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SENATORS OF CANADA

ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

JUNE 11, 1928

THE HONOURABLE HEWITT BOSTOCK, P.C., SPEAKER.

SENATORS. DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS
The Honourable

PABCAL POTRYERAL (/s Atk vw vl v venas sesoy v oo | AcadiBiviesio v it Shediac, N.B.
RAoUL DANDURAND, Pl il i oicicsssonnnnss Do Loxintier: coiceersorss Montreal, Que.
JoasrH P, B. CABABRAING vl v s v essoines s De Lanaudigre...........| Montreal, Que.
RoBRRT WATBON. . ii. ivivavidhesas vrttinnssisy Portage la Prairie........ Portage la Prairie, Man.
FIREDERIC L. BRIQUB, PiCuti. i iisssesyisuns De Salaberry............ Montreal, Que.
JORRPE B LBORIS. i i. iuritinss dosilns bl niibie ROpentiBny .. oosvviveesen Louiseville, Que.
SRS TRSRIER . . - i svndavis s sl e TR LRIt OV . v oais Quebec, Que.
Hewrrr Bostock, P.C. (Speaker)............. 20N T PG R e R Monte Creek, B.C.
JAMEs B ROBN.cos vine sl s s o vaiscsans o v MOOBSIRW o ivvecirssies Moose Jaw, Sask.
GEORGES C. DESSAULLES.. ...covvveiennnoonsn BOUGSINONt. .o oo veerpssa St. Hyacinthe, Que.
NarortoNn A. BELCOURT, P.C.........c.c00nne. OB Ll s e s Ottawa, Ont.
EpwARD MATTHEW FARRELL............c..... averpanle.. . Liverpool, N.S.
Louis LAVERGNEL osivinernssvansesssnsassss Kennehott . ..., ivivess: Arthabaska, Que.
JoaxPE M. WIBBON GZiilsiats byivisssyrs cxies BNl ol i crsirnsarnane Montreal, Que.
BoRIAMIN C. PROWEBEL (L00s covasvarasssnsit Charlottetown........... Charlottetown, P.E.I.
Roxus HENRY BOPR vsiscnissesyavesvsvrapnes LT R Cookshire, Que.
JORN W, DANTEL 3ic st ds 3 va s s Lo pr o e S St. John, N.B.
CRORCE: GORDON. 34, sadbleni s s« vasisssssnnysn DI o oo viirsnnn North Bay, Ont.
NATHANIEL CORRY oo ficiinleslovsnsassssassarse RBOIRE.C ... 0y oy Ry bt Amberst, N.S.
WRERIAM B BOBB:si- wanaepss dosssr s inssinant oo [ENREIIORON. . .\ iy o easve Halifax, N.S.
EDWARD L. CYRBOIR . 0ix s von0e oo sisv sy Antigonish......... ..... | Antigonish, N.S

v




Vi SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS.

DESIGNATION.

POST OFFICE ADDRESS.

The Honourable
TR ) BRI o e e ey
IR T D ONNEILY, . e B i s e ot
CHARLES PHILIPPE BEAUBIEN.......o0vvennnen.
JORNCMOENANT L 00 Ao s Sl
JoHN STEWART MCLENNAN.........cc00vennnn.
WiLLiaM HENRY SHARPE......ovvveinerninnnn
GipEoN D. RoBERTSON, P.C..ccoovvevinnnnnn.
GEORGE LYNCH-STAUNTON.....ccvvneeeinnnns.
CHARIES B DRNNRE . . i d v wesbsainei sntaas
THOMAS JEAN BOURQUE.....covunererrrnnnness
BateyY WeLARD i iiissascaoasss PSP 2 VRS
ATRERT Bl PHANTALL, (3 ivissnaman sty s
JOEN'HBNRY FISHER........c0iveeveiieasnnss
i v0ge) hap g el b T U e N e S
DAviD OVIDE L’ESPERANCE....covvereneeennnn
GEORGE GREEN FOBTER........iiiiviveiinann.
Ricaarp SmearoN WHITE

AR BENABD o ettt s danion s

EDpWARD MICHENBR.......ciivecativasnssitoes
WinniaM JAMES HARMER.......coieiiincicsen.
IviNG RICEOBD. i S i cinivs sessetves
JorN WEBBFER, 755 o i ivisesesssvanias
Pierre Epouarp Bronoin, P.C..............

JouN G. TURRIFF

JORN: BRANFTREDY. (7100l i i iviioncnsissiees
JOHN ANTHONY MCDONALD...covvvvrenvnnnnns
Wittiam A. Grieseach, C.B., CM.G.........
JOBN MoCORMIORK : 1. 2 Svitvai v sunnansiniass
R1. Hon. Sir GeorGge E. Fosrer, P.C.,
R S T s s N e

JoHNSE R PO i e i i yoo bt

Wentworth . os'sevevigenvi
South/ Bruoe. /.- il
Montarville.........on0n.

Boums. Vo sk il

Stadacona.. .scseeievsen
Colchester.....:icosssoss
Bhedinoy v siacssevissides
Edmonton.:issisciississ
Sydney Mines............

Dtawe. .0 iies S
Crenville. s ity it

Winona, Ont.
Pinkerton, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Souris, P.E.I.
Sydney, N.S.
Manitou, Man.
Welland, Ont.
Hamilton, Ont.
Halifax, N.S.
Richibucto, N.B.
Regina, Sask.
Nanaimo, B.C.
Paris, Ont.
Winnipeg, Man.
Quebee, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Winnipeg, Man.
Victoria, B.C
Moose Jaw, Sask.
New Westminster, B.C.
Boissevain, Man.
Red Deer, Alta.
Edmonton, Alta.
Milltown, N.B.
Brockville, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Ottawa, Ont.
Pembroke, Ont.
Quebec, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Truro, N.S.
Shediac, N.B.
Edmonton, Alta.
Sydney Mines, N.S.

Ottawa, Ont.
Prescott, Ont.




SENATORS OF CANADA

vii

SENATORS, DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
The Honourable
Jamms A, CALDER, PiC....iveecnsuvisnes sess.| Baltoonts..cov.oviiicinss Regina, Sask.
RoBER? B CRERN. o v oesaans s rnveviva s XOOtenAY i iosenvssesvns Victoria, B.C.
ARCHIBALD B. GILLIB.. ... peeresosososnsnsors Saskatchewan............ Whitewood, Sask-
Sir Epwarp Kewme, P.C., K.C.M.G.......... ORI e rs svssivmns Toronto, Ont.
ArcuBalp H. Macpongrn, C.M.G............ South Toronto........... Toronto, Ont.
FRANE B BEACE. i oisiiii v svevamsniness Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
SANPORD. J. OROWE i i iiie cvrssvnvsnsiosvas Busrard o v v Vancouver, B.C.
PEVER WA i aciahnsisnnie T A TERIERE (o is i ris vanis Halifax, N.S.
ARTEOR C. HARDY . .o iixvonvevnseinossosasnss TR0t iustsivsoncios ....| Brockville, Ont.
ONESIPHORE TURGEON..ccooeiccesasassnsnsnss Gloucestar.....ccococsee Bathurst, N.B.
Sir AnLEN BristoL AviLesworTtH, P.C.,

LS o R SR i e R SR North York Toronto, Ont.
ARDRBW HAYDON, iiscyeacsssssssnsoisssens 57T T O AT SR P Ottawa, Ont.
CrrsroRD W. ROBINSBON..ccosceescnncesssosos Moneton. ... vy eeesivonsis Moncton, N.B.
JAMES JoSEPH HUGHES....cocoevvvenneanns R 8 e e e Souris, P.E.I.
CREELMAN MACARTHUR....cc0vveenencencanns BYINO0 S it isnsinnnonse Summerside, P.E.IL.
JACQURS BURBAU, PO 7 0l i i iasanes LaBalle: i, vic v anenhe Three Rivers, Que.
Henri SEvERIN Béranp, P.C.........cv0v0e. RIS o hss Cienios snianas Ottawa, Ont.
JORN LBWIS. .5 s irvenanss s snsinssanvsaisios TOrORoNs (oot h s Toronto, Ont.
CHARLES MURPEY, BiCiii i oo shsaen RUNSEHET L o Ottawa, Ont.
WiLLiaAM ASHBURY BUCHANAN.........c0vnees Lethbridge. .c.ccoccevees Lethbridge, Alta.
ProspER EDMOND LESSARD......covvvuenennn. 8t Pauloiiiil. ..., A Edmonton, Alta.
JaMES PALMER RANKIN.......cc00eveeecencnss 1 B R PR Stratford, Ont.
ARaTR Brans:. Corp, P.C...versvinnaiibs dnsons Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
JouN Patrick MoLLOY.......... Maieity Siteae Provencher......ccceeese Morris, Man.
WorRED LAURIER MCDOUGALD......ccovvenen. VOO cccvsnossvavos Montreal, Que.
305Gy A DR SR e e A R SRR ..| High River................| High River, Alta.
PATL: L HLATFIELD s suhis s enivsvnsonbmssigsan Narmouth:. .. oooraivie- Yarmouth, N.S.
Rr. HoN. GEoRGE P. GramaM, P.C........... emnnliar oo o Brockville, Ont.
Wirtan H. MOGUIER. .. . oo si oo seonsishred FREE YOXK <o vvvvsvaerin Toronto, Ont.
DONAT RATMOND .. i v sncsosvsrvansassonsssnans De la Valliére............ Montreal, Que.
Pamwere J. PARADIS..... S D i Shawinigan...ccceoeveees Quebec, Que.
NaroreoN K. LAFLAMME......c.co00n0ees vvv..| Mille Isles...............| Montreal, Que.
JANRS H . BPENOm. 5ot sess S North Bruce....... +++..| Toronto, Ont.
EDGAR B, TaTMd. ..o cicvisvivenen R R LONAON" .; .+ ouesvsssines| Jiondon, Ont.
GUSTAVE LACASSE...cvvcevcencnnse e T R S e e Tecumseh, Ont.




SENATORS OF CANADA

ALPHABETICAL LIST

JUNE 11, 1928

SENATORS. DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
The Honourable
AvrLesworTH, Sir Auen, P.C., K.C.M.G....| North York............. Toronto, Ont.
BBARNARD ;- G T ofei 2 a0t o ive dnnnss vninsn VIBRORME. = oo onens Victoria, B.C.
BRAUBIRY, €. Plii,oitichorscans sisdivins Montarville........ccuue. Montreal, Que.
BAaUN; F. L, Ciiaiauceiiiviviis sasininss De Salaberry............ Montreal, Que.
BREAND;, . BB isnds shesssonnaonones GE T N Ottawa, Ont.
Bercourrt, N. A, P.C...... SRR RS OUBWRE. <. iocininnnsns Ottawa, Ont.
DRNABD, A. ..o ilees snhiia o suaas sinvsninsss St. Boniface..............| Winnipeg, Man.
Brack, F. B...... AR RT L s n s ma s Deang Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
BLONDIN, P. Bif Polivicitnnhoh ciasanasansy The Laurentides.........| Montreal, Que.
Bosrocx, H., P.C. (Bpeaker).......cisceannns BAUIIPODB: . s ccvssssnses Monte Creek, B.C.
BOURAUR, T ditdsani bl sasass ba v anapn Richibucto....c.oeueues. Richibucto, N.B.
BOORANAN, W Auic iinutedtances sovasanniss Lethbridge, ... ..cccs0es Lethbridge, Alta.
BUBRATL Ji, P.Cinioodiinhhiang avssuasusasias 1 L S SRR PR Three Rivers, Que.
ORORE . AR C aeiiins i cans savsrasss i Baltoodte. ... iiiianenins Regina, Sask.
AR RN I B Bhis st viass e svvee foaans De Lanaudigre........... Montreal, Que.
BRI, T i dan b iaii S c s v avenniiiin Grandville...............| Quebee, Que.
OO A B, PR i ik o os iavinssisvns Westmoreland........... Sackville, N.B.
CROWE, 8006 comthe = taibnv s nacseseios bty B o svnss s s iy Vancouver, B.C.
REUIRE M. oo oo B VARERR T it r s RSN s 5 Y e S Ambherst, N.S.
LDARDURAND,; Ry PGt il ivivsvissnvisnes Palotimier.....ccoca0 .| Montreal, Que.
SRR oW N B  aa ks WA h s BRI it St. John, N.B.
ERAnias; C. Tl T rilie e s varisvarvi o vad JRONRIEBORE. .5« o v savvcnes St. Hyacinthe, Que.
South Bruce............. Pinkerton, Ont.
LAYORPOOL, s va et ssonrasis Liverpool, N.S.
U RS R Paris, Ont.
T I P O e Montreal, Que.




SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS. DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
The Honourable

FosTEr, RT. HoN. S1r Grorer E., P.C.,

GRM. O NS AR oo R Ottawa. .. 4 hds o o....| Ottawa, Ont.
(2550 ko R § SRR R R I DR e e Saskatchewan............ Whitewood, Sask.
T DI R e e S R SR S Antigonish........ i e Antigonish, N.S.
R B S O e nies SN e 5 i NADIRIngG ..o e North Bay, Ont.
GramaM, R1. HoN. GEo. P., PC.............  DFN TS L SRSl Brockville, Ont.
(5T L el e e e e e (o OOTENAY = ars s sia Victoria, B.C.
GriesBacH, W. A., C.B.,C. M.G.,............ BAoRton. . viiis diies Edmonton, Alta.
T R VO B s SO KA SR e e L Leaddi oo ilor s Svaivs vus Brockville, Ont.
IR W d e S s i Bdmonton ... ciisise st Edmonton, Alta.
B, P Lol 2o sikidi i iR ek s Yarmouth .. .30 Yarmouth, N.S.
FIAYDON, Ao bt et b e s sl ks 415 545 ¢ s a Ak 1S5 S S S e Ottawa, Ont.
HoaEns; J. J. 00 T se v ssinesi s R B R Souris, P.E.I.
Kemp, S1r Epwarp, P.C., K.C.M.G......... ROTII ~0 o 1y i o Toronto, Ont.
§ETLE T e S LS R S S e e ) L S e o Tecumseh, Ont.
LAviens, N . BTl GBfsl e vnueessiavonis MIHGTIRIeS. . . coveecnnsns Montreal, Que.
T e T SR T T o s W e e O 17T L S S SR SR Regina, Sask.
A vRmea LTt e e b s e Kennebeec........... «....| Arthabaska, Que.
TR i oS Ut b« S bR RePentigny ... .. ciocnvves Louiseville, Que.
L ERFERANGE, SD R BN e e nsdine [ L e s PR S MO Quebee, Que.
DRERARD B B e S e e e T A R S Edmonton, Alta.
6T 7t PR T R S S A RS SR, ROFOND .o il s vina's vs Toronto, Ont.
e, BB R AN B s ce v v cassan 1y AR I e London, Ont.
L NORS T AUNTON O L i csidansavoseos RARRION L o sver e Hamilton, Ont.
MECARTEIR, OO b St e oy s A Summerside, P.E.I.
MacponEr, A, HWCMIG: /. i odiaiedy Toronto, South.......... Toronto, Ont.
P05 e S S R S e S A L2 T R R Halifax, N.S.
MOCORMICK P 256 i ia s svii vaves sos ey Sydney Mines............ Sydney Mines, N.S.
McDonarp, J. A........ S S suvsY BHOOIAC. it it vievavnons Shediac, N.B.
MoDovahiDEWelsinsdinl i svasinns WellHIROOn oo s v v v svsesins Montreal, Que.
MEGTRE- W, B o s o ias e TROBE- L OPK v v oroneonivs Toronto, Ont.
ML AN I o IS0 A wosennsvo s nivivon o BOMTIRI, oo sesiiage s i Souris, P.E.I.
MOLWRNAN Tl it e s o vina s iib s SYdney . o kg et Sydney, N.S.
McMEeaNs, L.......... P R PO WARRIDRR - s vy e Winnipeg, Man.
MicHeNER, B, o.oiiidodiviiede. cevens s il ROUTIIOBE i vk sy s v esmnonss Red Deer, Alta.
MOLLOY, 3. Pt i by v s anvei s Provendher. .. v.ussisss Morris, Man.




ALPHABETICAL LIST xi
SENATORS. DESIGNATION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS,
The Honourable
Muonemy O PO it v, BN G s s 3T ) e e e Ottawa, Ont.
Parapis, P. J Shawinigan.............. Quebec, Que.
POANTAL AL Bisi o oiiiansissvdnnnsvvnoraatis NaIRImO. i s i Nanaimo, B.C.
PorriEr, P..... ARRIes U e Shediac, N.B.
PormB. Hio i Bedfordioii oo ST Cookshire, Que.
Prowsg, B. C Charlottetown........... Charlottetown, P.E.L
RANEIN Ji Pl isis e snionssnirneivusmahhivs Perth, N Stratford, Ont.
LIEN G (5 oz Tt B BIGAS I e e e e el De la Valliere............ Montreal, Que.
o e g 3 0 L AN SR S W BT T O . Prescott, Ont.
34Ty g e R SRR S Rl High Riyer ... .25 ven High River, Alta.
RBoparon. G, Do PO o0l it iy Welland; ..o oo o o Welland, Ont.
RORINNON O W s s Moncton Moncton, N.B.
Boss, . B o it s e e Moose Jaw......ccoeuenne Moose Jaw, Sask.
RomsiW o B Lol s iy ans Middleton...... Halifax, N.S.
ScaArNER I T Tl Rl e v Boissevain... Boissevain, Man.
BEARPE AW Soda ey coie s v absio s bmatiosan o Manitou. ..... Manitou, Man.
27 oy oot DT 8 FRRT RN 0 T s R e e e Wentworth. ... .<ivvi oo vvs Winona, Ont.
Brmvom, Jo B s S et s e e s i North Bruce....coceceses Toronto, Ont.
SPANFIRLD; J. LR e s e Al R Colchester Truro, N.S.
TARNER, O, Bia i, snisvisr van gosas oy Riotol s i caisvash Picfou. N.S.
TAYLOR, ¥ D Fa il s ool s Los S was i dvius vy New Westminster........ New Westminster, B.C.
TIIEE: JULBE. . iesissvnssses ohsanviumeatuds De la Durantaye.........| Quebec, Que.
R R S R S e e Charlotte ... .o . Al dt Milltown, N.B.
G DT T B e SR R SRR s e S e S CRIOMONRYEY .. i s Bathurst, N.B.
B e (0 Lo L i o st v ASaINibols. . v e veneres Ottawa, Ont.
Vi o e R S e R AR AR P, Portage la Prairie........ Portage la Prairie, Man.
WEBHIRR T o i s i weas s e e IBroOlevillo v covioeias Brockville, Ont.
by3 1 10 DTS O USRI DB i SR IR S R R Stadacona.....cocun.n ..| Montreal, Que.
................................. Inkerman................| Montreal, Que.
................................ Pembroke...............| Pembroke, Ont.
Moose JaW...cocevereene. Moose Jaw, Sask.
Borel e o SR Montreal, Que.




SENATORS OF CANADA

BY PROVINCES

JUNE 11, 1928
ONTARIO—24
SENATORS. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
The Honourable
1 NarorfioNA. BEIBOUBEIP 0. . ciiccson oo abbsimantansian dosinas sansssania Ottawa.
AR ST T PR E et e n e B R S S e R s B R e e el North Bay.
S EnNust I BMITH G iaatl 11 i ian i s e s i v s i a oy an ke Winona.
4 JamEs J. DONNELER G ucois -t iovans iilis oo dalndolis s s cxs s snak ks Pinkerton.
5 GEORGE LYNCH-SPATNION . ., ..« . o0 nntnsmnsitios smbtraras ooy rsosss s Hamilton.
6 Giosot ID. RBoBsnmal. Pl ... i i it st saes sx e tank sy s Welland.
7 JorN HENRY FISEER GG 5 o s ipnimesm Mkt et dans v s xsmsiss s  Paris.
8 Jorw WaBSTER. Vi amditn s o s i Lol i e s el R o Brockville.
9 GuRALD VERNERNWHIBE . (s oo o svini cobvnd S i s s enns saab i givs Pembroke.
10 Joun D). B, Pl itars i iiveinrtsriininth st crns bonsatin Prescott.
11 Rr. Hon. Sir Gro..B, Fosrer, P.C., G.OMIG. ... ivriiasnanasness Ottawa.
12 B Epwinp Kemn B0 B OM G v vamsiis Sivsinvsnirres s Toronto.
13 Ancrinatd H: MacnolmE, C M. Gooiciiicimins solsnioir s srrbosss sonie Toronto.
ddrARTHUR G B ARDIY L o o e L e e e e Brockville.
15 Sir AuLEN Bristor AvreswortH, P.C., K.C.M.G...........c00nvnnn Toronto.
16: ANDREW HAXDON oo o 00 s sliratini s s o4 Cavone s ioa Lo s b bis Ottawa.
17 CHAntEs MUBelY, PiC . i ia i siiniasisnenisnissnvons iin Ottawa.
L T B R S e S e R e e Toronto.
10 Jasies PArMER BANRING ot o8 i i s v s S v se e s Stratford.
20 Ry, HoN. GEoraB P, GRABAM, P.C.. ittt asinivmnesssoviess Brockville.
M Wornaw HeMeGomn.. . v s i smadan En ol vt Toronto.
22 JANEE T, BPENCEL 55 cvnoissonsniniingsnthe s vilassice st disnsasnsncoras Toronto.
LR DL R T I s i SO RIS S e R s R e S e s London.
22 CUBTAVE LACABEE, . v\ ooiicsnnrsinsianssssmms sassiswnaisale At snste snss Tecumseh.




xiv SENATORS OF CANADA
QUEBEC—24
SENATORS. ELECTORAL DIVISION. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
The Honourable
1 Raour DANDURAND, P.C..ivvviieneisonin De Lorimier............. Montreal.
2 JosEPH P. B. CASGRAIN......c0vvvvnvnnnnn. De Lanauditre........... Montreal.
8 FrepERICK L. Bfizque; P.C..............+:| De Salaberry........v... Montreal.
4 Jospre HOTRGRIN ..o o i, Repentigny.............. Louiseville.
SR TREBIIR, < L et v o ey De la Durantaye......... Quebec.
6 GEORGE C. DESSAULLES......00vevenrnennns R ougeInont. .vis v ovies St. Hyacinthe.
7 LoUIS; LAVERGNR, i5i5 0 s c s iveenainn oo an Kennebee. . . ;. coniniai Arthabaska.
8- JORRPH-M. WILBON. ivi cvvr s worovevs exieries Borel: - o wiwics i Montreal.
0-RurnsHPOPR: S G Bediord 11ty Lol Cookshire.
10 CuARrLEs PHILIPPE BEAUBIEN............... Montarville.............. Montreal.
11 Davip OvIDE L'ESPERANCE.......ccuvunn.. Ol T e Quebec.
12 GEORGE GREEN FOSTER..........cc0uvnnen. AlMBiviiisivaniiiress Montreal.
13 RicEARD SMEATON WHITE.................. Inkerman......c..vveess Montreal.
14 PierrE Epouarp Bronpin, P.C........... The Laurentides......... Montreal,
15 THOMAS. CHAPME.. i ol s viaises vy Quebec.
16 LorNE C, WEBSTBR...ii. i Jiivivacasssveiis Montreal.
17 Henr: SivEriN Bfranp, P.C............. Ottawa.
18.JAcquEe BURBAT, P C0 L assiniie svas Three Rivers.

19 Wirrep LAvurErR McDougALp

20 DoNaT RAYMOND

De la Vallidra. ..........

Shawinigan

Mille Tales. ... uois iy

Montreal.
Montreal.
Quebec.

Montreal




SENATORS OF CANADA

XV

NOVA SCOTIA—10

SENATORS.

POST OFFICE ADDRESS.

The Honourable

1 Enwinp MaFARREun s Ui G s e e e Liverpool.
2 NarHANDL CURBY w0l ol o e e L Ambherst.
S Writrrane B RoRe i s o e e e s Halifax.

4 EoWaRD N CIBROIR . i i st i e Antigonish.
S JoHNIS I MeTRNNANS ot h e L e i e Sydney.

G U avims W AN il e N Pictou.
O S E ANFERLD . L s e s el s S Truro.

8 JOHN MOCIORMICK .\ i iiiiornnsnsiioia i bl S E Ol e o Sydney Mines.
9 PETER MARTIN.......... R o T T e R RS Halifax.
10 Pxur e A renbrn - s uls oo e el i e e Yarmouth.

NEW BRUNSWICK—10
The Honourable

1" Pascin POIRIBR ;.0 L letidivi voishievsontiie s il sttt ol e sominiin Shediac.

2. JouN W. DANIRL.. . ot vl dacoiians Sethat o GRS G & s o f b St. John.

8 TaoMAs JEAN BOURQUE .- 5iv. 4 sn e desinm sl oL Lo Richibucto.
4 1unNG B, TobDied siri S i laac i e s s o Milltown.
S JORN- ANTHONY MODONALD. i1 vviscn shnnvesdotine s i ss vn v vessvions Shediac.

e ERANE BOREADRY 3 0 i s e e S S s ek Sackville.
NOORERPHORE PURGRON <. . oo vis banossaven sinsmdvasass fasiscdios Bathurst.
S CrroRD W BOBINBONL. . i, i onvriivsiisioiasiie s ssiidsseninve Moncton.
9 AnvEun Brig COpFEEL Ol e s vra diaves sosi sy an it s mses sia Sackville.
10

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND—4

The Honourable

1 BRNIAVIN OF PROWER,..ioiveiniissvsesinn s snnssnsdisnistsossinsunss

20BN Mo AN . o i i e,

3 James JosepH HuGHES......... e O e v ot s e T e

S CRERIMAN MACABRTHDR . /oo vsevivassosisis isaheon susssivasnsisve e

Charlottetown.
Souris.
Souris.

Summerside.




xvi SENATORS OF CANADA

BRITISH COLUMBIA—6

SENATORS. POST OFFICE ADDRESS.
The Honourable
1- Hawirr Bogrook, P:C. (Bpaaker). ... . initiiiiarinieiiaisicadn Monte Creek.
CAIBER TR P EANIE, e s T S L e Sl s Bl e vs Nanaimo.
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The Debates of the Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE

Thursday, January 26, 1928.

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 3 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
Second 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 meet you
at the commencement of another session of
Parliament and to be able to congratulate you
upon the marked prosperity of the country.
The volume of trade and of building construc-
tion, the growth in employment, the increased
railway receipts, the expanding revenues, and
business conditions generally, all bear testimony
to a sound economic development which
promises much in the way of substantial
progress.

The celebrations of the Sixtieth Anniversary
of Confederation, held during the past summer,
were of a memorable character. They evoked
in ail parts of the Dominion a spirit of national
pride and patriotism. Related to the com-
memoration, and outstanding among the events
of the year, was the: visit of' Their Royal
Highnesses the Prince of Wales and Prince
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George, and the Prime Minister of Great
Britain. The welcome everywhere accorded
the representatives of the Royal Family and
the representative of the British Parliament
evidenced the strength of the ties which unite
in a common allegiance the members of the
British Commonwealth of Nations.

Striking recognition has been accorded
Canada’s position in the League of Nations
through the selection of Canada by the
Assembly to a non-permanent seat on the
Council of the League.

As contemplated by the conclusions of the
Imperial Conference of 1926, provision was
made on July 1 for direct communication
between His Majesty’s Government in Canada
and His Majesty’s other Governments of the
British Empire. The further implementing of
these conclusions which aim at more effective
consultation throngh personal contact by the
appointment to Canada of a representative of
His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain is
being discussed between the Secretary of State
for Dominion Affairs in Great Britain, who is
at present in Canada, and members of my
Government. By agreement between the
Governments of France and Canada and the
Governments of Japan and Canada it is
proposed that each of* these countries shall be
represented in the other by a Minister
Plenipotentiary.

Following the announcement made during the
last Session of Parliament, a Conference was
convened at Ottawa.in November between the
Dominion Government and the Governments of
the Provinces of Canada. It is the opinion of
my advisers that this Conference proved of the
utmost value in facilitating a full and free
exchange of views between the participating
Governments on problems of mutual interest
and concern. Your attention will be invited
during the present Session to some of the more
important matters discussed at the Conference.

As a result of the Dominion-Provincial
Conference, my advisers have decided, pending
a complete vevision of the financial arrange-
ments as contemplated by the Duncan Report,
to recommend the continuance to the Maritime
Provinees of the money grants made at the
last session. In the light of the discussions at
the Conference, my Ministers are continuing
negotiations with the Prairie Provinces for the
return of their natural resources and are
giving consideration to the restoration to the
Province of British Columbia of the lands of
the railway belt and the Peace River block.
Consideration is also being given to the railway
problems of the several provinces, as outlined
at the Conference.

The work of reconditioning that portion of
the Hudson Bay railway previously constructed
has been finished. After most careful exam-
ination and consideration, and upon the best
advice obtainable, Churchill has been selected
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as the ocean terminus of the Bay route. A
contract has been let for the grading and
bridging of the railway extension to Churchill
and preparations looking to the establishment
of the necessary harbour works there are well
advanced.

There has been a substantial increase in the
number of British immigrants as well as in the
number of immigrants of a suitable type from
the continent of Europe. Steps have been
taken towards closer co-operation with the
Provincial Governments in land settlement,
placement and supervisory work. Several
provincial centres have already been estab-
lished for the reception and distribution of
British youths for agricultural work, and a
constructive settlement scheme has been put
into force for settlers of this class.

The opening of mnew territory by the
construction of branch lines of railway' is
proceeding rapidly, and is providing wider

opportunities for settlement.

Harbour Commissions have been established
at the ports of St. John and Halifax. This,
it is expected, will facilitate and expand the
movement of traffic through Atlantic seaports.
The volume of trade at other Canadian ports
during the past season has increased. In grain
shipments, the Port of Montreal attained a
pre-eminent position among world ocean ports.

Much progress has been made in the
development of aviation in the Dominion. An
organization has been established for the
administration of civil aviation, distinet from
that of the Air Force. To assist in the
development of transoceanic air routes, a site
for an airship base has been purchased near
Montreal. An airship mooring tower will be
erected and a public air terminal for aeroplanes
provided. 2

In the postal service the year has been
marked by the inauguration of an air mail
service between Rimouski and Montreal.

Satisfactory progress has been made in the
organization of the Department of National
Revenue. The final report of the Royal Com-
mission on Customs and Excise will be
presented immediately for your consideration,
and legislation based upon the report will be
introduced.

It is proposed to amalgamate the Depart-
ments of Health and Soldiers’ Civil Re-estab-
lishment in a single department of National
Health and Veterans’ Welfare.

A proclamation has been issued bringing the
revised Statutes of Canada into force on the
first day of February, and copies of the new
revision will be available for the present
session.,

Among other important matters to which
yvour attention will be invited will be measures
providing for more favourable trade relations
between Canada and certain foreign countries,
and for substantial assistance to and improved
facilities for industrial and scientific research.
Members of the House of Commons:

The public accounts for the last fiscal year
and the estimates for the coming year will be
submitted at an early date.

