebec are making large contributions.

The Province of Saskatchewan to-day has
twice as many miles of railway per capita
as has the great Provinee of Ontario, and
it has four times as many miles of railway
per capita as the old Province of Quebec.
The railway mileage of Saskatchewan is one
and a half times that of Quebec, although its
population is only one-third of that of Quebec.
I think it is only right and just to Ontario
and Quebec that those things should he
taken into consideration in the settlement,
and it seems to me that if any money is to
change hands a fine opportunity is offered
for Ontario, Quebec and the other provinces
to get some of it. I do not say that it was
unwise to subsidize or build those railways;
but why should there be four times as much
railway mileage in Saskatchewan, per capita,
as in Quebec? In Quebec there are 500 per-
sons per mile of railroad, while in Saskatche-
wan there are only 125; so either there is
too much railway mileage in Saskatchewan or
we have not enough in Quebec.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The Federal Govern-
ment owns those lines now.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I am not intend-
ing to be antagonistic in what I am saying.
I wish only to see fair play and justice. The
prosperity of Saskatchewan is wonderful.
The quantlty of wheat grown there in a good
year is equal to that grown in the other two
Prairie Provinces.
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Hon. Mr. LAIRD: It is more than that.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Of course they
get a bad year now and again in the south,
owing to dry weather or some such cause,
but how can that be helped? We are told
that this year the C.P.R. is going to spend
some fifty million dollars on the improvement
of its lines, in addition to building some new
lines. The Canadian National is also spend-
ing at least an equal amount, I should judge,
since it has 22,000 miles of railway as com-
pared with the Canadian Pacific mileage of
14,000. But, after all, where would the west-
ern provinces be if it had not been that
Ontario and Quebec paid the piper? And
when you pay the piper you usually have
the privilege of calling the tune.

The honourable leader of the Opposition
(Hon. Mr. Willoughby) touched upon another
point, but he did it in such a mild way that I
do not think it did receive the attention that
it should. I refer to the status of Canada since
the conference of 1926. I would direct the
attention of honourable members to an article
that appeared in “The Nineteenth Century
and After,” by Sir John Marriot, a member of
the British House of Commons. In that article
he says that only one Dominion, the Union
of South Africa, ever voted approval of the
report of that conference. Whether that is
true or not, that is his statement. Anything
I say here I have taken from the written
article; I cannot vouch for it myself. I shall
perhaps say later on why they were in a hurry
to approve of that report.

The change of status has not been notified
to any foreign government; so that until it
is so notified the foreign governments are
perfectly excusable, in case of a major crisis
involving warfare, if they send belligerents
here to engage in all the acts of war that they
choose. Not only the foreign governments
but even the League of Nations has not been
notified—and this is a pity, because it would
have given them something to do—and the
matter has never been mentioned in the
British House of Commons.

Now, if General Hertzog’s claim is right,
that Great Britain on that occasion in 1926
granted absolute sovereignty and abandoned
all rights it ever had or could have had in
that South African territory—these are the
words of Sir John Marriott in his article in
January—if all that has been done and South
Africa is a sovereign state, and as such can
independently declare war, is it sufficient for
the Mother of Parliaments and the Dominion
Parliaments simply to aequiesce, without any
legislation or without any notice to foreign
powers?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

Any action taken at the conference of
1926 may be all right within the Empire, just
as in this room, if we were unanimous, we
could agree to almost anything; but what
about the belligerents themselves? They are
free to say whom they will attack, and where.
Suppose a major crisis arose: the belligerents
could go down to Cape Town, and no matter
what Mr. Hertzog may think, they could say,
“England has declared war, and we are at war
with England, and we will bombard Cape
Town if you do not give us the keys of the
city and all that is in it.” And what could Mr.
Hertzog do?

There was also the Lausanne Treaty. From
that the Dominions were excluded; they were
not called in. I read lately that in connec-
tion with the great Versailles Treaty they were
called in twice—first as members of the British
Empire, and then as different entities; and
they were naturally glad to sign, for this was a
historic event, and it was gratifying to have
their names on that wonderful book, and they
were anxious to please the powers. But Sir
John Marriott remarks that when the Lausanne
Treaty came here our Prime Minister made
a very adroit statement; he said that we were
to have none of the obligations, and only by
the volition of the House of Commons should
we benefit by that treaty; we should not have
anything to do with it unless we chose. But
what about the belligerents who subscribed to
that treaty? Are we still at war with the
Turks, or are we not? That is the great
question. Those poor Turks were a party to
the treaty, and I think that this present
Government, out of charity and kindness,
should tell them, “Now, don’t come near
Canada, because we are still at war with
Turkey, though you don’t know it.”

Then there was the Locarno Pact, and the
Dominions were not considered at all in that.
The Dominions seem to be considered only
when they are panticularly wanted or invited.
I have been told that when the Versailles
Treaty was being made, all that their repre-
sentation could hear as to what was going on
was what was told them when a messenger
boy or somebody came out from where the
great powers were deliberating. By tipping
the boy they might learn whether the great
powers were quarreling or were unanimous;
but they did not know very much about the
proceedings until after the meeting. As to
the Locarno Pact, if the Minister of South
Africa is right, we had nothing to do with
the action taken there. I believe that under
that pact it was agreed to guarantee the
frontiers between France and Germany and
between Belgium and Germany; and, mark
you, England was to send out the whole force
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of her great fleet to carry out that pact.
Suppose a major crisis arose there, or suppose
another war broke out. Should we be bound
by that Locarno Treaty or not? That is the
question I put to the Senate. God forbid that
I should try to answer any of these questions;
but there you will see our exact position.

The King-Emperor receives many different
kinds of advice. I am glad that Divine Prov-
idence has been pleased to spare his life, but
it is enough to make amyone ill to have to
take so much different advice. He has to take
the advice of the Cabinet in England, and
advice from here, and from Australia, from
New Zealand—even from Hertzog, who says
he has nothing to do with him now. But His
Majesty still has to take his advice, for there
is no law to the contrary. Now suppose the
Cabinet Ministers of Canada advise His
Majesty in a centain way, and, for reasons
that we need mot enquire about, Australia
advises him the other way. Who is going to
decide? He will have to take his choice.

Recently Mr, Ramsay MacDonald thought
fit to recognize the Soviet Government. Do
we want to recognize the Soviets? I could
make a speech on that subject alone. I
received information through what may be
called a family talk, and I am sure that if
I told what I know about the Soviets din
Canada honourable gentlemen would not
admit that they would have anything to do
with the Soviets. But their Government has
been recognized, and good constitutional
authorities say that because it has been
recognized by the Impenial Government the
Soviets can come to Canada now just as
though we had recognized them. That is a
question for constitutional lawyers to debate,
and after the debate there would be some on
one side and some on the other.

But consider the position of His Majesty.
In Washington he has four representatives.
Ii they were to agree, one would be quite
enough, and if they were going to quarrel and
disagree, four would be too many. The only
links that now remain between the Dominions
and the Motherland are those with the Crown
and the Judicial Commititee of the Privy
Council; and Ireland will not admit even that
much. The other day the Privy Council gave
a judgment that did not suit the Irish, and
they said, “We are an independent Free State.”
Well, if honourable gentlemen think this situa-
tion is to endure, I am sorry to say I do not
think so. There must be a settlement. If
some of the Dominions want to cut loose, the
amputation will be a painful operation, even
to people of this country, but amputation is
preferable to septic poisoning.

As to what took place at the conference:
Mr. Bruce, who was then the Prime Minister
of Australia, stopped in Montreal on his way
home, and I had lunch with him, and after

*lunch I took him to one side and said, “Tell

me, have any changes been made at this last
conference?” He said, “None at all.” I said,
“Thank God.” But this view did not seem
to agree with that of the powers here or
elsewhere.

Coming back to the honourable leader of
the Opposition, I think one of his principal
complaints was about New Zealand butter.
We made a treaty with New Zealand, and
when we sell them $4 worth of commodities
they sell us $1 worth of butter or something
else. So it is a treaty by which this country
makes 400 per cent; yet the honourable gen-
tleman suggested that it should be abolished.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Has the honourable
gentleman any figures to verify that state-
ment as to 400 per cent?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I got that from the
very best source that anybody in this House
can find. When we make a treaty we cannot
expect that the other country will buy our
goods and we shall buy nothing from them.
I leave it to the honourable gentleman who
has just interrupted me: can you pretend
that you will buy nothing from them?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That is what the
United States do with them.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I do not pretend that,
but I disagree with your four-to-one sugges-
tion.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: We can fight that
out afterwards. Now, there is a more serious
problem, one that is in the mind of every-
body and affects every class of people in this
country; that is the action of the Wheat Pool.
The authorities governing the Pool thoughrt
that they wcould -defy wcreation—that they
could corner wheat. That has been tried the
world over, but it has never been done, and
I do not believe it can be done. They were
forgetting that there is a wheat crop coming
in every month of the year, and I could name
the various countries from which wheat comes
in from January to December. These gentle-
men from west of the Lakes out to the foot
of the Rocky Mountains seem to forget that
for a long time before a bushel of wheat was
grown there, people all over the world were
eating bread and never missing western
wheat at all. The sad thing about it is that
people have been allowed to find substitutes
for the very thing the western farmers want
to sell.
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Some years ago I was visiting Port Stn-
light, wheré Lord Leverhulme has a wonder-
ful factory, and for a very few pence the em-
ployees there could get a dinner. I‘was sur-
ptised how cheap it was, and I asked what was'
given them, and was told that they were given
roast beéf—amd you know there is nothing
better in the world than the roast beef of old
England. They were also given potatoes, but
without bread. I asked about this, and the
reply was: “Why should they eat bread when
they are eating potatoes? One or the other
is quite sufficient.” We all remember the
potato famine in Ireland in 1846 and ’47, when
the potatoes rotted because of too much
rain. Potatoes had been used as a substitute,
and there are other substitutes.

In addition to substitutes that operate
against the Pool, there are agents and brokers
in England who make a living out of hand-
ling wheat business, and when the Wheat
Pool was formed they determined that they
were not going out of business, for they had
offices and probably families to keep up. So
they concluded that if they could not get
wheat from Canada they would get it from
somewhere else, and they did. That is the
reason why ten times more wheat went into
England from Argentina in September last
than in the corresponding month of 1928. In
October the same thing happened, and in
December five times more wheat went into
England from Argentina than last year. Those
months—September, October and November
—covered just the time those brokers would
have been buying our wheat, but the English-
man is proud, and, like other people, he does
not like to be dictated to. Individually he is
a little more independent than others. He
said, “If you intend to hold this wheat and
think you can dictate to us, we will just
let you see that you are not the only people
on earth that grow wheat.” The buyers have
established relations with other countries,
and thus wheat is being obtained, and sub-
stitutes are also being used, so that when Mr.
McPhail and Mr. MecIntyre and the third
member of the Wheat Pool, Mr. MecLeod,
went across and spoke to those brokers, I
happen to know that the brokers said, “We
are not interested at all.”

We absolutely need the British market for
our wheat. If we lose it, what is going to
become of the Northwest? Wheat growing
is the staple industry of this country, and
particularly of the western plains. What is
going to become of it? To-day we have
lost that market only temporarily, I hope.
I trust that we shall recover it, but we have
lost it for the present. For instance, we have
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lost it to the wheat of Eastern Prussia, which
is subsidized to the extent of 13 shillings 6
pence a quarter, which means about 42 cents
a bushel.

It may be of interest to homourable mem-~
bers to know—it is not in my notes, but I
just happen to’ remember it—that the wheat
crop in the Northwest this year amounted to
220,000,000 bushels. Would it su.rprise you,
honourable members, to hear that in France
they had a crop of 320,000,000 bushels, of
which they still have 120,000,000 bushels left?
In France flour is sold in sacks weighing 280
pounds each, and the Government pay 20
shillings a sack, as bounty, which means 13
cent a pound. I may say that I have taken
these figures from a newspaper published by
Lord Beaverbrook, which no doubt you have
all read. He would hardly start a campaign
by telling what was not true, and I take it
for granted that he is right. The cost of
such sacks of flour in England is 37 shillings,
and in France 57 shillings, and it is rather
extraordinary that in~spite of this, bread is
cheaper in France than it is in England.

We have had a short crop, which is a great
pity, but I am told that there is some of the
1928 crop still left. You must remember,
however, that to carry a bushel of wheat
costs 1§ cent a month for storage, interest,
and insurance. You can imagine what that
means on the 1928 wheat. But every
cloud has a silver lining, and if the Pool
does not succeed, the effect may not be
so disastrous after all, and for this reason,
that if they had secured the price they were
trying to get, everybody else would have
started producing wheat, and next year there
would have been such a glut of it on the
market that the producers would probably
have had to dispose of it without profit, and
perhaps at a loss. I am’ afraid they will not
attain their goal, but it is a consolation to
many people to know that other countries
will not be starting to grow wheat next year,
and that therefore we shall be able to dispose
of our crop, which I hope will be a large one.

Now I come to a statement appearing in
Mining Truth, of Spokane, Washington, of
the 16th of January, and made in the course
of an address by a very well known journalist
and economist, Mr. P. A. O’Farrell, whose
name, I am sure, is familiar to many here.
He says that the American per capita con-
sumption of wheat per year is 300 pounds,
while that of the rest of the world is 100
pounds. Of course there are some countries,
like France, where the people consume more
than the average, and England, where a great
deal is used in the manufacture of biscuits
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for ships’ stores. If everybody ate the white
man’s bread—the bread that we use in this
country—about 300,000,000 tons of wheat or
10,000,000,000 bushels would be necessary, and
to raise that quantity of wheat 1,000,000,000
acres of land would be required. At present
in the whole world there are 350,000,000 acres
in wheat. If all the nations of the world
consumed wheat at the same rate as the
United States, three times as much as
could be grown on the Prairies, the North-
west could safely produce all that it is
capable of producing. But I am afraid we
shall have to wait a little while for that, or
we might produce so much that it would
kill the market. The Pool must be in rather
straitened circumstances, because it is public
knowledge that it is being called on for more
margin. Anyone who has had anything to
do with the stock market recently knows
what that means. That being so, the Gov-
ernments of the provinces said, “We will
stand behind the Pool;” but the banks said,
“We would rather see you sit down and put
it in writing.”

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Is the honourable gen-
tleman aware that the banks have issued an
authoritative statement in which they say
that on mo occasion did they call on the
Wheat Pool for more margin—that they were
perfectly satisfied with the position of the
account?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Then what is the
matter with those three premiers? They must
be crazy.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: They are not crazy at
all. They volunteered their efforts in the
interest of the western farmer.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
bring in legislation?

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: They had to, because
a letter guaranteeing the accounts would not
be effective. It had to be done by legislation,
and that is why legislation is being brought
in. But the banks have specifically stated
that they did not ask for the additional
margin.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: They are passing
those laws just for fun. They do not intend
to give those guarantees at all.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: They do.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Then why are they
doing it?

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: ' The reason is that we
have very aggressive Progressive and Con-
servative Governments in the western prov-
inces, and they decided to assist the farmers,
if necessary.
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Why did they

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, we will leave
it at that, for we shall never get anywhere by
arguing. They could not do it by Order in
Council, for I know from sad experience that
an Order in Council is not worth a snap of
the fingers. All they would have to do would
be to go to the Exchequer Court and plead
that the King can do no wrong, and the Court
would say that it was no good and that it
might as well be thrown into the furnace.
The banks are the trustees for the money of
their depositors, and as such are responsible
and must call for more guarantees; and
apparently they are doing so, and laws are
being passed, and no doubt they will be
passed unanimously and without much discus-
sion. To my mind that is the worst thing
that ever happened in this country. I take
it that in the great provinces of the Northwest
six out of every tem farmers are in the Pool,
and I wonder what is being done for the
other four.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: They do not need
it.

Hon. Mr., CASGRAIN: Why? If things
go wrong they will be taxed. It is all wrong
from start to finish, and if there is any way
of vetoing that legislation it should be
vetoed in the interest of those very provinces.
If the provinces are called upon, they will
have to raise the money by taxation, and
the people who get no guarantee for their
grain will be taxed. Then the provinces them-
selves may say that the Pool has been badly
administered; and they may have to step in,
and they may find that too much money was
being paid to certain people. :

Now, I do not want to prolong this dis-
cussion unduly, but I should like to say that
we in Canada are no worse off—we are’
probably better off—than are the people in the
United States. A wonderful article appeared
in the Atlantic Monthly last March, in which
it was proven beyond question that out of
eight farmers in the United States seven are
just one jump ahead of the sheriff, because one
out of eight was quite enough to supply all the
wheat required. Honourable members should
remember that since the introduction of the
gasoline engine there has been a tremendous
transformation in production methods, and:
because of the use of machinery and the
consequently small number of men employed
there has been a striking decrease in the cost
of harvesting wheat. The McCormack firm,
which is well known as manufacturers of farm-
ing implements, gives in an advertisement the
names of a family, comprising a man, his
wife and his daughter of fifteen years of age,
who are cultivating 160. acres. The mother

REVISED EDITION
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does the housework and chores, and when the
father goes to his meals the daughter, who
took a degree at school last winter and in
the summer returned to the farm, operates
the combine. I never saw one of these
machines in operation, but I understand it is
a marvellous piece of mechanism, which can
perform several kinds of work; and according
to the statement attributed to the girl it is as
easy to control as a motor car. The manu-
facturers of the combine claim that it could
cut all the wheat on the 160 acres in, I think,
about 22 hours. Now, if machinery is going
to take employment away from seven out of
every eight farmers in the United States, what
is going to happen? Mass production on the
farms will send labour into industrial centres
and make the unemployment situation there
meore serious than it already is.

I should like to refer to some of the remarks
by my honourable friend from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien). He made a very
eloquent speech, as he always does, but I
cannot agree with all he said. According to
him there is such an exodus of our people to
the United States that this country is going
to ruin, and the prosperity of which we have
heard so much is a sort of castle in Spain,
which could not withstand the pressure of the
most gentle zephyr. But Mr. E. W. Beatty
has publicly stated that the country never
had more prosperous times and his company,
the Canadian Pacific Railway, is going to
spend $50,000,000 this year. The presidents
and general managers of the banks have been
singing songs of joy about the material success
of the country, and the big trusts and in-
dustrial companies showed better balance
sheets this year than ever before. Now,
honourable senators, you can take your choice
of these statements. I am sure the honourable
member for Montarville was sincere in what
he said, but there are a great many people,
who are in a position to know the facts, whose
version of the state of affairs is entirely con-
trary to his.

The honourable gentleman blames all our
alleged troubles on the tarifi—at least, that 1s
what I understand from his remarks, and I
listened cavefully. He says, in effect, that if
the tariff were changed everything else would
be all right. Honourable members will remem-
ber that prior to Confederation in 1867 the
four provinces of Ontario, Quebec, New Bruns-
wick and Nova Scotia had their own separate
customs revenue, and at the time of the union
it was decided that there should be a uniform
duty applicable all over the country in place
of the varying rates that had existed. That
uniform rate was set at 10 per cent, but
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since then it has, like Topsy, “just growed,”
in certain directions.

The strongest advocates of free i:ade that
I ever met were some manufacturers who had
appeared from time to time before the Tariff
Board. So far as I can make out, those manu-
facturers would like to have all the raw pro-
ducts they use on the free list, and every-
thing of their own manufacture protected by
a high tariff. If the Tariff Board has never
done anything else, it has at least demon-
strated that very many manufacturers are
free traders in their own interests and pro-
tectionists as far as everyone else is concerned.

Sir John A. Macdonald continued the tariff
at 10 per cent for a time, until he was faced
with a deficit, when the uniform rate was
raised to 15 per cent. After the Mackenzie
Government had been in power two or three
yvears they decided that the countiry was in
a very bad financial condition and that the
remedy for the situation was another raise
in the tariff. In those days I happened to
be a French translator of the House of Com-
mons Debates, and I frequently spent leisure
moments in the gallery. The presumption of
Sir John A. Macdonald and Sir Charles Tupper,
who was sitting next to him, was that the
Government intended to boost the rate to
20 per cent, and they were prepared to con-
tend that the people would not stand for
such an additional burden. But the Govern-
ment’s proposal was to raise the duty up to
only 174 per cent. When this was declared
I saw Sir Charles Tupper put into his desk
the notes of the address he had intended to
deliver, and he made instead a good protec-
tionist speech. That shows what a strange
thing politics is, because if the Government
of that day had set the tariff at 20 per cent.
the Liberal Party would have been the advo-
cates of protection, while the Conservatives
would have come forward as the champions
of free trade.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER:
made the difference.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I have the author-
ity of an extremely well informed man, the
late Sir Clifford Sifton, for saying that dur-
ing the last fifty or sixty years the tariff as
a whole has not varied one per cent. Some
manufacturers have got concessions when their
party was in power, and later when another
party came into office there was a transfer of
the duty to other items. I have read in
Hansard the boast of the Right Hon. Arthur
Meighen that his party had reduced the
tariff. 'What do honourable gentlemen think
of that for the Conservative Party?

Five per cent
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Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
power next time.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, perhaps they
will reduce the tariff again. Forty years ago
one could hear speeches of exactly the same
type as are made to-day concerning emigration,
though perhaps there was not so much elo-
quence then. It was contended then that the
country was rapidly drifting to ruin, and some
who held this view made impressive estimates
of what it had cost parents and the parish to
raise a young man up to the time he had
emigrated to the United States in search of
employment. I remember that young men
of certain ages were appraised at from $1,800
to $2,200, and this sum was multiplied by
the number of youths in this class who had
gone across the border. That was forty years
ago. But there is more than that. I am
sorry that the honourable member from
Compton (Hon. Mr. Pope) has gone, for I
should have liked him to hear this. In the
year 1888, when the National Policy was in
full swing, I happened, as a land surveyor, to
make the cadastral survey of the three town-
ships of Compton, Whitton and Ditton in
that county, and in order to get the name
of the owner I frequently had to go to one,
two, three, and sometimes four or five farms
to get the information, because there were
padlocks on the doors and boards on the
windows of the farm houses.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Would my honour-
able friend allow me just one question?
What he is telling us of the history of forty
years ago is very interesting, but will he tell
us whether he is acquainted at all with a
newspaper in Montreal called the Herald,
which within the past twelve months has
published a series of very able articles on pro-
tection, claiming that it is required in the
interests of the farmer as well as of the in-
dustries of the country?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Yes. I will tell
you why.
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Is that true?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Yes. That is why
I have severed my connection with the
Herald.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.
Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: May I ask when
that painful severance was consummated?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: On Monday last.
I stood it as long as I could, and I could not
stand it any more.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.
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They will be in

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Forty years ago
we were making speeches on the same sub-
ject. They were not as eloquent as those
of the honourable member for Montarville.
At that time we used to see shiploads of im-
migrants landing at Point Levis. In those
days it cost them only a pound to make the
crossing. They had their own bedding, and
pretty poor food, I suppose. Those people.
when they landed, were taken to a shed
where a man named O’Brien used to give
them meals at the country’s expense. He
charged fifty cents a meal, and they were
“some” meals. If there was one thing that
used to hurt me, it was to see native-born
Canadians on the station platform with their
wives and children, and their goods tied up
within the four corners of a quilt, trekking
to the United States. Perhaps the mother
would be seated on the bundle, giving dry
bread to her children. At the same time these
immigrants, to whom we owed nothing, were
being fed, and in addition they were actually
getting, free of cost, tickets to wherever they
were going in Canada, whereas our own people
had to purchase tickets to the nearest point
in the United States, where they hoped to
find work. That was in the benign reign of
my honourable friend’s friends, when Sir John
Macdonald was in all his glory.

I have always claimed that immigration
drives the native-born away, and I have many
good reasons to advance in support of my
claim. For instance, in Winnipeg, Professor A.
R. Lower, professor of history at Wesley Col-
lege, is preaching the doctrine of the absolute
exclusion of immigrants in this country. He
holds that the population is not increased by
accessions to the country, but that growth
comes from good lands producing commodi-
ties, and the demand for those commodities.
Canada, he says, will always have enough
men to do its work. Yet only two years ago
10000 harvesters were imported from the
other side.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Eight thousand.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I thought it was
znly eight thousand. Ten thousand were
supposed to be imported. In any event, how
many of those people remained in the coun-
try? Such a scheme is absurb. The most
that these men could possibly work would be
thirty-seven days, and at $5 a day they would
not earn enough to pay for their passage out
and back. Those men went back home and
gave Canada a bad name. That was the
craziest scheme there ever was, and many
of the other immigration schemes that are
being carried on all the time are nearly as bad.
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What did Hon. Frank Oliver say in Satur-
day Night last year? He should know some-
thing of the Northwest, having been a
pioneer, a journalist, and Minister of the
Interior. He said, “In the Northwest we
want no more wheat producers.”

You say you want population; that
population will make the country rich. If
that is so, what about China with its 400,-
000,000 inhabitants, and India, with its people
living on five cents a day? There is
population and there are resources in those
countries. It is not the number of people
but the quality that counts. Take Holland
and Denmark with their populations of
two and a half or three million people.
They are prosperous because the people are
intelligent and work; they are educated and
know what to do. Professor Lower says we
shall always have as many people as we want
in Canada. Then he adds: “If you want
population you have to develop industry—
develop your coal industry and your iron
industry.” Our trade balance against the
United States is composed of just two items,
coal, amounting to $50,000,000, and iron,
amounting to $350,000,000. Develop your
coal mines! Perhaps it can be done by way
of the tariff or by way of bounties. In any
event develop them! I remember that Mr.
Fielding, who had been Prime Minister of
Nova Scotia and knew the situation, brought
in a system of bounties. That never cost
this country one dollar, because the ports of
entry where the bounties were paid received
through the customs more than was paid out
in bounties. But suppose that had not been
so: all the bounties amounted to was $15,-
000,000, and commodities were produced to
the extent of $500,000,000, of which $250,~
000,000 went in wages to the men. That was
because Mr. Fielding was familiar with the
situation, and the result was that for every
dollar paid out the country got back $33.
That is a good investment, and that is what
should be done if we want this country to
go ahead and have a big population.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: What would the
honourable gentleman advocate?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: If you want to get
back your English market for wheat, keep out
the American anthracite that comes in here
and let Welsh anthracite come in. We import
3,800,000 tons of anthracite, of which only 600,-
000 tons come from England. Put the duty
high enough so that the American coal will
not come in and you will help coal develop-
ment in England. You will get back your
wheat market too, because in return England
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will find some way of protecting your wheat
against competitors. I would recommend
everybody to read ithe paper that Lord
Beaverbrook has just issued in that connec-
tion. There is a lot of information in it.

Now, honourable members, I have taken
almost too much time, but I just want to
recall a prophetic view, and perhaps a solu-
tion for England and the United States. I
have here an article from the Toronto Globe
entitled “ The London Naval Wreck.” Some
of the older senators will remember a dinner
that was given to Sir Richard Cartwright in
the Houses of Parliament on the occasion of
the fiftieth anniversary of his entry into Cana-
dian public life. With his unequalled elo-
quence—which was such that the reporters
in this House or the other, taking it down
verbatim, never had to change a word—he
reviewed the events of that period and said
that few could have thought that in 1870
Louis Napoleon would be a fugitive from his
capital. Then, lifting the veil of the future,
with fifty years of intellectual and political
life behind him, he prophesied that we of the
then younger generation would see a rap-
prochement between England and the United
States of America, and that the two
mighty Anglo-Saxon peoples would form
such an alliance that any nation or nations
would hesitate before ignoring it. The hour
has come. If to-day the London Naval Con-
ference could bring forth such a reunion that
the old Union Jack and the glorious Stars
and Stripes would be entwined after 155 years
of separation, we in Canada, being the bond
of union between the two great nations, free
from the nightmare of fear and confident in
their might and wealth, could rejoice and be
glad to behold them, under the guidance of
Providence, worshipping the same God,
though at different altars, praying in the same
language, and with common ideals and aspira-
tions marching together towards the same
goal—the peace, liberty, happiness and pros-
perity of mankind.

Hon. GUSTAVE LACASSE (translation):
Honourable colleagues, while I do not wish
to prolong unduly this debate on the Address
in reply to the Speech from the Throne, I
cannot refrain from expressing to the honour-
able senator from Rockeliffe (Hon. Mrs. Wil-
son), on behalf of the French-speaking people
of this country, our deep appreciation of her
generous gesture in making her first speech
in this House in the language that is spoken
by the majority in her native province, which
is also one of the two official languages of
Canada. And it gives me much pleasure to
say that she has done it with the grace and
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charm that are so becoming to the feminine
manner.

I desire also to make a few remarks in
reply to the very interesting speech of my
honourable friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr.
Beaubien).

(Text) Honourable colleagues, I was just
expressing in a few words my feeling of deep
appreciation to the honourable lady senator
(Hon. Mrs. Wilson), whose presence has
graced this Chamber since last week, and in
doing so I have availed myself of the beautiful
language by the use of which she stamiped
herself as one of the most gracious and broad-
minded members of this honourable assembly.
I also compliment the mover of the Address
on his eloquent and able presentation.

Now I wish to refer for a few minutes to
the speech delivered yesterday by my honour-
able friend and colleague from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien). The honourable gen-
tleman from De Lanaudiere (Hon. Mr. Cas-
grain) has already answered a few of the more
important points. I do not hesitate to say
that the honourable senator from Montarville
is going to be the most abundantly quoted
author in the course of the next Federal elec-
tion. I regret, however, that his words will
be deprived of the dramatic action which
characterizes all his performances on the floor
of this House, and I am afraid that as a result
they will lose much of their effect.

We are about to listen again, with more or
less attention and interest, to the oft re-
edited song of blue ruin. I challenge my
honourable friends across the floor to lay at
the door of the present Administration the
responsibility for the weather conditions in
the West and to burden them with blame
for the long drought which is too often re-
sponsible for crop failures. I was somewhat
surprised yesterday that my honourable friend
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) failed
to blame the Government for the Great Flood
and the assassination of the Czar of Russia,
and for all the other calamities that have
taken place between those two events, because,
judging from his remarks, there are very few
evils for which, in the mind of the honourable
gentleman, the present Administration is not
responsible.

Furthermore, surely the present Canadian
Administration cannot be blamed for the stock
fluctuations on Wall street or for the recently
adopted industrial methods—particularly the
principle of mass production and the gradual
substitution of the steel shaft for the human
arm,

I happen to live near a city which is the
third largest industrial centre of this industrial
Province of Ontario; I live almost under the

.problems.

shadow of the great Ford industry, and with-
out entering into details I want to give here
to-day just a few figures to show that the
cloud is not as dark as my honourable friend
from Montarville wants us to believe. I have
in my hands a press report stating that while
in the city of Detroit, right across from the
city of Windsor, a single concern a few days
ago was discharging 1,500 men, the Ford Motor
Company of East Windsor were adding to the
number of their workers since the first of
February 1,000 more men. Now, those are
facts, and recent ones; those are the official
figures from the staff of the company.

I mentioned a while ago the adoption of
new manufacturing methods, and particularly
the building or using of machinery instead
of human help. Apparently the manufacturers
themselves have realized that everything is
not right within their own walls, and here is
a press report publishing the following state-
ment from the lips of Mr. Campbell himself,
the General Manager of the Ford Motor Com-
pany of Canada:

President Campbell’s statement on Saturday
respecting the operations of the Ford Motor
Company of Canada is decidedly satisfactory.
Approximately 1,000 men have been added to
the company’s pay rolls since the first of the
present month and the employment now totals
5,663, on a five days per week basis. With the
new minimum wage scale of $7 this means that
every workman is making at least $35 weekly.

One of the interesting features of Mr. Camp-
bell’s statement has to do with the hope of the
company to stabilize employment at a steadier
level throughout the year, getting away from
some of the seasonal aspects of the business that
are unfortunate from labor’s standpoint. The
aim is to distribute production over a longer
period of time. This is an excellent plan and
everyone hopes that it will work out well, be-
cause it means much to the community as a
whole.

May I add that, according to recent sta-
tistics of the Border Chamber of Commerce—
which makes a monthly survey of industrial
conditions in the district—1,000 more men
were employed in January, 1930, than in Janu-
ary, 1929.

We should not take too much to heart the
temporary depression in business. Other
countries are suffering from the same disease
at the present time. Australia has her own
There is a large number of idle
people in Australia, and in England it has
been a problem that has passed into the
chronic stage. Of course, it is not for us to

interfere with the business of the neighbour,
but it is our paramount duty to keep order
within our own house.

I should like to say a few words with refer-
ence to immigration, but my honourable friend
from De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) has
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covered that ground thoroughly well, and I
will not presume upon your patience this
afternoon. If 1 were invited to express an
opinion, I would simply say that from my
everyday observation in the Bonder Cities, and
in view of the large influx of foreign popula-
tion there, T for one would favour, not the
raising of our tariff, but what to my mind
is much more important, the shutting of our
gates to stem the flow of immigration. But
as to the exodus of our people to the United
States, let me say for your information and
that of my honourable friend, that for eight
months I have not been called upon as a
medical man to issue a health certificate to
anyone wishing to cross over. Two or three
years ago, long before we encountered such
a terrible period of stagnation, I used to issue
regularly perhaps two or three certificates a
week. Now, I am nlot partisan enough to say
that the reason why our Canadians are not
trying to cross over as usual is that the Ad-
ministration of this country is making a para-
dise of it, but I do say that very likely,
indeed undoubtedly, conditions are not so
good across the river. I should be quite inter-
ested in getting from the honourable senator
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) the
real reasons that he has in his mind in ex-
planation of the fact that in this country we
have, after two or three centuries of thriving
existence, a population of but ten millions,
whereas in the United States, after about the
same number of years, they have a population
of 120 millions. Is it because Canada has had
from the beginning a Liberal administration?
There must be some other reason. As a
matter of fact, the one Administration which
clung to power longer than any other was a
Conservative Administration.

There was an argument used a few days
ago with reference to the great responsibilities
in dealing with the problem of unemploy-
ment. It was said elsewhere that it was a
matter for the municipal administrations to
deal with first, then the provineial, and thirdly
the federal authorities. I think that opinion
is absolutely a sound one. Just a few days
ago I noticed in a newspaper that in this
neighbouring city of Hull the council had
seen fit to grant some manufacturers the
privilege of a fixed assessment for a number
of years, and that the opinion of the Mayor
was that it would help greatly to bring about
a wave of prosperity, because it would put
that particular industry on a sounder basis,
give more confidence to its managers and
eventually induce them to employ more men.
Here is a municipality which by itself is deal-
ing with the problem of unemployment.

In closing I want to say that at this parti-

Hon. Mr. LACASSE.

cular time in the history of our country, it is,
I think, of paramount importance that every
man of influence and every man of action,
instead of singing the song of blue ruin, should
preach confidence in our resources and in the
brilliant future that is in store for Canada;
and I would rather listen to the revered voice
of one of our greatest and most venerable old
men in this country, Sir William Mulock, who
just a few days ago, at the age of 89, in con-
oluding a speech in Toronto, said: “I still
have morning in my soul.”

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, the observations made by the hon-
ourable gentleman who has just taken his
seat indicate to me that he has undoubtedly
taken some pains to ascertain the conditions
existing in his own locality, but I question
whether he understands very definitely and
intimately the conditions that exist through-
out the rest of Canada. I do not intend to
enter into a long discussion of the statements
made by previous speakers, as I do not wish
to prolong this discussion, but I desire to
refer to what I think are the subjects that
are really interesting to the people of this
country; and they are more serious than some
honiourable gentlemen seem to realize.

I did not have the pleasure of listening to
the honourable gentleman from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) yesterday, owing to my
absence from the House, but I judge from the
criticisms that have been made of his re-
marks, and from the replies, that he must have
painted a picture that was pretty nearly true
to the facts, and perhaps did not altogether
please honourable gentlemen opposite. There
is no gainsaying the fact that the Address
itself is peculiar, in that it varies from any-
thing that I have ever heard in the years that
I have been in Parliament, because it deals
almost entirely with the past and makes very
little reference to the future, and such refer-
ence is in very indistinet and non-committal
terms.

But there are two or three main subjects
which I do think merit discussion and serious
consideration by all the people of Canada,
regardless of political affiliations, because of
the desire on the part of our Canadian people
to discover if possible what is wrong, and why
the conditions are as they are in this young
country, with its still untapped natural re-
sources, with its virile population, and with
the opportunity it would afford for every per-
son to be employed and happy if proper
policies, so far as governmental activities are
concerned, were in existence. If such policies
can be brought about, surely there is room
for all of the small population that we have
in this country to be gainfully employed.
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What little I have to say shall be directed
first to a serious criticism of the statement
that prosperity continues in Canada. I am
really surprised that any Government should
have the audacity to make a statement of
that sort to the Canadian people under such
conditions as exist in Canada to-day; but
inasmuch as the Government itself, by the
Speech that it placed in His Excellency’s
mouth to deliver to Parliament, has referred
more to the past than to the future, I take
it that the Government could not and will
not object to some retrospective views cover-
ing a few past years.

I think it has been conceded that the
Government ought not to be too severely
criticized for sins of omission during the first
year or two of its life. I remember very weil
that in the first two years that the present
Government was administering the affairs of
Canada—1922 and 1923—it was rtepeatedly
suggested: “Well now, give us time; do not
charge our conduct and the result of it until
a little time has elapsed and the people have
time to see that our policies are succeeding.”
That suggestion was generally accepted, I
think, for 1922 and 1923. Then in 1924, as
honourable members will remember, the
Prime Minister of Canada brought down to
Parliament a policy that was stated to be
the means by which real prosperity and
progress would be brought to the Canadian
people; and I have mo doubt in the world
that the Prime Minister and his advisers,
when they formulated and submitted that
policy, were sincere and believed what they
said. I want to point out this basic fact,
that, as history records, after every great war
there has been a period of depression, followed
by a period of expansion and development
which has been in almost every case
remarkable. The United States Civil War
perhaps is a case within the recollection of
many. At any rate, that fact ds drue in
history and experience. So from the end of
1920, when the depression first came to Canada
after the Great War, we had to pass through
that period, and by 1922 or 1923 we were
getting past it and were again on the upward
turn. Then in 1924, as I have said, the Govern~-
ment of the day brought down its policy by
which permanent prosperity was to come to
Canada. Nine years have now elapsed since
the present Government took office, and I
therefore assume that no fair objection could
be raised to a discussion of what has tran-
gpired as a result of that policy.

In 1924, in bringing down the  Govern-
ment’s policy, the Prime Minister stated it
very definitely, and lest I should err, I should

like to quote the words that he used at that
time. On May 15, 1924, the Prime Minister
said

-The Liberal Party has aimed at all times
where tariff matters are concerned to reduce
the cost of living, and also to reduce production
cost by removing in part. and in some cases in
whole, the duties on the implements of produc-
tion of the basic industries. We are endeav-
ouring in that way to increase production in
the basic industries of agriculture, mining,
lumbering and fishing, with the hope and ex-
pectation not only that those industries will be
benefited, but that the whole manufacturing
industry of the country, which is necessarily
based upon the basic industries, will also be
benefited, the trade, commerce and finance of
the country similarly benefited, and also, but
by no means least, that the consumers of the
country will be benefited through obtaining in
larger quantities and at lower prices the com-
modities which they require for daily consump-
tion.

In theory, very beautiful indeed. As to its
effect in practice, we shall discuss that in a
few minutes.

At that same session of Parliament another
principle was laid down as the policy of the
present Government: the Prime Minister
stressed the necessity, in his opinion, of swell-
ing the tide of immigration to Canada and
the Empire throughout all that year. He
said, on March 3 of that year:

Of course, during the period of war no effort
was made to bring in immigrants. Immediately
after the war the immigration machinery was
set in motion. The offices on the other side
remained closed. My right honourable friend
did nothing to start immigration to this coun-
try during the entire time that he was in office.
As every one knows, immigrants are not brought
to the country in a day; a great deal has to be
done in the way of advertising, in the way of
establishing immigration offices for the purpose
of giving information and the like, and 1t takes
some little time before a movement will begin
to set in from one country to another. When
we came into office, we began immediately to
establish that machinery. We opened offices
in Europe, and particularly in the British Isles,
and to-day we are beginning to see the fruits
of our work in the tide of immigration which
is now setting toward our shores.

Therefore it is apparent that in 1924 this
Government stood for a swelling tide of
immigration and reduetion of duties, par-
ticularly on the implements of produetion, to
reduce the cost of living to consumers. Those
who have carefully followed the Government’s
activities through the succeeding years can
reach only the one inevitable conclusion,
which is that this fiscal policy has increased
the price of the implements of production to
the Canadian farmer, has closed most of the
plants manufacturing them, has created a
monopoly of this trade in the hands of a
few, and increased the importation of these
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implements of production to the extent of
400 per cent in four yeass.

What happened as a result of the adoption
of that policy? The Government was able to
pass the necessary legislation in the session of
1925; that we know; and in 1925 the general
election odcurred, and the farmers of Canada,
who constitute a very large and very impor-
tant element in our society, said: “We will
support that. We will try it out. We believe
that might work. If we can get the cost of our
imiplements of production reduced, it will be
helpful.” The working men and wage-earners
said, “If a reduction in the cost of living can
be brought about, that will be beneficial to
us.” I believe these two elements in society,
the farmer and the industrial worker, were the
determining factors as to what party should
govern this country. The Government suc-
ceeded in getiting a majority that enabled it to
hang on to power by the eyelashes in 1925,
and proceeded to give effect to the policies it
had advocated in 1924.

The duties were removed from implements
of production, and I remember very well, and
the records will show, that the Government
forecast a reduction of $30 in the price of an
eight-foot binder. But has any honourable
member heard of a farmer being able to buy
a binder at a reduction of $30? On the con-
trary, the records prove that the cost of
binders is higher to-day than it was in 1924.
Instead of receiving a benefit from the removal
of the tax, the farmer has sustained a sub-
stantial loss. In 1925, the year this legislation
was passed, implements valued at $6,000,000
were imported into Canada, and the rest of the
machinery that was used on farms was made
in this country by some 52 factories. In 1928,
which is the last year for which statistics are
given in the Year Book, the Government’s
own reports show that there were imported
into Canada implements of production valued
at $29,000,000, and meanwhile half a million
of Canadian workmen had emigrated to the
United States in search of employment and
were helping to make those very implements in
American factories. Therefore in addition to
other losses the farmer was deprived of the
market requirements of half a million of
Canadian citizens who had gone abroad to
earn their living.
. The next question that one naturally asks is

whether the cost of living has been reduced.
If honourable members will refer to the reports
issued by the Department of Labour they will
find that in December, 1923, which was not
far from the time when the Government made
its declaration of policy to which I have re-
ferred, the cost of living for an average

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

family was $21.21, and five years later, in
December, 1929, it had risen to $22.11, roughly
a dollar a week increase, despite the promise
made to the people that there would be a
reduction in the cost of living. The farmer
believed he would be able to buy his imple-
ments more cheaply, and he was fooled; the
industrial worker believed that it would not
cost him so much to live, and he was fooled.

The increase in the importations of farm
machinery and equipment rose from 6% million
dollars in 1925 to 294 million dollars in 1928,
almost 400 per cent. Had the Government
not adopted the policy which was announced
in 1924, had there been no reductions in the
duties on implements of production, I believe
that the farmer would have been able to buy
his implements more cheaply than he now
can, and that we should not have witnessed the
closing of 38 out of 52 factories and the con-
sequent giving of a monopoly in farm ma-
chinery to a few manufacturers, who, in my
opinion, have been able to fix prices.

We perhaps may be able to profit by sur-
veying the result of the Goverment’s policy.
The removal of taxes by tariff reduction and
the abolition of sales tax on implements of
production used in agriculture, unfortunately,
did not reduce the prices that the Canadian
farmer had to pay; for the records show that,
notwithstanding the rather substantial reduc-
tion in production cost, the price of these
implements rose and is higher to-day than in
1924.

May we for a moment view the results of
the Government’s fiscal mpolicy from the
broader standpoint of the country’s trade? I
have referred to it first from the standpoint
of the farmer and the industrial worker, who
are the two most important classes of society
in ithis country. I need not dwell longer on
their unfortunate experiences since 1925. But
what has been the effect on the country’s
trade as a whole? The tariff tinkering process
has resulted in a rise in our imports from
$796,000,000 in 1925 to $1,109,000,000; that is,
an increase of $312,000,000 for goods which
for the most pant might have been manu-
factured in Canada by Canadian workmen.
That might not be so bad if there had been
a corresponding increase in our exports, but
unfortunately during the same period the value
of the goods we shipped to other countries
of the world fell from $1,069,000,000 in 1925
to approximately $990,000,000 in 1929—a de-
crease of $79,000,000. I submit, honourable
members, that these figures show a decline in
prosperity.

Now in what industries did this shrinkage
occur? Was it in agriculture? If so, the
agricultural industry must have suffered. If
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the agricultural industry suffered, then the
industrial worker also must have suffered,
because agriculture is a basic industry on
which many others depend. In the short
period of four years covered by this revised
fiscal policy it has been rather clearly in-
dicated that the cause of our present business
depression and unemployment problems has
changed a favourable national trade balance
into an adverse one.

A more detailed analysis of the trade situ-
ation reveals some further interesting facts,
when we discover what these increased im-
ports consist of. The importations of agri-
cultural products into this agricultural coun-
try increased by fifty-five million dollars. The
importations of animal products into this
grazing country increased by twenty-four
millions of dollars. This country, being an
agricultural, meat-producing and dairying
country, might reasonably be expected to
provide most of the food requirements for its
ten million people, but in 1928, $238,000,000
worth of the produce of the soil and $41,000,-
000 worth of meats of all sorts were imported
—an increase of $37,000,000. These imports
of commodities natural to our country have
contributed substantially to the discourage-
ment of the farmer and to the abolition of
employment opportunities for farm labourers
and other wage-earnens.

Now, besides agricultural products we im-
ported, among other things, wood products.
Of course, in most instances these wood pro-
ducts were highly manufactured. Neverthe-
less, our imports of wood products in this
land of vast forests was increased from
$38,000,000 in 1925 to $51,000,000 in 1928. At
the same time the imports of iron and iron
products, which my honourable friend (Hon.
Mr. Casgrain) has referred to, rose from $134,-
000,000 in 1925 to $259,000,000 in 1928. If
those increases of $138,000,00 had not occurred,
and the Canadian requirements of those two
basic commodities had been supplied by Cana-
dian industries and labour, very few, if any,
Canadians would have had to leave their
home land to find employment elsewhere.

In addition to the unfortunate trade situa-
tion, of which the country’s false fiscal policy
is the chief cause, two other factors have con-
tributed to create the present lamentable un-
employment situation in Canada. One is the
constant advance of science and invention
in this electrical and mechanical age, where-
in machines are rapidly superseding human
labour in industry, and the other is an immi-
gration policy which is obsolete, foolish in
the extreme, and defeats the very purpose
for which it ought to be designed, namely the
protection and welfare of Canadian interests.

We have one-seventh of the world’s coal
supply lying under the Province of Alberta
alone. We have also in Western Canada
boundless stores of iron, of oil, of gas and
many other things, all surrounded by a large
farming community—an ideal situation for
building up a balanced population and carry-
ing on advantageously the industries of
agriculture and manufacturing. I look upon
the Province of Alberta as the one province
in the West that is going to develop indus-
trially some day. It is the heart of the coun-
try west of the Great Lakes, being centrally
situated where it ought to be possible for
industry to prosper and employ several
millions of increased population, who would
provide home markets for the farmers through-
out that district.

Iast fall I visited the Turner Valley. I
was there two days and remember full well
the impression made upon me. I tried to
count the oil derricks—I think I counted
some 160—many of them of steel and some
of wood, all towering towards the sky. There
were many huge drilling outfits boring wells,
the engines and boilers propelling them busily
at work. There were scores of miles of iron
pipe already laid, and many more waiting
to be coupled up. There was no railway
within fifteen miles of the valley, but there
were huge tractors of tremendous strength
and power hauling heavy trucks loaded with
materials into this hive of activity. Roads
were being built, and I saw some of the most
modern and efficient road-building equipment
that it has ever been my privilege to see. It
was a tremendous development, and, one
would say, an evidence of wonderful progress.
Yet, after two days of travelling up and down
the valley, I came away feeling disheartened
and disappointed because I never saw a single
piece of equipment or machinery that had
on it the mark “Made in Canada.”

Three weeks ago, when I was in the city of
Winnipeg, I saw it reported in a Winnipeg
daily paper that a solid train of thirty-five
flat cars had entered Canada at North Portal,
on the C.PR. loaded with gasoline engines
for distribution in the Province of Saskat-
chewan. How can we ever expect to build up
Western Canada and put a large population
into that country so long as we import every-
thing that is used in those western provinces,
and ship to the foreign markets of the world
practically everything produced in those prov-
inces? It cannot be done, honourable mem-
bers, and that is the tragedy of the West to-
day. Our friends, the good people of the
West, who have endured the hardships of
pioneering in that country, are gradually
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learning, and as time goes on will learn more
rapidly, the lesson learned in the Province
of Ontario forty years ago, when it was be-
coming industrialized, namely, the necessity
of providing home markets.

Then there is the question of immigration.
In 1923 the first assisted immigration scheme
was put into effect. That plan has been
revised once a year ever since, with the ex-
ception. of 1927, when it was revised twice.
The bars were being let down further and
further year after year, and new agreements
were being made, to render it easier for im-
migrants to enter our country, until finally—
I think I am correctly informed—within the
last year immigrants have been coming from
the British Isles into Canada practically with-
out cost to themselves, there being a nominal
fare of two pounds for a man and his wife
to Quebec or Montreal, and three pounds
more to Calgary. And this was advanced to
many of them, and regardless of how many
there might be in a family, all the children
under nineteen yelars of age came in at the
expense of the British and the Canadian Gov-
ernments.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Some paid nothing
at all.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Nobody under
mineteen years of age paid anything under
this plan. I submit, honourable members,
that that policy is unfair to Canada and to
the Canadian people. If that were all, it
would not be quite so bad. But mark you
what happens when those children from the
British Isles reach the age of twenty-one, if
they have been fortunate enough to accumu-
late $500 and can produce it. A number of
Provincial Governments and the Federal
Government are under agreement to advance
to such an immigrant reaching the age of
twenty-one years the sum of $2500 in the
form of a loan, amortized in 25 years, to set
him up in business and put him into com-
petition with the Canadian-born boy, who
cannot get that assistance.

A few weeks ago. in the month of January,
I happened to be talking to a number of
railway men in Northern Ontario, with the
general manager of the company present, and
I made some observations with reference to
the unemployment insurance problem. When
discussing the question I advanced the in-
formation that, in my opinion, under this
system existing in Canada, of bonusing and
stimulating immigration, we should always
have unemployment and that it was not
possible or semsible to undertake to deal
with the one question of unemployment

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

insurance until we had first uprooted the
cause of all the unemployment. I stated
that I deemed it unfair that the immigrant
boy could come to this country at the expense
of the Canadian Government, and on reach-
ing the age of twenty-one be given a loan of
$2,500 to set him up in business, whereas the
Canadian-born boy, with whom he competed,
could get no such assistance. Two days after-
wards one of the most prominent and in-
fluential newspapers in this country, without
knowing anything about the facts, did me
the honour of giving me a column editorial
and said T was a crude Socialist. I have been
called the tool of the capitalist, the betrayer
of the labour men, by Communist newspa-
pers, but I was somewhat surprised to get
public mention of this sort by a newspaper
that did not know what had been said and
knew nothing about the facts.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: What newspaper
was that?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It was a Mont-
real paper. My honourable friend should
know. I think now the people of Canada
are awakened to the seriousness of the mat-
ter, just as my honourable friend from
Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse) said a little while
ago, and I know that in another place there
are many members from Western Camnada
who are very much exercised and alarmed
over the conditions and who feel that sub-
sidized immigration must stop if we are
going to balance our situation here.

Take the unemployment situation, which
in Canada is most serious. It is due to three
main causes: one, the continued influx of
assisted immigration; second, the advance of
science and invention in providing mechan-
ical equipment that is displacing Jlabour;
third, the shrinkage in the goods produced
in Canada to sell to the world. Al these
things contract the employment opportu-
nities, making them less from year to year.

In December last there was brought to the
notice of the Government by personal com-
munication from certain influential and
nation-wide organizations a request that the
Prime Minister would take cognizance of
the situation and assist in remedying it, be-
cause unemployment was going to become
serious. Three days, I think, after that
communication reached the office of the
Prime Minister he gave his answer from
London, Ontario, over the air, telling the
people of Canada that there was no unem-
ployment in Canada; not telling them in
those words, but stating that Canada was
blessed above all the nations of the earth in
that its people were employed and happy.
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The Minister of Labour proceeded to
broadcast that statement as the view of the
Government, and he met with a good deal
of criticism and adverse comment as a result;
and I know in my own heart that the Min-
ister of Labour did not do that on his own
initiative, because he knew the statement
was not correct.

A few days afterwards the statement was
slightly changed: it was to the effect that if
there was unemployment it was of no concern
to the Federal Government, because it was
the duty of the municipalities and the prov-
inces to deal with unemployment, and that
the representatives of the provinces, in a
conference that was held some time pre-
viously, had requested the Federal Govern-
ment to mind its own business, while they
would take care of theirs. That brought
forward a reply from, I think, the premiers
in three different provinces, saying that no
such request was ever made to the Federal
Government, and that they themselves, on
behalf of their provinces and their people,
urged the Federal Government to come to
their assistance in this situation, and it has not
been done.

Honourable members will perhaps recall
that our good friend the Prime Minister of
Canada is prone from time to time to work
himself up into a passion, a state of holy
indignation, in abusing the old Tory Party.
He does not even recognize the Conservative
Party in Canada; the old Tory Party is the
hobby. “The protector of the interests,” “the
friend of the capitalists,” “the oppressor of the
poor,” and such names as those are used. I
am sure I could remember a number of others.
However, when I heard his statement over
the air from London to the effect that there
was no unemployment, I thought, surely if
the Premier of Canada knew the facts he
would not have delivered such an wutterance.

A few days later I was in the city of
Montreal, and in the morning paper I saw
an announcement that on that day a relief
station was going to be opened on Craig
Street, where the hungry were to be fed and
the cold unemployed men were to be warmed.
I went down about one o’clock that day to
see if it was patronized, and I found it was
patronized very well. I enquired of a police-
man at the door if there had been many men
in, and he said that over 1,300 had been fed
so far, since they opened at 10.30 that morning.
He funther told me that this was only one
of four or five such places in Montreal where
food was being dealt out to people who were
poor and unemployed and in need.

About a month after that—I do not re-
member the exact date, but near the middle

of January—I was in Montreal again one
day, and I saw in the morning paper again a
verbatim report of a speech of the Premier
of the Province of Quebec, délivered on the
Address at the opening of the Legislature of
that province. In it he reiterated in effect
the words used by the Premier at London the
month before. I thought to myself: “Is it
possible that there is no unemployment in
the Province of Quebec and in the city of
Montreal? I will slip over and see this relief
station—this soup-kitchen as it is commonly
called—that was opened and operated under
the bounty of Lord Atholstan, of the Montreal
Star, and see whether or not unemployment
still exists, whether hungry men are still
waiting to be fed. I went down there and
saw a line of men three men wide, extending
out Fortification Lane to the Post Office, be-
cause the place was full and they could not
get in at the time and had to wait out in the
cold. T should think that half of them had
no overcoats, and at least half of them were
under thirty-five, and many under twenty.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: You saw those
people, and I see them every day, but do you
know there are no native-born Canadians
among them?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I can answer
that. I stood beside Mr. Little, who directs
that work under Lord Atholstan, the donor,
and after we had talked for about half an hour
and he had given me much information, I
said: “Where there are so many hungry men,
there must be some hungry women and
children. Where are they?” He said: “Well,
we cannot take care of them here. Women
and children could not come in here. But I
will show you what we do.” And he showed
me the means by which food was being sent
to many a home in the city of Montreal, and
that was done wholly gratuitously by that old
Tory.

I had never met Lord Atholstan up to that
time, but I want to say that when I came out
of that place, some of those utterances which
I mentioned some time ago came to my mind,
and I thanked God for the “old Tory” who
was not the oppressor of the poor, who was
not the champion of the interests, but who
stooped to aid, while the first Minister of the
country passed by on the other side, looking
upward, unable to see unemployment.

I believe that the industrial workers of this
country are roused as never before to the
conviction that they have been deceived by
the Government into the belief that their lot
would be improved.

There is another important point to which
I wish to refer. For seventeen years the
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women of Canada have had the opportunity
and the responsibility of exercising the fran-
chise, and I am glad to see that they are tak-
ing more and more interest in public affairs.
I believe that none of our people are more
deeply interested in the happiness and welfare
of the rising generation than are the mothers
of the children now at school. I believe that
every mother’s ambition is that her child shall
have all the education that he can possibly
get, and that as the child grows up he shall
have a reasonable chance to earn .a comfort-
able living by his own industry in the land
of his birth; and I hope that those women
who read parts of the discussion that has taken
place in this debate here and elsewhere will
give deep and earnest consideration to exist-
ing conditions. I trust they will realize the
true state of existing conditions and rise to
the responsibility when they are given an
opportunity to improve them. What is the
outlook for the hundreds of thousands of
adolescent children who are just about to step
across the threshold into the active struggle
of life in this country to-day? Policies and
theories that were good for days gone by
do not fit modern conditions. The opinions
of Sir (Clifford Sifton on immigration were
perhaps good at the time he formed them,
but they are mot suitable now; and no one
knows this better than the people in the West,
because they are the most deeply affected.
There must be a more balanced population
throughout the country before we can make
the best of our industrial and agricultural
opportunities, and I believe the farmers
throughout the land are rapidly coming to
that point of view.

May I now make a few remarks with par-
ticular reference to the industrial workers?
It has been my privilege to work for and with
them, to try to advance their interests, over
a period of many years. They have patiently
swallowed panaceas of the type that was
handed out in 1924, and they have endured
exile from their native land in order to get
employment. Approximately 800,000 industrial
workers left Canada between 1922 and 1929.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Seven years.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The head tax
exacted by the American Government rose
from $8 in 1921 to $20 in 1924. If we assume
$12 to be the average paid during that time,
the 800,000 emigrants from this country contri-
buted from their all too meagre resources a
sum of about $9,500,000 for the privilege of
leaving home. During that same period we
received approximately an equal number of
immigrants from foreign countries, and the
Government of Canada expended approxi-
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mately $18,000,000 to induce them to come
here. An interesting book by Robert England,
which has recently been published and is
distributed by the Canadian National Rail-
ways, states:

The combined expenditure of the Dominion
Government and the two great railways is not

much less than $5,000,000 annually for immigra-
tion and settlement purposes.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Is it not a fact
that most of the people who left Canada to
go to the United States were not born here,
but came from abroad and used this country
as a sort of gateway?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am sorry that
I have to differ with my honourable friend.
The quota laws seriously restrict the entry
into the United States of non-Canadians, and
the American immigration records refer to
Canadian-born ecitizens. Comparatively few
persons born outside this country have gone
from here across the border, as they were
able to gain admittance only under the quota
law. But there is no longer the same tide of
immigration flowing into the United States
as there was four or five years ago. Why?
Simply because ten years ago the United
States foresaw what was coming and partly
closed its doors against foreigners from the
whole world, excepting North America. But
in spite of the increase in the head tax and
other measures that were taken with a view
to limiting immigration, the United States
reached about a year ago what might be
called the saturation point, because the use
of machinery in industry had reduced the de-
mand for labour, and because population had
grown tremendously from the natural increase
in @ country of 120 millions of people. So at
the present time the United States canmot
absorb our sumplus labour. Only yesterday I
nolticed a newspaper item which stated that
798 Canadians employed by the City of De-
troit had been arbitrarily dismissed from their
positions and would have to come back to
Canada in search of work.

Faced as we are with an increase in im-
ports, a decrease in exports, with roughly
100,000 unemployed in the country and
assisted immigration still flowing in, with the
outlet to the United States for our surplus
labour being closed, I submit fio honourable
members that the time has come when the
Government of Canada ought seriously to
consider making a very drastic change from
the foolish policy which they enunciated in
1924. Let us endeavour to take a broader
view of the necessities of our own people, and
while doing so support policies on which to
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build a broader and better Canada by and
for our own people first, with good-will
towards the people of other countries as a
secondary consideration.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: May I ask the hon-
curable gentleman a question?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: Would he say that
increased protection of industry would
satisfy?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I will say this,
believing it to be absolutely true: that if we
had increased protection and if in 1924 we
had not decreased our tariffs, hundreds of
thousands of Canadian workmen would never
have left Canada, the Canadian farmer would
have had a greatly expanded market at home,
and there would not be the unemployment
situation that we have to-day.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: May I ask one more
question? The honourable gentleman will
admit the United States is a fainly highly pro-
tected country. How does he fit his argu-
ment to the fact that there are four million
unemployed there to-day?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I say in reply to
my honourable friend that I have already
answered that very question by stating that
the use of machinery in industry in the
United States, whereby labour is being con-
stantly thrown out of employment by the
thousands, plus the natural increase, accounts
for the difficulty they are having. There are
many employers in the United States who to-
day are standing for a five-day week or a
six-hour day, saying that it is the only way
in which they will be able to absorb the popu-
lation. Furthermore, the one country that
has been able to prove beyond peradventure
the benefit of a protective policy is France.
There are not to-day twenty-five thousand
unemployed men in France.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: Not for that reason.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: If my honour-
able friend does not want the reason, very
well. I should like to say this, however. In
every country save France you find a differ-
ent situation. Why is Lord Beaverbrook
coming down with this new policy in Eng-
land? In my humble opinion it is because
the British people have come to the place
where they are beginning to realize that they
must change their policy, even though it is
a hundred or more years old, and must take
care of their own people first, as I have been
proposing that Canada should endeavour to
do.

At six o’clock the Senate took recess.

The Senate resumed at eight o’clock.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Honourable members,
before proceeding with the discussion, I wish
to make a few comments in regard to the
remarks made this afternoon by the honour-
able gentleman from De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr.
Casgrain) and call the attention of this House
to what struck me as being the very remark-
able position taken by him upon several
impontant questions.

I would refer first to his ecriticism with
regard to the railway branch lines in the
Province of Saskatchewan that were taken
over some years ago and embodied in the
Canadian National Railway System, and his
complaint that the guarantees given by the
Provincial Government for construction of
those roads were assumed by the Federal
Government at the time the lines were taken
over. 'The faots are as he stated them, but
it is equally true that it was not at the request
of the Province of Saskatchewan that those
lines were taken over. The Government of
the day took them over for good and sufficient
reasons, and for their own reasons; and, hav-
ing taken over the property, it was only
logical that at the same time they should
assume the outstanding securities that the
province had issued against them. I might
add that those lines are perhaps the most
profitable lines in the whole (Canadian
National System; so that this country lost
nothing by the transaction, but on the con-
trary bolstered up other lines, in other parts
of Canada, which were not so fortunate in
their earnings.

I can hardly reconcile the eriticism coming
from my honourable friend from the Prov-
ince of Quebelc in this regard. Honourable
members of this Chamber will recall that a
year or two ago—I think it was during the
last session—legislation went through this
House appropriating the enormous sum of
about $28,000,000 for the purpose of purchas-
ing a number of railroads in the Province of
Quebec which the Government knew, and
which we knew, had never paid their way,
and which probably will never pay their way,
and which are known from one end of this
country to the other as the cats and dogs
that were gathered in by the Canadian
National Railway System at that time. I did
not hear any criticism from the Province of
Saskatchewan because of the Government’s
action; and I think it would have come with
better grace from gentlemen from some other
province than Quebec to suggest, now that
the Province of Saskatchewan is closing the
transaction for taking over its public re-
sources, that the guarantees assumed by the
Federal Government in exchange for those
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branch lines in Saskatchewan should be con-
sidered as a claim against the province in
the deal. That daim has never been
urged before. I should like to know whether
the honourable gentleman spoke on behalf of
the Government, of the day when making that
suggestion, and whether, when we get to grips
on ithe financial features of the resources ques-
tion, we are to be confronted with a bill for
the subsidies given to branch line railways in
Saskatchewan.

Another feature of his remarks to which I
would draw attention is the question of the
operations of the Wheat Pool. I propose to
deal with that at greater length later on, but
possibly I might mention some aspects of it
at the present time. He laid particular em-
phasis on the statement that the wheat pools
were speculating on margin and that the
banks had called for more margins. I took
occasion to contradict that statement at the
time, as I knew it was not correct, but since
the House rose I have been able to locate
some official records which will substantiate
my statement. This is the official statement
issued by the pools in regard to their dealings
with the banks:

Summarizing, the pools’ margin with the
banks is still well maintained, which means that
the pools have on deposit with the banks
collateral valued at more than 15 per cent in
excess of the present bank loans to the pools.

A conference was held by the Prime Min-
isters of the three Prairie Provinces in order
to determine the form of the legislation that
it was necessary to pass in the various legis-
latures, giving effect to the verbal and letter
agreements in that respect, and the statement
issued by them is as follows:

In the meantime, the Governments desire to
make plain that this action is only in order to
supplement the undertaking already arramged
and not because of any impairment of the pools’
margin with the banks or because of any doubt
of the pools’ financial position, as the pools
have at present on deposit with the banks col-
lateral valued, at current market prices, at
more than 15 per cent in excess of the total of
the banks’ loans to the pools.

These official statements successfully dispose
of the honourable gentleman’s claim that the
pools have been speculating beyond their
means, that they have attempted to corner
the wheat market, and that the serious trouble
that now overshadows the wheat market is
attributable to too ambitious a scheme on
the part of the pools and to bad management
on their part.

It is not my intention to enter into a de-
tailed examination of the Speech from the
Throne, as the opportunity to discuss it more
in detail will come later on, as the session

progresses. At the outset of the brief remarks

Hon. Mr. LAIRD.

I propose to make, may I take this opportunity
of extending a welcome to our distinguished
colleagues who have just become members of
this Chamber, the honourable gentleman from
Brandon (Hon. Mr, Forke) and the honour-
able lady from Rockcliffe (Hon. Mrs. Wilson).

The honourable gentleman from Brandon
has been much in the public eye for many
years, and needs no introduction to the mem-
bers of this House. We are glad to welcome
such a distinguished addition to our numbers,
and to see him so happy and comfortable in
his new environment. I gather from some
of the honourable gentleman’s speeches which
I have read somewhere at some time, that he
did not always possess the same friendly feel-
ing towards this Chamber that he apparently
does to-day. In fact, as I recall it, he con-
sidered the Senate rather as a fifth wheel to the
coach of state, which could easily be dispensed
with without loss to the country. However,
we all know the old adage that circumstances
alter cases, and let us hope that what to him
at one time appeared a very unnecessary and
useless body will now become a most import-
ant and indispensable part of our parliamen-
tary institutions. No doubt my honourable
friend’s appointment was part of the general
scheme of things whereby the Senate was to
be reformed; but whatever was the basis of
it, we extend the hand of fellowship to him
and trust that he will have many years of use-
ful service before him.

While we are all glad to welcome the hon-
ourable member from Brandon, I think even
he will agree when I say that we are doubly
glad to welcome our lady colleague, whom we
designate by the distinguishing title of the
honourable lady from Rockeliffe. Our only
regret on this side of the House, perhaps, is
to see her so comfortably seated to the right
of the Speaker. I would advise my honour-
able friends opposite to treat her well, for
women are sometimes fickle in their friend-
ships, and she well knows that, metaphorically
speaking, our arms are outstretched to her,
anc we shall be only too glad to welcome her
to a seat on this side should her first love
grow cold or indifferent to her.

In the midst of her great triumph as the
first woman senator in the Dominion I would
remind her that her appointment involves
a sacrifice of at least some of the time-
honoured prerogatives that women have en-
joyed from time immemorial. One of these
privileges is that of saying the last word, I
would suggest to her that this privilege, by
practice and tradition, is accorded to the Gov-
ernment leader in this House, and she will
now have to bow to the inevitable and allow
a mere man to exercise this privilege in
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future. Trained in the strict school of domes-
ticity, she has no doubt exercised for many,
many years, this right which she now relin-
quishes, and the pang involved in saying fare-
well to it must be painful indeed. Still, this
does not mean that parliamentary rule shall
govern in her own household, and she will
continue to exercise the woman’s privilege
in the environments of her own home as here-
tofore.

The appointment of a woman to member-
ship in the Senate is an historic event. Never
has it occurred before, and it signalizes a new
departure which carries with it great signifi-
cance, as it constitutes the recognition of
women’s rights not heretofore recognized.
While this is true, it is perhaps well that we
should have an understanding of the signifi-
cance of her appointment. In her delightful
address, with which we were charmed, she
claimed to be “the representative of the
women of Canada” in this Chamber. While
not for a moment daring to enter into any
controversy on the subject—for I know from
experience how useless such argument usually
is—may I point out that our fair colleague
is hardly correct in so designating herself.
She is a senator from the Province of Ontario,
and is one of the representatives in this
Chamber of all the people of Ontario, men,
women and children. She stands in a position
no different from that of any other member
of this House: no one of us represents any
panticular class, creed or sex, bult each member
is here to speak for all the people. It is possi-
ble that in the effluxion of time lady senators
may be appointed from my own province of
Saskatchewan, and I should regret very much,
in that event, being deprived of the honour
and privilege of representing the women of
Saskatchewan as well as the men and the
children. I am forced to challenge, as cour-
teously as I may, my honourable lady driend’s
claim to represent the women of Canada, for
fear that, if it is left unchallenged, other
women may repeat similar claims in other
provinces, and it may become a recognized
principle.

May I conclude my references to her by
saying that this delightful gesture in the
direction of Senate reform is welcomed with
joy and approval by all of us, and particu-
larly by members on this side of the House.

I wish to congratulate the mover of the
Address in reply (Hon. Mr. Horsey) for his
very careful and considerate presentation of
the case on behalf of the Government. I was
very much encouraged by the rosy picture
which he painted of the prosperity of the
country, showing that 1929 was the most pro-
ductive year this country has ever had, and

that our enormous foreign trade was constantly
increasing. He referred in glowing terms to
the way in which our interests are being looked
after in various parts of the world by trade
commissioners sent out by the Government
He told us, too, the banks, insurance com-
panies and industrial concerns had enjoyed
enormous earnings and prosperity. Taken as a
whole, his remarks had a very cheerful effect
upon me, because I had heard somewhat dis-
quieting rumours as to conditions in the
country, which caused me much -concern.
When I left this Chamber and went to my
hotel, I met a gentleman from my home city
of Regina, and in the course of conversation
with him I learned that he was one of a
delegation of representatives of every Cana-
dian city from Fort William to Vancouver,
who had come to Ottawa to ask the Govern-
ment for assistance in the relief of unem-
ployed men and their families. Naturally I
was very much surprised to hear this, and I
made further inquiries of this gentleman. He
told me that in Regina, which has a popu-
lation of about 60,000, the city is supporting
450 families, that in this relief work $40,000
has already been spent, and it is expected that
this figure will be increased to $70,000 before
the winter is over.

When I heard these things I began to fear
that there was something wrong with the
very assuring statement my honourable
friend made in this House at the very time
that the deputation was presenting its claims
for assistance from the Federal Government
on the ground that destitution had become
so widespread that the provinces could no
longer cope with it and the matter was of
national concern.

The honourable mover of the Address
quoted figures in support of his statement that
our foreign trade was growing satisfactorily.
I was very pleased to hear that, because, like
most Canadians, I am sincerely interested in
the welfare of this country, but unfortunately
I was again doomed to disappointment. That
very afternoon I happened to run across official
records relating to our foreign trade, and I
found that in 1926 we had a favourable trade
balance with the rest of the world of
$275,000,000, that in 1927 it had dropped to
$151,000,000, which figure was maintained ap-
proximately in 1928, but in 1929 there was
a complete change, and we had an adverse
balance of trade of $90,000,000.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Does my hon-
ourable friend realize how different those
figures would have been if the western crop
had found its way to Europe as usual?
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Hon. Mr. LAIRD: It may be that there
are certain factors which will in part explain
these figures. I have not made a sufficiently
deep analysis of the situation to be able to
speak definitely as to that. I am merely
stating the fact, which is that an adverse
balance of trade of some $90,000,000 exists,
and this is very much to be regretted, what-
ever may be the circumstances, as I think my
honourable friend from De Lorimier (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) will agree.

The honourable mover of the Address re-
ferred to our “continuing prosperity,” and
observed :

It is true that the Speech from the Throne
declares that some slowing up occurred in the
increase of prosperity during the last month
or two of 1929, due to seasonal slackness and
the withholding of some 200,000,000 bushels of
wheat, by the wheat pools and grain merchants
generally, I presume.

My honourable friend was apparently under
the impression that the fact that 200,000,000
bushels—or, to be more correct, 250,000,000
bushels—of the western wheat crop have not
yet been sold, is responsible to a considerable
degree for the general depression throughout
the country. Now, with all deference to him,
I submit that he is mistaken in that point
of view, because when a farmer delivers a
load of wheat he receives from the Pool an
advance of $1 a bushel on the basis of No. 1
Northern, receiving further instalments when
the grain is sold, according to the prices
realized by the Pool. It cannot be said that
the present unfortunate conditions are due,
to any appreciable extent, to the fact that
the farmers have received only $1 a bushel
for their wheat, because there have been many
years in the past when that was the full price
aid.

p A statement recently issued by the Bank
of Montreal in this regard deals pointedly
with this phase of the matter, as follows:

It is not from the unmarketing of last sea-
son’s crop the prairie farmers suffer and busi-
ness activity is curtailed, but by reason of the
near-failure of the harvest in many fields and
an aggregate yield less by half than that of the
previous year. Upon the crop gathered,
growers received a substantial payment several
months ago—in the case of Pool members a
dollar a bushel, No. 1 Northern basis—and their
concern is now the amount of the final payment
to-be made to them. The price at which the
supply carried over is ultimately sold will de-
termine this, but for the smaller crop of 1929
farmers have received as much, proportionately,
as for the previous harvest.

But what is worrying us most in Western
Canada at the present time is that the
very existence of the’ Pool is at stake.
It is a very important organizaticn, with
enormous assets in thousands of interior ele-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

vators and a number of costly terminal
elevators, and if it should cease operations the
farmers would suffer greatly through being
deprived of the service that it affords. I am
glad T have the opportunity of correcting the
opinion of my honourable friend from De
Lanaudiere (Hon. Mr. Casgrain). He ap-
parently has the same idea that is held by
many other people. The facts are that in
the Prairie Provinces 45 per cent of the total
crop is raised by non-pool farmers who sell -
their grain in their own way, and it is highly
probable that their crops have been turned
into cash long ago. The 160,000 farmers who
constitute the membership of the pools pro-
duce 55 per cent of the total crop. The
Pool owes a small final payment on the erop
of 1928, and also whatever payment is due
over $1 a bushel for the crop of 1929, and it
still has in its possession approximately
250,000,000 bushels of wheat unsold, which the
banks are carrying. In addition, it is faced
with the prospect of another crop coming on
the market within five or six months, and in
the meantime it will be necessary to market
the 250,000,000 bushels at present on hand, in
competition with ecrops coming from other
parts of the world.

Another feature of the western situation
which does not appear to have been given
much consideration is that whereas the farmers
formerly have been able to finance their opera-
tions in the spring by wusing the payments
they receive from the Pool, this year they will
be without such assistance and will be forced
to go to the banks for money to finance the
putting in of their crops. The banks are al-
ready heavily drawn upon, and if they have
to make further advances to the farmers in
the spring, the resulting searcity of money will
be felt all over the country. The banks have
not called for margins, as I think I have
clearly shown from the statements I have read,
although an honourable gentleman suggested
this afternoon that such a call had been made.

The whole situation in Western Canada is
undoubtedly extremely serious and the Gov-
ernments of the three Prairie Provinces have
stepped in and guaranteed the banks against
loss that might be incurred in carrying the
crop. The provinces took this action quite
voluntarily when they realized just how acute
the situation was. The ambitions of the west-
ern farmers have been realized to a very
large extent in the formation and operation
of the Pool, and no one knows better than
those who live in that part of the country
what a disaster it would be if the pools
could not continue to carry on. But the
difficulty is not confined to the West; the



FEBRUARY 27, 1930 49

business stability and general welfare of the
whole Dominion are involved.

Just what the solution of the problem will
be, only time can tell. It is the first time
in our history that we have been faced with
such a situation, and while the present grave
cireumstances continue, it behooves all who
have the true interest of the country at heart
to avoid captious criticism as far as possible.
But of course there has been complaint, and
it has been asked, “Who is to blame for the
existing situation?” and “Why did the Pool
not sell as much as possible of the wheat at
from $1.60 down to $1.35 while the price was
declining?” Some people have even gone so
far as to charge that the Pool tried to corner
the market and to withhold the wheat until
the prices rose. But I wish to state emphatic-
ally that at no time within the flast five
months have the wheat pools of Western
Canada refused to sell any portion of the
crop that remained on their hands at the
regular market price as indicated on the
Winnipeg Grain Exchange. It is possible the
present difficulty is caused in part by the fact
that the wheat pools deicided it would be in
their interest to discontinue using the Winni-
peg Grain Exchange for selling facilities, and
instead to establish their own selling agencies.
In accordance with that decision, they located
their own selling agencies in all the wheat
purchasing countries of the world, and whether
this procedure has been one of the causes
of the present state of affairs, time will prob-
ably tell. But I wish to repeat my statement,
which cannot be successfully challenged, that
at no time within the last-five years has the
Wheat Pool declined to sell any portion, lange
or small, of its holdings of wheat on the
basis of the ruling price on the Winnipeg
Exchange at the time. In fact, it would have
been glad to do it.

There has been a great development in the
grain business in Western Canada, and no
co-operative movement can assume the great
proportions of this company without having
developed animosities among other business
interests, compeftitive or other; and I sup-
pose it is a feature of all business that we may
expect criticism and suggestions that are not
always fair. We may expect statements to
be made which possibly are not founded on
fact, and reports to be circulated which are
not always intended to promote the welfare of
the wheat pools. I imagine this has been done
in this case, and it has helped to accentuate
the situation that now exists in Western Can-
ada. I think they possibly made a mistake
in not giving to the world the information that
they have been ready at all times during the
past five months to sell any portion of their
holdings at the market price. :

2425—4

Hon, Mr. HUGHES: What prevented that?

Hon, Mr, LAIRD: I cannot understand why
they did not make that announcement; but
for some reason it was not made until it was
made in Parliament the other day, although
1 was informed of it as I was coming down
to the opening of this House.

In the shadow of what might easily become
a financial callamity in this country, and in
view of the large holdings represenited by the
wheat pools, the marketing of which involves
so much, honourable gentlemen should be
careful in making statements that may have
a far-reaching effect and do much injury.

Under the circumstances the provincial gov-
ernments had no hesitation whatever in lend-
ing assistance, and in my opinion they were
right. If they had not done so, their inaction
might have led to serious consequences in the
country. The situation now has become so
widespread in its import that to my mind it
approximates a national issue. Provincial gov-
ernments have their limitations, and it is just
a question whether conditions are not of suf-
ficient national significance to warrant the
participation of this Government with a view
to doing something to relieve the situation. I
have been a little surprised that such an in-
terest has not been taken before by this
Government. The three Prairie Provinces are
represented in the Government by five minis-
ters, two of whom occupy the important port-
folios of Finance and Agriculture, and if any-
one should be able to keep in touch with the
situation and have a true appreciation of it,
surely those two ministers should. Possibly to
those gentlemen the situation has not assumed
the dangerous proportions that it has to those
of us who live nearer the scene of operation,
or it is possible that they may have under
consideration some general scheme for solving
it. There was a time during the war when
the national Government stepped in and took
over the control of the wheat crop in Canada
for the public welfare. I believe that in some
respelets thee situation is more serious at present
than it was at that time—but for other reasons,
of course—and I should like to suggest to the
Government that they should take a keener
interest in this subject than they apparently
have done up to the present time. Perhaps
sooner or later—and it has been suggested
within the last few days that it will be sooner
yather than later—this Government will go to
the western farmer and ask for his encourage-
ment and support. Then it will be for those
people to ask some very pertinent questions
of the Government as to what they have done,
or offered to do, or what they have suggested
in this emergency.

It is not for me to suggest what they can
do. We have read in the Speech from the
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Throne about trade commissioners who have
been located in the different countries of the
world. We are aware of the trade treaties
that this Government have made with various
countries, some of which have recently put
into effect tariffs against our wheat—in one
instance of 56 cents a bushel, and in another
of over 70 cents—and it is possible that the
Government might say to those countries:
“Is it not about time that we made some
revision of these treaties? Tf you are going
to virtually prohibit the importation of wheat
into your country, is it not time that we
withdrew some of the privileges that we ac-
cord to you in our market?” At least the
question could be dealt with by the Govern-
ment as a national question, in an effort to
see whether something could not be done to
extend our sales in countries whose prohibi-
tive tariffs have closed their markets to wus.

I have concluded what I have to offer on
this subject, and I would wurge upon the
Government in the strongest and sincerest
possible way that if there ever was a time
when the farmers of Western Canada required
assistance and encouragement and some sug-
gestion from the national Government, it is
the present time; and if some such cneourage-
ment is not given the Government will have
some serious questions to answer when they
go to those people and ask for their support.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable members,
first I wish to refer very briefly to the state-
ment made by the honourable mover of the
Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne (Hon. Mr. Horsey), in which he re-
ferred to the provinces down by 'the Atlantic
Ocean. He said:

Freight rates have been lowered twenty per
cent, not only on the Canadian National Rail-
ways but on the Canadian Pacific Railway and
on all the branch lines in the Atlantic district.
It is calculated that this has already resulted
in a saving of some three and one-half million
dollars to the people of the Maritime Provinces.

That statement, standing alone and without
explanation, might convey to those not
familiar with all circumstances the idea that
the remission of those freight rates to that
extent was a very generous contribution to the
welfare of the Maritime Provinces. I wish
to make this explanation. From the year
1916 to the year 1920 the freight rates on the
railways in Canada were largely increased,
and on that part of the National System
which was formerly called the Intercolonial
they were increased twenty per cent more
than on amy other part of the National
System. The reduction recommended by the
Duncan Commission was just to take off
that excess increase in mates. I presume

Hon. Mr. LAIRD.

that the honourable gentleman in his caleu-
lation of three and one-half million dollars
referred to one year only. If the reduction
amounted to that sum for one year, then
there would be a considerable amount due to
the Maritime Provinces because of the unjust
rates that had existed for several years. The
mere taking off of the twenty per cent of
the excess increased rates did not square ‘the
accounit.

I have listened attentively to the speeches
made by different honourable gentlemen,
particularly those of the honourable mem-
ber from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beau-
bien), who always speaks well, the honour-
able member for Welland (Hon. Mr. Robert-
son) and the honourable gentleman who has
just taken his seat (Hon. Mr. Laird). I think
they all hold the idea that the balance of
trade is a good barometer to show whether
a nation is making money or is trading un-
favourably; that, for instance, if the balance
of trade is in our favour it is proof that we
are trading successfully; that if it is against
us, it is proof that we are trading unsuccess-
fully. I think that does mot follow; a great
many fother factors have to be taken into
account; and I think that if the members of
this House could agree mpon a fundamental
principle we should then be more likely to
come closer together in regard to the details.

I will try to show by illustration that the
statement I have made in regard to the
balance of trade is correct, and I would ask
my honourable friends to please give me their
attention. Take any commodity. Take the
article of wheat for example. For the sake
of easy computation I will take one hundred
thousand bushels at a price of $1 a bushel.
Say that some Canadian shipped that cargo
to London or Liverpool and sold it at a profit.
I do not care what the profit is—say twenty-
five or fifty per cent. Suppose he sold it for
$150,000—that would be an excellent profit—
and instead of bringing back the money or a
bill of exchange he invested it in merchandise:
the export entry would be $100,000 and the
import entry would be $150,000. In that case
the import would be fifty per cent greater
than the export. He made an excellent bar-
gain, he profited well, and his country neces-
sarily profited to the same extent. The re-
verse of that, of course, would be true if he
sold at $75,000, or a loss of 25 cents a bushel,
and brought back $75000 worth of mer-
chandise. In that case the export entry would
be $100,000 and the import entry $75,000, and
the balance of trade would be in our favour,
although the merchant might be nearly ruined
and his country would have made a loss. I
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think that is conclusive in showing that you
cannot always take what is called the balance
of trade as proof that you are trading success-
fully or unsuccessfully. Of course that would
apply to trade in all articles, let them be
what they may.

Trade is in itself a good thing. Trade is
what differentiates, largely at all events, the
civilized man from the savage. Trade differ-
entiates the progressive nations from the un-
progressive, and the more trade we do the
more progressive we are. Governments do
not trade with one another, except perhaps
to some extent in time of war, when every-
thing is upset. In mormal times trade is car-
ried on by individuals, companies or cdorpora-
tions; and no two men living, no two entities
in existence, will engage in trade unless they
think it is going to be to their mutual
advantage. They may be mistaken. At all
events this is correct, that no two individuals
or entities will continue in trade unless it is to
their mutual advantage. And if those indivi-
duals or entities bellong to different nations
and are trading to their mutual advantage, it
follows as the night follows the day that their
trading must be to the advantage of their
respective countries, let the trade balances
be what they may. Therefore, business men,
merchants, traders, are the best judges of
whether trade fs profitable or not, and,
according to my belief, the interference of
governments in trade matters should be very
little. They can help, but by unwise inter-
ference they can also do a great deal of harm.
There is, I think, a sure method of arriving at
a conclusion as to whether a country is trad-
ing profitably or not. In my opinion there
is nothing mysterious or abstruse about trade
or political economy. It is absolutely the
same as individual economy.

Now, this is the proposition I will lay. down.
Providing the country is paying for all it
imports, paying all its current obligations, in-
creasing the value of the estate, paying off its
debts, and not going into debt, its trading is
profitable. I think that statement is as true
as the multiplication table, or as any axicm
in Euelid.

I will trouble the House with very few
figures, because somehow or other figures can
be manipulated to prove almost anything, but
if honourable gentlemen find any flaw in the
figures I submit or in the reasoning I am
trying to make, I shall be glad to know it,
because I want to be right in this matter if
possible.

Now, taking our position in Canada for the
last few years, I think it cannot be disputed
that we have been paying off the national
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debt. I have not the figures, but my impres-
sion is that the reduction has been around
$58.000,000 a year; perhaps a little more. Some
time ago I heard the statement that if we
continiied paying at our present rate we should
wipe out our national debt entirely in forty
years, And while we are doing that we are
paying off all our other obligations.

Hon, Mr. ROBERTSON: Is my honour-
able friend keeping in mind the fact that
the Government of Canada have endorsed, by
way of guarantee on the railway account,
larger amounts than have been paid off on
the public debt during the last few years?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: For which the
Natioral Railways are responsible.

Hon. Mr, ROBERTSON: But the Gov-
cernment of Canada are the guarantors of the
notes.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I know they are the
endorsers, but if the value of the railways
has bsen increased to the extent of the
berrowing, then the country is not the poorer.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: If; that is right.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: We are increasing
the value of the estate; we are increasing our
national wealth very rapidly, according to the
figures obtained from the Statistical Branch of
the Department of Trade and Commerce, both
per capita and absolutely. Here are the
figures. The per capita wealth in 1921 was
$2,525; in 1925, $2,772; in 1926, $2,842; in
1927, $2,907. Our national wealth in 1921
was $22,195,000,000; in 1925, $25,673,000,000;
in 1926, $26,691,000,000; in 1927, $27,668,000,600.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON:
the 1921 census, was it?

Hon, Mr. HUGHES: The first table I gave
was based on the population.

Hon. Mr, ROBERTSON: Was the capital
wealth based on the 1921 population or based
on the populaticn of the years quoted?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I cannot say as to
that. In six years our total national wealth in-
creased from 22 to 27 billions—over five and
a quarter billions. I do not know the figures
regarding other countries, for I have not had
time to obtain them, but I think ours must
be equal to those of any other country in the
wonld. At ail events they must be very
gratifying, and I think these facts are un-
answerable. I think such a comparison is a
reliable test as to whether we are progressing
or receding.

I have sometimes heard the statement—
not in this debate, though I think it is &

All based upon
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natural inference from much that is said—
that one nation can swamp another with cheap
goods. I want to make a very brief remark
aboup that idea. It is not practicable, and
under world conditions it is not possible, for
any nation to do that. But if it were possible,
what harm would it do? Suppose that some
other nation—I do not care which one—made
up its mind to swamp us with goods, that is,
to give us goods for nothing at all—to give
us all the food and clothing we needed and
not to charge us anything. Surely that would
not be an enemy nation. It would be the
most generous nation in the world so far as
we were concerned, for we should have its
people as servants, as slaves, and they could
not object. But, since of course that would
not be possible, let us suppose they gave us
food and clothing at fifty per cent of what
they were worth. That would be a very gen-
erous act. They would have to take some-
thing in payment, and in doing so they would
not injure our industries. The fear that some
other nation will harm us by selling us cheap
goods is the greatest fallacy in the world.
In business it is not practicable for any nation
to injure us in that manner, and it is never
even tried in any large way. In the last
analysis trade is barter. Nations or indivi-
duals cannot in the long run sell unless they
buy. There must be barter and by that
means and no other can a nation deal prop-
erly and successfully.

May I illustrate that point? At the close
of the war the nations of Europe, particularly
Great Britain, were heavily in debt to the
United States. Great Britain is making a
herculean effort to meet that obligation, but
the debt will have to be paid in kind or
it will never be paid at all, for it can be
paid in no other way. I will endeavour to
explain that. The United States are opposed
to taking goods in payment, because that
method would injure their industries. The
only thing left is gold, which has an inter-
national value, and they have to take pay-
ment in that. When they get more gold than
they want to use, the balance is of no use
at all; they have to dig holes in the ground,
and line those holes with cement walls, and
have steel doors on them, and appoint men
with shotguns to guard the doors. They
might as well have shore sand or stone there.
That gold at some time or other has to be
taken out and exchanged for goods. If it
were never taken out, it would never be worth
anything. The United States did not want that
money, and they did not keep it; they im-
mediately lent it to other countries; largely
to Germany, and in some measure, to France.
At some time, let it be fifty or a hundred or

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

a thousand years from now, they will be
obliged to take payment in kind for the
capital and interest, or they will never get
payment at all. If the interest goes on
accumulating in Europe and they never col-
lect any part of that, and never collect the
capital, of course the debt is never paid.
The only value that a trading nation is to
get is by exchange in goods. All profit is
made by taking goods from where they are
comparatively cheap to where they are com-
paratively dear.

I think it would follow from that—I am
not sure—that all nations of the world could
trade with one another, and the imports of
all would be greater than the exports of all,
because they were all selling at a profit. I
have tried to lay down what appeared to me
to be the fundamental principles of trading,
and if we could agree on these we might come
closer together in regard to the details.

It will be noticed that the figures I gave
come down only to the year 1927. Those are
the latest I could get from the Statistical
Branch of the Department of Trade and Com-
merce, but in a short time, I believe, we can
have the figures for 1928.

The honourable member for Welland (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) and the honourable member
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien)
stressed the statement that there prevailed in
Canada at present a great deal of unemploy-
ment, much distress and a very serious state
of affairs. No doubt there is unemployment in
Canada. They wish to make a comparison of
this country with the United States that would
show to the disadvantage of Canada, but there
is a great deal of unemployment in the United
States also, though I have not the figures.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The total is
three or four millions.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I know it is away up
in the millions. The Federation of Labour
puts it as at least three million persons un-
employed in the United States at the present
time. I have received letters from relatives
in Boston saying that the number of unem-
ployed at present is greater than it has been
for the last twelve or fifteen years and that
distress and privation are greater than at any
time within their remembrance. I have heard
similar statements from New York, and, I
think, from all the towns and cities in the
northern States.

We know that for some time past agri-
cultural conditions in the United States have
not been good and that the farmers have been
in distressed circumstances; that six-sevenths
or five-sixths of those in the wesbern United
States were just one jump ahead of the
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sheriff. I saw in one evening paper that in
1928 there were 492 banks in the western
United States that failed, and that the number
of failures in 1929 was still greater. Well,
we have nothing like that in Canada, and the
thought comes to me that if the remedy
suggested by those honourable gentlemen, that
is, high customs duties, would be a good
remedy for us, how in the world is it that it
does not work well in the United States?
There is the largest home market in the world
—120 million people—and farmers are not
prosperous there. There they have protection
a good deal higher than in Canada, yet they
are not as well off as farmers here. How is
that? The medicine does not work well there,
and if my honourable friend were a medical
man, he would not ask us to take it.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Is my honourable
friend aware that the United States is by far
the richest country in the world? Is he
aware that the wealth of the American nation
has been doubled in ten years, and that it
has $360,000,000,000 as compared with good
old Britain’s $80,000,000,000?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I am aware of some of
those things.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: How does the
honourable gentleman explain them?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: They do not weaken
my case at all. I will explain. Though the
wealth of the United States is very great, it
is no greater per capita than ours, and it is
not well distributed, being in the hands of
few people. The farmers of the United States
are not wealthy. Is not that a serious state
of affairs? We do not want to have condi-
tions like that in Canada. If the medicine
they have been taking in the United States
has contributed to that condition of things,
and I think it has, I for one do not want it
for Canada. Our esteemed opponents, who
are good Canadiamns, tell us, or at all events
imply by their statements, that everything
will be all right if we put on more taxation—
more customs duties. My honourable friend
from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope) nods his head.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Yes; stick them up.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Stick them up?
should we get more prosperity?

Hon. Mr. POPE: Yes.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: If anybody can ask

you to believe that, I do not think it is much
use to argue with him.

Hon. Mr. POPE: No, not a bit. You are
right there.

And

Hon. Mr, HUGHES: It is contended that
the way to inerease the prosperity of the
country is to increase the taxes, for that is
what a raise in customs duties means. If
the right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster)
were in his place, I would remind him that
away back in 1891, when he was Finance
Minister of Canada and I was much younger
than T am now, he reduced the duty on sugar
and stated in his budget speech that by so
doing he lowered the taxation of the country
by some millions of dollars. All the news-
papers supporting the Government at that
time reiterated the statement that the people
were being saved a very large sum of money.
Now, if by taking off duties there is a reduc-
tion in taxation, it follows that by putting
on duties there must be an increase in taxa-
tion.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I vemember very well
the instance to which my honourable friend
refers. There was an increase in the con-
sumption of sugar; people spent more money
on sugar; that is all.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: The honourable gen-
tleman from Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson),
who is a man of experience and always makes
an interesting speech, told us this afternoon
that 500,000 workmen had left Canada since
1925 because they could not get work in this
country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Because we had
freed the instruments of production.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Yes, largely because
of the reduction of duties on agricultural
implements.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: And our imperts
of agricultural implements were greater by
$23,000,000 in 1928 than in 1925.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: The honourable gen-
tleman said that during' those years 500,000
of our workmen had gone to the United
States. Well, I have in my hands a copy
of the Labour Gazette for February of this
year, the cwrrent mumber, and on page 197
there are shown the index numbers of employ-
ment by industries.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is a com-
parison of the employment figures?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Yes.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : That has nothing

to do with the number of people who went
to the United States.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: All right, but I shall
read the statement. Taking 100 as the average
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index number, the table shows that in 1925
the employment in all industries was 84.9,
and this number goes on increasing every year
—1I shall not read the whole statement—and
on December 1, 1929, the figure stood at
119.1.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: May I indicate
to my honourable friend where he may find
accurate information which will enable him to
verify the statement I made this afternoon
as to the number of our people who have
gone to the United States? If he will consult
the Canada Year Book, which is issued by the
Department of Trade and Commerce, he will
see there the number of our citizens who have
emigrated year by year across the border.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But I would
draw the attention of my honourable friend
from Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson) to the
fact that there were more men employed- in
industries in Canada in 1929 than there were
in 1925.

Hon, Mr. ROBERTSON: (Certainly. Why
should there not be?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: We lose one child
‘out of two to the United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There has been
a steady movement for twenty-five years to
the New England States.

~ Hon. Mr. HUGHES: On January 1 of this
year, according to the table from which I
have been quoting, the index figure stood at
111.2. Now, is there any other country that
is doing better than that? I should like to
read a brief statement which appears in the
Labour Gazette on page 197:

The losses in_employment registered im manu-
factures were larger than on January 1, 1929
and 1928, but smaller than in most other years
on record. The index, though slightly lower
than at the beginning of 1929, was consider-
ably higher than January 1 in any other year
since 1920.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear. That
does not look like blue ruin.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: No, I should not
gather from that statement that there was
very little employment in this country. The
number of persons employed in industries has
been going up all the time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The wheels of
industry are turning faster.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: There has always been
a certain amount of migration to the United
States. All over the world northern people
are travelling to the south, and that perhaps
Firn. WMr. MUGHES.

explains to some extent the departure of
people from our country. Then, again, the
large American cities are undoubtedly a strong
attraction, and Canadians, because of their
character and fibre, seem to make a greater
success there than people from any other
country.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Has my honour-
able friend not heard that members of Con-
gress are bitterly complaining because the
number of Mexicans coming north into
the United States has been larger than the
number of Canadians going south?

"~ Hon. Mr. HUGHES: There can be no doubt
that we have been progressing. Honourable
gentlemen opposite say that we are not going
ahead as quickly as we should, but it is ad-
mitted that our farmers are better off than
those of the United States. It is commonly
said that agriculture is the basic industry of
this country and that if the farmers are
prosperous everybody else must be prosperous.
Well, no one can deny the prosperity of our
farmers, but we are asked to adopt a system
that has not operated in the best interest of
the farming communities of the United States.
I say we should be extremely careful before
we take any such action. It is hard to get
a Scotsman to believe that a policy that has
brought about the conditions existing in the
country to the south of us would be a good
policy for Canada. We should enact legis-
lation that experience has shown is best suited
for ourselves. I am reminded of a story I
read somewhere, in which Canada was com-
pared to a man who was persuaded by a patent
medicine vendor to purchase a bottle or two
of an alleged remedy. The man did not live
long afterwards, and on his tombstone there
was written: “I was well; I wanted to be
better; I took some medicine, and here I am.”

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: That is what the
unemployed say now.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Canada is well, com-
pared with the United States, but we are
asked to take the medicine that has brought
about unhealthy conditions in that country.

I have in my hand what I think is excellent
proof that every province in the Dominion
has been enjoying good times. In January
there was a Conference of Provincial Premiers
in this city, and interviews with them were
published in the Ottawa Evening Journal on
January 14. It is not necessary for me to
say that these Premiers- are not all of one
stripe of politics: some of them are Liberal
and some Conservative. If honourable mem-
bers will permit me, I shall read some brief
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extracts from their statements. Here is what
Prime Minister Saunders, of my own prov-
ince, Prince Edward Island, said:

The island is, however, prosperous; 1929 has
been a successful year.

I can bear personal testimony to that.
the Premier said further:

To the year 1930 we look forward with con-
fidence and optimism. Our people, in com-
mon with Canadians generally, are conscious of
that urge resulting from a sense of past achieve-
ments and the promise of great destiny in
store for Canada.

Prime Minister Rhodes of Nova Scotia
said:

There has been a distinet improvement in
conditions surrounding our steel-coal industry
and prospects for stabilized winter employment
are most promising. Real progress has been
achieved in the development of our mines other
than coal, notably at Stirling, in Cape Breton,
where the zinc-lead deposit has about reached
the point of regular production, and in the
further development of our gold mines and the
Malagash salt industry. ¥

Taken as a whole the outlook for the coming
year is distinctly bright. I am fully confident
that marked as has been our progress during
the past few years, there are even better
things in store for this province. Our future
is assured. The extent of our progress and
prosperity depends largely upon the amount of
individual effort which we are prepared to put
forth.

And here is what Premier Baxter of New
Brunswick said:

New Brunswick has enjoyed one of the most
prosperous years our people have ever known,
with agricultural and industrial activity
especially marked and a substantial upbuilding
taking place in virtually every field of develop-
ment.

And

I am sure my honourable friend from Mont-
arville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) will be glad to
hear that.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That was New
Brunswick?

- Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Yes. That part of
Canada is not going to the dogs. Premier
Baxter went on to say:

- The financial position of the province has
been markedly improved this year by the suc-
cessful culmination of negotiations which had
been in progress for some time to have the
Saint John Valley Railway taken over from
the province by the Federal Government as
part of the Canadian National Railways Sys-
tem.

- Premier Taschereau of Quebec said:

In spite of many counteracting factors, gen-
eral prosperity has mprevailed throughout the
Province of Quebec during 1929. Much advance
has been made in some of the most important
domains, notably in agriculture.

_That is all right for Quebec. Here is what
Premier Ferguson of Ontario said:

During the past year Ontario has maintained
the steady progress that has long been charac-
teristic of this province. In all important de-
partments there has been satisfactory advance
and in many ways the outlook for the future
has been improved.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear,

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: And he goes on to
say:

In the considered judgment of our financial
experts, the position of Canada is fundamentally
sound, and this is especially true of the Prov-
ince of Ontario. We are constantly growing and
expanding and our' faith in the outlook is
firmly established by experience. I am glad of
the opportunity to give voice to this note of
confidence and to extend at the same time my
hearty good wishes for the New Year to all I
may be privileged to reach.

Well, that does not look as if we were in
a bad way and needed patent medicine. The
Premier of Manitoba said:

It is a common belief that Manitoba is a
purely agricultural province. It is true that
agriculture is still her chief maintenance, but
during recent years other ‘industries have
sprung up, and have grown and prospered until
to-day the annual value of their gross output.
closely rivals that of farm produects.

Listen to this further statement of the
Premier of Manitoba:

The year 1929 has seen sustantial progress in
this direction. During the past yedr 36 new
manufacturing concerns have been established in
Manitoba, while 22 others have expanded their
plants. The total output, it seems certain, will
substantially exceed that of 1928, which was
estimated at $159,252,000.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: And Hon. Mr, An-
derson, Premier of Saskatchewan, said:

The Province of Saskatchewan has ex-
perienced phenomenal growth and development
during the twenty-five years which have passed
since the province was organized in 1905,

The future progress of Saskatchewan rests
upon the firm foundation of the productive effort
of our people, aided by a discriminating im-
migration policy. Capital from Eastern Can-
ada and the British Isles is increasingly avail-
able for the development of our natural re-
sources. The achievements of the past have
been considerable. =~ But we have merely
scratched the surface of our vast resources, and
there is every indication that the future holds
in store tremendous possibilities for the people
of Saskatchewan.

Alberta, Premier Brownlee:

At the end of another year the Province of
Alberta finds itself in a strong financial posi-
tion. At the end of March, 1929, the fourth suc-
cessive surplus was reported.

Then he goes on:

-Our industrial development continues to ex-
pand, the annual payroll of the industries un--
der the Workmen’s Compensation Aet having
increased over 60 per cent in, the past three
years.
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We face the end of the year therefore in a
spirit of confident optimism, believing that the
next few years, at least, will be years of con-
tinued development, both agriculturally and in-
dustrially.

Premier Tolmie of British Columbia said:

British Columbia has just closed another
active year in all its primary lines of industry.
Completed returns should show that the forestry
output for 1929 will surpass all previous records
for quantity, though owing to falling prices
values will be somewhat lowered. In spite of
the lull in the lumber market the companies
are showing signs of remewed activity in the
coming year, and plans for a number of new
logging railways have been approved.

With new mines discovered and old mines
developing, with all our primary industries ex-
panding, with additions contemplated or in
progress in our abundant hydro-electric power,
there appears at this time to be no good reason
why 1930 should not be a banner year for
British Columbia.

Is there any country in the world that can
make a better showing? Possibly the United
States can. I do not know. In some respects
I should say no. I do know, however, that
there is no other country in the world to-day
that is in as favourable a position and pro-
gressing as fast as Canada. So it was well
within the truth to refer in the Speech from
the Throne to our “continuing prosperity.”

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would my hon-
ourable friend allow me to say a few words on
the question of unemployment, and to ex-
plain the situation that we mow face? He
will remember that in 1923 there was some-
thing of a crisis in Canada. Financially we
were somewhat downhearted, our railway situ-
ation was not good, the balance was very
much against us, and we all wondered how
the situation could be remedied. My honour-
able friend will remember that we appointed

a Committee of the Senate to inquire into-

the railway deficit and to see whether there
was not some solution of the dangerous prob-
lem that confronted wms. That Committee
heard men of high standing in the railway
and financial world. What did they all say?
They repeated the statement made by Lord
Shaughnessy a few months before he died 2
they were unanimous in saying that our only
salvation llay in an increase of population., I
remember that at a great funetion in Mont-
real Lord Shaughnessy said that with three
millions more of population we ‘could save
ourselves. That statement was echoed by
men of high standing. We all were convinced
that that was ithe only solution, and through-
out the land the press, Conservative, Liberal
and Progressive, repeated the declaration:
“We need more population.” Tt seemed
obvious that with such large deficits on our
railways we could improve the situation only
Hon, Mr. HUGHES.

by means of more consumers and a larger
population in the West, and there was a uni-
versal demand for increased population. The
Government in its efforts to increase the
population was supported by the whole of
public opinion in Canada, including, I think,
every member of the Senate Committee. We
soon found, however, that the railway situa-
tion was improving before we got those three
millions of additional population.

Now we are in 1930, and we hear from
Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Alberta that
assisted immigration should stop. But this is
the season of unemployment in Canada, at
all events in the East. There is always a
certain amount of unemployment in Montreal
from November until the opening of naviga-
tion. The unemployment situation has been
accentuated, and the number of unemployed
increased, I think, by the efforts that have
been made by the Government, supported by
public opinion, to obtain a larger volume of
immigration. I lived through the erisis of
1923, and felt that it was necessary that the
procession should start again from the British
Isles, if possible, towards the fertile plains of
our West. It has been found that many
people who declared that they were coming
here to settle on the land have moved to-
wards the cities. I saw a statement of the
number of immigrants who had drifted from
the farms into the city of Toronto. We can-
not go against the will of a province that
says that it is desirous of receiving a popula-
tion of a certain kind, and I do mot know of
any power by which the Dominion Govern—
ment or any other Government could go
contrary to the opinion that was voiced. The
situation confronting us is the result, I be-
lieve, of the policy carried on, which seemed
to be the only salvation of this country.

Within twenty-four months of the inquiry
that was made by a Committee of this Cham-
ber we found that the statements and convie~
tions of the gentlemen who appeared before
us, which were shared by others, had a false
basis, for within that period the Canadian
National Railways began to go forward and
develop and increase their surpluses. I recall
a member of Parliament at one time asking
facetiously why we did not sell those railways
for a dollar. At that time no group of men,
no syndicate, Canadian, British or American,
would have expected those railways to do as
they did, even if a bonus had been given
of $25,000,000 a year for ten years. The
deficit was over $10,000,000. Nevertheless,
within twenty-four months the income of the
railways would have justified anyone in pay-
ing $800,000,000 for them. They had $40,000,—
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000 of a surplus. There is such buoyancy in
this country, such extraordinary activity, that
I cannot for a moment feel depressed by the
very interesting statement my honourable
friend has made. Canada is on a sound basis,
Canada is prosperous, and I believe it is the
best country in the world in which to live.

~ Hon. J. D. TAYLOR: Honourable mem-

bers, the obvious rejoinder to the remarks of
the honourable leader with respect to immi-
gration is that, immigration having been
found the problem of the moment, the Gov-
ernment of which he is a member have vir-
tually dropped the Immigration Department
and transferred the Minister to this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, it has
altered it. It will alter the conditions of
its operation.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: That is the way the
honourable gentleman sees fit to describe it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
ate with the provinces.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: As I see it, the
Government have abdicated; so far as the
gravest problem of the moment is concerned,
they have gone off the job, scrapped the
Department, and transferred the Minister to
the Senate. And they now ask the Senate’s
approval of their good work.

I heard from the honourable lady who so
gracefully seconded the Address (Hon. Mrs.
Wilson) the suggestion that we might well
search the inscriptions over the doors of this
building for inspiration every morning. With
that in mind I scanned the inscription over
the door by which I usually enter, and I
found these timely words: “The end crowns
the work.” I thought that those words
applied very fittingly to the recital in the
first paragraph of the Speech from the Throne,
where we read that in 1929 we reached the
peak of employment—and, inferentially, of
prosperity—in this country. In passing I
would say that the contribution of the Gov-
ernment to employment and prosperity cer-
tainly was negative. However, they take the
credit for having reached the very summit
of those desirable results, and then they pro-
ceed to admit that from that summit they
have gone down within a few months to the
lowest depths of despair with respect to un-
employment, notwithstanding the buoyancy
of honourable gentlemen. To the knowledge
of every one of us, unemployment is greater
than it has been for fifty years. I speak
whereof I know, from experience extending
during that period from Ottawa clear through

It will co-oper-

to the coast, when I say that there is greater
unemployment and distress now than ever
there has been before during my lifetime.
And when we look to the Government, so
willing to claim credit for the peak of pros-
perity a few months ago, to see what they are
doing, what de we find? They say in effect:
“Never mind, you hungry men and women.
Go home and tell your families that there is
some ray of encouragement in this—that
there is corn in Egypt.” And they proceed
to take credit because there remain in Can-
ada to-day unsold, and at the moment
unsaleable, 250,000,000 bushels of wheat.

One would think that, it having been
deemed advisable to remind Panliament of the
calamity that has come upon the agricultural
community, there would be some suggestion
in the Speech, or, if not in the Speech, then
in the addresses of the honourable gentlemen
supporting it, to indicate that the Govern-
ment were seized with the gravity of the
situation and were endeavouring to do some-
thing to remedy it. Yet there is not one
word, either in the Speech from the Throne
or in the speeches of those honourable gen-
tlemen, to indicate that the Government have
any intention of attempting to intervene in
the matter in any way. It seems almost
incredible that in the face of the greatest
reverse that has ever come upon industry in
Canada, a threatened calamity, as the honour-
able member from Regina (Hon. Mr. Laird)
has told us to-night, to one of the agricultural
institutions upon which we have looked with
pride as an evidence of super-enterprise on the
part of Canadians, the Government should
mention the wheat remaining in Canada un-
sold, and admit by their silence that they
have no intention of attempting to lift their
fingers to relieve the situation.

We heard virtually no argument in support
of the Government’s contention until the hon~
ourable gentleman from King’s (Hon. Mr.
Hughes) spoke to-night. He asked us to take
comfort from the fact that we are paying off
some of the debt of Canada, and that if we
go on as we are going we may have it paid
off in fomty years. He might have added that
if we increased the taxes somewhat we might
get rid of the debt in thirty years or even
fess, but he seemed to be entirely oblivious
of the fact that the reason why we are paying
off the debt is that the Government before
this Government imposed upon the country
taxes, arising out of the necessities of the war,
which from the beginning have been found
more than sufficient to pay off the whole
charges of the debt. If he had been well
posted he might have added that if we are
paying off our debt it is entirely due to the
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super-taxes imposed upon the trade of this
country because of the war.

- When asked about the increase in the mail-
way debt he made a frivolous statement to
the effect that the railways were an asset
worth the whole amount of the debt upon
them—and this in connection with the Address
in reply to a Speech indicating, with respect
to these railways, new legislation which, it is
common rumour, has for its purpose the wip-
ing off of about one billion dollars of railway
debt, which is now for the first time admitted
to be in excess of any valuation that could
reasonably be placed upon those railways.
One billion dollars about to be written off,
and the honourable gentleman wants to close
this debate with the statement offered to the
Senate that the railways are worth all the
money that we have put into them.

" Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: I think my hon-
ourable friend is in error in his last assertion.
The statement was that if the railways had in-
creased in value to the extent of the moneys
invested in them lately, in the borrowings
that were alluded to by the honourable gentle-
man from Welland (Hon. Mr, Robertson),
then there was an asset. I failed to notice that
that statement covered the whole cost of the
railways. I think the question of the honour-
able gentleman (Hon. Mr. Robertson) bore
on the late borrowings, those of this last year,

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Well, I think it is also
true that the borrowings of the last few years
have amounted to -just about the billion
dollars proposed to be written off, which would
indicate that the railways were solvent fifteen
years ago, but that now, under the guidance
of this Government, they have reached such
a condition that they have to make a reason-
able showing before the financial world, and
we are called on to scrap that one billion
dollars and add it to the national debt of the
country,

The honourable gentleman at the same time
scraps the balance of trade, which has been
the greatest element of pride in every Address
of the Government at present in power. We
have had dinned into us year in and year out,
their tremendous success in securing what they
called a favourable balance of trade, although
they knew, and we knew, that that favour-
able balance of trade was being secured only
through the device of shipping out of Canada
raw materials to be increased in value ten-
fold across the line, instead of keeping them
at home to provide employment for our
people. Now the balance of trade has dis-
appeared from that outgo of our raw materials,
and we are told, as the last note in the debate

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR.

on the Address, that all this talk about a
favourable balance of trade has been in error;
that we have been wrong all the time; but
that now, at the last, we are on the highroad of
prosperity because the balance is three or
four hundred millions against us for the year
1929.

We have been referred to the United States
as an example of a country with some difficul-
ties, and we are asked to believe that Cana-
dians are justified in sitting down in idleness,
in the face of what has happened to us, just
because the United States, which has had a
protective fiscal system like ours, has also
had its troubles. But what a contrast with the
United States! What a contrast! Are hon-
ourable gentlemen oblivious of the fact that
the last presidential election turned solely on
the promises of the rival candidates as to the
measure of relief they would give to all
branches of industry in the country if their
party were successful; that there was no
attempt there to dodge the issue of threatened
disaster to business; and that each party vied
with the other in making lavish promises of
what they would attempt to do if they got
the power? And are honourable gentlemen
oblivicus of the fact that President Hoover
has made most extraordinary efforts and taken
most unusual courses, since he has come into
power, to relieve general distress in the United
States, with respect to agriculture particu-
larly? Have the honourable gentlemen heard
of the revolving fund of $500,000,000 put im-
mediately at the disposal of the Board of
Agriculture appointed there to handle the very
surplus of grain in the United States that is
the counterpart of our surplus of grain here,
as to which this Government have no interest,
and propose to do nothing? One of the
first acts of President Hoover was to put $500,-
000,000 at the disposal of the Board to take
care of that grain, to make it an asset of the
Government, an article of trade which the
Government could dispose of, and to afford
immediate relief to the farmers who had pos-
session of it. Yet it is not to be forgotten
that we in Canada say, as against this horde of
hungry men in every city, that we have 250
million bushels of wheat in reserve; and of
course the hungry men are not being told
that that grain is virtually owned by the
banks and that they can get it only when they
pay dollar for dollar for it.

One might ask, “What would you have the
Government do?” It has been suggested
in broad terms, if not in exact words, by
several honourable gentlemen who have
spoken on this Address. The quantity of un-
worked natural resources that goes from the
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Province of British Columbia, to be worked
up or manufactured outside the province, is
more than enough to take care of all the
unemployment in the province. This mat-
ter is not new. The Government have been
urged year after year to impose an export
duty so that our ore might be refined in the
province, and so that our timber might be
manufactured there. But while no notice
is taken of those suggestions, the Gov-
ernment, against the regulations now in force,
issue permits whereby the logs for which
no demand can be found in British Columbia,
on account of the dullness of the period, may
be exported to the United States. They are
already being exported to Japan from
privately-owned lands without any permission
from the Government. But to that expont of
logs the Government have added special per-
mission to export some of our best timber for
manufacturing in the United States, and when
manufactured there it is sold in Australia,
to the exclusion of British Columbia lumber,
which we are endeavouring to introduce into
that market. Such conditions no doubt pre-
vail all over Canada.

» In British Columbia we ‘have the finest
fisheries in the world, yet so far from assisting
us to maintain them, this Government have
disposed of them one by one. I brought up
the matter of the seal fisheries last year,
but it will bear repetition. They disposed of
the seal fisheries under a treaty accepted with
very great reluctance by British Columbia, in
1911, on the promise of this Government that
it would be limited to fifteen years. It was
intended to be ten years, and was made
fifteen. The term of fifteen years has long
since gone by, and it appears that the seal
have been stripped from our industry in per-
petuity, because in the four years that have
since elapsed the Government have done
nothing about it.

The Halibut Treaty was handed over to an
international commission appointed in 1924.
In the series of years intervening the com-
mission has made two or three reports about
the life of ‘the halibut, duplicating evidence
already in government publications here and
in British Columbia, but has done nothing
whatever to stop the rapid extinction now
going on of the halibut, one of the greatest
fishery interests. We had last year the promise
of the appointment of a Minister of Fisheries
whenever the moment should be opportune—
something recommended by a commission
organized by this  very -Government—but
nothing has been done, although more than
two years have elapsed since the recommenda-
tion was made to the Government; and we

find in the meantime: that a further industry
of British Columbia, that of the sock-eye
salmon, is menaced by the lack of some super-
vising head at Ottawa to direct the affairs
of the Department of Fisheries.

I will not go into the matter of the. Fish-
eries Treaty further, because it is still under
negotiation, except to say that the treaty of
last year was withdrawn by this Government
from the Commons because both parties, at
Ottawa and Washington, recognized when once
attention was called to it, that the treaty was
too remarkable and too ridiculous in its pro-
visions to be seriously ententained. The
principals have not weakened in their de-
sire to have a treaty. It was carelessly pre-
sented by this Government a year ago, and
has been withdrawn for an amendment to put
it into some reasonable shape. As I see it,
such a thing as that could not have occurred
if there had been a Minister of Fisheries to
take that treaty before his colleagues of the
Government for consultation before it was
ever sent down to Washington.

I had no intention of taking part in this
debate, and I shall not prolong it except to
say that after listening for two days to
speeches of -the honourable gentlemen op-
posite, and finding that they avoided alto-
gether the essence of the situation, it
seemed to me incumbent. upon some person
to call attention to it at this stage of the de-
bate. Therefore I rose to make my protest
that in the face of a situation so serious as
that which confronts Canada in unemploy-
ment, and in wheat particularly, this Govern-
ment have no suggestion whatever to make of
any action intended on their part, but intend
simply to continue to drift.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I confess that
I cannot answer the criticism of my honourable
friend on the question of the fisheries in British
Columbia, for I am not sufficiently acquainted
with the matter; but I hope before this ses-
sion ends to be able to bring a satisfactory
explanation to the honourable gentleman,
justifying the action of the Government, be-
cause, as to the Sock-eye Treaty, my informa-
tion is that the trouble is that Washington
changed its mind, and not Canada.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Would my hon-
ourable friend permit me to make one ob-
servation in connection with railways, in
answer to what he said a while ago? I think
my honourable friend’s remark left the im-
pression that within a period of some twenty-
four months the Canadian National Railways
had been transformed from a sericus obliga-
tion "to a wonderfully profitable asset.
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Whether he intended to indicate that that
was due to governmental activity, he did not
say, but his remarks might be so construed.
I desire to point out to him, in connection
with railways, the fact that about the
period to which he refers the situation of the
railways was that business was falling, the
cost of living had at that time somewhat de-
clined, and the 185,000 railway employees in
Canada, by agreement, accepted a reduction
in their incomes that amounted roughly to
$28,000,000 a year. Then on top of that came
this wave of improved operation of railways,
of new mechanical appliances, of what we
commonly term the mechanization of indus-
try, which has proceeded so rapidly that there
are to-day more than 20,000 fewer men em-
ployed on the Canadian railways than there
were at the date to which my honourable
friend refers. Operating expenses have also
been greatly reduced on aceount of that im-
proved machinery; that is, the equipment
for the purchase of which a very large portion
of this $400,000,000 that the Government guar-
anteed on behalf of the railways has been
used—langer engines, better machines, better
power, better mechanical appliances of every
sort. All of these have had the effect of
reducing the amount of huméan labour re-
quired.

I hope that the honourable gentleman will
not be carried away by the idea that this
great change which he mentions in the fin-
ancial situation of the National Railways is
due at all to governmental activity. It has
been brought about, first, by reason of the
railway employees accepting a substantial
reduction in wages to meet the reasonable
needs of that time, as everybody seemed to
see them; and ever since that reduction they
have suffered by thousands the loss of their
employment, so that to-day there are 15,000
railway men out of employment who expected
to be employed up to this time of the year
when the wheat product would commence to
move as it usually does.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I did not in-
tend to refer to the causes that brought about
that change in the railway situation, but it is
one of the most extraordinary performances
in the life of a nation that I have seen during
my time, so rapidly did the situation develop
and become transformed.

The Address was adopted.

The Senate adjourned until
March 25, at 8 o’clock pm.

Tuesday,

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 25, 1930.

The Senate met at 8 p.m. the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

POST OFFICE BILL (NEWSPAPER
OWNERSHIP)

FIRST READING

Bill 2, an Act to amend the Post Office
Act (Newspaper Ownership) —Hon. Mr. Greis-
bach.

TIMBER MARKING BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 10, an Act to amend the Timber Mark-
ing Act—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

SUPREME COURT BILL
FIRST READING
Bill 11, an Act to amend the Supreme
Court Act—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.
PATENT BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 14, an Act to amend the Patent Act.
—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 p.m.

—_—

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 26, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NEW SENATOR INTRODUCED

Hon. James Murdock, of Ottawa, Ontario,
introduced by Hon. R. Dandurand and Right
Hon. G. P. Graham.

EXPORT BILL (INTOXICATING

LIQUOR)
FIRST READING

Bill 15, an Act to amend the Export Act.—
Hon. Mr. Dandurand.
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PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 25, an Act respecting the Dominion of
Canada General Insurance Company and to
subdivide the unissued capital stock.—Hon.
Mr. McGuire.

PENSIONS AND RETURNED SOLDIERS’
PROBLEMS

SPECIAL COMMITTEE
On the Order:

Consideration of a message from the House
of Commons to the Senate to acquaint Their
Honours that a Special Committee has been
appointed to meet with a similar Special Com-
mittee of the Senate, if such Committee be
appointed, to consider and, during the present
session, to report upon matters referred to
them relating to pensions and returned sol-
diers’ problems.—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
members, since this message reached the
Senate I have had occasion to discuss the
policy to be pursued by this Chamber in
response to the kind invitation to join the
Committee of the House of Commons in their
work. Some doubt has arisen in the minds of
a number of members of this Chamber as to
the possibility of a Committee of the Senate
sitting jointly with a Committee of the House
of Commons on a ‘Bill and other matters re-
ferred to them by the Commons, as the report
of such a Committee must be the report of
a Committee of the House of Commons %o
that House. In view of this impediment, I
beg to move:

That a message be sent to the House of
Commons to inform that House that the Senate
does not deem it opportune to appoint a Special
Committee to act jointly with a similar Special
Committee of the House of Commons to con-
sider matters referred to that Committee by
the House of Commons relating to pensions and
returned soldiers’ problems, for the reason that
they could not participate in the final deci-
sions of that Committee, which must report to
the House of Commons.

That the Senate recognizes the necessity of
avoiding as far as possible the duplication of
work on that Committee, and with that end in
view the Senate has agreed upon the names of
the Senators who will later be asked to form
the Special Committee to whom will be referred
whatever legislation in this connection may
reach this Chamber. They are the Hon. Mes-
sieurs: Belcourt, Black, Béland, Blondin,
Buchanan. Gillis, Graham, Griesbach, Hatfield,
Laird, White, Macdonell, MacArthur, Rankin,
Taylor, White (Pembroke).

The above named Senators will, when noti-
fied, be pleased to attend the sittings of the
Special Committee of the House of Commons.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 p.m.

THE SENATE

—

Thursday, March 27, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in the
Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill B, an Act respecting a certain patent
of the R. M. Hollingshead Company.—Hon.
Mr. Haydon.

LEAGUE OF NATIONS SOCIETY

DISCUSSION POSTPONED

On the notice of motion:

By the Right Honourable Sir George Foster:

That he will draw the attention of the Senate
to the progress and present position of the
League of Nations Society ‘and the participation
and standing of Canada therein.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, I beg leave to move that
the order standing in my name be discharged
and set down for Thursday, April 3.

Hon. H. S. BELAND: In this connection,
may I ask the right honourable gentleman
whether his motion has reference to the League
of Nations Society in Canada, or to the League
of Nations proper, or to both? The motion
refers to the League of Nations Society. I
know we have such an organization in Can-
ada.

Right Hon. SIR GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Primarily it has relation to the League of Na-
tions generally, but our society in Canada is
part of the League, and some allusions may be
made to that.

The motion was agreed to.

TRADE WITH BRITISH WEST INDIES
PROPOSED RESOLUTION

Hon. H. J. LOGAN rose in accordance with
the following notice:

That he will move the following resolution:

Resolved, That in the interests of Canada,
the British West Indies, and of the British
Empire as a whole, Canada should admit all
tropical products coming direct from the British
West Indies to Canadian ports, free of customs
duties.

He said: Honourable members, in 1925 we
formed with the West Indies a new treaty,
known as the Canada-British West Indies
Trade Agreement, in which each country
agreed to make certain concessions. The prin-
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cipal concession which we undertook to grant
is contained in Article I of Part 1 of the
Trade Agreement and reads as follows:

Subject to the provisions of The Customs
Tariff, 1907, and to the provisions of Article II
hereof, the duties of customs on all goods (other
than tobacco, cigars, cigarettes, and spirituous
or alcoholic liquors) being the produce or
manufacture of any of the Colonies aforesaid
imported into Canada which are mnow subject
to duty or which may be made subject to duty
at any future time shall not at any time be
more than fifty per cent of the duties imposed
on similar goods under the General Tariff of
Canada.

The British West Indies on their part, in
Article IV, agreed to give us general pre-
ferences. Article IV reads as follows:

Subject to the provisions of Articles V and
VI hereof the duties of customs on all goods
(other than tobacco, cigars and cigarettes)
being the produce or manufacture of Canada
when imported into any of the Colonies afore-
said which are now subject to duty or which
may be made subject to duty at any future
time shall at any time be in the case of

(a) the Bahamas not more than seventy-five
per cent,

(b) Barbados not more than fifty per cent,

(¢) British Guiana not more than fifty per
cent,

(d) British Honduras not more than sixty-
six and two-thirds per cent,

(e) Jamaica not more than seventy-five per
cent,

(f) Leeward Islands not more than sixty-six
and two-thirds per cent,

(g) Trinidad and Tobago not more than fifty
per cent,

Cocoa beans, not roasted, crushed or ground
T i e e ..per 100 Ibs.

Lime juice, raw and concentrated, not refined

e e s e . ..per gallon
Limes, fresh.. .: . ..ad valorem
Arrowroobcilsii . ..per pound

Cocoanuts, imported by ship direct to a Cana-
dian;porton . . ..per 100

Cocoanuts, n.o.p., if not imported by ship direct

« w.per 100
Grapefruit, imported by ship direct to a Cana-
dianiport L. ... .per 100 1hy.
Grapefruit, n.o.p., if not imported by ship
ditectr o sl ..per 100 Ibs.

Rum, specified in customs tariff item 156a....

Rum specified in customs tariff item 157b.. ..

Qnions i Bt e L D s e valorem
Cocoa butter. . ..per lb.
Coffee, green.. .. . ..per lb.

Ginger and spices, unground, n.o.p...ad valorem

Nutmegs and mace, whole or unground........
ad valorem

Hon. Mr. LOGAN.

(h) the Windward Islands mot more than
sixty-six and two-thirds per cent,

of the duties imposed on similar goods when
imported from any foreign country.

At the same time Canada gave to the
British West Indies certain special preferences.
We agreed in the first place to preferences on
sugar. I will not enter into details on this
item of sugar, because the treaty contains a
very intricate and extensive list, but one
clause in this regard reads:

The Customs Tariff of Canada shall provide
that sugar above number 16 Dutch standard
in colour when imported by a recognized sugar
refiner, for refining purposes only, upon evidence
satisfactory to the Minister of Customs, shall
not be subject to these duties, i.e., the duties
on sugar over number 16 Dutch standard, speci-
fied in item 134 of the Canadian Tariff.

Provided that sugar as defined under item
134 of the Customs Tariff of Canada shall
receive a preference of not less than 25 per
cent of the duty charged on foreign sugar.

We made bananas free. The result of this
provision has been that, whereas in 1924-5
there was a total importation into Canada
from the British West Indies direct of only
2,400 or 2,500 stems of bananas, during the
past year there have been imported direct
from the British West Indies no less than
3,000,000 stems of bananas, which have come
into this country free of customs duty.

Then, as to other items, Canada agreed to
make these concessions:

A preference of $1.50 under the intermediate
tariff and $2 under the general tariff.

A preference of 15 cents.

Free, as against a general tariff of 15 per
cent.

Free, as against a general tariff of 13 cents.
Free, as against a general tariff of 75 cents.
A preference of 50 cents.

A preference of $1 under the general tariff.

A preference of 50 cents.

A preference of $2 per gallon on the strength
of proof.

A preference of 60 cents per gallon on the
strength of proof.

Free, as against a general tariff of 30 per
cent.

Free, as against a general tariff of 2 cents.

Free, as against a general tariff of 3 cents.

Free, as against a general tariff of 121 per
cent.

Free, as against a general tariff of 20 per
cent.
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Pineapples in air-tight cans or other air-tight
packages, n.o.p., the weight of cans or other
packages to be included in the weight for
qubyis s s iiy saper-lb,

Angostura bltters. ) proof gallon

Sponges of marine production.. ..ad valorem

3 cent.

$5.
Free, as against a general tariff of 173 per
cent.

The West Indies, on their part, gave us
special concessions. Barbados, Trinidad and

On flour, two shillings per barrel of 196 pounds.
Apples. . 3 - .per barrel
Beef, salted and plckled .per barrel of 200 lbs.

Boards, planks, scanthng, shmgles and lath (not
of plt(,h pine) .. .. ..ad valorem

Bootsrand sheesi”. . o, . caiioeei ..ad valorem
Buttere N s T s s per V0 D
Cement. . i, .. %e v x» »,pericask of ‘400 1bs.
(heesanit it el I aliansr oo Jdner 100 1be.
Cocoa, prepared:
in Trinidad and British Guiana.. ..per lb.
ih Biavbados.. .. .. .. . a. ..per 100-1b8,
Confectionery. .
Condage: % - vr G s e e

Fish, canned, preser\ed drled salted, smoked
or plckled % o R R R

Dardiovreans cavei ik s sper 100 0bs:
Milk, condensed.. .. .. .. ..per case of 48 lbs.
Pork, salted or pickled..per barrel of 200 lbs.

British Guiana granted the following prefer-
ences:

50 cents.
$1.50.

A preference of not less than 66% per cent.
A preference of not less than 66% per cent.
$1.50.

2 shillings.

$1.50.

4 cents.
Free, as against a general tariff of $2.

An ad valorem preference of not less than
663 per cent or 4 cents per pound, accord-
ing to the method of assessing the duty.

An ad valorem preference of not less than
662 per cent or 6 shillings per 100 pounds,
according to the method of assessing the

duty.

ad valorem preference of not less than
665 per cent or 2 shillings per 100 1bs.,
which is to be a preference of not less
than 663 per cent according to the method
of assessing the duty.

$1.50.
1 shilling.
$1.50.

There were also some special preferences
given in reference to spirits and brandy,
gin, ete.

That, in a few words, was the trade treaty
which was consummated in this city in 1925.
In that treaty Canada agreed further to
provide certain ships. After a good deal of
delay we have provided five of the finest
ships that sail our waters, as I think will be
acknowledged by any person who has travelled
upon them at any time. They are superb. I
had the pleasure of going down on the initial
trip of the Lady Nelson, and I can assure
honourable members that the people were
much pleased with the ship, with her speed,
with her cold storage facilities, and with the
provision made for the accommodation of
passengers. But these ships cost Canada

about $11,000,000, and we have that money
invested in them.

Now the question arises, are we getting out
of this West Indies Trade Agreement all that
we expected to get? We import into Canada
about $100,000,000 worth of tropical produects,
yet the total amount of products brought
from the West Indies was only a little over
$20,000,000. So, even at present, with this
agreement in force, we are not by any means
securing a large quantity of our tropical
products from the British West Indies.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Would the honour-
able member permit a question there? Would
he mention from what country we imported
the other articles?

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: Principally from the
United States of America, notwithstanding
that many of the articles we impeort from that
country are very inferior in quality to the
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products of the British West Indies; for in-
stance, grapefruit.

The United States of America have
perhaps taught us a lesson in dealing with
those outlying islands. About twenty-five
years ago, when the United States took over
the island of Porto Rico, they abolished all
duties between Porto Rico and the United
States, making the trade between those
countries as free as air. Since that time the
trade has increased by not less than 800 per
cent.

Now, the question is whether we in Canada
should not to some extent follow the lead of
the United States of America. No doubt the
point will be raised that we should have a
reciprocal tariff. But I want to put before
vou the fact that the people of the West
Indies are far from wealthy or affluent, and
are suffering under very great disadvantages.
At the present moment they are trembling
at the threat of Great Britain to take off the
preference on sugar. I do not believe they
are able to reciprocate in the matter of taking
off the duty. May T point out further that
the tariffs of the West Indies are negligible
as compared with ours: for instance, they
regard 10 or 15 per cent as a high tariff, while
we do not regard 30 or 40 or even 50 per
cent as extremely high.

I submit, honourable members, that at this
time we should hold out to the West Indies
more inducement to trade with us; in other
words, that our import trade with those
Islands should be free of any customs tariff.

What would the reduction of revenue
amount to? I have here a statement of im-
ports from the West Indies, which shows that
in the year ending March 31, 1929, we collected
on alcoholic beverages coming from the
British West Indian Colonies $385,844; on
other distilled spirits, $126,360; on cocoa
beans, not ground, $6,067; and on coffee,
green, the very small sum of $31. And there
are other items. The whole amount of duty
collected on goods imported from the British
West Indies in 1929 was only $2,029,974. Of
that sum the duty on sugar not above No. 16
Dutch standard amounted to $1,403,424, and
on sugar above No. 16 Dutch standard, $64,422.
This shows that the total duties collected on
products other than sugar, coming to Canada
from the British West Indies, amounted to
only about $500,000. I will admit that the
problem of sugar is a difficult one, but I
repeat that at this time the Government of
Canada should consider the advisability of
holding out a helping hand.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN.

These are the days, honourable members,
when we should be doing something in the
way of Empire building, of drawing together
more closely the far flung parts of the Empire.
While the inhabitants of those little islands
have been blessed by nature with great fer-
tility of soil and a beautiful climate, they
are nevertheless a comparatively poor people.
They have prospects of development if we
can assist them in some way to increase the
production of those islands. I do not think
we should deal with the West Indies as we
would deal with any other country in the
world. Those islands are the part of the
Empire that is nearest to us. Why should
we not, as a big brother, hold out to them
the hand of kindness, and encourage them in
every way possible? It seems to me that
nothing else that we can do would better
assist the development of British trade.

The people of the British West Indies are
extremely loyal. When I was down there as
a Commissioner in 1924 and 1925, travelling
from one island to the other, I was struck
with the intense loyalty that was evident
everywhere—a loyalty of the purest and best
character, and just as great as that of the
people of the Dominion of Canada.

Many inducements are being held out to
those people to trade with the United States.
But it is not their desire to trade with the
United States; they desire to develop their
trade with us; and if we can assist them to
increase that trade by throwing off the duty,
such action would be, I think, in the best
interests not only of Canada, but of the
Empire as a whole. As I have already stated,
we have $11,000,000 worth of ships travelling
between Canada and the West Indies. If we
can encourage the importation of more goods
into this country from those islands by taking
off the duties on the goods produced there,
we shall be helping to make these ships more
profitable, and we shall also be helping our
railroads, which will have the transportation
of the goods in Canada. All in all, I submit,
honourable members, that the course of
action which I am proposing would be in the
best. interest of Canada, particularly of our
consuming public, in the best interest of the
West Indies, and of great benefit to the whole
British Empire.

I do not desire to press this motion to a
vote. I gave the notice of motion simply in
order that I might call the attention of the
Government to the condition of affairs that
exists, and ask them to consider very seriously
the question of abolishing the duty on pro-
ducts coming from this tropical zone.




MARCH 27, 1930

Hon. Mr. TANNER: As my honourable
friend is well informed on this subject, I
should like to ask him for some information.
As I understand it, the treaty of 1925 con-
tains a special tariff schedule. Can my hon-
ourable friend tell the. House the value of
goods that came into Canada from the British
West Indies under the schedules of the treaty
last year?

Canada’s Imports from the British West Indian Colonies, with Duty Collected thereon

Bermuda
Total imports, 1929.. .. .. .. $ 61,771
Duty collected thereon.. $ 41
Total imports; ‘1828 (0 S e g 53,643
Duty collected thereon.. $ 4,766
Total imports, 1927.. .. .. .. § 112,185
Duty collected thereon.. § 1,734
Imports, 1929, Under Various
Tarlﬁs—
Dutiable:
Under preferential tariff (agree—
ment 1925).. .. $ 6,711
Duty collected thereon . Y 979
Under general tariff.. . = 10,540
Duty collected thereon. $ 3,167
Under treaty tariff (from
foreign countries via B.
W... L) $
Duty ‘collecl;ed thereon.. $
Free:
Under preferential.. .. .. .. $ 7,948
Under all other tariffs.. .. .. $ 36,572

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Perhaps my
honourable friend could put those figures on
Hansard.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: If T may, I will put
the figures on Hansard. I will give the honour-
able gentleman the imports into Canada from
the West Indies for the years 1927, 1928, and
1929.

Total
British British British Br.W.I.
Guiana Honduras West Indies Colonies
4,873,237 260,519 15,443,389 20,638,916
574,156 405 1,451,267 2,029,974
6,072,172 157,925 17,349,312 23,633,052
633,540 849 1.309,748 1,948,903
4,592,106 262,262 13,858,533 18,825,086
471,639 2,970 1,273,734 1,750,077
4,783,879 42 10,504,829 15,295,461
560,849 9 1,279,529 1,841,366
44,343 1,320 290,316 346,519
13,307 396 166,659 183,529
43,101 43,101
5,079 5,079
30,655 45,187 4,427,702 4,511,492
14,360 213,970 177,441 442,343

Hon. Mr. TANNER: That is not the point
I was asking about. My observation is that
those imports are scheduled under gencral
tariff, preferential tariff, and treaty tariff. I
thought my honourable friend could perhaps
tell us how much came in under the treaty
tariff.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: Under the preferential
tariff, in 1929, we brought in $15,295,461, upon
which we collected $1,841,366; under the gen-
eral tariff we brought in goods to the amount
of $346,519, upon which we collected $183,529;
under treaty tariffi we brought in goods to
the amount of $43,101, upon which duty was
collected to the amount of $5,079. Goods were
imported free of duty, under the preferential
tariff, to the value of $4,511492, and under
all other tariffs to the value of $442343.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: If I caught the figures
correctly, the sum and substance is that under
the treaty tariff we imported $43,000 worth
of goods. Does that figure represent the value
of the treaty with respect to importations?

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: No.
2425—5

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I am sorry to trouble
my honourable friend, but some of us in Nova
Scotia, like himself, are interested in this
matter. How about exports from Canada?
I understand that we have this steamship ser-
vice from Canada to the British West Indies
for the purpose of developing direct trade.
Is there still much of the Canadian trade
going through the United States? Can my
honourable friend give us the figures for 1929?

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: I cannot give the hon-
ourable gentleman that information. Not a
very large amount is going through the United
States. We exported direct to the West Indies
in 1927, $17,702,013; in 1928, $19,145,155; and
in 1929, $20,524,366. From this the honour-
able gentleman will see that the increase in
exports from Canada has amounted to about
$3,000,000 in three years.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Could the hon-
ourable gentleman give us some figures as
to the exports of the United States to those
same possessions? I presume that on goods
coming from the British West Indies to the
United States there is no preferential treat-



66 SENATE

ment. What would be the export from the
British West Indies to the United States,
and vice versa? Porto Rico, of course, is
an illustration of the development of trade in
consequence of the absolute abolition of duty.
I do not suppose there would be any duty.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: There is no duty.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: So the com-
parison with the very enormous growth in that
trade would not enlighten us very much. I
am not speaking adversely, but am asking
for information.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: I have not at present
the information in reference to the imports
and exports to and from the United States.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Those figures
would illustrate whether our trade has grown
materially at the expense of the United States,
or whether it is new trade that has been de-
veloped.

Hon. R. DANDURAND : Honourable mem-
bers of the Senate will agree, I am quite sure,
that this country has done fairly well by the
West Indies in attempting to develop trade
under 'the treaty of 1925, and that we might
very well allow a little more time to test the
value of that treaty before passing judgment
upon it. I will draw the attention of the
Minister of Trade and Commerce, and the
Minister of Finance, to the remarks of my
honourable friend, and to his desire to im-
prove still further upon the arrangement
arrived at in 1925. Of course he will realize
that all these schedules are the result of con-
ferences between the two countries, and that
gome time was expended upon the matter be-
fore an agreement was reached. I believe that
the Minister of Finance, knowing the sacri-
§ces that we have already made under the
treaty, will be perhaps a little slow to proceed
further in that direction; yet I feel that
whatever we can do to increase the impor-
tations of tropical products from the British
West Indies will be to our advantage and to
the advantage of intraimperial trade.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Honourable members,
I am going to suggest that, as my honour-
able friend has given the House a great deal
of information on a subject which, in our
province, at all events, is of very great in-
terest, the House might very well devote
to the matter a little further considera-
tion. I for one should like to have an oppor-
tunity of going a little more carefully into
the subject, and therefore I would move the
adjournment of the debate till next Thursday.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
I should like to say a few words in support
of the general idea that we ought to do every-
thing in our power to promote trade with the
British West Indies and every other part of
the British federation of nations. I think
that general idea will meet with a wider
acceptance in Parliament and throughout the
country at the present time than it has met
with in the past. Our neighbours to the south
do not appear to be so favourable to trading
with Canada now as they were some years
ago. In the exercise of their undoubted right,
they appear to be moving in the other direc-
tion. We will not murmur nor complain
about that, I think, but rather we will put
forth greater efforts to develop our own coun-
try and the great commonwealth of nations
to which we belong. I do not think we could
very well complain, even if we felt incliced
to do so, because some twenty years ago our
neighbours were willing and eager to trade
with us and made us an offer—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That is getting to
be a matter of ancient history now.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Yes, and all the more
regrettable, in my opinion. In the exercise
of our undoubted rights, we declined their
offer; our Parliament and our country inti-
mated that we did not value that trade as
highly as formerly. It is our duty now to
take things as we find them and to endeavour
to make use of the resources of our own coun-
try. It looks as if the United States would
not renew the offer of twenty years ago dur-
ing the lifetime of the present generation, nor
perhaps of the next generation. While ws
want to live on friendly terms and to trade
with every nation in the world that is willing
to do business with us, we shall not protest
if any nation gives us to understand that il
would rather not have our trade.

I could not hear all the questions that were
asked of the honourable mover of the resolu-
tion (Hon. Mr. Logan), nor could I hear all
his replies. I should like to ask whether he
can give us information as to the trade, ex-
port and import, that we carried on with the
West Indian Islands for the five years prior
to the treaty, and for the period since the
treaty came into operation. Can he tell us
whether that trade has grown or decreased,
and to what extent, since the treaty has been
in force?

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: The trade has grown
very materially, but I have not the figures
with me.
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Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Perhaps the honour-
able gentleman would have the figures with
him when the discussion is resumed, because
I think the figures would be—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Illuminating,
Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Yes, illuminating.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Tanner, the debate
was adjourned.

EXPORTATION OF PROHIBITED
MERCHANDISE

ORDER FOR RETURN
Hon. R. H. POPE moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
Return to include copies of all communications,
correspondence, proposals, proposed treaties,
treaties, reports of conferences and negotiations,
and other papers, documents and writings, of
every nature, that relate to export or ship-
ment, between or to the United States and
Canada, respectively, of merchandise prohibited
under the respective laws of the United States
or Canada, or both.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honourable
gentleman has moved for an order for a re-
turn—

to include copies of all communications,
correspondence, proposals, proposed treaties,
treaties, reports of conferences and negotiations,
and other papers, documents and writings, of
every nature—

—that passed between the Government of
the United States and this Government, I
suppose?

Hon, Mr. POPE: Yes.
The motion was agreed to.

GREENE DIVORCE PETITION
MOTION

Hon. L. McMEANS moved:

That the Committee on Divore be authorized
to consider and report upon an application for
refund of the Parliamentary fees paid during
the last Session upon the petition of Ruth
Elizabeth Greene, praying for a Bill of divorce.

Hon. J. BUREAU: Honourable members,
I thought an application was made by the
same party again this year, and I should like
to know whether the object of the motion is
to have the deposit that was made last year
used on this year’s application.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The object of the
motion is merely to enable the Committee
on Divorce to deal with the matter. The
thing will be safeguarded in every way.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: How does the matter
stand ?
24955}

Hon. Mr. MecMEANS: I cannot give the
honourable gentleman that information at the
present time. There was an application for
a refund of fees, and we could not deal with
it unless we had the authority of the Senate.
The motion is merely to authorize the Com-
mittee on Divorce to consider the application
and to report upon it.

The motion was agreed to.

TIMBER MARKING BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr, DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 10, an Act to amend the
Timber Marking Act.

He said: Honourable members, the object
of this Bill is to empower the Exchequer
Court, when so requested, to remove old
timber marks that have been registered for
a number of years and are no longer in use.
There is in the Trade Mark and Design Act
a provision similar to that which is now to
be incorporated in the Timber Marking Act.
That is the whole object of the Bill. I move
the second reading.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the second time.

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Senate went into Committee on this Bill.

Hon. Mr. Robinson in the chair.
The Bill was reported without amendment.
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the third
reading of the BIll.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the third time, and passed.

SUPREME COURT BILL
SECOND READING POSTPONED

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 11, an Act to amend the
Supreme Court Act.

He said: Honourable members, the purpose
of this Bill is to amend section 37 of the
Supreme Court Act. That section, as amended
in 1920, defines the conditions under which
special leave may be granted to appeal from
a provincial court other than a court of high-
est resort in the province. Two conditions
are mentioned in the section as it stands.
There has been a difference of opinion as to
whether the two conditions must exist, or
whether they are only alternative. This Bil}
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is intended to remove any doubt as to that,
and to provide that the two conditions must
exist.

The Bill is somewhat technical in its form,
but the members of the legal fraternity who
have examined it find that this will reconcile
the members of the Supreme Court, who were
not at one as to the meaning of the clause of
1920.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Does that mean
that appellants can go to the Supreme Court
without going to the court of last resort?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, provided
the amount be over $2,000.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : The honourable
leader of the House spoke to me in reference
to this Bill, and I started to read it, but was
interrupted, and I have not had an oppor-
tunity of looking over it. I want to know its
meaning. I do not know it now, and the
Bill is highly technical.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then I move to
discharge the order and place it on the Orders
of the Day for the next sitting of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

PATENT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second

* reading of Bill 14, an Act to amend the Patent

Act.

He said: There are in this Bill two amend-
ments. The first deals with the length of
the period during which a patent already
filed in a foreign country that has an agree-
ment with Canada may be filed in this coun-
try. The other amendment allows the pro-
duction of a copy of the foreign patent in
order to save time and expense. These amend-
ments have been suggested by the judges of
the Exchequer Court.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, I do not purpose to discuss the de-
tails of this Bill, but I would enquire from
my honourable friend the leader of the House
whether he could give us any information
respecting the reciprocal rights that are ex-
tended between countries in the registering of
patents. It has come to my notice that
some countries are refusing to register Cana-
dian patents, and I understand that this is
detrimental to Canadian interests. That is,
our citizens cannot get a patent registered
in certain foreign countries, and therefore they
have to purchase there the article that they
may want to use as a part of some machine
that is being constructed here. I understand
that Germany is a country that is exercising

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

that privilege, not only against Canada, but
against many other countries, for the purpose
of conserving to her own people and her
manufacturing plants the sole right of manu-
facturing certain articles. They think this
course desirable from the standpoint of the
industries of their own country. That being
so, as I believe it is, I would ask if the policy
of the Government is that Canada should
grant patents promiscuously upon request
from any country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am not in a
position at this moment to answer my
honourable friend’s question, but in order that
I may not lose sight of it, I will not move
the third reading after the Bill comes out of
Committee, but will defer the motion for the
third reading until I get the information
that my honourable friend desires.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Thank you.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion' of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Senate went into Committee on the Bill.

Hon. Mr. Copp in the Chair.

On section l—effect of application for
foreign patent if same applied for in Canada:

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The whole
amendment, apparently, would be for the
defence of our own patentees, and I take it
that this would be an improvement on the
present system.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

Section 1 was agreed to.

Section 2, the preamble and the title were
agreed to.

The Bill was reported without amendment.
The Senate ?xd‘j-ourned until Tuesday, Apri’
1, at 8§ p.m.

THE SENATE
Tuesday, April 1, 1930.

The Senate met at 8 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair,

Prayers and routine proceedings.
PERMANENT COURT OF INTERNA-
TIONAL JUSTICE

DECLARATION ON BEHALF OF THE DOMINION
OF CANADA

Hon., Mr. DANDURAND: I beg to lay
on the Table a copy of the declaration under
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Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent
Court of International Justice, with respect to
the Optional Clause, which was signed at
Geneva on September 20, 1929, on behalf of
the Dominion of Canada; also a list of the
countries that have ratified the Optional
Clause, or have signed it but not yet ratified
it; together with a list of the countries to
which the clause is open for signature.

I would suggest that these documents be
printed in Hansard so that they may be avail-
able for reference by members of the Senate.

Permanent Court of International Justice

Declaration made by the Hon. Raoul Dandu-
rand before signing the optional clause on
behalf of His Majesty’s Government in Canada.

Geneva, September 20, 1929.

On behalf of His Majesty’s Government in
Canada, and subject to ratification, I accept
as compulsory ipso facto and without special
convention, on condition of reciprocity, the
jurisdiction of the Court in conformity with
‘Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute, for
a period of ten years and thereafter until such
time as notice may be given to terminate the
acceptance, over all disputes arising after ratifi-

cation of the present declaration with regard
to situations or facts subsequent to said ratifi-
cation, other than:

disputes in regard to which parties have
agreed or shall agree to have recourse to some
other method of peaceful settlement, and

disputes with the Government of any other
Member of the League which is a Member of
the British Commonwealth of Nations, all of
which disputes shall be settled in such manner
as the parties have agreed or shall agree, and

disputes with regard to questions which by
international law fall exclusively within the
jurisdiction of the Dominion of Canada,

and subject to the condition that His
Majesty’s Government in Canada reserve the
right to require that proceedings in the Court
shail be suspended in respect of any dispute
which has been submitted to and is under
consideration by the Council of the League of
Nations, provided that notice to suspend is
given after the dispute has been submitted to
the Council and is given within ten days of the
notification of the initiation of the proceedings
in the Court, and provided also that such sus-
pension shall be limited to a period of twelve
months or such longer period as may be agreed
by the parties to the dispute or determined by
a decision of all the members of the Council
other than the parties to the dispute.

R. Dandurand.

Extract from the Seventh List of International Agreements concluded under the auspices of the League of
ations

January 14, 1930 (completed according to recent information)

Countries which have ratified

Countries which have signed but Countries to which the Clause is

the Optional Clause not yet ratiéiled the Optional open for signature
ause
Abyssinia Union of South Africa Albania
Austria Australia United States of America
Belgium Canada Argentine Republic
Brazil Costa Rica Bolivia
Bulgaria Czechoslovakia Chile
Denmark Dominican Republic China
Esthonia France Colombia
Finland Guatemala Cuba
Germany Irish Free State Ecuador
Great Britain Italy Hedjas
Greece Latvia Honduras
Haiti Liberia Japan
Hungary Lithuania Nicaragua
India Luxemburg Paraguay
Norway New Zealand Persia
Netherlands Nicaragua Poland
Panama Peru Roumania
Portugal Salvador Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats,
Spain Siam and Slovenes.
Sweden Venezuela
Switzerland
Uruguay

APPROPRIATION BILL No. 1
FIRST READING

Bill 47, an Act for granting to His Majesty
certain sums of money for the public service
of the financial year ending the 31st March,
1931—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
*eading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable members of the Senate,
this is the usual procedure by which Parlia-
ment is asked annually to vote a certain
portion—one-twelfth or one-sixth—of the
supply. In the present instance the sum of
$142,625436 is asked for, which is sufficient
to cover the two months of April and May
of the present year.

With the leave of the Senate, I move,
seconded by the Right Hon. Mr. Graham,
that this bill be now read a second time.
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Hon. Mr. POPE: Is that for one month
or two months?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Two months.
Hon. . POPE: Is that the usual thing?
Hon. . DANDURAND: Yes.

. POPE: The usual thing?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I say “usual”
because, as far as my memory goes, while
out of eight or ten Bills one may have been
for a month, the general practice has been to
cover a two-month period. There are hon-
ourable members of the Senate who have been
on the Treasury benches and know what the
tradition is.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: It
is generally two months.

Hon. Mr. POPE: It is my innocence that
makes the question possible.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members, I have no objection to the passing of
this Bill. It has always been the understand-
ing, on the vote of one-sixth of the supply,
that if any question should arise as to the
propriety of the expenditure it could be dealt
with subsequently. I presume that is true
now.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend in making his reservation, and I in
agreeing to it, are adhering to tradition.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the third
reading of the Bill.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the third time, and passed.

THE ROYAL ASSENT

The Hon. the SPEAKER informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Assistant Secretary to the Governor
General, acquainting him that the Right Hon.
Mr. Justice Anglin, acting as Deputy of the
Governor General, would proceed to the
Senate Chamber this day at 9 p.m. for the
purpose of giving the Royal Assent to the
Interim Supply Bill.

EXPORTATION OF PROHIBITED
MERCHANDISE

RETURN
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND laid on the
Table a return including:

Copies of all communications, correspondence,
proposals, proposed treaties, treaties, reports of
conferences and negotiations, and other papers,

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

documents and writings, of every nature, that
relate to export or shipment, between or to the
United States and Canada, respectively, of mer-
chandise prohibited under the respective laws of
the United States or Canada, or both.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Am I in order, Mr.
Speaker, in asking that this return be printed
for the information of the members of this

House? I have been asked to make that re-
quest,.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I doubt very
much whether that could be done by such a
request, or without notice of motion. These
are important documents, nine-tenths of which
have been on the Table of this Chamber for
over a year. There was no question last year
of moving to have the documents printed.
If my honourable friend, whom we shall cer-
tainly have the advantage of hearing during
this session on this matter and others, should
find it interesting to draw the attention of the
Senate to some part of this correspondence,
he would be welcome to do so.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Yes, but there was no
occasion last year to ask for the printing.
I think it should be recognized that this corre-
spondence is far more important at the present
moment than it was when certain portions of
it were laid on the Table of the House pre-
viously.  Legislation is coming before us
which demands our serious attention, without
regard to the side of the House on which we
sit. I have been requested by members on
both sides of the House to ask that this corre-
spondence be printed. I admit that it is not
my duty to insist on this, but I make the re-
quest because honourable members on both
sides of the House so desire. It is all right for
me to read the correspondence, but they may
not have seen it. However, it is not for me,
although I am a Pope, to dictate the pro-
cedure that should be followed.

PRIVATE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Bill 23, an Act to incorporate Estate Trust
Company.—Hon. Mr. Haydon.

Bill 27, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company (Division of Capital
Stock).—Hon. Mr. Haydon.

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. HAYIDON moved the second read-
ing of Bill 27.

He said: Honourable members, with the
leave of the Senate, I would move that this
Bill be now read a second time.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will the honourable
member explain the Bill, so that we may know
something about it?
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Hon. Mr. HAYDON: The purpose of the
request for leave to move the second reading
now is that the Bill may be before the Rail-
way Committee on Thursday next. The Bill
is a simple one, containing only two clauses.
The first provides that the par value of the
shares of the Canadian Pacific Railway Com-
pany may be changed from $100 to $25. In
the second clause of the Bill the number of
directors is increased by the repeal of the
clause now providing for them, and the substi-
tution of a provision whereby the number shall
be such, not exceeding twenty-four, as shall
be fixed by by-law.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: What is the object
of reducing the stock from $100 to $25?7

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: May I adopt the
answer given, rather privately, across the floor
of the Chamber, to the honourable gentleman
from Winnipeg? This change would make it
easier to deal with the shares in public, and,
as my honourable leader says, would allow
the honourable gentleman from Winnipeg, as
well as the leader on this side, to deal in
shares.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM:
a wider distribution.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: And gives a larger
liberty to sell and buy.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I thought the stock
jobbing was being surrounded by certain
restrictions.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: I do not think any-
body would say that the Canadian Pacific
Railway was in any business of that kind.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
member has brought in a Bill and has moved
the second reading, but I cannot find that
he has given any satisfactory reason for it.
It is true that the Bill has met with approval
in another place, but surely the honourable
gentleman does not undertake to father it in
this House without being able to tell us what
it is about.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Honourable mem-
bers, I have heard the reasons expressed.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman is not connected with this at all.
He is not the sponsor of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: The chief reason, as
I understand, is that the directors of the Rail-
way Company are holding their annual meet-
ing in the month of May, when they will
consider this and other questions, and if the
Bill can be given second reading and be con-
sidered in committee and then given its third
reading before the adjournment of this House,

It makes for

which I understand is likely to extend for
a couple of weeks from the middle of next
week, the directors of the Company will feel
free to make their arrangements.

Hon, Mr. McMEANS: Are we to give it
a third reading without having any explana-
tion? That would be a sort of drop-a-nickel-
in-the-slot system.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: No; I am asking for
the second reading so that the Bill may go to
the committee and be considered as carefully
as any other Bill.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
think the honourable gentleman from Winni-
peg (Hon. Mr. McMeans) is bound to press for
further reasons. It is not very clear.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: May I speak now?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No, I do not think
s0.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, I will take
the liberty. We have free speech in this
country. It has been advertised on the stock
exchange, and elsewhere, that the Company
wants to get a larger number of shareholders.
Many companies have split up their stock for
the purpose of giving the poor man a chance.
I know my honourable friend from Winnipeg
will be only too glad to see that the poor
man gets a chance.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the second time.

FIRST READING

Bill 28, an Act respecting the Eastern Can-
ada Savings and Loan Company—Hon. Mr.
Tanner.

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. TANNER moved the second
reading of Bill 28.

He said: Honourable members, I hope that
my honourable friend from Winnipeg (Hon.
Mr. McMeans) will not question me as
closely as he did my honourable friend from
Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Haydon). I understand
that if this Bill is given the second reading to-
night it will necessarily have to go before the
Banking and Commerce Committee. In
explanation, I may say that the Bill is pre-
sented on behalf of the Eastern Canada
Savings and Loan Company, of Halifax, which
company was founded a long time ago and
has been operating conservatively and success-
fully. Under the provisions of the Loan
Companies Act it is necessary to ask per-
mission of Parliament to sell some real estate
which the company owns, and the purpose of
the Bill is to give that permission. I may

add that the Bill has been submitted to the
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Department of the Government that super-
vises loan companies and has been approved
by Mr. Finlayson. I hope that this explana-
tion will be satisfactory and that the House
will consent to the second reading to-night.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Well, this explana-
tion is very much more satisfactory than was
given in connection with the other Bill.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the second time.

MANITOBA BOUNDARIES EXTENSION
BILL

FIRST READING

Bill 42, an Act to provide for the extension
of the boundary of the Province of Manitoba
in the Northwest Angle Inlet of Lake of the
Woods—Hon. Mr. Dandurand.

PREVENTIVE OFFICERS IN NOVA
SCOTIA

DISCUSSION AND INQUIRY

Hon. C. E. TANNER rose in accordance
with the following notice:

That he will inquire of the Government what
is the name, place of residence, or duty, rank
or position, and salary and allowances, of each

erson in the service of the Department of
National Revenue in Nova Scotia, as Preventive
Officers, for prevention of liquor smuggling; and
that he will call attention to the subject matter.

He said: Honourable members, I am asking
the Government for names and other particu-
lars in respect to preventive officers of the
Department of National Revenue who are
acting for the prevention of liquor smuggling
in Nova Scotia. The subject is perhaps a
little more interesting than usual, inasmuch
as there is a suggestion, I believe, that we
should not only prevent liquor from coming
into the country, but also take a forward step
and prevent it from going out. I am a little
interested in ascertaining how far we have
been successful in the matter of keeping
liquor out. I remember that two or three
years ago, when the Government decided to
appoint a special preventive force, the De-
partment of National Revenue, through their
spokesman who appeared before our Com-
mittee, gave us assurance that the very best
men available would be selected, and although
some of us were a little doubtful as to the
probable effectiveness of this force, the ne-
cessary legislation was approved in this
House.

I have learned that there are 69 preventive
officers on duty in Nova Scotia, 35 in New
Brunswick, and 9 in Prince Edward Island—
113 in the Maritime Provinces. But that is
not all, honourable gentlemen. I have dis-

Hon. Mr. TANNEK.

covered in my researches that on the waters
along the shores of the Maritimes is a large
fleet of war vessels armed and otherwise
equipped for the purpose of keeping illicit
liquor out of the provinces. I find that there
are no less than 29 such vessels. I have here
a list, which gives the armament of each
and the number of the crew. The ships are
armed with rifles, three-pounder guns and
six-pounder guns. I do not know whether
they are muzzle loaders or breech loaders.
I must confess that I was a little surprised
to find that there was such a large fleet and
that it was supported by so large an army
on land.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Does the list include
the Niobe and the Rainbow?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: No; I think the
Niobe and the Rainbow are now helpless.

Hon. Mr. MACDONELL: Do all these
war vessels form part of the great Canadian
Navy?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know that
I can answer that question. There is a
special preventive force, a special preventive
navy, for the particular purpose of preventing
people from landing liquor illicitly on the
shores of the Maritime Provinces—or, in the
more vulgar phraseology, preventing smug-
gling.

I am not going into much detail, but I
would say from my observations, and from
information obtained from people in Nova
Scotia who are well informed—and I am
speaking only of Nova Scotia in this regard—
that notwithstanding this large armed fleet
which is supposed to be patrolling our Atlantic
Coast, from 50 to 75 per cent of the liquor
consumed in the Province of Nova Scotia is
smuggled into the province.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
pretty thirsty.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: How much
would that be?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: That may seem to
be a reflection on the people of the province,
but I have to state the facts, notwithstanding.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: The honourable gentle-
man has made a statement, but is it correct?
He has said that at least half the liquor
consumed in the Province of Nova Scotia is
smuggled in. Is that a fact?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I know the news-
papers are continually full of reports that
small quantities and occasionally large quanti-
ties of liquor are being discovered from time

They must be
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to time in the province; but, notwithstanding
the gathering in of such quantities, I believe
it is quite within the mark to say that at
least 50 per cent of the liquor that is con-
sumed in the province comes in from the
outside. That is no surprise to people who
know the facts. For instance, I have right
in my hand a report of the annual meeting
of a very well known temperance organization
in the province, the Sons of Temperance,
which has long been alive, although perhaps
not active until recently, and has been carrying
on a campaign of education along temperance
lines for a great many years. At its annual
meeting in Halifax in November of last year
its chief organizer made the statement that
provincial prohibition could not be enforced
in Nova Scotia, because of the extensive coast
line, I hardly believed that that was true,
and I discussed the matter with the gentle-
man personally afterwards, when he assured
me that the newspaper report of his speech
was correct, and his opinion was accepted
without any demur by the people who were
present at the meeting.

I believe, honourable members, that the
whole expense occasioned by 29 war vessels
and 69 armed men is absolutely ineffective,
and that the financial outlay is money wasted.
I am not going to discuss the effectiveness of
the force now, although I may have some-
thing to say when I see the names of the
officers. I had occasion to report one per-
sonally to the Minister of National Revenue
after an observation I made a year ago, and
I think he was dismissed. I am afraid there
are a good many more like that man.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: How do they vote?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know how
he voted. I never inquire about a man’s
politics on occasions of this kind. We are
dealing with this matter on a very much
broader line than my honourable friend from
Winnipeg is disposed to deal with it. I repeat,
honourable gentlemen, that the money we
spend on this force is wasted. In Nova
Scotia there was an overwhelming vote against

prohibition and we are now adopting there a
system similar to that in Quebec, Ontario and
other provinces. I have stated here once be-
fore, and I am going to say it again, that there
is only one common-sense way to prevent
smuggling, and that is to make it unprofitable
for the smuggler. I cannot conceive why the
Government does not recognize that. Once
the duties are cut down so that there is no
profit in smuggling, then the illicit business
will cease, but unless that step is taken we
may retain armed forces on land and on
water, but they will not keep liquor out.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable
members, I am very much surprised at the
implication in the remarks of my honourable
friend. He seems to desire to convey the idea
that the people of his province are not abso-
lutely abstemious.

Hon, Mr. TANNER: They do not pretend
to be.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, I
know from what country many of them come,
That reminds me of a speech made by Mr.
Duncan Fraser, of Guysborough, who accom-
panied a curling club to Scotland. On one en-
joyable evening speeches were being made,
and Scots from the other side were boasting
of their lochs and mountains, and Mr. Duncan
Fraser said: “ Your lochs would be mere
ponds in Canada; your mountains would be
mole-hills. The whole of Scotland could be
dropped into the middle of one of our lakes,
and it would create hardly a ripple: we would
not notice it but for the smell of whisky.”
Scotland manufactures whisky, and other
countries drink it.

Now, I have in my hand a list of the names
of preventive officers in Nova Scotia. My
honourable friend spoke of New Brunswick,
but that province is outside the bounds of his
inquiry. I have perused the list of these
officers, which is somewhat lengthy, and I find
that most of them have fine Scotch names. I
think my honourable friend will recognize
some of his compatriots among them.

Nova Scotia

Name Place Rank Salary
$

Logan, A. T Healllag. .. oo sninans Divisional Chief, Customs Excise Pre-

ventive Service (Gr. 1).c.......cconen 3,500
Callow, W. Advocate Harbour........|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer. ... 1,320
Chapman, .|Tidnish River..... .|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 200
Christie, B Meteghan.... Customs Excise Enforcement Officer 1,500
Coutreau, Wedgeport .|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,440
Crossley, Yarmouth. .{Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,700
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Nova Scotia—Concluded

Name Place Rank Salary
$
Currie, D. G.... ...|/Tatamagouche............ Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,320
Dakin, R. A. e WalEen L e Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,320
Dauphinee, A. T.......... HandwPoint ... .. .. Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,440
AR e A I S Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,700
DiEonl @ Bl s Babnieo: 1t . L Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... . . 1,440
Digdon, BaW.o - oot MlErave: . 0 e Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,320
Fergngons: 1.0 oo ] T S R Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... . . 1,200
Fraser) WAL Jp v a0 DT e U BRI B ) Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... .. 1,500
LT : B TSN Sl Hatide o Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,000
Healey T ... vyl xR LS Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,500
Kelley: R-B. o000 Mahone Bay.............. Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,500
Kennedy, . 7 ... 0. LOgramport. .. ... veosicres Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,440
Darson, AcH o o Baliay b e e Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,700
MacDonald, M. A. R...... Sheet Harbour............ Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,400
MacDonald, N............ New Glasgow............. Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,500
MacDonald, Wm. H...... HaMIRE S s, e Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,700
Maelisod i), AL oot Helllay oo .o o Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,700
MacMillan, G. L..........|[Isaac’s Harbour........... Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,440
MecLaughlin, B. H.. s SN . e s Special Customs Excise Officer Grade 2. 1,920
MceNab B - 0 T Bigton. .. s Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,320
Nashob B ll i RBEERTADOPE oo s v b Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 980
Nickerson, E. B...... ...|Yarmouth.. e ..|Special Customs Excise Officer Grade 2. 1,920
Nickerson, H. E.......... Barrington ..|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,440
Qakenydvdin oo 2o, Halifax, . .|Special Customs Excise Officer Grade 2. 1,800
Peterson, A. L.. TQeKeport. . vy o e Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,440
Pugh, H. D (Al L S Special Customs Excise Officer Grade 1. 1,800
Robson, S.. Clam Harbour............ Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 600
Smith, F. E. . HEMaY oy, i Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 2,400
Bunatt oD - Dartmonthi. oo ioc o Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,500
dobdoA Jeddore Head............. Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,320
Vincent, H:B......o00 000 iiro AL L e T Customs Excise Enforcement, Officer..... 1,500
oad; WIS s Wondsor. .- ma b Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,320
Cape Breton

Young, Angus............. North Sydney......... ...|District Chief (Special Inspector of
Customs and Excise).................. 2,940
Alden, CLF.. ... Boulardarie Island........ Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 600
Bourinot, M fi I e O R O e et Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,320
Bleae A L Cheticamp....ocosvovovsin Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. ... 1,440
Campbell, A.J............ UveIneess N Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,440
CorbettyLed li.iocno il T S ORI R R S Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,320
Crowdisida ! oolii Lo Totsburg . Lo i ovhh viales Customs Excise Enforcement Officer..... 1,440
CUERY; JORE & s weins Glatebiay. 5. o Special Customs Excise Officer Grade 2.. 1,800
gan, Mo b BEARAOIRE. oo Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... .. 1,440
Giahim, T, e Lok New Waterford........... Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... . . 1,320
Holmes, W. Avv coin oo B Retors. .. v ias i s Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 1. 1,500
Kehoe, Li: Voo, oo VAR BRY . i i Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 1. 1,500
Kennedy, J. W............ Bugney . Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 2. 2,160
Lamond, W. A" -1 A Sydney Mines............. Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 2. 2,040
MacDonald, A. D.........|Bay St. Lawrence. Customs Excise Enforcement Officer. . .. 600
McDonald, R. D.......... Cheticamp......... ...|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.. 1,440
MaCIIRB SN o' - Gabarouse......... ...|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,320
McCready, C. J...c....... Little Bras D’Or... .|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 600
Molon- A oo i Glape Bay. oo o Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 2. 2,040
McKenzie, J. H Boulardarie Island........|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... .. 600
McKinnon, D. A North Sydney....... .|Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 3. 1,920
McLean, J. S Port Hood....... Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... . . 1,440
MacLean, R. C Boulardarie Island Customs Excise Enforcement Officer... . . 660
Nicholson, N. D Port Morien.. ..|Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 1. 1,500
Spray, LE....... : Ga,baro_use. e ..|Customs Excise Enforcement Officer.... . 1,440
White, W. S New Victoria............. Special Customs Excise Officer, Grade 1. 1,500

No allowances made to Preventive Officers,

are paid by the Department.