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

In again inviting your careful consideration
of the important matters which will engage
your attention, I pray that Divine Providence
may guide and bless your deliberations.

The Hon. the SPEAKER.

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, January 31.

NEW SENATORS INTRODUCED

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

Hon. Philippe Jacques Paradis, of Quebec,
P.Q., introduced by Hon. R. Dandurand and
Hon. Jules Tessier.

Hon. Joseph Napoleon Kemner-Laflamme,
of Montreal, P.Q., introduced by Hon. R.
Dandurand and Hon. F. L. Béique.

Hon. James Houston Spence, of Toronto,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. R. Dandurand
and Hon. W. H. McGuire.

Hon. Edgar Sydney Little, of London,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. R. Dandurand
and Hon. A. Haydon.

Hon. Gustave Lacasse, of Tecumseh,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. R. Dandurand
and Hon. N. A. Belcourt.

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 and 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.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
following Senators were appointed a Com-
mittee of Selection to nominate Senators to
serve on the several Standing Committees
during the present Session: the Honourable
Messieurs Belcourt, Daniel, Prowse, Robertson,
Ross (Middleton), Sharpe, Tanner, Watson,
Willoughby and the mover.
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DIVORCE BILL (ONTARIO)
FIRST READING

Bill A, an Act to provide in the province
of Ontario for the dissolution and the
annulment of marriage—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday,
January 31, at 3 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, January 31, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings,

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL'S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. EDGAR SYDNEY LITTLE moved:

That the following Address be presented to
His Excellency the Governor General to offer
the thanks of this House for the gracious Speech
which he has been pleased to make to both
Houses of Parliament, namely:

To His Excellency the Right' Honourable
Viscount Willingdon, Knight Grand Commander
of the Most Exalted Order of the Star of India,
Knight Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished
Order of St. Michael and St. George, Knight
Grand Commander of the Most Eminent Order
of the Indian Empire, Knight Grand Cross of
the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire,
Governor General and Commander in Chief of
the Dominion of Canada:

May it please Your Excellency:

We, His Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal sub-
jects, 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: I am fully appreciative of the
honour conferred upon me in being chosen
as the mover of this Address, and T would
that T were riper in years and richer in experi-
ence that T might do justice to the demands
of the occasion.

The Address which has been brought down
may be divided into two phases, the retro-
spective and the prospective. To me it is
particularly important in its rehearsal of the
historic features of the past year, for T believe
that too much stress cannot be laid upon the
celebration of the Diamond Jubilee of Con-
federation and upon the part played in that
celebration by representatives of the Royal
Family and of the British Government.
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We are all boastful of the present prosper-
ity and the unparalleled prospects which lie
before Canada to-day, and we are perhaps too
prone to look upon that prosperity as of our
own making and to forget the “main chance”
in an atmosphere of commercialism. Where
would we be to-day and what would be our
prosperity had it not been for the broad
vision and the self-sacrificing citizenship of
the fathers of Confederation, out of whose
labours was born our heritage of to-day?
What the fate of that heritage will be in the
years to come rests with us to-day, and is
dependent on our vision and our capacity to
bequeathe that vision to the next generation.

It seems particularly fitting that the
celebration of our sixtieth birthday should
have taken the form of a thanksgiving, a
thanksgiving that was a family affair, and that
the Queen of Empire and Mother of Parlia-
ments should have graced the family circle
in the daughter’s house. Truly the daughter
has come into her own, and has won recog-
nition in the Council of the League of
Nations. It is a matter of congratulation,
too, and an honour to this House, that the
responsibility of that representation has been
ably borne by the honourable leader of the
Government in this House. All Canada is
justly proud of this further contribution of
the Province of Quebec which has given so
many men to the public life of the country,
men who have rendered and are still render-
ing a distinct service to the Dominion. I
repeat that a distinet honour has come to this
House.

The past year, too, has seen a further
development of the co-operative idea taught
by Confederation in that we have had the
conference between the Dominion Govern-
ment and the Governments of the Provinces
of Canada—a conference marked by harmony,
and out of which will come greater unity
and a still greater spirit of good will.

On the material and prospective side we
have every reason to be proud. Canada,
twenty-fourth among the nations of the
world as to population, is to-day fifth as to
trade.

Our agricultural and live stock development
is such that we may hope some day in the
not far distant future to become the greatest
food supply house in the world.

Coming from the county of Middlesex,
where T am rather largely interested in farm-
ing, and at the same time extensively en-
gaged in the manufacturing and business life
of the city of London, I gladly welcome any
line of action on the part of the Government
which will enable the rural sections to advance,
for I fully realize that the commercial in-
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terests of this country cannot prosper unless
those engaged in the basic industries of this
great Dominion are prosperous.

I note with pleasure that the Government
proposes to remove the handicaps under which
our sister Provinces by the sea have suffered;
that the Prairie Provinces are to get their
natural resources; and that it is proposed
to hand back to British Columbia the lands
in the Railway Belt. All this is to me an
evidence of a sincere desire on the part of
the Government to promote a further spirit
of unity without which we cannot prosper as
a nation.

Our railways are approaching the point
where, with added population and the attend-
ant development of business, they will no
longer be a burden. Our mining areas are
daily attracting greater attention, and, what
is most pleasing, British capital is becoming
interested. Commerecial aviation is becoming
an important factor in the business life of
the country, and it is fortunate that the
Dominion Government and the Provincial
Governments are in a position to aid this
development in such branches as the Post
Office and the Forestry services.

There will be general interest throughout
the Dominion in the promise that the matter
of further trading facilities with foreign
countries is to be given the attention of the
Government, and that additional aid is to
be considered for industrial and scientific re-
search.

Hon. GUSTAVE LACASSE (Translation) :
Honourable gentlemen, traditional custom in
both Houses of Parliament requires that every
year, in the moving and seconding of the
Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne, the two official languages of ‘this
country should be used, and I owe to the
kindness of the honourable the Liberal leader
of this House the hazardous honour of per-
forming one of these functions to-day.

It is with deep emotion, honourable gentle-
men, that I rise in this illustrious Chamber
for the first time, and the thought that I
address not only minety-four parliamentarians
of mature age and experience, but ten millions
of people, differing in opinion, class, origin,
creed and interest, is not caleulated to calm
my fears. Being exceptionally young to share
with my venerable colleagues the onerous
responsibilities of membership in the Senate,
and having no parliamentary training, I crave
your indulgence for the few moments that I
shall oceupy in seconding the eloquent words
addressed to you by my honourable colleague
from London.

Hon. Mr. LITTLE.

My remarks, honourable gentlemen, will be
confined to a few personal considerations which
have been suggested to me, directly or in-
directly, by the Speech from the Throne, and
which I shall make as brief as possible.

There is to be noted in the first place a
very interesting fact, mamely, that the im-
provement in the economic situation in Cana-
da is becoming more and more apparent,
while most other countries, particularly those .
of Europe, still suffering from the general
depression following the war and from the
fear of new conflicts, see their finances dis-
organized, their industries paralyzed and their
trade, both domestic and export, hampered
accordingly. Our country ranks amongst the
first in the world in trade per capita, and its
favourable trade balance is the highest. Our
Canadian dollar is the most formidable rival
of the American dollar. “The trade and com-
merce of Canada for 1927 has been generally
satisfactory,” declared recently one of the
most eminent business men of our metropolis,
Mr. Clifford Laffoley, retiring President of the
Montreal Board of Trade. “The basis of the
prevailing favourable conditions,” he added,
“is found in the increasing value of the field
crops of Canada, the substantial gain in pro-
duction from the mines, and the expansion
and growth of the pulp and paper industry.”

So much for the present. As for the future,
our country offers infinite possibilities. Mar-
vellous resources, still untapped, lie hidden
beneath our good old Canadian soil. If we
are to make further strides along the path of
intense development we must have a greater
number of strong arms—we must increase our
population. Three methods present them-
selves: matural increase, encouraged by the
improvement in economic conditions and by
the movement back to the land, which a writer
affectionately calls the “great friend”; repa-
triation, and immigration, aided and hastened
by a readjustment of transportation facilities
and by an aggressive programme of settle-
ment.

The Speech from the Throne, while con-
taining no detailed declaration, covers all these
points in a general way, attaching perhaps
most importance to the development of our
railway lines and emphasizing also the desir-
ability of establishing more direct relations
with certain foreign countries, particularly
France and Japan.

On the whole, this comparative prosperity
in our affairs and the hopes that we are
justified in entertaining for the future should
inspire our people with absolute confidence in
the wise and prudent administration that
presides at present over the destinies of
Canada.
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Notwithstanding the creative power of gold,
however, honourable gentlemen, we must not
stop at the thought that the greatness and the
progress of a race, a people, or nation are
based solely upon material prosperity. There
is another aim, which: I consider still more
necessary for the welfare of our country: it
is the cultivation of a common mentality, the
adoption of a truly mnational credo, and, in
matters of special concern, the development
and expansion of essentially Canadian thought.
This ideal towards which we should always
strive, as Canadians fully conscious of our
civic responsibility, is founded wupon a spirit
of understanding and mutual confidence,
respect for minority rights, and friendly feel-
ings towards each other on the part of the
different groups composing our vast country
and the different elements inhabiting it.

We have been placed by Providence on this
North American continent to live and prosper
side by side. Two great races predominate,
one of Gallic origin, the other of Anglo-Saxon
descent. The former is here by right of
discovery, the other by right of conquest. To
the one belongs the glory of having been the
pionecer and evangelizing race, to the other
the credit of having organized, developed
and brought to successful completion many
great undertakings. The two represent the
finest in modern civilization, and the duality
of language, art and literature is and will
remain one of the most precious advantages
of this Canadian land.

“Catiline is at the gates of Rome and we are
deliberating”! exclaimed on a memorable
occasion an ancient legislator. Thanks to the
friendly relations we have maintained with
the outside world for many decades, honour-
able gentlemen, our country is free from in-
vasion, and no horde of barbarians threatens
our institutions, though our frontiers extend
unfortified for more than three thousand miles.
But other enemies endanger our future as a
nation, and these are within our gates: they
are the base exploiters who systematically
endeavour to keep race prejudice, religious
bitterness or local susceptibilities aroused, and
who teke an infernal delight in stirring up
such subversive feelings, which undermine the
very foundations of our Canadian community.
A truce to all these unpatriotic, anti-Christian,
anti-social tactics! Would it not be folly on
our vart, honourable gentlemen, to waste our
time in petty, childish squabbles amongst our-
selves when Providence calls us and urges us
on to a destiny more and more glorious? Let
us all then generously agree to live in perfect
harmony and to maintain the most scrupulous
respeet for the constitution which governs us.

Let the nine Canadian provinces, industrious
and prosperous in their respective spheres,
study their problems in the light of a national
spirit and deal with them in the same way.
Under these conditions Canadian Confedera-
tion, the Diamond Jubilee of which we have
been celebrating with such splendor in the
year 1927, will continue to be the brightest
jewel in the British Crown; Canada will be
the most important centre of that glorious
commonwealth of free nations comprising a
vast Empire whose dominions extend to the
ends of the earth, and on which the sun never
sets!

Allow me, honourable gentlemen, before
closing, to make a respectful personal allusion
to those distinguished members of this Cham-
ber who in recent months have passed away,
and particularly to the kindly personality of
him whom I have the honour to succeed, Hon.
Senator MeCoig. Honest and irreproachable
citizen, friend of the farmer, steadfast defender
of the rights of the people, “Archie”—he would
not allow of being called otherwise, even
after his political chiefs had recognized his
value and merit in having him elevated to the
Senate—will long continue to live in the
memory of those to whom he was ever a wise
counsellor and unfailingly loyal and devoted
friend. May the administration of our public
affairs be entrusted always to representatives
as able, as sincere, as broadminded and as
unselfish !

Honourable gentlemen, I claim also, as the
Benjamin of this House, the privilege of
offering to the grand old man who is its dean,
the honourable Senator from St. Hyacinthe,
the tribute of my respect and sincere admira~
tion. To succeeding generations he is a
magnificent living example mnot only of
physical vigor, but also and especially of civie
integrity.

Before resuming my seat, honourable gen-
tlemen, I desire to express publicly my thanks
to the Government of my country for the
courageous gesture it has made in recognizing
the claim of the French group in Ontario to a
fairer representation in official and admini-
strative circles. I am quite embarrassed that
its choice should have fallen upon my young
and humble self. I appreciate what new
responsibilities this great honour imvolves. I
come to this Chamber with all the fire and
enthusiasm of youth. In contact with your
wisdom and experience, honourable colleagues,
I hope shortly to reach a “good average” as
a legislator, and to be able to give sufficiently
intelligent and sensible consideration to the
questions laid before this Chamber for final
settlement, especially as I shall have been
trained in a good school.
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Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentlemen:
It is my pleasant duty to congratulate the
mover and the seconder of this Address on
discharging very neatly, and I think very
well, a more than ordinarily difficult task;
because, so far as I have been able to struggle
with the Speech from the Throne, it is one
of the hardest to get hold of, because it con-
tains the least material of any such Speech
as it has been my good fortune to read for
some time. However, these gentlemen have
done very well in making bricks without
straw, and I must congratulate them on both
the manner and the substance of their re-
marks.

I wish also to congratulate the other mem-
bers of the House on the new members who
have entered this Chamber, and I would
like to make a few remarks to them, not for
the purpose of delivering a homily on their
duties, but rather in order to remind myself
and other members of this House what is ex-
pected of us here. Those new members will
find, what some of us learned years ago, the
real facts as to the position of a Senator.
Throughout the country it is commonly
thought that a Senator comes here to do
nothing but go to sleep and that nothing is
being done in this Chamber. However, those
gentlemen will learn, as we have, that any
man who is going to take part in the proceed-
ings of this House will have to give systematic
and careful consideration to the matters that
come before us here. The deliberations of
the Senate are of the greatest benefit t6 the
people of Canada in the way of avoiding
trouble and reducing public expenditure.

This leads me directly to the subject which
underlies a few of the matters referred to in
the Speech from the Throne. Two or three
of the paragraphs that are not merely retro-
spective are such as involve taxation; but I
would urge upon the new members of this
House that they should endeavour to take
a somewhat judicial attitude upon the matters
dealt with in the Senate. Those of us who
have been here for any length of time have
found that the old party spirit that was ac-
quired in contested elections, and perhaps
also somewhat in another House, is not quite
the spirit that is expected of members of this
House by the people of this country; and I
think as time goes on it is more important
for all of us to assume that judicial attitude
and try to avoid injuring or spoiling legisla-
tion by importing into it anything like a bitter
party spirit,

I would like to convey to the members of
this House some thoughts with regard to taxa-
tion in the country. If we are going to build

Hon. Mr. LACASSE,

new railroads, or have embassies in foreign
countries, or divide large sums of money
among various provinces for such things as
railroads and harbours, we must necessarily
incur heavy taxation; and my view of this
House is that perhaps its chief function, apart
from the protection of provincial rights, is the
duty of restraining the extravagant expendi-
ture of public money in every branch of gov-
ernment.

It is perfectly true of all governments, par-
ticularly those that consist of one Chamber,
that political parties vie with one another in
public expenditures. Thus, if Party “A” votes
several millions, with the expectation that
they will be in favour with the populace,
Party “B” will perhaps go five millions better.
But in this House we should be above that
sort of thing, as we have not the same tempta-
tion or reason for doing that which applies
to popular representatives; and I would say
that if we can in any way control everything
even approaching extravagant expenditure on
the part of the Government of the day, we
will be doing a great public service for
Canada,

Out of this question of public expenditure
grow two other matiers, namely, taxation and
the cost of living. You cannot expect to go
on spending millions and yet ignore the
question of taxation; neither can you heap
on taxes without increasing the cost of living.
Following this problem around, it leads to
another subject—that of nnmigration. With-
out undertaking to say to-day that the
Government are blamable for any specific
action in connection with immigration, I am
perfectly certain that there is a public
impression, whether correct or not, that there
is something wrong about immigration.
Though not mentioned in the Speech from the
Throne, I understand that it is whispered
that there is to be a thorough investigation
this Session of the whole subject of immi-
gration. For myself, I have never been
satisfied that we have worked on the proper
lines with regard to immigration. One thing
stands out in the conditions of our country,
I think—that in the farming districts, with
men of large families, it will be found, as a
rule, that the sons of farmers do not desire
to emigrate to foreign countries, but prefer
to stay at home. I think that before
spending money on immigration from Europe
or any foreign country we ought to know
decisively that we have exhausted our
resources for retaining our own population on
the land. That is my present view on this
matter; but possibly the Government may
try to justify itself in that respect. It is
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difficult for a private citizen to get at the
actual expenditures that are made on par-
ticular public services.

Certain other subjects are faintly adum-
brated in the Speech from the Throne. I
think we are promised something like
scientific research; at least it is in the air
Further than that, there is some suggestion
of the development of the St. Lawrence; but
owing to the fact that this matter has gone
to the Courts, it may not be one for early
disposition by Parliament.

Then there is the question of provineial
rights. It is a little difficult to say what the
Government propose doing on that question,
because it covers mot only such matters as
the control of natural resources by the
Northwest Provinces, but also various dealings
with the Provinces of New Brunswick, Nova
Scotia and Prince Edward Island. However,
until the Government bring down something
specific, I do not think it is possible for any
man to say more than that they will be
expected to carry out their promises in
accordance with the Duncan report; but until
they produce something definite it is impos-
sible for any one to say just what they are
doing.

Another subject on which I feel rather
strongly is with regard to government
embassies in foreign countries. I have my
own views on that subject. I never believed
in them, and do not believe in them now.
I think there is a great deal of danger
connected with embassies. No one can say
what may happen any day. An embassy in
a foreign country is a ticklish thing, for an
ambassador may say or do something that
will get the Government into trouble. We
have only to look across the line and remem-
ber a letter that was written by a British
ambassador during an election. He got his
congé the next day. Such trouble has
happened more than once on the other side
of the line. If you have embassies in Tokio,
in France, or in the United States, one of
those representatives may do an indiscreet
thing, and what are we going to do about it?
We are in no position to deal with such a
situation like an independent nation that has
her own army and her own navy. The whole
thing reminds me of the dog grasping at the
shadow: there is nothing to it at all. There
is nothing at all to justify us in establishing
these embassies. They will involve us in a
great deal of expense, $100,000 here and
$200,000 there, all of which will help to in-
crease taxation. What we could very well
afford to have in all these foreign countries
is a first-class business man, and a staff, who
would set to work to develop our trade. By

what is proposed, what will we get? If you
go to Washington, for instance, what happens?
Letter-writing begins, and it takes a week or
ten days to get at something that a trade
commissioner could find out inside of an hour.

I had thought of referring to the develop-
ment of the St. Lawrence, which is a very
important matter, but inasmuch as it is be-
fore the courts, perhaps it is better to drop
it for the present.

I want to say a word or two with regard
to the scientific research which we are prom-
ised. Frankly, I may say that I am in favour
of scientific research, upon a certain condition,
namely, that it is conducted along lines that
are not being followed by other nations who
are as rich or richer than we are. You can
get an illustration of duplication of research
in our agricultural stations, and men in the
other Chamber who know those stations will
corroborate what I say. Take, for instance,
the investigation into the growing and feeding
of steers. It is simply nauseating. Every
country in Europe has worked at that prob-
lem, every State in the American Union has
worked at it, and every province in Canada
has done likewise. It is a sort of monkey
business—because one station does it, every
other station follows suit. Then, from that
they pass to egg-laying contests, which may
be a good enough thing for one or two
stations to work at; but it is ridiculous for
them all to be at it, especially when the
ground has already been covered in almost
every civilized country in the world. They
have struck the right note in England in this
regard. There, in connection with the in-
vestigation of pests, it came to light that the
Government of New Zealand were investigat-
ing in their institutions the extermination of
certain pests, so the British Government said,
“All right, you go ahead with that; we will
drop it, and go on with something else.” On
condition that wisdom and common sense
are used, I am in favour of scientific research.
No country can expect to go ahead to-day
that does not realize the value of science and
scientific research; but let us mix with it some
common sense instead of wasting our money
in doing things that already have been done,
or are being done by others, just as well as
we can do them. ILet us turn to something
else, and then exchange ideas.

I wish to congratulate my honourable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) upon the
very high position which he has attained, and
I think rightly so, in the conclaves of the
wise men of Europe. He has done honour to
himself, to his country, and to this House—

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.
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Hon. Mr. ROSS: But I want to sound just
a word of warning. He should be very care-
ful that he does not go too far in complicating
us with the fifty-three nations that make up
the League of Nations. If he does that, I
think we will have to appoint a Committee
of this House to watch him when he goes to
Europe.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. ROSS: $So far the honourable
gentleman has exercised so much discretion
that I have good hopes for the future.
Nevertheless, it is just possible that in assent-
ing to some findings of a Committee of the
League of Nations, trouble might be caused
in the future. I hope the honourable gentle-
man will not mind me saying that I hope he
will exercise the greatest caution and prud-
ence in this regard.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honour-
able gentlemen, I desire to join with my
honourable friend in congratulating the
Senate upon the accession to its ranks of
gentlemen of the importance of those who
came in on the opening day. The honour-
able gentleman from the district of London
(Hon. Mr. Little) has been prominent in
agriculture and in business, and has been
recognized as one of the peers in his own
community by being called to sit as presidens
of the Board of Trade of London, and as
first magistrate of that city. He will bring to
this Chamber a ripe experience in many
matters which are of national interest, and
we will always listen to him with consider-
able attention and consideration. Likewise,
we have heard the voice of the honourable
gentleman from Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse)
who brings to us youth and enthusiasm.
Within a few years he has made his mark
~in his own district as a leader of his fellow
citizens. He has established a reputation for
fairmindedness and broad vision in all mat-
ters that pertain to bringing together the
various races that compose his community.
His presence here will be an acquisition to
this Chamber.

My honourable friend opposite (Hon. W.
B. Ross) did not notice in the Speech from
the Throne any indication of considerable
constructive legislation to be submitted to
this Parliament. It is true that some refer-
ence was made to the record of Canada
during the past twelve months. I think it
was of importance that the celebration of
the sixtieth anniversary of Confederation
should be mentioned, and I am sure we
should all be proud of the growth of our

Hon. W. B. ROSS.

national consciousness as demonstrated by the
festivities and the ceremonies that took place
in connection with that celebration. I desire
to thank my right honourable friend to my
right (Right Hon. Mr. Graham) for the
weighty part that he assumed in preparing
the program for that celebration.

My honourable friend in closing spoke of
the League of Nations and of the composition
of the Council. He has been kind enough
to congratulate me upon occupying a seat
in the Council. Whatever pride I may de-
rive from that position, I would like to share
it with all my compatriots, because it was
not my humble personality that was thrust
into that Council, but Canada itself. The
seat belongs to Canada, and while it is
filled to-day by my humble self, to-morrow
it may be filled by some one else. I may
say that although Canada came late into the
field, I found that her position in the world
was recognized as deserving of that honour,
and, as I had occasion to say when I re-
turned from Geneva, it was on Canada’s good
looks and not so much upon the presence
of her representatives there, that she secured
a seat.

My honourable friend is afraid, if I have
rightly caught what was in his mind, that we
may be entangled by some of the decisions of
the Council through the presence of a Cana-
dian representative. I want to reassure the
honourable gentleman and tell him that the
presence of a Canadian delegate should rather
give Canada a sense of security, because any
decision of importance, except on questions
of procedure, must be unanimous. If Canada
were not there, a decision might be reached
which, through Canada’s signature to the
Covenant, would put upon her shoulders
some fairly heavy responsibilities. Canada’s
representative there may draw attention, for
instance, to the fact that if any difficulty were
to arise in some part of Europe it would not
be opportune to call upon nations across the
Atlantic for any contribution. In the draft
treaty of mutual assistance which was pre-
pared in 1923, mainly under the direction or
influence of Lord Robert Cecil, it was laid
down that a country of one continent would
not be obliged to tramsfer troops to another
continent for the maintenance of peace. I
mention that fact so that my honourable
friend may be reassured. There will be no
increased responsibility affecting our country
by reason of the presence of the Canadian
representative. There are fourteen repre-
sentatives in the Council, and when, on the
evening of the day after the election of
Canada, a journalist came and asked me:
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“What will be the attitude of Canada on the
Councils?” My answer was that it would be
that of the thirteen other members. The
matters confided to the Council are differ-
ences between countries, complaints from
minorities that eclaim to have rights under
treaties made after 1918, and which gives
them some guarantee or some protection; and
not only is it the duty of the Council to
try to settle the difficulties that arise, but
to prevent their taking an acute form.

This is not the time to enter into a detailed
statement of the activities of the Council.
We may have some occasion during the
Session to speak of the doings of the Assembly
at the time of its last sitting in September,
1917, and of the action of the Council in
various matters. All I desire to say for the
present is that the election of Canada to the
Council was hailed with favour by most of
the delegates present, Though the majority
of Canada was small, I may say that, gen-
erally speaking, outside of those who were
special rivals of Canada in this regard, Canada
encountered no enmity, but found friends
in every quarter of the Assembly.

My honourable friend, if he read again the
Speech from the Throne, would find that there
is considerable matter not only historical but
relating to things that will need to be treated
by this Parliament. He will have noticed
the paragraph which speaks of the Confer-
ence between the Dominion Government and
the Provincial Governments. This was a very
interesting meeting, and I may say that I
was struck with the marked degree of broad-
ening in the national outlook and spirit of
the members constituting that Conference.
Honourable gentlemen will remember some of
the past Conferences in which every Provinee
stood upon its rights and claimed that the
compact of 1867 had as its basis a financial
arrangement which constituted a contract, and
that no one Province was entitled to an
increase of its annual subsidies from the
Federal Exchequer unless each and every
Province obtained &imilar treatment. For
instance, when in other conferences the ques-
tion arose of the control by the Western
Provinces of their natural resources there was
a claim by the Eastern Provinces for com-
pensation for those assets which would be
given to the Western Provinces.

Up to this last conference there seemed to
be a clear indication that each Province stood
by its rights, and did not intend to allow any
advantage to its neighbours without com-
pensation to itself. It was a very great
pleasure to me to see a totally different spirit
permeating this conference, and I was quite
proud to hear the representatives of the larger

provinces, Ontario and Quebec, declare that if
the East needed a supplementary amount in
order to maintain its administration, if there
existed a just grievance because of the present
situation, unforeseen at the time of Confedera-
tion, or if it was necessary to do something in
the way of a return of matural resources to
the West, then Ontario and Quebec were
ready to agree to a re-adjustment of condi-
tions, financial and other, and would make no
claim for compensation.

This to me shows that we are growing; it
bespeaks an evolution in our economic and
material situation. Undoubtedly, it is easy
to discover the cause of a reluctance to grant
an advantage to a neighbour when one is
himself in dire necessity; but the develop-
ment of Canada, the enrichment of the larger -
provinces, the fact that for a greater number
of years they have achieved financial success,
allowed them to take a broader view of things
and turn to the smaller or newer provinces
and say: “We are ready to look with sympathy
upon your needs, and we will not claim, as
we were wont to do in times gone by, a com-
pensation for whatever advantages you may
derive from the generosity or the spirit of
justice of the Federal power.”

My honourable friend has spoken of the
establishment of legations abroad. He has
expressed his dissidence with regard to the
exchange of ministers or ambassadors between
this country and others. He sees some danger
in our foreign representation. He gave as a
reason for his fear the fact that we are not,
like other countries, in possession of an army
and a navy. Well, I confess that in seeing
Canada develop its representation abroad I
have felt no tremor because we were without
an army or a navy. I would point out to the
honourable gentleman that, to make a modest
estimate, the position of two-thirds of the
nations of the world in relation to the greater
powers is similar to our own. Those nations
of the world that are called the small powers
may have a few ships and an army of some
kind, but I would ask my honourable friend
if that constitutes a defence and gives them
security. If my honourable friend will look
around the world he will see that two-thirds
of the nations have no possible chance of
defence in the event of a clash with one of
the great powers. Therefore in examining
international relations one must look at them
from another point of view. Take for instance
all the countries of South America and a num-
ber of other states throughout the world. I
do not believe that any of those small nations
have any kind of effective and material se-
curity in their dealings with the great powers
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because they happen to have a few ships on
the sea or in their ports, and some sort of
nucleus of an army within their frontiers.
They rely upon the new spirit that animates
the world, a spirit of fair play and justice.
These are the principles that govern the deal-
ings of nation with nation, and it is this higher
standard of civilization that will gradually
permit of a reduction of armies and navies
throughout the world. Nations with a popula-
tion of ten millions or less have representa-
tion abroad and direct contact with other
countries, yet that does not make for danger
nor create in their minds any fear. On the
contrary, it brings them into touch and enables
them to deal directly with other nations in
all matters of interest to them.

My honourable friend (Hon. W. B. Ross)
has spoken of Washington. He knows that
a number of prominent members sitting on
his side of the House, who have been mem-
bers of the Borden and Meighen Govern-
ments, are responsible for the establishment
of the legation in Washington. It was Right
Hon. Sir Robert Borden who, with some of
his colleagues, carried on direct negotiations
for the establishment of that legation. Why
did he do so? He could have sent a com-
mercial agent, but he felt that to do so would,
not meet the conditions. And what were the
conditions? A commercial agent has no entry
into various departments. He cannot speak
with authority in the name of his country
to the heads of the departments. Conse-
quently, for the past sixty years, Canada had
to apply to the British Embassy. Sir Robert
Borden was aware, through his experience
with the department over which he presided,
of the difficulty of carrying on negotiations
on various important Canadian matters
through that channel. He had the advice of:
his Deputy Minister, Sir Joseph Pope, who
from time to time, for twenty-five years had
been obliged to go to the British Embassy at
Washington to discuss Canadian affairs. He
could not entrust most of his mandates to
the Ambassador himself. The Ambassador
appointed one of his attachés from London
to represent Canada, and Sir Joseph had to
give him a few lessons in geography and ex-
plain to him the details of the record. While
the attaché was a brilliant young man and did
his best, he knew little of Canada, never
having set foot in this country. After cor-
responding with him for a time, and before
the mandate was carried out, Sir Joseph
would find that that young attaché had been
transferred to another embassy, and the cor-
respondence would cease. Then Sir Joseph
would have to journéy again to Washington
and begin over again to post another young
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attaché on Canadian affairs, giving him a few
lessons in geography, handing him a brief and
sending him along with it.

I heard Mr. James Bryce, subsequently
Lord Bryce, and Sir Esme Howard more than
once, state publicly that nine-tenths of the
questions which came before them in the
Embassy at Washington were Canadian ques-
tions, I ask any member of this Chamber,
was not Sir Robert Borden, in view of these
facts, justified in deciding, with his Cabinet
—and a number of his colleagues of that time
are now within sound of my voice—that
Canada should have an official representative
to deal with these important matters? As
Sir Robert Borden saw the situation I see it
myself, and the Government of which I am
a member has felt the same need.