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND

but actual expenditures incurred on departmental business
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The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

THE ROYAL ASSENT

The Right Honourable F. A. Anglin, the
Deputy of the Governor General, having come
and being seated at the foot of the Throne,
and the House of Commons having been sum-
moned, and being come with their Speaker,
the Right Honourable the Deputy of the
Governor General was pleased to give the
Royal Assent to the following Bill:

An Act for granting to His Majesty a certain
sum of money for the public service of the
financial year ending the 31st of March, 1931.

The House of Commons withdrew.

The Right Honourable the Deputy of the
Governor General was pleased to retire.

The sitting was resumed.

POST OFFICE BILL (NEWSPAPER

OWNERSHIP)
SECOND READING
Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH moved the second

reading of Bill 2, an Act to amend the Post
Office Act (Newspaper Ownership).

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Explain.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: I am going to
move that the Bill be sent to the Committee
on Miscellaneous Private Bills.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: If the Bill
is going to be sent to a committee, I have no
objection. Otherwise, I should like to discuss
it.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

SUPREME COURT BILL
SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from March 27 con-
sideration of the motion of Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand for the second reading of Bill 11, an
Act to amend the Supreme Court Act.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Senate went into Committee on the Bill.

Hon. Mr. Casgrain in the Chair.

The Bill was reported without amendment.

PRIVATE BILLS
SECOND READINGS

Bill B, an Act respecting a certain patent
of the R. M. Hollingshead Company—Hon.
Mr. Haydon.

Bill 25, an Act respecting the Dominion of
Canada General Insurance Company and to
subdivide the unissued capital stock—Hon.
Mr. McGuire.

EXPORT BILL (INTOXICATING
LIQUOR)

MOTION FOR SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the
second reading of Bill 15, an Act to amend
the Export Act.

He said: Honourable members of the
Senate, I do not know that I can give a better
summary of the purpose of this amendment
than by reading the explanatory note con-
tained in the Bill before us.

The purpose of this amendment is to authorize
officials of the Dominion Government having
charge of liquor in bond and the granting of
clearances to vessels to refuse to release such
liquor or to grant such clearances where the
granting of such release or clearance in any
case would facilitate the introduction of intoxi-
cating liquor into a country where the importa-
tion of such liquor is forbidden by law.

I need not inform the members of this
House of the need for this legislation. It
originates in an Act called the Volstead Act,
which was passed by our neighbours to the
south, and which prohibited in their country
the manufacture, sale, and importation of
alcohol. Prior to that enactment there was
no need for any such legislation as is con-
tained in the Bill now before us, because the
United States distilleries met all the require-
ments of the citizens of the United States. At
that time Canadian distilleries were not in-
terested in trade with that country. Suddenly
the people of the United States decided to
establish prohibition, and to provide consti-
tutional machinery for that purpose. When
the proposed legislation came into force the
world at large witnessed the most extraordi-
nary spectacle of men of all nations invading
that closed territory. Men of the underworld,
so to speak, appeared on the surface, ready
to risk their all, even their lives, in order to
enrich themselves by violating the laws of
the American republic. The Atlantic was
covered with all kinds of ships, both sailing
vessels and steamships, carrying liquor to a
country that by its laws refused to receive it.
It seemed like a revival of the zeal that im-
pelled the Crusaders of old, except that in this
case the enthusiasts were moved by the pos-
sibility of ill-gotten gain. They came from
every point of the horizon and we witnessed
a formidable invasion of a country, against
that country’s law. Many men risked their
lives in the attempt to land their cargoes on
the shores of the United States. Prior to this
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no one would have suspected that outside of
penitentiaries and jails there could be found
S0 many rum-runners, smugglers and law-
breakers as were invading that country. The
newspapers informed us that rows of steamers
loaded with liquor for the United States were
lying at anchor on the Atlantic a few miles
off the American coast.

The first move on the part of our neighbours
to put an end to this business was made not
with Canada but with Great Britain. In 1923
the American Government asked Great Britain
to co-operate in having the domestic laws of
the United States respected. They asked
Great Britain to agree to an extension of the
territorial limit. Three miles off the coastline
had been the limit ever since the American
Colonies separated from Great Britain, and
is the limit recognized by international law.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: By the law of
all countries,

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: By the law of
all countries, with this exception, that neigh-
bouring countries on the Baltic have entered
into agreements to extend certain limits for
the purpose of protecting those countries
against liquor smugglers, For centuries Great
Britain has been Mistress of the Seas and
quite jealous of its power and jurisdiction;
so it hesitated to help the United States.
However, a convention between His Majesty
and the President of the United States of
America respecting the regulation of liquor
traffic was signed at Washington on January
23, 1924, and ratifications were exchanged on
May 22, 1924. After some formal words at
the beginning, the preamble reads as follows:

Being desirous of avoiding any difficulties
which might arise between them in connection
with the laws in force in the United States on
the subject of alcoholic beverages;

Have decided to conclude a convention for
that purpose.

That was the intention and the motive of both
parties. Then the convention goes on:

Article I:

. The high contracting parties declare that it
is their firm intention to uphold the principle
that three marine miles extending from the
coastline outwards and measured from low-
water mark constitute the proper limits of
territorial waters.

Article II:

(1) His Britannic Majesty agrees that he
will raise no objection to the boarding of
private vessels under the British flag outside
the limits of territorial waters by the authori-
ties of the United States, its territories or
possessions in order that inquiries may be
addressed to those on board and an examina-
tion be made of the ship’s papers for the
purpose of ascertaining whether the vessel or
those on board are endeavouring to import or
have imported alcoholic beverages into the

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

United States, its territories or possessions, in
violation of the laws there in force. When such
inquiries and examination show a reasonable
ground for suspicion, a search of the vessel may
be instituted.

I pass the second clause of that article and
come to the third:

(3) The rights conferred by this article shall
not be exercised at a greater distance from the
coast of the United States, its territories or
possessions, than can be trayversed in one hour
by the vessel suspected of endeavouring to
commit the offence. In cases, however, in
which the liquor is intended to be conveyed to
the United States, its territories or possessions,
by a vessel other than the one boarded and
searched, it shall be the speed of such other
vessel and not the speed of the vessel boarded
which shall determine the distance from the
coast at which the right under this article can
be exercised.

That treaty was ratified by the Canadian
Parliament. We recognized, with Great
Britain, that an effort should be made to help
the United States in the enforcement of their
domestic laws. In the course of that same
year, 1924, the United States turned to this
country and asked our Government to dis-
cuss a treaty for the suppression of the
smuggling of liquor across the border from
Canada. A treaty was drawn up and received
the sanction of this Parliament in 1925. The
preamble is as follows:

His Majesty, the King of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Ireland and of the British
Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India,
in respect of the Dominion of Canada, and the
United States of America, being desirous of
suppressing smuggling operations along the
boundary between the Dominion of Canada and
the United States of America—

I would draw the attention of honourable
members to these words:

—being desirous of suppressing smuggling opera-
tions along the boundary between the Dominion
of Canada and the United States of America,
and of assisting in the arrest and prosecution
of persons violating the narcotic laws of either
government, and of providing as to the omission
of penalties and forfeitures in respect to the
carriage of alcoholic liquors through Alaska
into the Yukon territory, have agreed to con-
clude a convention to give effect to these pur-
poses and have named as their plenipotentiaries:

I omit the names.
Article I is as follows:

The high contracting parties agree that the
appropriate officers of the governments of
Canada and of the United States of America
respectively shall be required to furnish upon
request to duly authorized officers of the other
government, information concerning clearances
of vessels or the transportation of cargoes, ship-
ments or loads of articles across the inter-
national boundary when the importation of the
cargo carried or of articles transported by land
is subject to the payment of duties; also to
furnish information respecting clearances of
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vessels to any ports when there is ground to
suspect that the owners or persons in possession
of the cargo intend to smuggle it into the
territory of Canada or of the United States.

(2) The high contracting parties agree that
clearance from Canada or from the United
States shall be denied to any vessel carryin
cargo consisting of articles the importation o
which into the territory of Canada or of the
United States, as the case may be, is prohibited,
when it is evident from the tonnage, size and
general character of the vessel, or the ]epgth of
the voyage and the perils or conditions of
navigation attendant upon it, that the vessel
will be unable to carry its cargo to the destina-
tion proposed in the application for clearance.

We found from experience that this treaty
fell wide of the mark, although it covered
the then existing practices of the rum-runners.
The rum-runner cleared for a near port on
the Atlantic and gave a bond or paid duty.
If he gave a bond, it was annulled when he
returned a certificate from the customs
officials of the country to which the liquor was
destined. If he paid duty, he of course was
not required to return the certificate of the
customs officer. This procedure curbed con-
siderably the activities of the rum-runners.
Clearance would not be given to a small boat
that could not put to sea. he rum-runners
were undoubtedly hampered by the treaty,
but they gradually discovered that they could
secure a direct clearance to a United States
port, and a return of the sales and the clear-
ances to United States ports fairly indicates
the extent of their operations by direct export.
In 1920 there were exported from this country
to the United States 1,286 gallons of whiskey;
in 1921, 1,616 gallons; in 1922 there was an
increase to 20,228 gallons; in 1923 there were
28,668 gallons; in 1924, 244576 gallons; in
1925, 415,282 gallons; in 1926 an increase to
794,624 gallons; in 1927 there were 1,163,165
gallons; in 1928, 1,128,152 gallons, and in 1929,
1,126,399 gallons. As honourable gentlemen
will see, a large increase occurred between
1925 and 1926, and there was a still further
increase in 1927, after which there was a slight
decrease.

If honourable members look at the reports
from the Bureau of Statistics they will find
that there was a similar movement of ale, beer
and porter during those same years, whereas
before the passing of the Volstead Act there
was no trade in those articles. In other words,
prior to the passage of the Voldstead Act,
when it was legitimate, there was no trade in
whisky, ale and beer, but when it was de-
clared illegitimate the trade became profitable.

It has been said, and the statement may be
repeated here, that the Canadian Government
was somewhat tardy in bringing the present
Bill before Parliament; that the delay in this
respect lured capital into the distilling busi-

ness; that in 1922 there were but ten distil-
leries in Canada, and on the 1st of January
this year there were twenty-seven distilleries
registered. It may also be said that in 1922
there were in bond in Canadian warehouses
8,000,000 gallons of proof spirits, that in 1926
there were 11,000,000 gallons, and on the 1st
of January last there were 36,593,869 gallons.
I suggest to my honourable friends, however,
that they ponder over this situation. It may
be alleged, and I think it has been alleged in
the press, that considerable injury will be
done to the distilleries if this business is
stopped at this date; but surely, honourable
members, these 36,593,000 gallons of spirits
have not been distilled for the American
trade, for last year only 1,126,399 gallons were
sold to the United States. There must be,
therefore, some other reason for the develop-
ment of the trade. Undoubtedly, new con-
ditions have brought it about. Eight prov-
inces have been opened to that trade, and
surely the people who have been investing
their money in distilleries have been doing so
in order to carry on a legitimate business, and
not for the illegal or doubtful trade with the
United States, carried on in a way of which
we are all aware, and which I shall describe
in a moment.

Though it may be said that the action of
the Government is tardy, we all recognize that
public opinion plays an important part in
democracies, and public opinion had to be
educated and brought to realize the true
situation. The press of the country also had
to be educated, because large metropolitan
newspapers in Canada had been for many
months carrying on a campaign against the
legislation that is now before us.

Furthermore, I would ask what representa-
tions were made in Parliament in favour of
prompter action on the part of the Govern-
ment. I have not heard many voices raised,
either in the popular branch or in this Cham-
ber, in favour of the action that we are now
taking. One voice may have been raised
here, but, if so, it was not within my hearing,
owing perhaps to my absence from the House.

Now, what is the policy behind this Bill?
It is a policy that has twice been endorsed by
this Parliament; once when we endorsed the
British treaty and acted jointly with Great
Britain in assisting the United States to defend
itself against the assaults that were being
made upon it, and once when we passed and
ratified a convention intended to curb
smuggling. The action that the Government
are taking by this Bill is very simple. It
does not affect the question of temperance
or of prohibition, nor does it attempt to
protect our neighbour’s shores. The United
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States will attend to the enforcement of their
own prohibition laws. All the Canadian
Government desire is to cease being a party,
officially, to the smuggling that is going on
under our own legislation. Without Govern-
ment co-operation this trade must stop, and
the Government simply ask that they be
allowed to withdraw their hand. They have
decided that they will not allow national
agencies to be used in such a trade. There lies
our responsibility.

This trade is being carried on in violation
of the domestic laws of our neighbour. What
is our part in it? An application is made to
an excise official for the export of liquor to
the United States. Such an application may
be made by a Canadian or by an American.
I am told by the officials of the department
that such applications are made mostly by
Americans. They will not even pay a com-
mission to a Canadian, but come and attend
to the affair themselves. They do not wish
to share with our citizens. At the very out-
set the Government are aware of the nature
of the transaction. Our official cannot help
knowing with whom he is dealing, because
the permit he issues shows the destination of
the liquor, and he knows that the liquor can-
not legally enter the United States. The law
of Canada does not preclude him from giving
a permit, without which the liquor could not
be moved from this country. Without such
a permit it could not be transferred from the
distillery even to an export dock, because
it is by our authority that the goods are
moved from the distillery to the port or the
border line. Without that permit the Cana-
dian Customs officer would not let the goods
pass. It is to a Customs officer that the per-
mits are handed. When he receives a permit
he rcceives also a form of customs entry
from the owner of the goods. This describes
the merchandise and gives the place of des-
tination, the name of the foreign consignee,
the name and tonnage of the ship, and certain
other particulars. The Customs officer, after
checking the goods, puts his signature on the
customs entry, and if the liquor goes into a
vessel the captain then obtains his clearance
papers. Once the liquor has been transferred
from the Customs official it can re-enter
Canada only in the same way that foreign
goods enter—by means of a customs entry. So
the Federal authorities, through their Customs
officials, are aware all the way through the
transaction that their agents are the link
between the distiller and the bootlegger or
smuggler.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The honourable
gentleman has described to us the procedure.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

The Customs officer has put the liquor on
board the boat, and he has given his clearance
certificate, There is one further thing that
he has to do under the treaty, and that is to
notify the American Customs, seven hundred
vards away, on the other side of the river,
that he has put on board the Saucy Sally, or
whatever the name of the vessel may be, so
many cases of rye whiskey, that the name of
the captain is so and so, that the vessel is:
about to depart from a certain wharf.
Theoretically that is what he has to do.
Would the honourable gentleman tell us, does
he do it?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There was a
meeting here of high officials from Washington:
and our own officials in January of last year,
and it was stated at that conference—my
honourable friend will see it in the discussion
that took place elsewhere, where the report
was read and cited—that this precaution had
been fairly and honestly carried out by the
officials of the Canadian Government, but that
it did not work.

Hon. Mr. BLONDIN: Why?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Because the
rum-runner who had the boat and the clear-
ance certificate was acute enough to know of
this signalling from one side of the river to
the other, and when he had declared that
the consignee was at Detroit, at such and
such a street, he made it his business to
keep clear of Detroit, disappeared in the
darkness, chose his own time, and made a
landing wherever he could. The whole dis-
cussion in January last demonstrated that in
spite of the good faith of both parties and
the loyal carrying out of their obligations
under the convention, their efforts were futile.
That is why I say that all through the trans-
action our employees know that it is a mon-
strous deception. They all know that they
are being made parties to the trade that is
being carried on by the smuggler, the rum-
runner and the criminal on both sides of the
rivers and lakes.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: May I suggest that
that was not a treaty; it was only an agree-
ment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It was a con-
vention approved by this Parliament—by the:
Commons and the Senate.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: What is the
difference between a treaty and a convention?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We have been
allowing this demoralization of our own staff
to continue for too long a time. Here are
men, all representatives of the Canadian Gov-
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ernment, who are lending their good offices
to the carrying of liquor into the hands of
the smuggler. Though these documents name
a point of destination in the United States,
it is known to every man who handles the
cargoes that the ship is not going there;
it is going anywhere but there. Thus the
Canadian Government have been lending our
agencies, instrumentalities and authority to
the carrying of liquor from the distillery into
the hands of the smuggler.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: There is no doubt
it is a very bad Government.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Perhaps my difficulty
is due to my ignorance, but I should like to
get this thing straightened out. I understand
that at the meeting where that agreement
was drafted there were none but officials.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honour-
able friend is speaking of January last?

Hon. Mr. FORKE:
convention?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes. I have
cited the convention that was entered into.

Hon. Mr. FORKE:
tracting parties?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND (reading) :

His Majesty the King of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Ireland and of the British
Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India,
in respect of the Dominion of Canada, and the
United States of America, being desirous of
suppressing smuggling operations along the
boundary between the Dominion of Canada and
the United States of America.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH :
or a convention?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I say a treaty,
because I find it is so designated in another
place.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: What has the
honourable gentleman from Brandon (Hon.
Mr. Forke) to say?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I should like to have
it specifically stated that when a boat was to
be loaded with a certain shipment of liquor
the officials had to telephone over. Was that
ever mentioned in a treaty or convention?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes; it was
agreed that the parties were required, upon
request, to furnish to duly authorized Govern-
ment officers all information pertaining to the
clearance of vessels, or the transportation of
cargoes, shipments or loads across the inter-
national boundary, when the importation was
subject to the payment of duty.

Was there ever a

Who were the con-

Is that a treaty

My honourable friend from Pictou (Hon.
Mr. Tanner) has said that it is really a very
bad Government that could tolerate such a
thing for so long. I have just drawn his
attention to the fact that we did, from one
step to the other, help jointly with Great
Britain in trying to curb smuggling along the
borders of the United States of America, and
we helped separately by that treaty. It took
some time for the rum-runners to adjust
themselves to new conditions, but they gradu-
ally found out—what apparently they had not
known—that by paying down the $9 excise
tax, they could actually go, or pretend to go,
50 a designated American port.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman mind if I asked a question
just at this point? The common practice
was that any liquor distilled inn Canada, when
taken out of a warehouse for use in Canada,
paid excise, but when taken out of a bonded
warehouse for export to a foreign country
paid no excise.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They paid no
excise if they gave a bond for double the
amount of the excise duty.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: That has always
been the law.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, but they
could pay the excise if they pleased.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Is the honour-
able gentleman quite sure of that?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am quite sure.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The honourable
gentleman is quite sure that the law has always
been that a man who took liquor out of a
bonded warehouse for shipment from Canada
had always the choice of giving a bond for
double the amount, or paying excise?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I might say that
my information is all the more direct on that
point because I desired to know whether at
any time there had been a change in regula-
tions whereby, instead of a bond being given,
the excise duty could be paid for export. The
answer of the chief official of the Department
of Customs was that no alteration had taken
place in the law, and that prior to the Volstead
Act the royalty on liquor for export could be
covered either by a bond or by the excise
duty.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: In that connec-
tion I suggest that my honourable friend read
the speech of the right honourable the Prime
Minister. In his speech in another place the
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Prime Minister gave a memorandum showing
how the excise is paid. The impression dis-
tinctly conveyed to my mind was that there
are two methods, but there is no choice; that
it is specifically provided that on any export
to the United States the excise shall be paid.
On exports to the United States you cannot
give a double indemnity bond; you must pay
the excise. In exporting to a foreign country
you can give a bond for double the amount
of the excise. A reading of the Prime Min-
ister’s speech gives the impression that there
are those two distinet methods, one dealing
with export to foreign countries where there is
no prohibition, the other with export to the
United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There are not
two methods, and I am sure I can confirm
that statement by a written declaration from
the customs officials, which I can bring to
the Senate at the committee stage. Goods
could be exported either under bond or excise
to the United States, but at a certain time—
I do not know precisely when—the officials
refused to accept the bond on exports to the
United States. So evident was it that the
certificate could not be obtained from the
customs official of an American port that the
Canadian officials refused to take a bond on
exports to the United States, and said, “You
will have to pay the excise duty.” The alterna-
tive did exist until our official refused, either
directly or on instructions from higher officials,
to allow a bond on exports to a country that
was under a prohibition law. It stood to
reason that the goods could not legally be
delivered at any American port. Therefore,
at a certain time the alternative ceased to
be allowed, and it became necessary to pay
excise.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: That is very in-
teresting. That more nearly squares with the
Prime Minister’s statements. The question
I wanted to ask my honourable friend was
how this provision is evidenced. Is there a
regulation of the Customs Department which
specifies that the excise shall be collected in
a case like export to the United States? In
the Prime Minister’s speech on the 14th of
March, page 623 of Hansard, you find three
methods definitely stated for collecting this
revenue on sales to a purchaser who intends to
export to the United States. In the most
definite form this suggests to my mind that
there must be in existence somewhere either
an amendment to the Act, or a regulation
issued by the Customs Department or the
Minister of National Revenue, which specifi-
cally instructs customs officers as to what
they are to do. Surely if there is such an
instruction we ought to be told about it.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not know
the form of the instruction, or when it was
given, but I suggest that the law generally
allowed, for export, either a bond or the pay-
ment of excise. At a certain time, as it was
quite evident that no bond could be cancelled
by any certificate from an American customs
officer declaring that he had received the
goods, that alternative was discontinued by
some kind of direction or action from a higher
oﬁ;icial or by the action of the officials them-
selves,

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: It is proper to
suggest to the honourable gentleman that they
had a bad Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I interviewed
the officials most thoroughly in order to
get all the information they could give me,
but my memory is somewhat at fault as to
the precise time when this limitation went
into foree.

Now, honourable gentlemen, I think I have
described to you under what kind of law and
regulation the liquor left our distilleries, and
under our protection was delivered into the
hands of the smuggler. I say under our pro-
tection, because the law was made by the
Canadian Parliament. One of the most vex-
ing features of this whole procedure is that
in the operation we have collected $9 a gallon.
Not only have our officials been the link be-
tween the distillery and the rum-runner, but
we have been associated in the process to the
extent that we have received $9 per gallon
on whisky exported.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Would my hon-
ourable friend be good enough to make clear
to the House under what law or compulsion
the Government violated its own treaty with
the United States?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There was no
violation of the treaty with the United States.
The officials of the American Government who
came to Ottawa in January of last year and
remained for a number of days in conference
with our officials, clearly stated, and repeated
more than once, as my honourable friend will
find in the debates that took place elsewhere,
that they were quite satisfied that the Cana-
dian officials had done their duty. But the
treaty had been made to meet certain condi-
tions, and those conditions were completely
transformed by the ability of the rum-runner
to adapt himself to the situation.

I could read a statement made by some of
the gentlemen who came here, but I need not
do so if my honourable friend will take my
word that they declared themselves to be
satisfied as to the sincerity and the loyalty of
the Canadian Government officials, who
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furnished all the information that they had
obligated themselves to furnish under the
treaty. But the United States representatives
said: “This is not sufficient. Could you not
go one step farther?”

That was in January. I may say that in
August last the Prime Minister, perhaps after
examining very seriously into the matter,
came to the conclusion that our position was
an untenable one, and asked the law officers
of the Crown whether the Government could
not by regulation or order in counecil stop the
action of those excise and customs agents.
He was informed that the law was such that
there was no way out of the difficulty except
legislation, and I think he announced that legis-
lation would be submitted to Parliament at
this session. I was not in the country then,
but such was the news that I read while
abroad, as to the attitude of the Prime Min-
ister.

Those who, in this Chamber and outside, are
now, like myself, cognizant of the state of
things, will think and say that it is time to
amend this law. I find this statement by
Admiral Billard, who was at that conference
of officials in Ottawa in January last year:

I would like to leave a thought with you as
we are adjourning. The discussions have been
most interesting. I am going to ask you to
take this thought away with you—that we shall
not be like the chap who could not see the
forest on account of the trees. Our purpose
is fundamental. It is not whether, under a
certain program, certain practices are carried
out. It is a matter of a great, friendly power
that has been assisting us in this work right
along—of a great, friendly power now sanc-
tioning the importation into its neighbour’s
territory of an article strictly prohibited by
that neighbour. There has been just a bit of
inconsistency in the matter.

Some of you have brought out the lack of
legal obligation on the part of Canada to help
us, others have brought out most gratifyingly
a disposition to help as you have helped. I
just wish to leave this t ought with you—of
two great neighbours, friendly, with mutual
interests, and a situation whereunder you
sanction the importation of an article into a
sister country, the admission of which is
absolutely prohibited.

This is an appeal from a highly responsible
official of the American Government right at
our door. I know that people are going about
asking whether we should put ourselves out in
order to be friendly to our neighbours, and
contending that we owe them no more than
cold justice dictates, and that we should not
take the initiative. But the initiative was
taken by Great Britain.

I would draw the attention of honourable
members to the fact that our geographical
situation is a peculiar one. We are separated
from a mighty republic by a border line
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running from the Atlantic to the Pacific, and
it is our duty to avoid doing anything that
would indicate an indifferent or hostile spirit
towards our neighbours. It is for us to blaze
the way in showing amity, even if new legisla-
tion be necessary. No nation can feel a con-
seientious reproach for a generous act loyally
performed. On the Government rests the
responsibility in foreign affairs. It knows what
is necessary in order to preserve proper in-
ternational relations, because it is kept in-
formed of events all over the world. I repeat
that the responsibility is upon the Govern-
ment, and I pray that honourable members
will leave the responsibility there.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members, I intend to move in amendment that
this matter be referred to a Committee, and
for that reason I shall not discuss the question
as fully as I otherwise would. If it should be
the opinion of this Chamber that the matter
should be referred to a special Committee,
every honourable member will be in a position
to discuss the whole situation when the Com-
mittee makes its report, accompanied by the
evidence taken before it.

However, there are one or two points upon
which I wish to make some brief comments
now. The honourable leader of the Govern-
ment (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) has attempted
to make an excuse, as I understand it, for the
delay on the part of the Government in deal-
ing with this matter. He made no reference to
the report of the Customs Committee, which
was drafted after a very extensive and ex-
pensive inquiry, and which recommended that
clearances should not be accorded. That was
in 1926. The Government could have brought
this proposed legislation before Parliament
long before this, if it had seen fit, and possibly
even if the Minister of National Revenue had
been agreeable, But, as the public knows, he
has never expressed himself in favour of this
legislation. He was not in favour of it last
year, and I assume that he takes the same
stand now. In other words, the Minister who
should have had most to do with the legisla-
tion that is now proposed, is, as far as the
public has been informed, opposed to this
legislation.

I believe in preserving the most friendly
and peaceable relations possible with our
neighbours to the south. I am not sure, how-
ever, that our country of nine or ten millions
of people can afford to be particularly gener-
ous with the 120 millions to the south of us.
We in Canada know from what we read in
the newspapers and public journals of the
United States that there is considerable in-
efficiency in the enforcement of their sump-
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tuary prohibition law. That is discussed in
their leading papers almost daily. It would
appear from a so-called straw vote taken by
the Literary Digest that a majority are op-
posed to the Volstead law. We should have
reason to feel differently disposed if there
were a genuine desire on the part of the
bulk of the American people to comply with
their own law. Undoubtedly many honour-
able members have travelled extensively in
the United States in the last few years. It
has been my pleasure to visit a few places
there, and I confess that I never attended a
social function across the border where liquor
could not be obtained. As a rule it was very
much in evidence.

The honourable gentleman (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) has referred to the action of
Great Britain in entering into a convention
to extend the territorial waters of the United
States from three to twelve miles off the
shore, or to the distance a pursuing boat
could travel in an hour. Well, that has not
prevented the shipment of liquor from Great
Britain to the United States. No doubt it
has made the work of the rum-runner a little
more difficult, but, in the language of the
street, he gets there all the same. The records
show that, and we know it is a fact. More-
over, the rum-runner has access to the British,
French and Dutch West Indian Islands, if not
to the American, and certainly he has no
trouble in getting into Mexico. If we were
to pass the proposed legislation, do honourable
members think it would prevent to any con-
siderable extent the importation of liquor
into the United States? Notwithstanding our
treaty, as the honourable gentleman has told
us, the exportation of whisky from this country
across the border has grown from some 700.-
000 gallons in 1926 to something over 1,000,-
000 gallons in 1929.

If we grant that it is our duty to try as
far as possible to co-operate with a friendly
neighbour in the enforcement of laws against
acts that are inherently eriminal and wrongful,
that is not a reason for supporting this Bill,
for I venture to say the great majority of
people in this country do not believe that the
consumption of liquor is an act that falls
into that classification, or that it is morally
wrong. Many people may consider it unwise
for various reasons to consume liquor, but
they would not look upon it as an offence
against morals. We should not be violating
any law that is regarded throughout the world
as fundamentally moral if we continued the
Act as it is at the present time. We gave
concrete evidence of our friendliness when we
passed the Act of 1924, and I do not know
whether the United States Government have

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

come to us asking anything further. As I
understand it, the proposal is that we should
tender an extension of the privileges we are
now conceding to them. I think that the
possibility of an approaching election may
have had some influence on the mental out-
look of some gentlemen. I refer, not to the
honourable gentleman who proposed the
legislation so eloquently to-night (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand), but to the Premier of this
country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There was no
question of an election in August last, when
the Prime Minister declared his intention.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I do not in-
tend to discuss any statement that was made
at that time. It was not cwrrent in the
country. In fact, I heard of it here for the
first time. I certainly think everyone was
surprised when the measure was brought down
in the other House; and I may say that I am
surprised by the warmth with which the
honourable gentleman has advocated the
passing of the Bill here.

When legislation is intended to curb actions
that are not inherently immoral, we have a
right to consider the economic sacrifices that
will have to be made if the legislation goes
into effect. It has been indicated by the
honourable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
that fresh expenditure of capital has been
made by persons engaged in the manufacture
of liquor since 1924, since the convention was
entered into, and that the number of distil-
leries has increased from 10 to 27.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That statement
was made elsewhere.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: We will assume
it is true. Are those people who have made
that investment—and who have made it
legally—to be suddenly prevented by this
Parliament from lawfully disposing of their
legitimate products? There was a great deal
of expenditure of labour in connection with
the increase in the number of distilleries. The
export of liquor brings in a large revenue at
the present time, of which Canada seems to
be very much in need. That $9 a gallon is
not to be despised. I do not want to be
considered as opposing the Bill merely on
economic grounds, although in these times of
mounting costs and diminishing revenues
the income that is derived from this exporta-
tion is very important. It is of material value
in connection with the employment situation
in Canada, for labour is engaged not only in
operating the distilleries, but also in the
erection of buildings and plants and the ex-
tension of operations.
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Let us suppose that in a year’s time, if this
Bill is passed now, the United States should
come back and say, “You gave us a con-
vention in 1924, and another one in 1930,
but we want something more.” If we pass
this legislation we shall be simply paving the
way for further demands upon us, for the
institution of further penalties to be imposed
on those engaged in the sending of liquor to
the other side. We have offered to receive
American preventive officers on our soil, but
the United States Government have not taken
advantage of that. We are willing to protect
their officers in this country. Why are they
not sent over here?

As I have said, I hope to have the oppor-
tunity of dealing with this matter more fully
at a later date. In the meantime, I wish to
move an amendment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Before making
his motion, could the honourable gentleman
tell us whether he thinks it proper that the
agencies of the Government should be placed
at the disposal of the liquor business, to be a
link between the distiller and the rum-runner?
I think that is the vital question. The only
thing that the Government is concerned with
is to keep its skirts clear from this odious
situation and prevent itself from being used
as a go-between for the distiller and the rum-
runner,

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : There is nothing
to prevent the adoption of any method other
than the present one to get the revenue of
$9 a gallon. I do not think it was necessary
for us to notify the American authorities of
everything that was going on. The present
method is only one of very many that may
be adopted by our Government to -collect
revenue, without putting our officials into
touch with the bootleggers and smugglers.

I have indicated in my few remarks that
I think this subject might well be inquired
into by a special Committee of this House.
I think we have a right to know to what
extent the trade has grown, to what extent
there has been a growth of capital invested,
particularly since 1924, what revenue the
Dominion Government derives from the ex-
ports, and any other germane faets. It has been
said that the present Aect should be discon-
tinued for the sake of fraternal and amicable
relations with our neighbours to the south.
I do not think that is so at all. It has been
contended that if there is not some change
in the Act, it will not be well for us from
the point of view of international relations.
I want to know what our international duties
and relations are. That is something that very
few honourable members could definitely
state at the present time, perhaps.
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I therefore move in amendment:

That the Bill be not now read a second
time, but that it be referred to a Special
Committee, to be selected by the Senate, for
the purpose of first obtaining information as
to the effect the passing of the said Bill would
have on the economic, national and interna-
tional conditions and relations of Canada.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable
members, I need not hesitate very long in
making a decision on such an amendment. If
I was slow in rising it was because I wanted
to see if anybody wished to precede me.

The speech of my honourable friend was
critical of the principle of the Bill. He spoke
of the damaging effect which the adoption of
this legislation would have. Speaking for the
Government, I do not intend to follow him
on that ground. The loss to private individ-
uals or to the Government of Canada is of
but slight interest to me when I am facing a
problem of national morality. I think I have
stressed the point that under the present law
we are made the associates of the worst
elements in the world—people who are thriv-
ing on the violation of the laws of the United
States. My honourable friend says that he
does not feel that he is breaking any ethical
or moral laws in associating the country with
this trade. In my opinion, the performances
of the men engaged in it are so repugnant to
the public that no man who has the least
respect for his own or his country’s reputation
will stand up and say that he is engaged in
the trade. So we are dealing with the shadiest
elements in the land. I am not speaking of
the distiller who carries on his business legiti-
mately, and whom I respect while he con-
tinues to do so. I am not very much inter-
ested in the loss that a distiller may sustain
through the fact that we refuse to lend our
help to him in reaching the bootlegger. My
honourable friend might investigate for
months or years, but he would not alter my
view on that point.

As to the national interest, I say that in
this country there is a large body of quiet
people who have been alarmed at the state
of affairs which has been laid before them,
and who will baulk at participating in such
trade.

In international affairs we have, I think, a
clean record. Canada is a young nation, but
she holds her head high. Henceforth any
participation in this trade will not be ignored.
The distillers, without question, can sell to
anyone approaching them at their warehouses
all the liquor they distill. That is their busi-
ness, and I will not complain of that. But
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when they ask the Government of Canada to
help them to direct their liquor into a foreign
land to which it is a crime to send it, I think
we must cry halt.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Why does the
Government do it? Why does it direct it
there, in the face of its own treaty?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The treaty of
1924 does not deal with this point.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON:
suppress smuggling.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: At the reading
of this treaty in the other House a prominent
legal gentleman facing the Government asked,
“Why did you not make a clean job of it by
prohibiting clearances?” We did not make

a clean job of it, but we made such a bar-
 gain as covered at the moment the aetivities
of the bootlegger. He was asking for clearance
to a foreign port in a ship of a few tons; he
was asking for cleamance to the Bahamas when
he was going just across the Detroit river or
across Lake Ontario. That was provided for,
but we did not go far enough to dispose abso-
lutely of the situation. We are doing that now.

My honourable friend says we should have
to inquire into the economie, the national
and the international aspects of this treaty.
Well, even though my honourable friend is
not a Privy Councillor, the exalted position
he occupies would, I think, justify the Prime
Minister in allowing him to delve into the
records of our external affairs. International
affairs are not discussed in the open; records
are not brought to Parliament. There are
such things as confidential documents that
pass between states. I would draw the at-
tention of my honourable friend to the
declaration made by Sir Esme Howard when
he landed in London, that he could not suffi-
ciently thank circumstances—or was it Prov-
idence?—for having, while he was in office,
brought a Canadian Minister to Washington;
that so complex and numerous were the ques-
tions arising between Canada and the United
States that he trembled still at the thought of
the responsibility that had been his while he
alone was Ambassador for Great Britain and
Canada. This is an aspect of things which
my honourable friend could not investigate.
He must take the word of the one who is
responsible,

My honourable friend, I regret to say, has
spoken of impending elections. They may
come soon or they may come late. But when
he has the responsibility of the administration
of the affairs of this country he will not be
affected in certain matters by eclamourings
from outside. My honourable friend has

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

It purports to

spoken of the national interest. May I say
that the House of Commons, whose members,
according to his idea, are soon to face the
people, have almost unamimously adopted this
legislation. That, of course, does not prevent
this Chamber from expressing an opinion; it
will express an opinion; but let us, I pray,
express it in this Chamber, not in a dark hole-
and-corner meeting where the representatives
of private interests will surround the com-
mittee table. I do not want to see the private
interests in this matter. I have been flooded
with their literature. T know what some of
them stand to lose, though, as I have said,
the twenty-nine or thirty million gallons of
liquor in bond are surely not for the country
to the south of wus, since only one million
gallons sold last year were for that country.

My honourable friend must know that there
has been an investigation as to the importance
of this trade. We have a record of the per-
mits issued and the amoun’t that was collected.
I have from the Dominion Bureau of Statis-
ties, and I can pass it over to my honourable
friend, a complete record of the operations in
this connection from 1911 to 1929. The
figures would not vary between this Chamber
and the committee room. I will get from
official sources any information for which my
honourable friend may ask; but I refuse to
be dragged into a committee where we should
have private interests coming to tell us
what they stand to gain by this illegitim-
ate trade. They played a hazardous game;
their liquor was going into corrupt hands.
I am not very much interested in what
they were gaining by that illegitimate busi-
ness. I hope they will find legitimate chan-
nels into which their product may flow.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Does the honour-
able gentlemen intimate to the honourable
members of the Senate that any committee
appointed by this honourable body would be
influenced by any private interest?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I say a com-
mittee appointed for the purpose of investi-
gating the various questions raised by my
honourable friend would be absolutely use-
less. 'There is a question of pninciple upon
which my honourable friend is deferring an
expression of opinion.

Hon, Mr, McMEANS: Would the honour-
able gentleman answer my question? Does
he for one moment suggest that any com-
mittee appointed by this body would be in-
fluenced by any private interests?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, I do not
say that, but I say that all the private interests
will congregate around that committee to give



APRIL 1, 1930 85

vent to their disappointment at the discon-
tinuance of the trade. =~ We have been the
target in a campaign that has been carried
on, and have received representations even
from the lithographers throughout the land.
They say that they would be injured if this
legislation were to go through, because they
would not have the printing of as many labels
as they have had in the past. It is true that
they will not print labels for a million gallons
of whiskey sent, under our surveillance, to
the United States, but surely twenty-seven
distilleries have not been organized and estab-
lished for the purpose of carrying on that
kind of trade with our neighbour. If they
have, they have been very improvident,
because only one million gallons of their
product have found their way into the United
States.

I have asked that the Senate of Canada
decide as to the principle of this Bill irrespec-
tive of who may be hit, and the question which
I have already put I repeat once more: Shall
the Canadian Government, representing the
Canadian people, be a party through its agents
to the carrying on of this trade? I would ask
my honourable friend not to insist upon his
amendment.

Hon. Mr. MACDONELL: Eleven o’clock!

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Honourable members,
1 suppose we shall have to try to discuss this
subject without any more heat than is being
exhibited at present if we are to come to a
cool decision, and I presume that, even if my
honourable friend’s (Hon. Mr. Willoughby’s)
motion is not to prevail, and we are not to
have a committee, the leader of the House
will give us time for discussion.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We might vote
on the amendment and then continue the
debate.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not desire to
sit up all night, and I would take the liberty
of moving the adjournment of the debate.
I presume we shall be given time to discuss
this matter.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my honour-
able friends opposite are not disposed to test
the House on the amendment presented, and
desire to continue the discussion to-morrow,
I will agree.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Tanner, the debate
was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, April 2, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Bill 29, an Act to incorporate the St.
Nicholas Mutual Benefit Association.—Hon.
Mr. Griesbach.

Bill 30, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company branch lines.—Hon.
Mr. Laird.

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. LAIRD moved the second reading
of Bill. 30.

He said: Honourable members, with the
leave of the Senate, I would move that
this Bill be now read a second time. The
Railway Committee, I understand, will meet
to-morrow, and it is the desire of the company
that this Branch Lines Bill and the Bill al-
ready before the House be dealt with simul-
taneously by the Committee.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

EXPORT BILL (INTOXICATING
LIQUOR)

EXPLANATIONS

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable sen-
ators, before the Orders of the Day are called
I wish to make a statement. My honourable
friend the leader on the other side (Hon. Mr.
Willoughby), who moved an amendment to
the motion for the second reading of
the Export Bill, expressed surprise last night
at my statement that the Prime Minister had
declared last year what the policy of the
Government would be. My honourable friend,
like myself, has been travelling outside Can-
ada to some extent and has not been able to
follow daily occurrences in this country. I
have here a clipping from the Toronto Globe
of the 2nd October, 1929, under the heading
“Liquor Clearance Ban to Come Next Session,
Premier King Intimates.” It is a despatch
from Ottawa, and, with the heading, reads as
follows:

Liquor Clearance Ban to Come Next Session,
Premier King Intimates.—Legislation seems cer-
tain following opinion by Department of Justice

that shipments cannot be stopped by Order in
Council—New Act needed to halt exports—
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Statement of Prime Minister following Cabinet
Council is believed to mean ultimate stopping
of export of liquor to United States.

(By William Marchington, Staff Correspondent
of The Globe.) .

Ottawa, Oct. 1—That the Government is
definitely moving toward the prohibition of
liquor clearances from Canada to the United
States, and will probably introduce legislation
at the approaching session of Parliament, was
indicated by Right Hon. W. L. Mackenzie King,
Prime Minister, following the Cabinet meeting
this afternoon.

Asked by the correspondents whether there
had been any developments since his intima-
tion, in August, that the Government had been
impressed with the efforts the United States is
making to suppress the illicit importation of
liquor into that country, the Prime Minister
stated that the Cabinet some time ago had
instructed the Department of National Revenue
to draft a regulation dealing with the matter
of liquor clearances, and submit it to the
Department of Justice for an opinion as to its
validity.

No Authority at Present.—In compliance
with that instruction, the Commissioner of
Customs submitted to the Justice Department
a proposed regulation, couched in the simplest
possible terms, and the opinion of the Depart-
ment of Justice was that the Governor in
Council bad no authority to stop by Order in
Council shipments of liquor from Canada to
any country wherein the importation of liquor
1s prohibited or restricted.

In reply to further questions, the Prime
Minister stated that an Act of Parliament
would be required to prohibit the traffie, which
now goes chiefly across the Detroit River and
the Great Lakes, and it would be for Parlia-
ment to decide whether such an Act would be
passed at the forthcoming session. Whether
the Government would introduce a Bill to make
the necessary changes in the law would be dis-
closed in the Speech from the Throne.

To Refuse Clearances.—The Prime Minister’s
statement to-day was construed to mean that
the Government has definitely decided to accede
to the request of the Government of the United
States, and refuse absolutely to grant clear-
ances to liquor-laden vessels destined for the
neighbouring Republic. This course has _been
strongly advocated by The Globe, the Manitoba
Free Press and other newspapers and by in-
fluential citizens and supporters of the Govern-
ment in all parts of the Dominion.

Should the Government bring down a bill
at the coming session of Parliament—and there
now seems to be little doubt of it—it will win
the approval of thousands of people, throughout
Canada, who have long felt that the Dominion
should have no connection, officially or other-
wise, with the smuggling of liquor into the
territory of a large and friendly neighbour.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Honourable
senators, before the Orders of the Day are
called I should like to renew a discussion
which I had last night with the honourable
leader of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandu-
rand), with a view to clearing the ground
for a further discussion of the Export Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I ask permission
to have Mr. Taylor, of the Department of
National Revenue, come to the floor.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The question
that I asked of the honourable leader of the
Government last night was whether or not
the law had always permitted to an exporter
the alternative of either paying the excise
or giving a bond for double the excise, and
when the practice was adopted of paying
excise for the purpose of exporting to the
United States. I referred to the speech of the
Right Honourable the Prime Minister in
another place, as reported in Hansard of
March 14 of this year, in which a form of
procedure was given and from which it would
appear that at some time and under some
circumstances some officer of the Government
issued a regulation or memorandum to pro-
vide specially for exportation to the United
States, with the payment of excise, as dis-
tinguished from exportation to other coun-
tries. Prior to prohibition in the United
States there was no necessity for any such
provision: the practice must have originated
after prohibition. I should like to know by
whose authority and by means of what cir-
culars, or in what way, the practice has been
inaugurated by the Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, the statement I made last night was
that prior to the Volstead Act the law cover-
ing the exportation of liquor provided that
a bond might be given or excise duty might
be paid. That law has never been altered to
this date, but after the Volstead Act came
into effect the distilleries ceased to ask for a
bond, inasmuch as there could be no return
certifying that the goods had reached a cus-
toms officer at a port in the United States.
It was the demand for the bond that ceased,
and the excise duty was collected instead.
The alternative always existed, and still exists,
for all countries that are not under a pro-
hibition law. It would continue, in posse,
with regard to the United States, but that
the giving of a bond would mean the forfeit-
ure of double the duty; so the shipper, instead
of giving a bond on a cargo for an American
port, would simply come in and deposit the
money.

I am informed that the procedure which
followed, and which I described, for the issu-
ing of a permit to allow of the transport of
liquor from the distillery to the port of exit,
was arranged with the provincial authorities,
in order to make sure that there should be no
short-circuiting. Sir Henry Drayton was here
about two years ago interviewing the authori-
ties to see that such liquor shipped from the
distillery would leave the country and would
be outside the jurisdiction of the Province of
Ontario.
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Hon. Mr. BELAND: It seems that in some
cases a bond of twice the amount of excise
duty was demanded. I should like to know
in what particular cases that was done.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is still being
done. It is the law that when a shipper asks
for the right to export liquor to any country
not under prohibition, he may give a bond,
representing double the duty, to insure that
such merchandise shall reach the port indicated
in the ship’s statement. When a certificate
comes from that country that the merchandise
has reached there and has been delivered, then
the bond: is annulled; so the shipper pays noth-
ing, either in excise or otherwise. There is
no charge on goods going out of the country.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I think it is incorrect
to refer to the prohibition law in the United
States as the Volstead Act. Prohibition in
the United States is the result of an amend-
ment to the constitution.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes. There are
two laws.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: The Volstead Act
defines the alcoholic content of the beverages
that may be used.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, the honour-
able gentleman is right.

EXPORT BILL (INTOXICATING
LIQUOR)

MOTION FOR SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion for the
second reading of Bill 15, an Act to amend the
Export Act, and the amendment thereto.

Hon. C. E. TANNER: Honourable mem-
bers, my honourable colleague on this side of
the House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) has moved
an amendment to the motion for a second
reading of the Bill. The amendment is as
follows:

That the Bill be not now read a second time,
but that it be referred to a special committee,
to be selected by the Senate, for the purpose of
first obtaining information as to the effect the
passing of the said Bill would have on the
economic, national and international conditions
and relations of Canada.

The honourable leader of the House yester-
day took the view that such a committee
would be useless. But to-day we have, right
before our eyes, an illustration of the fact
that this committee would be very useful in-
deed, and is very necessary. Sitting in front
of the honourable leader, on the floor of the
House, we have an official of the Department
of National Revenue, I presume. Why is he
here? He is here, as we have just observed,

to pass information to the leader of the
House in order that he may be able to answer
intelligently the questions put to him by
honourable members. Now, if my honourable
friend the leader of the House is not com-
pletely informed in regard to the questions
that arise under this proposed legislation,
how can he expect the ordinary member of the
House to be in a position, as he ought, to
understand the question fully, to exercise wise
judgment, and to vote intelligently? If it is
necessary to have an official of the Depart-
ment here, it is more necessary to have a
committee who could ask that gentleman and
other persons to come and give them informa-
tion. The members of the committee would
sit around the table, and any member could
make enquiry, as he is entitled to, and
examine witnesses called, and thus learn the
merits of this Bill, so as to judge whether it
is in the public interest that it should be
supported by honourable members of this
House. I say that my honourable friend has
demonstrated that there are great merits in
the amendment moved by the honourable
member for Moose Jaw.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my honour-
able friend allow me? I did not know but
that a technical question might be put to me,
and T wanted to be sure that I had the sup-
port of the official of the Department.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: For what other
reason would he be here?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And I find that
my statement was exact.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: For what other reason
would he be here? If my honourable friend
is not sure, what about myself? What about
the honourable member who was asking the
question? What about the former minister
of the Crown, who was a minister in this
Government? He had to ask a question.
Then what about the ordinary member? I
do not think that my honourable friend can,
by any manoeuvring, get away from the con-
clusion that he has demonstrated before this
House and the country that there is real and
urgent need for understanding this Bill, its
possible consequences, and its relationship to
the public interest in Canada, and to public
interests outside of Canada.

I had intented to say a word or two further
in regand to the committee. I thought the

Senate prides itself upon its deliberateness and
the splendid and effective work of its com-
mittees, and that this was one of the great
traditions of this honourable House. Often
I have heard the statement made by honour-
able members, even by my honourable friend
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the leader himself, in this House and outside,
that when we want good work done in the
public interest we send a measure to one of
our standing committees or to @ special com-
mittee. I am sure I am correct in saying
that honourable members have not been slow
to express the view that it was then that
we got the best results. I am at a loss to
understand why my honourable friend should
so suddenly lose all confidence in the com-
mittees of this House. In this amend-
ing Bill is there nothing suggested that
requires the careful consideration of the
best minds in this House? Is there any more
effective or more successful way of giving
it such consideration than to refer it to a
special committee? Have we not demonstrated
year after year that a special committee of
this House will do better work in a week or
two than will be done in many weeks in
another place in this building? We have
been proud of that, and my honourable friend
the leader has been proud of it; yet in this
very important matter, bearing upon great
vested interests in this country, and relating,
as he has told us, to questions of international
concern with which we are not all familiar,
when it is proposed that there should be a
reference to committee in order that we may
without semblance of hurry get to the bottom
of these affairs, and know where we stand and
see clearly what to do, my honourable friend
rises and, discarding all his previous senti-
ments in regard to the efficacy of our com-
mittees, tells us that the proposed committee
would be useless.

Honourable members, I do not accept that
dictum. I adhere to the doctrine, which I
have endeavoured to explain, that if we are to
do right in this matter, we must take time,
and that there is no better way to go about
the work than to turn this matter over, for
inquiry and investigation, to a committee of
the leading members of the House. Let them
call whom they will, and inquire where they
like, and find out all about this matter, and
then come back to the House and enable it
to give a judgment that is fundamentally wise.

Why should we hurry? My honourable
friend has told us that this matter has been
under consideration for a very long time; in
fact, for a number of years. If it has taken
the Government five or six years to make up
their minds on the subject, why should honour-
able members of this House be grudged not
only a committee of inquiry but a few days
within which to arrive at a full understanding
of the subject? When we have had before us
questions like the St. Lawrence waterways,
involving international issues and international

Hom. Mr. TANNER.

concerns of the highest importance to the
country, there has been no hesitation in send-
ing them to a special committee for the pur-
pose of inquiry and investigation. My honour-
able friend had no compunction in turning
over to a committee of inquiry all that was
involved in that question. Surely there are
greater international interests concerned in
the proposed St. Lawrence waterways develop-
ment than are involved in the question of
stopping some liquor from going out of this
country and dribbling, perhaps, into the United

* States. Another great and momentous gques-

tion that I might mention, the safeguarding
of the rights of the men who served
this country during the war, and the
rights of their wives and their children, was
sent to a special committee. Is this question
about a little liquor, a dribble in comparison
with the quantity that the people of the United
States make for themselves, of such high and
mighty importance that we cannot trust a
Senate committee even to look into it? The
interests and welfare of the returned men who
fought on the battlefields of Flanders, and
of their wives and children, are insignificant
in comparison, I suppose. No! No Senate
committee shall lay their hands upon this
question of a little liquor getting into the
United States. The reason is, I presume, that
they might not understand it and they might
make a mistake about it. At least, this is the
only conclusion that I can come to, in view of
my honourable friend’s dictum in that regard.

As I say, I have some faith in the Senate
and in its committees. I believe it is neces-
sary to have the fullest inquiry. I will not say
whether I am going to vote for this Bill or
not, but I want to know about it. I differ
from my honourable friend when he says that
a great majority of people in this country
desire it. I take issue with him on that. I
believe the majority of the people of this
country do not want this legislation. All we
have to do is to open our eyes and read the
press, and listen to what people are saying. My
honourable friend says that the people on the
other side of the line want it. I take issue with
him again. I do not believe the people of the
United States want it. I can well believe that
some of the politicians over there want it. I
am saying only what everybody knows, that it
is nothing but a political party football. Any-
body who travels through the United States
and observes what is going on knows that it
is only a political party football. It has been
since the beginning, and is to-day. As for the
people at large, I believe the great majority
of them are opposed to it.
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Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Just for the sake of clearness, will my hon-
ourable friend allow a question? He has ex-
pressed a belief as to what our people think
about “it” and what the people on the other
side of the line think of “it.” What is the
“it” involved? Does he mean that the
majority of the people in the United States do
not want this Export Bill, and that similarly
our own people do not want it, or is he refer-
ring to the sentiment of the people in each
country with regard to the liquor traffic?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not think the
people are interested in this particular Bill.
I should not like to repeat some of the lan-
guage I have seen in letters from people of
importance in the United States. The lan-
guage they use, on the assumption that Par-
liament is going ‘to pass the Bill, is certainly
not very complimentary. Nor do they in-
timats that there will be any reciprocity on
the part of the United States in regard to it.
Of course that does not surprise anyone, be-
cause the politicians of the United States were
never known to give very much, although
they may be asking for or expecting a good
deal. What I am referring to particularly is
the fact that I do not think public senti-
ment in this country is in favour of legislation
of this kind—I may be wrong—nor do I be-
lieve that public sentiment in the United
States is in favour of this legislation or the
legislation which is now on the books of that
country,

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: My honour-
able friend says he is not sure that popular
opinion in this country is in favour of this
legislation. How would he account for the
vote in another place, where the members are
supposed to represent directly the views of
the people?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: My right honourable
friend had a seat in that Chamber for a num-
ber of years. I think it should hardly be
necessary for him to ask me to explain why,

on occasions, that House passes legislation

which would never be passed if the members
sincerely expressed their real views. On
occasions when legislation has come up to
this House from another place, the message
that was conveyed, not with it, but in the air,
was that those who had passed it would be
very pleased to see it defeated in this House.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Has that
message come to my honourable friend?