It may be said that we were in no hurry
about appointing a representative. The diffi-
culty was to decide upon a man who possessed
the necessary qualifications. Up to this time
we have had no diplomatic service. Now
that we are opening two or three legations,
we shall have to prepare young men to enter
that field. I hope our representatives will
be selected with care and equipped with such
knowledge of international law as will enable
them to follow a fruitful career in diplomacy
in the years to come.

As to the policy of Canada in international
affairs, at Geneva and elsewhere, I hope that
this country will stand by the gospel of
arbitration. It is the only solution for the
settlement of differences between nations, if
force or warfare is to be eliminated. I was
happy to observe a New Year message from
Lord Cecil in which he drew attention to the
position taken by Canada in 1925, when it
informed the Secretary of the League of
Nations that Canada, though unable to accept
the Protocol, was prepared to consider the
compulsory jurisdiction of the Permanent
Court of International Justice in legal disputes,
subject to certain reservations, and also to
study the means whereby the Covenant might
be supplemented with a view to the settlement
of non-legal disputes, excluding naturally the
decision of internal questions. Lord Robert
Cecil, sending his message to the League of
Nations Society in Canada, which is so ably
presided over by my right honourable friend
the junior member for Ottawa (Right Hon.
Sir George E. Foster), made this comment
upon the policy of Canada in the League of
Nations, as outlined in that cablegram signed
by the Prime Minister of Canada in 1925:

That is a wonderful lead to have given the
Empire, and it is very heartening to those who

like to believe that the Empire stands pre-
eminently for peace.
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Our own necessities happen to be on the
same lines as the necessities of humanity, and
it is our duty to preach, and continue to
preach, the gospel of arbitration between
peoples. It is not an easy matter for the
great nations to forego their power and place
themselves on a level with the smaller nations
before a world court, but I cannot help
thinking that it is the only way in which we
can make any advance towards permanent
peace throughout the world.

Reverting to the speech from the Throne,
my honourable friend (Hon. W. B. Ross) has
expressed the hope that we may carry into
effect the whole of the Duncan Report. I
would point out to him that, though preaching
economy and a reduction in taxation, he has
expressed his approval of a larger expenditure
towards meeting the needs of the Maritime
Provinces. He will have to consider with
similar sympathy, the claims of other pro-
vinces or other parts of the Dominion and
recognize the necessity of some expenditures
which may prevent taxation from being
reduced as rapidly as it would if we were
not obliged to meet those many demands on
the Federal exchequer. He will have also
noticed in the Speech from the Throne that
consideration is being given to the railway
problems of the several provinces, as outlined
at the conference. This again may require
some capital expenditure, the need for which
will be left to the wisdom of the two branches
of Parliament,

The question of immigration is not an easy
one. My honourable friend said that instead
of money being spent in a search for
immigrants an effort should be made to
retain farmers’ sons upon the land. That, I
may say, is but a pious wish. I would like my
honourable friend to try to devise a scheme
whereby that could be done. I have myself
devoted considerable time to the effort to keep
farmers’ sons on the land by offering them
farming land outside their own neighbourhood
where they could thrive and raise a family.
I have suggested that printed forms should
be distributed throughout the country, to
postmasters, mayors and secretary-treasurers
of municipalities, that they should fill in with
the names of any persons whom they heard
had any sort of inclination or intention to
leave the country, and that the Departments
in the provinces or at Ottawa should offer such
persons some alternative solution of their
difficulty which would keep them here. This
plan has been carried out in various ways and
applied in different districts, but there will
always be, as there has always been, that
powerful magnet on the other side attracting
our population,

I have heard the argument that in the
course of a year we had brought into this
country hundreds of thousands of immigrants,
but that in the end we were no farther ahead
—that we had barely maintained our popula-
tion by natural increase. If we lost one
hundred thousand persons in a year and did
not in the same period replace them with a
like humber of newcomers, there would
undoubtedly be a net loss. At all events, if
we are to lose 100000 of our people in a
year, there is some consolation in feeling
that we are attracting a similar number from
abroad and that our population is not
diminishing.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: They are not of the

same class.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my honour-
able friend can find a way—and none has been
found in the last fifty years—to prevent the
movement of population from one side of the
line across to the other, I would like to hear
him suggest what would remedy the evil.
There will always be that movement. It is
not peculiar to Canada. It is not a move-
ment that is special to Canada. If my hon-
ourable friend will go through Europe he will
find that there is a similar movement between
various bordering nations. We are doing
well. The prosperity of the country generally
and of the West particularly, is the greatest
incentive to immigrants to come in, and I am
happy to think that we are entering an era
which may bring in and retain a couple of
hundred thousand immigrants a year. We
had that condition from 1900 to 1913, and the
number of immigrants increased to three or
four hundred thousand. I hope that that
volume of immigration will go on increasing,
and if we can only satisfy the farming com-
munity and make them happy on the land,
I really believe the successful farmer will
prove to be the best immigration agent we
have in the country. If the immigrants in
Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta are sat-
isfied with their lot, they will write to their
friends and relatives in the British Islands,
and the immigration which we obtained during
the pre-war period will start again and go on
increasing. I think we have reason to feel
that there is no occasion for despair in regard to
the conditions which exist in the country to-
day. All who have an eye on the general con~
ditions in Canada feel that we are entering
upon better times, or have already done so,
and I hope that, with the help of Providence,
prosperity will continue to be maintained in
this Dominion.

Hon. RUFUS H. POPE: Honourable gentle-
men, as it has always been the privilege, I rise
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to congratulate the mover and the seconder of
the Address, and from their remarks I judge
that they will be useful members of this House,
when it seems possible for them to find matters
of interest in this Speech from the Throne.
We have often had such speeches that ‘did
not carry much weight, but in this respect I
think the Speech we are considering to-day
should take first prize over anything we have
had in this Dominion.

The honourable gentleman who has just
taken his seat referred to different phases of
the Speech from the Throne. He spoke of
the celebration of Confederation. I suppose
it is quite proper to refer to that event re-
lating to sixty years of the existence of the
Dominion; and, so far as I am concerned,
belonging as I do to the old families of Con-
servatives who brought about that wonderful
event, it was certainly a triumph in my own
family life and in the history of the party to
which I belong. The reference in the Speech
from the Throne is another endorsement of
the life work of those gentlemen who went be-
fore me, and before others who sit upon this
side of the House, so we cannot find any
grievance in that connection.

Speaking of Canada’s position in the
League of Nations, I suppose we will not
quarrel about the fact that we have a very
worthy representative there, in the honour-
able gentleman who leads on the other side
of this House. As he has said, he will be
succeeded by others, and I trust that we will
always have in that position an equally
worthy man to represent Canada.

In regard to having diplomats representing
Canada in the other nations of the world,
my honourable friend emphasized the case
of the United States, saying that that office
was created by Sir Robert Borden. While
I have a very great regard for that gentle-
man, evidently he found that he had created
a job, but that it was not best to fill it;
so he left it vacant, and my honourable
friends on the other side of the House went
to work and invested half a million of our
dollars down there in a building to cover
a man of ordinary ability. I do not be-
lieve much in this gold-braid stuff. I do
not believe we should pay too much for it;
I do not believe the finances of Canada are
sound enough. I do not believe the taxes
of Canada have been sufficiently reduced up
to the present time to warrant us in going
into this extravagance. My honourable friend
speaks of communications having taken place
place by boat in days gone by, but I do not
think we had to go to France very often,
and even if we did take a trip across the
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ocean once in a while in order to unravel
some difficulty the expenditure involved would
be but a fraction of what is going to be im-
posed upon us by the proposition we have
under consideration.

In regard to past expenditures, I have been
looking around this city since I came here,
and I find expenditures being made of which
the people know nothing. I have noticed
where buildings have been torn down, where
property has been bought, and much money
invested for no reasonable purpose. I do not
say that the City of Ottawa should not be
beautified as a great Capital some time,
when we are not burdened by extraordinary
taxation; but for years we have been build-
ing beautiful places and making driveways
quite sufficient for the amount of money
we had at our disposal. Until taxation is
relaxed again and we are able to get more
people in the country, I think the expendi-
ture should be limited until our per capita
tax can be lessened, and we can afford the
tremendous expenditures that are proposed
in and about this city. But our expenditures
are not confined to Ottawa; we are building
hotels here and there, and among them an
unnecessary one in Halifax. This is done
with the people’s money, and any deficiency
that arises in the operation of the National
Railways comes back to us to pay. Nobody
comes in from England or the United States
or other places to pay those bills; there are
only Canadians to make good those de-
ficiencies.

The question of immigration is perhaps one
of the most important of the day. The
quality of Canadian citizenship is perhaps
our country’s most important asset. The
other day the Mail and Empire of Toronto,
which we all recognize as a serious news-
paper, had an editorial extending advice to
the Education Department of Ontario to
prepare teachers to go into the north-
ern country and off-set the Red doctrines
that are being taught there. I have here
an article from an American  paper, the
Boston Transcript, that was sent from Tor-
onto. It is very long, but I would like to
put it on hansard if permitted to do so. It
deals with this question practically, and it
shows that there is propaganda in Toronto,
Montreal, Winnipeg and Vancouver, teach-
ing the doctrines of the Reds, showing that
there has been a systematic arrangement,
and that we have been guilty of bringing into
this country a class of citizens that are un-
worthy of the future of Canada. In Mont-
real I have been told that undesirables can
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be brought into this country, and I am in-
formed that large money is being made by
citizens there for smuggling in undesirables—
citizens that would be refused admittance
under the law of the land. I was told that
upon such good authority that I repeat the
report in this House, in order to draw the
attention of the Government to the fact
that undesirables who teach such doctrines
as are mentioned in this newspaper are being
allowed to spread their views throughout the
length and breadth of this land. This is the
article from the Boston Transeript of last
week :

Communists Spread Propaganda Among Cana-
dian Children—Freely Admit Their Efforts
to Destroy Patriotism and Faith in God—
Another Mining Sensation—Alphonse Ollier
Sells Long-Guarded Claim for $57,000—
May Net $180,000,000.

By John R. Bone

Special to the Transcript:

Toronto, Jan. 4—Propaganda among Cana-
dian children with a view to destroying their
patriotism and their faith in God has been
unearthed and is freely admitted by Communist
leaders. The work is particularly aggressive in
northern settlements. though the headquarters
are in Toronto. “We are getting along very
well”  declared William Sydney, the young
secretary of the Young Communist League.
“The work started four years ago. Recently
special organizers went west and north.”

The vouth-work of the organization falls into
two classifications. There are the Young
Pioneers, ranging in ages from eight to four-
teen, and the Young Communists, from four-
teen to the early twenties.

“What is the purpose of the work among the
yvounger children?”

“The capitalist class has its Boy Scouts and
cadet organizations. Our task is to counteract
them and teach loyalty to the working class.”

“As opposed to loyalty to Canada?”

“Yes, but more particularly as opposed to
the status quo. to the acceptance of things as
they are to the capitalist tradition behind
loyalty to state and flag and national institu-
tions.”

The suggestion that the attorney-general’s
department “had its ear to the ground,” and
was checking up the Communists, was met with
ridicule. “That’s the function of the attorney-
general’s department,” said Jack MacDonald, a
local Communist, “to keep its ear to the ground
till the day of revolution comes. The closer
]it keeps the ear there the more noise it will
wear.”

Subtle Anti-Religious Propaganda

The propaganda that is carried on against
religion is more subtle. The following joke,
harmless in itself, was reprinted in the “Young
Comrade.” Tts significance lies less in the story
itself than in the fact that although not in
any sense a child’s story it is used in the
Comrade.

“The boat was sinking”—the story goes—
“The captain reached up to the crowd of
passengers. ‘Who among you can pray? ‘I
can,’” replied the minister.

““Phen pray, mister, ordered the skipper.
‘The rest of you put life preservers on; we
are one short.””

This joke, standing out in heavy type from
the rest of the page, is headed in large capital
letters: “Who Is Safer—God or the Life Belt?”

“Do you teach the children that there is no
God?”

“We teach them
opposed to religion.”

“But what is the attitude that you teach
them towards God?” :

“We don’t teach
MacDonald.

“When we teach them science, the idea of
God disappears by itself,” interposed William
Sydney.

They would even rob the youngsters of Santa
(Claus. “Lenin becomes our Santa Claus,”
declared MacDonald.

The main school is conducted every Sunday
in Toronto in a public hall. There are other
schools in Montreal, Winnipeg, Vancouver, Fort
William, and many other points as well as
general circularization. Sydney denied that the
work is most successful among foreign children.

“I have a class largely composed of Nordics,”
said Annie Buller, business manager of the
Worker, “and they are individually as smart
as the average ,person of twenty.”

One of the significant factors of this move-
ment is the way in which missionary work
is done. Children arve set to bring in converts.
“The children themselves are our missionaries,
our agents,” Sydney said. “They bring in
many converts. That is how the movement is
growing so well.”

“Do you get any whose parents are not
communists?”  “Oh, yes, many.”

“Don’t the parents object?” “No, they are
working class people and are often in sympathy
with us.”

science, and science is

them about God,” said

Holds Up Russia as Ideal

A typical circular broadcast in the Province
headed “Dear comrades,” and signed “Children’s
department.” reads in part as follows:

“These are questions you should ask your
teacher. If she cannot answer or does not
answer correctly, you can get up and give the
answer yourself. The correct answers are
printed below for every question.

Q—Why do the governments of all countries
hate the Soviet Union?

A—They are afraid that the workers in
other countries will see that in Russia the
workers own their country and they will try
to do the same.

Q—Who rules in Russia?

A.—The workers and peasants’ Government.

Q.—Who owns all the rich palaces in Russia?

A—The people. All the palaces have been
made into clubs, museums and art galleries for
the people.

Q—Why do all the houses belong to the
Government in Russia?

A —Because the Government wants to make
sure that the houses are divided equally be-
tween the people.

Q.—How is it that in Russia every worker
gets two weeks’ vacation every year?

A.—The Government looks after the health
of the people and sees to it that they get a
nice vacation.

Q.—Do voung children have to work in Russia
like here?
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A—No children under fourteen work in

Russia.
Q.—How about those between 14 and 18
years? Do they work?

A—Yes: but they only work three or four
hours a day.

Q—What do they do the rest of the day?

A —They go to school.

Q~—How much are they paid?

A.—They get paid for a full day.

Q.—Are those children between 14 and 18
allowed to work at night?

A.—No.

Q.—How many hours do they work in Russia?

A.—Now, the workers work eight hours. At
the beginning of next year they will only have
to work seven hours.

Q—Who owns the factories, mines and rail-
ways in Russia?

A.—The workers and the peasants own all
the means of production.

Q.—Why should all workers defend Russia?

A.—Because it is the only country in the
world where the workers and the peasants own
the country.

Q—Why do the papers talk about war with
Soviet Russia?

A.—Because the capitalists who control the
papers want a war with Soviet Russia in order
to destroy Russia, the only country in the world
where the workers rule (the capitalists use the
newspapers to tell all sorts of falsehoods so that
the people will not get the correct idea about
Russia and the conditions there).”

There is no use in bringing immigrants to
this country unless they can be employed.
Mention has been made of the farmer and
his son staying on the farm, but everybody
who knows the farming community as I know
it is aware that if there are three of four sons
in a family only one can be kept on the
farm; the others go into professions or em-
ployment of a different character, where they
can enjoy themselves in cities and towns.
What becomes of them? They flock over in
thousands, yes in hundreds of thousands, to
the United States, where they find employ-
ment in different lines such as they cannot
find in Canada.

The other day I was reading a speech de-
livered by Sir Charles Gordon, who cannot
be accused of being a Tory like myself, and
it cannot be said that he is blinded by par-
tisanship, as has been said of me. He shows
that the position taken by the United States
of giving protection to its citizens—protec-
tion to their employment and to their indus-
tries for the development of all lines—is the
reason why our people are drawn from Can-
ada. Every time we lower our tariff we send
more and more of our citizens to the United
States. I am only repeating the views of Sir
Charles Gordon, without quoting his words.

It is a known fact that we cannot make every-
body farmers. I have said in this House be-
fore, and I repeat, that the farmers have had
a hard trial, and that they are the greatest

Hon. Mr. POPE.

speculators in the world. ‘They have to
speculate against nature, against climate,
against soils, against rain, against sunshine,
and they have to speculate away beyond their
own judgment. TUnder these ecircumstances
a man, in order to succeed on a farm, has
to be the most economical person in the
world in order to make the advance he should
make in Canada. He cannot go out and do
it in any other line.

As to trade, you say: Why, we have shipped
so much more out of the country and have
brought in so much more. That is an in-
dication of progress. Yes, but we brought
in more than we shipped out, and every time
we bring in eighty or ninety or a hundred
million dollars’ worth of manufactured goods
from abroad, those goods take the place of
goods that should be manufactured by the
citizens of Canada. Until honourable gentle-
men opposite realize that, until that misfit
organization with which they have allied
themselves in another place realize what I
am saying, they have no right to try to sec-
tionalize Canada. This is a broad nation,
extending from ocean to ocean, and every
part of it is entitled to the same consideration
and treatment,

Speaking of immigration, I observed the
other day an article stating that the Govern-
ment had proposed to hand over $50,000 to
bring French Canadians back from the United
States. Any man who knows me—and there
are two or three in this House who know me
and who know the stock from which I come
—is well aware of my position so far as the
French Canadians are concerned. But T would
like to know what is the matter with the
English speaking Canadians that they should
not be brought back.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They are being
attended to.

Hon. Mr. POPE: No. That item of $50,000
was ear-marked, My honourable friend says
the English-speaking Canadian is being at-
tended to. I am delighted to hear it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We have quite
an organization in the United States, extend-
ing from the Rockies to the East, directed by
an English-speaking Deputy Minister of Immi-
gration. DBut we have a staff in the New
England states, organized specially to reach
the French Canadians in an effort, in co-opera-
tion with the provincial Government, to bring
back as many as possible of those French
Canadians who' lately have crossed over, by
offering them some advantages. When my
honourable friend speaks of that $50,000, he
refers to that special organization; but, as I
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say, there is this much larger organization,
with agents throughout the whole of the
Central and Western States.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I am glad to hear that.
But now let me say something else to the
honourable gentleman. A Canadian-born cit-
izen, living in the Province of Quebec, can
get no encouragement to move from his home
to the West; but when he goes down into
New Hampshire or Vermont, he can get aid
or assistance, because he is in the United
States of America.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend knows why.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I do not know why. Be-
cause I have continued to live in this country,
because T am rearing a family in this country,
is no reason why money should not be be-
stowed upon my children, if they should
decide to go West, as well as upon those who
have gone across the line.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is a ques-
tion that I put to myself some twenty-five
or thirty years ago, and to which I tried to
secure an answer. 1 wondered why Canadians
in the East should not be given the same
facilities as people from outside to move
toward the West. The reason which was
given by all Governments—Governments sup-
ported by my honourable friend as well as
those which he opposed—was that it is not
the function of a Government to transfer its
nationals from one place to another within
the country. 'The justification for helping
immigrants coming into the country is that
it is done in an effort to increase the popula-
tion. On the other hand, if you move a group
of people from one part of the country to
another, you are not increasing the popula-
tion. I may say, however, that an effort has
been made to facilitate the movement towards
the West of young Canadian farmers. I may
add that during the crop season the Canadian
Pacific railway and the Canadian National
railway offer thirty thousand young men
transportation from the East to the West at
810 per head. That is a splendid opportunity
for young men who are desirous of locating
in the West, and many of them have taken
advantage of it.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I am very glad to hear
the honourable gentleman say that twenty-
five yvears ago he was of the same mind that
I am to-day. I too was of the same mind
twenty-five years ago, and as yet I have had
no reason o change. I see no reason why a
citizen living in Canada is not just as good
as the fellow who goes to the United States.
He ought to be better.

There is no use talking. Our population
is decreasing, or at any rate is not increasing,
and the want of increase is due to the fact that
the United States is offering employment to
our people and that we are not. There is
no getting away from that. Then, why should
we tax our people in order to bring in people,
desirable or undesirable, when there is no
employment for them? There is not a doctor
from one end of the country to the other who
is not bothered every week by people wanting
certificates to enable them to go to the United
States, because they cannot find employment
here.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: Is my honourable
friend aware of the conditions in the New
England States during the past few months?
Also in Detroit?

Hon. Mr. POPE: The cotton trade has

' gone south and the people are without employ-

ment, and we are sending over money to bring
them back. But that has nothing to do with
the condition of this country, or with the fact
that our population is stagnant to-day, remain-
ing at eight or nine millions, or nine and a
half millions, if you like; and I have no
hesitation in saying that the Government is
to blame, that these people have been
frightened away by this free trade doctrine.
What does this doctrine mean? It means the
exportation of our natural resources to the
United States, to be manufactured there and
sent back in the manufactured form. Take
asbestos, for instance. @ We have employed
twenty or thirty thousand people digging the
asbestos, but the United States employs two
million people in its manufacture. ~Why do
not we keep that article in Canada and have
it manufactured here? Give a bounty or do
anything you like to assist the industry, and
offer work to those two million people in
Canada instead of in the United States. Take
our forest products. It is true that we have
great pulp and paper mills in this country,
but anyone who goes to any of our railway
stations before Christmas will see trainloads
of Christmas trees being shipped out of this
country, thus depleting the forests and farms
of the country. And why? Because the
poor devils of farmers have to sell their trees
in order to buy a Christmas present or a
Christmas turkey. There is no mistake as to
these things. I speak about what I know. I
am not drawing the long bow; I have no
political ambitions, as honourable gentlemen
know; I am simply drawing attention to facts.
The Governments, regardless of party, are fail-
ing in their efforts to accomplish what they
should.
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After reading the Speech from the Throne,
we know no more of what is going to be
offered to Parliament for consideration than
if it had mever been written. I do not think
that is fair to the people of Canada. In the
days gone by my honourable friend has stood
up for what they call democracy. Democracy
should be an open bock which the people
may read and inwardly digest, so that they
may be able to meet the situation. Take the
St. Lawrence Waterways, for instance. All I
know is that there is going to be a presidential
election in the Unted States, and that in May
or June there is going to be a convention of
the Republican party in Kansas City. Mark
my words: there are twenty-two States want-
ing this waterway opened, and if the Gov-
ernment of to-day is worth one snap of
my finger, the United States will furnish the
money to build, wherever the Dominion Gov-
ernment chooses to locate it, and free of cost
to the people of Canada, a canal carrying
down the waters of the St. Lawrence. I am
not joking. The support of those twenty-two
States is necessary to elect the next President.
And why should the United States not build
the canal? Do they not float their ships down
the St. Lawrence to-day under the Treaty,
the same as we do? There is no reason why
their Government will not build the St. Law-
rence waterways for us, as we say, where we
say, and when we say, free of cost to the
people of Canada. I hear the vibration of
their voices in Montreal, and here in Ottawa.
Why it comes to me I cannot say, but it
does; and from what I have heard I feel
authorized to say that the United States is
prepared to furnish the money.

Speaking of the question of fertilization and
scientific research, raised by my honourable
friend the leader on this side of the House
(Hon. W. B. Ross), I desire to repeat what
I have said before, that in the old farming
communities the salts and the lime and the
essentials for production are very largely gone,
and they can never be recovered until some
scientific research gives us a new fertilizer at
a cost away below the present cost of the
article. T say that to put back in the soil the
lime that has been taken out of it, in order
that it may grow crops, would cost more than
the building of the Canadian National Rail-
ways. Something has tc be done. There are
two things that might be done: a smaller
cultivation for one thing, and reforestation,
in parts that are not cultivated, for another.
Then let us have a study made of the use of
electric current, of which we read now and
again in the newspapers and magazines. If
that is practicable, let it be hurried along by

Hon. Mr. POPE.

means of research, so the farming community
of this country may have something to restore
the fertility of the soil which did so much to
malke successful the fathers and grandfathers
of the present day farmers. Many a man has
turned away from the farm because he could
not accomplish what his father or his grand-
father accomplished before him. There are
numerous reasons for his failure. First of
all, a man cannot live to-day in the same
style or as economically as they did in the
past; if he is going to keep his boys and girls
interested he has to rear in up-to-date fashion.
Then, the soil being impoverished, produces
diseased creps. When I was a boy a rotten
potato was unknown; I remember the first
one I ever saw, and we grew hundreds of
bushels of them on our farm. That condition
must be dealt with, not by preaching, not by
writing letters or sending out pamphlets, but
by means of scientific research to the end that
we may overcome these handieaps.

Honourable gentlemen, I am through. I
thank you very kindly for the attention you
have given me. I trust I have not trespassed
upon the ground that my honourable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr., Dandurand) forbids me
to walk on.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM : Hon-
ourable gentlemen, you are about to hear
from a third new member of the Senate. As
one a little senior to the two young members
who have moved and seconded the Address
to-day, I may be permitted to congratulate
them on what they said and how they said
it; but still more I congratulate this body
upon having such young men sent to it. The
average age of the Senate apparently is de-
creasing, and if we take any stock in the
argument that life insurance companies make
use of—that they are more solid because the
average age is mot increasing—we may say to
all and sundry who think the Senate is likely
to come to an end, that the average age is
decreasing, and consequently the expectancy
of life is increasing.

Several comments have been made on the
Speech from the Throne by others than the
mover and seconder. In all my years in publie
life, no matter which party was in power, I
have never known the other side to be satisfied
with the Speech from the Throne. Two years
ago the Government was attacked because
they had placed something in the Speech
which old parliamentarians said should have
been left for the Budget. That year the Speech
contained too much; this year it does not
contain enough. It is difficult, I presume, for
a Government to know just what to put in a
Speech from the Throne. If they say much
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has been accomplished, they are criticized for
not giving an outline of what is to be
accomplished. In other words, those who
oppose ought to be thankful, and should have
a lively sense of favours to come, and accept
as Godgiven what is past.

The Speech from the Throne this year is
just like other Speeches from the Throne.
Some honourable gentlemen who have been
members of a Government know what it is to
sit down and endeavour to frame a Speech
from the Throne. It is not an easy task. I
may say to my honourable friend from Mont-
real (Hon. Mr. Smeaton White) that it is
something like running a mnewspaper—it is
perhaps more difficult to judge what to leave
out than what to put in.

The question of immigration has been men-
tioned. I am afraid I am mnot orthodox on
immigration. We complain that our popula-
tion is mot increasing with sufficient rapidity.
I am afraid sometimes that we are framing
our laws to keep people out rather than to
induce them to come in. To a certain extent
it i3 right that there should be a critical eye
kept on the quality; but there is a possibility
that with all our ecriticism and examination
and inspection and oversight some people who
might make splendid settlers are afraid to
come to our shores, or even to start the
preliminaries to becoming immigrants. Some
of our organizations meet and pass resolutions
indicating a number of questions that should
be asked of all immigrants before they are
admitted. I have read some of these resolu-
tions passed by various organizations. Why,
bless their dear hearts, if all this catechism
had been required a few decades ago, very few
of you would have been here, and perhaps
fewer of us. I know I should not have been
here if my parents had to answer some of the
questions that certain well-meaning people
now propose for immigrants. If Canada is to
develop properly we must have more people
per square mile in this country than we have
now, no matter how we get them. If our
railways are to be utilized to their full
capacity we must have more people, not only
to be carried by those railways, but also to
produce the goods to be hauled by them.
Apparently the natural increase of population
is not rapid enough in the Dominion of
Canada outside of the province of Quebeec.

One honourable gentleman, perhaps two,
urged strongly that there should be some
method of transporting people from one part
of Canada to another. Theoretically that
sounds well and it would read well in a book.
But let us take Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
or any other province, as an example. Nova
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Scotia is now doing its utmost to induce im-
migrants to come into that good old province
by the sea. What would be thought of a
government or a party that would introduce
a policy or start propaganda in Nova Scotia
which would have the effect of assisting people
now in that province to leave it? If people
intending to move anyway were to apply
voluntarily to the Federal Government for
help, I might see some common sense in
the proposition—if you will allow me to use
that term; but even in that case the Govern-
ment of Nova Scotia would immediately in-
tervene and say, as my honourable friend re-
marked, “ We want to keep all our own people
and to get more people in, and here you are
taking our taxes to help our people to go out
into another provinee.” If people did move
to another province and live there for six
months, a year, or two years, and were not
successful there, they would want the Gov-
ernment to move them back to their own
province again, or to some other place. The
scheme, while it may sound well, is not prac-
ticable.

The sound policy of immigration for Can-
ada, I believe, is, under certain fair restric-
tions, to admit all people of robust health and
good character who have a little cash and
more willingness to work and are ready to take
off their coats and become Canadian citizens
by toiling as our fathers did. Those are the
people that we want in this country.

May I refer for a moment to the Jubilee
celebration? I want to thank my honourable
leader for his kind references to the work of
the Jubilee Executive. It struck me that
the success we had in the work of that com-
mittee resulted from the co-operation given
by the Government and the municipalities
of every province, and through these by the
people of Canada. The fact that the people
on the Atlantic and those on the Pacific were
saying the same things about Canada at the
same hour of the same day, were singing the
same songs at the same hour, all about Can-
ada, and on the same Sunday, and so far as
possible at the same hour, joining in a non-
sectarian thanksgiving service, created from
one end of Canada to the other a spirit of
brotherhood that perhaps never existed to
the same extent before. If the result of that
Jubilee celebration is to make continuous the
spirit that has been developed during the
past six months in Canada, then I say, hon-
ourable gentlemen, that more good has re-
sulted from our efforts in the past year than
has been accomplished at any previous time
since Confederation for the unification of the
people of Canada. I will not dwell on the
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subject except to say this. We have in Can-
ada, Canadian Clubs and kindred organiza-
tions. If the work started during this
Diamond Jubilee year is to come to its full
fruition, I would ask Canadian Clubs and
such organizations to see to it that July Ist
of every year hereafter is made a Canadian
Day throughout this country. Some organi-
zation must undertake this work, and in the
whole country I know of none better than
the Canadian Clubs.

May I refer now to the Dominion-Pro-
vincial Conference? I was not at the Con-
ference, as you know. Like all the rest of
you, I can perhaps speak very feelingly about
things with which I am not closely conversant.
It is a good thing to have these conferences.
The press occasionally seems to think lightly
of what is accomplished. Just as in the case
of the League of Nations, the important thing
is not what is actually accomplished on the
surface and in the concrete; it is the influence
that must emanate from these get-together
meetings of representatives from the various
parts of the Dominion. And the Diamond
Jubilee year was the time to have such a
gathering. “A  wrong expressed is half
redressed,” we have often said, and when the
representatives of the various provinces met
in conference, not only with the Dominion
Government, but with one another, and were
able to exchange views and opinions, to place
difficulties from their viewpoint before one
another, to talk to each other individually as
well as collectively in the conference and say
things they would not care to write in notes,
the result must be good. It cannot be other-
wise.

We hear about the
matters to the courts. That sometimes
becomes absolutely necessary in order to
make clear a situation, but I submit that in
a country like Canada, when we are talking
about arbitration for the nations of the world,
it would be worth while to try out the prin-
ciple among our provinces and between the
Dominion of Canada and the provinces, to
see if most of our difficulties could not be
_ straightened out and an arrangement reached
by conference rather than by law suit. I admit
that there are some things that must go to
the courts to be clarified, but in my opinion
there are very few contentious matters ever
arising between the central and the pro-
vincial authorities but what could, if both
parties were agreed, be settled amicably and
justly, and with benefit to both.

Mr honourable friend the leader of the
Opposition (Hon. W. B. Ross)—if we are
divided into sides in this House—refrained
from speaking of the St. Lawrence waterways.

Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

reference of certain

I am afraid I shall not be so considerate. I
am going to say a few words on that subject.
The only matter referred to the courts is
virtually with what authority rests the owner-
ship of the power. In other words, the pro-
vinees make certain claims as to the owner-
ship of the bed of the stream and the water
going over it and creating power. That is
the question that has been referred to the
courts.

Hon. W, B. ROSS: I will not argue that
with you.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: And I am not
going to argue that. I will simply deal with
the question of the St. Lawrence development,
no matter who has the right to the power.
For my part I do not care. This matter of
the development of the St. Lawrence River
is a very big project, a very intricate problem,
and I think the Government do well to con-
sider it slowly before coming to an absolute
decision. I have lived on the St. Lawrence
most of my life, as has my honourable friend
from Prescott (Hon. Mr. Reid). The waters
of that stream are almost sacred to us, and
we want to know what is going to be done,
before it is done, if we can possibly ascertain
it.

With all due deference to the other prov-
inces, may I say that the old province of
Ontario is in a way more vitally interested
than they are—than even the province of
Quebec—from the fact that the Great Lakes
will be affected in this project, and the Great
Lakes touch the province of Ontario, as does
also the international portion of the St.
Lawrence River.

As Chairman of the Advisory Board for a
time, I delved a good deal into this question.
There is no doubt that the proposition is
feasible from an engineering standpoint. That
has been proven by two distinct investigations.
In our investigations, however, and in our
dealings with our friends to the south, we
must keep this in mind, that but a very incon-
siderable mileage of the St. Lawrence River
is international. The greater length of the
St. Lawrence is in the old province of Quebec
and is mot international, though we do say
that the United States have full powers of
navigation. While navigation on the St.
Lawrence may be international in the sense
that it is under a treaty, there is nothing in
that treaty about power, and that is not inter-
national. If progress is to be made we must
make it slowly, keeping this in mind. As I
said before, the power can be developed:
almost anything can be done through engine-
ering skill these days. My honourable friend
suggested that the United States would pay
for it all. That might be before the election,
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but I doubt that we should see the cash for
the carrying out of the project. But if that
were the case, do you think we would want
in Canada, particularly through the old prov-
ince of Quebec, a navigation canal or a
deepening of the St. Lawrence that was paid
for altogether by another country and .iust
be controlled by them to a large extent when
they had put the money into it? Why, that
would be worse than anything suggested for
an international arrangement. If this St.
Lawrence deepening is to proceed Canada will
want her fair share of power and of benefit
in mavigation and independently will pay her
share of the cost, and we need not consider
the proposal on any other ground.

There are two sides to the St. Lawrence
development. One particular school talks
navigation, but means power, and the great
agitation for it, I think, is from those who
look for the development of power. There is
a school in favour of this great project that
sees a vision of the Great Lake ports
becoming ocean ports. I think that is
possible, but this is the view to which I desire
to draw attention, and which, if my honour-
able friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) will allow
me, I would impress upon the Government.
Notwithstanding any criticism, do not rush too
rapidly at this thing. It means more than any
of us realize. It may not come in my time,
but it will come. But let us know on what
grounds it is to be done, and where we shall
be at when it is done. Above all, do not
allow any people to get any of our rights by
paying a little of their money.

Now, this is what I would suggest to the
Government. The National Advisory Board
was appointed for a purpose. The United
States Government appointed a board of the
same kind, with Mr. Hoover at its head; but
—1I say it with all respect—Mr. Hoover’s
Committee made a report before it had the
report of the joint engineers in its entirety.
There were two engineering boards, one for
the United States and one for Canada, but
these met together and formed a joint board
of investigation. The mrespective National
Advisory Boards, on the two sides of the
line, were absolutely different, and they never
met together. The distinet purpose of one
was to ascertain and advise the United States
Government whether or not it would be in
the interest of that country to have the work
done. The other Advisory Board was to meet
independently and advise the Canadian Gov-
ernment whether it would be in the interest
of Canada. Now I say, with all modesty, that
it is impossible, even at this date, to give a
direct answer to those questions. The National
Advisory Board for Canada already has be-

56109—2}

fore it the entire report of the engineers, with
the appendices. It already has before it, if
not in form, at least in substance, the very
extended reports of what we call the Inter-
departmental Committees. But beyond that
there is something which I believe ought to
be investigated before the Government gives
an answer to the proposal. What is that?
The economic question, will it pay Canada?
We have some statistics, but statistics do not
always prove the proper thing. I mean by
that that statisics can be so arranged that
they show misdirected energy. We have in
Canada very large shippers of grain. So far
as the growing of wheat is concerned, Canada
is the granary of the world. My own view
iz that before an attempt is made to answer
the United States the leading shippers, who
make the grain trade their life work, should
be called before the Advisory Board or the
Government to give their views. Will it pay
the country to carry out the proposal? Shall
we get a return for the money expended?
We export so many million bushels of grain,
and so many million bushels go down the
St. Lawrence, at such a cost. How many more
millions would go down the St. Lawrence
if it were deepened? And what would be
the saving? The Government or the Advisory
Board ought to call the representatives of the
railways, in which we have so much money
invested, and ask them: “Are you interested
in this? Give us your views.” They ought
to call in also the owners of shipping. It has
been said, you know, honourable gentlemen,
in many places, that the owners of the ocean
shipping would not permit their vessels to go
up as we are prophesying they will some
time; that it would not pay them to permit
their vessels to go up into the fresh water for
so many miles, taking so many chances and
spending so much time. These men should
be called before the Government or before the
Advisory Board and asked whether, if the
project is carried out, they will utilize it, or
whether it is practicable to utilize it, and, if
so, what benefit it will be to the people of
Canada. There are a thousand ofher ques-
tions that might be asked.

That relates to the question of navigation,
with which the Dominion is primarily con-
cerned. Then as to power, we have a great
deal of technical knowledge on what the de-
velopment would cost, and how much power
could be developed, but have we a market
anywhere for this power if we spend this
money in developing it? Maybe we have;
maybe we can induce manufacturers to come
from other places if we have cheap power.
That is a matter of industrial investigation.
I think that is another thing that ought to
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be before the Government and Parliament
before either is asked to proceed further. I
am very much interested in this St. Lawrence
proposal, and think we should proceed with
great caution and care about saying Yes or
No to the United States proposal, The
reference to the Supreme Court is all right;
then the ground will be cleared, and perhaps
we shall know better where we are at. In
the meantime, no matter what the decision
may be, my advice would be to go slowly
until we have all the data and all the opinions
we can possibly get from men able to give us
sound opinions.

Before closing I want to congratulate the
League of Nations on its wisdom in selecting
Canada for a place in the Council. I pre-
sume that in addition to the great ability of
my Honourable Friend, who has really kept
Canada before the other nations of the world,
another consideration that weighed with the
smaller nations was that they looked on Can-
ada as a place where minorities got a square
deal, and they felt that Canada would give
minorities a square deal in the Council.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Is it the intention or wish of the Chamber
to come back to-night?

Some Hon. SENATORS: No, no.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Or shall we approach the matter gradually,
and think over what has been said to-day,
and come back to-morrow afternoon to re-
sume the debate?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If the right
honourable gentleman wishes to move the
adjournment of the debate he may do so.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
If that be so, I would be very glad to move
the adjournment of the debate.

The debate was accordingly adjourned.

RETURNS FROM BRANCH RAILWAYS
QUESTION

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The honourable leader
of the Government last year gave us what
might be called a return of the Branch Rail-
ways, with their earnings and expenditures.
I do not find that there has been any such
return laid on the table.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not recall
having mentioned that report. I know that
when we passed those Branch Line Bills, a
general statement affecting each branch, or all
the branches—I do not remember -exactly
under what form—was required from the De-
partment of Railways, practically a yearly
return.

Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

Hon. W, B. ROSS: We want the cost and
the earnings. Some of those lines are showing
up very well, and I am in hopes of finding
that they are all paying their way. I would
like the honourable gentleman to let us have
that return again this year.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: T will submit the
suggestion of my honourable friend to the
Department of Railways.

DIVORCE PETITIONS
LAID ON THE TABLE

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I beg to submit
a list of the Petitions for Divorce that have
been filed. I may mention that there are
about 150 of them. I do not wish to detain
the House by reading the Petitions them-
selves, but I will read the names if it is
desired.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Dispense.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I do not want
even to know them.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They will appear
in the Minutes to-morrow?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members who read the proceedings will see
them.

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 1, 1928.
The Senate met at 3 pm. the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

POSSESSION OF WEAPONS BILL
FIRST READING

Bill B, an Act to amend certain provisions
of the Criminal Code respecting the possession
of weapons—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

PENSION ACT AMENDMENT BILL

FIRST READING

Bill C, an Act to amend the Pension Act
as respects pensions to widows.—Hon, Mr.
Girroir.

VENEREAL DISEASE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill D, an Act to make venereal disease
an impediment to marriage—Hon. Mr. Gir-
roir.
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CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS
RETURNS FROM BRANCH LINES

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: An inquiry was
made yesterday, as to the earnings and ex-
penditures of the Canadian National Rail-
way Branch Lines. I have here a letter from
the Deputy Minister, which reads as follows:

I have taken cognizance, from yesterday’s
Senate Debates, of Senator Ross’ question as
to a return of the earnings and expenditures
of Canadian National branch lines.

I will communicate with the management and
see whether it is possible to make such a

return, and advise you at the earliest op-
portunity.

Yours very truly,
Geo. W. Yates,
Assistant Deputy Minister.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: There is something
in connection with these railways about which
I am very much at sea, and about which I
think the country should know something.
When the Canadian National Railways de-
sire to raise money they issue their own
bonds, and the Government endorses them.
Does that charge appear in the annual ac-
count of the Government? :

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will not ask
my honourable friend to put his question on
the Order Paper, but I will secure an answer
for him.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I thought probably
the honourable gentleman could give me the
information. As I understand it—I may be
wrong—under the old system, when there was
a deficit on the Canadian National Railways,
it was paid out of current income during the
year. Formerly we used to pay as much as
$70,000 000 a year. Now, I understand bonds
are issued by the Canadian National Rail-
ways for any amount desired and the Gov-
ernment endorses them, and they are not
taken into consideration as a debt of the
country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend is dealing with two questions. The
first is the financing of the railway when it
has a deficit. In times gone by, when a de-
ficit occurred, it was the debt of the country;
but now there is no deficit, so the question
of financing to meet it does not exist. The
question of bonds being issued on capital
account for equipment, or for building
branches, is a different matter. If my hon-
ourable friend is directing his question to the
method of financing the expenditure on capi-
tal account, I would not like to answer him
off-hand, but will obtain an answer from the
Department.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I think my honour-
able friend is in error about the deficit.
There has always been a deficit. There may
not be a deficit on operating expenses, but

there is on the payment of interest on the
bonds.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: This matter was be-
fore Parliament three or four or five years
ago, and the present Prime Minister explained
the policy of the Government with regard to
it. Those bonds are not charged as part of
the ordinary annual expenditure of the Gov-
ernment; they are kept clear and are charged
to capital account.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Are they charged
to the liabilities of the country at all?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: My honourable friend
may be able to get some information with
regard to whether any part of the deficit is
charged to earnings. I cannot see that it
would be, because whatever the deficit is,
there it stands.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I would not say that.
I thought at the time, and I still think, that
the explanation given was a fairly good one.
[ was satisfied with it at the time.

Is it concealed?

LIEUTENANT AIME LAMOTHE
MOTION FOR RETURN
Hon. Mr. TESSIER moved:

That an address do issue for a return of the
file with regard to the request of Lieut. Aimé
Lamothe of Quebec for a pension following his
services at the front during the war, together
with the evidence produced with the request and
the decision taken by the Federal Board of
Pension Commissioners.

The motion was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Although the
motion has carried, I am not quite clear as
to the principles that have been laid down
in relation to the action of the Board, or
whether Parliament has made any ruling on
the propriety of producing that evidence be-
fore either Branch of Parlianment. I will
inquire as to the procedure that has been
laid down or the regulations that have been
made.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER: This is the ordinary
way of securing information. I know very

well that this young man enlisted as a soldier.
He was promoted from the ranks during the
war, and after being overseas three years he
came back sick and incapacitated. He is
still sick, and has been unable to get justice
I cannot blame the Board

from the Board.
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for what they have done without seeing the
record. I want the record produced so that
I may judge.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The difficulty
is as to the principles that may have been
laid down in connection with these judg-
ments of the Board. Has Parliament declared
that it would deprive itself of the right of
appeal in these matters, or are these matters
left to the sole discretion of that tribunal?
I will inquire into the matter and see if
there is any difficulty in producing the evi-
dence.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I think, even
though the law regards the decision of the
Appeal Board as final, that that would not
prevent any honourable gentleman asking for
the record of the case. It would seem to me
very peculiar if Parliament were to be de-
prived of information concerning any Depart-
ment of the Government that it might desire.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I say that Par-
liament may have deprived itself of the right
to review the decisions. We have deprived
ourselves of the right to appoint part of our
own staff; we have delegated that authority
to the Civil Service Commission, and we have
done it voluntarily. I have not looked at
the Act to ascertain whether or not Parlia-
ment has declared that the door should be
closed to any appeal. If there have been
100,000 or more cases reviewed by the Board,
Parliament has perhaps felt that it would be
unseemly for members of either branch to
ask for a further review, or for a reversal of
the decisions of that tribunal. I do not know.
I simply make that reservation.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: But all that
the honourable gentleman from Quebec (Hon.
Mr. Tessier) seems to seek is an opportunity
to inspect the record, and surely he should not
be deprived of that.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No; it is the
production of the record.

DIVORCE BILL (ONTARIO)
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the second
reading of Bill A, an Act to provide in the
Province of Ontario for the dissolution and
annulment of marriage.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, I have no
intention whatever of making any speech in
connection with this Bill. It was before the
House last year and was passed, and the
matter was very fully discussed then, at least
by myself and some other members of the
House.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Has the honour-
able gentlemen stated what difference there is
between this Bill and the Bill of last year?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It is precisely
the same Bill.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I for one cannot
give implicit assent to the second reading,
and if a division is not to be taken I desire
to place on record the fact that I am not vot-
ing for the Bill. If it is “carried on division”,
I am satisfied.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is what
we did before, I think.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It can be carried
on division. It was carried on division last
year.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is correct.

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

THIRD READING POSTPONED

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: With the per-
mission of the House I would ask that the
third reading be given to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: We might as well
take it now.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: With the con-
sent of the House I would move the third
reading of the Bill. If there is any objection—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I object. Surely
a Bill of such importance cannot pass three
stages in one day, or two days.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I do not press
it at all if there is any objection.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Does the hon-
ourable gentleman propose that it be sent to
Committee?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No, I had not
so intended.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: It is proposed to
pass over the committee stage?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It has only
one section.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Does the hon-
ourable gentleman move that the Bill be
read a third time to-morrow?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I understood my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) to
say that he would let the third reading stand
until next week.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: We may not meet
next week.
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Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
reading ought to be postponed until next week.
I want to look up the discussion of last
year.

I think the third

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: It is very import-
ant that this Bill reach the House of Com-
mons as soon as possible and receive their
assent. That would relieve the Senate of
a great deal of unnecessary work. It is very
desirable that we should know as soon as pos-
sible what is going to be the fate of the Bill.
If it is to pass, there are a great many appli-
cations that would go to the court in Ontario
instead of coming here.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: To my mind that
is an argument against the third reading. The
fact that this would increase divorce is a
reason why I would object to the third read-
ing, even if I had no other reason.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman has, no doubt, very potent reasons,
though I fail to see them myself.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: If I may say
another word—I do not think that anybody
would consider the honourable member for
Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) as consenting to
anything if this Bill were given its third read-
ing to-morrow. It is exactly the same Bill
as we passed last year.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But, for my part,
I want to look up the discussion of last year.
My honourable friend seems to think this is a
Bill that may be treated lightly.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Not at all.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
matter.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY:
gravity of it.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: A most important
Bill, I think.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Well, if there
is any objection I will not press it. I want to
meet every reasonable objection. I am only
anxious that the Bill should reach the other
House as quickly as possible, but I will not
press anything against the wishes of any mem-
ber of this House.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: The honour-
able gentleman moves, then, that the Bill be
put down for third reading on Tuesday next?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes.

The motion was agreed to.

It is a very serious

I realize the

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. Little for
an Address in reply thereto.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER.:
Honourable gentlemen, it is not my intention
to take up a very lengthy period of the time
of this Chamber. I have been pleased to see
the interest which has been taken in the dis-
cussion upon this resolution so far. I have
thought more than once since becoming a
member of the Senate that perhaps as a
Senate we were not taking full advantage of
an excellent opportunity, and not contributing
all that we might well be asked to contribute,
in passing the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne without a full discussion.
The opportunity is one which occurs only once
in the Session of this Chamber. It is an
opportunity for a general discussion and a
contribution of the criticism and suggestion
which may well be expected from a body con-
stituted as this is.

The Speech from the Throne is supposed to
contain a brief summary of the important re-
sults of the past year from the policies of the
Government, and especially to outline in a
general way the Government’s policy and
plan for the Session just opening and the
work of the administration for the future. I
have an idea that the capacity and capabili-
ties of a Chamber like this are particularly
resourceful for a contribution of service to the
Government and Parliament and that the
opinions and suggestions of this body on mat-
ters of public interest may give the country
a lead. We have in this Chamber some
ninety members, drawn from all parts of the
Dominion, representing almost every section.
We have as constituents of this Chamber men
of large experience and long experience in

- almost all the activities of our country. We

have on the constitutional and legal side men
of first-class ability, equal to any in the
Dominion, learned in the law and well ex-
perienced in the practice of the law; we have
captains of industry and promoters of indus-
trial activities, among the best in Canada;
we have in this Chamber, besides, distinguished
representatives of most of the other profes-
sions, and especially we are cognizant of the
fact that as regards administrative affairs,
municipal, provincial and Dominion, we have
here a large number of gentlemen who have
had varied, wide and long experience in these
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matters. In other words, this is a body which
ought to be able to give a lead to the Govern-
ment of the country by way of constructive
criticism, comment and suggestion, and the
opportunity is afforded us at a period in the
Session when we are not overburdened with
work from the other House. It is with those
facts in view that I express the satisfaction
that T have had, and we all have had, in the
discussion which has so far taken place.

I associate myself with honourable gentlemen
who have already addressed this Chamber in
paying a compliment, well deserved, to the
two new members of the Senate who respec-
tively moved and seconded the Address. Know-
ing their business experience and their affilia-
tions, we expected from them a fairly good
contribution, and I do not think we have
been in any way disappointed. With refer-
ence to the new Senator from Essex (Hon.
Mr. Lacasse), over and above the matter of
his discourse, I want to congratulate him on
the possession of a fine voice, which he was
not ashamed to use to its utmost. In that
way, I am sure, he contributed very much to
the comfort and satisfaction of the members.
Though the youngest member, he has given
probably one of the best leads in that respect
to many of the Senators who are much older
and have had longer experience,

It is entirely proper also to add, what has
been mentioned by some who have preceded
me, that this Chamber as it is constituted,
with its traditions and practice that have
grown from year to year, occupies a position
for reasonable and non-partisan criticism and
suggestion which is denied to the other Cham-
ber to a marked degree, Fortunately we
do not have to look forward to the pains,
penalties and labours of an election upon
which the maintenance of our position de-
pends. Probably the best of us, with an elec-
tion contest before us, might be tempted—
whether we should fall or not I am not sure,
but we might be tempted to a little bias in
the expression of our views, owing to the
prospective advantage which we hoped might
accrue to us when the final day of testing
came once more. We are in a position to
express views on a more independent basis
and in a more reasonable way on account of
the non-partisan tradition and practice of this
Chamber, which to me, coming from the
more heated atmosphere of another chamber,
were somewhat of a surprise and at the same
time a great satisfaction,

It is allowable, even in this Chamber, for
the mover and the seconder of the Address to
show a little optimism in the expression of
their judgment with reference to the Govern-

dan Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

ment which appointed them and had been
supported by them before they became mem-
bers of the Senate; and I noticed that even
the moderate and reasonable statements made
by our two honourable friends, the mover and
the seconder, yesterday in this Chamber, had
just the least tint of that sort, for which they
are entirely excusable. The two points which
seem to have been relied upon most in
commendation of the work of the Govern-
ment in the past and which have been men-
tioned particularly are the expansion of our
trade on the one hand and the increase or
expansion of our revenues on the other, and
with these two strong supports they absolve,
or are quite willing to absolve, the weak-
nesses and failures. They point to the im-
mense trade and large revenues of a compara-
tively small country like Canada as evidences
of progress and prosperity of a solid and per-
manent kind.

I think it might be well for us, while giving
all the weight that is reasonable to these two
indicia of advancement, to consider whether
there are not some other points which we
ought at the same time to bear in mind. Let
us take first the expansion and the volume of
our trade as measured by exports and im-
ports, especially by exports. The agricultural
exports and the exports of the mines and the
forests constitute the preponderant bulk of
our trade. But we cannot blind ourselves,
nor do I think we should blind ourselves, to
the fact that these three great items on
our list of exports are items which vitally
cut into the natural resources of Canada,
which natural resources are either not re-
producible or are very slowly reproducible.
This fact ought to make us thoughtful on the
subject of the conservation of those resources,

With reference to the products of the soil,
we all know that every crop diminishes to a
certain extent the power of the soil to re-
produce an equally good crop; and it is only
when, by fertilization and other scientific
methods, we return to the soil a part or the
»whole of what has been extracted from it,
that we keep the resource available in due
proportion for ourselves in future years, and
for the generations that come after.

But, when we come to the exports of the
mines and forests, we are dealing with two re-
sources of quite a different nature. That
which is taken out of the mines cannot be
replaced in whole or in part. The most we
can hope for is the discovery of something
that may take their place.

In dealing with the forests, which are show-
ing a wonderful contribution to the trade ex-
pansion of the country, we become a little
more thoughtful and serious. Despite all that
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has been said about our forest wealth, it
is rapidly diminishing, This is a resource
which we have no right to take entirely to
ourselves for our present generation. Rather
it should be largely held in trust for genera-
tions yet to come. The future prosperity of
Canada depends very largely upon the extent
and value of our forests, not only in the
matter of present-day industry, which is a
comparatively small thing, but also in the
matter of a supply for consumption by future
generations, which should not be put in the
position of facing ultimate scarcity and con-
sequent increased costs.

Anyone who travels through old countries
like China, and notices in a very great part
of them a barrenness which contrasts with
the olden times, when the mountain tops and
hill ranges were covered with abundant forest
growth, is struck with the decreased facilities
for the comfort and sustenance of the people.

and the increased cost of importation, be- .

cause the natural supply has been taken
away. As one thinks of the numbers that
this country will have in the way of popula-
tion with their demands, one feels that we must
be. careful that every accretion of trade and
expansion of exports which comes from our
present use of the forest is not using up prim-
ary resources which are largely unreproduc-
able, because, as these become scarcer, the
people’s obligations and the cost of living will
increase, and consequently our present pro-
cedure will have a vital effect on the future
of our country.

A large portion of that which is taken
from our mines comes again into subsidiary
industries, either in our own country or in
others. So far as it goes into our industries,
it is worked up into various products for the
added use and progress of associated indus-
tries. The mining of silver and gold is on a
different basis, and I question if we can say
very much in favour of that part of the in-
dustry as a permanent help and support in
the various activities of our industrial and
social life. I think it is a truism that, taken
by and large, more money goes into the min-
ing industry than is ever brought out of it;
and if we point, on the one hand, to millions
of dollars paid in dividends, we must not be
oblivious of the fact that as many millions,
and perhaps more, have come out of the
pockets of the people, and have resulted in no
returns and no dividends; so that, taking a
balance, the loss of capital is probably more
than is offset by the returns.

The point of my remarks is that no Gov-
ernment can leave out of its plans and policy
the certainty of a decrease of those very

resources which now seem to be indicia of
our greatest advance and expansion, or neglect
adequate efforts to restore them again to the
land by reforestation and re-growth. I con-
sider these methods of conservation and re-
production to be as important for the present
and future generations as are the facilities
afforded for exploitation, export and use of
those same resources. While we are glad that
we have such resources, and while we have
a perfect right to use them in moderation for
our own generation, there is a duty imposed
upon us of retaining and reproducing them
as far as possible, so that these great resources
shall not fail us in the future.

It is stated, and I suppose it is true, that
the three great enemies of forest growth in our
country, which tend toward their decrease and
possible extinction, are these: First, wasteful
methods of exploitation; second, the natural
enemies of the forests in the shape of insects
and lower life forms which are taking millions
every year from the value of those forests,
and sometimes utterly destroying them. The
third is the too great use of those resources,
which are all right and seem to be beneficial
as far as the present industries are concerned,
but which, in reason, should be brought more
into relation to proper methods of industry,
in view of the effects which a great expansion
in wood products is apt to entail on the
future.

The matter of increasing or expanding
revenues is connected with what I have said.
It is a fine thing for a finance minister to
say that the revenues this year amount to so
many millions more than last year, and con-
gratulate us- on this accretion to our funds
for expenditures in administration and gov-
ernment; but there are two things there to
be considered. A Government must not go
too far; a finance minister must not consider
that he is simply the finance minister of a
party, for a party term of four years, or
perhaps eight or fifteen years, during which
time he has to make the best possible show-
ing, leaving the party that comes in after-
wards to take care of future consequences.
A finance minister such as our present one
should be so constituted—and I think he is
so constituted—as to consider himself one of
a succession of finance ministers who shall
act primarily not merely for the party advan-
tage, but for the best interests of the country,
and keep conservation as well as expenditure
in mind all the time.

Money comes into our revenues from two
sources. It is an impost on labour, and on

product, and a finance minister must look
pretty carefully as to how far his taking of
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surplus earnings out of the industries of the
country will have the effect of preventing
those industries from putting back into
them a sufficient sum from their surplus
earnings, for replenishment and extension,
and consequently for the gradual future
increase of industrial operations. If those
surplus earnings of industry are milked to
too great an extent, a restriction is put on
industry itself, which has its effect not only
upon that industry but upon the industrial
expansion and development and life of the
whole Dominion, and thus prejudicially affects
all activities of social and material develop-
ment within the country.

Another source of revenue, and one which
is very much resorted to by all finance min-
isters, is the liquor industry, which pays
very heavy taxes, both in customs and in
excise, and makes up a very large proportion
of the yearly income of the Government.
Now, there is an observation to be made on
that line, which you would expect to come
from me, but which I think might equally
well come from the economist himself. If
there is in our country an industry, large in
development and widely distributed, which
commences with the destruction of primary
articles of food, and converts them into some-
thing which, in the most liberal interpreta-
tion, may contribute to the satisfaction of a
certain proportion of - our community, but
which in its general effect is the inevitable
and wide producer of inefficiency in produc-
tion, you are gaining revenue from a source
which results in inefficiency in production,
and consequently bears heavily upon the real
factors of national progress and development.
Any country which takes a proportion of its
revenue out of an industry which does not
add to the efficiency, and strength, and power
of production, but which tends very largely
to diminish these qualities, is not the best
kind of an industry, and we had better not
base our prospects for the future too much
upon revenues so derived. It has its reflex
of destructive action which contributes no-
thing to production or to efficiency, but is a
constant and uniform enemy to both.

These things we must take into considera-
tion in a reasonable way, and we must base
our views as to the permanence of the
foundation of our revenue and of our expan-
sion of trade in connection with the points
that I have brought forward.

Now, let me for a moment come to
another point, the allusion in the Speech to the
sixty years of Canada’s growth. I feel quite
sure that mention of that event should appear,
as it did, in the Speech from the Throne. To
my mind it was a most notable event, and

Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

also a most opportune one. We had gone on
too long with a general idea in Canada that
we are here under certain circumstances, and
had come into possession of certain resources;
but I consider that we did not have a very
strong feeling, and a proper spirit and under-
standing as to how we came by them. Four
things have resulted from that Jubilee
Celebration. The first is the general stock-taking
by the whole community of Canada as to our
resources and our present position. Here and
now, and without shame, I make a confession
and I think it is a confession that could be
made by most of us. I think I have followed
the history of this Dominion, and have been
as nearly as possible au fait with its progress
and its resources; but in two or three months
in this Jubilee year I learned more of the
resources of Canada, of its richness, of its
promise, of its potential greatness, and received
a deeper impression of them upon my mind

‘than I ever had before. And if that con-

fession may be made by one who follows things
pretty closely, what they learned must have
been a revelation to a very large proportion
of the people of Canada. I have heard men
and women, boys and girls, over and over
again, say, after the subject had been brought
to their attention and recapitulated, that it
was a revelation to them. It is a fine thing
that we had such a stock-taking. It has
put energy and hope and confidence into
millions of our people in a degree in which
they never before possessed them. That is
one thing it has done.

Another thing it has done is to operate,
not only upon the grown-ups, but especially
upon the little folks, the young people of the
country. What the elders are talking about,
takes the attention of a boy or girl. During
this few weeks of the celebration everybody
was talking about Canada, and its wonderful
progress and its growth, its connections with
the past, and the path by which it had travel-
led up to the present. Every boy and girl
heard the conversations on that subject, they
read of it in the newspapers and magazines
everywhere, and what everybody is talking
about the boys and girls are very anxious to
know something about too. So, dating from
that Jubilee celebration there has commenced
an epoch of information and understanding, a
vital interest in Canada as our country, and in
its traditions and the great story of its wonder-
ful progress. No pencil can calculate the
good that has resulted, and I am absolutely
in line with my honourable friend who spoke
yesterday, in saying that that impetus should
not be allowed to subside, and that every year
we ought to have the day of our Confeder-
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ation, the day of our starting on the national
race, commemorated in as wide and as effective
a manner as possible.