Hon, Mr. TANNER: We live in a world in
which we understand one another. In the
political world we have at least some under-
standing of political moves, and I say that in

my judgment both sides in the other House
are playing politics with this Bill. I do not
know that I am in a position to give judgment.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Inferentially,
if they are playing politics they are doing
something that they think will please the
electorate and get them votes. This would
indicate that they feel that the people are
with them in the vote they have given.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: They think that, but
I do not think it.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I say I do not think
it. They may think it. Sometimes a man
who is looking on at a game of chess or
checkers can see the moves very much more
clearly than the man at the table. Personally
I have had a little experience with both sides
of this question, and I know that if I were
going to take my chances on election—if I
were merely going to look for votes, I would
not vote the way those gentlemen voted.

When my honourable f{riends interrupted
me, I was going to say that there is a state-
ment here with which I should like to take
issue. It is a statement by my honourable
friend the leader of the House. In the course
of his remarks he said:

All the Canadian Government desire is to
cease being a party, officially, to the smuggling
that is going on under our own legislation.
I do not know whether my honourable friend
intended to make that statement as strong as
he did, but I listened to the subsequent part
of his address and I came to this conclusion,
that the uninformed man, the man listening
to the tenor of the honourable gentleman’s ad-
dress, and to words such as I have quoted,
would draw no other inference than that
the Government of Canada and the officers of
the Government of Canada are positively and
actively engaged in the business of smuggling
liquor into the United States; that the Cana-
dian Government and the Canadian people
are the ones who are doing the smuggling.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Who are feed-
ing the smugglers.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: That is a very dif-
ferent aspect of the matter and one to which
I am going to call attention. My honourable
friend said:

All the Canadian Government desire is to
cease being a party, officially, to the smuggling
that is going on under our own legislation.
My honourable friend understands, and I
understand; but what I am endeavouring to
state is that the uninformed, ordinary man
would come to the conclusion that the Govern-
ment of Canada is in the smuggling business,
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whereas the fact is that all the duty, all the
concern of the officers of this country is to
protect its revenue. Every step they take is for
that purpose and for no other. My honourable
friend should have made that clear. He should
not have left the matter as he did.

Why do those officers protect and safe-
guard this liquor and see it on board ship?
It is because in the Province of Ontario and
the Province of Quebec there is only one
lawful selling agency, the legal vendors, who,
as I understand it, have the right to buy
liquor from the distillery or brewery, and
consequently it is the duty of the Dominion
officials to see, first, that the revenue is paid,
and secondly that that lquor does not go
into any other hands than those of the legal
vendors in Canada, who are the only ones
entitled to buy such goods. Now, I say that
by his remarks my honourable friend—perhaps
it was done unwittingly; I am not charging
him with doing it purposely—led me to the
conclusion that I have mentioned, which I
do not need to repeat.

My honourable friend also said that this
policy had been endorsed by Parliament
several times—twice, I think he said. What
my honourable friend did not explain, and
what I should like to know, is, why the con-
viction was so long in sinking into the mind
of the Government. When they submitted
those treaties and resolutions to this House
why did they not take the step that they are
taking now? My honourable friend says that
no doubt they did not become fully con-
vinced—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No. My
honourable friend forgets that I stated that
we took steps to meet conditions as they
developed. From the British treaty to our
treaty there was an advance made towards
trying to curb smuggling. The new conditions
that developed, which the smuggler discovered,
enabled him to take advantage of our law
and regulations, and necessitate the further
step that we now propose.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Yes, but the develop-
ments in this export of liquor to the United
States occurred shortly after the treaties were
made. Conditions one year ago, say, were
not different from what they are to-day. In
1929 there was just as much immorality—if
it be immorality—and there was just as much
violation of international relationships as to-
day. My honourable friend was not ready in
1929 to make any such proposal as he now
makes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I beg the hon-
ourable gentleman’s pardon. I have just cited
Hon. Mr. TANNER.

an interview given to the press by the Prime
Minister on the 1st of October, saying that
the matter had been seriously gone into by
the law officers of the Crown last summer.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I am referring to a
year ago, which is not a very long time. The
Right Honourable the Prime Minister may
have been suddenly converted, like the man
who was travelling to Damascus; he may have
seen a great light in October. But I am say-
ing that in 1929, just a year ago, there was
no hurry about it, as far as the Prime Min-
ister was concerned. He may or may not be
right now, but it is the duty of honourable
members of this House, who perhaps have not
seen the same light, to know the facts; and
we should be very glad to have the Prime
Minister come before our Committee and tell
us, in this connection, what converted him,
what changed his mind, what gave him a new
heart. In March and April of 1929 he had a
stony heart; you could not drive a peg into
it. His mind was closed to argument, to
reason, to international appeal. Let us have
a committee, before which the Prime Minister
can appear and tell what happened in October
last. Was that the time he was thinking about
having an election, I wonder. A common
rumour says that last fall he wanted to go to
the country, but was overruled. Now it is
said that he wants to have an election in June
or July, with two sessions this year.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend has a very good imagination.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: We shall all be Iucky
if that happens; we shall be very lucky in-
deed, because in addition to having two ses-
sions we shall have a new Prime Minister.

My right honourable friend (Rt. Hon. Mr.
Graham) asked me a short while ago about
the vote in another place. Perhaps if he would
make a few inquiries underground he might
find out that the prospect of two sessions in
1930 had something to do with the vote in
another place. I do not know, but there are
stories about it.

I regard this whole question as a very
serious and grave one in every respect. I think
it is the first time since 1867 that a measure
has been presented to Parliament as a threat
of a kind from the Prime Minister. We read
that in another place the Prime Minister, in
the course of expounding this measure, gave
Parliament to understand that if this Bill
were not adopted he would no longer carry the
responsibility of Minister of External Affairs
for this country; by which he meant, T
presume, that he would retire from the
responsibility in that regard. I say that was
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a threat of a kind. But I find compensation
for it in the reflection that, after all, Canada
is not a one-man country. No matter how
great the leader of a Government in this coun-
try may be, there has always been found
somebody willing, ready and able to take his
place and to carry on the work that the posi-
tion entails. So if this honourable Chamber
should decide that this Bill is not in the public
interest, and if the Right Honourable the
Prime Minister should decide to retire, I am
not at ali fearful that there will be a calamity
or a cataclysm. I feel sure that someone will
be found—it may be my honourable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)—to take on
the burden and carry out the great work of
the Prime Minister.

The Prime Minister made a distinct state-
ment in another place in regard to this busi-
ness, in these emphatic words:

Distilling and brewing is a perfectly legal
and legitimate business, and is so regarded.
Further on he said:

Then it is said that the manufacture and

gale of liquor for consumption and export is
under our laws a perfectly legitimate business.
I do not dispute that for one minute.
So I want to put it on record here that the
Right Honourable Leader of the Government
in another place has pronounced his benedic-
tion on the legal and legitimate character of
the business that we are now discussing.

As T understand it, there are important
industries in this country related to, and in
a certain measure interlocked with, the dis-
tilling and brewing business. Large sums of
money have been invested in all these indus-
tries. Men have put capital into them for
the good of the country, because the busi-
nesses are legal and legitimate. As a conse-
quence, large numbers of people are employed
throughout this country. We find, too, that
this Government, over a period of years, has
encouraged and sponsored the development
of these industries, and that no notice has
ever been given that a time might come when
the Government would use a club on them.
The people of the country have co-operated
in the extension of these undertakings, be-
cause every province to-day, with one excep-
tion, has divested itself of what is called
prohibition. Not only did the Federal Govern-
ment protect and foster these industries, but it
took good care to draw from them large sums
of money in taxes of various kinds, which
money was spent for public works and other
purposes in this country.

Now, what is about to happen? These legal
and legitimate businesses, if this Bill goes
through, will receive a severe blow. In an-

other House the Minister of National Revenue
likened brewing and distilling to the boot and
shoe business, or any other kind of business
in Canada, one being just as legitimate as the
other. Why should these industries be singled
out for such a severe blow? Would the leader
of the Government here, or the Government
itself, propose to strike a blow at the boot
and shoe business, or any other which it had
fostered and protected, without seeing that
there should be some compensation? In a
word, after having built up these industries,
and encouraged, protected and fostered them,
and milked them for taxes, the Government
comes along—it may be, in a paroxysm of
virtue— and says, “We are going to strike you
a blow, possibly destroy a large part of your
business, but you will get nothing” We do
not take the land or property of the meanest
citizen of this country or injure his business
without compensation, but in this instance we
have not a word as to compensation.

Worse than that, honourable members:
when a special committee of this honourable
body is suggested for the purpose of con-
sidering all these matters, so that the men
who have invested their money, and also the
representatives of workmen, might appear,
state their case, and ask for consideration,
the honourable leader of the Government
turns to us and says: “It is useless. We will
not do it.” I want to ask whether it is not
the inherent and fundamental right of every
British subject not only to be protected in
his rights and property, but also to have the
opportunity of being heard? Is there any
body in this country more fitted for, or more
specially charged with, the duty of protecting
the people and hearing their grievances than
the Senate of Canada? I say there is not.
But my honourable friend says such a pro-
cedure is useless. Why is it useless? Is it
because my honourable friend wants to ram
this Bill through without full consideration?
Is it because he wants what we call railroad-
ing of legislation in this regard? It should
not be. We are here as a deliberate body.
We have been accustomed to take time. It
is our business to take time. The Lord knows
we have plenty of time to do this work. In-
stead of adjourning so often, let us sit and
hear the people, and render justice to them.

I referred a few moments ago to the situ-
ation existing when this matter was before
another House one year ago and we had a
long and carefully considered judgment from
the Government of the day. What was that
judgment? Every aspect of the question was
considered. The members of the Govern-
ment knew then as much as they know to-
day; they have not learned a tittle in
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the twelve months. They have no more
information than they had then. There
is not placed before us to-day one state-
ment of fact that was not before both
Houses last year. What did they say last
year? I am going to cite to the House a few of
the remarks made by the Minister of National
Revenue, speaking for the Government of the
day—the 'same Government that is now in
power. That Minister said, among other
things:

I believe it is literally impossible for a wet

country to lie adjacent to a so-called or osten-
sibly dry country without a flow of liquor pro-
ceeding from the wet to the dry.
Again, he said—and it is known to-day—that
during the war Canada was dry and the United
States was wet. Liquor flowed freely into
Canada from the United States, and the
United States did nothing to stop it.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Were the United States
Government asked to stop exporting from the
United States?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know
whether they were asked to stop it or not.

Hon. Mr, LYNCH-STAUNTON: Were we
asked to stop?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Nor am I very sure
that we are asked to stop exporting now. I
am not here to defend the Minister of
National Revenue, but I am giving what he
said a year ago. He went on to say that
after the conference of January, 1929, the
Government of Canada communicated with
the Government of the United States, and
offered to permit customs officers of the
United States to be stationed at the Canadian
docks from which liquor was shipped. The
Minister added the remark that the United
States refused this offer and said that the
only thing that would serve their purpose
would be for the Canadian Government to
stop the issue of clearances. Then the Min-
ister made this statement:

When liquor is destined to the United States
the excise is paid and it is then just as legal
to export that liquor as any other commodity
—boots and shoes, furniture, iron and steel, or
anything else that can legally be exported.
Also this important statement:

The boats that are carrying this liquor to
the United States are almost 100 per cent
United States boats; they are not Canadian
boats at all.

This disposes of the suggestion that we are

carrying on this smuggling. We are not carry-

ing on this smuggling; it is the Americans

themselves who are carrying on the smuggling,

and, as I hope to show later, it is not our
Hon. Mr. TANNER.

duty ap('l.responsibility, but the duty and
responsibility of the American Government
‘0 look after their own people. In other
words, the Minister pointed out that while
they were asking Canada to deny clearances
to these American boats, these same boats
cquld 2o in and out of the United States
without let or hindrance, without having to
report, or having to clear the United States
Customs; and I understand the same con-
ditions exist to-day. The Minister of National
Revenue very properly reminded them that
in what they are asking us to do they are
asking for more than they do themselves.

Another statement of the Minister is that
he visited Detroit River district, where liquor
is shipped; that on the river, in a launch, he
could see the United States customs office,
and he was told that the boats frequently
crossed in ‘the daytime. I want to take a few
minutes to read what the Minister said at
page 2696 :

The chief export points are the Windsor
district and the Bridgeburg district. I have
said something which may appear a criticism
of the United States. I have no desire to be
offensive, but I think there are some facts
I should place before the House in view of the
statements made that we are not dealing in a
friendly way with our neighbour to the south.
It has been stated that these boats go across
at night. That is not entirely true. I took
the trouble last fall to go down to Windsor.
I was offered safe conduct by a liquor exporter
and went out on a launch on the Detroit River.
I could see the United States customs office on
the other shore, and I could also see that it
was not difficult to detect any boats that left
the Canadian shore to go to the American side.
‘While in Windsor I got into conversation with
a man engaged in the business of exporting
liquor. I asked him, “Do you cross in the
daytime?” He answered, “Yes, quite often.”
I said, “How is it they do not get you?” He
replied with a smile, “It just happens that
they are not there when we go across.”

Our inspector went to Windsor not so very
long ago. He did not select any special day.
While there, on January 14, he observed the
following vessels cross the river to Detroit in
daylight with cargoes of liquors:

“Ben,” J. King, master,

10 quarter barrels beer
11 cases whiskey
“Rat,” J. Sales, master,
24 cases whiskey
5 cases wine
1 case brandy
“Rat,” A. Jacks, master,
19 cases whiskey
1 case wine
“Rabbi,” I. Straight, master,
5 half barrels beer
8 cases whiskey
“Bird,” J. Bloom, master,
18 cases whiskey
8 cases Bourbon
1 case Scotch whiskey
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“Bar,” J. Peters, master,
13 cases whiskey
4 cases Bourbon
3 cases brandy

That was in one day. Those boats went over
in broad daylight. I leave members to draw
their own inferences from that state of affairs.

The Minister of National Revenue left
that point there. The Minister also read a
report which I am going to take the liberty
of repeating. It is a report from the Bridge-
burg district, by the Collector there, to the
Commissioner of Customs:

I wish to give you a short account of the
rum-running at this port, and our procedure
in the matter. There are about twelve boats
plying between here and Buffalo, N.Y., the river
at this point being about half a mile wide.
Some days we only have two or three boats
out, and on other days the whole fleet will
make a trip. The liquor and ale are brought
from the distillery and brewery by truck,
arriving here about two o’clock in the after-
noon. The boats are all loaded and clearance
granted about 5 p.m. and they are compelled
to leave by 6 p.m. Some of these boats carry
from 800 to 1,000 cases, and on their arrival
on the American side it takes from two to
three hours to unload them. No effort as far
as we can see is made by the United States
authorities to seize any of these boats, as the
United States Customs are always notified by
us an hour or two before the boats leave, and
occasionally we notify them as the boats are
leaving, giving them the names of the boats
and the quantity of liquor or ale on board.
We have had high customs officials from
Buffalo, special agents and officers connected
with the coast guard come over to the Cana-
dian side, watch these boats load and pull out.
Tt is a well known fact that some of these boats
land within a few hundred yards of the United
States customs office at the foot of Ferry Street
and unload without being disturbed.

Some few weeks ago, no doubt you saw in
the press where it was stated that a truck had
drawn out on the Peace Bridge, and unloaded
the ale down on the bank on the American side
by tying a rope around the cases and lowering
them to the river bank. As a matter of fact
this ale was unloaded from one of the rum
boats plying between here and Buffalo, right
under the Peace Bridge, within a few hundred
yards of the customs Eouse.

Our officers who check these boats out were
informed by one of the rum-runners that they
had no trouble in landing their cargo, as they
were assisted by the officers of the dry squad
on the American side, and it would appear that
such must be the case when seven or eight boats
will leave here, and land their cargoes, some-
times taking them three hours to unload, with-
out any casualties.

These boats are loaded directly opposite from
the United States customs office at Black Rock.
You can stand by the window in that office and
look across, and see every case that is loaded
on the Canadian side. I know if conditions
were reversed that we would have all these
boats tied up in less than a week, and if the
officers on the American side wish to put a stop
to this business they could do it in about the
same length of time.

Hon. Mr.
year was that?

Hon, Mr. TANNER: May 21, 1929. That
is the judgment of the Minister of National
Revenue, supported by that special report
from the Collector of Customs at Bridgeburg
to the Commissioner of Customs at Ottawa.

The Minister of National Revenue made a
further statement, namely, that under the
treaty of 1924 the Canadian Government
agreed to give to the United States informa-
tion of all clearances of vessels leaving Cana-
dian ports carrying liquor to the United States.
Then he went on to say:

I am not going to suggest any reason, but
peculiarly enough we were requested by the
United States Government to discontinue the
giving of telephone notices to the collector at
Detroit, and in accordance with that request
such notices were no longer given at that port.
They asked us then to give them weekly reports
rather than daily reports by telephone, and we
have acceded to their request.

LYNCH-STAUNTON: What

In view of what I have just read from the -
report of the Collector at Bridgeburg, one can
easily conclude why the United States authori-
ties did not want notices sent to them—why
they did not want the telephone information
The gentlemen with whom they were co-
operating might be hindered in their opera-
tions if the information were given.

The Minister touched upon another aspect
in his statement, declaring that if clearance
were not granted the traffic would be forced
underground, to the corruption of the Cana-
dian people.

Then the Minister referred to another im-
portant point, namely, the question whether or
not, if legislation of this kind went through,
this country would have to undertake the
responsibility of seeing that the law was en-
forced. In other words, he discussed the ques-
tion whether we should then have to under-
take to keep liquor out of the United States
in addition to keeping it out of our own
country. This is what Mr, Euler said on that
subject :

There are those who say—and I have in mind
now particularly a prominent Toronto news-
paper—that if we passed a law prohibiting the
granting of clearances, we would at least have
washed our national hands of an offence against
a friendly neighbour, and that, having done
that, we would be under no obligation to spend
money or time to uphold the laws of the United
States. I cannot agree with that view. I can-
not escape the conclusion that we then assume
a responsibility which now rests upon the
United States. As the matter stands, if there
is any violation of law it is a violation of
United States law. As it would be under the
new law, it would be a violation of Canadian
customs law. The law is the law, and we can-
not shirk responsibility as readily as that sug-
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gestion would make it appear. If a Canadian
customs law is violated, surely it becomes the
duty of Canadian customs officers to see that
that violation is punished. I am not trying to
exaggerate; I do not think I am drawing a
fanciful picture at all, but I say that if we
are under an obligation in the Department of
National Revenue to see that violations of the
law are punished, surely we shall need to estab-
lish a preventive force a good deal larger than
the one we have now, which, I may say, is
giving me enough trouble as it is. I am sure
the most ardent prohibitionist will not say that
this country should be under any obligation to
spend large sums of money in employing many
men to see that that law prohibiting the
exportation of liquor is not violated. Nations
have not yet become quite so altruistic as that.
Besides that, we would not succeed; although it
might be lessened to some extent. After we
had passed a law of that kind and liquor still
continued to flow into the United States I feel
sure that our neighbours would yet be much
inclined to criticize and we would continue to
get the blame.

That was the considered judgment of the
Government of the day in 1929, a year ago,
as uttered by the Minister of National Rev-
enue in another place. And I think that what
he says is elementary, namely, that if we pass
a Canadian law on this subject we are bound
to enforce it, to live up to it, to honour it,

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my honour-
able friend will permit me to interrupt him—
we are bound to see that permits are not
issued with the consent of excise officers in the
distilleries. We stop the distillers from selling
to those who are exporting to the United
States, and thereby we attack the evil at its
source. 1 admit that the rum-runner may go
to the Provincial Liquor Commissions, but in
doing so he goes beyond Federal jurisdiction.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I say, honourable
members, that we go further. We have been
led as if we had a halter around our necks,
step by step, as I shall show in a few mo-
ments. Once these people get us committed
to this law, there will be other steps, for we
shall be committed to the principle of keep-
ing liquor out of the United States. That
principle is greater than this legislation, but
it includes this legislation. By adopting this
law we go beyond the legislation itself and
adopt the wide principle; and Mr. Euler, who
is a colleague of my honourable friend the
leader of the Government, and who sits in
Council with him to-day, is on record as
recognizing that fact. Surely they do not differ!
Surely they agree! Surely they are of one mind!
They should be. Mr. Euler says—and he speaks
truly: “Let us adopt this principle and it
will not be long until there is another call
from Washington saying: ‘We are not satis-

Hon. Mr. TANNER.

fied. You must go a step further. If the
liquor is coming in other ways you must see
to it that those other ways are blocked up.’”

My right honourable friend who sits next
to the leader (Right Hon. Mr. Graham) was
leading the House on the 23rd of May last,
when this subject was discussed, and he was
no more friendly to the proposition than was
the Minister of National Revenue, He made
some pretty strong statements, which I am
sure he will recognize when I read them; and
I believe he will stand up for them to-day,
because he is not accustomed to making
statements one year and climbing out from
under them the next. This is what my right
honourable friend said when he was speaking
for the Government in this House on May
23, as shown at page 285 of the Senate
Debates:

I do contend that our friends across the line
are more eager to co-operate when they want

something than they are when we want some-
thing.

A very true statement indeed.
At page 286 he said:

So long as the -United States continues to
select men to carry out the provisions of such
measures as the Volstead Act from a party and
political standpoint, it cannot hope to succeed
thoroughly in their enforcement.

Also a very true statement—as true to-day as
it was last year.

Again at page 286 he said:

I am told also that a very large percentage
of the men engaged in rum-running are Ameri-
can citizens. American officials could locate
those men and could take them in charge as
soon as they reached American territory, if
they really wanted to enforce the Act.

That also is self-evident.

Then my right honourable friend, like the
Minister of National Revenue, went on to
give a little of his personal experience. He
said:

Several years ago, being a representative of
the county of Essex, I was moving in and out
along the border for some years, and what I
saw led me to the conclusion that the attempted
enforcement of its own laws by the United
States was worse than a joke. The customs
authorities on the other side of the line, not
very far from a big city, would watch certain
fellows start out with a boat load of liquor,
and when they thought the boat was suffi.
ciently close to the American side they would
find it convenient to disappear. What would
be the use of notifying those officers, except
to tell them when to get away from their posts?
I am not exaggerating at all. Any person who
knows the conditions on the border will thor-
oughly agree with me.

I think every honourable member of this
House will agree with the right honourable
gentleman.
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A further remark was this:

Why cannot the United States do the same
with regard to its own tonnage and its own
sailors? They come into our territory, and the
American Government knows that they are
coming into our territory to violate the law of
the United States. Why does it not take charge
of that tonnage and confiscate it, and punish its
own citizens?

That also is a very reasonable and proper
suggestion.

Then my honourable friend said:

But this T do say, and I say it boldly, that
in my humble judgment the United States ought
to be more in earnest, more practical and less
political in its enforcement of the Volstead Act
before calling on any sister nation to do much
more than we have done.

And he added this little lesson to our neigh-
bours across the line:

For a time, you will remember, we were very
dry, particularly in Ontario. During that time
we never had any aid or sympathy from the
United States in stopping the flow of liquor
from the other side. I am mentioning this just
to show the attitude of many of our people.

Then my right honourable friend said:

Many of our druggists to-day buy alcohol at
a very low price because it has been smuggled
in from the United States.

Another statement which I should like to
put on record is this:

What I want to impress on honourable gen-
tlemen is that the United States, in wishing
us to go further than we have gone, to go
further than Great Britain has gone, should at
least do her very best to enforce her own law.
If she wants us to do something, she should
reciprocate, and reciprocate very heartily.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Of course the honour-
able member knows that the quantity of
liquor taken into the United States decreased
fifty per cent last year. I have the figures
here and can give them if you will allow
me to read them.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not think it is
very material at this stage. My honourable
friend can make his speech later on.

I have endeavoured to give, as briefly and
accurately as possible, a bird’s eye view of
the convictions of this Government, as voiced
by the Minister of National Revenue and
my right honourable friend opposite, one year
ago. I call them convictions, because I pre-
sume they were very sincere. They gave their
reasons. They had all the facts before them.
Now, I am submitting that conditions to-day
are exactly the same as they were a year ago,
and I want to know, if that was the con-
sidered judgment of the Government only
twelve months ago, its members having before
them every fact relative or pertinent to the
matter, why are we to-day asked to take

the step that we are asked to take? What
warranty have we that those honourable gen-
tlemen who change their minds so quickly
without giving reasons and without stating
grounds will not do so again? I have no
fundamental complaint about a man changing
his mind if he gives me his reasons and states
his grounds, but we are asked to do some-
thing without any explanation except that the
Prime Minister saw a licht somewhere. He
may have seen the wrong kind of light. How
do we know? He saw a light of some kind
in Qctober, and behold! what was dark twelve
months ago is now fully illuminated to my
honourable friends opposite; but not to us.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: You are still
in the dark.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: We ask for a com-
mittee in order that the light may be brought
to us. We have just as much right as honour-
able members opposite to know about this,
because we have to exercise our judgment,
we have to decide by our consciences whether
we are doing right or doing wrong. As I have
already stated, if we pass this Bill we have no
guarantee that six or nine or twelve months
hence the Government will not come to us
and say: “We were wrong and we want to
reverse our judgment now. We have no reason
to give; we can say only that we were wrong.”
Therefore I repeat, honourable senators, that
now, while honourable members of the Gov-
ernment are swithering, is the time to get
down to fundamentals. We should find out
whether the Government’s opinion in 1929 was
a sound one, and, if not, why it was not. My
honourable friend who leads the Government
in this House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) made a
speech yesterday in support of the Bill, but
—1 say it with all respect—he gave no reasons
why we should vote in favour of the measure.
Honourable members who refer to his address
in Hansard will find that no grounds are stated
as to why there should be a change now;
everything my honourable friend said yester-
day might have been said twelve months ago
with just as much force and truth; not a new
thing was disclosed. Why should we not have
this committee? If there is something that
has not been exposed, let us see if a special
committee can reveal it.

What is, in substance, the story of this
affair? We followed the example of the Mother
Country in agreeing, at the request of the
United States Government, that vessels might
be searched within twelve miles of the
American coast. That was the first bending
of our knees at the dictation of Washington.
Next, we undertook to give notices concern-
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ing shipments and the sailing of vessels. Our
third concession was the setting aside of a
certain number of docks, so that there could
be no doubt as to the places from which the
vessels sailed. Then we tendered to the
American Government the right to send
officers over to Canadian docks, to enable
them to see the liquor being loaded, and if
they so desired, to signal across the river to
their own customs officers. That was a generous
offer on our part, but it was not accepted.

We are now asked to go further and enact
legislation that would result in a heavy loss of
revenue, the sacrifice to some extent of what
is a legal and legitimate business in this
country, and, as the Minister of National
Revenue made clear, the establishment of a
much larger preventive force than we now
have, at correspondingly greater expense.

It has been pointed out by both the
Minister of National Revenue and the Acting
Minister whose remarks I have quoted, that
the vessels engaged in the carrying of the
liquor are American-owned and manned by
United States citizens. Therefore, the American
Government has jurisdiction over the ships and
their crews. As our Collector at Bridgeburg
said, if our neighbours wanted to stop the
traffic they could do so in a week. The situa-
tion is easily visualized: each shore of the
river is visible from the other side, and the
vessels cross in broad daylight. Why were
American officers not placed on Canadian
docks so that they could signal necessary in-
formation to their colleagues on the other
side? The inevitable conclusion is the one
to which my right honourable friend opposite
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham) came, that the
responsible American authorities sre bluffing,
and that they are endeavouring to save their
own faces by making it appear that we in
Canada are wholly responsible for this illegal
traffic. It is impossible to believe that the
United States Government could not crush this
traffic if they wanted to, when they have the
power to seize the vessels and make prisoners
of the crews. I submit that the American
Government do not want to enforce the law.

I should like to draw the attention of
honourable members to the fact that at the
conference held in Oftawa last year between
representatives of the United States and of this
country, it was admitted by one of the
American delegates that 98 per cent of the
liquor consumed in his country is either manu-
factured there or imported from places other
than Canada. In other words, only about 2
per cent of the intoxicating beverages that
the American people drink come from this
country. It is estimated by some persons who
have carefully inquired into the situation, that
there are annually made in the United States
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over one thousand million gallons of liquor
for home consumption. The other day I was
reading in a United States paper that in
Chicago they manufacture their own beverages
and put Canadian labels on the bottles. An
American who thinks he has purchased
Canadian rye whisky, for instance, may in
reality have got nothing more than home
brew.

It is my belief that the majority of the
people of the United States are opposed to the
Eighteenth Amendment. The Literary Digest
is at present engaged in taking a poll on
prohibition. I understand such affairs are
given serious consideration in that country,
because in the last two presidential election
campaigns that publication forecast the results
with a high degree of accuracy. Up to the
5th of April, I observe, out of 2,000,340 votes
recorded in the present poll, the results were:
for enforcement of the prohibition law, 553,337 ;;
for repeal, 848,751; for modification to permit
the sale of beer and light wines, 598,252. The
vote for repeal and for modification being
added together, the majority against prohibi-
tion to date is 893,666, Any honourable mem-
ber who travels across the border can observe
that there is a growing body of opinion op-
posed to the enforcement of the present law.

I have in myhand an editorial that appeared
on March 12, 1930, in the New York Times,
which is recognized as one of the leading
newspapers of the world. The writer was
commenting on an extraordinary vote by the
National Republican Club of New York, which
is the centre of the Republican Party’s
activities in that State. A year ago that Club
went on record as favouring the Eighteenth
Amendment, but in March of this year it
voted 461 to 347 in favour of repeal. The
editorial reads in part as follows:

With events at Washington' and evidence
coming from many parts of the country, this
unexpected vote of the National Republican
Club cannot fail to be held indicative of a
rising revolt against the extremes to which
prohibition has been pushed. It is not an issue
made by politicians. They have been afraid of
it, and still wish to avoid it. Nor is it, as Mr.
Hughes indignantly termed it in the presi-
dential campaign of 1928, “a sham issue.” It
springs from the fundamental convictions of
citizens who have become persuaded that a
terrible mistake was made by the ratification of
the Eighteenth Amendment. The demoralization
and miseries which it has dragged in its trail
have become so conspicuous and repulsive that
an immense resentment has sprung up. In the
presence of such a demonstration, parties and
politicians cannot longer hide themselves in the
dark. They must come out into the light and
take their stand. As for New York Repub-
licans, they must now see that the issue is irre-
pressible. They will have to do their best to
meet it, in the knowledge that if they do not,
they will be broken by it.
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The Government of the United States are
aware of the existing situation; they know of
this popular revolt; they are not ignorant of
the fact that powerful interests in that country
are opposed to the present prohibition law.
Knowing that their political lives are in the
balance, they are see-sawing on the question
of enforcement of this law. They are held
back from enforcement by the fear of political
influences. And what do they want to do?
What are they doing? They are pointing to
Canada as if Canada were the one source from
which liquors were being supplied to the people
of the United States. Our characters are being
blackened by the propaganda carried on in
the United States by the politicians, and the
newspapers supporting certain classes of poli-
ticians. We are being represented all over
this world as if we supplied 100 per cent of
the liquor consumed in the United States,
and I say that this Govermment are assisting
those gentlemen by the action they are taking.

The very statement that my honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) made yesterday
supports their contention. Did my honourable
friend point out that only two per cent of
the liquor in the United States goes from
Canada? No one will find that in his
statement, but the uninformed man, listening
to his speech, and having read the American
newspapers and the speeches of those Ameri-
can politicians, and heard about the iniquities
of Canada and Canadians, would be con-
vinced beyond peradventure that virtually
every gallon of the liquor that is consumed

by the 120 millions in the United States is’

produced in Canada, and shipped over by this
army of rum-runners on the fleet of ships as
to which so many lurid remarks are being
made. We are the offenders, and that is just
the impression that the United States Govern-
ment want, because it shields them. They
are pussyfooting because they know their own
nation is divided, and they know that if they
put the law into force their political lives
would probably end. They pussyfoot, and
they hang us up for world ridicule, and we
very meekly bow our knees and say, “Oh,
yes, we are the guilty people; we are doing it
all.”

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So it would
appear if we continued, and did not pass this
law.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: This Government
say: “We are doing it all. We will do any-
thing you ask us to do.” And that is what
the Government are doing. We give the
United States authorities the twelve-mile limit,
and we send them telephone messages, and
we offer to let their officers come over to the
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Canadian side and run the business, but they
say that is not enough. The more they get,
the more they want; and they want more in
order that they may be able to say, “Oh,
those Canadians are still drenching our land
with liquor—they are still flooding us with
liquor—they are the most awful people in the
world.” They would have the world believe
that there is a perfect Niagara of whiskey
going over from Canada, and all the time the
United States themselves are making a thou-
sand million gallons a year, and they are not
doing a thing about it. My honourable friends
smile, but I have been over there. Why do
the United States authorities not stop the
illegal manufacture? Because they are afraid
to go into the mountains in the South. If
their officers went there they would never
come out; they would never be heard of
again. Consequently the supply never stops.
Down South every man of those prohibition-
ists who are clamouring for this law has his
gallons of corn whiskey underground, ‘ripen-
ing; yet he is talking prohibition, and challeng-
ing Canada, and putting all the blame on
Canada for the liquor. I know that. I have
been down there and have been told by
people who know the situation. My honour-
able friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
never gets into such company; he is too good.

That is the situation as I see it. Those
people are in a hole. They dug the hole
themselves, and jumped into it, and now they
are clamoring for us to pull them out. Why
can they not pull themselves out? I am
mighty sure that if we were in a hole they
would not lift their little finger to help us
out. They never did, and they never will
unless they get well paid for it. Of course
if they get enough in return they will do
anything.

I am not saying that these are not good
people. I am talking particularly about the
politicians over there. I say they are dictating
to us in the matter. They are not sending us
written orders, but they are doing it by
constant pressure. When we give them some-
thing they say, “That is not enough; come
across again;” and we come across with
something more. Then they say: “That is not
enough; come across again;” and we come
across very obediently. It cannot be called
dictation, but it is the constant pressure of the
big brother who feels his strength. There are
120 millions of them, and they think that we
are a little afraid, perhaps, to resist them.
Consequently they are applying pressure.
When we said, “Send your officers over,” they
said, “Oh, that is not enough; you must cut
out the clearances.” When we cut out clear-
ances, do you thiuk they will be satisfied? Is
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there anybody foolish enough to dream that
there will not still be liquor over there and
that they will not still blame us? Why, it
would be only next year when they would
want something else; and of course if my
honourable friend’'s Government is in power,
there is nothing too good for Washington.
They get whatever they ask. No matter how
much the Canadian spirit is humiliated, no
matter how much the Canadian nation loses,
Washington must be satisfied.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is the Tory
cry of old.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: A pretty good cry in
1915.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have heard it
all the fifty years that I have been in politics.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Did you hear it in 1915?
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Always.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Just by way of a
climax, let me again quote my right honour-
able friend opposite as to this mockery of en-
forcement, out of which all their troubles
arise. A supporter of the Government in an-
other place, when he was opposing this Bill,
characterized it as “humbug, cant, hypocrisy.”
My right honourable friend opposite (Right
Hon. Mr. Graham) said, “The attempted en-
forcement of its own laws by the United
States is worse than a joke.” That is just what
I am saying. He and T are in agreement. He
further said—and I repeat this: “Our friends
across the line are more eager to co-operate
when they want something than they are when
we want something.”

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is quite
human.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know whe-
ther my honourable friend opposite will
combat the statements that I quoted from the
Minister of National Revenue, but I want to
emphasize, in a few words, the point that if
this legislation is enacted it becomes a Can-
adian law and commits us to a policy of pre-
vention of the export of liquor from Canada
into the United States, and, as the Minister
of National Revenue and others have pointed
out, we must stand by that policy. It is of
no use for us to say we will not do it; we
shall be bound to do it—bound to see that
that law is carried out; and that will involve
us in an unknown expenditure. So the Minister
of National Revenue said, and I submit that
his statement is a sound and correct one.

The Prime Minister, in submitting this Bill,
told Parliament and the country that there
was some great impending international peril,
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which would be certain to fall upon Canada
if we did not do a friendly act in this regard.
I do not know that I need spend much time
on that aspect of the matter, because since
the statement was made the peril has ex-
ploded. In fact there is no peril; it was
only a figure of speech. No one thinks that
the people of the United States are going
to declare war on this country if this Bill be
not passed. For one thing, there are more
Canadians now in the United States than
there arc in Canada. I do not think they
would take up arms against us. If I am right,
there are more people in the United States
opposed to this kind of legislation than in
favour of it; so it would be a very divided
country. I think the dream of the Prime
Minister in that regard need not be con-
sidered very seriously. It was only a dream.

Hon. Mr. POPE: A nightmare.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: If we attend to our
business, and they attend to theirs, as they
have the habit of doing, they can save them-
selves, and we do not need to go to their
rescue.

I am still in favour of the amendment,
and of further investigation and enquiry into
this measure before it is adopted. I may be
wrong, but I see in this Bill continued sub-
serviency to the United States Government.
I see in this simply legislation dictated from
Washington, and when I vote for legislation
in this House I want legislation whose genesis
is in Canada, and which is wholly legislation
for Canada.

The more we give those people, the more
they want. I admire them as a people, not
speaking particularly of their governments.
As far as their government administration
goes, they are the most relentless, selfish
people in the world; and they are right, for
they are looking after their own country and
doing their duty by their own country. I
wonder whether any honourable member of
this House can remember any time since 1867
when, in negotiations between Canada and
the United States, that country made any
agreement that did not give them far more
than they gave to this country. Such is their
history in regard to us, and I say that it is
sound ground for them to take as a nation.
I wish to Heaven we had governments in
this country that would take the same atti-
tude, that would stand up for Canada, and see
that Canada got the better bargain, instead
of giving it to the United States.

What are they doing now? Are they taking
our interests into consideration in the tariff
that they are framing? Why, we are not
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considered at all; they never think of us.
How are we getting along about the diversion
of water by Chicago? We have been talking
about that for fifteen or twenty years. Oh,
they are very polite, but are we getting any-
where? How would it be if we were 120
millions and they 9 millions? Would they
not have been down the tree long ago? Talk
about friendly relationships and the comity
of nations! There is no such thing in the
book over there. We have been {frigging
around about this diversion from the Great
Lakes, and we are not half an inch nearer a
solution than we were when they started to
steal the water. They are stealing it to-
day, and will keep on stealing it, and they
will give us polite explanations, but explana-
tions will not fill many buckets nor raise the
water level much. What are they doing in
London to-day in international matters? They
say: “Here we are. If you gentlemen can
accommodate yourselves to our position we
will make an agreement with you. But you
have to come up to our terms.” If England,
France and Italy choose to accept the terms
laid down by the United States there may be
a bargain; if they do not, there will be no
bargain. That is all there is to it. As I say,
I am not criticizing them; I am admiring
them for looking after their own interests—
for fighting for, and defending, and establish-
ing their own interests. But I should like to
see Canada take a leaf out of their book—
I should like to see Canada take the whole
book—and stand up for her rights. Oh, yes,
we sing “O Canada, we stand on guard for
thee,” but most of the time we are down on
our knees facing that way. If there were less
grovelling and more standing on guard, it
would be better for this country. These are
my views, honourable members.

I may be wrong, but I should like a com-
mittee to look into all these matters. I should
like to know whether Canada is really the
chief malefactor; I should like to know
whether, as a matter of fact, the United States
could save themselves, or whether it is
necessary for us to go and save them. I think
we are entitled to a committee. We have
plenty of time. We do not need to be in a
hurry. My honourable friend opposite (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) and his colleagues have been
five or six years thinking this over. Can
we not have a few days? Must we jump
into the hole right away? Why can we not
have a week or two to think the matter over
and inquire into it?

In conclusion, may I repeat that my honour-
able friend has demonstrated that we ought
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to have a committee, so that we could ecall
before us gentlemen like the man sitting in
front of him, to answer questions and clear
up doubts in the minds of honourable mem-
bers of the House.

Hon. N. CURRY: Honourable members,
probably I know as much as any other member
of the House about the feeling of the people
of the United States in regard to prohibition.
For fifty years I have had extensive dealings
with citizens of the United States, and during
the past thirteen years I have had a winter
residence in Bermuda, where a great many
American citizens go. I have met and en-
tertained many of them in my house, and in
return have been entertained by them. As a
consequence I know their feelings pretty well.
These people are among the most reputable
citizens of the United States. At a dinner not
long ago, in chaffing soine of them about not
obeying the laws of their country, I said they
reminded me of an old neighbour of mine
in Nova Scotia who came to my house one
afternoon. Before he went away 1 asked him
if he would have a glass of whiskey with me.
He had a voice that you could hear a mile,
and he said: “I belong to the Good Templars
and to the Sons of Temperance, but I never
refuse anything good to drink.” So he had a
big “snifter.” When I told them about this
man these people said: “You cannot affront.
us by saying that. The shoe fits, and we put
it on. We in the United States feel somewhat
as you do about prohibition, and we are going
to fight it until it is killed.”

This was true of the ladies as well as the
gentlemen. One lady said that before pro-
hibition came into force she never thought
anything about liquor, but that as soon as the
order went out, “You cannot do this,” or “You
cannot have that,” she started in to make wine
from currants and gooseberries and cherries.
She even went so far as to make synthetic gin.

These people also referred to the Union
League Club, which was referred to by the
honourable member who has just taken his
seat (Hon. Mr. Tanner). That Club, as
probably most honourable members know, was
formed during the American Civil War for
the purpose of keeping the Union entire, and
it has been regarded ever since, I think, as an
institution that has done more than any other
to mould public opinion and keep legislation
in the proper channels. That Club by a very
large majority has expressed itself as opposed
to prohibition, and wishes to have the Eight-
eenth Amendment either repealed or declared
a dead letter.

The honourable member who has just taken
his seat (Hon. Mr. Tanner) spoke also of the
percentage of liquor that goes into the United
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States from Canada. His figures, I think,
are as accurate as any that can be secured.
Now, if Canada withholds her two per cent
of the liquor that goes to the United States
it will not make a particle of difference in the
quantity consumed there. The man who is
drinking liquor to-day will not miss one glass
in a year, because the other nations and the
moonshiners will readily make up the deficit
and supply a great deal more. So the ques-
tion all boils down to the moral aspect of the
case, and if we do not prevent the people of
the United States from drinking as much liquor
as usual, what shall we be accomplishing?
The average man in the United States to-day
thinks no more of having his own bootlegger
than he does of having his own doctor. When
he wants something to drink, all he has to do
is to telephone his bootlegger, who will deliver
anything he wants to his house. The passage
of this Bill will mean simply that the Govern-
ment of Canada will lose about $10,000,000 in
revenue, and that the distilleries and brew-
eries in this country will lose a similar amount.
In other words, we are giving up about
$20,000,000 a year for absolutely nothing. The
change in the moral standard would be in-
finitesimal; it would be as a fly compared to
an ox.

At the present time a number of very prom-
inent legal lights in the United States are
studying the legality of the Eighteenth Amend-
ment with a view to having it declared illegal.
The Tenth Amendment, which was passed
many years ago, was to give greater liberty
to the subject. The Eighteenth Amendment
takes away that liberty, and there is a very
strong feeling that in the very near future it
will be declared illegal.

Therefore, considering the remarks that have
been made, and the evidence that has been
submitted, I feel justified in stating that I
cannot and will not vote for this Bill.

Hon. JOHN LEWIS: Honourable members,
I am of the opinion that this Bill might be
selected as an example of the type of Bill
which ought not to go to a committee. I am
rather confirmed in that view by the speech
of the honourable member from Pictou (Hon.
Mr. Tanner), who instanced the action taken
in regard to the Pensions Bill. The Pensions
Bill is not only unlike this Bill; it is its
exact opposite. It is the kind of Bill that
ought to go to a committee. The reason is
this. Everyone in this House and the other
‘House agreed that something should be done
to amend the Pensions Act and to make
it more liberal, but there was disagreement
as to the method. Therefore the Bill, very
properly, was sent to a committee in order that
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what was desired might be accomplished. Here
we have exactly the reverse. We have a Bill
as to the principle of which we disagree. The
speeches that have been made from the other
side of the House have been directed against
the principle of the Bill, not against its de-
tails or towards providing that more care
should be taken in its framing. This is a Bill
of the simplest character, covering but one
page and consisting of about three hundred
words, which could be read in two minutes;
and neither the mover nor the seconder of the
amendment, nor the honourable member who
last spoke, has suggested that there is anything
obscure in the Bill or that there is any
necessity to send it to a committee to be
remoulded.

The honourable member for Pictou (Hon.
Mr. Tanner) gave what appeared to be one
plausible reason for the appointment of a
committee, when he said that there was an
official of the Civil Service sitting on the
floor of this Chamber and giving certain in-
formation to the honourable leader of the
Government here (Hon. Mr. Dandurand). But
the information he is giving is not with
regard to how far the Bill would ,be workable
and how it could be most effectively carried
out, but as to what occurred in the past—a
matter of history which, however interesting
it may be, has nothing whatever to do with
the Bill now before the House. I do not care
what has happened in the last four or five
years. Things may have been done which
should not have been done, and perhaps mis-
takes have been made, but all that is irre-
levant.

It is said that a special committee could dis-
cover what loss of revenue would result if the
Bill were put into effect. That could be dis-
covered in five minutes if this Bill were sent
on for consideration by this House in com-
mittee.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Why does not the hon-
ourable gentleman give us the information
now?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: I am not bound to
give that information at the present time.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The honourable gentle-
man knows what the information is. Why does
he not give it to the House now?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: I do not say that I am
able to give the information; I say it could
be ascertained in a few minutes by any hon-
ourable member who wanted to get it.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I think the honourable
gentleman is in the same boat as the rest of
us. We do not know what the facts are.
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Hon. Mr. LEWIS: Well, it is easy enough
to find them out.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: If it is easy, why does
the honourable gentleman not give us the
information?

Hon, Mr. LEWIS: The estimated Customs
and Excise revenues were:
For the fiscal year 1927........ $12,667,097
For the fiscal year 1928........ 15,185,577
For the fiscal year 1929........ 15,117,000
From April 1, 1929, to January,
1930, inclusive, 10 months.... 10,514,276

There is the whole thing. Why is it neces-
sary to have a committee to get that informa-
tion?

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The honourable
gentleman has been good enough to answer a
question by the honourable member from
Regina (Hon. Mr. Laird), and I am wonder-
ing whether he would be able to tell me how
many states of the American Union have
passed legislation to aid in the enforcement
of prohibition, and what amounts, if any, they
have contributed yearly for that purpose.
That is a germane question,

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: I do not profess to be
an encyclopedia of knowledge. I repeat that
it is not necessary to have a special com-
mittee, because such questions could easily be
answered in the usual way when the House is
in committee.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Who will answer
the questions?

Hon. Mr, LEWIS: I suggest that the hon-
ourable gentleman should find out the infor-
mation himself.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The honourable gentle-
man cavalierly disposed of my question by
reading some figures from a paper in his hand,
and said that was an answer to the question.
May I ask him to tell us what those figures
covered?

Hon, Mr. LEWIS: My honourable friend
is able to get the facts in the same way that
I can. This question is a simple one, and he
can easily get the information if he wishes to.

Hon, Mr. LAIRD: Why not give it to us
now?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: No; I wish to make
my speech in my own way; I have no desire
that honourable gentlemen on the other side
should speak for me.

Another reason that we were given as show-
ing the necessity for a special committee was

that we should discover whether the distillery
people have been lured into investing their
money in their business, and to what extent
their profits will be reduced if the export of
liquor to the United States is cut off. Well,
that too is a matter upon which information
could be given by honourable gentlemen be-
fore the Committee of the House. It is a
question of principle rather than of detailed
economics. So far as I am concerned, I think
that the owners of distilleries which have been
engaged in the business of supplying liquor
te bootleggers have no moral claim whatever.
No attempt is being made to interfere with
their legitimate trade in supplying liquor to
bodies which sell it under systems of provin-
cial control, nor is it planned to interfere with
their export business so far as it is permitted
by law. I repeat that I do not consider that
the supplying of liquor to bootleggers is a
business on which any moral claim can be

founded.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: May I ask the
honourable gentleman a question?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Does the hon-
ourable gentleman differ with the right hon-
ourable the Prime Minister'’s statement that
the business of supplying liquor to persons
exporting it to the United States is perfectly
legal and legitimate? That is what the Prime
Minister said.

Hon. Mr, LEWIS: I have not a brief
for the Prime Minister. I do not remember
what he said. I am not pretending to pass
judgment upon the distilleries for any busi-
ness that they have been able to get away
with, but I say that it is utterly ridiculous
for them to contend that the trade which this
Bill would prohibit is one that we are morally
bound to protect.

Still another reason advanced for the
appointment of a special committee is that
it could hear evidence as to the national and
international factors that are involved. Well,
surely it is not necessary for us to listen to
experts on such matters; rather we should
take up these points in a broad way in this
Chamber. They are matters of opinion.

In the latter part of his speech the hon-
ourable gentleman from Pictou (Hon. Mr.
Tanner) strongly denounced the present Gov-
ernment—and I suppose that it was meant
to include all Liberal Governments—for being
subservient to the United States. Are we
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going to call large numbers of witnesses be-
fore a special committee in an effort to deter-
mine whether or not the Government is sub-
servient to the United States? Is it neces-
sary to have witnesses examined upon stale
political cries of which, I think, everybody
ought to be tired by this time?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: The honourable mem-
ber for Pictou (Hon. Mr. Tanner) made some
allegation of an attempt to choke discussion,
which I thought was rather an unfair comment
on his part, in view of the fact that he had
been allowed to speak for about two hours
without interruption. But honourable gentle-
men who are in favour of the Bill, instead of
trying to prevent discussion, are rather sup-
porting a wider discussion, because instead of
relegating the whole question to a small com-
mittee where a lot of outsiders could air their
opinions, we are trying to confine the debate
to this Chamber, where every honourable
member could be heard. In this way every
member of the Senate would be kept in-
formed of the situation, and I think this
would be preferable to sending the Bill into a
sort of lethal chamber,

I put my support of this Bill upon one
simple ground, and that is the maintenance of
the self-respect of Canada. The honourable
gentleman from Pictou (Hon. Mr. Tanner)
made reference to what he called our sub-
serviency to the United States, but I do not
know of anything more humiliating to this
country than that it should continue to feed
the business of bootlegging. It is immaterial
to me whether the proportion of Canadian
liquor consumed in the United States is only
2 per cent of the whole. I think as a matter
of fact the proportion is small. I must say,
by the way, that although I read American
papers very closely, I have never seen any
suggestion there that the bulk of the liquor
used in the United States came from this
country; nor have I ever heard of any
offensive or threatening remarks towards us
on the part of the United States. I have read
a great deal of criticism passed by Americans
of their prohibition law, but that criticism
is directed against their own Government and
institutions, and their own lawbreakers. It
may be that in some isolated case a newspaper
over there has gone beyond this in criticizing
us, or that some congressman or senator has
made unflattering remarks about us, but so
far as my observation goes, their attitude
towards Canada has been the reverse of
threatening—it has been exceedingly friendly.

Hon. Mr. LEWIS.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Has the honour-
able gentleman read the remarks of an Ameri-
can college professor to the effect that they
ought always to use the big stick with Canada?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: Well, that is one of the
isolated cases to which I referred. The Liter-
ary Digest reviews public opinion as ex-
pressed through the press all over the country,
and I must say that the general tenor of their
remarks concerning Canada has been extremely
friendly, as it ought to be. I agree that we
have done nothing that we need be ashamed
of, and what we are doing now I regard not
as an act of subserviency, but simply one of
self-respect, an attempt to wash our hands of
an undesirable business, so that no longer
may there be any blame attachable to us for
giving a sort of legal sanction to an illegal
trade. What our neighbours may do after
that is none of our business. Whether or not
they enforce their law, or whether the export
from Canada is a very small proportion of
their consumption or not, is a matter of no
concern to us. Once we have cut ourselves
off from giving an appearance of legality to
what is a wholly illegitimate business, I think
that our duty will be done.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, time will not permit of any long
discussion, but I have a few observations I
should like to make in favour of referring
this Bill to a committee, on grounds that seem
apart from anything I have heard voiced here
as yet. My arguments arise out of the fact
that after this Bill was discussed in another
House, within the last few weeks, on its
second reading, it was intimated by the Gov-
ernment that they thought favourably of
suggestions that had been made, and that on
March 22 negotiations were opened with the
United States Government, through its Cana-~
dian Legation, for the purpose of working out
an amendment to the existing treaty. In
my humble opinion, if we are going to negoti-
ate a treaty with our neighbour successfully,
it must be on a reciprocal basis, and if he is
asking us for anything, we have a right to
ask him for certain things. So I believe it
would be the part of wisdom to refer this
Bill to a special committee, giving that com-
mittee certain directions as to what duties it
was expected to perform, and giving it a
little time to get the necessary information
and complete its work. If the negotiations
were speeded up meanwhile, as perhaps they
ought to be, in view of the seriousness of this
subject in the estimation of the Prime Minister
of Canada, an amendment to the treaty that
would probably be satisfactory to both coun-
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tries might very well be negotiated before this
session of Parliament is over. The result
would be that this Senate, by having wisely
taken the action suggested in the amendment
now before us, would have rendered useful ser-
vice to Canada and its people.

Time does not permit one to go into the
details of this to-night, and I beg leave to
move the adjournment of the debate for to-
day, but I give honourable gentlemen this
brief outline of the reasons that I intend to
advance in support of the amendment to refer
this question to a special committee in order
to obtain certain information.

One thing I should personally like to know
is, what evidence there is, if any, of any
serious calls from the United States for this
legislation. On looking at the records we see
that the exportation of intoxicating liquor in
1029 was less than in 1928, and that in 1928 it
was less than in 1927. What is the erying need
that has suddenly sprung up for this action on
Canada’s part? Then I should like to know—
and it is only from experts, such as officials of
the Departments of Justice and of National
Revenue, that we can get this information—
is it true, or is it not, that Canada will be
definitely committed to the enforcement of
the law, and be responsible for its enforcement
and for all the expenses thereby entailed,
which the United States under present con-
ditions must bear if it is going to keep liquor
out.

Several other points, perhaps, quite as rele-
vant, will come up in the course of our dis-
cussion, It seems to me there is no justi-
fication for dealing now with a matter that
has been before Parliament since 1924. In
1925 and 1926 treaties were negotiated. In
1926 the Customs Inquiry Committee and the
Royal Commission followed. Recommenda-
tions were made by the Committee and by
the Royal Commission appointed by the
present Government; and if the recommenda-
tions of both these bodies had been carried
out they would have rendered this proposed
legislation unnecessary to-day.

Years have gone by since that time, and
now, by reason of the present discussion, the
Government have set out to negotiate certain
amendments to the treaty. Let us not, as the
Senate of Canada, put an obstacle in the way
of the Government’s success in negotiating a
treaty that will be beneficial to the Canadian
people,

On motion of Hon. Mr. Robertson, the de-
bate was adjourned.

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: First order to-

morrow.

PATENT BILL
THIRD READING

Hon Mr. DANDURAND moved the third
reading of Bill 14, an Act to amend the Patent
Act.

He said: In moving the third reading of
this Bill I desire to place on Hansard the
answer that I had promised to the Hon. ex-
Minister of Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson)
when we were in Committee on the Bill:

There are no reciprocal rights concerning the
grant of patents between different countries.
Tt is not known that any country refuses to
grant patents to citizens of Canada. A Cana-
dian citizen may obtain a patent in any country
on compliance with the laws of that country.
(The refusal by a foreign country to grant a
patent to a Canadian citizen could not affect
his right to make an article in Canada for use
as part of a machine constructed in Canada.)