But a third thing has resulted—I have
already alluded to it in part. The man of the
present who, through neglect or any other
cause, is dissociated from the past out of which
he has sprung is in a position of disadvantage
both for himself personally and for his service
to his country. We often talk nowadays of
a status into which we have emerged. But
let us always be careful to keep in mind what
we have emerged from, and to remember the
path by which we have come to the present.
It is the keeping of, and the vitalizing of a
sentiment that we have been connected with
a past, and the impression which it makes
upon the young generation of this country, and
their zest in delving into it and following
it out that is going to have a unifying and
linking-up influence, that is going to keep us
in line with the culture and the spirit of the
race from which we sprang, with the men and
women of the olden times, who, by their
sacrifices and their protection, have made our
present possible for us. In all these ways I
think the Jubilee year was a splendid event.
It was an inspiration to our national life, an
impulse which will not soon fade out, and in
the not far distant future, it will lay entirely
at rest this interrogation which occasionally
arises: Has Canada a national consciousness?
Canada has a national consciousness, and no-
thing has been done which will stimulate it
more or give it a greater impulse in growth
than the Jubilee celebration and all the as-
sociations which clustered about it.

Now, leaving that, let me say one word
with reference to that paragraph in the Speech
which refers to the position recently assumed
by Canada as a member of the Council of
the League of Nations. The verbiage in the
Speech is both happy and correct. I could
wish that what is embodied in that would
become the interpretation mot only of the
party which supports the Government, but
of every other section in the Dominion, be-
cause it truthfully states how we reached and
why we now occupy our responsible and
honourable position in the League of Nations.

Striking recognition has been accorded Can-
ada’s position in the League of Nations through
the selection of Canada by the Assembly to a
non-permanent seat on the Council of the
League

That is the correct interpretation. Canada
did not get that seat on the Council at the
last Assembly because her status had been
changed in any way. Canada laid the founda-
tion for that position when she entered and
passed through four years of war with so

much sacrifice of men and of money, and such
a soldier-like exhibition of courage and cool-
ness. Upon that work in the war Canada based
her claim to, and received at the Peace Con-
ference her full equality with every other
nation-member of that Peace Conference.
Then and there rights and privileges were
accorded to her, first, by the War Cabinet
of the British Empire, secondly, by the Peace
Conference; and upon becoming a member,
with the status that she then had, not only
had she a right to all the distinction and
honour conferred upon her, but she under-
took to carry out her obligation, wheresoever
it led her. Since then, for eight years, Can-
ada has been a worker in the League of
Nations, and has been associated with the
member-nations, forty, forty-five, fifty-five in
number; and in confidence and in trust
she made her place amongst them so that
when the time came when that association of
nations thought Canada should occupy a place
in the Council of the League of Nations she
was elected to that position. Too much has
been said of that position being given to Can-
ada because in the interim something had
happened to change her status; and an
attempt has been made to read into that
action of the League of Nations a recognition
of the new status of Canada. This admirably,
honestly, and well-worded section in the
Speech has set that at rest forever, so far as
the Government is concerned, and I hope
so far as all are concerned who have taken
an interest in the League and the status of
Canada therein.

I congratulate my honourable friend (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) upon being one who has had
the honour and the distinction, as well as the
responsibility, of being appointed the repre-
sentative of Canada. And let us keep this
plain fact in mind, that when a nation is
elected to membership on the Council, the
nomination of her representative is in the hands
of the Government of that nation, and fur-
thermore, that the representative of Canada
has to look not simply to what he thinks
Canada would like, but has to keep in mind
the fact that he represents the whole associa-
tion of nations in the League.

I listened yesterday to the reasonable
statement of my honourable friend the
Leader of the Opposition (Hon. W. B. Ross)
when he expressed the hope that Canada
would not be let in for anything that was
not right, and I appreciated the answer that
was made by my honourable friend opposite
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand). I agree with him
that the presence of Canada’s representative
on the Council of the League of Nations will
be rather a protection than otherwise, and
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that we must depend upon the Canadian
Government and upon her representative at
that Council to see that only the obligations
and the necessary duties of our country are
discharged in so far as that representation is
concerned.

That leads me to the question of repre-
sentation. I am not able, and therefore do
not undertake to argue the legal question. I
leave that with the lawyers. The situation is
simply this. The Prime Ministers of the
overseas Dominions, of the British Govern-
ment, and of the Free State, meet together,
and in a conference in which they go over
the whole matter they come to certain con-
clusions as to the result of the uniform and
progressive development that has taken place
in the communities of peoples that make up
the British Empire. They agree amongst
themselves that while certain legalities are
still in force they have been superseded in
some instances by the march of progress and
the greater freedom of the constituent parts
of the British Empire. They say to them-
selves: That, we believe, has been the practice
in the past, and we bring out and make clear
what this development has been; and although
there are legal powers vested here and there,
in some of these only the shell remains, the
inner vitality has long since died out. And
they come to the conclusion upon these points
that certain progress has been made, and say:
We purpose to carry out those in the future.
But I want to say as well that somehow
or other there has been brought into activity
in our country an idea—it has spread wide,
and will spread wider—that Canada has
certain well understood rights and privileges,
and duties, and that under our present con-
stitution, by practice or by legality we are
assuming those rights and privileges and are
carrying out those duties. And we propose
tu go on doing that. But alongside with that
idea there has grown up to a large extent—
and it is still growing and will grow more and
more—the idea that in the exercise of those
rights Canada has shown her adaptability and
power and capability of carrying on her
affairs as so expressed, and under such full
freedom. That sets the mind inevitably
towards the time when some people will
demand to know, if they are not already
demanding it: Why, having started out on
that line, should you ever recede? If the past

years have brought greater privileges and -

greater freedom, why should not the future

vears bring more and more? You cannot

repress that tendency of growth. But what I

want to call to the attention of the Govern-

ment and of this Chamber, and, if I could,

of all the people of Canada, is that whilst you
Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

have loosened up some of the centripetal
forces or influences which keep in unity and
solidarity the British Empire as a whole, you
have on the other hand undertaken duties
and responsibilities to strengthen and extend
these remaining links.

I think it would be useful for me to read
to you that celebrated Resolution 9 which
was passed in 1917, when the Imperial War
Conference was in the midst of its war
labours and questions of readjustment were
brought to the front.

The Imperial War Conference was of the
opinion that the readjustment of constitutional
relations of the component parts of the Em-
pire was too important and intricate a subject
to be dealt with during war, and that it should
form the subject of a special Imperial Confer-
ence to be summoned as soon as possible after
the cessation of hostilities.

And it goes on to lay down this in the
interim :

They deem it their duty, however, to place
on record their view that any such readjust-
ment, while thoroughly preserving all the exist-
ing power of self-government and complete con-
trol of domestic affairs, should be based upon
a full recognition of the Dominions as au-
tonomous nations of an imperial commonwealth,
and of India as an important portion of the
same; should recognize the right of the Domin-
ions and India to an adequate voice in foreign
policy—

Mind you, “an adequate voice in foreign
policy "—

—and in foreign relations, and should provide
effective arrangements for continuous consulta-
tion in all important matters of common im-
perial concern, and for such necessary concerted
action, founded on consultation, as the several
governments may determine

There, to my mind, is a bilateral agree-
ment. Such and such principles are acknowl-
edged and accepted by you, and these to a
certain extent give you freedom and expan-
sion, but there is the equally strong obliga-
tion upon you, the members of the British
Commonwealth, that while having adequate
voice with reference to foreign affairs, you
shall hold consultation, provide liaisons and
do everything in your power to increase
the centripetal forces if they have been some-
what weakened in this respect.

Now, the fault I find with the Government
and this is not a captious criticism—is that
whilst the Government has been swift and per-
sistent, and perhaps extravagantly pushing,
in the exercise of its freedoms, it has been
remarkably slow in helping to link together
and keep together the different parts of the
Empire. You have pushed forward your
right to representation at foreign courts. Hav-
ing gone a certain distance, you now take
steps in other directions looking towards the
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opening up of plenipotentiary communication
and arrangement between Canada and foreign
countries; but I have yet to find anything
done, or any plan promised for the future, for
the strengthening of unifying influences and
for the purpose of keeping this Dominion in
such close touch and liaison with Great
Britain and the other overseas Dominions
as would carry out the second part of that
understanding to which you have obligated
yourselves.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But that remark
of my honourable friend would apply to all
the component parts of the British Common-
wealth.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Yes, but I am addressing myself now to one
of the component parts, and to an honourable
leader of the Government in that component
part. I listened very attentively to what the
honourable gentleman laid down yesterday
as the basic reasons why we should undertake
these diplomatic alliances or arrangements,
and he did not satisfy me at all. He gave
us a story of the ambulatory and tutorial ex-
cursions of Sir Joseph Pope in Washington: it
was interesting, but I could not help wonder-
ing whether such little difficulties as were
met there could not have been overcome by
a less drastic and less perilous excursion into
the field of foreign diplomacy.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But that was
the action of my right honourable friend and
the Borden Government.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
We know that, but, after all, there were many
policies advocated by the Borden Government
to which the present Government has not
felt itself obliged to conform. It is not the
best foundation for my honourable friend to
place himself and his Government upon, to
say that Sir Robert Borden made such action
possible.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: He settled all
the conditions and the policy.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Now, I desire to say just two or three things
with reference to that matter. ILet us con-
sider it just as a set of reasonable people,
dissociating it entirely from party views or
anything of that sort. Take the history of
diplomacy in the past, and consider what it
has come to be and what its functions are;
then ask yourselves the commonsense ques-
tion, has Canada any particular reason to
adopt that system? Should it be adopted
simply because it has been set up and still
in a certain measure exists?

What were the objects of the old diplomacy,
and what the conditions under which it was
carried on? The appointment of diplomats
grew out of the old custom of the monarch
of one country sending to the monarch of
another a special ambassador laden with
sweet spices and other presents and bearing
the message: “I hope you will be a friend
of mine, as I desire to be a friend of yours.”
Those monarchs made themselves acquainted
in a pleasant sort of way, one with another.
Centuries intervened and ultimately there de-
veloped the appointment of resident or per-
manent diplomatic representatives of the
sovereigns. Read the records of the diplomats,
read of the conditions under which they
worked, and you will see that diplomacy was
the means whereby states which were in
rivalry with one another, or which sought
alliances in order to protect dynasties from
aggressive operations, became acquainted and
arranged concessions. The diplomat was sent
to Russia by a British Government first to
keep the British Government in touch with
the policy of the Russian Government as re-
gards security of nationalities, as regards the
alliances that might be entered into with
contemporary sovereigns, or as to how these
alliances might affect British interests. The
diplomat was to obtain and transmit to his
Government that kind of information. all of
it looking towards war or peace, or towards
the alliance which was necessary in order to
protect material interests and national boun-
daries. Those are in brief, though very in-
effectually stated, the purposes and duties
which diplomats were appointed to fulfil.
Always there has been the idea that danger
might come to their territories if such and
such countries were to ally themselves against
them; that they must prevent such offensive
alliances and must try to get as many nations
as possible in sympathy with themselves and
in support of their policy. It was with war
and dynastic interests and all that sort of thing
that the diplomacy of old and the diplomacy
up to the time of the Great War, was con-
cerned, and it is most illuminating to read
the revelations contained in the histories or
biographies of the diplomats. Such con-
ditions no longer exist. The old diplomacy
is going out of date and the new diplomacy,
widely different from the old, has taken its
place. To-day, if there is a hint of difficulty
in Serbia, we will say—if Jugo-Slavia and
Italy are not on the best of terms, the dip-
lomat, if he can be useful at all, may possibly
be useful in negotiations at Belgrade or at
Rome. But the present diplomacy does not
wait for that. The thing that is done now
is not to call in the diplomat, but to push
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him to one side and to have Mr. Briand,
of France, or Sir Austen Chamberlain, of
Great Britain, get beside Mr. Mussolini and
talk out the question with the principals in
the dispute, without a diplomat or other go-
between to complicate matters. A personal
conversation between the heads accomplishes
now what the diplomats failed to accomplish
before; it brings about accord and respect for
each other’s position and a mutual desire to
compromise the matter in such a way as will
not break the peace.

Now, what has Canada to do with that
kind of thing? My honourable friend says
that it is proposed to have a plenipotentiary
in Paris and another in Tokio. For what
reason?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Before my right
honourable friend enters into that field, may
I say that we have asked the Commons to
be with us at a quarter to six, and if his
remarks are not coming to a close I would
suggest that he adjourn the debate. I do not
think we should sit this evening unless my
right honourable friend desires it.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I think I could finish in half an hour.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But before the
ceremony we should take recess for about
twenty minutes, as there are certain things to
be done, Perhaps my right honourable friend
cannot finish in ten minutes. I do not desire
to press him. His statement is very inter-
esting.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I do not want for a moment to interfere with
that fine ceremony in honour of my colleague
(Hon. Mr. Dessaulles), and if there are pre-
liminaries which will occupy the intervening
time, I would move the adjournment of this
debate.

On motion of Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster, the debate was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

HON.SENATOR GEORGE C. DESSAULLES

PRESENTATION OF PORTRAIT ON HIS
HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY

The members of the Senate and the House
of Commons being assembled, Hon. Senator
Dessaulles was escorted to the Speaker’s chair
by Hon. Raoul Dandurand and Hon. William
B. Ross.

Hon. HEWITT BOSTOCK, Speaker of the
Senate, read the following address, the Sena-
tors and visitors standing:—

Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

To the Honourable George C. Dessaulles,

Senator for the Rougemont Electoral
Division of the Province of Quebec.

Dear and Honoured Sir:

We, your colleagues in the Senate of Can-
ada, desiring to mark the attainment of the
great age of one hundred years by one who
has retained all his activities as a Member of
the Senate up to this time, have resolved that
the event be signalized by placing in our
gallery a painting which will enable future
generations to behold and study the counten-
ance with which we are so happily familiar.

We desire to call attention to some points
which show over how wide an historical field
your life’s journey has extended. Born in
1827, during the reign of George IV, when
Canada was divided into Upper and Lower
Canada, and Nova Scotia was an entirely
separate Crown Colony, you have lived during
the reign of five sovereigns in Great Britain;
have seen the two Canadas united as one in
1841 and again strengthened by the formation
of the Dominion in 1867. You have been
able to watch the growth of the Dominion
from the union of four Provinces to that of
nine, and the development of the national
status of the Dominion to the position that it
holds at the present day as the elder of a group
of sister nations within the British Common-
wealth of Nations under His Majesty King
George the Fifth.

Born in Canada, at St. Hyacinthe, on the
27th September, 1827, you commenced your
life of service to your country when you
were chosen as a City Councillor for St.
Hyacinthe in 1858, and retained that position
till 1868, at which time you were elected
Mayor, and continuously held the Mayoralty,
except for a break of six years, until 1898. In
1897 you were elected to the Legislative As-
sembly of your Province, and in 1907, at the
mature age of eighty years, you were called to
the Senate.

In the Provincial Legislature, and in the
Senate, you have devoted your talents and
energy to parliamentary work with the single
purpose of the good of the people, and especi-
ally in your own part of the country you have
been prominent in promoting and assisting
the industrial and agricultural work of your
Province.

The Members of the Senate appreciate
having in your person a worthy representative
of those French speaking families whose dis-
tinguished good manners, high culture and
social virtues left a deep imprint on the com-
munity of which they were the acknowledged
leaders in your Province.
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During the time you have occupied a seat
in this Chamber, you have been assiduous
in your attendance, both in the Chamber and
on the Committees, and have endeared your-
self to all whom you have come in contact
with by your gracious and kindly manner and
your desire to attain your object without
hurting or doing violence to the feelings of
others, consequently, the present action of
the Senate is unanimous and gives expres-
sion to the sincere sentiment of your col-
leagues of all shades of opinion, who unite
in the hope that the Almighty may be
pleased to prolong for years a life which has
throughout been lived with a continued con-
sciousness of His Divine oversight.

Hewrirr Bosrock,

: Speaker,
On behalf of the Members of the Senate.
The Senate, Wednesday, 1st February,
1928.

Hon. G. C. DESSAULLES (Translation):
Mr. Speaker, honourable gentlemen of the
Senate and members of the House of Com-
mons, I highly appreciate the remarkable re-
ception that you have given me on this oc-
casion. I have done nothing extraordinary
in my life. I have always tried to do my
best for the prosperity of the country, and
particularly the prosperity of the little town
of St. Hyacinthe, to which I belong. I have
always appreciated the honour of receiving
visitors at St. Hyacinthe. They find it a very
beautiful town and are glad to come and visit
it often. Honourable gentlemen, I desire to
express my sincere thanks.

I appreciate also the very great honour that
is done me in placing my portrait in the
Senate Gallery, amongst those of Speakers
and Members who have rendered signal ser-
vice to our country. I have tried to be use-
ful to my fellow citizens in the offices which
they have entrusted to me, and I have been
infinitely compensated by the confidence
which they have reposed in me, and of which
you give me to-day another example.

Right Hon. W. L. MACKENZIE KING
(Prime Minister): Mr. Speaker and Hon-
ourable Gentlemen of the Senate: On behalf
of the House of Commons, may I thank you
very warmly for your courtesy in extending
to the members of our House an invitation to
be present with the members of the Senate
at this interesting and historic ceremony.

We are indeed proud to have the honour
of joining with you in congratulating Mr.
Dessaulles on the great age he has attained,
and on the service he has given with so great
distinction to himself, to his province, and to

his country. It is an honour to him to be
presented by his colleagues with this excel-
lent portrait of himself as a memorial of this
occasion; but we all feel, I think, that it is
an even greater honour to ourselves to have
in our midst one who has reached the great
age of a hundred years, and whose life has
been so singularly useful and noble.

When we recall that at the time, just a few
months ago, when we were celebrating in
Canada the sixtieth anniversary of this Do-
minion, Senator Dessaulles had been cele-
brating his hundredth anniversary, we are
able to appreciate how appropriate .it is
that we should for a few moments adjourn the
proceedings of the two Houses in order to
pay this slight tribute to so distinguished
a member of our Parliament.

It will be of interest to all of us to know,
and to me personally it is a matter of special
interest, that at the time of the Rebellion of
1837, Mr. Dessaulles, then ten years of age,
was placed under arrest, and though not im-
prisoned was placed under surveillance for
the greater part of a year. I understand that
the Senator has at the present time a distinet
recollection of the stirring events of those
days. His mother was a sister of Louis Joseph
Papineau. To have in our midst one who in
his personality relates the past with the
present of Canadian history to the degree
which he does is something for which all of
us may well have reason to be proud.

I can only say, Mr. Speaker, that we of
the Commons re-echo in fullest measure the
sentiments which have been expressed so ad-
mirably and so beautifully in the address
which you have just presented to Senator
Dessaulles. It is a source of pride and satis-
faction to us that there will be preserved
for other generations the splendid portrait of
himself which is being presented to Senator
Dessaulles to-day. The presentation is one
for the Senator, but two for the Senate, be-
cause I understand that the portrait is to re-
main here.

May I, in conclusion, say to Senator Des-
saulles that we, who are members of both
Houses of this Parliament, feel towards him
all the pride that it is possible to feel to-
wards a citizen of our country who has done
is so great honour by so long a life of use-
ful public service, and that we feel towards
him not only the respect that is owing to
years, but the veneration that comes to great
age when great age is its own benediction
upon a life devoted to noble work. That
Time and Care may deal gently with him
throughout his remaining days is the wish
of all in whose name I have the honour to
speak.
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Hon. R. B. BENNETT: Mr. Speaker,
honourable members of the Senate, honour-
able gentlemen of the House of Commons:
On formal occasions, when the Commons
desire to speak to the Sovereign or his
representative, they speak through their
Speaker; but perhaps it is not unfitting that
on an occasion such as this the House of
Commons should speak through its leader,
the Prime Minister. I desire to reiterate on
behalf of His Majesty’s loyal Opposition the
sentiments which he has so admirably
expressed, and to associate myself, and those
who are allied with me in the House of
Commons, with every word that he has
uttered.

For myself, I am lost in admiration of one

whose life has been so given to public service

and usefulness to his country as yours, sir.
I could not but think as the Prime Minister
was speaking that you must have remembered
tales told by old men of the American
Revolution, and of the War of 1812; that you
must have memories of the struggle for
responsible institutions, of the Confederation
of Canada, and of the progress which has been
made during these many years. It is a
wonderful tale that has been told in Canada,
yet it is but the reflection of the tale that
has been told in other lands. You have seen
monarchies rise and fall; you have seen great
empires consolidated and dissolved into
republies; you remember the proud history of
France and all the vicissitudes of fortune that
have come to her during the years since you
were born. But one thing has remained, and
it is reflected in this Chamber and in this
Parliament: Despite all the changes recorded
in history, the British Empire has endured;
its parliamentary institutions have remained;
and we have carried on here all the traditions
that belong to those parliamentary institu-
tions of which we are so proud.

It is a great pleasure and happiness to
yvoung men to have in your life an example
of willing service to a great country and of
proud confidence in the greatness of the land
we call our home. So, personally, and on
behalf of those with whom I am associated, I
congratulate you very heartily upon having
attained the one hundredth anniversary of
your birth; and hope that the example of your
life may be a lodestar, a guiding star, to the
youth of this country, to lead them to give
something of their mind and talent to their
country, as you have done; and I trust
that as many more years pass you may
still be permitted to come to this old legis-
lative hall-—mew, yet old—and make your
contribution to the common good of Canada.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE KING.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND (Transla-
tion): My dear colleague, a very fine book
has been written on lives that are necessary.
It is stated therein that each person in the
world contributes to the world’s work, and
that, however modest may be his station in
society, he co-operates none the less in the
industry of the human hive. If all lives are
necessary, all are not equally useful. An
army may combine within its ranks the good-
will of all who are animated by the same
patriotic spirit, but it requires commanders
to lead it, So it is in civil life. The members
of a community may have an instinctive de-
sire to serve, but unless a voice is heard
calling them on to nobler deeds there is
danger that each may confine his effort to
his own interests. Providence has ordained
that each generation should produce spirits
born to command, whose natural vocation it
is to interest themselves in the welfare of the
community. It often happens that citizens
animated with high ambition and a noble
zeal take control of affairs. There are others
who do not offer themselves, but towards
whom all eyes are turned, and whose influence
and prestize command respect and affection.
They are the favoured ones, rich in mind and
heart, endowed with wisdom and goodness.

My dear colleague, you are one of these
elect. I have had the opportunity to observe
you for half a century. But long before it
was my privilege to appreciate your noble
qualities my seniors had already benefited by
them. The entire district surrounding your
native city of St. Hyacinthe has recognized
in you its leading spirit. You have inspired
its policy and guided and sustained its pro-
gress. To it you have communicated your
high conception of civic and national virtue.
You have been to it the symbol of probity
and honour. A country which possesses such
chosen souls honours itself in honouring them.
My dear colleague, we are proud of you.and
happy to celebrate your hundredth anniver-
sary, which crowns an admirable career like
those rays of sunshine that linger long at
eventide and prolong the light of day.

Hon. WILLIAM B. ROSS: I am pleased
to join in doing honour to our colleague,
Senator Dessaulles, and would like to re-echo
what has been so well said by the Premier,
the Leader of the Opposition, and my friend
the leader of this House. There is not much
that I can add, but I presume I shall be
pardoned if I mention the fact that some
thirty years ago while I was connected with
a newspaper, I developed a taste for discover-
ing all the aged men in the country. The
record of the recollections thus obtained will
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make a large volume when published. I have
talked with men who fought at Waterloo, and
men who fought at Inkerman. I have no
doubt that our Brother Dessaulles can look
away back beyond Inkerman, if not quite to
Waterloo. I noticed one feature which dis-
tinguished all of those mtn whom I inter-
viewed—the age of most of them was about
eighty—there was only one man who ap-
proached anything like a hundred years—
that everything controversial or bitter that
may have characterized their earlier years had
passed away, and they were getting a new
and kinder disposition. I have no doubt that
this remark would apply to our friend here.
On behalf of the members whom I represent
in this Chamber, I desire to extend to him
our hearty wish for long continued years,
and the enjoyment of good health.

The sitting of the Senate having been re-
sumed :

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, with the consent of the Chamber,
I move that the report of the proceedings
that have just taken place in celebration of
the centenary of one of our members be
made part of the reecords of this Chamber,
and be extended in Hansard.

The motion was agreed to.

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

—

THE SENATE

Thursday, February 2, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS
RETURNS FROM BRANCH LINES -

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I desire to
give an answer to my honourable friend from
Manitoba (Hon. Mr. McMeans), who spoke
yesterday of the financing of the Canadian
National Railway system. The answer is in
the form of a memorandum which I have
received from the Railway Department. It
reads as follows:

The financial requirements of the Canadian
National Railways are dealt with each year by
the House of Commons in the form of an estim-
ate designed to meet expenditures made, of
indebtedness incurred (where amounts avail-
able from net operating income or investments
may be insufficient) by or on behalf of the
Canadian National Railway Company.
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Expenditures thus authorized include:

(a) Interest on securities, notes and other
obligations: rentals for lease of lines;

(b) Equipment Principal Payments: Sinking
Funds; Miscellaneous Maturing or Matured
Notes and other obligations secured or un-
secured ;

(¢) Operating Income Deficit, whenever in-
curred or ascertained;

(d) Construction and Betterments, including
co-ordinations; acquisition of real or personal
property. 5

The amounts so required may, at the discre-
tion of the Governor-in-Council, be provided by
way of loans in cash of by way of guarantee,
or partly one way and partly the other. This
optional form of financing was adopted by e
previous administration during the fiscal yea:
1921-22, and has simply been continued by the
present Government.

Cash provided by the Government is a charge
on the Government’s financing for the year in
question. Amounts raised by the railway by
guarantee are not, and never have been, taken
into account as inecreasing the public debt.

Senator McMeans refers particularly to
deficit on interest account. The railway, in
recent years, has been able to meet the interest
due the public. Interest due the Government
has not been met, but is charged into the
debt of the railway to the Governement each
year as interest accrues.

Senator McMeans also asks whether the de-
ficit is concealed.

No feature of Canadian National financing
is concealed. The railway estimates go before
a special committee of the House of Commons
each session. The committee calls before it the
principal officers of the railway, who give the
members of the committee any necessary in-
formation as to the operations of the previous
year and the proposals concerning the forth-
coming year. The proceedings of the committee
are printed. The committee also has before it
annual report of the railway as laid on the
Table by the Minister of Railways each year,
and a statement of the year’s financing is to be
found in the report of the President and Chair-
man of the Board, while the details of fresh
financing are supplied by the statement of
funded debt as set out in the report.

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
Session, and the motion of Hon. Mr. Little
for an Address in reply thereto.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Honourable gentle-
men, before the honourable gentleman
proceeds with his speech I should like to ask
a question. I think this is a good time, as
he can answer either now or during the
course of the debate. Does the honourable
gentleman think or believe that we are
developing our mines at too rapid a pace?
In other words, are we using up our mineral
resources too rapidly, and, if so, what remedy
should be applied?

REVISED EDITION



34 SENATE

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
What reason, I ask, what necessity compelled
the entrance of Canada into this diplomatic
field—in Europe, for instance? What loss
in any material way will be fncurred if
Canada does not enter the field? In the
old conditions she had no part nor lot; she
had no interest in their institutions; she had
not inherited them in any way or degree.
The old conditions have changed materially,
are changing from day to day more and more
rapidly, and the new diplomacy which is
taking its place is not on all fours with the
old diplomacy. Why, then, should Canada
enter in and assume to herself the habili-
ments which are being laid aside?

There is one other point. The whole sys-
tem of diplomatic representation rests upon
the undoubted and absolute sovereignty of
the power which accredits, and the power to
which the plenipotentiary is accredited. It
will be difficult for European and Asiatic
countries to understand how we can possibly
sail under those colours with conditions as
they are. Take, for instance, the two coun-
tries with which the Government proposes to
enter upon this heightened diplomatic status.
France is a country which pretty well under-
stands—better, perhaps, than any other
country in Europe or Asia—the peculiar con-
stitution of the British Empire. She has been
closely connected with the mother country,
and has a sympathetic and intimate relation
with Canada itself. To France, as to the
United States, the situation of Canada as a
part of the British Empire, and the peculiar
circumstances under which that Empire has
developed from century to century, are un-
derstood, even though there be an anomaly in
those connections. She understands pretty
well from a political point of view about how
the system works out. What, then, do we
lack in France itself under the present system
that we would gain by adopting the system
of plenipotentiary representation? There is
no contiguity of boundaries and consequently
there are no differences such as are liable
to arise between countries having a boundary
in common. I have never found that France
itself has raised any bar against the free
and full admission of our Canadian repre-
sentative to her departments because he
does not wear the braided coat of a min-
ister plenipotentiary. In my experience in
France, extending over a good many years,
I have never found it difficult to get an in-
troduction to any department or to any mem-
ber of the Government. If that were so in
the olden times, it has become more and
more a feature of Canada’s present trade and
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commissarial representation in Paris. To my
mind, plenipotentiary powers conferred on
our present High Commissioner, or on any-
one else to take the place of the High Com-
missioner, would not facilitate the freedom
and intimacy which now exists in communica-
tions between us and the French Government.
If, then, there is no demand from France for
it, or if there is no bar upon our easy access
to Departments and members of the Gov-
ernment in France in relation to whatever
questions may arise, we will set that aside.
I think honourable members will agree with
me that on neither of those counts do we
need to make a change from the present
situation.

Plenipotentiaries and ambassadors are the
indices of political affiliations; but we have
no political affiliations with France or with
Japan, and we do not wish to ally ourselves
by political affiliation or connection with
either of those countries. Then why should
we put forward and carry out a system which
has its very essence and foundation in the
fact that there are or may come political
differences, with adjustments to be made on
account of those that may arise? Surely we
do not anticipate either of those from the
public of France. The interests that exist
between France and Canada to-day are in-
terests of a business and economic nature,
and no other. The good-will which is injected
into business and economic relations may well
be expressed by the trade commissioners as
they exist to-day, and as they have been
functioning and by individual business men
and corporations of traders through the trade
commissionerships.  What more is really
needed? Do you need to place a minister
plenipotentiary in Paris in order that he may
answer questions as to how a certain article
in a French treaty works upon a certain
business or industry which wishes to export
to France?  All such matters come well under
the trade commissionership, and are well at-
tended to at the present time; therefere to my
mind there is no need of setting up a pleni-
potentiary ambassadorial establishment in
Paris to answer any little questions or adjust
any differences which take place in reference
to the operation of a tariff.

As to the formation of a tariff, which must
be founded upon experience and information
with reference to resources and commodities
which may be profitably interchanged between
the two countries, and about which certain
tariff and customs regulations may be useful
to carry out systematic communications that
may be necessary, these things are amply
provided for to-day by trade commissioner-
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ships. If you take a good trade commissioner
who is doing his duty now, and doing it well,
and dress him up in the habiliments of a
plenipotentiary, and give him that heightened
idea of himself and his position, it is as if
you were to take an honest and industrious
labourer, remove his smock-frock and working
clothes, and dress him up in a Sunday suit,
and put him on exhibition. You would then
have destroyed his usefulness rather than added
to it.