Canadian citizens are not refused patents by
Germany on the ground that they are Canadian
citizens. |

Canada ‘does not grant more privileges to
citizens of other countries than are granted to
citizens of Canada in any other country.

Moreover, under the terms of the Interna-
tional Convention for the Protection of Indus-
trial Property, of which Canada and some fifty
oﬁher countries are members, Article 2 provides
that:

“Pergons within the jurisdiction of each of
the contracting countries shall, as regards the
protection of industrial property, enjoy in all
the other countries of the Union the advantages
that their respective laws now grant, or may
hereafter grant, to their nationals, without
prejudice to the rights specially provided by
the present Convention. Consequently they
chall have the same protection as the latter,
and the same legal remedy against any in-
fringement of their right, provided they
observe the conditions and formalities imposed
on nationals.”

Germany being also a member of the Union,
it follows that a Canadian citizen who obtains
a patent in Germany is given the same legal
remedy to protect his patent rights in that
country as is given to citizens of Germany, and
the same is true of all countries of the Union.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the third time, and passed.

SUPREME COURT BILL
THIRD READING

Bill 11, an Act to amend the Supreme Court
Act—Hon, Mr. Dandurand.

INDIAN BILL

FIRST READING
Bill 22, an Act to amend the Indian Act—
Hon. Mr. Dandurand.
The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.
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The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

Bill 27, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company (Division of Capi-
tal Stock) —Hon. Mr. Robertson.

Bill 30, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company (Branch Lines)—
Hon. Mr. Robertson.

FIRST READING

Bill C, an Act respecting the Capital Stock
of the Ottawa Electric Railway Company.—
Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
ORDER FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH moved for a return
showing :
The rank.
The name.
Date of promotion to present rank.
Age as of April 1, 1930.

(5) Period of service completed as of April
1, 1930, of all the commissioned officers of the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

The motion was agreed to.

LIQUOR EXPORT
INQUIRY

Before the Orders of the Day:

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
should like to bring to the attention of my
honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandu-
rand) and my colleagues in the Senate a matter
arising from an item appearing in this morn-
ing’s press. In order to base my question, I
will read a short extract:

Coast Guardsman Wounded in Clash—Launch
Believed Rum-laden Escapes After
Exchanging S:léots With Patrol
oat

(Canadian Press.) Windsor, Ont., April 2.—
Two members of the United States coast patrol
and three men in charge of a 36-foot launch,
believed to have been heavily loaded with
liquor, exchanged a dozen or more shots in
mid-river late to-night. When the fusillade
ended the rum-runners’ craft bore witness to
the engagement with four .48 caliber bullet
holes in its hull.

According to information given the Sandwich
police, at least one of the patrol boat’s crew
was wounded. Their ammunition exhausted,
the men in the liquor ship headed back at full
speed for this side of the river—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

That is the Canadian side.

—while the American patrol craft, its engine
apparently labouring, limped back to its Detroit
station.

This raises a very interesting and somewhat
disturbing question, and is apropos of the sub-
ject at present before the Chamber. What I
should like to ask is whether the Government
has any information, or, if it has not, whether
it will procure as much information as it can,
as to the authenticity of this despatch.

It appears that a craft laden with rum, pro-
cured either illicitly or under permit from the
Canadian Government, left the Canadian shore
some time in the afternoon or evening; that
not only was it rum-laden, but it had a very
efficient armament of guns and ammunition.
In proceeding towards the American border it
encountered officers of the law, placed there
to protect the revenues of the United States
and uphold the law. They opened fire, and
a war-like engagement followed. The rum-
runners, finding that they could not get across,
put back again to the Canadian shore.

Had this vessel a certificate of clearance
signed by an officer of this Government, which
put them in possession of the contraband? If
they had not, should not measures be taken to
stop the illegal procuring of liquor to load such
craft? In any case, do we allow harbourage and
protection on the Canadian border to rum-
laden eraft lying in wait for an opportunity to
evade, if possible, or waylay, officers of a sis-
ter Government who are protecting the revenue
and upholding the law of their country? I think
it is very necessary that we should have the
facts of the case. This report may be a canard,
but it is fathered by the Canadian Press.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would the right
honourable gentleman tell me in what paper
this appears?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: It
is dated Windsor, Ontario, April 2. It is sent
by the Canadian Press, and appears in the
Ottawa Citizen.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have no in-
formation on this matter. I had not read
the despatch. I will try to obtain information
if there is any to be procured.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Would
the honourable leader of the Government
bring down all Orders in Council and regula-
tions made since 1921 regarding the clearance
of ships carrying intoxicating liquor, or should
I move for them?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will bring down
anything that is procurable.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I cannot
expect anything that is not procurable,
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EXPORT BILL (INTOXICATING LIQUOR)
SECOND READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday the ad-
journed debate on the motion for the second
reading of Bill 15, an Act to amend the
Export Act, and the amendment thereto.

Hon. GIDEON D. ROBERTSON: Hon-
ourable members, during the closing moments
of yesterday’s session I outlined briefly the
line of thought that I wished to present to
this House for consideration, particularly in
support of the amendment moved by the hon-
ourable leader on this side of the House. 1
do not intend to go into any great detail in
discussing the Bill itself, except to connect it
up with the thoughts I have in mind.

Bill 15 is an Act to amend the Export Act,
and the proposed amendment that it be re-
ferred to and considered by a special commit-
tee of this House before being enacted into law
is, I think, quite relevant and proper. Several
questions have arisen in this House within the
last forty-eight hours which indicate quite
clearly the desirability of pursuing such a
course. It has developed that the honourable
gentleman who leads this House so efficiently
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) is not himself in pos-
session of important information that the
House desired, and it has been necessary for
him to obtain the assistance of an official of
the Department of National Revenue, I
think it is highly desirable that not only the
gentleman who was here yesterday, and who
has an extensive knowledge of operations
under the Customs Act and of the excise
duties, but other officials, from the Depart-
ment of National Revenue and the Depart-
ment of Justice, should be available to a com-
mittee in order that they may discuss these
matters freely. They cannot do so in the
House, where they have no right to raise
their voices, but can only answer in a whisper
the queries of the Minister. Entirely apart
from that, there are other reasons why I sup-
port the proposal to appoint a committee.

Please be assured at the outset that I am
not intending in any way to oppose the Bill
itself. So far, at least, I do not intend to
oppose it; but I do think that there are con-
siderations which ought to be seriously studied
before any action is taken.

The object of this Bill, which has come
from the House of Commons, is to amend the
Export Act, chapter 63 of the Revised Stat-
utes, 1927. To my mind, the provisions of
that Act have considerable bearing upon what
would happen if Bill 15 were adopted. Chapter
63 provides that export duties may be im-
posed by proclamation; that is, by proclama-
tion of the Government, without a revision

of the tariff by Act of Parliament. Section 3
of the Export Act provides that on certain
articles—on nickel contained in matte, on
ores which contain copper, on lead ores, and
on lead and silver ores—the Governor in
Council may by proclamation published in
the Canada Gazette impose, remove and
reimpose certain export duties. The Governor
in Council may also authorize the export of
deer killed in this country. Section 4 of the
Act reads:

The export duties provided for by this Act
shall be chargeable after the publication of the
proclamation by which they are declared
chargeable or imposed.

Now, by Bill 15, which will become a sec-
tion of the Export Act, if passed, it is pro-
posed to add to the articles on which the
Government may by Order in Council and
proclamation impose or remove export duties,
and I think it is important that men who
have had more experience than I in the under-
standing of the law and how it operates should
give some attention to what effect this will
have. It might be that the Government of
the day—probably not this Government—
would then have power to impose an additional
export duty, or to remove the duty, without
consulting Parliament or any person inter-
ested.

That, to my mind, raises another question.
We see in the return issued by the Depart-
ment of National Revenue each month a
summary of the revenues collected, under the
heads of customs duties, excise duties, and
excise taxes. That raises the question, under
which of these headings is the revenue to be
classed that now flows to the Government
from the export of liquor from Canada, which
is referred to in Bill 15. I think it is true
that under the regulations now existing, which
regulations, I believe, were enacted by the
Government without the authority of Par-
liament, that not being necessary, $9 a gallon
of duty or tax is payable before liquor can
be released for export. If by any chance it
were possible to class that revenue as a duty
and not a tax, it would open up great possi-
bilities. There, I think, is a point that merits
careful consideration by the House or by a
special committee. With millions of gallons
of intoxicating liquor in Government stores,
upon which the present regulations require
the payment of that large tax or duty, which-
ever it may be legally termed, the raising of
that tax or duty for a little while might have
far-reaching and important consequences. I
just mention that in passing, because it occurs
to me that such action might be taken without
the consent or knowledge of Parliament.
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Now, honourable gentlemen, reverting to
the Bill itself and to the antecedent legislation
and treaties that have a bearing upon it, one
is impressed with several rather outstanding
facts that may or may not relate directly to
the Government’s policy and intention in
bringing in this Bill. Tt is certain, and it has
been amply demonstrated, that the exporta-
tion of liquor to the United States, where its
importation is unlawful, has occupied and
excited the public mind of this country for
several years; and when one reviews briefly,
as I hope to do without wearying you, the
progress that has been made in the attempt
to stop the flow of that illegal traffic during
the past six years, one is rather skeptical that
the utmost effort has been put forward by the
Government,

In 1923, which is the first year for which
I have a record of this matter, the exporta-
tion of liquor from Canada to the United
States was not excessive, amounting to 28,506
gallons for the entire year. However, the
authorities in the United States seemed to feel
that that was too much. The quantity com-
ing in from Canada was small as compared
with the quantity coming in idllegally, or at
least irregularly, from other places. The
United States, properly, I think, turned their
attention first to the stemming of the tide of
importations from those other sources. In
1924 they negotiated with Great Britain a
treaty to regulate the traffic and reduce the
flow of illicit liquor into their country. Can-
ada ratified that treaty in the 1924 session of
Parliament—on March 21 of that year, I
think. The flow of liquor from Canada was
apparently not seriously retarded by it, for the
United States in the same year negotiated
with us for a treaty for the suppression of
smuggling between the two countries, and
such a treaty was made that year by the
Minister of Justice on behalf of the Dominion
and by the proper American authorities. One
would suppose that after the treaty with the
British Government and that with our Gov-
ernment, in particular, the United States
would find themselves possessed of sufficient
safeguards to emable them to enforce the
Eighteenth Amendment.

Concurrently with the signing of these two
treaties the export of liquor from Canada to
the United States was increasing. The quan-
tity exported rose from 28,000 gallons in 1923
to 244,000 gallons in 1924. It is true that the
treaty with Canada was not concluded until
June 4 of that year and was not ratified by
the Canadian Parliament until June of 1925.
There may be some force in the contention
that its effect would not be felt until perhaps

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

the end of 1925. I have already remarked
that the exportation in 1924 amounted to
244,000 gallons. In the year 1925, the year in
which the treaty was ratified by the Parlia-
ment of Canada, the exportation of liquor
increased to 415,000 gallons.

By this time it had become quite apparent
that the American treaties with Great Britain
and Canada were not having the expected re-
sult of suppressing smuggling, and public
opinion became aroused to such a degree that
there were reverberations in another place,
and a parliamentary inquiry into the situation
was instituted. I well remember the very
considerable discussion that followed the
presentation of the report of the special com-
mittee, which was composed of members of
the three political parties in the other Cham-
ber. Only one member of that large commit-
tee dissented from the report. It had con-
siderable influence in another place and on
honourable members of the Senate. At that
time the Government promised a tightening
of the Customs regulations, and I am sure
the hope was entertained generally through-
out the country that a real reduction would
be effected in the quantity of illegal liquor
shipped from Canada into the neighbouring
country; but the fact is that from the figure
of 1925, which, as honourable members will
recall, was 415,000 gallons, the exportation
rose in 1926 to 794,000 gallons.

In 1926 there was an election, and in addi-
tion to promises which the Government made
to Parliament, they pledged themselves to
the people that if they returned to power
they would see that the recommendations of
the special parliamentary committee were
enforced. The Government were returned and
they were charged by the people with the
responsibility of honouring their pledge, and
I am sure that throughout the country it was
hoped that there would be a substantial
lessening of liquor exports from that time
on. By 1927 the Government made a further
show of seriousness in this matter by appoint-
ing a Royal Commission to examine into the
whole question again. The parliamentary com-
mittee had confined its sittings to Ottawa and
its work to the taking of evidence from per-
sons who were thought to be able to give
information. The committee’s report did not
seem entirely satisfactory to the Govern-
ment of the day; so a Royal Commission
were sent out to rove over the whole country.
I think they sat in every province and prob-
ably every city from Halifax to Vancouver,
both included. They concurred in the recom-
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mendations of the parliamentary committee,
as stated in the following extract from their
report:

We also express our entire concurrence in
the recommendation of the special committee
of the House of Commons as contained in para-
graph 10 of that committee’s report. An
effective method of carrying out the intent of
the treaty referred to would be to prohibit
clearances to vessels or vehicles of all kinds
carrying a cargo of liquor to the United
States, contrary to the laws of that country.

That was in 1927. After that it was thought
there would surely be a distinet falling off
in the exports of alcoholic beverages to the
States; but we find that the volume in 1927
amounted to 1,163,000 gallons, in spite of the
existing treaties and of the reports of the
parliamentary committee and the Royal Com-
mission.

In the following year nothing was done
axcept to exchange correspondence between tl_le
Canadian Legation or the British Embassy in
Washington—I do not think our Legation was
in existence the whole of that year—and cer-
tain American authorities. That correspondence
is familiar to any honourable members who
have read the documents that were presented
in another place. In 1928 there happened to be
a decrease in the volume of exports, but in
1929, as a result of the correspondence to
which I have referred, a meeting was held at
Ottawa between representatives of the two
Governments for the purpose of discussing
ways and means for tightening up ‘the treaty
so that it would be mutually satisfactory.
There was submitted to that conference at
Ottawa a certain proposal, which the United
States authorities considered would meet with
their requirements, but to which the Cana-
dian Government apparently were mot willing
to agree at that time. I shall read but one
paragraph of the proposal as submitted by
Secretary Kellogg. He suggested the insertion
of the following words as an amendment to the
treaty:

The high contracting parties agree that clear-
ances of shipments of merchandise by water,
air or land from any of the ports of either
country to a port of entrance of the other
country shall be denied if such shipment com-
prises articles the introduction of which is
prohibited or restricted for whatever cause in
the country to which such shipment is destined,
provided, however, that such clearance shall
not be denied on shipments of restrictive
merchandise when there has been complete
compliance with the conditions of the law of
both countries.

After several days the conference came to
an end without reaching any agreement. So
far as the public know, there were no further
negotiations. According to the records, there

was a further decrease of liquor exports in

1929. About the 1st of October of last year,
according to information given to this Cham-
ber by the honourable gentleman who leads
the Government here (Hon. Mr. Dandurand),
the Prime Minister announced through the
press that effective steps would be taken to
suppress this so-called evil, and special legis-
lation would be introduced at the present
session of Parliament. The form this proposed
legislation takes is Bill 15, which goes farther
than Secretary Kellogg’s proposal in the matter
of meeting the desires of the United States
authorities.

One cannot help wondering why this ques-
tion suddenly became so important in October
of last year, and why there has been such
an acceleration of activities as is evidenced
in the speeches made by the leaders of the
Government in both Houses. The right
honourable the Prime Minister has clearly
indicated his unwillingness to continue the
administration of the Department of External
Affairs if this legislation is not passed, and
the honourable gentleman who leads the Gov-
ernment in this House has been similarly
strong in his advocacy of the Bill.

When looking at the figures of the export
shipments I became curious as to the extent
to which this country and the Government
of this country have been instrumental in
debauching the people of the United States.
In the year 1929 we exported to the neigh-
bouring country 1,126,000 gallons of liquor. As
I have had to do a little accounting in con-
nection with railway business—and railway
companies have a reputation for demanding
accuracy in these things—I decided to com-
pute the quantity of liquor that our exports
would average for each person in the United
States, and I found that if there were an equal
distribution of our 1929 exports, it would
amount to slightly less than one-thirteenth of
a pint for each American citizen. That is the
serious business that has caused the Prime
Minister to contemplate withdrawing from the
responsibilities of his exalted office. I wonder
whether our people who have considered the
question at all believe that the supplying
of an average of one-thirteenth of a pint of
liquor annually to the people of the United
States is such a serious question as the Prime
Minister would have us believe.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is not the
question. Whether we are shipping one gallon
or a hundred thousand gallons, the principle
remains the same. The question we are asked
to decide is whether the Government, who
represent the Canadian people, should act as
a go-between—as a link between the distiller
and the rum-runners. The quantity of liquor
involved is immaterial.
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Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am quite in
accord with what my honourable friend says,
and I think he will appreciate this as I go
along. The question before the House at the
moment is: Shall Bill 15 be referred to a
special committee for examination and con-
sideration of what the effect would be if it
were to become law? The Governmant insist
that the Bill should be passed through without
inquiry, and there is some objection to that in
this Chamber.

On March 22 the Government, for some
reason best known to themselves, opened
negotiations with the United States Govern-
ment through the American Legation at
Ottawa for an amendment of the treaty of
1924, which treaty was asked for by our
neighbours and was made to please them.
The proposal that Secretary Kellogg submitted
to the conference at Ottawa, to which I have
already referred, was that the two countries
should be equally responsible for prohibiting
the transportation from one country to the
other of contraband goods, whether liquor,
tobacco, drugs or other such things, and this
should be agreed to by treaty. I hold that
both Governments will be in a far better
position to negotiate a fair and reasonable
treaty concerning these goods if this Bill is
not given the Royal Assent until we are at
least near the end of this session of Parliament,
because then our Government would not be
embarrassed by the passing of this legislation.
I agree with my honourable friend (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) that there is a principle before us
for consideration, but I hold that this principle
has already been endorsed by the existing
treaty, which pledges the Governments of this
country and of the United States to endeavour
to suppress smuggling.

The Department of National Revenue pub-
lishes each month a pamphlet showing the
duties collected, the value of the trade, the
various expenses, and so on, for the month.
I hold in my hand the Department’s bulletin
for March. On page 11 appears a photograph
of containers of aleohol, 80 gallons altogether,
confiscated by the Canadian preventive officers
at Hemmingford, Quebec, I think. The picture
shows the automobile and the sixteen cans,
each containing five gallons. The preventive
officers happened to see a fellow smuggling
into Canada those eighty gallons of alcohol
manufactured in the United States. If both
countries now agree that the existing treaties
are not working satisfactorily, and now pro-
pose to remedy the situation, would it not
be fair to provide that clearances shall not
be granted for the export into Canada of
alcohol manufactured in the United States?
Should not the Government of Canada be

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

quite as interested and enthusiastic in having
the United States agree to impose restrictions
on shipments into this country as they are in
trying to prevent even a drop from going out?
The more one inquires into this question the
more one appreciates the necessity for de-
liberate action. Why should we want to rush
through a Bill that is entirely one-sided and
that will take away from Canada millions of
dollars of revenue and throw out of employ-
ment many hundreds, maybe thousands, of
workers? One million gallons for one hundred
and twenty millions of people, or one-
thirteenth of one pint per person per year, is
Canada’s contribution towards this great de-
bauchery of our friendly neighbours.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honourable
gentleman forgets the principle.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am more than
ever fixed in the belief that there ought to be
a special committee appointed to deal with
this subject, and that it should be given time
to sit down and carefully survey the whole
situation.

Now, honourable members, I want to go a
step further and refer to a few things that I
think ought to be considered by the Gov-
ernment in mnegotiating the amendments to
this treaty. Here is an opportunity that has
not come to Canada since 1924, to negotiate a
treaty with our neighbour that will be satis-
factory to, both and will operate fairly be-
tween them. Surely the parliamentary in-
quiry of 1926 demonstrated very clearly to the
people of Canada, not only that improprieties
were going on in the handling of liquor, but
that large quantities of silks and other dutiable
artiocles were being smuggled into Canada,
with the result that the loss of revenue to
Canada was serious indeed. Parliament in its
wisdom at that time appointed a large com-
mittee, which made an exhaustive inquiry,
lasting over several weeks; but as it was im-
possible to survey the whole field, a Royal
Commission was appointed. They both did
very good work, and I may say without hesita-
tion that the gentleman who acted for the
Commission did his work diligently and sin-
cerely. The recommendations of that body
indicate that the Commission concurred in the
recommendations of the parliamentary com-
mittee. What did the commissioners find, and
what did they, directly or by implication, re-
commend? They recommended a consider-
able number of things that are not dealt with
in the treaty, the ratification of which was
prior to the making of their recommendations.
Now that the two Governments are nego-
tiating to amend the treaty of 1924, it must
surely be in order to suggest that certain
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things should be considered in their negotia-
tions. Liquor is not by any means the only
thing to be considered. I do not suppose
many honourable members had the time, or
took the time, to peruse the 42,000 pages of
evidence taken before the Customs Com-
mittee in 1926, but there is a record that will
prove to the satisfaction of any fair-minded
man that there are other articles of mer-
chandise passing back and forth across the
international boundary in violation of the
treaty, and that they should receive some
consideration.

I should like to mention briefly just two or
three. There is one item that T am particu-
larly interested in, from the standpoint, not
of personal profit, but of my interest in the
working people of the Dominion of Canada.
It is true, as honourable gentlemen who sat
on the committee of inquiry in 1926 know,
that hundreds of thousands of dollars’ worth
of merchandise made in the United States by
prison labour came into Canada and was sold
in the open market to ‘Canadian purchasers
in competition with the products of Cana-
dian workmen. T say to the Government and
to the House that that is a matter that ought
to receive the attention and consideration of
the Government if they have any thought of,
or sympathy for, the hundred thousand work-
men in Canada who are to-day out of em-
ployment. Now that the United States want
something from Canada, is it not opportune
that we should say to them: “If we are to
grant the favour that you are asking in con-
nection with some of these things that are
troubling you, the least you can do is to give
us something in return, and one thing you can
do is to dispose of your prison made goods in
your own country”?

As honourable gentlemen may be aware,
nearly every state in the country to the south
of us has certain laws prohibiting making over
old mattresses and that sort of thing, putting
new cases on them and reselling them. If
honourable gentlemen could follow the bills
of lading and the way bills they would find
that carloads of that sort of stuff, which can-
not be sold to the people of the United States,
are being shipped here and sold to “your
family and to mine. Who knows but that
you may to-night be sleeping on a mattress
on the stuffing of which some smallpox patient
may have died? These are things that demand
and deserve the attention of governments
when they are negotiating on treaties con-
cerning matters of vital importance to their
people.

May I refer to another matter? Honourable
gentlemen will recall a long drawn out discus-

sion regarding goods being brought into one
end of a building, which was in the United
States, and finding an exit at the other end of
the same building, which was in Canada.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: And
vice versa.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes, and vice
versa. That practice ought to be prohibited
and suppressed. The newspapers told us only
the week before last that the President of
the United States was about to designate high-
ways along the international border over which
international traffic might legally flow. Is
not that a question of interest to Canada?
Might not the Canadian Government well say
to the American Government, “We wish you
would consult us about that”?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The bootlegger
would know where not to go.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : Those are, I hold,
some of the things that ought to be discussed
and considered. I think that this House might
very well either postpone the final considera-
tion of the legislation till a later date in the
session, or, better still, appoint a special com-
mittee that could examine, among other things,
while Parliament is still in session, the details
of the few matters I have mentioned.

The debate to-day is upon the amendment
of the honourable leader on this side of the
House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby), and I have
tried to advance some reasons why I regard
as important, not so much the Bill itself as its
connection with the Export Act and the
possible effect on the administration of that
Act of adding to it, without due thought, the
provisions of this Bill. T do think the Govern-
ment would not have introduced this legisla-
tion if the treaty negotiations upon which the
Government have set out had been com-
menced before Parliament met. Therefore, it
seems to me that it would be wise for this
House, and for my honourable friend leading
this House—a gentleman for whom I have
the greatest respect—to agree to the appoint-
ment of a special committee, or in any event
to a postponement of the final decision on the
Bill until further progress has been made with
the treaty negotiations, which, perhaps, may
be concluded before Parliament prorogues.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable members,
the honourable gentleman who has just taken
his seat has given some figures as to the
quantity of intoxicating liquor exported

during the past three or four years. I do not
know where he secured his figures, but I have
obtained from the Commissioner of Excise—
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Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The figures were
all taken from the address of my honourable
friend the leader of the Government (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) as recorded in Hansard.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I was going to say
that I have obtained figures which are to
this effect: the quantity of domestic liquor
entered for consumption and exported in
bond, respectively, during the past three
years—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In bond?
Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Where to?
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: All countries?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I will give the figures.
In 192728 the consumption was 1,896,357
proof gallons. The quantity exported in bond
was 579,420 proof gallons. In 1928-29 the
consumption was 2,016,802 gallons, and the
quantity exported in bond, 1,143,176 gallons.
In 1929-30 the consumption—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Which means
domestic consumption?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes, domestic con-
sumption. The 1929-30 consumption was
1,814,351 gallons in eleven months, and the
quantity exported in bond, 1,421,687 gallons.
Of the 3,144,000 proof gallons of liquor ex-
ported in bond, it is estimated that 75 per
cent, or 235800 proof gallons, were exported
to Kingston (Jamaica), Nassau (Bahamas),
and the Islands of St. Pierre-Miquelon. These
figures would tend to show that the quantity
exported to the United States during those
three years was not very large.

The honourable member for Welland (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) is supporting the amendment,
which asks that this Bill be referred to a
committee, on the ground, as I understood
him, that the committee should inquire into
these things. Yesterday the honourable gen-
tleman made these remarks:

In my humble opinion, if we are going to
negotiate a treaty with our neighbour success-
fully, it must be on a reciprocal basis, and if he
is asking us for anything, we have a right to
ask him for certain things. So I believe it
would be the part of wisdom to refer this Bill
to a special committee, giving that committee
certain directions as to what duties it was
expected to perform, and giving it a little time
to get the necessary information and complete
its work.

The honourable gentleman did not state,
and I should have been interested to learn,
what duties would be assigned to the com-
mittee. Judging from his general remarks,
it would be duties having regard to the
changes that should be made in the existing
treaties.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I thought I
stressed that point at the beginning of my
remarks by indicating the necessity and de-
sirability of having a clear interpretation and
understanding of what effect the passing of
Bill 15 would have upon the Export Act,
chapter 63 of the Revised Statutes. That is
a thing which such an able gentleman as
my honourable friend might very well make
clear before a committee.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The meaning of the
treaty ?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: And the inter-
pretation of chapter 63, to which this Bill is
an amendment.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I am sure the Bill is
quite clear. It is confined to preventing
clearances or the making of entries for goods
of a certain type for export to any country
where liquor is prohibited. That is clear. We
need not send the Bill to a committee for
the purpose of ascertaining its meaning.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I hesitate to
interrupt my honourable friend, but I should
like him to be clear on that. Bill 15 is a
proposal to add certain provisions to section
7 of chapter 63 of the Revised Statutes.
Chapter 63 permits the Government, by Order
in Council and proclamation, to impose or
withdraw export duties upon the articles
named in the Export Act. This Bill would
bring liquor into the same category. That is
what I had in mind.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The Bill before us is
clear. It is merely amending the Act men-
tioned by the honourable gentleman to this
extent:

8. (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of any
other statute or law or of any regulation made
thereunder or of any bond, agreement or other
instrument relating thereto

(a) no intoxicating liquor now or hereafter
held in bond or otherwise under the control of
officials of the Dominion Government under the
provisions of the Excise Act, the Customs Act
or any other Statute of Canada, shall be
released or removed from any bonding ware-
house, distillery, brewery or other building or
place in which such liquor is stored in any case
in which the liquor proposed to be removed is
destined for delivery in any country into which
the importation of such liquor is prohibited by

aw;

(b) it shall be unlawful to grant a clearance
to any vessel having on board any intoxicating
liquor destined for delivery in any country into
which the importation of such liquor is pro-
hibited by law;

(¢) it shall be unlawful to make any entry
for exportation of any intoxicating liquor,
destined for delivery in any country into which
lthe exportation of such liquor is prohibited by
aw.
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I have never seen a fairer Bill than this,
and it is confined to a single subject, the
authorization of Government officials to refuse
to release liquor from bond and refuse to
grant clearances to vessels with liquor cargoes
in cases where such liquor would be consigned
to a country into which the importation is
prohibited by its own laws.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Will the honour-
able gentleman permit me to ask him a
question? .

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Does my hon-
ourable friend agree that if Bill 15 is passed,
chapter 63 of the Revised Statutes, the
Export Act, will be made to include another
article, namely liquor, and that the Governot
in Council will then be empowered to place
an export duty upon liquor, at will, or to
semove at will any existing duty, without con-
sulting Parliament?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: That refers to a point
that is foreign to the Bill and would be matter
for another amendment. I am dealing with
the position taken by my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Robertsen). He is supporting the
amendment to refer the Bill to a special com-
mittee, and I am trying to find out the reason
for his attitude. If the Bill were referred to
a special committee, what could that com-
mittee do except, as the honourable gentle-
man suggests—at least, as I understand him—
to inquire into the changes which would result
in the existing treaties between Canada and
the United States. I understand that was the
ground upon which the honourable gentleman
supported the amendment.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes,
upon that ground.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Then I should like to
ask the honourable gentleman a question.
Does he consider that the making or amend-
ment of treaties is a matter that can be
initiated by Parliament? Does the initiative
not rest entirely with the Government? Can
either House of Parliament deal with such
matters except upon a Government Bill? The
honourable gentleman has had a long experi-
ence in parliamentary affairs, and I am sure he
will not assert that Parliament has any such
initiative power. Therefore, I submit, in so
far as the treaties are concerned, a special
committee would be powerless.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : Surely we might
state certain limits beyond which the Gov-
ernment could not go in negotiating a treaty.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: You could not do that
in dealing with this Bill. As I have said, Par-

largely

liament has no initiative in respect to treaties
and can deal with them only through a
Government Bill. That is the point I am
making.

While listening to the honourable gentleman
from Pictou (Hon. Mr. Tanner) and some
other honourable gentlemen, yesterday, it
occurred to me that they were forgetting that
several provinces have had a form of pro-
hibition until recently. Ontario did not do
away with prohibition until June 1, 1927.
Quebec has had the Liquor Control Act since
February 25, 1921, and I am not referring
so much to that province. The dates when
the other provinces dispensed with prohibition
are:

New Brunswick, April 20, 1927.

Manitoba, February 7, 1928.

Saskatchewan, January 16, 1925.

Alberta, April 12, 1924.

British Columbia, April 2, 1921,

I think the honourable gentleman was a
prohibitionist in his own province—I speak
subject to correction—and I must confess that
I was somewhat surprised to hear from a new
convert on that question, as he is, a lecture to
the United States because they have a pro-
hibition law.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman quote from any remark of
mine to which he has reference?

Hon. Mr, BEIQUE: I am speaking of the
honourable gentleman from Pictou (Hon. Mr,
Tanner). I hope honourable members who
are not disposed to agree with the Bill will
refrain from ecriticizing the legislation of
foreign countries. We should limit this dis-
cussion to our own affairs. It is a matter for
the United States to decide what kind of legis-
lation they shall adopt in regard to liquor, and
so far as I am concerned, I shall not have any-
thing at all to say about their laws.

The Bill would not place this country in
any new position. The Canadian Govern-
ment, acting under the authority of Parlia-
ment, has already taken a stand on this ques-
tion of liquor exports, in accordance with the
treaties. The treaty of 1924 reads:

Being desirous of avoiding any difficulties
which might arise between them in connection
with the laws in force in the United States on
the subject of alcoholic beverages;

That was the object, to avoid difficulties
which might arise between the two countries.
That treaty was made between Great Britain
and the United States and was ratified by the
Canadian Parliament. By Article II it was
provided that American officers could board
private vessels under the British flag outside
the limits of territorial waters for the purpose
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of ascertaining whether there were on board
any alcoholic beverages destined for the
United States. In 1924 there was drawn up a
treaty between the American and Canadian
Governments, and it received the sanction of
this Parliament in 1925. Article I reads:

The high contracting parties agree that
clearance from Canada or from the United
States shall be denied to any vessel carrying
cargo consisting of articles the importation of
which into the territory of Canada or of the
United States, as the case may be, is prohibited,
when it is evident from the tonnage, size and
general character of the vessel, or the length of
the voyage and the perils or conditions of
navigation attendant upon it, that the vessel
will be unable to carry its cargo to the
destination proposed in the application for
clearance.

The intention of the two Governments was
clearly enunciated. They agreed upon adopt-
ing means to prevent the importation of in-
toxicating liquor from Canada into the
United States. The object of the present Bill
is the same: it is merely to facilitate the
carrying out by the Canadian Government of
its treaty obligations.

I should like to ask the honourable leader
on the other side of this Chambker (Hon. Mr.
Willoughby) a question. If Great Britain
were to pass a law prohibiting the sale and
importation of liquor within the British Isles,
would he consider it proper for the Canadian
Government to permit their officers to release
liquor for exportation to the British Isles or
to issue clearances to vessels engaged in such
an export trade?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No; I frankly
say that I should not be agreeable to that.

Hon, Mr. BEIQUE: I am sure my honour-
able friend would take the same attitude if
such prohibition legislation were passed by
any other European country; France, for
instance,

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I have declared
myself not against the existing law at all,
but on the modus operandi which is before
us.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I repeat that we are
dealing with a question that is exceedingly
simple, If it would be our duty towards the
Government of Great Britain to prevent Can-
adian officers from releasing liquor or issuing
clearances for liquor destined to the British
Isles, surely we are likewise in duty bound to
take the same attitude toward the United
States. In fact, we have stronger reason here,
because we are under special treaties. There-
fore I am at a loss to understand why it should
be thought ‘necessary to send this Bill to a
special committee to go into that question.

Hen. Mr. BEIQUE.

I repeat, the proposed legislation is intended
merely to prevent Canadian officers from
assisting in violating American law and the
letter and spirit of treaties between the two
countries.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am not going
to anticipate what other honourable gentle-
men will say, but I do not think there is any
necessity for the present system of clearances
and the giving of Government authorization.
I think that the Government should not have
introduced this system of clearances at all.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is the law.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: That is the law as we
have it on our books.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That system
was intended merely for statistical and revenue
purposes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
purpose, it is the law.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes, that is the law,
and it is because there is such a law
that it is necessary to pass further legislation
to prevent clearances for the United States.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
gentlemen opposite are not satisfied with the
law and they want to change it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The law as it stands
on the Statute Book has been abused by smug-
glers and possibly by distillers, and the Cana-
dian Government is desirous of putting an
end to that sort of thing. It has been abused
to the extent of facilitating the exportation
of liquor from Canada to the United States
in violation of the treaty. Now, is it suggested
that in the face of its treaty obligations the
Government should allow the abuses which
have obtained for several months, or possibly
for years, to continue? Is it not the duty of
the Government to close the door to those
abuses so far as it is in its power to do so?
That is the only question, and I say the Gov-
ernment has that duty under the treaties of
1924 and 1925.

Some honourable gentlemen seem to be
concerned with the consequences of the pass-
ing of this Act, or to fear that it will entail
a very large loss of revenue. As far as I
am concerned, I do not think that if the
Government has a duty to perform towards
a foreign country the question of whether
there is a loss of five or ten millions should
cut any figure at all. I say that the Govern-
ment should discharge its obligations irrespec-
tive of the loss which may be sustained. I
doubt very much, however, and in this I am

Whatever its
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agreed with the honourable leader on the
other side (Hon. Mr. Willoughby), whether
this measure will prevent liquor from being ex-
ported to the United States. It is my opinion
that the distillers will very likely arrange
to ship their goods to Jamaica, Cuba, and
St. Pierre-Miquelon, and then the Canadian
Government will not be concerned.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Why not? If
you have a strong suspicion that it is going
there, why not?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The Bill is not in-
tended to prevent that. Under this Bill it
will be open to the distillers to export their
goods to England or to any European coun-
try, or to St. Pierre-Miquelon, Jamaica, Cuba,
or any other island not coming within the
category described in the Bill. I am quite
sure—and the honourable gentleman expressed
the same opinion—that these people will find
some way of selling their goods, and I think
he will find that instead of this legislation
depriving the country of revenue it will very
likely have the contrary effect. I think the
distillers will pay the $9 per Imperial gallon
instead of exporting the goods under a bond,
because the moment the $9 is paid they can
dispose of their goods as they see fit, provided
they do not, to the knowledge of the Cana-
dian officers, send their goods to the United
States or to any prohibition country.

I think it is incumbent upon the Govern-
ment to discharge its full duty in the matter.
It is a question of propriety or impropriety.
It would be improper on the part of the
Canadian Government not to introduce, and
on the part of this honourable House not to
pass, this legislation, which is as clear as it
can be made, and which has received the
almost unanimous approval of the members
of the House of Commons. It would be im-
proper to show any indication that the mem-
bers of this House are disposed to support the
smugglers or to help the distillers or anybody
else to introduce intoxicating liquor into the
United States in violation of the treaty.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: May I ask
the honourable gentleman, as a distinguished
lawyer, whether he is satisfied that there was
any obligation to come to Parliament for this
legislation? I know it has been stated else-
where that it could be regulated by Order in
Council. Has the honourable gentleman given
that any personal consideration?

Hon. Mr, BEIQUE: I must confess that I
have not considered the matter at all; but
whether or not what is desired could be

2425—8

accomplished by Order in Council, there is
nothing to prevent its being done by Act of
Parliament, We have an Act of Parliament
before us.

Hon. H. W. LAIRD: Honourable members,
this House is asked to pass this Bill, No. 15.
It is a simple Bill, in very few words, and
might have passed without much comment
but for the speeches which accompanied its
introduction in another Chamber and in this
House. Those speeches were of an alarming
nature. There are no alarming symptoms in
the Bill, but in view of the serious situation
suggested in the speeches to which I have
referred, the curiosity of the House and of
the country has been attracted to this ques-
tion, and everybody is asking what it is all
about.

In introducing the Bill in this Chamber
the honourable leader of the Government in
this House was apparently not at ease, as he
usually is. It is always a great pleasure to
see him handle legislation here. He does it
so well, so logically, with such ease, and with
such a thorough knowledge and grasp of his
subject that when he gets through there is
usually very little left to be said. But I
thought that in his presentation of this
Bill I discovered a semblance of labour-
ing. I know not whether he did not have
all the information at his disposal, or whether
his conscience was pricking him a little.
It might have occurred to him that he
was putting the cold steel into friends of
the party he represents, which friends were
certainly friends in need in the year 1925. The
services of those friends were very welcome
in that year, but apparently they are not so
welcome at the present time. Possibly it was
the knowledge of the disastrous effect this Bill
might have upon erstwhile friends which acted
upon the mind of the leader of the Govern-
ment when he was presenting the Bill.

The honourable member from Pictou (Hon.
Mr. Tanner), who followed the honourable
leader of the Government, openly admitted
that he did not have the information ne-
cessary to enable him to give an intelligent
vote on this question, and consequently he
supported the amendment of the leader on
this side of the House asking that ths Bill be
referred to a committee so that information
could be secured upon which to base an
intelligent judgment. That honourable gentle-
man pointed out that when he asked for
certain information from the leader of the
House, the leader himself was apparently in
need of information, for he had to seek it from
a department official and only after having
carried on conversation with him for some

REVISED EDITION
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time was he able to give it second-hand to the
House.

Then the honourable gentleman from
Toronto (Hon. Mr. Lewis) came to the
rescue in support of the Bill. But he openly
admitted that he did not have the informa-
tion necessary to warrant his giving a vote;
and the best evidence of that fact was that
when he was asked how much displacement of
revenue there would be under the proposed
Bill, he innocently read a paper handed to
him by somebody else, which simply stated
the amount of revenue for the last five fiscal
years, without any regard whatever to the
question of displacement.

In view of this general lack of information,
I felt that in order to form an intelligent judg-
ment, I must try to get the information for
myself. As a result of the researches which I
have made I find that this question dates back
a number of years. Without labouring it at
any length, I intend to refer to one or two
incidents in its history. Apparently it arose
out of the customs inquiry of 1926, when a
recommendation was made that clearances of
liquor to the United States should be discon-
tinued; but although the present Government
has been in power since then, no apparent
action was taken on the recommendation of that
committee. In 1929, some three years after,
we find that a conference between the repre-
sentatives of the United States and Canada
was held here in the city of Ottawa. That is
the first action that was attempted after the
report of the committee of inquiry.

Now, as a result of that coming together of
the Canadian and American representatives,
the Canadian officials agreed to make certain
concessions and to facilitate our American
friends’ enforcement of the liquor law on
the other side of the line. Apparently, how-
ever, they did not agree to go to the ex-
tent of stopping clearances to the United
States. As I say, that was in January, 1929,
and we heard nothing further of the matter
until April 20, 1929, when the United States
officially communicated with the Dominion of
Canada asking that their request be imple-
mented.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think my hon-
ourable friend is in error. I put on Hansard
yesterday a report of an interview with the
right honourable the Prime Minister on the
2nd of October, in which he said he had con-
sulted the law officers of the Crown, who had
informed him that he could not proceed under
Order in Council, but would have to move
for  legislation; and this would be announced

Hon. Mr. LAIRD.

in the Speech from the Throne. That was the
first of October, but the action of the Prime
Minister as to his right to proceed under
Order in Council was anterior to that date.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I was referring to the
representations made by the Government of
the United States, and I think I am right in
stating that the first representation made by
them was dated April 20, 1929. That was a
statement made by Mr. Phillips, the accred-
ited American representative, and it reads
as follows:

‘While the Government of the United States
appreciates the gracious offer of the Canadian
Government to permit American officials to
transmit information of this kind from Cana-
dian soil, it remains convinced that the only
effective means of dealing with the smuggling
problem along the border is the conclusion of
a treaty amending the convention of June 6,
1924, to the end that clearance be denied to
shipments of commodities—

Now, note this:

-—from either country when their importation
is prohibited in the other.

His suggestion is reciprocal.

Now, apparently there was no action taken
upon ithat request of the American representa-
tive for a whole year. The official correspon-
dence was brought down, and a close serutiny
shows no action taken on that application from
the United States. Then this Bill appears,
and it seems that a desperate situation has
arisen in the meantime, and a proposal is made
to stop clearances fonthwith. It is not, mind
you, a proposal for a reciprocal treaty, for
stopping smuggled menchandise from passing
from one country to the other: it is a one-
sided proposal to stop the clearance of liquor
from Canada to American soil.

In presenting the Bill the Prime Minister
used some very strong' terms. I, cannot
remember any other occasion when the Prime
Minister was so intensely in earnest in present-
ing a proposal to Parliament. He evidently
had a very strong opinion upon this question,
and in order that you may be able to observe
the emphasis of his contention, I pumpose
reading what he said on March 14 in in-
troducing this Bill. He said:

The Government is taking this step because

it feels with respect to its own officials—
You will notice that in his correspondence
he pays a great deal of attention to the
officials of the Canadian Government; he has
great consideration for them.
—it feels with respect to its own officials that
it should not countenance on the part of the
customs and excise officials, any procedure,
however legal or innocent, that would cause it
to appear that the Government is facilitating
the work of rum-runners and smugglers.
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And later, at page 637, he says:

That this country should countenance any-
thing of that kind along its borders, that it
should lend assistance through the instrumen-
talities of government to the people who seek
to make money in that way, or to facilitate
their activities by actions, however innocent,
of its own officials is something too abhorrent
to contemplate.

And later, on the same page:

A frightful Nemesis would certainly await a
nation that was indifferent to the moral right
or wrong of a situation such as is involved in
a procedure of the kind.

Those are pretty strong statements, but,
strong as they are, the Government leader
in this House is equally strong. As he wound
up his speech, on page 87 of Senate Hansard,
he had this to say:

That is why I say that all through the trans-
action our employees—

Notice the great emphasis he has laid upon
the employees-—

know that it is a monstrous deception. They
all know that they are being made parties to
the trade that is being carried on by the

smuggler, the rum-runner and the criminal on
both sides of the rivers and lakes.

The honourable gentleman from Toronto
(Hon. Mr. Lewis), in supporting this case,
was equally strong in his statement. After
four years of inaction by the Government he
wants to “maintain his self-respect.” After
four years of accumulation of dirt he wants
to “wash his hands” of the whole transaction,
to use his own words. So, to recapitulate,
and to use the words of these gentlemen them-
selves, the Government proposes to stop
clearances, first, on high “moral grounds”;
second, to protect the officials from practices
“too abhorrent to contemplate”; third, to
avoid a “dreadful Nemesis” which, ghost-
like, is following them; fourth, to stop a
“monstrous deception”; fifth, to restore our
“self-respect,” which has been trailed in the
mud for four years; and, sixth and finally, to
“wash our hands” of the four years’ dirt, and
enable us to assume our natural complexion.

Now, this is evidently the terrible situation
that is confronting the Government. It im-
pressed me as such, and no doubt impressed
many others in this Chamber, until my
honourable friend from Pictou (Hon. Mr.
Tanner) addressed this House yesterday and
put the question from a different angle. He
said all this talk was a bugaboo. He sug-
gested that there was an election in sight,
and that instead of this being a great “moral
question,” it was proposed to be used as an
election cry. I had great confidence in my
friend from Pictou, and still have great con-
fidence, but in view of important statements

2425—8%

made by the leader of the Government, and
the very strong language he used, I was not
disposed to take my friend’s interpretation of
it until I got further information. So I
decided to pursue my investigations still
further.

On looking at a map of the Province of
Quebec I see down in the Gulf of St. Lawrence
two little islands called St. Pierre and Mique-
lon, and they belong to France. I also see
some islands down on the eastern coast of
southern United States, the West Indies, where
there are some British islands, some Dutch
islands, and some French islands. Taking this
little island of Miquelon first, what is there
on it? Nobody lives there; there is no in-
dustry there. The only signs of life on the
whole island are some very large warehouses
and some docks. Ships come there not only
from Canadian distilleries, but from all parts
of the world, to unload liquor by the shipload.
The same thing can be said about the West
Indies: at each of these national ports there
are large warehouses and docks, and ships come
there from all over the world and unload
cargoes of liquor.

Now, as sensible men, let us ask, why is this
liquor going to the island of Miquelon?
Nobody lives there; so it is obvious that those
shiploads of liquor cannot be consumed there.
Why do they go there? Everybody knows
that they break bulk there and are taken in
smaller coastal vessels and peddled along the
eastern coast of the United States, and trickle
into the United States in that way. The same
thing takes place in regard to the West Indian
Islands. We know that for liquor brought from
all parts of the world ports in the West Indies
are used as stopping places, and the liquor is
taken in smaller vessels and trickles into the
United States, as it does from Miquelon.

We propose by this Bill to stop clearances
to the United States, and to do it on highly
moral grounds and on the ground of good
neighbourliness. We want to live on good
terms with our American friends and assist
them wholeheartedly in enforcing their pro-
hibition law. So we are stopping clearances
direct to the United States. But we are not
stopping clearances into Miquelon, though we
know that the liquor is going into the United
States, probably the next day. We are not
going to stop shipments to the West Indian
Islands, although every honourable gentleman
in this House knows that the liquor sooner
or later finds its way into the United States.

If we are so conscientious in this matter
and want to protect our officials and not put
them in the invidious position of giving clear-
ances which they know are given for improper
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purposes, why are we prepared to allow them
to give clearances to Miquelon when they
know that the liquor is going to the United
States the next day? Why are we perfectly
willing to allow those officials to give clear-
ances to the West Indian Islands when they
know that the liquor.is going into the United
States? After all, if it comes to a matter of
conscience, principle and high moral conduct,
and if we take the stand in one case of
stopping direct clearances into the TUnited
States, how can we allow clearances -of liquor
which we know is going there by an indirect
route?

In view of all these circumstances the con-
fidence I first had in the strong appeal made
by the Prime Minister and by the honourable
leader of the Government in this Chamber
received somewhat of a shock when I found
that they were prepared to debauch the people
of the United States via Miquelon and the
West Indian Islands, but were not prepared
to debauch them by means of direct shipments.
It looks to me that this Bill is straining at
the gnat and swallowing the camel. We want
to stop the small amount that is now being
sent into the United States from Canada,
but we are prepared to swallow the principle
of unlimited quantities being shipped the next
day from other ports to the same destination.
Thus, instead of “washing our hands,” as our
honourable friend from Toronto suggested, I
submit that by stopping these clearances we
shall not wash even the tip of our little
finger, but shall leave our hands still soiled,
as he suggests they have been during all these
years. .

My honourable friend from' Pictou (Hon.
Mr. Tanner) read at some length the state-
ments made by the Minister of National Rev-
enue in another place a year ago, in which
he defended the action of the Government at
that time in refusing to stop these clearances.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: He says he is
of the same opinion still.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: My friend from Pictou
read the statements made by Hon. Mr. Euler,
Minister of National Revenue, and it is not
necessary for me to repeat them. We all
know them. We remember hearing him make
the statements during the last session. They
have been quoted all over the country ever
since, and I think they were received with
great unanimity, not only in the House of
Commons of Canada, but throughout the
country generally, because at that time he was
standing up for a strong Canadian principle.
Well, a year ago the honourable leader of the
Government in this House was a colleague
of that Minister in the Government, and on

Hon. Mr. LAIRD.

the principle of collective responsibility I
imagine he is equally responsible for the state-
ments of the Minister at that time. That
was before Nemesis became active; but the
other day, after hearing the strong speech
made by the Prime Minister when introducing
this Bill, the Minister of National Revenue
made another statement. Note that this was
not a year ago; this was only three or four
days ago. I find at page 968 of the Commons
Hansard, almost at the very time that our
friend was raising the question in this House,
Mr. Euler spoke as follows:

I have no intention of speaking at any great
length, sir, and at the outset of my few remarks
I may say that I have no apologies to make for
anything I said last year with regard to this
question of liquor clearances. The views I held
then were held honestly; I hold them to-day.

So that not only were all these statements
about injustice to the United States, and the
claims or requests that these clearances should
be stopped, repudiated in this manly fashion
by the Minister of National Revenue a year
ago, but he added, “I make no apologies for
having made those statements, and I am of
the same opinion now as I was then.”

Later on he said:

I am not going to take refuge behind those
remarks; as I said before, I have no apologies

whatever to offer for what I said last year.
The views I then held I hold now.

Now, four days ago the Minister of National
Revenue was a colleague of our friend the
leader of this House. I ask the honourable
gentleman how he reconciles his statements
with those of his colleague in the other House.
As a member of the Privy Council, the Minister
of National Revenue had access to the same
documents, papers and information that my
honourable friend had, and yet he has nothing
to complain about; he says he takes exactly
the same position this year that he did last
year, and he has no apologies to make for it.
He goes on to say:

While I still believe there will be great
difficulties in the carrying out of the terms of
this Bill, I will say frankly that if there are
other considerations—and I am not saying that
I express any adherence to those considerations
—if there are other considerations of national
importance which outweigh the objections which
I raised last year, then surely I am justified, as
a member of the Government of Canada, and
especially when backed up by the unanimous
opinion of the members of this House, in yield-
ing to the will of Parliament.

It will be noted that he says, “if there are
other considerations.” He does not say that
there are other considerations. If there were
other considerations that he knew of—and he,
being a Minister of the Government, would
certain.y know if there were other considera-
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tions—then his course might be different. He
says, if there are; not that there are; and his
course has not changed; so, apparently, there
are no other considerations.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: He voted for
the Bill.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Yes, he voted for the
Bill, but I ask my honourable friend how he
can possibly reconcile the position of his
colleague in the Government in making the
statement that he did, and at the same time
voting for that Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honour-
able the Minister of National Revenue said—
I am subject to correction as to the words,
but I know what thoughts he conveyed—
that he invited the views of Parliament on
this ‘matter; he was desirous of being en-
lichtened by those views and would welcome
discussion and expressions of opinion. I
understand no voice was raised on either side
of the Commons at that time in the way of
criticism of the statements that he was mak-
ing, or in the way of offering him advice.
The Government, looking at the events as
they developed, decided during the summer
that a stop should be put to the practices that
were then prevailing,.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Of course if the Min-
ister invited expressions of opinion on the part
of the House, he was rather late in the day
in doing so, as it was just after the conclusion
of his speech that a vote was taken.

Now the situation resolves itself into this.
I am confronted at this moment, first, by the
fear and foreboding of the Prime Minister
and the leader of the Government in this
House. I am confronted, secondly, by the
statements of the Minister of National
Revenue, that he is not scared a bit. I am
confronted, thirdly, by the absence of repre-
sentations in the correspondence from the
United States as to no action being taken on
the part of the Dominion of Canada. And I
am finally confronted by the surety that the
traffic will continue as in the past, via Mique-
lon, even if this Bill is enacted.

We are asking for information. Why should
we not get it? This Bill is one of the most
important items of proposed legislation that
have come before this Chamber in years, yet
we are expected to deal with it in an off-hand
fashion without availing ourselves of facts
which could be placed at our disposal. The
honourable leader of the Government in this
House cannot help us, nor can my honourable
friend from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Lewis). In
these circumstances, surely the logical course
is to have a committee where the whole thing
could be gone into thoroughly.

I think that it is fair that honourable mem-
bers who are opposed to the amendment
should ask what information we require
which could not be given in Committee of
the Whole House. I will now attempt to out-
line the things we should like to know and
the information which can be given only
through a special committee.

First, honourable members should be in-
formed how much revenue will be lost to the
country by the operation of this law if it is
passed.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is already
known.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I presume the facts to
which the honourable leader of the Govern-
ment refers are those which were read by the
honourable member from Toronto (Hon. Mr.
Lewis) yesterday, which merely stated what
the revenue was in the last five years. But
we are anxious to know what revenue will be
lost to the country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is the honour-
able gentleman anticipating that the business
will expand and that there will be a cor-
responding growth in the revenue? He must
realize that we can give him nothing but the
facts; not an estimate of the activities of
bootleggers on the Detroit River. I wonder
what information we could be expected to give
beyond the facts.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I wonder too, and so
do other honourable members. However, I have
stated the first thing we want to know, and
now I will enumerate some other things.

Second, what would be the effect on employ-
ment generally?

Third, what amount of invested capital is
affected directly or indirectly by the proposed
Bill?

Fourth, is the present enforcement law satis-
factory and adequate, and will the proposed
Bill make enforcement easier or more difficult
in the future?

Fifth, what is the cost per capita for enforc-
ing the present liquor law in the United States,
and what would be the cost per capita to the
Canadian people for enforcing the proposed
law on the Canadian side?

Sixth, the leader of the Government says
that the need for this legislation originates in
an Act called the Volstead Act in the United
States, and we should know what is being done
by the Government of that country to enforce
its own law.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The curiosity
of my honourable friend is too great.
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Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I am not through yet;
I have not shown all my curiosity yet.

And the seventh item on which we should
like to be informed is: Are we justified in
giving away our hand by means of the pro-
posed Bill, and, after having done so, enter-
ing into a treaty with the United States cover-
ing other items, not nearly so important?

That, I think, is an outline of information
which this House should be given. Certainly
it would not do us any harm to know these
things. It is all very well for my honourable
friend from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Beique)
to proclaim that his conscience will be satisfied
by withdrawal of permits for direct shipment
to the United States, and at the same time
his conscience will be satisfied if the liquor
is shipped to the United States via St. Pierre
and Miquelon. I have very great admiration
for my honourable friend and for his opinion,
and I was a little surprised to hear him make
that statement.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: T beg the honourable
gentleman’s pardon. I think he is not quoting
me correctly. I said that no clearances or
releases should be given by Government of-
ficials if they had reason to suspect that the
liquor in question would be exported to the
United States.

Hon. Mr. LATRD: The honourable gentle-
man is a lawyer and knows that this Bill
would bind clearances to the United States
only, and that there could be no interference
with clearances to countries that have not a
prohibition law.

s

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: If my honourable
friend will refer to the figures which I received
from the Commissioner of Excise and gave
to this House, he will find that 75 per cent of
the liquor exported went to the British Islands
and to St. Pierre and Miquelon. The Govern-
ment had no reason to suspect that these goods
were not intended for the destinations stated.
Can the honourable gentleman state what
quantity of liquor is consumed in Cuba? How
could the Government determine the quantity
that should be allowed to go to Cuba or to
any other place where importation is not
prohibited? It is not the duty of the Govern-
ment to act as a detective agency in tracing
liquor to its final destination.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I think the honourable
gentleman must have misinterpreted what I
said, and in order that there may be no mis-
take I shall repeat it. I ask him, in view
of his attitude against direct shipments of
liquor to the United States, how he can con-
scientiously justify the export of liquor to St.
Pierre and Miquelon when he knows that it
will be sent from there to the United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: He does not
know that.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I do not know that.
If this Bill passes, clearances can be made for
shipments to England, to France, or to—

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Or to the United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, not to the
United States.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Not to the United
States.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Yes, from these other
places to which it is shipped from this coun-
try.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I have no means of
knowing what quantity of liquor may reason-
ably be consumed in St. Pierre and Miquelon,
or in Cuba. Of course, if the quantities being
sent from this country to those places were
obviously excessive, it would be, I think, the
duty of the responsible Canadian official to
whose attention it came to refuse to issue
clearances for such obviously excessive quan-
tities. But if the quantities being exported
to Jamaica or to Cuba or elsewhere were
within reasonable bounds, I do not consider
it would be the duty of the Government to
prevent clearances.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: If my honourable friend
from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Beique) is ot
the opinion that none of the liquor which we
ship to the West Indian Islands and to St.
Pierre and Miquelon is re-consigned to the
United States, I will venture to say that he is
the only honourable member of this Cham-
ber who thinks so. T should not like to sug-
gest that that is the honourable gentleman’s
opinion, because he has one of the keenest
minds in this House, and I have the utmost
confidence in his judgment. I should be very
much disappointed if my honourable friend
were to say that his conscience would be ap-
peased by the prevention of direct shipment
of liquor to the United States while nothing is
done to stop the flow into that country via
Miquelon and other places.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: If the honourable
gentleman will allow me, I will reply to him
in this way: I consider that my duty as a
member of Parliament is to help the Gov-
ernment to discharge its obligations, and not
to inquire how they are discharged. I take
it for granted that Government officials will
act honestly.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Now, let me go a step
farther in regard to these clearances. The
Government apparently have satisfied their
consciences in preventing officials being placed
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in invidious positions, by withdrawing the
privilege of direct clearances to the United
States and allowing the liquor to reach that
country indirectly through other places, to
their own knowledge. The honourable leader
of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
dealt at some length with the question of
principle and morals as affected by this Bill.
Now, I should like to ask him whether he
would be prepared to enlarge this Bill to
cover the stoppage of all liquor going to the
United States or to Miquelon or to any other
place, when it can be determined, or is known,
or reasonably certain, that the liquor subse-
quently reaches the United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will tell the
honourable gentleman that this Bill simply
seeks to put a stop to the exportation of
liquor to countries into which the importation
is illegal. We intend that no liquor under
the control of the federal authorities shall
be released when the destination is one of
those countries. Officials will be supplied
with a list of what are known—to wuse a
popular expression—as dry countries, and they
will refuse release and clearance for export
to any such places. In that way no officials
of the Government will be co-operating in
the activities of mum-runners and bootleggers.
The Bill clearly distinguishes between countries
into which the importation of liquor is legal
and those which are under prohibition laws.
My honourable friend wants to know whether
the Government would go a step fanther than
the Bill contemplates and endeavour to trace
liquor that is sent to so-called wet countries
and may be short-circuited or long-circuited
to the United States. But Canada is not
going to undentake preventive work on behalf
of the United States.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Govern-
ment of that country will have to look to
the enforcement of their own laws. This
Bill has to do with the actions of our own
officials, and nothing more.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I wonder whether the
honourable gentleman thinks that the con~
sciences of the officials will be satisfied when
they grant clearances to Miquelon for liquor
which they know will shortly afterwards be
transshipped to the United States. It is well
known that the shipping of liquor to St.
Pierre and Miquelon is a mere subterfuge,
and I submit that granting clearances for
exportation to those islands, and refusing
them for direct shipment tio the United States,
is nothing but cant and hypocrisy.

The honourable member from Pictou (Hon.
Mr. Tanner) suggested that the United States
are relentless and grasping on occasions. Now,
suppose we pass this Bill and the American
Government next year put to us the same
proposition that I put to the honourable
leader of the Government in this Chamber a
few minutes ago. Suppose they say to wus:
“You know that this liquor which you are
exponting to Miquelon does not remain there;
you know that it is re-forwarded into the
United States. Now, we should like you to
cease exporting liquor to those islands.” Can
the honourable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Dandu-
rand) suggest what the answer of the Govern-
ment would be if such a proposal were made?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend apparently forgets that the United
States could not make that request without
making a similar request to the world at
large. The American Government have
simply asked that we should follow the
principle of the declaration contained in the
treaty of 1924 and try to prevent smuggling
across our own border. That was the request
that was made in the submission by the
American authorities at the conference which
was held here in January of last year, which
submission my honourable friend knows was
in Mr. Phillips’ letter of last year. The Gov-
ernments of the two countries are in daily
contact on various matters, and so far our
neighbours have made no suggestion that we
believe to be out of the way. If they at any
time should do so, we should plainly tell them
where we stand.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The honourable gentle-
man says that the United States could not
ask us for anything more than they would
ask of the world at large.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They could not.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I should like to ask my
honourable friend, then, whether the United
States have made any request, such as they
have made to us, to the Government of Great
Britain. Has the American Government re-
quested France to prohibit the clearance of
shipments of wine? Has any suggestion been
made to the Dutch Government, which has
colonies in the West Indian Islands? And has
Mexico been approached in a similar way? I
should like to know whether the United States
have asked any other country than Canada
to take the step which we are now told we
should approve.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is not the
same question that my honourable friend put
to me before. He asked me what our answer
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would be if the United States next year were
to ask us not to grant clearances for the ship-
ment of liquor to Miquelon. I say that the
United States could not ask us to take that
action without asking all other countries
concerned. I would point out that the first
request by the United States for co-operation
in the enforcement of their domestic laws
was made to Great Britain, and that request
was responded to without hesitation and with-
out any apparent fear of subserviency. For
the last fifty years a favourite argument of
a certain party on the hustings has been that
Canada is subservient to the United States.
My honourable friend knows that very well.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I never heard of it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The United
States asked Great Britain to agree to the
extension of the territorial waters from three
to twelve miles, and Great Britain did agree.
It was understood that that was for the pur-
pose of helping in the enforcement of the
Volstead Act.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I think I am safe in
saying that a very large body of publie
opinion in this country would not be surprised
if the United States made such a request at
some time in the future, and they are very
much in doubt as to what reply would be
given to them if this Government were in
power.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
the same trend of thought,

Hon. Mr. POPE: And we have never been
wrong.

Hon, Mr. MacARTHUR: Before an elec-
tion,

Hon. Mr. TANNER: We are ready for
annexation.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Loyalty is the
last refuge of the rum-runner.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Anything at all for
the Yanks.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I do not think that
by bringing in this Bill the Government are
showing any disposition of loyalty to friends
of theirs in the past.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not know
whom the honourable gentleman means. My
honourable friend does not talk of distillers
as friends of mine?

It is always

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: No, not yours person-
ally. :
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It may be
extraordinary, but I do not know one distiller,
nor even a shareholder in a distillery. All
around me there may be shareholders and
distillers, but I do not happen to know them.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I am very near the
conclusion of my remarks. I want to close
by a reference to a suggestion which I think
is desirable and which is called for by this
amendment. I have suggested information
along several different lines. I submit to the
leader of the Government that it is desirable
to have this information; I submit that it is
necessary for us to have it; I submit that it
would not do any of us any harm to have
this information, and that it is only such in-
formation as we have received in other cases.
When there was a lot of doubt and discussion
with regard to the potentialities of the Hud-
son Bay and the construction of the Hudson
Bay railroad, this House appointed a special
committee of investigation and held numer-
ous sessions and published the results of their
work in pamphlet form. The work done by
that committee formed the basis of the
authentic information appearing in the news-
papers, and of arguments pro and con on the
public platform, and was the so-called bible
on the subject of the Hudson Bay and its
possibilities. That was a great work done by
this House. Another great work done by this
House was accomplished by the St. Lawrence
Waterways Committee, headed by the hon-
ourable gentleman from Pictou (Hon. Mr.
Tanner), a year or two ago. I also recall
lengthy sittings of the Banking and Com-
merce Committee upon the subject of the
National Railways, and the very interesting
proceedings in that committee and the volume
of valuable information acquired at that time.
I have often heard my honourable friend him-
self (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) say that he was
proud of the committees of the Senate and
the work they do.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Quite so.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Then why does not the
honourable gentleman exercise his pride by
having a committee appointed to do the
research in this instance? There is no ques-
tion that the information is desirable; there
is no question that a special commit-
tee of this House is best qualified to get this
information, because it can never be forth-
coming in Committee of the Whole. Under
the circumstances, and in view of the fact
that we have ample time, I appeal to my
honourable friend to grant us the concession
asked for in this amendment. I think such
action would redound to the credit of this
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Chamber in the country; I think it would
redound to the credit of the party which the
honourable gentleman represents, and would
show the people of the country that there is
no desire to jam this legislation through this
House without its members first having full
and complete information such as they have
had before when being asked to vote upon a
question of such importance.

Hon. G. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Honour-
able members, I shall be very brief. I begin
by stating that I am a mere acquaintance
with the demon rum. I am not a special
friend; I have no share, and never have
had, in any of his promotions, and my sym-
pathies are all against him. I am not going
to discuss this question from a party point
of yiew. It should not be a party question.

The honourable members on the other side
of the House will, as is natural, unless they
have very violent prejudices against this
measure, vote the way the Government re-
quests them to vote. Honourable members
on this side of the House, if they were on
the other side, unless they had violent preju-
dices against it, would probably vote with
their party.

The Bill passed the other House without
much discussion, and it probably will pass this
House. It seems to me that we ought to
try to give it fair and impartial considera-
tion. From all the information I have gained
in listening to the discussion, I have come to
the calm conclusion that it is useless to pass
it. I may be entirely wrong, but I have heard
no argument advanced showing the utility or
usefulness of this Bill. The honourable leader
of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
says that the quantity of liquor which is to
go into the United States cuts no figure; he
says that the question is entirely a moral one.
True, the right honourable leader of the Gov-
ernment urged the passage of the Bill on the
ground that the refusal to pass it might be
treated as an unfriendly act.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is the honour-
able gentleman in using that word referring
to me?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: The right
honourable leader of the Government. He
said that it was so serious, such a possible
cause of war between us and the United
States, that he would not—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The
Minister has not used that expression.

Prime

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: It would
be an unfriendly act, and universally in di-
plomacy an unfriendly act means something
that will bring on war. That is the polite way
in which the diplomats phrase a threat of war.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my hon-
ourable friend cite the text of the declara-
tion?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I have
no ulterior object in saying this. All I say
is that, as I have read the speeches of the
Prime Minister, he stated that the absence
of this legislation was or might be something
which in his opinion might raise a very
hostile feeling between us and the United
States, and which in the end might bring
about serious conditions between us and the
United States, and that he would not continue
to be the Minister of Foreign Affairs unless
the proposed measure was endorsed by the
House or by the country. In other words, in
plain English, if the House dared to vote
against that Bill he would go to the country.
Whether that is what he meant or not, that
is what we universally took him to mean. A
few days afterwards he said that was not
what he meant. It reminded me of what I
saw in an issue of Punch not long ago. A
butler who was showing a gentleman to hig
bedroom said, “This, sir, is the haunted
chamber, but it is my belief, sir, that the
ghost is deceased.” So Mr. King came back
to the House after telling them about the
haunted chamber, and said, “It is my belief
that the ghost is deceased.”

Now, the question is whether we ought to
have this committee. It will not prevent the
Bill from going through. It will not do any
harm at all, and it will satisfy the members
of the House. Such procedure is not unpre-
cedented. I cannot see what use the Bill is
at all. I think we ought to be satisfied first
that it will be effective legislation. We ought
to be satisfied that it will not do us hurt.
If it is of no use to the Americans and in-
jures us, we ought not to pass it.

What will happen when the Bill goes
through? It will be unlawful to take out of
warehouses liquor for export to the United
States. It will be unlawful to give clearances
to vessels carrying liquor to the United States.
That is the sum and substance of the Bill.
What is the practice now? The present
practice is that an exporter, when he comes
to the warehouse to purchase a supply of
liquor, is asked where it is to go. He says,
“It is for export.” Then he is told, “You
must furnish a bond that you will bring back
a certificate of landing from the foreign
country to which you are taking it, or you
must pay the duty.” As he intends to take
it to the United States and knows that he
cannot bring back a certificate, he pays the
duty.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The excise.
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Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I call it
the duty. He pays the duty, the charges the
Government impose on liquor that is not
exported. What is going to happen in the
future? That man will take the liquor out,
declaring that it is going to St. Pierre, and
the Government will ask him for a bond.
Then he will take the liquor to St. Pierre and
bring back with him a certificate of landing,
and he will get back his bond, and the liquor
will go to the United States. We shall lose
the duty which we should have got if he had
told the truth, namely, that it was destined
for the United States; because, as he could
not get a certificate of landing in the United
States, he would have been obliged to pay
excise. If he takes the shipment to St. Pierre
he pays no excise at all. That is where we
lose on the transaction, and if we lose on that
transaction and the Americans do not gain
from it, why on earth should we pass the
Bill?

Everybody knows—at least, everybody says
he knows—that the export will go on. It will
go via St. Pierre rather than across the lake,
and eventually the merchandise will land in
the United States. The gentlemen engaged in
this business will be put to some trouble. It
is much easier to run it across the river and
land it among the complacent officers at De-
troit than to take it away off to St. Pierre
and then land it at some other place where
the officers are equally accommodating. Pos-
sibly these gentlemen will not sell as much;
but they can afford to sell less, because they
will not pay the excise, which I understand is
89 a gallon. If they sold half as much by
taking it to St. Pierre, I should think they
would be money ahead. So, as far as I can
see at the present moment, nothing will be
gained by the Bill, but it will work an injury
to us.

If it can be shown that I am in error in that,
if it can be shown that the liquor that goes to
the United States directly will not go there
indirectly, that will certainly remove all the
objections I have to the Bill. But I am sin-
cerely impressed with the fact that this legis-
lation is futile and is a mere gesture; that it
will be followed by a large loss of revenue up-
on liquor which we manufacture and send to
the United States anyway. It secems to me
that the argument advanced by the best
authority on the Government side, the Min-
ister of Inland Revenue, is convincing proof
that the legislation will be ineffective, and it
follows that no benefit will be done to the
United States and that great injury will be
done to us and to our business.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

Now, I want to make just a few criticisms
of the wording of the Bill. Some day some
person will say that this Bill was drawn by an
Irishman,

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I do not be-
lieve it.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No Irish-
man ever made such a bull as is in this Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But the sug-
gestion my honourable friend mentions does
not, come from an Irishman.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Anyhow,
paragraph (c) of the Bill says:

(e¢) it shall be unlawful to make any entry
for exportation of any intoxicating liquor,
destined for delivery in any country into which
the exportation of such liquor is prohibite‘t.i by
law.

Will anybody tell me whether that is
Choctaw or English?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There is a
clerical error, which can be corrected at the
Table. The importation is prohibited by law.
I should have drawn the attention of the
Senate to the fact that there is a clerical
error there.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON : Did not
the Bill pass the House of Commons with
that in it?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not know.
I think it occurred between the two Houses.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: It being
six o’clock, I would move the adjournment
of the debate.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Did the hon-
ourable gentleman declare that he was
through with his remarks?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I am
through. :

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If there are no
other speakers, I will ask the House to
divide.

Hon. Mr. POPE: They will not divide just
now.

At 6 o’clock the Senate took recess.

The Senate resumed at 8 o’clock.

Hon. RUFUS H. POPE: Honourable mem-
bers, I have been connected with this House
for a number of years, as everybody knows,
and I never anticipated that the Government
would bring in a public measure affecting
the revenues of the country, affecting the
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industries of the country, and affecting the rev-
enue authorities. without first appointing a
committee of investigation, so that we might
be able by searching for information to find
out what effect the proposed legislation is
likely to have throughout Canada.

As to prohibiting liquor from going into
the United States of America, I do not think
the wording of this Bill will have any effect
whatever. I live near the border of the
United States. In that locality there is a
hotel, half of which is in Compton County
and half in Vermont. Compton County has
had the Scott Act for about fifteen or twenty
years and that hotel, situated on the bound-
ary line, has had a wonderful experience. It
used to have a reversible bar: when the
American officers came up the bar was in
Canada, and when the Canadian officers went
down the bar was in the United States of
America, When the officers of both the
United States and Canada arrived at the
same hour—which was very unkind of them—
the poor old bar could not turn from one to
the other, and it was closed up. I was there
about six weeks ago, and I found a first-class
bar which is entirely on the American side.
You can get any kind of liquor you want
there. The alcohol was made in the United
States. It is cheaper. Many of the hotels
in the community in which I live use alcohol
made in the United States, because it is
cheaper: for they avoid the payment of excise
duty on it. There is plenty of liquor of
every variety in my locality, and, so far as I
can ascertain from those visiting different
parts of the United States, all that I have
said of that locality applies also to the United
States of America, from the north to the
south,

If we could do anything for temperance,
there would be an entirely different story to
tell, but the day when anything could be
done for temperance has gone by. When I
was a youngster we had temperance lodges,
and we had lecturers and teachers coming
and telling us the evils of the use of alecohol.
We do not have those now. Prohibition
destroyed temperance. Prohibition is not
temperance, but an extreme, and intoxication
is the other extreme. I take a drink occa-
sionally, and I do not believe in either one
extreme or the other.

If we intend doing temperance work by
having our officers assume the responsibility
of prohibiting liquor from going to the United
States, when the United States officers them-
selves cannot keep it out, I have no hesita-
tion in saying that we are wasting our energy
and our time, and complicating rather than

simplifying matters. The troubles between
the United States and Canada will be inten-
sified if this Bill is passed. The enforcement
of the law will be costly for us, for we shall
have to pay for the machinery of enforce-
ment.

Shortly after the opening of this session
I inquired whether the Prime Minister had
made statements to certain newspapers or per-
sons concerning this question, and the reply 4
got was that he considered as strictly con-
fidential many of the communications that he
had had on the subject of liquor clearances
and he was not prepared to disclose the cor-
respondence. As a member of the Senate of
Canada, which is an independent House, and,
1 hope, not under the influence of any outside
organization, I feel that in dealing with
questions of international importance that are
laid before us we are entitled to the complete
correspondence and other documents which
will show what led up to the introduction of
legislation that is proposed. But in this in-
stance we are denied those things. I have
pages of stuff here dating back five or six
years; we all have read it, but there is nothing
in it to explain why we should charge our-
selves with the responsibility implied by this
Bill. And when we say that we want to look
into the question and ascertain what is in-
volved we are told that it is not in the in-
terest of Canada that we should make in-
quiries.

I have already said that I believe the pass-
ing of this Bill would be detrimental to the
Province of Quebec; that it would lose a
couple of million dollars in revenue. I am
not acquainted with Hon. Mr. Taschereau; I
never saw the gentleman; but I know he is
Premier of that province and I sent him a
telegram inquiring what effect this Bill would
have on the Liquor Commission down there.
I bave his reply, which is as follows:

Impossible to say now what effect proposed
Jegislation would have on business of our Liquor
Commission.

He does not say that the legislation would
have no efiect on the Commission, but he is
unable to make a forecast. In my opinion, this
Bill if passed would result in a serious
depreciation of revenue in every other prov-
ince except Prince Edward Island, which has
no liquor control Act. I have discussed this
question with many honourable members on
both sides of this House and I have been
unable to find one who could elucidate the
situation satisfactorily. I am at a loss to
know why we should assume the responsibility
of making this Bill into law while we are in
such complete ignorance of the whole question.
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Some honourable gentlemen may say that
polities is at the root of the division of
opinion in this Chamber, but is there any
justification for coming to that conclusion? Is
it true that we in this House have drifted so
far away from independence that we are con-
trolled by political agitation or partisanship?
We have heard rumours of caucuses in another
place, where pressure has been brought to
bear with a view to whipping members into
line. If there is any truth in those rumours I
say that that is another reason why we should
have an investigating committee to get at the
real facts.

This Bill would be a serious blow to the
industrial and economic situation in {his
country. I have been handed a memorandum
which shows that in 1922 there were 69 brevw-
eries and 10 distilleries in Canada and these
have increased in number from year to year
so that there are now 86 breweries and 27
distilleries. A large number of people are
employed in these businesses, and sharehold-
ers are scattered throughout the Dominion.
Is the Senate of Canada going to have a hand
in destroying the investments of our people?
I realize that there are some honourable gen-
tlemen who have not put their money into
distilleries, and I may say that I have never
invested any that way, but still I think we
owe a duty to those who have done so. Dis-
tilleries are legal industries and as such are
worthy of our support. They have become
established in conformity with the law of the
land, like other enterprises, and I think that
we are entitled to know to what extent
the industries concerned would be affected by
this Bill.

The honourable gentleman from Toronto
(Hon. Mr. Lewis) has said that he is very
proud to belong to the Liberal Party. Well,
I think if I came from Toronto and were a Lib-
eral I should be proud too. It is a matter of
distinction up there, where there are so few
members of that party.

When honourable members on the other
side of this Chamber say that we on this side
are anti-American and extremely British, that
is a compliment which I accept to its fullest
extent. No one can confer higher praise upon
me and the party- to which I belong than to
say that we have always stood for the Union
Jack, for Canada, and for this country’s in-
dependence of the United States and other
places. The Conservative Party has taken
that stand in the past and will continue to do
so in the future, and we were never mcre
united in this connection than we are to-day.
If the Stars and Stripes is going to be hung
up in this Chamber—I do not say it is—

Hon. Mr. POPE.

it will have to be put on the other side;
we absolutely refuse to have it over here.
Whenever there has been any weakening on
the part of this country towards the United
States, it has not been the fault of the Con-
servatives. I have in mind an occasion when
I was a member in another place and we were
told that if we dared to put an export duty
on logs destined south of the border we should
not be allowed to run a train on any track
in American territory. When the Conserv-
ative Party came into power the duty was
put on, and the trains continued to run the
same as before. If we want our neighbours
to the south to respect us—and I am sure we
do—we should stand firmly on our feet, and
show our determination to protect Canadian
industry, and seek to improve the employ-
ment situation in this country so far as we
can. If this legislation is going to have a
very bad effect upon our industries and the
employment of labour, then I think that we
should be given the fullest opportunity of in-
vestigating the present situation and the
future probabilities. I may say that I have
attempted to study this question from both
the viewpoint of the provinces and the "
broader outlook of the national interest, and
I fail to understand why honourable mem-
bers on the other side are afraid of a special
committee. I would ask the honourable leader
of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
why he is afraid of such an investigation? Has
anything happened in the past that he fears
to have investigated?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There is nothing
to investigate.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Is the honourable gentle-
man fearful lest something will be dug up
concerning money that was taken from the
people in 1926?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have never
taken money from anybody.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I did not say you person-
ally did, but your party did, as some honour-
able members within the hearing of my voice
know.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Order!

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have heard
that there were subscriptions to the funds of
both parties, and that people are very eager
to contribute to them.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Quite right. Is the honour-
able gentleman afraid that that will be
investigated?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Oh, no.
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Hon. Mr. POPE:
have a committee?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is that what the
honourable gentleman wants to investigate?

Hon. Mr. POPE: I want to investigate the
whole thing.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We are drying
up the source of political subscriptions.

Hon. Mr. POPE: We are drying it up?
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, by this Bill.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Then why not let us in-
vestigate and find how dry it is going to be?
That is a new idea. Does the honourable
leader of the Government not know that the
liquor that leaves this country destined for
St. Pierre and Miquelon and islands to the
south is really en route to the United States?
That is common knowledge. The liquor will
be placed on boats that ply on the St. Law-
rence River and some Yankees will come
along and take the cargoes to their own
country. How can we stop them? We might
attempt to put a stop to that sort of thing
and cause a lot of friction between the two
countries, and run up a big bill of expense for
ourselves, but that is all we can do.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would the
honourable gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Hon. Mr. POPE: Certainly; two.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Does the honour-
able gentleman think it is the proper thing
for this country to put its seal of approval
upon cargoes of liquor destined directly to
the United States of America, when we know
that it can only be taken into that country in
violation of their laws, through the activities
of smugglers and rum-runners?

Hon. Mr. POPE: I am not discussing that
at all; I never have discussed that, and I
have not said that that would be proper. What
I said was that the liquor we export elsewhere
will find its way to the United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is some-
thing else.

Hon. Mr. POPE: It will find its way to the
United States in spite of any legislation that
we pass, bult we shall have the expense of the
preventive force. If the honourable gentle-
man cares to make inquiries he will find that
most of the bootleggers are American citizens.
That was not so ten years ago. Our people
have got sick of American jails and they no
longer run the risk of being put into them.
The Yankees come close to the Canadian
border and take delivery of the liquor. How
can we stop that sort of thing?

Then why can we not

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: At least we will
not lend any assistance to the carrying on of
that traffic.

Hon. Mr. POPE: But you do take the
excise duty and it forms part of the revenue
of this country. You cannot stop the export
of liquor. Is the Government going to put a
preventive force along the whole international
boundary of three or four thousand miles?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is on the
general question of smuggling.

Hon. Mr. POPE: There is smuggling of
liquor into the United States and that is what
you want to try to prevent. The Government
are not endeavouring to ship liquor south of
the border. Even my right honourable friend
the junior member from Ottawa (Rt. Hon.
Sir George E. Foster) would not make any
such statement. Everybody knows that we
are not going to lower ourselves to that degree.
But I submit that if this measure is passed it
will be necessary to have a corps of preven-
tive officers the entire length of this country,
paid by the Dominion Government, and the
liquor will still get through to our neighbours.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my honour-
able friend allow me to make a statement?

Hon. Mr. POPE: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Govern-
ment of Canada will not do anything of the
kind. The Government will not put an extra
man on the border nor elsewhere to help the
United States enforce their own laws. We are
desirous simply of cleaning our hands of the
business.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Then I tell the honour-
able gentleman that American citizens will
come over to this side and if they cannot find
liquor anywhere else they will grab it out of
the Provincial Commissions’ warehouses during
the night and transport it across the border.
They will go that far and farther, because you
cannot stop a large percentage of the 120
millions of people over there from drinking
whisky.

If the Government do not intend to carry
out the provisions of this legislation, if the
whole thing is a farce, then I say that is an
attitude unworthy of the representatives of
this country. The honourable leader (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) has said that the Govern-
ment are not going to do anything; they are
not going to increase the preventive force;
they want the Act passed and then will have
the Royal Assent given and no further action
will be taken. That is exactly what was done
in connection with the Scott Act all over this
country. The Act was passed and councils
voted in favour of it, but the people continued
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to drink whisky. And now apparently it is
intended that this Aect should be passed and
handed over as a present to the United States
with this message: “Accept this as a gift from
us. Now take care of yourselves. We will
have nothing more to do with your liquor
problems.” Does the honourable gentleman
think that legislation founded upon that
principle is sound? I submit that the Govern-
ment will have to do their duty, whether they
want to or not, and that will include some-
thing more than the signing of a piece of
paper. The responsibility rests upon the
Government—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Not further
than the Act itself.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Yes, further than the Act
itself. I will read you the Act itself if you
wish. It will not take long; it is very short.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And it is very
clear.

Hon. Mr. POPE: The Bill says:

The Governor in Council may make such

orders and regulations as he may consider
necessary for giving effect to any of the
provisions of this section.
Now, this is going to be a fraud against the
United States of America. The Governor
in Council can make such regulations as he
may consider necessary for carrying out this
Act; but the honourable gentleman tells me
that the Government are not going to do any-
thing.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But the hon-
ourable gentleman did not read the Bill.

Hon. Mr. POPE: 1 have read the clause
which says that the Governor in Council is
to put it into effect as he sees fit.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Oh, yes. I will read
the rest of the Bill:

8. (1) Notwithstanding the provisions of any
other statute or law or of any regulation made
thereunder or of any bond, agreement or other
instrument relating thereto

(a) no intoxicating liquor now or hereafter

held in bond or otherwise under the control of

officials of the Dominion Government under the
provisions of the Excise Act, the Customs Act
or any other Statute of Canada, shall be
released or removed from any bonding ware-
house, distillery, brewery or other building or
place in which such liquor is stored in any case
in which the liquor proposed to be removed is
destined for delivery in any country into which
the importation of such liquor is prohibited by

(b) it shall be unlawful to grant a clearance
to any vessel having on board any intoxicating
liquor destined for delivery in any country into
which the importation of such liquor is pro-
hibited by law;

Hon. Mr. POPE.

(¢) it shall be unlawful to make any entry
for exportation of any intoxicating liquor,
destined for delivery in any country into which
the exportation of such liquor is prohibited by
aw.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is the
Bill.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Then it defines what
intoxicating liquor is, and there is this sec-
tion:

The Governor in Council may make such
orders and regulations as he may consider
necessary for giving effect to any of the
provisions of this section.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, the Gov-
ernor in Council may make orders for giving
effect to the legislation, to see that it is
carried out.

Hon, Mr. POPE: If that law is carried
out it will prevent liquor from going into the
United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is not
what the Bill says.

Hon. Mr. POPE: What good is it, then?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Excise
Office will not be allowed to release liquor
from distilleries for export to the United
States and no clearances will be given; that is
all.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Oh, no. Other condi-
tions will be covered by order of the Gover-
nor in Council. There will be more money
for the election. There will be another grand
subscription; the money will roll into the
Government’s coffers.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: They will need it,
too.

Hon. Mr. POPE: But it will not do them
any good. Before the election the Order in
Council will be made and everything will be
done in a great hurry. The Government will
say to some distillery: “You have so many
gallons of liquor. Get it out before we passThe
Order in Council. We have to go to a con-
ference over in England.” A million tons of
money rolling in to buy votes in the
Dominion of Canada! A sweet victory in
favour of temperance! A wonderful act of
temperance! The astonishing thing to me is
that this House should be held up by such
legislation, by such a proposition as this is,
or by the opportunity that it offers. The
opportunity is there. There is no getting
away from it, and my honourable friend does
not demny it. That is one thing I will say to
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his credit—he does not deny that the money
is coming in, or will come in. But he denies us
the privilege of finding out just how.

Now, to return, as I am not a lawyer—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honour-
able gentleman studied law.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I studied enough to keep
out of it. I discovered at a comparatively
early age that I had a conscience.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And the hon-
ourable gentleman went into polities.

Hon. Mr. POPE:
life.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh! Oh!

Hon. Mr. POPE: Not politics; national
life. I wish we had more young men to-day
drifting into national life, and not into politics
along the narrow lines that have been visible
in this House to-day. What we need is
broader vision, national and international. I
remember when the word “politics” meant
something. It meant Confederation, the
building up of Camnada, the construction of
the C.P.R. and the Intercolonial for national
development, the building of piers and
wharves, the acquisition of the great territories
of the West which are now the Prairie Prov-
inces. Those were great national political
achievements, and I am proud to say that
every one of them was brought into being
by the party represented on this side of the
House, and was opposed by the party of hon-
ourable gentlemen on the other side.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my hon-
ourable friend allow me to remark that many
of the leaders have been members of the Bar.
I might name Sir John A. Macdonald, Sir
George Etienne Cartier, Sir A. A. Dorion, Sir
Edward Blake, Sir John Thompson, Sir Wil-
frid Laurier, the Hon. Mr. Bennett, the Hon.
Mr. Willoughby, and others. My honourable
friend should not speak with so much disdain
of the members of the Bar.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I am delighted to know
that the honourable gentleman has found
some excuse for being a lawyer. I am glad
that after searching the records he has found
among the thousands who have been lawyers
four or five who became great. I dare him to
search on.

Under the circumstances I have just men-
tioned, why can we not have a little com-
mittee? For Heaven’s sake, why can we not
have a little committee just to look into the
details of this? It is not a big thing to do.
We have plenty of time. The senators sit

I drifted into national

only once in a while. I suppose that when
they go away they will be absent another
month. “Thinty days from date”—you know
what that means. Why subject this House to
ridicule by not making it useful? Is not this
a revising body? Are we not supposed to be
constituted for the purpose of revising legis-
lation that comes from another place? Is not
that our business to a very large extent? And

- are we compelled to revise legislation without

looking into it? I never heard of such a thing
in all my life, honourable gentlemen. It is
well for us to smile and laugh; but there is
an underlying principle that we should not
vitiate, but perpetuate—that whenever there
is work for a committee of this House on any
public question we should have a committee,
and it should be given the privilege of looking
into the details.

Honourable gentlemen say we are opposed
to the United States. I am not opposed to
the United States, but I want their people to
stay at home and mind their own business.
If there is anything that I am more proud of
than the United States, it is Canada. I say,
let us stay at home and mind our business and
refuse to interlock our affairs. In this way
we shall avoid the difficulties, trials and tribu-
lations that surely follow such interlocking
legislation as that which is proposed now. Do
you think for a moment that the United States
are not going to insist upon that legislation
being religiously fulfilled? Do you think
they are going to accept just four lines of
orinted matter? Not at all. They are going
to demand fulfilment at any cost, and before
you are through with it you will wish a thous-
and times that, if only for national reasons,
you had given us a committee of investigation
and had allowed us time to look into this
matter.

We (Canadians occupy the better half of
the continent of America. We have the
greater future on this continent, because Can-
ada has not been exploited to the same
extent as the United States. Someone says:
“Oh, but if you don’t give the United States
its own way the people will come over here
with arms and guns and take possession of
Canada.” Well, I want to tell them that when
they come here they will find British soldiers
here, they will find Canadian soldiers, they
will find men coming from the Argentine and
from Mexico and from everywhere else, be-
cause the United States have no friends, inter-
nationally, except people that bow to their
will. They have no friends on this continent.
If you think they have, where are they?
Point out one nation. They have none. They
are autocrats. They think that all they have
to do is to be autocratic towards us and they
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will get their way. And if we bow down they
will say, “Nice people up there.”

Now, I presume we are not going to be
allowed to have a committee; I presume that
it is going to be refused to us; I presume that
the vote in this House is going to be against
it. As far as I am concerned, until a com-
mittee shows me some reason for being in

“favour of the Bill, I can see nothing in it to
attract me as a Canadian. I am opposed to
it. But, as everybody knows, I am in favour
of investigation, and if in the committee any
good reason were shown why what is proposed
in this Bill should be done—that it is national
or international, and not political—I should
be disposed to support it. But I will not do
that without investigation. I regret that we
are refused the opportunity to investigate
this question. I do not think it is fair that
we should be refused that opportunity. Un-
less you give us an investigation, you cannot
escape the slur on the street. The slur on
the street says there is boodle money, and
that if an investigation takes place we shall
find out about the money the alcohol people
gave you in 1926.

Hon. Mr, LACASSE: What about 1929?

Hon. Mr. POPE: Or 1929, or any other
time you like.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: What about 1929 in
Ontario?

Hon. Mr. POPE: I hope they were just
as lucky as you were in 1926. You cannot
prove one thing. If I am given the oppor-
tunity, I can prove what I am talking about;
but you dare not agree to the appointment
of a committee with the right of investigation,
and you know it. As honourable gentlemen
sitting in this House, and people in the
gallery within hearing of my voice, are aware,
I am not alone in this matter, and if you
dared to yield to the demand for an investi-
gation we would at once show you where you
got off, and where you will never get off
again.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh! Oh!

Hon. Mr. POPE: Useless! Dumb as
turtles sitting on a rock!

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh! Oh!

Hon. Mr. POPE: It is wonderful! I have
seen funny things, but isn’t it wonderful to
see twenty-four dummies?

Hon. Mr, LACASSE: Order!

Hon. Mr. POPE: You dare not come for-
ward; dare not give us the privilege of in-
vestigating; dare not open the doorway so

Hon. Mr. POPE.

that we may walk in; dare not let independ-
ent, honest, patriotic people walk into a com-
mittee to see what is happening in matters
of this kind. When the flow of liquor goes
one way it does not go the other; and I am
quite sure that what flowed into your barrel
did not flow into ours. How I should love
to have that committee investigate and vindi-
cate your position of purity! Nothing would
give me greater pleasure than to discover that
the public life of Canada, on both sides, was
as pure and white as the driven snow.

I am not going to detain you longer. A
man could continue almost without end on
this subject, producing facts and figures, but
honourable gentlemen who preceded me have
cited figures and there is no need for me to
give those figures again. I am opposed to the
principle of not having a committee of investi-
gation on an important question that comes
to the Senate from another place. I repudiate
that principle; and if the opportunity is given
me, I will vote against it. That is all I can
do.

Hoen. G. LACASSE: Honourable members,
I do not intend to speak at length, but will
give a few of the reasons that induce me to
vote as I shall. I desire to bring to the atten-
tion of this House a few facts which will
demonstrate why, notwitstanding the lengthy
utterances to which we have been listening
during the last two or three days, there is
still a strong suspicion in my mind as to the
alleged necessity of referring this question of
liquor exportation to a special committee of
this House. Why, my honourable friends are
so conversant with all the aspects of the
problem that there seems to be hardly any
room left in them for additional information.
I purpose also to draw the attention of this
House to a few contradictions which I have
noticed while patiently listening to the numer-
ous arguments put forth by honourable gentle-
men opposite.

There is one question which I should now
like to ask my honourable friends. A decision
has already been given elsewhere in regard to
this matter—an almost unanimous decision—
and I ask what induced the political cousins
of the honourable members opposite to take
the stand which they did. Was it that the
Tory press throughout the length and breadth
of this country failed to convince them as
to what was the proper stand to take, or
was it that the soundness of the Liberal argu-
ments convinced them? What was it? Was
it the fear of public opinion? This would not
be sound reasoning on their part, because
they have stated here many a time that
public opinion in this country is opposed to
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this legislation. I repeat, what induced the
political cousins of the honourable gentlemen
opposite to take an almost unanimous stand
on this issue in another place?

I for one, honourable members, think that
the question at issue now is not a temperance
question. The main ground upon which I
base this contention is the fact that gentlemen
elsewhere, covered with the glory which they
won in a recent provincial election, have taken
such a radical stand within a very few months
after their triumph at the polls. I am referr-
ing of course to the Ontario members. The
stand which they have taken here might be
regarded as a “dry” stand, which is absolutely
astounding on the part of people who were
such enthusiastic supporters of the very
opposite policy in the provineial arena.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Would the honour-
able gentleman speak a little louder? We
cannot hear him.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: 1 beg to remind the
honourable gentleman from Winnipeg that the
first compliment I received when I entered this
Chamber was that my voice was strong enough
to be heard by anyone here, even the oldest
member, and I was encouraged along that line
by one of his most venerable friends. If my
honourable friend finds that my arguments
are too strong for him, I sincerely apologize,
but he will have to digest them just the
same.

I maintain that this question is a commer-
cial, moral, and international question. Let
me draw the attention of the House to a
few points, or objections, which were raised
against the enactment of the proposed legis-
lation.

First, it is claimed here and there that we
shall be responsible for a tremendous loss in
our revenue. How can my honourable friends
account for that argument when they say that
the Bill will not affect exportation at all?
Here is a little contradiction which I find in
their own words, and which I ask them to
explain. As a matter of fact, I think that
the abolition of the export trade in liquor
will give a tremendous impetus to tourist
trade in Canada and that tourists will leave
much more money in the country while they
are here.

Secondly, this new legislation will prevent
what I may call back-smuggling. By that I
mean—and I know for a fact, because I happen
to live in a district where smuggling is done
every day—that when loads of liquor go over
to Detroit, for instance, the boats come back
full of goods smuggled from the United States,
and thus our country is deprived of a legiti-
mate source of revenue. On the other hand,
I admit that the Province of Ontario will be
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the greatest sufferer by this change of legis-
lation, because the law in Ontario does not
permit the different brands of beer to be
advertised. But I appeal to Mr. Ferguson to
accommodate his legislation to the new regu-
lations and to give the Province of Ontario
a liquor policy more or less in accord with
the principles of the law in operation in the
Province of Quebec. Then you will see the
good friendship which the Americans will
show, in spite of taking the risk of becoming
the vietims of the wrath of the honourable
member from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope). I
like to call them my friends anyway, and
sympathetic neighbours of this country.

In regard to investments, it is claimed that
this legislation will materially affect the
amount of money invested by the distillers
and brewers of this country. That may be
so, but only to a certain extent. My honour-
able friend from Winnipeg must check me if
I am speaking too loud.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Go on; you are
doing very well.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: That is the first candid
opinion: we have got from across. From my
own investigation I know for a fact that in
some cases, if not in all, 75 per cent of the
money invested in the manufacture of liquor is
American money. I have figures here pointing
to that. Anyway, I can safely make that
declaration so far as my district is concerned.
On a stretch of possibly fifteen miles on the
Essex border we have five breweries and one
distillery, and I know that at least 50 per
cent of the money invested there is Amer-
ican money. This afternoon I heard that
those investments would be badly treated by
the proposed legislation, nearly all the share-
holders having been induced to invest on
the representation that the investment was safe.
Well, I believe that they have had fair warn-
ings. A year ago they had a warning from the
Prime Minister. I believe the incident of
the I’'m Alone was also a fair warning to them.
The more recent pronouncements from the
Prime Minister gave them another warning,
and I think that if they had anticipated that
they could not induce honourable members
opposite to block this legislation, they would
not have invested so much money in the
game.

I should like to make a reply to one more
question. We have noticed that here and
there huge profits have been made by the
good friends of my honourable friend from
Bedford—the bootleggers. What has become
of that money? I happen to live in a district
where there is a large number of bootleggers,
and I am not-at all the richer for it. In other
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words, a large proportion of the money made
in that game was never used for the benefit
of this country at large, but was carried back
across the border and spent in the United
States, in excursions to Florida and elsewhere.

Now as to employment, having made a per-
sonal study of the situation in my own dis-
trict, I know for a fact that the enactment of
this Bill will mean the throwing out of em-
ployment of possibly 200 persons, and I am
very sorry for that. I sympathize with those
families, but on the other hand I contend that
all trades and businesses built on a wrong
principle eventually lead to false prosperity,
and that artificial prosperity is one of the
many reasons explaining to some extent the
relative stagnation of business at the present
time.

It has been argued again and again that
the Prime Minister of the country is giving
one more proof of his good feeling, his exces-
sive feeling of friendship, if I may put it that
way, towards the United States; and one of
the expressions used by my honourable friend
from Pictou (Hon. Mr, Tanner) yesterday
was, “ Nothing is too good for Washington.”
On the other hand, it has been declared here
by the same speaker that most of the people
in the United States are not in favour of the
measure. How can those two statements be
reconciled? I grant that my honourable friend
may be right once, but he cannot be right
twice, when one statement is in contradiction
of the other. T may say also that already we
have felt the beneficial result from this pro-
posed legislation, because only a few days ago
the ban against Canadian employees in the city
of Detroit was lifted by the civie authorities of
that city. That is an expression of good feeling
on the part of Americans towards Canadians,
and I think that we should reciprocate in
sincére friendship, and continue to be proud
of the peace that has existed for a hundred
years between these two countries, which is a
unique example in the history of the world.

It has been said also that the people of the
United States have not so far given us
sufficient proof of their real and earnest desire
to enforce their own laws. That may be
true in some instances, but I should like to
ask my honourable friends opposite whether
our Canadian police officers should not co-
operate with the American administration in
trying to stem the increasing wave of crime
in this North American continent, in spite of
the fact that the criminality here and there
along the line, in Chicago and elsewhere, is
continually growing.

I will take this Chamber into my confi-
dence for a few more moments and declare, in

Won. Mr. LACASSE. i

all sincerity, that as a Canadian citizen, as
the father of a family living on the border, I
have misgivings at the thought of possible
international complications. I know that my
honourable friend from Bedford has large
armies to draw upon. I know he is ready
to do his part always—to wave the flag
in time of peace. But think, for instance, of
this possibility, which any day may become
an accomplished fact. Take the case of a
good Canadian citizen, a British subject living
on the shore of the Detroit River. After
supper he sits on his verandah and reads
his newspaper in his own country while his
children are playing in front of his porch.
At the same time smugglers and rum-runners
are taking a cargo over to Detroit, and the
minute they leave Canadian waters a bullet
from the other side, aimed at one of the
smugglers, happens to hit one of the children
of that citizen. Thus Canadian blood is
shed, and for this an official bullet from Uncle
Sam is responsible. What are going to be
the consequences? Suppose I am the father
of that child. Even if I receive excuses and
apologies from Washington—even if the Presi-
dent himself sheds regretful tears—a human
life is gone forever, a Canadian citizen is
killed by the official bullet of a {friendly
nation. Now, this is not only a possibility,
but it is an actual fact, for a few days ago
a man happened to be shot on the Essex
border by an American bullet. He was taken
to the hospital and fortunately survived. To-
day, to my great astonishment, members of
this Parliament are opposing a measure which
is a preventive against a repetition of such
sad incidents. I will go further and say that
one member in particular—

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I would ask His Honour
the Speaker if that is in order.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: I am referring to
an accomplished fact. If this is not in order—

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I submit it is not in
order, because it is a criticism of a member
of the other Chamber, and such ecriticism is
not in order in this Chamber.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: 1T
think my honourable friend had better not
discuss that subject.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: I will cheerfully with-
draw these last remarks if they are not in order,
although I have not gone to the extent of
calling my honourable friends across the floor
a set of dummies. I will refrain from adding
anything further to this discussion, for fear
I may be out of order again. If I have
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been out of order it is because I have followed
the bad example set by my honourable friend
from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope), who is a
much older member of this Chamber.

Hon. ARCHIBALD B. GILLIS: Honour-
able members, I have just a word or two to
say. I am sure it is somewhat of a dis-
appointment to almost all the members of
this House to find at this stage that we are
refused a committee to investigate this very
important matter. I do mot think there has
been a single occasion since I have been in this
House where a matter of such importance as
this was not referred to either a standing or a
special committee to ascertain all the details
in connection with the Bill. In view of the
very pointed statements made by the honour-
able senator from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope),
I can scarcely see how the honourable gentle-
men can very well ignore them, and persist
in refusing a committee of this House to
investigate these things, and also to secure
information in connection with the proposed
legislation.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Surely my hon-
ourable friend must have noticed that a large
part of that speech by the honourable member
from Bedford was in a jocular vein.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Nevertheless the state-
ments were uttered, and they will remain on
our Hansard for all time to come, and they
cannot very well be ignored.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But they are
not serious. We all know that they are not
serious, and my honourable friend himself
knows that they are not serious.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: But where are you going
to discriminate? Where are you going to draw
the line between what is serious and what
is jocular? You should draw a distinction
somewhere, and as far as I can see, it will be
utterly impossible to do so in the statements
made by my honourable friend from Bedford.

But my particular object in rising was to
ask a question. As to the effect of this Bill
when it becomes law, to what extent will it
curtail the shipments of liquor to the United
States? It is true that if this measure comes
into force no clearance will be granted to any
vessel that is supposed to go to any port of
the United States. Take a concrete example
of what may happen—what is bound to
happen. A man comes to a distillery and
wants to buy, say, 100 cases of liquor, and he
has to get clearance. He goes to the officer
who will grant that, and the officer asks him,
“Where are you going to send this liquor?”
The answer will be, “To the United States,”
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to which the officer will reply, “We cannot
grant you a clearance for the United States.”
Then the exporter will decide to ship to the
United States via Miquelon, and clearance will
be granted at once.

Hon. Mr. HARMER: Oh, no; that is hardly
a fair statement. @ The Government official
would not grant a clearance if the destination
were declared to be the United States.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: I think my honourable
friend misunderstood me. I did not say that
the true destination would be declared, but
the exporter would say he was going to ship
to Miquelon and clearance would be promptly
granted. So it follows that there will be no
reduction in the quantity of liquor that has
been going across the border within the past
few years, but the Dominion treasury will be
very much the poorer if this small Bill be-
comes law.

Much has been said about neighbourliness
in this discussion, but it is quite clear from
the attitude of the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the United States that they
are going to build a higher tariff wall against
everything we produce. If we are faced with
a duty of 42 cents a bushel on the wheat we
should like to sell to that country, why should
we go out of our way to help them enforce
their laws? Surely if they are not able to have
their own regulations respected, we should not
be asked to go in and assist them, as this
Bill contemplates, when in any event we could
not hope to accomplish very much.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It is evident
that a large number of honourable members
are absent to-night, and I should be sorry to
see the Bill advanced to third reading without
their having an opportunity to express them-
selves if they so desire. I am willing that the
amendment should be recorded as rejected on
division, and that the Bill should be given a
second reading without division and go into
committee to-night, if in return the honour-
able leader of the Government would agree
to the postponement of the third reading until
after the Easter recess.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Can the honour-
able gentleman give a reason why the third
reading should be postponed so long?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I have given
a reason. Several honourable members on
this side of the House are absent, and some
of them did not anticipate that the question
would be coming up at this stage. Not one
of the senators from British Columbia on this
side of the Chamber is present, and I have had
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telegrams stating that some of them would
like to participate in the debate. There are
a number of other honourable gentlemen who,
I feel sure, would like to express their views.
I think that honourable members present will
be willing to give those who are absent an
opportunity of taking part in the discussion
of the third reading. I dare say there are
some honourable members absent from the
other side of the House who would like to
be present before the debate ends.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have no
objection to listening to the views of any
honourable members of this Chamber, but I
should not like to leave this piece of legis-
lation suspended during the Easter recess un-
less I were assured that honourable members
on the opposite side would regard the second
reading as a guarantee that the Bill would
be given the third reading. There may be
present a majority of honourable members
who are in favour of the Bill, but we are
willing to have the bells rung so that all who
are in the building may record their votes.
If we are to be faced with a solid resistance
from the other side of the House when the
motion is put for the second reading, I do
not think it is fair that we should be asked
to postpone the third reading until a time
when many of the supporters of the Bill who
are now present may not be here and more
opponents may be in the Chamber. If my
honourable friends who have been supporting
the amendment would give me an assurance
that they will not object to the third read-
ing, I should then be disposed to agree to the
honourable gentleman’s suggestion.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: It is always the privi-
lege of any legislative body to take any stand
it desires on the third reading of the Bill.
You cannot deprive us of that right.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Certainly not,
but will my honourable friend tell me whether,
if the Bill is given a second reading to-night,
and the principle is thereby endorsed, he will
vote for the third reading?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I will speak
for myself only. Having accepted the prin-
ciple of the Bill, I shall not oppose the third
reading.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: But my honourable
friend should consider that he may have a
change of heart.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No; I can
speak for myself.
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There is no
Whip on this side of the House and I do not
know how the honourable members who are
here intend to vote. I have not counted
the supporters of the Bill. However, if half
a dozen of the honourable gentlemen facing
me would take the same stand as the honour-
able leader on their side, I should certainly
be agreeable to the postponement.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: We might as well pro-
ceed with the third reading at once as give
that assurance.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: Can the honour-
able leader of the Government depend on all
on his side of the House to vote for the
motion?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think that
the honourable members on this side who vote
for the second reading this evening would
vote for a third reading after the Easter
recess. Can my honourable friend from Col-
chester (Hon. Mr. Stanfield) say the same
thing?

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: I can say that if
the honourable members who are on the
same side of the House as the honourable
leader of the Government vote for third read-
ing, there meed be no fear about the passing
of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The honourable leader
of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
has not yet stated whether he refuses to agree
to the appointment of a special committee. I
should be sorry to know that he has made up
his mind to that extent.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I said at the
outset of the debate that, speaking for the
Government, I could not accept the amend-
ment, because I think the Bill is simply a
question of principle upon which we can vote
without further investigation. My honourable
friend from Regina (Hon. Mr. Laird) has
stated several reasons why there should be a
committee, but I am sure that I could take
one after the other of his contentions and con-
vince him that they are weak and that we
do not need a committee.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I am afraid that all my
love’s labour is lost.

Right Hon, Mr. GRAHAM: It is on Han-
sard.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable senators, I have been so interested
and entertained by the arguments to which
I have listened yesterday and to-day, that I
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postponed until now any remarks that I have
felt like making. I wanted to learn, if pos-
sible, what arguments, if any, I would con-
sider of sufficient weight to lead me to vote
to send this measure to a special committee.
As an old parliamentarian and rather close
observer of parliamentary procedure, I do
not consider that this measure is, or that any
similar measure under similar circumstances
would be, a proper subject for a special com-
mittee. A special committee such as has
been moved for by the honourable gentleman
to my right (Hon. Mr, Willoughby) would
have a tremendous amount of work to do if
it proceeded to gather all the information
which some of my honourable friends on this
side of the House have demanded. To go into
the economic conditions of Canada, the na-
tional situation, the international relations,
and so on, as each of these subjects would be
affected by this Bill, would require the sitting
of a committee over a very long period, and
on that account it seems to me that the
amendment was rather in the nature of a
dilatory motion than of one which, if agreed
to, would result in securing useful information.
Therefore I was, and still am, opposed to the
amendment,

I want this measure, which has been brought
down by the Government five years later than
it should have been brought down, voted upon
and passed. I have very good reasons, I
think, for my attitude, although-I have not
obtruded those reasons wupon honourable
gentlemen. I have been listening attentively,
and have derived a great deal of comfort as
well as information. Sometimes when I look
at my honourable friend from De Salaberry
(Hon. Mr. Beique) and think that he and
other old campaigners and workers in public
life, including myself, are reaching a time
when we shall be obliged, whether we like it
or not, to pass our work over to others, a
feeling of sadness comes over me at the pros-
pect that our country will be bereft of the
services of my honourable friend—I am not
speaking of my own now—and I wonder
whether public life will not be very much the
poorer when such a one finishes his work. I
am led to think of what will become of the
country when he passes and when I pass, as
I soon must. Well, I have derived wonderful
comfort from this debate, because I have
found on both sides of the House young men
of strong physique, of bright intellect, who
know so much and are so positive in their
knowledge that I begin to look upon my de-
parture with fewer misgivings for the country.
And when I consider further that, despite all
their positive knowledge of subjects over a
wide area, they have a voracious appetite for

still further information, I feel that I shall be
able to pass away by and by with the assur-
ance that our country’s future is in good
hands.

My heart-strings had been touched a little
as I had been led to comsider what is to
become of the poor brewers and distillers when
this legislation passes. But I derived comfort
from my honourable friend from Regina (Hon.
Mr. Laird), who tells me—and I think his
statement has been reiterated by others—that
the liquor which we prevent from being ex-
ported from Bridgeburg to Detroit will be
shipped through St. Pierre-Miquelon, the West
Indian Islands, Mexico and South America.
What do the brewers and distillers think about
the situation? They say: “It is all the same to
us; one way is as good as another. If we
cannot ship through Detroit we will ship
through St. Pierre.” My honourable friend
can hardly take the two propositions and hold
by both.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: In one case the country
gets the excise duty and in the other it does
not.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: Yes,
but it is the brewers and distillers that I am
looking at. And when I feel assured that they
will sell just as much—and maybe more, be-
cause the spout will be larger down at St.
Pierre—why, I confess that my bowels of
sympathy for the brewers and distillers have
rather dried up.

I still feel that amongst all this exuberance
and strength and power, and future promise,
I owe a little bit of duty to two sections of
the Canadian people. I owe a duty to the
Government that is in power at the present
time. Then I feel that it is my duty to people
outside of this House, in Canada, and maybe
to a section of people outside of Canada, to
put my views somewhat to the front so that
they may be compared with the views that
have been so carefully and shrewdly and skil-
fully advanced by honourable gentlemen on
both sides of me. That duty I want to per-
form. I feel it my duty also to administer a
proper chastening to the Government some
time before this matter goes out from this
Chamber. The question is as to when that
shall be done. If, for reasons which have been
advanced by my honourable friend to my right
(Hon. Mr. Willoughby), the third reading is
left until after the House meets again, I shall
then take the opportunity of discharging that
duty.