Now we come down to the question as to
what benefit is to be gained over and above
what we now have; and then put on the
other side certain possibilities and contin~
gencies which are liable to take place. Every
point of contact you make with a foreign
nation on the line of an embassy or plenipo-
tentiary minister involves contingent conflict,
possibly actual conflict. We have the British
Empire, with its plenipotentiary; and the
British Empire includes the Dominion of Can-
ada. The British Empire is a sovereign power,
undeniably and mundoubtedly, @and its rep-
resentative acts in a capacity that is germane
and pertinent to the conditions of the in-
stitutions which it has founded. Side by side
with that embassy we have another embassy,
that of Canada, and we have the people of
every country asking how that is. We do
not know the temperament of the man who is
to represent us, nor that of the man who
represents the British Government; and as
between these two in a foreign court every-
thing depends upon the temperament of those
two men. Then we have all other ambassadors
and plenipotentiaries, and the newspaper press,
-and we may have statements made, first by
one and then by another, and queries raised
first by one and then by another, until the
possibilities for misunderstanding grow and
grow.

Why is it necessary for us to multiply
these points of possible misunderstanding?
When we come to the real kernel of the
matter, what I stated a moment ago is true,
that the very essence of ambassadorial and
plenipotentiary representation is the absolute,
undoubted and acknowledged sovereignty of
the state which accredits to the state to which
the representative is accredited. In all the
galaxy of ambassadors of the four different
kinds that you have to-day in the courts of
the world, there is not one which is not a
sovereign power, absolutely and undoubtedly.
Has Canada that position? This question of
the transmutation of autonomy into equality,
and then afterwards into equal status, to my
mind, causes a difficulty which will run
through the whole of our future relationships
with foreign countries until experience has
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worked out some mechanism by which these
inconsistencies may be reconciled, and these
points of difference brought to a termination.

What causes apprehension in my mind is
that this train that has been started, and is
now being accelerated with an impulse that
will become greater and greater, will come
some day to the point when Canada will have
to choose whether to buttress up her positions;
when there will arise certain contingencies
in view of which she will say: “We are not
now absolutely independent, but we can soon
become so, and we will take measures to bring
that about” I am sorry, and I regret that
that train of thought, and that impulse of
tendency, have been contributed to by the
Government which is'now in power in the
ostentatious parade of its new liberties, so-
called, and its new status, so-called, and in
its feverish anxiety to make better relations
and to weld stronger links between itself and
foreign powers on that status, -and to delay
what seems to me to be the absolutely
necessary obligation of making stronger those
links, and ties, and leanings, and connections,
which are to be the only guarantee that this
Empire will remain a unity, and that we shall
remain within it as a part of that unity.
That is why I have made these comments,
and why I say to the Government: “You
have now one toy that you can play with;
prove that you can play safely with that,
and let this proposed extension to other and
remoter foreign countries ‘bide a wee’ until
experience has worked out the proper
methods for reconciling distinet incongruities
which to-day crop up at every step we take
along this path.”

We are not all of French descent and
English descent in this country, and from
time to time as we proceed we shall have a
larger proportion of people outside of that
category. For those of us who are descended
from France and from Great Britain and
other British countries, those long and strong
lines of culture intimacy remain imbedded
in us; they draw and hold and keep us
together; but every year thousands are com-
ing into this country who have not that
paternity, nor those bonds and links. To
that portion of the country these new ideas
go without the restrictive influence of the
cultural and descent links which bind us
to the two mother countries. So my advice
to the Government would be—and I for one
would feel mightily relieved if it could be
carried out—that they should rest with that
one embassy which has been founded, where
it can work out well if anywhere, and where
it has a better chance of working out because
of our proximity and our mutual understand-
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ing one with the other; and that the govern-
ment do not progress towards this general
and political line of action which is not going
to add to the centripetal forces, but will add
to the centrifugal influences which are drifting
us away from the unity of the British Empire.
That is all, honourable gentlemen, that I
have to say on this point in comment upon
the Speech from the Throne. There will
probably be other opportunities during the
Session for a more extended discussion and
consideration of our foreign relations, and
also our international relations, which I
should like to see dealt with in this and
the other branch of Parliament. Largely
without very much thought in the rank
and file of the people of Canada, a new
institution has been established—the League
of Nations. Canada has assumed obligations
under it, but in this and the other Chamber,
and of course outside of this House, there
is comparatively little adequate understand-
ing of just what it all means—the obligations
that have been taken, and the tendencies
which are being pursued. If such a dis-
cussion here leads to a deeper research,
broader information, and a more adequate
idea of what the League of Nations is and
what it is doing, I think we may con-
gratulate ourselves that there has been started
along those lines an influence which must
spread through our people, and mould their
thinking. If the peace of the world is ever
to be assured, and war—that barbarous
absurdity for the settlement of international
disputes—is finally driven out from this
world, it must be by such influences as these.
Honourable gentlemen will have seen this
morning an announcement from Washington
that a new treaty, to replace an old one, of
arbitration and conciliation between the
United States and France, has been agreed
upon and is ready for signature, and will
shortly come to the Senate of the United
States for its approval. At the head of that,
and as one of the lights under which that
treaty has been developed, and as one of the
advertisements that that treaty gives to the
world, there is the statement that France and
the United States admit that war, as an instru-
ment of national policy, is wrong, is barbaric,
is an obseletism at the present time, and
that they set their faces against it. That
is at the present time the doctrine of the
League of Nations, fifty-five in number, who
at the last Assembly, after eight years of
practical work for the peace of the world, and
after one of the most dignified and well-
sustained debates that I have ever read, came
to the unanimous conclusion to brand aggres-
sive warfare as a crime against humanity and
Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

declared that it is the duty of every one of
the fifty-five members of that League of
Nations to imbed that doctrine in their ad-
ministration, and imbed it as well in the
mentality and convietion of the units of the
country to which they belong. I look upon
it as a gratifying and hopeful sign that the
mentality of the world is being aroused,
an international opinion formed against war,
and that the principles set forth and advo-
cated once every year in a forum open to
the whole world, the great Assembly at Gen-
eva, are producing a moral influence and
bringing about a revolution of methods of
international dealing in so far as the settle-
ment of disputes is concerned.

Now, for a moment, let me touch on the
last subject upon which I intend to make
a few remarks; that is the question of im-
migration. I have long thought that probably
we did not get the full import of a great
national question when we simply talked of
immigration and set our minds to a considera-
tion of methods by which immigration into
our country might be increased. The great
fundamental question, to my mind, is this:
how shall we best conserve and increase the
population of Canada? Immigration is only
one part of that great question, and perhaps
we have done less useful and progressive work
along the line of our endeavour because we
have separated immigration from the great
question of which it is only a part, and have
made it almost the only question, Our
native population at the present time runs
up close to ten millions. The conservation
and the increase of that native population are
the major part of the problem of retaining
and increasing the population of Canada.
Who does not admit that one native-born,
brought up from childhood under Canadian
conditions, is worth more, much more, than
an adult not raised in Canada, but brought in
from a foreign country, and consequently of
alien thought, alien culture and alien tend-
encies, fully and thoroughly developed. That
is no condemnation of alien culture, alien
ability, or alien adaptability, but it means
that the newcomer has something to learn of
Canada, which he undertakes to learn in his
riper years, and it implies also an inability on
his part to comprehend Canadian conditions
and work in with Canadian tendencies and
culture. I think no one will doubt the fact
that to keep one native Canadian as a con-
tinuing citizen in our own country is worth
more than to bring in one adult, maybe two,
maybe more, from a foreign country. What-
ever tends to conserve the native-born popu-
lation is a matter which should occupy the
attention of Government.
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But, after all, there is another factor in
the problem. Of two Canadian citizens born
and brought up in Canada one may be 100
per cent efficient and the other 50 per cent.
Which is of the greater service in production
and the upgrowth of the country? Efficiency
must be considered as well as numbers. People
who are fully efficient produce better results
than twice as many others only 50 per cent
efficient. In order to conserve the efficiency
of the people who have been brought up in
our own atmosphere we must make the condi-
tions of life agreeable to them. That involves
health considerations and a variety of other
factors, and the effect of policies of either the
federal or the local governments bears mightily
upon the solution of the problem.

To leave out all other factors for the sake
of brevity, one of the things that militate
strongly in favour of the conservation of out
citizenship as we have it within the country,
and that bear also upon the productivity of
the race as far as our native population is
concerned, is the proper sort of economic
conditions. They should be made as favour-
able as possible, so that in the first place a
man may be induced to raise a family, and
in the next place his family may be kept
around him, or at least within the country.
There comes in the question of employment.
Now, you are not a free trader and I am not
a protectionist as I am arguing this matter
to-day: we are common citizens of Canada,
one just about as good as the other, all things
being taken into consideration. Let us argue
out this question. Is it not reasonable that
the parents of a family should have some
assurance that when their children have grown
up they will be able to enter upon some em-
ployment which will provide them with a
substantial sustenance for the future?

We talk a great deal about farmers’ sons
leaving the farms and going into the cities.
That condition prevails now to an extent
perhaps greater than before. No year will
pass in Canada in which you will not have
that problem with you. It was very well
stated by my hgnourable friend the other day.
If a farmer has a family of four boys and a
farm of two or three hundred acres, can
those four boys remain upon that one farm
and marry and bring up families? Is it pos-
sible for that farmer to provide three farms
for three of the boys and leave to the other
the paternal property? That is difficult, per-
haps impossible. So you may preach on that
subject until you are as old as my honour-
able friend from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Des-
saulles)—who looks as if he is going strong
for another half century; you may talk about

it, but there is a condition which is present
with us now and will be present more and
more. Add to that the further fact that to-
day, owing to mechanism skilfully invented .
and applied, one man upon a farm can do as
much as two or three men in the olden times.
Even with the extension of farms into lands
that are not yet tilled and with the opening
up of new farms, each individual farmer of
to-morrow and the day after will be able to
produce as much as was produced in the
olden times by three or perhaps four farmers.

You must provide something, must you not,
for those boys who do not want to farm,
and for those who cannot because they have
no farm? If we can provide some employ-
ment for them we shall retain them; and if
we do not provide employment we shall lose
them, because to-day, with the facilities for
intercommunication, they can hop off to the
country to the south of us, as people have
been hopping off for years and years, and will
to a certain extent for years to come. That
hopping off process can be retarded, if not
eliminated, only by some kind of employ-
ment being found in occupations other than
farming for that surplus of population. Now,
I am not a protectionist and you are not a
free trader: we are on common ground. If
there is any policy by which the resources
of the country can be developed and utilized
s0 as to provide employment for that surplus,
is not such a policy the one to adopt, and are
you not kicking against the pricks, and in-
effectually, so long as by mere argument you
simply uphold one theory or denounce
another? The practical point is, can we get
employment for that surplus of our popula-
tion? If we cannot provide it they will seek
it elsewhere, and they will send back to us,
as the products of their brawn and skill, and
at a higher price, the very things which they
might have produced here for our consump-
tion if only the capital and the industry could
have been provided in this country.

Someone tells me that last year 1,500,000
cords of pulpwood were exported from
Canada, and that if it had been manu-
factured in this country into the various
products into which wood may be converted
it would have produced a value of $70,000,000
instead of the $15,000,000 value at which it
was exported.

We have water-powers, we have capital, we
have brawn and skill and adaptability. Why
can we not adopt some policy by means of
which we can bring our raw products, in so
far as we must export them, up to the top-
notch of value before they are exported?
Why should they be brought back to this

~ country in finished form at a value which is
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from one hundred fold, and at the very least
tenfold, more than they bring into this
country in the raw state? Away with your
Free Traders and away with your Protec-
" tionists. Let the question of Free Trade or
Protection pass for the nonce as a mist in the
morning, and let us as sensible men ask our-
selves whether we cannot, by putting our
heads together and by utilizing the unpar-
alleled water-powers and other resources that
we have, provide industries which shall give
employment of a healthy kind to the surplus
population and keep them and the induce-
ments to family life within our own country.
Somehow or other there has grown up in
my mind an impression of failure. I do not
know whom to blame. I do not know whether
the blame can be laid exactly at one point or
at another. In view of the present co-oper-
ative arrangements and facilities for immi-
grants coming from Great Britain, which we
did not have formerly, and under which the
expense of bringing in immigrants and settling
them in this country is divided about fifty-
fifty, how is it that after two whole years have
passed, after ample opportunity for consider-
ation and meditation, and for the application
of policy and the organization of method,
so small a number of British immigrants are
coming to Canada and such a comparatively
large number going to other countries? There
are rumours that the Salvation Army and the
Government, have been at sword points, that
the Salvation Army has been turned down in
the matter of bringing people into this country,
British people particularly, that trouble has
arisen between the Barnardo Boys system and
the Government, and that altogether there
has been an absence of that co-operative spirit
and co-operative effort for which the British
Government seemed to have made provision
and which they were willing to implement, and
that consequently we have not had the results
that should have been obtained. I have no
disposition to blame the officials of the Immi-
gration Department. They do their duty
under instructions and in accordance with the
regulations which the Government frame.
However, the impression which has been with
me is widespread through the country, and
I am glad to observe that in another Chamber
a promise has been made that a full and
thorough investigation into this matter will
take place, so that we may get at the root of
it. I leave the matter there. But I press
for action on two counts. Let there be co-
operation between the Dominion authorities
and the provincial and municipal authorities
in this matter, on the first count because all
these are vitally interested. The Dominion
gets the results of an added population, an
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enlargement of the basis of taxation and the
increased production that comes from each
new entrant into this country. The Pro-
vineial Government does its share and is
vitally interested in getting as many as can
possibly be well placed, and the municipalities
thrive in proportion to their population. All
three are interested. There should be the
closet co-operation and consultation, and the
closest intimacy of effort and direction between
all. I am a very strong advocate of getting
together. In the League of Nations this
principle has brought about a wonderful re-
volution in the mentality and the tendency
and the effort of the world. Even in so
restricted a space as Canada the conference
or consultation of the provincial authorities
and the Dominion authorities which took
place last year proved the benefit of getting
together. I think that there is nothing which
will unite the people of the provinces of Can-
ada so closely as a well considered co-operative
effort to increase her population; it will do
more than anything else to increase her pro-
ductivity and prosperity, and to raise her
status.

I have been somewhat taken by the sugges-
tion, made, I think, by a banker, that a great
deal might be gained if those in authority,
both in the Dominion and in the Provinces,
were to call together as a consultative and
advisory body citizens of repute and experi-
ence and knowledge from different parts
of the country. Who, that lets his mind run
back to the times just preceding and during
the war, fails to understand what a mighty
impetus was given to Canada’s effort by men
of no office, citizens versed in the knowledge
of their sections and their activities, who
spent their time and energy in making a
constant and powerful contribution in support
of war activities? Have such men all passed
with the period of the war? Are there mnot
to-day, in every part of Canada, citizens who
would be willing to intimately associate them-
selves with the governmentssof the country
as a consultative and contributory body to
help in the greater-than-war effort, the peace
effort, of settling up our broad domain, of
increasing the unity of Canada and our
national consciousness and pride, and in
watching and working for its development
along different lines?

Now, with these admonitions, which cost
you mnothing, and which are freely imposed
upon you without any regard to your suffering
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in the meantime, I have said all that I
propose to say at this time. I have been a
strong party man. I believe yet in the prin-
ciples upon which my public life has been
spent; but I believe that other men, espousing
other principles, are as honest and as earnest
as I am in their good citizenship. I am
sorry to see so many of them under the
shadow of misapprehension and misdirection.
If anything that I have said will have a
tendency to turn on the light and to bring
them out from the shadow and help them to
ignore past theories and past burnishments of
glory and renown in party feuds, then I shall
feel that I have accomplished something, and
that we as citizens of Canada can co-operate
in the best policies, whatever they may be,
for the advancement and development of our
country.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: Honourable
gentlemen, at the outset I join with my right
honourable friend (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) in his expression of great satisfaction
and joy at the news which he announced to
us a few moments ago, that the Government
of the United States and the Government of
France have come to an understanding for the
purpose of outlawing war, which of course
implies the adoption of measures and means
to carry out that decision. As a co-worker,
under the leadership of the right honourable
gentleman, in the exertions of the Canadian
Branch of the League of Nations, I feel that
this action on the part of France augurs well
for the early and cordial co-operation of the
great republic to the south of us in the general
work of the League of Nations. It seems to
me that the government of that great State,
in order to be consistent with the action that
they have just now taken, must finally realize
that its participation in the work of the
League of Nations is essential. May we not
believe that before long the republic will take
its full share in the accomplishment of the
duty to which all the great nations over the
world owe special attention and assistance.

May I also, not merely because it is the
tradition to do so, be permitted to extend my
congratulations to the mover (Hon. Mr. Little)
and the seconder (Hon. Mr. Lacasse) of the
Address? The experience acquired by those
two new colleagues of ours in their respective
fields of activity will, I am sure, be of very
great advantage to us in our deliberations.

I desire to express my sense of gratitude
to the Government of the day, inasmuch as
it has, by the elevation of my friend and
colleague from Essex (Hon, Mr. Lacasse),
given recognition to the growing share taken
by French Canadians in the public affairs of

Canada, particularly in the Province of On-
tario. It is a recognition of the increased and
very successful effort on the part of the min~
ority in this Province towards the develop-
ment of the Province, especially in the north-
ern part.

My compatriots who, more than any other
people of this country, have special facility or
faculty for opening up the land, and who
still preserve the spirit of adventure and
the desire of the pioneer to substitute for
the forests fertile fields, have been very much
in evidence within recent years, perhaps to an
even greater degree than most people of this
Province or of Canada realize. Let me men-
tion but one instanee. Shortly after the war,
at a place called Kapuskasing, on the Trans-
continental railway, there were settled about
three hundred returned soldiers. They were
given land for almost nothing; buildings were
erected for them, considerable sums of money
were loaned to them, all with the view of
establishing a happy and permanent rural
community in that part of our country. Not-
withstanding all this aid, within a very short
time the settlement turned out to be a com-
plete failure. Within three years practically
every man had abandoned the place. Im-
mediately my compatriots took possession of
that territory, and without any aid of any
kind, relying solely on the strength of their
arms, and their goodwill and determination,
they set to work and established a permanent
and most prosperous and happy community.
I doubt whether anywhere in Canada there
is any other class of people who would be
willing to assume the risks, or who, having
assumed them, would so successfully profit
by such an opportunity.

While I am offering compliments, I want
most cordially to congratulate the Govern-
ment of Canada upon the ceremonies of the
Diamond Jubilee celebration. I think it is
the verdict of everyone who has been able to
get more or less complete information with
regard to the manner in which the celebra-
tions were prepared and carried out—cer-
tainly it is the opinion of those whose great
privilege it was to witness them—that every-
thing was done in most admirable fashion,
in such a way as to create an imperishable
memory not only of the main features but
of the whole proceedings. My right honour-
able friend who sits next to our leader
(Right Hon. George P. Graham) took a
very prominent part in the celebration. He
received the other day a testimony of the
great services he has rendered, and I wish
to unite in the expression of congratulations
to our honourable friend. He, perhaps, will
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regard his recent promotion at the hands
of our leader as a recognition, in part, at
any rate, of the services he rendered during
the Jubilee celebration. May I say by the
way, that incidentally, and only incidentally,
the few steps I have been allowed to take
towards the sun are not due to anything
such as that, but are simply because I happen
to be the senior privy councillor who sits
on this side of the House.

Now I want to say something with regard
to the visit of the Prime Minister of Great
Britain, and the heir apparent. It is a
matter for congratulation that at last a
British Prime Minister whilst in office has
deemed it worth while to visit our Dominion.
His visit will no doubt tend to strengthen
the tie that binds us, one of its greatest
parts, to the Empire itself. I am quite sure
that what Mr. Baldwin saw in Canada was
a revelation to him, and that he went away
with a better understanding of our needs,
and of our hopes and aspirations. The
subsequent visit of the Prime Minister of
Australia, the recent visit of the Premier
of the Free State, and the approaching visit
of the Secretary of State of the United States,
are bound to bring about great advantages
to Canada. These visits will cause a sort
of rediscovery of Canada, if I may put it
that way, not only to Canadians but to the
world at large. They will show to our
visitors the grandeur of our country, of our
lakes and rivers, our magnificent natural
resources, our unlimited potentialities, and
will cause them to look upon our future in
much the same way that we do ourselyes.
The fame of Canada during last year spread
over this continent and the old continent in
a manner which was altogether new, and I
would wish that the Government of the day
would not lose any opportunity for the
renewal of such visits.

I agree with the view expressed that great
benefits are bound to accrue from Provincial
Conferences such as we had during the
summer. The ‘oftener our ministers and
leaders come in contact with one another,
and the more frequent their exchange of
views, desires and ambitions, the better will
the autonomous provinces become known to
each other, thus our country will be more
fully appreciated. What is needed in Can-
ada is greater contact not only of govern-
ments and leaders, but of individuals. It
is extraordinary to have to admit that in
this country we hardly know one another,
that, for instance, the two great races have
learned less than they should know about
one another; and they will not become

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

intimate and more united unless opportunities
are afforded of more frequent meetings and
more constant contact.

I should like to say a few words in regard
to the development of the St. Lawrence River.
I have not made up my mind as to whether
I shall support or oppose the proposed scheme
of development. I do not think I can come
to a reasonable conclusion unless I am furnished
with a great deal more information than we
have now. I think it is fair to say that we
have at present little or no information on
the subject. We must remember that we have
already by treaty granted important rights
to the United States with regard to the
navigation of our Great Lakes and the St.
Lawrence, and I confess I am rather chary
about increasing those rights. I am afraid
to give our American friends larger control
than they now have. To my mind the St.
Lawrence river is the greatest Canadian asset.
there is no other that can for a moment be
compared with it in value. The St. Lawrence
is the open door, and is the key to the largest
part of North America. Are we going to
increase the hold which the republic to the
south already has on this great asset without
having sufficient data, or without having
proper guarantees, and sufficient means for
implementing such guarantees We may get
a guarantee which on the face of it may appear
safe, but the question is whether it can be
carried out. We should remember that the
whole American Union has not been able to
prevent the city of Chicago from causing great
damage by altering the level of our lakes. If
we increase the control which the Americans
already have over our waterway, what
guarantee have we that we can enforce any
guarantees which they may be willing to
concede?

Honorable gentlemen on the other side have
referred to what should be done in the way
of increasing the population of Canada, and
keeping our sons within our own borders.
They have expressed the desire that practical
steps should be taken in regard to the two
different aspects of what is really one subject,
namely, immigration and keeping our people
at home. Now, I have a suggestion. Our
farm lands are being abandoned because they
cannot provide employment except for a
certain proportion of our farmers’ sons. They
have not the extent or possibilities that permit
all farmers’ sons to stay at home and find on
the farm a livelihood and financial advance-
ment. I want to suggest that the Government
of Canada or the Governments of the pro-
vinces—depending very largely on the opinion
which will be handed down by the Supreme
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Court on the question whether waterpower
falls under the jurisdiction of Federal or
provincial authorities—that those govern-
ments, separately or together, should utilize
some of our magnificent waterpowers for the
purpose of supplying farmers with artificial
fertilizer. It seems to me that that is the
one and only thing which will keep the
farmers’ sons on the land. When they are
able to cultivate intensively 100, 200, or 300
acres of land, they will remain on the land,
and they will find employment, which is not
now available, right on the ancestral farm.
With the aid of fertilizer they will be able
to cultivate with success the entire ancestral
holdings.

We know that in France and many other
countries of Europe farmers who have only
ten or fifteen acres of land are. able to make
not only a decent-living but to set money
aside, simply because they carry on this
intensive cultivation for which I am agitating,
but which cannot be conducted without fertil-
izer.

We have given protection to all sorts of
industries, but we have completely neglected
the basic industry of this country, agriculture.
If there was justification for imposing duties
and granting bounties to other industrial en-
terprises, surely agriculture is of the first im-
portance, and has the best right of all to
protection. Here is a plan: by which pro-
tection can be given to the farmer, and by
which the farmers’ sons may be permanently
kept in this country.

Consider what that means for Canada and
the world. (Canada to-day is recognized as
the granary of the world. If we could cul-
tivate the whole of the farming lands of
Canada, and make them produce to their
capacity, we would be adopting the best
method of making Canada greater and more
prosperous, and it seems to me that the ex-
penditure involved would be amply justified.
I had a good deal to do some years ago with
the beginning of the development, which is
now about completed, of the water power on
the Saguenay river at the outlet of lake
St. John. The undertaking was prompted by
Mr. Duke, of New York, whose money went
almost exclusively into it. His plan at first
was to establish a fleet of 60 steamens of
10,000 tons capacity, to take the phosphates
from the rivers in Georgia and the Carolinas,
and bring them up to Chicoutimi, for the
purpose of turning them into fertilizer. The
proposition involved this large carrying capa-
city. Other capitalists found it to their

advantage to take up this power and use
it for other purposes, else there would have
been an excellent opportunity for putting

my suggesbion into practice. But there are
many water powers yet undeveloped, that
could furnish millions of horse power, and I
suggest that they be utilized {for the object
which we all desire, the increase of our popu-
lation.

May I say a few words on the subject which
engaged the attention of my right honourable
friend (Right Hon. Sir George Foster) for
the miost of his speech, to whiech I listened
with great interest and profit. I refer to the
appointment of representatives of Canada to
foreign countries. I cannot see how the carry-
ing out of this policy is in any way incon-
sistent with our relations with the empire and
the Government of Great Britain. Nothing
in our constitution is opposed to such action
being taken. Representatives or plenipoten-
tiaries could have been appointed as early as
the 1st of July, 1867. We are not to-day
exercising, or aftempting to execrcise, any
power or authority which could not have been
exercised at any time since the Confederation
Act ‘was adopted.

However, I did not understand my right
honourable friend to dispute the right or au-
thority of Canada to do this, but he did not
seem to think it wise or prudent to appoint
those representatives. Well, that is an opinion
which of course must be respected; however,
it is one which I cannot adopt. The reasons
upon which the right honourable gentleman
relies, at least some of them, were not quite
clear to me, or perhaps I should say not con-
vincing. He seems to think that the diplo-
matic function has very greatly changed in
our day from what it was in centuries past,
or perhaps up to within a half-century of
the present. I cannot see in what way it has
changed. It is true that in the Middle Ages,
and for some centuries after, the function of
the diplomat was mainly concerned with war
and peace. In those days with all diplomats
the main or perhaps exclusive function was to
try to secure the friendship of the neighbouring
nations or sovereigns, but that was because
of the conditions of the world at that time.
Conditions have changed in many respects,
and it is necessary to add to the functions
that were performed in the Middle Ages;
vet in the present age we still have to
consider war and peace. In fact, peace iz
the thought with which my right honourable
friend lives every day; it is peace which fills
up the most of his life to-day. There is
no change in that; there is as much reason
to-day as there .was four or five centuries ago
to have diplomatic relations with regard to
peace. What has changed, and what my
right honourable friend seems to forget, is
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that in our day, because of the tremendous
discoveries that have been made, which anni-
hilate time and distance, and ‘the great facili-
ties which have been furnished the world at
large to trade with one another and engage in
commerce and other human activities, the ne-
cessity for representatives between one country
and another seems to have grown rather than
lessened.

If Canada wishes to take full advantage of
the opportunities which are now offered to
all nations, it is going to make much more
progress by having some representative in
one or more of the capitals of the world to
remind the country to which he is accredited
what Canada holds, and to call attention not
only to trading and commercial relations, but
to make known the great resources of our
country, and give an insight into our future.

We should have a representative who can
secure free access to the head of the country
to which he is sent, This latter function is
one of the most important, for no mere com-
mercial man could to-day interview ‘Mr.
Briand on trade conditions in France: he would
not be received. A minister of foreign affairs
—Mr. Briand in France, or Sir Austen
Chamberlain in England—would not think of
denying a plenipotentiary or a high commis-
sioner who was sent over as representing
Canada. So I repeat that the requirements
of diplomacy seem to me to be greater to-day
than they were at any time to which my right
honourable friend referred.

My right honourable friend seemed to think
that the only reason for appointing a repre-
sentative to a foreign country would be
because its territory was contiguous to that
of Canada. Well, as far as our relations with
the United -States are concerned, there would
probably not be very much reason for our
appointing a representative if the whole
matter must be judged merely by considera-
tions of that kind. But I submit there is
no country in the world in which we require
a resident plenipotentiary more than we do
in the United States, with which we do so
much of our business. But there are many
occasions for a plenipotentiary to advance the
interests of Canada abroad, apart from merely
trade and commerce. There are questions of
immigration that may involve very serious
international problems, We have had possi-
bilities of great difficulties with Japan in that
very regard. Would mnot the presence of a
diplomat at Tokio, devoting his time, atten-
tion, and talents, to creating a better under-
standing between Canada and Japan, make
better known our views and desires? Would
not that serve the country’s interests in a
very marked way? I put the question to
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my right honourable friend (Right Hon. Sir
George E. Foster). I would go so far as to
say that because of those great international
difficulties that may arise at any moment
there is an absolute necessity to-day to have
right on the spot a representative who can
daily commune with the leaders in Japan
and put squarely and honestly before them
the views of Canada and the difficulties of
this country in dealing with that subject.
Certainly we want the amity of Japan.

May I here be permitted to indulge in a
little egotistical retrospection which has to
do partly with this subject and also with the
subject that I dealt with previously, that is,
the benefits to be derived from the visits
of leaders of the different parts of the British
Empire and possibly of the leaders of thought
and the political leaders in other countries.
In 1906, twenty-two years ago, on the first
day of the Session, I moved in the Commons
for an Address inviting His Majesty King
Idward, the Great Peacemaker, and Queen
Alexandra to visit Canada, and I urged at
that time, among other reasons, that as King
Edward had been successful in creating an
entente cordiale with France, he should be
mvited to visit Canada a second time, in
order first to see what progress we had made,
but mainly to make possible a conference
between himself and the then President of
the United States, Mr. Roosevelt, who, not-
withstanding his warlike inclinations and
dispositions, was at that time talking peace
to anyone and everyone wherever he found
the opportunity. I indulged in the hope,
perhaps vain, perhaps fantastic, that a meet-
ing of those two personages would bring about
an extension of the entente cordiale which
would take i the United States of America;
and I added that it would be easy at that
time to extend the entente cordiale not only
to the United States, but also to Japan, and
thus to create an alliance encireling the whole
world and composed of two of the great
nations of KEurope, the greatest nation of
America and the greatest nation of the East.
I expressed the hope and belief that if that
meeting could be brought about and such
an alliance consummated at that time, as
seemed very likely, we should have secured
peace throughout the world. Who to-day
doubts that if that alliance had been com-
pleted we should not have had the Great War
through which we have just passed? Is it
conceivable for one moment that the Kaiser
would have dared to take the risk involved in
opposing such combination? I think we
may all believe that he would not have done
so, and therefore there weuld have been no
war.
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I recall that occasion to emphasize the
necessity for closer contacts of the different
parts of the British Empire with the outside
world and the mutual beneficial results which
are bound to arise from such contacts. It
also discloses another strong reason why we
should have on the spot a representative of
Canada who will be constantly putting for-
ward the advantages of Canada, its potential-
ities, as well as its aspirations, and its willing-
ness to perform its share of the duties which
the different nations of the world owe one
another.

My right honourable friend (Right Hon. Sir
George E. Foster), in dealing with the conflict
which he considers inevitable between the
component parts of the Empire and Great
Britain, through the appointment of these
representatives, forgot that action has been
taken in this matter with the full consent and
co-operation of the Government of Great Brit-
ain. The power which we have exercised for
some years past in attending international
conferences and in making our own treaties
has been exercised with the approval, and, as
suggested by my honourable leader (Hon.

Mr. Dandurand), the hearty co-operation of -

the Imperial Government.

My right honourable friend must remember
this also, that the plenipotentiaries appointed
to attend these internatiomal conferences, as
well as the plenipotentiaries whom we have
sent or propose to send to foreign countries,
derive their power from the King himself.
They are accredited to foreign countries by
the King. It is true that the King does not
grant authority on the advice of his imperial
advisers; it is on the recommendation” of his
Canadian advisers that he does it; still nobody
has found any fault with that sort of thing,
and there is no likelihood of conflict of any
kind arising out of the exercise of that power.

The idea has been expressed that the Im-
perial Conference of 1926 altered our Con-
stitution. Of course it did not alter it. Tech-
nically and legally the Constitution to-day is
just what it was on the Ist of July, 1867. The
King still has the power to disallow our legis-
lation from beginning to end, whether it ap-
plies to internal or external affairs. The
Colonial Validity Aect is still in force. The-
oretically our Constitution is not changed in
the slightest particular; and there was no ne-
cessity for it to be changed in order that we
might exercise the powers which we have
exercised. We could have appointed plenipo-
tentiaries in the year 1867, and we could have
done it at any other time, and without in any
way interfering with the Constitution, The
Imperial Conference had no power to alter
anything. Tt was merely a meeting of leaders

of the different Dominions and of Great Brit-
ain who conferred together and came to an
understanding as to what was the real relation-
ship between the Government of Great Britain
and the Dominions. They sought a formula,
and found and declared a formula, applicable
to the existing status. They tried to crystal-
lize in words the situation as it was in fact.
That is all they did. The Conference did not
claim to have power to do anything more.
It certainly proceeded on the assumption that
it had no power to do anything in the way of
amending our Constitution.

There has been a great deal of talk lately
on this subject, and some of it has been very
loose indeed; loose in many ways; loose in
ideas and loose in terms. For instance, the
words “nation” and “ nationhood ” have been
taken as synonymous with “state” and
“ statehood ”. Anyone who thinks for a mo-
ment will see that there is a tremendous
difference. Autonomy and sovereigney do
not mean the same thing at all, yet these
terms are used alternatively without any dis-
tinction. Canada is an autonomous nation,
but it is not a sovereign state, and will not
be until it chooses some day—if it ever does
—to declare its independence. It cannot be

a sovereign state otherwise. So it seems to.

me that a great deal of unnecessary discus-
sion of a purely academic nature has been
indulged in. Not only are we not a sovereign
state, but we are probably not exercising the
largest measure of autonomous rights that can
be exercised by a country which is not a
sovereign state. A state may be composed
of several nations. The difference between
“nation” and “state” and the true meaning
of those terms may be illustrated by the ex-
ample of Switzerland. In Switzerland there
are three different nationalities, the French,
the Italian and the German, but there is only
one sovereign state. In discussing matters
of this nature it is of the utmost importance
that we should always be precise and par-
ticular in the terms we use; otherwise the
result- may be endless confusion.

. The situation might be put, again, in this
way. De jure our Constitution is not that
of a sovereign state, but de facto we are
exercising some of the autonomous func-
tions of a sovereign state. However, it seems
to me that there is no use in continuing the
discussion of this matter, and I refer to it
merely in the hope that by doing so I may be
able to correct false impressions which have
been created throughout the community by
looseness in the use of terms with separate
and distinet meanings. Otherwise I would not
have considered it necessary to engage in a
long discussion on the subject.
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May I point out further that the Govern-
ment of Great Britain has never placed the
slightest obstacle in the way of our exercis-
ing the fullest measure of autonomous rights,
but has trusted to our loyalty and our desire
to remain an integral part of the British
Empire. We have been allowed to go practic-
ally to the limit in the exercise of national
or state power, and there is no reason in the
world to think that Great Britain is now
going to adopt a policy different from that
which it has followed hitherto. From state-
ments made in the House of Commons at
Westminster we know that there is to-day
practically nothing that we could ask Great
Britain to allow us to do and that Great
Britain would refuse us. Mr. Bonar Law,
not many years ago, when he was Prime Min-
ister, declared in the House of Commons that
if we asked to-morrow for separation from
Great Britain there would be no hesitation
in granting it to us.

That brings me to another subject upon
which I would like to say a few words—
the power to amend the Constitution, which
has been demanded by some sections of
Canada. There are a great many who do
not at the present time wish Canada to ac-
quire the power to amend the Constitution,
and I say frankly that I am one of those.

I do not think the time is opportune to -

amend the Canadian Constitution. As I have
repeated several times this afternoon, I think
our present Constitution is all-sufficient for
our purposes. We can, I think, do everything
that we may legitimately desire to do under
the terms of the B.N.A. Act, and, frankly, I
hope that the power to amend the Constitu-
tion will not be granted to our Parliament
until such time as we have created through-
out Canada a proper national sentiment and
a proper condition of national unity. We can-
not ignore the fact that there are many pro-
blems, territorial, geographical, social, moral
or intellectual, that we have mnot yet com-
pletely solved, and it will be several years yet
before we have created the spirit that will be
necessary for the permanent and equitable
solution of these problems, some of them
purely material and others of a spiritual kind.
The two great races who form the basis of
this Confederation hardly know each other
vet, and consequently do not thoroughly
understand each other. Not until there is a
willingness to be tolerant, to approach the
solution of our problems in a spirit of honour-
able compromise and to deal with them in
the only way in which they can be dealt with
adequately, properly and permanently, should
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

the power to amend the Constitution be
granted; for once it is granted there will be
no limit to the exercise of that power.

I must add that in principle I have no
objection to the amendment of the Consti-
tution. To my mind it is merely a matter
of time and opportunity. Canada is pro-
gressing sanely and satisfactorily. We have
recently been making tremendous progress.
We have taken means to add to the develop-
ment of the country by putting to fruitful use
the great natural resources which God Al-
mighty has given us. I think we should not
be too much concerned with purely academic
powers, but should be content to proceed
with our existing powers, which as I see it,
are quite ample to permit of the completion
of the development that we have undertaken
with so much success, particularly within
recent years.

Before I sit down may I express my
approval—not in a partisan way—of the
action of the Government in the larger
spheres of administration, and of the saneness
with which they are proceeding? The Gov-
ernment of to-day is a stable Government.
It has been something very different for a
long time past. The Government was chosen
by the people. It took the reins of office
when the country was in turmoil, and when,
to my mind, we were in dire need of stable
government, whether Liberal or Conservative.
If I may be permitted to do so, with the
greatest humility I would ask the Senate to
co-operate heartily and cordially in all the
measures of the Government to which they
can give their support. I think it would
add to the dignity and reputation of the
Senate to pursue such a course.

With regard to the dignity and reputation
of the Senate, I am one of those who would
like to see a little more publicity given to
our deliberations. If you read the local
newspapers—and I think they are probably
the only ones that pay any attention to us
—you will see that no matter how important
the subject, the deliberations of the Senate
are dismissed with about ten or fifteen lines
at the utmost. I think that we suffer
throughout Canada because our deliberations
and actions are not made known. I have
nothing to suggest, but I think the members
of this Chamber ought to take the subject
in hand and endeavour to arrive at some
means of making the work of this House,
which is second to none in the parliamentary
government of Canada, better known and
better appreciated.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: I understand
that there is an honourable member on the
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other side who desires to say something on
the Address, and that to-day is the only
opportunity he will have of doing so. There-
fore it is with pleasure that I extend to him
the opportunity of speaking at this time if
he so desires, and I will postpone what I
have to say until to-morrow. If there is no
objection, I have great pleasure in giving way
to the honourable member for Wellington
{Hon. Mr. McDougald).

Hon. W. L. McDOUGALD: Honourable
gentlemen, before proceeding with the debate
on the Address in Reply to the Speech from
the Throne, may I thank my honourable
friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Robertson) for the
courtesy which he has extended to me in
waiving his right to speak at this time?

In rising for the first time to address hon-
ourable gentlemen of this Chamber, may I at
once say how honoured and pleased I feel at
finding myself a member of this time-honoured
body. May I also be permitted, to associ-
ate myself with other honourable gentlemen
who have spoken in congratulating the honour-
able gentlemen from London (Hon. Mr. Little)
and Essex (Hon. Mr. Lacasse) on their brilli-
ant efforts in moving and seconding the
adoption of the Speech from the Throne, and
to say that I am indeed jealous to find that
I am no longer the youngest member in this
Chamber.

It is not my intention to refer to more than
one or two subjects dealt with in the Speech
from the Throne. I should like, however, to
touch briefly upon the subject of immigration

and its relation to some phases of the develop- -

ment of those vast natural resources with
which our Dominion has been so highly
favoured. I should like, also, to say a few
words upon a subject with which I have had
rather an intimate association, namely, the
question of the deepening of the St. Lawrence
Waterways.

I take it that we are now practically all
agreed on the extreme desirability of promot-
ing immigration of the right type in order to
fill up our vacant spaces, increase production,
stimulate business and generally strengthen
the body politic by a rapid accretion of the
right kind of citizens. I think I may con-
gratulate the Government upon its efforts—
and upon the success of its efforts—in this
direction. It must be remembered that
results are not immediate in the matter of
immigration. Measures taken one year bring
their results only after the passage of one or
two or three years.

Fundamentally, a successful immigration
‘policy under present day conditions depends
upon two necessary underlying factors. First

and foremost, in order to induce immigration,
the Government must take steps to improve
the general economie conditions of the country.
Under modern conditions of cable and tele-
graphic news service, national . and inter-
national, with the concurrent and almost
universal distribution of newspapers at such
a low price that no one need be without them,
economic conditions in foreign countries are, in
general terms, well known to all. Prospective
immigrants to Canada know of economic con-
ditions in Caneada, and if those conditions are
bad the prospective immigrants will not come
to our country. So that, as I have said, the
first prerequisite of inducing a larger and more
satisfactory immigration is the improvement
of the economic conditions of and in Canada.
In passing, I might remark that the claims of
critics of the Government, to the effect that
Canada is not really prosperous or economi-
cally sound, tend to defeat the very object
which they profess to desire, namely, increased
immigration. The second fundamental pre-
requisite is the provision of employment for
the immigrants after they arrive in this
country. As to the first factor, the improve-
ment of economic conditions, it is perfectly
clear that this Government has done yeo-
man service. The right honourable the Prime
Minister produced the other day in another
place evidence to this effect, evidence ample
and to spare. .

As to the second prerequisite, namely, the
provision of employment for the immigrants
after they arrive in the country, the Govern-
ment has also good reason to be proud of its
record. The Government is applying its
policy, which consists, broadly, of -careful
economic administration, the steady reduc-
tion of the public debt, and the progressive
lightening of the load of taxation. It is
curious to note in this connection, that
although the problem of providing employ-
ment for immigrants is so very fundamental,
very little has been said of the possible effect
of the construction of the St. Lawrence
Waterway upon it. I am sure I am not
mentioning anything which could possibly be
construed as indiscreet if I invite honourable
gentlemen to consider for a moment the best
available estimates showing the relation of
new employment, new jobs for Canadians
and additional annual total wage payments,
to new horsepower developed.

In the first place the horsepower data is
outside the realm of controversy. On the
whole St. Lawrence River, between Prescott
and Montreal, there is approximately 5,000,000
horsepower. I speak in round figures only.
It is also beyond controversy that of
this 5,000,000 potential horsepower, approx-
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imately 1,000,000 is in the United States, and
belongs to the United States, and approx-
imately 4,000,000 potential horsepower is in
Canada and belongs to Canada.

Now, in the Journal of Electricity, of June,
1921, appeared what I am informed by
experts is an authoritative calculation of the
definite numerical correlation between the
amounts of electric power developed by a
new development and the average of new
employment—new jobs—additional workmen
employed—and general growth of population,
as well as new annual wage payments which
would result from it. The figures which
appeared in this interesting calculation were
based on units of 1,000 horsepower, and were

as follows: that a total of 385 new employees

—as I have said, new jobs—would result from
each 1,000 horsepower developed; and,
furthermore, that these 385 employees would
draw in wages—new money put into circula-
tion—the sum of $581,100 per annum. On the
basis of one active workman supporting an
average of five souls, including himself, his
family and the ordinary auxiliary popula-
tion—which I think is a fair basis in the area
tributary to the St. Lawrence—we get the
surprising result that each 1,000 new horse-
power developed supports 385 new workmen
drawing $581,100 per annum in wages, and
represents a new population of 1,925 souls.

Now, let us apply this calculation to the
Canadian horsepower available on the St.
Lawrence river. Four million horsepower,
approximately the total Canadian-owned
potential power, is 4,000 units of 1,000 horse-
power each, as used in the above calculation.
We find that the Canadian horsepower now
running to waste on the St. Lawrence river
would, according to the above calculation, if
fully developed and utilized in Canada,
employ a new population of 1,540,000 work-
men, supporting a new and additional popula-
tion of 7,700,000, and drawing in actual cash
wages the stupendous sum of $2,324,400,000
per annum, all paid for out of the product
of the development and utilization of this
power.

These figures, I submit, are most astonishing.
I submit that they tend to revolutionize many
preconceived ideas. I have not seen them
previously quoted and I assume that they
have not previously been brought to the
attention of honourable gentlemen. I suggest
that they merit the most careful examination
and consideration by all members of this
honourable body. And I further suggest that
they throw considerable light on at least one
method of providing adequate employment
for immigrants in number ample to satisfy
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even the most severe critics of the present flow
of immigration.

I do not suggest that these results will be
obtained immediately, but I do suggest that
this is the basis on which Canada’s future will
be built. The distinctive characteristic of
modern industrial life is its dependence on
plentiful supples of electric power. The great
strides made by the American people in this
connection are, it is generally recognized, the
result of their application of power to the
problems of production. In Canada to-day,
with our amazing resources and raw materials,
and with our abundant potential power supply,
our opportunities are immensely greater than
they are in any other coumtry, not excepting
the United States.

I do not think there will be any argument
when I say that our future as an industrial
people is assured by reason of the providence
which gave us maw materials—the minerals
and the forests—and the requisites for con-
version—cheap and abundant hydro-electric
power—provided only that we utilize them,
that we do not sit down and say there is mo
market, no demand, but take steps to expedite
their use. When we do this, I say our
immigration problem, if there is one, will
vanish. We will have employment and we
will have the pick of all nations.

Now honourable gentlemen, may I say just
a word on the St. Lawrence waterway?
My right honourable friend from Brockville
(Right Hon. Geo. P. Graham) has make
reference to the St. Lawrence waterways and
to the functions of the Advisory Board, of
which I have the honour to be a member, and
of which he was a member and chairman
until about eighteen months ago. He has
made certain suggestions with respect to con-
siderations which the Advisory Board or the
Government should take into consideration
before arriving at a conclusion with respect
to the policy to be adopted in connection
therewith. I do not for a moment believe
that my right honourable friend desired to
create the impression in this Chamber, or
in the minds of the citizens of Canada, that
the Advisory Board would presume to make
recommendations to the Government without
having the necessary data and information at
their disposal upon which to base them; and
at once may I assure the right honourable
gentleman, honourable gentlemen of this
Chamber, and the country, that the Advisory
Board have had available, information on all
points suggested by the right honourable
gentleman, in sufficient volume and detail to’
enable them to arrive at an intelligent and
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comprehensive understanding of the whole
question, as set out in the reference to the
Advisory Board.

And here may I be permitted to refresh the
memory of the right honourable gentleman
and honourable members, as to what that
reference was, as given in the Order in Council
establishing the Board:

The Minister is of the opinion that it would
be in the public interest to constitute a Na-
tional Advisory Committee to consider generally
whether or not the project would, if completed
be beneficial to Canada; whether the benefits
which might accrue and the pecuniary returns
direct or indirect which may be anticipated
from it are such as to counterbalance its disad-
vantages, if any; whether your Excellency should
indicate a readiness to enter into discussions
with the United States of America looking
towards the negotiation of a Treaty for the
carrying out of the necessary work, and what
should be the character of the stipulations which
any such Treaty should contain. .

The Minister accordingly recommends that a
National Advisory Committee be constituted
for the purpose aforesaid.

I do not wish to take up too much of the
time of this Chamber in a lengthy explanation
of the nature and volume of the information
gathered by the Advisery Board, but may 1
say at once that we had the very exhaustive
and complete report of the International Joint
Waterways Commission, of which the Honour-
able Mr. Magrath, now Chairman of the
Ontario Hydro-Electric Power Commission,
was Chairman. Under his able direction in-
valuable information was collected from grain
men, from shipping men, from railway men,
from power authorities, and from all who
might be directly interested in this project.
The net result of this thorough and extensive
inquiry was the conclusion as set forth in the
report of the International Joint Waterways
Commission in its summary of conclusions.
This conclusion is as follows:

As to the economic practicability of the
Waterways, the Commission finds that, without
considering the probability of new traffic
created by the opening of a water route to the
seaboard there exists to-day between the region
economically tributary to the Great Lakes and
Overseas points, as well as between the same
region and the Atlantic and Pacific seaboard,
a volume of outbound and inbound trade that
might reasonably be expected to seek this route
sufficient to justify the expense involved in its
improvement.

We had also before us the report, with
appendices, of the Joint Board of Engineers
—and a very complete and able report it was
—made by the joint engineering body, con-
sisting of six eminent engineers, three of
whom were Canadians and three Americans.
Of necessity, in preparing their report, they
also made an exhaustive study of the
economics of the proposal, and had the latest

and best information from the highest au-
thorities regarding all matters to which the
right honourable gentleman (Right Hon. Mr.
Graham) has referred.

We also had at our disposal a report by a
body known as the Inter-departmental Com-
mittee, made up of members from various
departments of Government which would be
affected in any way by the deepening of the
St. Lawrence Waterways. The function of
this body was to gather information which
would have a direct bearing upon all the
points referred to by the right honourable
gentleman.

In addition to the instances which I have
cited, we had at our disposal the valuable
records of the Montreal Harbour Commission
in regard to the trade and commerce of the
country going through that port. And here
may I give some figures which I feel will be
of interest to honourable gentlemen, as show-
ing the increase and the volume of grain ship-
ments through the port of Montreal :

1921.. 138,454,000 bushels
1922. . 155,000,000 «
1923. . 120,200,000 «
1924.. -165,650,000 «
1925. . 166,200,000 «
1926. . 135,000,000 «
1927.. 195,000,000 «

I give all these figures to show the con-
sistency of the movement through the St.
Lawrence and through the port of Montreal.
I would like also to give a few more figures.
After canals were deepened to 14 feet, ton-
nages increased as follows:

U000, 5. venoniiehis sy 1,310,000 tons
10l e o - 6,200,000 1
1927.. .. .. .. .. .. .. 8000000 “

In 1927, out of a total movement of some
195 million bushels, approximately 135 million
bushels was waterborne.

In this connection, perhaps honourable gen-
tlemen will be interested in knowing that in
addition to the movement of Canadian grain
through the port of Montreal, the St. Lawrence
route has attracted through this port a large
and increasing quantity of American grain,
which last year reached the total, in round
figures, of 91 million bushels.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: Is that in addition
to the 135 million?

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALD: No; 135 million
was the total, and out of that 91 million
bushels was American grain.

Honourable gentlemen may be further in-
terested in knowing that large shippers of
grain from the American Middle West during
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the past summer have stated that with im-
proved navigation and transfer facilities they
would ship all their grain, a total of some
80 million bushels, through the port of Mont-
real, all of which would be new business.

The right honourable gentleman has also
referred to the power question, and to the
lack of knowledge available as to the market
in Canada for such power as would be avail-
able through the development of the St.
Lawrence Waterways. The right honourable
gentleman must be aware of the investigations
into this question which have been made by
the Dominion Water Powers Branch of the
Department of the Interior, by the Ontario
Hydro-Electric Power Commission, and by
other economists who have studied the ques-
tion, and also of the conclusions reached by
the Dominion Water Powers Branch that the
potential power available from the St. Law-
rence watershed would be absorbed in ap-
proximately 25 years; from which the con-
clusion must be drawn that the power from
the St., Lawrence will be required within a
comparatively short time.

Honourable gentlemen will well realize that
as a member of the Advisory Board, having
submitted a confidential report to the Govern-
ment of the day, which report up to the
present time has not been made publie, it is
impossible for me to discuss this great ques-
tion in more detail than I have done on this
occasion. But in conclusion I desire to assure
the right honourable gentleman from Brock-
ville (Right Hon. Mr. Graham) and honour-
able gentlemen of this Chamber and the
country, that in submitting this report to the
Government, the members of the Advisory
Board fully appreciated the importance of the
task entrusted to them, and gave it their best
thought and consideration.

There has been some query in different
parts of Canada as to the effect of the deep-
ening of the St. Lawrence Waterways on the
national port of Montreal. For the benefit
of honourable gentlemen of all parts of Can-
ada who are interested in the future pros-
perity and development of the Port of
Montreal, I give it as my considered opinion
as Chairman of the Board of Harbour Com-
missioners of Montreal, and as the opinion of
the technical staff of the Harbour Commis-
sion, who are in daily touch with shipping
and with the movement of various com-
modities in and out of that port, that the
business of that port will not be diminished,
but on the contrary will steadily increase
from year to year, and the proposed deepen-
ing of the St. Lawrence Waterways will greatly
accelerate the rate of increase in the volume
of business handled by Canada’s national port
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of Montreal. One of the main factors in
achieving this beneficial result will be the
undoubted lowering of the costs on the all-
water grain movement from the head of the
Lakes, the minimum estimate of which, ar-
rived at by all authorities, is a saving of three
cents a bushel. Many experts say the saving
will be as high as six cents a bushel, but we
are sure it will be at least three.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I infer
that the report that has been made to the
Government, whatever it contains, is the re-
sult of reading the prior reports, and that no
original evidence has been taken at all?

Hon, Mr. MecDOUGALD: I do not think
the honourable gentleman should infer that.
In addition to the available reports that we
had, without going into the detailed reports,
which naturally I am not in a position to do
in a moment, I would say that the report
prepared by the engineering body would be
very largely technical, and to get further in-

formation on the engineering phases of it

would mean constituting a new board of
engineers.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I think
the honourable gentleman hardly understands
my question, which is this: Has this Advisory
Board made original investigations, or have
they simply digested the previous reports of
the other bodies?

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALD: To a very great
extent they have digested the veports of the
other bodies who were given the power to
get all the information available. The Advi-
sory Board had no authority to spend money
in travelling through the country and getting
evidence, as was suggested by my right hon-
ourable friend.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: No, I did not
suggest that.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALD: In conclusion, I
would like to say that as a Canadian citizen
who has resided on the banks of the St. Law-
rence all his life, and in the last few years
has been intimately in touch with the great
movement of trade and commerce through
the port of Montreal, I fully appreciate the
great heritage which we have in that mighty
river. T appreciate the value of it as a national
asset, and I for one would mot be a party to
a recommendation or an agreement that
would give any of our birthrights to the
American people.

Hon. JOHN D. REID: With reference to
the Speech from the Throne, I want to con-
gratulate the mover and the seconder, and
like all those who have preceded me I agree
with every word that has been said.
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With reference to the -St. Lawrence water-
way matter, living on the St. Lawrence
river as I do, I perhaps know something
about this question. I agree that the right
honourable member from Brockville (Right
Hon. Mr. Graham), the honourable Senator
who has just taken his seat; and myself,
probably know more than any member of
this House with regard to this matter.
The right honourable member from Brock-
ville was Minister of Railways and Canais
for a number of years, and he had under
him a staff of engineers making surveys
and getting data on this great undertaking.
The honourable gentleman from Montreal
(Hon. Mr. McDougald) has not only lived on
the St. Lawrence during his whole life-time,
but, as Chairman of the Harbor Commission
of Montreal, he has had an opportunity of
understanding thoroughly everything in con-
nection with navigation. Personally, I know
almost every foot of the St. Lawrence river
between Prescott and Montreal, as a resident
on that river, and also because I had the ad-
vantage of being Minister of Railways and
Camals for a few years.

Engineers have been investigating this
work for the last fifteen or twenty years.
The chief man on the engineering staff in
connection with the report that is now before
the Government has made an investigation
with others each and every time that one
has been made for the last number of years.

Now, I have taken the position in this
House, and out of if, strongly in favour of
this proposition. People in Eastern Ontario,
and I might perhaps say also in part of
Quebec, have for many years suffered in
connection with power. In addition to that,
I have always believed that the proposition
would be of great value in the way of navi-
gation, not only to Ontario but also to
other parts of Canada. That is why I have
favoured this scheme.

I take this position because I have before
me the joint report of engineers of the
United States and Canada, which was made
to each Government, and their recommenda-
tions as to what should be done. These men
were appointed early in 1920, and their
investigation occupied fourteen months. One
of the engineers on that Board was the late
W. A. Bowden, chief engineer of the Depart-
ment of Railways and Canals. He had the
advantage of being one of ‘the engineers
who were employed on this work for a
number of years before his promotion to
the position of Chief Engineer. The other
engineer on that Board was Colonel Wooten,
head of the Army Engineers in the United
States.
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I have before me the report of those
engineers and the recommendations they
made after their own investigations, and
after having the benefit of all the investi-
gations that had been made for years by
the best engineers in Canada and the United
States. That report, which was submitted
to me, would justify me in agreeing to and
urging this waterway plan. I could never
believe that there could be any other report
that would vary to any extent the one
submitted by the engineers who had done
this great work; therefore I have taken the
position that I have stated, and will con-
tinue to hold it until I see the report that is
now before the Government. I had thought
that the report would have been submitted
to the members of both Houses in order
that we might give it consideration, because
I cannot believe that this great question can
ever be railroaded through this House. We
must have time to consider it. That report
was handed to the Government two or three
weeks ago. It is confidential, and rightly so
until they can lay it before the House; but
I have read newspaper statements as to
what that report contains, and that is why
I now hesitate to say that I will support
a Bill based on that report until I see what
is in it.

Now I will state two or three reasons why
I hesitate. In the first place, the report I
hold in my hand states that this waterway
can be constructed all the way from Prescott
to Montreal, and will develop 1,400,000 horse-
power. That would mean 720,000 horse-power
for Ontario or for Canada, and 720,000 horse-
power for the United States. Later on, if
we wished, other power could be developed
in the Province of Quebec as required, but
this 1,400,000 would be international. I
believe that was not an unreasonable amount,
especially as I instructed Mr. Bowden, who
was on that Commission, to make his esti-
mate so that there could be no doubt as to
it being exceeded, even at war prices, and
he gave me his assurance that his figure would
cover it. But newspaper reports say that we
must wait, and though I do not know how
true they are, they have made me hesitate.
One statement ig that instead of the cost
being $252,000,000 it is to be $650,000,000.
That is only a newspaper report, but if that
story is true, of course I would hesitate to
approve of an expenditure of that kind at the
present time.

Another reason why I hesitate, and a very
important one, is the rumour that we will not
have in Canada, in the international part,
our lock and our power. In the report made
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in 1921 by Mr. Bowden and Mr. Wooten they
laid out a plan which shows that these will
be all on our Canadian side. We have now
a waterway from Port Arthur to Montreal
through which a vessel can come without
touching American water, except a few miles
above Brockville, and we have our own
Canadian channel that would require only
$100,000 to $200,000 to deepen, according to
Mr. Wooten, so that we could overcome any
difficulty at that point. I would not stand
up and advocate the St. Lawrence route
unless, when the work is completed, we can
take a vessel from Port Arthur to Montreal
in Canadian waters, as we now do; but there
are only a few miles where that condition
exists that I mentioned, and we should not
injure our position so far as those conditions
are concerned.

The honourable senior member for Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt) has said that we should
have power to assist our agriculturists. That
is absolutely right. That honourable gentle-
man knows better than almost anyone else
that in Eastern Ontario we have never had
any power, and we could not help our
farmers; so that Eastern Ontario is in a
worse position than any other part of the
Province.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Wholly neglected.

Hon. Mr. REID: Wholly neglected; but
that is the reason. We could have had plenty
of power long ago if we had been in a position
to exercise our rights, or if the Government
could interfere with the development at Cedar
Rapids, where they have 60,000 horsepower,
all of which goes to the United States for the
purpose of giving light and power to their
citizens for many miles. It may be asked
why we allow that condition; but their char-
ter was granted in the Province of Quebec,
and that Province could not force the Cedar
Rapids concern to bring their power to On-
tario, as that would be interfering with the
rights of another province. Of course, the
Province of Quebec could take some action
and force them to do it. I remember that
when we wanted a little power in Eastern
Ontario the Cedar Rapids people absolutely
refused to give us any until we were able
to say to them, “Unless you give us some
power, we will press the Dominion Govern-
ment, and cut off your light.” So they gave
us 10,000 horsepower, which is all we have
in that section of the Province. That is our
position so far as Eastern Ontario is con-
cerned.

The honourable gentleman who has just
spoken (Hon. Mr. McDougald) gave an esti-
mate of what would happen in regard to
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power if this develepment takes place, and
predicted that our population would be in-
creased very materially; but I am not so
optimistic about 5,000,000 horsepower being
used within the time that he mentioned. I
suppose it is probably twenty years since
power was first developed at Niagara, yet I
do not think that in the whole Niagara dis-
trict there is more than 800,000 horsepower
used, including the cities of Toronto and
Hamilton as well as other places. I there-
fore think that the policy laid down by the
late Mr. Bowden and Mr. Wooten was the
proper one so far as the development of
power is concerned—go right through with
your waterway, help the people from the
West, help every part of the country. The
object was to bring coal from Sydney to
Toronto, and bring traffic up and down to
and from Montreal, and thus lower the cost
of transportation. That should be the main
question so far as this waterway is concerned;
but of course power is a very important
feature, and must be considered at the same
time. 2

I am just as strongly in favour of this
waterway scheme going through as I was in
1921 and in 1924, provided that the conditions
have not been changed to such an extent that
the interests of Canada have been interfered
with; but I agree with the right honourable
gentleman from Brockville (Right Hon. Mr.
Graham) that we should have all the reports
with regard to it before we should be asked
to come to a conclusion about putting this
plan through. The right honourable gentle-
man from Brockville said in his speech that
the Government of Canada agreed to appoint
an advisory committee, that they were to
consider the report and make recommenda-
tions to our Government, and the American
Government were to do the same thing, but
before the report was made to each Govern-
ment both these advisory committees were
to meet and come to a joint conclusion, and
that would go to both Governments. I think
that is what the honourable gentleman said.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: No. Will
my honourable friend permit me to explain?
I pointed out that the Joint Engineering
Boards were composed of Canadians and
Americans and that they were to meet to-
gether and make a joint report to each Gov-
ernment. But the advisory committees were
distinct and separate. The Canadian Advisory
Committee was to report to the Canadian
Government, and the American Advisory Com-
mittee to the American Government. They
had no connection with each other.
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Hon. Mr. REID: I understood the hon-
ourable gentleman to this extent: that the
Engincering Boards were to get together, but
they have never held a joint meeting—

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Oh, yes, but they
did not agree.