I am going to vote for this Bill. Every
criticism that I have heard—and ecriticisms
have been well applied in another part of this
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building, and to a large extent in this Chamber
also—every criticism, while in most cases justly
deserved by the Government and its adherents,
is a reinforced argument for affirmative action
on this Bill at the present time. I think the
gentlemen who have very strongly ecriticized
the delays of the Government have thereby
put themselves in a position where they should
grasp at the chance of standing by this legis-
lation now that it has come before them.
Therefore, if it is of any assistance in coming
to a conclusion along the lines which have
been proposed, I may say that my vote is
certain for the measure on the second reading,
in committee, and on the third reading.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I may say to
the honourable leader of the Government that
the conclusion of the proposition he has made
is hardly fair to me or to this side of the
House. I do not want to have any strings
attached to the third reading of the Bill. I
can see that the amendment would be de-
feated to-night. and therefore I ask, “Why
vote on it?” The honourable gentleman has
a perfect right to call for a vote if he wishes.
I am not ashamed of my vote. I am willing
to concede the principle of the Bill, and to
go into committee to-night, but the third
reading will have to proceed in the regular
manner,

Hon. Mr. MICHENER: Had a vote been
taken I should have liked to express my views,
but there has already been considerable time
consumed in the discussion of this question.
1f a committee were appointed, I should have
no objection: at the same time I should not
like my vote to be interpreted as meaning
that I am opposed to the Bill. I am in
entire accord with the Bill and think it is
high time it was passed. I quite agree with
all the arguments advanced by the leader of
the Government. If it is any comfort to him,
I can assure him that he will have my sup-
port in connection with the Bill, and I think
I am exoressing the views of some of my
friends when I say that they will follow the
leader in that respect.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not want
to make any unfair proposal. I am ready to
accept the judgment of my colleagues as to
my constant desire to do the fair thing. The
honourable gentleman who closed the debate
fast evening (Hon. Mr. Robertson) asked this
tfternoon if there would not be some advan-
tage, in case we rejected the proposal to
appoint a special committee, in adjourning
the third reading till after Easter. Well, I
simply put this question, which my honour-

able friend answered. Will the honourable
Right Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

gentlemen who are facing me, or some of
them, an appreciable number of them, state
their views as to the principle of the Bill, so
that I may know where we shall stand when
we come to the third reading? That seems
a fair proposition. I owe it to my friends
who have been put to considerable incon-
venience in remaining here to let them know.
I simply expressed a desire to know whether
honourable gentlemen opposite, having ac-
cepted the .principle of the Bill, would en-
dorse it on the third reading. Of course they
could only bind themselves individually. I
did not ask the honourable gentleman to
speak for the Conservative party, which he
represents in this House so satisfactorily; I
simply wanted to know that honourable gen-
tlemen in voting for the second reading were
not saying, “We will let the second reading
pass, but will vote against the third reading.”

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: One thing at a
time is enough.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Inasmuch as I
discussed this question this afternoon, I pre-
sume that my honourable friend’s remarks
are directed at me, I intended to make it
clear that I am not opposed to the principle
of the Bill, but that I am of the opinion that
it would be well to have the final passage
of the Bill delayed as long as possible this
session in order that we may get the greatest
advantage from the negotiations now pending
with the United States in regard to the
amended treaty. It is not, and never has
been, my intention to oppose the Bill on
the third reading; but it is my desire to do
as much as I can to give Canada at least an
even break in the negotiations which the
Government has asked the United States
Government to consider. I do not think I
can put my position more clearly than that.
I intend to vote for the amendment moved
by my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Will-
oughby), because I believe it is in the best
interests of all that the Bill should not pass
at this time; but I have no desire to see it
defeated.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I stated a few
moments ago that I had no objection to the
proposal which came from my honourable
friend that the amendment be rejected on
division, that the second reading and the com-
mittee stage be taken to-night, and that we
postpone the third reading until we meet
again, in order that members who are now
absent may have an opportunity of express-
ing their views on the Bill. I indicated, how-
ever, that I wanted to know where I should
stand. I am responsible for the Bill in this
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House. I am ready to accept the declaration
of honourable gentlemen opposite that when
they vote for the second reading of the Bill
they accept its principle and will not retrace
their steps upon the third reading.

The suggestion which the honourable gentle-
man from Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson)
has made is one which I cannot reconcile with
the action of the Government in bringing this
Bill before this House. The question of prin-
ciple is one thing, and the question of freeing
ourselves from the responsibility of joining
hands with the bootleggers at the frontier is
another. The negotiations carried on do not
alter the situation, and we want to be pre-
pared to meet it by means of the present legis-
lation.

This being said, I desire to place upon
Hansard a record of what has been done so
far with the American Government. I read
first a letter from Secretary of State for

External Affairs dated March 22, 1930.
Sir,

I have the honour to refer to Mr. Phillips’
note No. 349 of April 20, 1929, with regard to
measures under consideration for the further
control of smuggling operations along the border
between Canada and the United States, and
particularly to Mr. Phillips’ statement that the
Government of the United States was convinced
that the only effective means of dealing with
the smuggling problem along the border would
be the conclusion of a treaty amending the Con-
vention of June 6, 1924, to the end that clear-
ance be denied to shipments of commodities
from either country when their importation is
prohibited in the other.

The Canadian Government has been giving
further consideration to the question in the
light of experience in Canada as well as of
developments in border enforcement by the
authorities of the United States, and has
reached the conclusion that further action is
desirable as regards both the special problem
of the smuggling of intoxicating liquors and the
general problem of commercial smuggling.

As to the export of intoxicating liquors from
Canada, which involves the use of governmental
agencies in the release of liquors from bond as
well as in the issue of clearances, it has been
considered advisable that action should be taken
forthwith by Dominion legislation. A bill has
accordingly been introduced into the House of
Commons to amend the Export Act, the main
purpose of the amendment being to require
officials of the Dominion Government having
charge of liquor in bond and the granting of
clearances to vessels to refuse to release such
liquor or to grant such clearances where the
granting of such release or clearance in any
case would facilitate the introduction of intoxi-
cating liquor into a country where the importa-
tion of such liquor is forbidden by law. This
measure has received second reading in the
House of Commons and is now being considered
in detail in committee. It will be observed
from the copy of the bill which I enclose that
it is general in its terms, applying to export
to any country where the importation of in-
toxicating liquor is forbidden by law.

As to the general problem, it will be recalled
that in discussing the holding of a conference
to consider the various proposals put forward
for further action to ensure the prevention of
smuggling, the Canadian Government indicated,
in February, 1927, its desire that the discussion
should not be confined to the question of the
smuggling of liquor but should cover all forms
of commercial smuggling from each country into
the other. The Canadian Government believes
that the present would be an opportune time
to conclude with the United States a treaty as
suggested amending the Convention of June 6,
1924, to provide on a reciprocal basis for the
denial of clearance of shipments of merchandise
by water, air, or land from either country to
the other when their importation is prohibited
by the latter, and for such further reciprocal
measures for the suppression of smuggling as
may be found feasible.

The Canadian Government would therefore be
prepared to take the necessary steps at an
early date for the conclusion of such a con-
vention.

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my
high consideration.

W. L. Mackenzie King,
Secretary of State for External Affairs.
B. R. Riggs, Esq.,
Chargé d’Affaires of the
United States of America,
Ottawa.

The answer from the Chargé d’Affaires is
dated the 24th of March, and is as follows:
Sir:

I have the*honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your note No. 24 of March 22, 1930, convey-
ing the Canadian Government’s proposal for the
conclusion of a treaty between Canada and the
United States of America amending the Con-
vention of June 6, 1924, and providing for
denial of clearance to shipments of commodities
from either country when their importation is
prohibited in the other.

I have brought the contents of your note to
the attention of my Government and will take
pleasure in communicating with you further
upon receipt of a reply.

I avail myself of the occasion to renew to you,
Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

B. Reath Riggs,
Chargé d’Affaires.
The Right Honourable
William Lyon Mackenzie King,
CM.G., LL.B., LL.D,,
Secretary of State for External Affairs,
Ottawa.

On the 1st of April came the reply from the
American Government:

Legation of the United States
Ottawa, Canada,

April 1, 1930.
Sir,

I have the honor to refer to your note of
March 22nd last, in which you state that the
Canadian Government is of the opinion that
the present would be an opportune time to
conclude with the United States a treaty
amending the Convention of June 6, 1924, to
provide on a reciprocal basis for the denial of
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slearance of shipments of merchandise by water,
air or land from either country to the other
when its importation is prohibited in the coun-
try of destination, and for such further reci-
procal measures for the suppression of smug-
gling as may be feasible.

In response it gives me pleasure to inform
you, on instructions from my Government, that
the United States is prepared to conclude such a
treaty at an early date. My Government hopes
to be able to submit a draft of such a treaty
within a few days for your consideration.

I avail myself of the occasion to renew to
you, sir, the assurances of my highest con-

sideration.
B. Reath Riggs,
Chargé d’Affaires.
The Right Honourable
William Lyon Mackenzie King,
C.M.G., LL.B., LL.D,,
Secretary of State for External Affairs,
Ottawa.

The reply of the Canadian Government
dated the 2nd of April, 1930, reads as follows:

Ottawa, 2nd April, 1930.
Sir:

I have the honour to acknowledge your note
of April 1, 1930, on the subject of a proposed
treaty amending as suggested in my note of
March 22, 1930, the Convention of June 6, 1924,
to provide on a reciprocal basis for the denial
of clearance of shipments of merchandise by
water, air, or land from either country to the
other when their importation is prohibited by
the latter, and for such other reci‘»procal
measures for the suppression of smuggling as
may be found feasible.

Tt is gratifying to learn that the Government
of the United States is prepared to conclude
such a treaty at an early date. It is noted that
it hopes to submit a draft of such a treaty
within a few days for the consideration of the
Canadian Government.

I may state, for the information of the Gov-
ernment of the United States, that the Cana-
dian Government has also the draft of such a
treaty in preparation, and will be prepared to
arrange at an early date for discussion looking
to the conclusion of an agreement.

Accept, Sir, the renewed assurances of my
high consideration.

W. L. Mackenzie King,
Secretary of State for External Affairs.

Mr. B. Reath Riggs,
Chargé d’Affaires,

Legation of the United States of America,
Ottawa.

I have given the Senate the information as
to the correspondence that has passed between
the two Governments to date, and I intend, in
due time, as far as is in my power, to keep the
Senate informed of the procedure under the
terms of this correspondence as it develops.

Hon. Mr, GRIESBACH: My honourable
friend agrees that the burden of that corre-
spondence is to the effect that, so far as the
refusal of clearance to ships carrying liquor

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

to the United States is concerned, it is not
to be bargained with; that we have agreed
beforehand that that would be done, and
while it may form part of the treaty, we do
it in any event, whether treaty or not. It
forms no part of the consideration for any
reciprocal proposals from the United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have said
that the present action of the Government
concerns its own view of its duty towards
the Canadian people, whom it represents, and
that declaration of principle as to the ethics
that should govern Canada in the present cir-
cumstances is not a matter to be altered by
whatever outside or extraneous conditions may
exist or may develop. I think I have made
myself very clear as to the fact that, standing
upon a sound principle, one which we believe
to be wholesome for the country, I cannot and
would not recede from that declaration. I
suppose that the impending treaty may cover
similar ground in its extensions, but I want
to answer fairly, squarely and sincerely the
question which my honourable friend has put,
though I think the answer was implied in my
previous statement.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: That would be
the answer to the honourable gentleman from
Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson) on the sug-
gestion that the matter be postponed?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As I have said,
I do not connect the two situations. I in-
tended this Chamber to know how the
negotiations stood at this date; but we re-
tain our position as to what is the duty of
Canada.,

The proposed amendment of Hon. Mr. Wil-
loughby was negatived.

The motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand for
the second reading of the Bill was agreed to,
and the Bill was read the second time.

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
Senate went into committee on the Bill.

Hon. Mr. Robinson in the Chair.
The Bill was reported without amendment.

THIRD READING POSTPONED

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, I am asked by His Honour the
Speaker when this Bill will be read the third
time.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Next May,

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: This question
relates to the Easter holidays. The House
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of Commons are coming back on the 24th of
April. I told this Chamber that I was en-
tirely in its hands—though I did not need
to tell the Chamber, because it goes without
saying—as to the question of adjournments.
My idea was that since the Commons would
return on the 24th of April, in view of the
length of time spent by that House in the
discussion of questions that come before them,
1 thought it would not scandalize or hurt
the feelings of the members of this Chamber
to suggest that we should come back on the
6th of May instead of the 24th of April.
That is, we might take the whole of the
following week. If nobody demurs on this
adjournment, I will have the third reading
of this Bill put down for the 7th of May.

Before this question is put, I should like,
speaking in the name of the Senate, to em-
phasize the remark I have already made, that
some of the statements of my honourable
friend from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope) were
certainly made in a jocular vein. He has
been an old campaigner, and sometimes he
draws largely on his imagination. I feel that
I am somewhat responsible for the ethics in this
Chamber, and I think I should be remiss in
my duty if I did not say that there are some-
times expressions which should be challenged
at once. When they are uttered at the rate
of 300 words a minute it is rather difficult to
challenge them, but I am sure that I am doing
the fair thing by my honourable friend in sug-
gesting to him, and he would be doing the
same by himself in accepting the suggestion,
that rather than allow some of his remarks
of this evening to go on Hansard he should
revise his manuseript.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I should like, in that
connection, to say that I hope that very sug-
gestion of my honourable friend will be applied
to the remarks that were made by the other
side to-night, which should also be eliminated
from Hansard.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would say, like-
wise, that the honourable gentleman from
Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse) has not had a
long experience in this Chamber, and he per-
haps did not know that one must not refer to
members of the other Chamber; and I think
he did abide by the decision of His Honour
the Speaker when he ruled that the point of
order was well taken.

Hon. Mr. POPE: My remarks were so mild
that really I do not think any portion of
them need be expunged, but when I read them,
if any animadversions reflect on the integrity
of any person in this House, I will withdraw
them. If I find any such I will let you know.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think we should
be jealous of the reputation of our public men.
I have risen more than once in my place to
defend the reputation of public men who did
not belong to my party, but who had had
responsibility in connection with the affairs
of this country.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: During the debate an
honourable senator raised a question about
the word “exportation” in the twenty-seventh
line of the Bill. My honourable friend the
leader said there would be an amendment sug-
gested. Would it not be well to make it now?

The Hon. the SPEAKER: The correction
was made in committee.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: I thought the Bill was
reported without amendment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is not an
amendment; it is taken simply as a clerical
error, and the Clerk of the House is em-
powered to correct it.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the

third reading of the Bill was placed on the
Orders of the Day for May 7.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Bill 23, an Act to incorporate Estate Trust
Company—Hon. Mr. Haydon.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Friday, April 4, 1930.

The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PERMANENT COURT OF INTERNA-
TIONAL JUSTICE
COMPULSORY ARBITRATION—RESOLUTION OF
APPROVAL
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the fol-
lowing resolution:

That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the Declaration under Article 36 of
the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter-

national Justice, signed at Geneva in respect
of the Dominion of Canada, on the 20th day of

September, 1929, and that this House do
approve of the same.
He said: Honourable members, the pur-

pose of this resolution is the ratification of
the signature by the Dominion of Canada to
Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent
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Court of International Justice. This clause
of the statute, commonly called the optional
clause, because it need not be subscribed to,
should be termed rather the obligatory clause.
When the Versailles Treaty was drafted the
League of Nations was organized with a view
to eliminating war in the settlement of inter-
national differences, and substituting the
principle of arbitration.

The sections of the Covenant that deal
with the settlement of differences by arbitra-
tion, to insure peace, run from 11 to 17. I
will content myself with reading but two,
articles 13 and 14. Article 13 reads as follows:

The Members of the League agree that when-
ever any dispute shall arise between them which
they recognize to be suitable for submission to
arbitration and which cannot be satisfactorily
settled by diplomacy, they will submit the
whole subject-matter to arbitration.

Disputes as to the interpretation of a treaty,
as to any question of international law, as to
the existence of any fact which if established
would constitute a breach of any international
obligation, or as to the extent and nature of
the reparation to be made for any such breach,
are declared to be among those which are gen-
erally suitable for submission to arbitration.

For the consideration of any such dispute the
court of arbitration to which the case is
referred shall be the court agreed on by the
parties to the dispute or stipulated in any
convention existing between them.

The Members of the League agree that they
will carry out in full good faith any award that
may be rendered, and that they will not resort
to war against a Member of the League which
complies therewith. In the event of any failure
to carry out such an award, the Council shall
propose what steps should be taken to give
effect thereto.

Article 14 reads:

The Council shall formulate and submit to
the Members of the League for adoption plans
for the establishment of a Permanent Court of
International Justice. The Court shall be
competent to hear and determine any dispute
of an international character which the parties
thereto submit to it. The Court may also give
an advisory opinion upon any dispute or ques-
tion referred to it by the Council or by the
Assembly.

Honourable gentlemen who have followed
the efforts made prior to the war to bring
about a better understanding among nations
and to establish the principle of arbitration
throughout the world will remember that
there were two great international conferences
held at The Hague, one in 1899 and one in
1907. At those conferences were convened
representatives of all the nations of the world.
I cannot at this moment recollect the exact
number of nations represented, but there were
delegates from the Governments of probably
forty or fifty nations, including all the great
powers. They were agreed upon the neces-
sity of an international court, and they con-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

stituted a tribunal of arbitration, with panels
composed of delegates from various countries.
Yet this was not a Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice, and at the second meeting,
in 1907, they devoted arduous efforts to the
establishment of such a court. They made
considerable headway, but adjourned before
they had succeeded in finding a method of
selecting the judges. In that respect there
remained considerable difficulty to be sur-
mounted, some nations or groups of nations
fearing that they would never be able to
cbtain representation in the court. However,
though they went no further that year, all the
nations recognized the principle that a Per-
manent Court was necessary.

Seven years later came the war, and it was
not until 1920, when peace had been restored,
and the League of Nations organized under
Part I of the Versailles Treaty, that the Per-
manent Court of International Justice was
established.  As honourable gentlemen may
have noticed, Article 14 of the Covenant de-
clares that the Council shall formulate and
submit to the Members of the League for
adoption plans for the establishment of a Per-
manent Court of International Justice; and
the Assembly, at its first meeting, set about
creating that court. Upon report from the
Council the court was created and the diffi-
culty which was met with in 1907 as to the
selection of members of the court was over-
come. So for the last ten years that tribunal
has been functioning with a full membership,
appointments having been made from time to
times as vacancies occurred through death or
resignation. At the last Assembly a work of
considerable importance was done in remodel-
ling the formation of the court, and I expect
to lay before the House later a report on that
work.

Fifty-two nations signed the protocol of
the Permanent Court of International Justice
and some forty have officially ratified it. They
recognize the court and adhere to it without
binding themselves to refer to that tribunal
any differences that may arise between them-
selves and any other member of the League.
Those countries simply express their adherence.
But in the statute of the court there was a
proviso that members might make it obligatory
upon themselves to submit all disputes of a
justiciable nature to the court. Clause 36 of
the statute of the court contains that proviso,
which I shall now read:

The jurisdiction of the Court comprises all
cases which the parties refer to it and all
matters specially provided for in Treaties and
Conventions in force.

The members of the League of Nations and

the States mentioned in the annex to the
Covenant may, either when signing or ratifying
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the protocol to which the present Statute is
adjoined, or at a later moment, declare that
they recognize as compulsory ipso facto and
without special agreement, in relation to any
other Member or State accepting the same
obligation, the jurisdiction of the Court in all
or any of the classes of legal dispute concern-
ing:

(a) The interpretation of a treaty;

(b) Any question of international law;

(¢) The existence of any fact which, if estab-
lished, would constitute a breach of an inter-
national obligation; :

(d) The nature or extent of the reparation
to be made for the breach of an international
obligation.

The declaration referred to above may be
made unconditionally or on condition of recipro-
city on the part of several or certain Members
or States, or for a certain time.

In the event of a dispute as to whether the
Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall be
settled by the decision of the Court.

Several States have expressed adherence to
this option since 1920, but none of them were
what are known as first-class powers. The
greater nations remained aloof, and it was
not until 1924 that two of the first-class nations,
Great Britain and France, declared their will-
ingness to sign the optional clause, when the
Covenant was amended by what is called the
protocol of 1924. The purpose of this amend-
ment was to fill up the loopholes through which
it had been possible to declare war. It was
declared that the members signing the protocol
would bind themselves to sign the compulsory
clause now under review, clause 36, which I
have read.

For the first time, T believe, in the history
of the world two nations of the front rank
agreed to a status of equality before the law.
I wish I had as thorough a command of the
English language as some honourable members
of this Chamber, in order that I might describe
the enthusiasm with which this action by
Great Britain and France was received and
acclaimed at the Assembly of 1924. To form
some idea of the significance of the action of
those two great powers one has only to re-
member that out of the fifty-odd nations which
send representatives to Geneva more than
forty have no naval or military force for the
defence of themselves, or for purposes of
aggression to obtain what they consider to be
their rights. So those small nations felt that
for the first time they were really being given
a sound basis of security for the maintenance
of their rights. They rejoiced because at last
any differences as between them and any other
member, great or small, of the League of
Nations, with respect to a treaty, would be
decided not by the sword but by a learned
and peaceful tribunal. So it is little wonder
that the Assembly shook with the acclamations
of the delegates when it was reported that the

protocol had been unanimously adopted by
the two commissions, known as the First and
Third Commissions, which had to deal with it.

Unfortunately, an election took place in
Great Britain; I mean, unfortunately for the
success of the movement to which I have
referred. Far be it from me to express an
opinion as to the domestic policy of a sister
nation. The Government that then came into
power decided, for reasons which to it
appeared valid, to reject the protocol, and
even to go farther, for it pronounced against
the underlying principle of compulsory arbi-
tration, which was the foundation of the
whole structure of the protocol. The high
hopes of the Assembly were shattered, and
despondency followed. For four years the
Assembly virtually marked time. The only
steps towards peace that might be mentioned
were the original agreement made and signed
at Locarno for the maintenance of peace on
the Rhine, and the attempt to insure peace
on the other side of Germany, between
Poland, Czecho-Slovakia, Serbia and Rou-
mania on the one hand and the Central
Powers on the other.

It was in 1924 that the protocol was signed,
and in 1925 that it went by the board. For
four years, as I have said, no real, substantial
gain was made by the Assembly. Then it
so happened that by a turn of the wheel of
fortune the MacDonald Government, which
had proposed compulsory arbitration, was
returned to power. The situation at Geneva
changed. In September last the British Prime
Minister, in pursuance of the principle that
had guided him in 1924, brought to Geneva
the acceptance of Great Britain. The effect
on the Assembly was magical and instan-
taneous. The British Prime Minister then
suggested that those members who had not
vet signed the protocol providing for the
compulsory reference of disputes to the Hague
Tribunal should by a concerted move be in-
duced to sign at that meeting of the Assembly.

Perhaps it would be well to place on Han-
sard a reference that was made to the influence
that the domestic policies prevailing in Eng-
Jand exerted upon the progress of the League
at Geneva. I have in my hand an excerpt
from an article that Sir Herbert Samuel cited
lately in the House of Commons when speak-
ing on behalf of the Liberal Party in favour
of the ratification of Mr. MacDonald’s accept-
ance of the optional clause. I have stated
that the League had been virtually marking
time for four years, and Sir Herbert Samuel
imputed that inaction to the preceding Gov-
ernment. From a brilliant article in I'rench,
by an Oxford professor, in Le Journal de
Genéve, Sir Herbert Samuel read an extract
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which I think is worth citing for the purpose
of showing the influence of Great Britain in
world affairs. It is as follows:

The period of stagnation in the League was
due to England’s policy of inaction. The
impetus given to the League by the MacDonald
Ministry accounts for the activity that we are
witnessing to-day.

This article appeared in September, after Mr.
Ramsay MacDonald had declared that he
would sign the optional clause on behalf of
Great Britain.

This spectacle should make the English
understand what an enormous responsibility
rests upon them in international affairs. If
they halt, the League of Nations halts; if they
advance, the League of Nations advances.

But it would be a mistake to think that the
League of Nations in an automaton, with its
levers in London. Many psychological and
political reasons explain this curious situation.
In the first place, since the League of Nations
can make progress only by the voluntary
acceptance of international obligations, it is
natural that each country should consider as
its maximum duty the standard set by the
greatest power in the League. Each country is
a bundle of tendencies that are different, even
antagonistic. So long as the nationalist
tendency is uppermost in the standard country,
so long is a similar tendency encouraged in the
other countries. But the very fact that many
nations have at once followed England’s
example in assuming this obligation proves that
the desire to subscribe to it was ready to
manifest itself. All those-——and they are many
—who hesitate to follow the right path for fear
of being misled, those who are afraid that their
good-nature may be mistaken for folly, feel
reassured when the Englishman, whom every-
body knows to be practical, and whom every-
body believes to be shrewd, takes the right
path. And when the kinsmen of Castlereagh
sign, the kinsmen of Talleyrand and those of
Machiavelli take up their pen.

I might say here that in the winter of 1924-
25 Canada, with Great Britain, rejected the
protocol; but instead of repudiating its un-
derlying principle, compulsory arbitration, or
compulsory adherence to the Court of Inter-
national Justice, Canada declared that it was
inclined to adhere to the court and to study
the means whereby the principle of arbitra-
tion might be extended. It communicated
its view in a despatch dated March, 1925,
which I have had occasion to read to this
Chamber.

In 1926 the Imperial Conference was con-
vened, at which it was agreed that none of
the Governments belonging to the Common-
wealth would take action towards the accept-
ance of compulsory arbitration without some
further discussion. Such discussion was begun
by the Canadian Government in February,
1929, with all the members of the Common-
wealth, and continued till it reached its con-
clusion in September at Geneva.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

When we reached Geneva a special com-
mittee of the Canadian delegation was formed,
at the request of the other members of the
Commonwealth, to discuss the form that our
adherence would take, and the conditions
under which, by our signature, we would agree
to the clause. All the members of the Com-
monwealth concurred in the view that dis-
putes arising between members of the Com-
monwealth should be settled by other means
than by an appeal to the International Court.
The Canadian Government would have pre-
ferred to make a separate declaration of
policy on this point, without an express re-
servation, but a strong desire was expressed
that Canada should join with the other
members, and we concurred.

The Irish Free State signed without any
reservation outside of the two mentioned in
clause 36—reciprocity and the limit of time.
Great Britain, Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, South Africa and India signed
separately the following document:

On behalf of His Majesty’s Government in
Canada and subject to ratification, I accept as
compulsory ipso facto and without special con-
vention, on condition of reciprocity, the juris-
diction of the court in conformity with article
36, paragraph 2, of the statute, for a period of
ten years and thereafter until such time as
notice may be given to terminate the accept-
ance, over all disputes arising after ratification
of the present declaration with regard to situa-
tions or facts subsequent to said ratification,
other than:

disputes in regard to which parties have
agreed or shall agree to have recourse to some
other method of peaceful settlement, and

disputes with the Government of any other
member of the League which is a member of
the British Commonwealth of Nations, all of
which disputes shall be settled in such manner
as the parties have agreed or shall agree, and

disputes with regard to questions which by
international law fall exclusively within the
jurisdiction of the Dominion of Canada,

and subject to the condition that His
Majesty’s Government in Canada reserve the
right to require that proceedings in the court
shall be suspended in respect of any dispute
which has been submitted to and is under
consideration by the Council of the League of
Nations, provided that notice to suspend is
given after the dispute has been submitted to
the Council and is given within ten days of the
notification of the initiation of the proceedings
in the court, and provided also that such
guspension shall be limited to a period of twelve
months or such longer period as may be agreed
by the parties to the dispute or determined by
a decision of all the members of the Council
other than the parties to the dispute.

This was signed on behalf of the Dominion
Government by myself.

The reservations are self-explanatory. The
first relates to disputes for the submission of
which to some other method of peaceful
settlement provision is made by existing or
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future agreements. Conventions dealing with
special subjects such as reparations, or with
technical matters such as copyright, fre-
quently contain provisions setting up special
tribunals to deal with disputes which may
arise as to the meaning or application of
their terms. When that is the case the dis-
pute will be dealt with as provided in the
agreement, and will not be submitted to the
court at The Hague. This is the effect of
the exclusion of the first class of disputes.

I have already referred to the second reser-
vation. The. third reservation is strictly de-
claratory. On certain matters international
law recognizes that the authority of the State
is supreme. When once it is determined that
the subject-matter of a dispute falls within
the category of cases where this is so, there
is no scope for the exercise of jurisdiction by
the international tribunal. The formal reserva-
tion to this effect makes explicit what has
long been recognized as a matter of course.

The final condition attached to our declara-
tion of acceptance is a proviso enabling dis-
putes to be referred to the Council of the
League before they are dealt with by the
court. This is to cover disputes which are
really political in character though juridical
in appearance. This formula places this coun-
try in the position of a State which has
agreed to a treaty of arbitration and concilia-
tion providing for the reference of all disputes
to a conciliation commission before they are
submitted to judicial settlement. It would
cease to operate from the moment when the
Council decided that it was better that the
question should be submitted to the court,
and, therefore, declined to keep the dispute
under consideration. Within these limits, how-
ever, the proviso would apply to any jus-
ticiable dispute, whatever its object.

The Council must act within twelve months.
If it has made no decision on the matter, the
parties have an absolute right to go directly
to the Hague tribunal, the Permanent Court.

Canada has signed the Briand-Kellogg Pact
renouncing war as an instrument of national
policy. It will be recalled that Article 2
of the Treaty for the Renunciation of War
as an Instrument of National Policy, to which
Canada is a party, provides that:

The High Contracting Parties agree that
the settlement or solution of all disputes or
conflicts of whatever nature or of whatever
origin they may be, which may arise among
them, shall never be sought except by pacifie
means.

This treaty, however, does not provide any
machinery for the pacific settlement of dis-
putes. As regards disputes of a justiciable
character, therefore, it is possible to consider
signature of the optional clause as the logical

consequence of the acceptance. Acceptance
of the optional clause means that disputes
falling within its terms will receive from the
Permanent Court of International Justice a
definite solution which the parties to the dis-
putes are bound, under Article 13 of the
Covenant, to “carry out in full good faith.”
If the Pact of Paris is to be made fully effec-
tive, it seems necessary that the legal re-
nunciation of war should be accompanied
by definite acts providing machinery for the
peaceful settlement of disputes.

Our signature is one among those of forty
nations. I am confident that I am in agree-
ment with most of the thinkers of the world
in believing that adherence to the Permanent
Court of International Justice is a most
momentous advance towards a higher civiliza-
tion. Thereby a new habit of thought is
induced, a new mentality which will gradually
develop, and principles of law and justice are
proclaimed as against brutal force. To-
morrow the nations assembled at Geneva will
all be moving towards another goal, pointed
to and agreed to in the Paris Pact, which
bears our signature—the compulsory settlement
of all disputes of a non-justiciable character
through conciliation and arbitration.

I move the adoption of this resolution,
seconded by the Right Hon. Mr. Graham.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Before the hon-
ourable gentleman sits down, may I ask him
to tell us, first, how the judges of this court
are selected, what is their tenure of office,
and how they are maintained as to salary;
and, secondly, what is the position of the
United States? Are they in or are they out
of this court?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would ask my
honourable friend to await the presentation
that I shall make of the amendment to the
Statute of the Count to allow the United
States to join. That in itself will be a debate
of some importance, and I know that the
right honourable gentleman, the junior mem-
ber for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster), will take a leading part in it, inasmuch
as he was representing Canada in 1926 when
the question of the entry of the United States
to the court was first debated, and when the
reservations made by the United States were
deemed, in one particular, to be objectionable.
Last year, through the intervention of Mr.
Elihu Root, a means was found whereby the
United States could adhere, and when the
entry of the United States comes up for dis-
cussion I shall be in a position to give a
full and complete answer to the inquiry of my
honourable friend.
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Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Can my honour-
able friend answer the other question, as to
the appointment of judges?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will explain
how it is working. They were appointed for
ten years, and as their mandate expires next
year, it will be necessary in September next
to appoint a whole new panel. We are in-
creasing the panel and are abandoning the
‘appointment of substitutes, who during the
past ten years were a part of the court. In
the course of the next week I shall be in
a position to give my honourable friend full
details on that score.

Hon. Mr. MICHENER : Honourable mem-
bers, while listening to the honourable leader
of the Government’s review of the progress of
the Permanent Court of International Justice
I could not help wondering just how effective
that court would be in the prevention of war.
The Hague Tribunal, of which I think all the
countries engaged in the Great War were
members, was, of course, not a court of justice,
but a diplomatic court. Nevertheless, it was
supposed to be a clearing house for differences
of opinion. Germany was a member of that
tribunal, yet in the face of the progress we
thought we had made, there sprung, like a
bolt from the blue, the greatest war in human
history.

There is to-day, unfortunately, a great dif-
ference of opinion as to the effectiveness not
only of the court, but of the League of
Nations, and the pacts which have been agreed
to since the League of Nations was organized.
Since that time we have had the Washington
Conference for the reduction of naval arma-
ments, we have had the Locarno Pact, and
the Kellogg Treaty. The Kellogg Treaty in
itself practically outlawed war. It penal-
ized any nation which was the aggressor in
case of war, by the recall of the nationals of
the other countries that were signatories to
the paet, and practically outlawed such a
nation as far as commercial and economic re-
lations were concerned. That, on the face of
it, would seem to be a very effective pact to
secure the nations who had signed it against
any aggressor; nevertheless, at the London
Conference we find France declaring that
before she will feel justified in reducing her
navy she must have special security from
certain nations which are parties to the con-
ference. One cannot help wondering why the
Kellogg Pact in itself should not be sufficient
security to France or to any other nation
which has subsecribed to it, without further
and special security being given by the United
States and Great Britain. Of course we all
know that we have made all this progress

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

within a very few years, and that the will of
the world to-day is very different from what
it was at the time of the Hague Tribunal. The
question I had in mind, however, while the
honourable gentleman was speaking, was:
Just how far are these pacts effective for the
purpose for which they have been created ?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members of the Senate, I have
on the Order Paper for Tuesday next a notice,
partly of inquiry and partly of reflection,
upon the very matter which has been brought
up by my honourable fi‘end behind e
(Hon. Mr. Michener). I I ,pe to be able at
that time to lay before the Senate a brief but
comprehensive summary of the progress that
has been made from the inception of the
League of Nations in 1920 until the present
time. Perhaps my honourable friend would
defer his inquiry until Tuesday, when not only
I but other members of the Senate will take
up that phase of the question more particu-
larly.

To-day we have had presented to us in-
formation with reference to the signature by
Canada of the so-called compulsory clause of
the Statute of the Tribunal of International
Justice. There is great cause, I think, for
congratulation as to the progress which has
been made in respect to the reference of jus-
ticiable disputes to a court of international
importance and scope rather than to the
arbitrament of arms. When my honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) was speaking
of the progress that was made and the fillip
that was given along the whole line of League
activities by the adoption of the protocol of
1924, and making a comparison with the lack
of progress from 1924 until last year, it struck
me that anybody listening to him might relate
that lack of progress to all the work of the
League of Nations. My honourable friend
was referring to only one of the many phases
of the League of Nations, that which related
to the settlement of justiciable disputes be-
tween members of the League. The progress
of the League in all its other activities out-
side that particular line was not retarded:
there was no period of stagnation, but instead
a steady advance.

But when we come to speak of the matter
of the justiciable lines of dispute we must
take cognizance of one or two facts. The
protocol of 1924 really touched high-water
mark as regards the ideals of the League of
Nations. It banned war in all cases of
dispute. The difficulty which was encoun-
tered was as to the practical realization of
those ideals, and it was on that point that the
British Government took the course it did.
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There was, however, one very remarkable
event that occurred after 1924, which it is
well for us to bear in mind, and that was the
inclusion of Germany in the League of Nations
in 1926. When that took place it meant not
only that the greatest anti-allied power of the
war was added to those which then and there-
after were to co-operate with one another on
the lines of peace, but that there was another
great power and an effective worker added to
the ranks of adherents to Article 36 of the
protocol; because Germany intimated at once
its intention to adhere to the compulsory
clause and exert its weight and influence in
favour of pacific and judicial settlements of
international disputes.

Although Great Britain, for reasons which
were quite apparent and were in a certain
sense entirely justifiable, felt that it could not
at that time go as far as to ratify the protocol,
it did take a distinct line of action which
ultimately resulted in the negotiation and
settlement of the Locarno pacts. The onus
was thrown upon Great Britain, if it could
not see its way clear to fulfill the purposes of
the protocol of 1924, to suggest some other
method which would lead to progress towards
the ideals which it was not able to realize
fully at that time. The method which was
taken resulted in negotiations being success-
fully concluded in what we call the Locarno
pacts; that is, Great Britain, together with
Italy, became the guarantor of the security
of the western boundary lines between Ger-
many and France, and that led to the con-
clusion of those pacts under which both France
and Germany obligated themselves never to
go to war in an attempt to settle disputes
concerning that western boundary and all
other differences that might arise between
them, The guarantors, Great Britain and
Italy, undertook to see that those obligations
were carried out—

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: By force.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: By
whatever methods were necessary, but if force
became necessary force would have to be
applied.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The words are,
“will come to the aid.”

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Exactly, “will come to the aid.” But will come
to the aid in what way? There are, of course,
different methods by which force may be
applied towards accomplishing the end in
view. If Germany or France were to violate,
or to show any tendency towards violating, the
obligations which they mutually undertook
for the preservation of peace, the respecting
of existing boundaries and the settlement of

any differences by judicial methods, then Italy
and Great Britain would use their influence
and power against the aggressor and in favour
of the vietim; and whatever means were
necessary—diplomatic, economie, financial,
or, if it were impossible to avoid it, as a last
resort, the force of armament—whatever means
were necessary to take would be taken. That
is, these obligations were meant to be carried
out, and a violator of the pact would en-
counter the united resistance of Great Britain
and Italy.

While the guarantee was absolutely posi-
tive with regard to the western boundary,
it applied in a modified way to the eastern
boundary along the line of Prussia and
Germany; and Germany practically obligated
itself never to seek by force a change in the
eastern boundary; but it did not agree never
to urge the concession in whole or in part of
any rights to which it might conceive itself
entitled in that respect, under the article of
the League of Nations Covenant which pro-
vides for such a readjustment in the course of
the operations of the League from year to year.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Clause 19.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Well, that was a very notable and beneficial
step in addition to what had gone before, and
in substitution, for the time being, of Great
Britain’s inability to rise to the full height of
the ideals which were held aloft in the protocol
of 1924.

It might be well for us to consider for a
moment here what was the primary difficulty
encountered by Great Britain when it came to
the point of considering the enforcement of
what we call the sanctions against an aggressor.
These sanctions were of differing natures.
Diplomatic pressure might be applied. Diplo-
matic pressure is a strong force when backed
by influential Powers, and in matters arising
out of a threatened or real violation of the
obligations of members of the League of
Nations, such pressure would probably gen-
erally effectuate the purpose. If diplomatic
pressure were not sufficient, it would be
followed by economic or financial pressure,
and one can easily see what an important and
effective agency that is for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes. If all those methods proved
insufficient, then came in the sanction of actual
force. Important cases might arise in which
this forece would be best exerted by blockade,
through the medium of naval operations, to
prevent, if possible, intercourse between the
citizens of any nation in the League that was
not a party to the dispute, and the aggressor
nation violating its obligations with respect to
another member of the League.
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Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: What about those
who are outside the League?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
When you come that far, it becomes very
plain what nation would have to shoulder
the great responsibility of a naval blockade
to make effective the economic and com-
mercial sanctions. It would be Great Britain
herself, and the British fleet would be the
chief factor and agent in making effective
that final exhibition of force necessary to
discipline the recalcitrant power. The very
moment that the British Government, with its
fleet, should undertake to make good that
sanction by means of a naval blockade, there
would arise the question as to the attitude of
countries not belonging to the League of
Nations. Such countries, having given no
mandate to the power that is carrying out that
final sanction, are not under obligation to
support it. The great outside country always
in view is the United States of America.

Those of us—and I think there are several
in this Chamber—who are conversant with
what took place between 1914 and 1917, before
the United States made its entry into the
war, know just how difficult was the role of
Great Britain, as a great naval power, in
enforcing the blockade against the enemy
nations. They know, as well, how tense was
the situation, and how strong were the in-
fluences that United States commercial in-
terests brought to bear upon it, and they
know what regard must be had to any such
situation in the future. If the United States
were itself a member under the obligations
of the League, it would have to be a support-
ing power; but the fact of the United States
being outside, and having a tremendous com-
merce and interchange with other nations, or
with the nation that might be under blockade,
indicates with what caution Great Britain
must act before undertaking such an immense
burden of responsibility. Whilst it was fair
to suppose that the peace proclivities and the
peace tendencies of the United States are on
a high plane as regards abstinence from war,
and the use of peaceable means for the abso-
lute and final settlement of differences, yet
her possible action in any given case was never
known. The United States herself had never
said, and has not yet said, what her attitude
would ‘be if, in such a case as I have men-
tioned, Great Britain as chief naval power
undertook to apply the sanction. The United
States has not indicated what in such a case
would be her attitude, and whether or not
she would make it difficult, and perhaps im-
possible, for Great Britain to carry out the
sanction in a full and complete manner.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

My honourable friend behind me (Hon.
Mr. Mitchener) has spoken with reference to
the pact, and that has also been alluded to
by my honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand). The paect itself is a most ex-
cellent declaration of peace intentions, but
after it has dedlared its two principles—first,
that no nation that signs it shall have recourse
to war as an instrument of national policy for
the settlement of disputes with other nations,
and, secondly, that no other than pacific
means shall be adopted by those who have
signed the pact for the setitlement of their
disputes—there the pact ends. There is no
machinery provided by which, if one of the
sixty nations that have signed that pact
violates the obligation, and threatens or enters
into war, the other signers of the pact may
take action. But in the League of Nations
there is a perfected machinery, and just now
the most powerful nations of the world are
trying to adapt this machinery to the pur-
poses of both pact and League. The League
of Nations, with a view to bringing the ideal
obligation in both League and pact to the
common high level of the abrogation of war
in all cases, is seeking a common formula of
mutual understanding, so that in the Ilast
instance, where force becomes absolutely ne-
cessary, there may be no danger of clashing
interests rendering common action impossible
or ineffective. That formula has, I believe,
been settled by the committee which was
appointed by the Council of the League of
Nations to amrive at a method of procedure
which should, so to speak, equalize the ideals
and ultimate obligations of both the pact
and the League of Nations and provide for
common action.

In London to-day we see the spirit and
tendency of the peace-loving world as
grouped in the League and as signers of the
Peace Pact. It is that some method shall be
found to remove all doubt, that when the
obligations of either the League of Nations or
the Paris pact are threatenmed or violated by
one of its signatories, the powers both of the
League itself, with its membership, and of
the Briand-Kellogg pact, with its member-
ship, shall have unity of purpose and action
towards the would-be aggressor or brigand.
That is the ideal solution, and when that is
reached—as there is every ground for believ-
ing it will be reached, with patience and good
will and the vast momal sentiment of humanity
behind it—there will be practically no further
difficulty with reference to the discipline of
recalcitrant nations from time to time,
although Russia still remains out of the
League. The difficulty is as to the attitude
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of the United States, and not so much as to
the attitude or influence of Russia as a naval
and commercial power.

I do not know whether I have answered to
the idea that I had in view, which was to
say that I should not like anyone to have
the impression that when my honourable
friend referred to the stand-still years in the
League, he referred to anything else than the
progress along the line of participation in the
World Court in regard to justiciable matters
of dispute.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The right hon-
ourable gentleman is quite right. My view
was limited to that sphere.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I think it is a wonderful thing, after ten
stormy, hard years following a four-years war
of unprecedented scope—unprecedented de-
struction of human life and of material wealth
—that amid all the burdens which were
thrown upon the League—which were no
product legitimately belonging to it, but were
left to it by this vast cataclysm to which I
have alluded—to-day we have an institution
so universally respected, so world-wide in its
activities, so strong in its influence and charac-
ter, and so successful in the lines of its activi-
ties, that it has conquered the scepticism of
the world, and, what is more, won the admira-
tion, the fealty, the respect and loyalty of
humanity itself.

Oh, no, the League of Nations has not re-
volutionized humanity, but let us ask our-
selves, if we will: if there had been no League
of Nations, no opportunity for the delegates
of fifty-four representative Governments to
meet together every year and for three or
four weeks to sit down with one another and
learn one another’s circumstances and points
of view, and day after day and hour after
hour consult with one another, become
acquainted and friendly, and in an atmosphere
of peace and tranquillity as opposed to war,
cultivate relations, bring about agreements,
and remove prejudices and rising dissensions,
what would have been the condition of Europe
to-day, and the condition of the world?

Let us be reasonable, but let us be gen-
erously appreciative. Against the custom of
thousands upon thousands of years, when
nations had no other line than war as an ulti-
mate resource, no other custom prevalent and
constant, it was a stupendous undertaking to
reverse the engine, so to speak, and set the
train in an entirely different direction upon
the rails of peace and good-will, judicial pro-
cess, arbitration and conciliation. World men-
tality had to be absolutely reversed, and
directed towards another goal, and according
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to other ideals. That so much has been
reached ' is a matter for wonder and for con-
gratulation; and instead of putting even a
single objection, other than by way of sug-
gestion as to what remains to be done and
what appears not to have been effectually
accomplished, we should incline all our ener-
gies to develop the League’s activities along
the line of encouragement and optimism with
reference to the future, based upon what has
been attained in the past. And no small
part of that great progress has been achieved
during this last year, under the leadership
largely of our own Motherland and sister
Dominions. That progress has been made
towards facilitating the reference of all
possible disputes to this judicial tribunal
appointed by the nations, which tribunal has
overcome the scepticism and won the respect
of the entire world and is now regarded as
a court of vital power, a body with ade-
quate force behind it. This is a great
achievement, and Canada has taken an
honourable—I am not going to make any
further claim—an honourable and active part
in bringing it about.

Hon. H. S. BELAND: Honourable mem-
bers, I shall not take very much time with
the few remarks I have to make. Having
first listened closely to the able presentation
made by the honourable leader of this House
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) of the case of Canada
with regard to the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice and particularly to the op-
tional clause, and then having heard the
brilliant dissertation by the right honourable
member from Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George
E. Foster), one of the most experienced, if
not the most experienced, of the parliamen-
tarians of Canada, I cannot fail to express my
satisfaction at the prospect of another debate
in this Chamber in the near future upon
perhaps a wider subject connected with the
League of Nations. To-day I shall content
myself with a few words about the World
Court, usually designated as the Hague
Court.

My honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Griesbach)
who asked a question of the leader of the
House a few minutes ago, desired to know
how the court was constituted. I do not
presume to give that information; that is a
matter to be dealt with by the honourable
leader; but perhaps I may be allowed to
state what is common knowledge, that the
court comprises eleven fully qualified judges,
elected by the Assembly and Council; which
I assume means that to be elected a judge
of the court a candidate must have the ap-
proval of a majority of the members of both
branches of the League of Nations.

REVISED EDITION
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BELAND: They are elected for
a period of nine years. Besides those eleven
full-fledged judges, there are four deputy
judges, or substitutes, who likewise are elected
by the Assembly and the Council. The
president and vice-president of the court are
chosen by the judges themselves.

Visualizing the Hague Court from the
standpoint of a layman, of a man who has
not had a legal training, it appears to me
the main service which the court will render
to humanity will be in delaying the taking
of forceful measures on the part of one
nation against another. In my estimation,
delay in threatened international hostilities
is of the highest importance.

If honourable senators will cast their minds
a short distance into the past, they will re-
member that about a quarter of a century
ago there was introduced in another place a
measure which became known, after its
passage through Parliament, as the Industrial
Disputes Investigation Act. Briefly stated,
what was the purport of that legislation? Of
course, the word “arbitration” was mentioned.
Necessarily a board was to be appointed in
order to investigate conditions between both
parties to a dispute in the industrial world—
the industrial world in such instances being
confined to what is known as public utility
services. Was it expected that after the Act
came into force the differences between em-
ployers and employees would not be as bitter
as before? Certainly not. The chief purpose
of the Act was to say, in effect, to employers
and employees: “If you have a disagreement
which is likely to bring about either a strike
or a lockout, you shall not resort to either
of those means until the State has inter-
vened. You will, as it were, lay down your
weapons, and you will wait until the State,
through its Government, has intervened, ap-
pointed a board, made an investigation, ren-
dered an award; and when that is done, if
you, the employer, or you, the employees,
are not satisfied. you can, if you so choose,
resort to the strike or to the lockout.”

I take that to mean delay. And what did
delay do in numberless cases which occurred
after the passing of the Act? What hap-
pened? Passions which in the first place were
aroused to a very high pitch of intensity could
not find expression in immediate action. They
had to wait, and they waited. And whilst
the board was appointed, and whilst it was
investigating, the press of the country, the
public speaker, the man on the street, gave
publicity to the main points of the dispute,
and the result was that there was created and
moulded a public opinion which in time—in

Hon. Mr. BELAND.

the course of the weeks or months occupied
by the investigation—was brought to bear one
way or the other.

Public opinion is very seldom mistaken.
There is, as we know, a philosophical thesis
which says that the consensus of opinion is
the eriterion of truth. The Industrial Dis-
putes Act has resulted in the settlement of
hundreds of disputes between the two agencies
of the industrial world; disputes which other-
wise would have resulted in strikes or lock-
outs and very serious inconvenience to the
public generally.

It is my impression that the World Court
will have about the same effect, though hon-
ourable gentlemen may think that there is
a wide difference between disputes between
nation and nation and disputes between em-
ployers and employees in the same country.
There is no doubt that there is some differ-
ence, but there is throughout the world, and
especially in Canada, an honest press, which
is imbued with the desire and the determina-
tion to keep the publie rightly informed. There
are numerous papers in Canada which, in case
of international complications, would not
hesitate at all to sound a note of warning to
the powers that be, if they thought the posi-
tion of Canada was not tenable. That may
not be done the first day; it may not be done
the first week; but if a dispute arises—I under-
stand it must be of a justiciable nature before
it can be referred to the World Court—during
the investigation of the court public opinion
will form in all countries not directly inter-
ested, and will be brought to bear upon the
parties to the dispute, and that, more than
the award itself, will result in a peaceful
settlement.

I confine my remarks to this to-day, and
I am extremely happy as a humble member
of this House to be able to support the adher-
ence of Canada to the optional clause of the
World Court.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: On behalf of my
honourable friend the leader on this side of
the House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby), who has
been required to leave the Chamber tem-
porarily, and who, I understand, desires to
say a few words, I beg to move the adjourn-
ment of the debate.

The debate was adjourned.
MANITOBA BOUNDARIES EXTENSION
BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the
second reading of Bill 42, an Act to provide
for the extension of the boundary of the Prov-




APRIL 4, 1930

147

ince of Manitoba in the northwest angle
inlet of the Lake of the Woods.

He said: Honourable members, this Bill
is for the purpose of transferring to the Prov-
ince of Manitoba two and a half acres con-
tained in the northwest angle inlet of the
Lake of the Woods, jutting across the line into
the Province of Ontario. It comes as a
result of a treaty entered into between Can-
ada and the United States concerning the
boundary line, which followed the meridian
to the northwest angle inlet of the lake.
Later, when a survey took place, that point
was moved a considerable distance south,
where a monument was set up, and Canada
came into possession of those areas jutting
into the Province of Ontario. The Bill pro-
vides for their transference to the Province
of Manitoba, and has the approval and con-
sent of the Province of Ontario. The schedule
describes the two parcels of land, which I

think represent about two and one-half acres.,

No objection has been taken to this pro-
cedure. The land for a long time was thought
to belong to the United States, but the survey
revealed that it was part of Canadian terri-
tory. The only question was in what prov-
ince it should be included, and Manitoba is
the favoured one.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: May I inquire
from my honourable friend whether the people
who are living on this territory are to be
transferred and to become Canadian citizens?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: How many
are there?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON:

Hon. Mr. FORKE:
there?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The transfer of
the population, if any, would follow automati-
cally, would it not?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not know
whether any people are there, but by the
declaration as to where the line passes, if
there are any they are supposed to be in
Canada.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I mentioned it
merely that we might avoid international
complications.

I do not know.

Is there a gold mine

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the third
reading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable members, I do not
think it will be necessary to refer the Bill

2425—10}

to the Committee of the Whole House. The
purpose of the Bill is simply to confirm the
decision to include these two parcels of land
in the Province of Manitoba. We cannot
alter the Bill.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the third time, and passed.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND' READING

Bill 29, an Act to incorporate The Saint
Nicholas Mutual Benefit Association.—Hon.
Mr. Griesbach.

INDIAN BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved the second
reading of Bill 22, an Act to amend the In-
dian Act.

He said: Honourable senators, this Bill con-
tains a number of amendments to the Indian
Act. The principal amendments include an
extension of the school age of Indian children
by one year, and a provision that the Super-
intendent General may direct that a child be
detained in a residential school under certain
circumstances until he or she is eighteen
vears of age. Provision is made to prohibit
Indians of the Western Provinces from selling
their cattle without the consent of the Indian
Agent; and to enable the Superintendent
General to operate farms on Indian reserves
for the instruction of Indians in farming and
the supplying to them of seeds. Section 105 has
been given by the courts an interpretation
that was not generally understood, and the
object of the amendment is to make the sec-
tion clearer. The provision in the Act with
regard to the seizure of vehicles, vessels, and
other conveyances used in the liquor traffic
has been extended to apply to motor cars and
other means of transportation. Owing to the
tendency of Indians to squander their time
and money in poolrooms, provision has been
made for bringing Indians before a public
magistrate, stipendiary magistrate, or Indian
Agent, or two justices of the peace, and the
court may forbid the person who owns or is
in charge of a poolroom to allow an Indian
who has been found to be a frequenter to
enter that poolroom for the space of one
year.

These and the other amendments can be
considered separately, and more extended ex-
planations can be given, when the Bill goes
into Committee. I shall be content with
second reading of the Bill to-day.
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Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I suppose this
Bill emanated from the Department of
Indian affairs.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY, on behalf of
Hon. Mr. McMeans, Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Divorce, presented the following
Bills, which were severally read the first time:

Bill D, an Act for the relief of Nora Kath-
leen Eayrs.

Bill E, an Act for the relief of Herbert
Chick.

Bill F, an Act for the relief of Albert Ed-
ward Saunders.

Bill G, an Act for the relief of Marjorie
Gladys Picken.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Percy Victor
Hobbes.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Raymond
Garbutt Little.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Constance
Bertrand Murray.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Florence
Isabell Naughton.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Lucy Beryl
Marshall.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Herbert
Vincent Crisp.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Elsie May
Scott-Peer.

Rill O, an Act for the relief of Archibald
Charles Henry Morris.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Lillian
Caroline Maud Wood.

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Herbert
Nelson Vaughan,

Bill R, an Act for the relief of George
Henry Symons.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Mpyrtle
Margarette Hilton.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Mary Davies.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Walter
Joseph David Penly.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Louis
Battaino.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Edith May
Smith.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Mary Helen
Burgess.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Cyril Doug-
las Gordon Stuart Ackerman.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Wilfred
Gordon Ure.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Bill A1, an Act for the relief of Herman
Michael Coleman. g

Bill B1, an Act for the relief of Gertrude
Ann Elizabeth Griffiths,

Bill C1, an Act for the relief of William
Francis Addison.

Bill D1, an Act for the relief of Ella Daisy
Griffith.

Bill E1, an Act for the relief of Thomas
Edmund Appleyard.

Bill F1, an Act for the relief of Alexander
Robb Kennedy.

Bill G1, an Act for the relief of Constance
Mary Wright.

Bill H1, an Act for the relief of Charlotte
Gertrude Brown.

Bill I1, an Act for the relief of Albert
Davis Blagrave.

Bill J1, an Act for the relief of Maud Alice
Whipps.

Bill K1, an Act for the relief of May Mec-
'Tarlane.

Bill L1, an Act for the relief of Eva Verona
MeceColeman.

Bill M1, an Act for the relief of Thomas
Brown.

Bill N1, an Act for the relief of Irene Adéle
Maria Gregory.

Bill O1, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Piton.

Bill P1, an Act for the relief of Henry
Cutler.

The Se