Hon. Mr. REID: But they did not meet
before submitting their final report to both
Governments.

Right Hon. Mr GRAHAM: My honour-
able friend did not get that from anything
I said, as he will see if he will read it care-
fully. I said that they had made a joint
report, but so far as the appendices were con-
cerned they had not been submitted to the
Governments before the American Advisory
Board made its report. The Canadian
Advisory Board waited until it got the full
report of the Joint Engineering Board, with the
appendices that completed the report.

Hon. Mr. REID: I do not want to mis-
represent the honourable gentleman.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: 1 know.

Hon. Mr. REID: This is what he said—
I will read it from Hansard:

Now, this is what I would suggest to the Gov-
ernment. The National Advisory Board was
appointed for a purpose. The United States
Government appointed a Board of the same
kind—
that is, an advisory board— .
—with Mr. Hoover at its head; but—-I say it
with all respect—Mr. Hoover’s committce made
a report before it had the report of the joint
engineers in its entirety.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: With the ap-
pendices.

Hon. Mr. REID: That is what I mean.

There were two Engineering Boards, one for
the United States and one for Canada. but
these met together and formed a joint board of
investigation. The respective National Ad-
visory Boards, on the two sides of the line,
were absolutely different, and they never met
together.

Perhaps I did not understand it aright, but
that is the statement to which I was referring.

I have kept the House much longer than I
expected. There will be an opportunity at
a later date to take up this matter, but I
say that until we can get those reports before
us we should take no action. The Govern-
ment should go slow and should give us that
information, and if there has been any
variation from the report made by those two
engineering committees there should be some
explanation offered to justify it. I desire to

thank the House for giving me the opportunity
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to say these few words, and I hope that at a
later date, when the matter comes up again,
I shall have an opportunity of discussing it.

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

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

THE SENATE

Friday, February 3, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CONTROL OF WATER POWERS
REFERENCE TO SUPREME COURT

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I desire to lay
upon the Table a certified copy of a report
of the Committee of the Privy Council, which
reads:

Certified copy of a Report of the Committee
of the Privy Council approved. by His
Excellency the Governor General on the 18th
January, 1928.

The Committee of the Privy Council have
had before them a report, dated 17th January,
1928, from the Minister of Justice, submitting
that at the Dominion-Provincial Conference,
held at Ottawa in the month of November,
1927, the Premiers of certain of the provinces
questioned the right of the Dominion to dispose
of water powers brought into being by the
erection of Dominion works for the improve-
ment of navigation, and asserted a right on
the part of the provinces to dispose of any
such water powers within the limits of the
province; and

That in the discussion which followed
regarding this claim, and also with regard to
the whole question of the division of legis-
lative control over and proprietary interest in
water powers, it was found impossible to reach
any general agreement as between the Dominion
and the provinces, and in the result a request
was made by the Premiers of Ontario and
Quebec that the Dominion undertake to refer
the whole matter to the Supreme Court of
Canada for hearing and consideration.

The Committee, therefore, on the recom-
mendation of the Minister of Justice, advise
that, pursuant to the powers in that behalf
conferred by section 60 of the Supreme Court
Act, Your Excellency may be pleased to refer
to the Supreme Court of Canada for hearing
and consideration the following questions:

1. Has the province any proprietary interest
in flowing waters within the province, and,
if so, what is the nature of such interest?

2. Does the ownership by the province of the
bed of any stream, whether such bed be level
or sloping, give to the province the ownership
of water powers:

(a) created thereupon by Dominion works
for the improvement of navigation; or
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(b) existing thereupon by nature?

3. Has the province any proprietary interest
in or legislative control over:

(a) the canals, with lands and water power
conected therewith, and the lake and river
improvements which were conveyed to the
wominion by section 108, Schedule 3, of the
British North America Act, 1867, or in or
over the disposal of any water powers created
thereby or existing thereupon from time to
time; or

(b) water powers created by works for the
improvement of navigation constructed by or
under the authority of the Dominion since
Confederation; or

(¢) works constructed wholly for power pur-
poses by the Dominion out of moneys appro-
priated by Parliament for such purpose?

If so, what is the nature of such interest
or control?

4. Has the Dominion exclusive legislative
power to regulate waters for the purposes of
navigation:

(a) in navigable waters; and

(b) in non-navigable waters?

5. Where the Dominion, for navigation pur-
poses, expropriates or uses any part of the
bed of any stream vested in the province, is
the province entitled to any compensation for
such expropriation or use?

6. Has the Dominion the exclusive legislative
control over and proprietary interest in water
powers brought into being by works authorized
vy Parliament to be erected in an international
stream for the purpose of carrying out an
agreement between Canada and any foreign
country looking to the erection of joint works
for the improvement of navigation in such
stream?

If not, what are the powers and rights of
the province with regard to such water
powers?

7. Where the bed of a navigable stream is
owned by the province or by a private
individual, is the title of such owner sub-
ordinate to the public right of mavigation, and
to the provisions of any statute which may be
enacted from time to time by Parliament,
within the powers conferred by section 91 (10)
of the British North America Act, 18677

E. J. Lemaire,
Clerk of the Privy Council

This is the Order in Council upon which is
based the reference to the Supreme Court of
Canada with respect to the right of the Do-
minion of Canada and the Provinces in the
matter of water power.

Hon. W. B. ROSS3: That will be printed for
to-morrow, will it?
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

THE ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY
PROJECT

REPORT OF THE JOINT BOARD OF ENGINEERS

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I desire to lay
on the Table the report of the Joint Board of
Engineers for the St. Lawrence Waterway pro-
ject, with appendices, accompanied by plates
giving an outline of the work.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Hon. Mr. REID: I would like to ask the
leader of the Government if any attempt was
made to bring about a meeting between the
Governments of the Provinces of Ontario and
Quebec and the Dominion Government with
a view to coming to some arrangement in re-
gard to the waterpowers, instead of having the
matter referred to the Supreme Court. It
seems to me that some arrangement might be
come to, thus avoiding the delay incident to a
reference to the Supreme Court.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There have been
numerous discussions between the Provinces
and the Federal authorities, extending over a
considerable length of time, but no agreement
has come of them. I do not know whether they
were carried on in writing or orally, but I do
know that in the last conference with the Do-
minion Mr. Taschereau made a very clear
request that the matter be referred to the
Supreme Court. I am under the impression
now that the Prime Minister of Ontario joined
in that request, and it is upon that request
that the Dominion authorities have acted.

Hon. Mr. REID: I quite understand that
if such a suggestion was made, and no attempt
was made to settle the matter by arbitration,
it must necessarily go to the courts. But
what I had in mind was that perhaps the
suggestion had been made and urged by one
of the three Governments that they should
meet and try to settle the matter in the way
that I believe it could be settled satisfactorily.
It would save a great deal of time in pro-
ceeding with the work, and would save also
a great deal of money. These questions, in
which the Governments alone are interested,
could probably be settled by arbitration if a
serious attempt were made.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Well, it is
mainly a qusstion of the interpretation of the
clauses of the Constitution. It is of such vast
importance that I fear the contending parties
would not be satisfied unless their rights
were clearly defined by the highest judicial
authority in the land, or by the Privy Counecil.
The provinces claim the waterpowers, and
the Federal authorities claim that they belong
wholly or in part to the Dominion of Canada.
It would be very difficult to arbitrate such a
matter, which has a wholly juridical aspect.
I believe that it is one of those questions
that have to be decided by a judicial tribunal.

ACCOMMODATION IN THE SENATE
CHAMBER
NOTICE OF MOTION

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND gave notice of
the following motion:
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That a select committee be appointed to con-
sider the possibility of enlarging the galleries

of the Senate as was suggested at the last.

Session of Parliament.
That the Committee be composed of the
Honourable the Speaker and the Honourable

Messieurs Beaubien, Belcourt, Hardy, Mac-
donell, McDougald, McMeans and White
(Inkerman).

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: As Chairman of
the committee of last year, I might explain
that the committee presented a report.
Honourable gentlemen will remember that I
read it yesterday. It was on the Order
Paper for concurrence, but unfortunately pro-
rogation took place before it was reached.
That is why mno notice was taken of the
matter by cither the Public Works Depart-
ment or the Cabinet. Hence the necessity
for renominating the same or another com-
mittee to deal with the matter.

THE GOVERNNR 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 Session
and the motion of Hon. Mr. Little for an
Address in reply thereto.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, may I at once join in extending
a welcome to the honourable gentlemen who
have recently become associated with the
Senate, and may I particularly congratulate
the two of them who participated in the pro-
ceedings of the first day by moving and
seconding the Address. Their work and
records have been commented upon by
previous speakers, and I shall therefore pass
on.

I intend {o be very brief in any reference
to Imperial or international relations. I will,
as my honourable friend the junior member
from Ottawa (Right Hom. Sir George E.
Foster) suggested yesterday, absolve the Gov-
ernment so {ar as it is possible to do so, and
speak very frankly my views with reference
to subjects on which we are not in accord
with the actinn they have taken. It would
be perhaps unwise to go to the length sug-
gested by my right honourable friend from
Ottawa yesterday, of pouring the anointing
oil on too thickly, because the weather is
cold and most members of the Government
are rather bald-headed.

The honourable gentleman who moved the
Address stated in his opening remarks that
too much could not be said with regard to the
Diamond Jubilee which was held last year.
May I in passing make a few comments there-
on? I think it was entirely fitting, it was

worthy of Canada and of Canada’s past, and
inspiring for the future, that the achievements
both in peace and in war should be brought to
the attention of the people as forcibly as they
were by the Diamond Jubilee celebration. I
think very great credit is due to the right
honourable gentleman, the ex-Minister of Rail-
ways (Right Hon. Mr. Graham), who acted
as Chairman of the Jubilee Committee. The
arrangements were splendid, and the spirit
that prevailed throughout the celebration and
the impression it made upon the people were
entirely in the direction of developing a
national sentiment and national pride. It was
perfectly right that our people should lift up
their hearts in thanksgiving and their heads
in pride because of the progress and achieve-
ments of Canada since 1867.

I think, also, that the Government could
scarcely help celebrating in 1927 when they
remembered the Gethsemane through which
they passed in 1926 and the cross they had to
carry for weeks and months during the long
investigation, and how when they were ap-
proaching their Calvary they committed hari-
kari. To find themselves redeemed and ran-
somed by the people of Canada, as they were,
must surely have been an occasion for great
rejoicing, and in their hearts and minds they
must have entered with enthusiasm upon the
great project of 1927. It reminded me a little
of the hymn that I used to hear when I was
a boy and scarcely able to see over the back
of the seat in church. They used to sing:

The year of Jubilee has come,
Return, ye ransomed sinners, home.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Temporarily ransomed.

Hon, Mr. ROBERTSON: To continue for
a moment on the subject of the Jubilee, men-
tion can always fittingly be made of the
gracious visit of the heir to the Throne and
of the Prime Minister of Great Britain. I
think that their presence in Canada, their
touring the country and meeting many of the
people in every section—and a strenuous trip
indeed it was—has been appreciated highly by
the people of Canada and should have the
effect of bringing us closer in understanding
and sympathy to the Mother Country.

It is obvious that it had such an effect
even upon people in high places. I remember

%n particular the enthusiasm with which some

members of the Government entered into that
celebration., It is well known how at least
one of them travelled a thousand miles in
advance of the royal party in order to have
the people of his own town gather at the
railway station and have the Prince presented
with a bouquet of “owers at 7.15 in the
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morning. That is remarkable when one re-
members that that same Minister during two
preceding elections failed to have the National
Anthem sung at his meetings, so far as I am
aware—and I know that at many of them
he did not have it sung. It is gratifying to
observe the revival of enthusiasm and loyalty
on the part of even members of the Govern-
ment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is it customary
in some parts of the country—

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It was in that
constituency.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: —at political
meetings to sing the National Anthem?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am surprised
that my honourable friend should ask such
a question.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In party
wrangles at public meetings we do not think
of the National Anthem.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: We know that
the flag can be used pretty often.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: At no political
meeting that I have had the honour to attend
have the people failed to remember first of
all that they are British subjects, and to
pay their respects to the Sovereign by sing-
ing the National Anthem.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: And waving the
flag.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Just a word in
passing, with reference to international rel-
lations. I shall be very brief on this point.
It has been well covered by my honourable
friend who spoke yesterday. He dealt with
it much more in detail and much more
effectively than I could hope to do. I desire,
however, to bring to the attention of the
House and of the Government what I regard
as a very practical side of the question. We
have in this city a representative of the
Government of the United States, a digni-
fied, courteous gentleman, who is carrying on
his work without ostentation. He appears
fully satisfied to reside in a dwelling which
I suppose is worth about $30,000, and he
represents 117,0000,000 of people. When I
think that before the Dominion Parliamentg
had even authorized the sending of an
ambassador to the United States the Govern-
ment had purchased a $500,000 dwelling in
Washington, which is said to have cost
approximately $100,000 since to maintain, it
seems to me that Canada should be careful
about branching out into the establishment

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

of embassies in all the countries of the world,
because the cost is liable to be stupendous.
I thoroughly agree with my honourable friend
who spoke yesterday that the efforts of
Trade Commissioners skilled in their work
would do Canada far more good than could
be done by ambassadors.

I have before me—I do not know whether
other honourable gentlemen have seen it or
not—a photograph of the place where Can-
ada’s representative will do his work in Paris,
the new Canadian Legation. The photograph
is copyrighted by the Toronto Star, and
apparently it cannot be published without
their permission. The building is situated
in the heart of Paris; it is five stories in
height, and is on the plan of what we should
call a flat-iron building, with balconies on
the front of each story, at the intersection
of the streets—a * wonderful place for the
Ambassador to present himself to throngs of
people who may want to hear about Canada,
I presume. Judging from the photograph, I
should think it likely that the cost would be
equal to what we have already paid for the
Embassy in Washington.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my hon-
ourable friend allow me?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I visited the
place. It is simply one leased apartment on
the ground floor of that building. So my
honourable friend need not be afraid of the
present cost of establishing a legation in
Paris.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am sure the
House and the country will thank my honour-
able friend for the information, for it has
been a matter of comment that the extrava-
gance with which Canada started out to
furnish embassies was liable to lead us in
the direction of bankruptey.

Let what I have said be sufficient for that
subject. I turn now to domestic matters,
which I regard as being of much greater
importance to the humble people, the every-
day working people of Canada, than Imperial
or international relations,

In business the method usually adopted
to ascertain results is to make a comparison,
and it seems to me that if we are to measure
the progress that Canada is making, a re-
flection on the past and a comparison with
the present will help us to reach a proper
conclusion and obtain a truthful picture. The
present Government have had the responsi-
bility of carrying on the affairs of Canada
for some six years past. It was impossible,
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and indeed unfair, to ecriticize them except
in discussing the prineciple and the anticipated
effect of measures that they brought down;
but now there has been time to test some of
those measures which were hailed as being of
great benefit to Canada. The testing period
having passed, it seems fair that we should
now refer to them and bring them to the
attention of the House in order that we may
realize just what has been the effect of the
Government’s policies and legislation.

Perhaps the most important and most vital
subject that affects all the people is the
volume of trade and the quantity of goods
that Canada can produce in order that her
people may have employment and prosper
as much as possible. It was brought to the
attention of the Canadian Parliament some
time ago that the Government proposed to
enter into a treaty with the Republic of
France, and it was stated that the proposed
provisions of that treaty would be very bene-
ficial to this country. France was to give
to Canada, and did give, preferential treat-
ment on a number of articles; and Canada
was to give to France certain specific reduc-
tions on imports into this country. Shortly
after the ink on the treaty was dry France
raised her general tariff, wiping out the ad-
vantages which Canada anticipated she would
receive. I am not disposed to criticize the
gentlemen representing the Government that
made that treaty; I presume they had con-
fidence in the gentlemen with whom they
were dealing; but apparently, for some reason
which subsequently arose, France saw fit to
raise her general tariff and take away the
advantages that Canada had expected. The
Canadian part of the agreement being a
specific reduction, there was no getting away
from its fulfilment, and the unfavourable
balance of trade in 1926, of $8,500,000, was
increased in 1927 to $13,500,000. Most of the
imports from France are in direct competition
with similar Canadian products. This treaty
has been of real benefit to the French manu-
facturer and workman, and it has been a
real blow to Canadian industry and Canadian
labour.

Trade agreements were made also with
Australia and New Zealand. A great deal
of discussion occurred, particularly in another
House, relative to that proposed treaty, which
was urged by the Government and subse-
quently approved by Parliament. Now let
us see how it has worked out. In the twelve-
month period ended in November 1926 we
exported to Australia $18,300,000 worth of
goods, and in 1927 we exported $16,984,000—
a drop of approximately $1,500,000. We im-
ported from Awustralia in 1926, under this

treaty, $4,353,000 worth of goods, and in 1927
a total of $7,785000. The balance of trade
in favour of Canada has thus been reduced in
one year from fourteen to nine millions, and
further, by reason of a clause in that treaty
whereby Canada agreed to raise the duty on
dried fruits against all other countries of the
world, the Canadian consumens have in the
last year paid $1,500,000 in additional duties
on that particular commodity for the benefit
of Australia, though very little, if any, of
the goods came from Australia at all.

The same features were extended to New
Zealand, which, as we all know, enjoys its
summer while we have our winter. New
Zealand is to a very large extent a dairying
country, and I may say that the Government
are fully aware of the mistake that was made,
for New Zealand butter and other dairy pro-
ducts have come into competition with Cana-
dian farm products to such an extent that
the farmers of this country have raised their
voices in protest.

Now, let us see what happened to New
Zealand trade. In 1926 we exported to New
Zealand $15,401,000 worth of Canadian goods,
and $12,006,000 worth in 1927—a drop of
$3,400,000. We imported from New Zealand,
in 1926, $3,874.000 worth, and in 1927, $5,563,000
worth, and the favourable trade balance of
$11,500,000 was reduced to $6,500,000 with New
Zealand, the worst feature of all being that
the imports to this country have seriously en-
dangered the Canadian dairy industry.

Hon.: Mr. BELCOURT: May I ask what
kind of goods were included in those imports
and exports?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Of course, it is
impossible to give my honourable friend a
detailed statement, but our exports to Aus-
tralia and New Zealand to a considerable ex-
tent were manufactured goods such as news-
print, automobiles, ete. I think it is true
to say, in further answer to my honourable
friend’s question, that Australia has raised her
tariff on automobiles to such an extent that
Canadian-manufactured cars no longer go
there in large quantities. As a result, our
export of automobiles last year fell by $4,530,-
000, which is a further incident that might be
mentioned in connection with the Australian
treaty.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: How about New
Zealand?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The same ap-
plies. Trade agreements have also been
entered into with the West Indies, which is
nearer home, looking to the encouragement
of trade. There were delegations, conferences
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and banquets as well as forecasts of steam-
ship subsidies, ship-building programmes, ete.,
looking to trade extension. What have the
results been? Quoting from the Government’s
figures for one year, we find that a trade
balance of $500,000 favourable to Canada has
been turned into an unfavourable balance of
$1,500,000; and, in addition, Canada is pro-
posing to subsidize a line of steamships, the
cost of which will be roughly $2,000,000 a
year when the line is established, to carry on
that trade.

These, honourable gentlemen, are but sam-
ples of a number of treaties with other coun-
tries that might be mentioned, but these are
of outstanding importance, and were brought
before Parliament and discussed here. Now,
in the light of experience and with the knowl-
edge of what has occurred, we say to the
Government that we do not think that their
experiments in the line of treaty-making have
been a very great success, or have resulted in
very great benefit to Canada.

Now let us turn to another subject, that of
taxation. Nearly seven years ago the present
leader of the Government, who was then
leading the Opposition, very violently attacked
the Government of that day because of what
he termed extravagance and misgovernment.
Indeed, to quote his words: the former ad-
ministration was “ full of intrigues and decep-
tions, full of broken pledges and shattered
ideals, of lost visions; of vanished faiths, and
contain the seeds of a nations decay.” That
was the utterance of the leader of the present
Government, in the Session of 1921, respecting
the former Government which, during the
five-year period from 1917 to 1921 inclusive,
had collected from the people of Canada
$1,412,000,000 in taxes, and out of those col-
lections had carried on the ordinary gov-
ernment of the country, and in addition there-
to had paid $184,000,000 of the war obligations
out of current revenue.

That performance of a preceding Adminis-
tration having been very distasteful to the
then leader of the Opposition, it might be
supposed that when given the opportunity
to govern, in view of the promises that were
made of retrenchment and economy, reduc-
tion of debts, reduction in the cost of living,
and all the rest of it, at least some of those
things would have been brought into effect.
But what has happened in the last five years?
Perhaps honourable gentlemen may be familiar
with the fact, or perhaps they may not have
had time to look it up; but the fact is that
during the five years following the date when
the present Administration came into power,
that is, from 1921 to 1926, they collected from

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

the people, the sum of $1,623,000.000, that is,
they took from the pockets of the same
people, during a similar period, $211,000,000
more than had been taken by the Govern-
ment that they condemned.

Now, one might suppose that at least that
$211,000,000 would have gone towards de-
fraying the public debt. The war was over
three years before they came into power.
But what do we find? That on the date the
present Government assumed office the net
debt of the Dominion of Canada was $3,197 -
690,000 while on June 30th, 1926—the date
the Government committee hari-kari—the
debt was $3,288,757 000—an increase of nearly
$100,000,000, with $211,000,000 more collected
in taxes. Yet we find this situation from the
Government’s own record.

It is difficult to understand the reasoning
of our Finance Minister when on August 8
he made the statement that he had reduced
the interest on the public debt by $10.000,000.
The interest payments by the Finance Min-
ister on the public debt in the year 1921-22
were $169,723.000, and for the fiscal year 1925-
26, for the same purpose, the interest account
loan paid by the same Finance Minister was
$171,471000; so we see that, notwithstanding
the tirade of criticism and condemnation that
was hurled at the preceding administration
by ‘the present Government, and all their
promises that were made to mend matters,
that this, roughly, is the result.

But we shall be told: “Ah, but see the pros-
perity that has come to the country; look
at the expansion in trade; certainly we must
have an increase in revenue and taxation
because of the expansion in trade.”” Now,
let us look at that question for a little while.
Has there been any real expansion in trade?
I picked up a newspaper the other day and
saw the annual report of the Canadian Bank
of Commerce, one the largest and soundest
institutions in Canada, and the gentlemen
who presented the Board’s report said, among
other things, that our surplus of exports over
imports was reduced from $400,000,000 in 1926
to $236,000,000 in 1927, which is a drop of
$164,000,000 on our export trade in one year,
and is more than one-third of the total sur-
plus of 1926.

I notice also by the monthly publication
issued by the National Revenue Department
that for the nine months of the present fiscal
year the momney actually received from tax
collections exceeded the receipts of 1926 by
$14,458,000. One would expect that there must
have been an expansion in business to
warrant an increase in taxation, but, with a
drop of $164,000,000 in our export trade, our
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people were taxed $14,000,000 more than they
were the year before. I have some difficulty
in associating myself with the general
enthusiasm over our passing through a time
of piping prosperity.

We find, also, that Canadian imports have
vastly increased for the nine months’ period
just closed, judging from the National
Revenue Department’s own record. The
increase in imports entered for consumption
for nine months of this fiscal year was
$56,000,000 as compared with last year. In
other words, we are purchasing from abroad
the product of labour in other lands to the
extent of $56,000,000 more than we did a year
ago; and this in the face of factories that are
capable of producing those goods, and unem-
ployed workmen waiting for an opportunity
to manufacture those goods in our own
country. We also exported $33,819,000 worth
less of goods to other countries of the world
than we did in 1926.

Now, with our exports to other countries of
the world dropping by $33,000,000; with our
increased imports and purchases—our money
going out of the country to the extent of
$56,000,000 more than during the previous
corresponding fiscal period; with the taxation
of the people increased by $14,000,000 in nine
months, I ask, in all sincerity, where is the
prosperity which is so flippantly heralded
broadecast through the country? Is it not true
that during the time that the people were
looking up, inspired by hope for the future
because of the achievements of the past, the
Government of the country was simply taking
a little over a million and a half dollars a
month out of the pockets of the people more
than they did the year before, and the
people’s incomes were being decreased?

Let me refer to what I regard as a very
true barometer of national trade, that is,
transportation. If goods are produced they
are transported either to home markets or
to foreign markets, and when that occurs
transportation reports and records show the
effect *of it. Now, what do these records
show? We have heard it said during the
last few days that the gross earnings of
the railways were slightly increased and
their net earnings substantially reduced. The
Prime Minister himself said that this was
due to the decrease in rates and the increase
in wages. Just in passing I wish to repeat a
statement I made last year, that to-day on
the average, railroad employees in Canada
are receiving a little over $200 a year less per
capita than the same employees receive in
the United States, and the American railroads
are enjoying rates which enable them to pay
their employees a more reasonable and
adequate wage.

Coming back to the basis of comparison,
what is our comparable situation in the
matter of railway traffic, in reference to the
transportation of goods which Canada has

produced? In the year 1922, the year this’

Government came ‘into power, all ‘the
Canadian railways transported 108,530,000 tons
of freight. In the year 1925, which is the
last year on record—because honourable
gentlemen will know that the 1926 reports do
not come out until the Year Book of 1927 is
published—the railroads handled 109,850,000
tons, or an increase of a little over one million
in four years. Now let us hark back a little,
and see what has been the development in
our volume of transportation in years gone
by. In 1900 our railways handled 35,000,000
tons of freight; in 1918-19, 127,000,000 tons
cf freight; and in the year 1925, 109,000,000
tons.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Was it not
larger in 1923 and 1924?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am glad my
honourable friend asked that question, because
I did not want to burden the record with too
many figures. In 1923 the amount was 106,-
000,000 tons, and in 1924 118,000,000 tons;
therefore the record of 1925 is 9,000,000 tons
less than 1924; and if my honourable friend
will refer to another record which is just out
to-day, distributed by the Bureau of Statis-
ties, he will find that for the month of
November alone the quantity of freight
handled over Canadian railways was 37,000
tons less than it was in the month of
November a year ago.

What do these figures indicate? They

indicate that the goods are not being produced
for transportation, and that we are not ex-
panding as we ought. The average normai
expansion in transportation and in trade from
1890 to 1921 was seven per cent per year. I
leave honourable gentlemen to estimate what
the expansion has been since 1921.
" Let us refer now to another point, to all
the new equipment that has been put on our
railroads to accommodate passengers. Thou-
sands of passenger cars, as palatial as any
that are to be found in the world, are
travelling back and forth across our trans-
continental lines, and yet in 1925 our railways
handled, all told, 41,458,000 passengers, which
was 5,200,000 less than travelled on our roads
in 1913. That does not justify this hilarious
wave of enthusiasm in reference to the great
expansion of business.

Let me point out another fact, however,
which in my opinion tells the story, and is a
vital point. In 1920, according to the Gov-
ernment’s own record, there were 185,177
Canadian citizens, or people residing in
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Canada, employed on our Canadian railroads,
while in 1925 there were 166,027, a reduction
of 19,150 men employed in one branch of our
National activities alone—a decrease of 19;,-
150 in four years.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: Has the honourable
gentleman any statistics in reference to the
growth of motor travel generally, and motor
bus business particularly, showing how far
these may have interfered with the reports
which he gives of the progress of the rail-
roads? That mode of travel has appeared in
recent years, but in 1913 there was none of it.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: 8o far as I
know no government, Federal or Provineial,
has any record of that volume of traffic. In
answer to my honourable friend, I will say
that I do not believe that the number of
passenger trains doing the daily business of
the country to-day is one per cent less than
before the auto businéss came into existence,
but the cars are travelling only party filled.

One other pcint. I have shown that there
are 19,000 fewer employees in this one of our
activities, but in 1920 the wages that those
men earned amounted to $290,510,000. Rail-
way men are just like everybody else: they
spend probably ninety cents out of every
dollar they earn, maybe more, to purchase,
first, the necessaries of life, and second, com-
forts for themselves and their dependents.
But in 1925, those same railway employees
received only $237,755000 for their services;
thus there was a reduction in the purchasing
power of that one class of public servants by
$52,000,000 a year. Now, if goods are not
produced, if they are not transported, if the
number of men employed in the manufactur-
ing and transportation industries of Canada
are decreasing by thousands, how in the
world can we intelligently satisfy ourselves
that we are enjoying'national prosperity?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Industries seem
to be employing a greater number of men
this year than before.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am glad my
honourable friend has mentioned that point.
There is in existence a system whereby it is
suggested that the Government has informa-
tion as to the state of unemployment, During
the time I had the honour to be Minister of
Labour, that system was inaugurated with a
view to getting all the information possible
on the subject, and we had, at that time, the
co-operation of the employers in Canada to
a very marked degree—at least 30 per cent
more of the employers were co-operating with
the Government than now, judging from the
number that are reported. It may be that

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

the industries are mot there, that they have
been closed. But the manufacturers reporting
to the Government number roughly two-
thirds of those who were reporting six years
ago, and those who are reporting indicate
that there is no more unemployment to-day
than there was six years ago—indeed, at this
season of the year the unemployment
situation is not quite so bad as it has been
in the past. But what has happened during
these six years? Roughly 10,000 Canadians
a month have exiled themselves from this
country in order to earn a livelihood; there-
fore there js not the unemployment that there
would be, if we had all our citizens here.

It has been said that we have a great
expansion in trade. Taking the same report
of the Canadian Bank of Commerce, we find
that in 1927 the exportation of Canadian
products of the farm was $77,000,000 less than
it was in 1926. The report gives this informa-
tion in detail by commodities.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Mainly grain.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The details are
as follows: wheat, $29,000,000; oats, $11,000,-
000; flour, $10,000,000; butter, $2,000,000;
cheese, $§6,000,000, hay, $2,000,000; apples,
$2,000,000; cattle, $5,000,000; ham and bacon,
$10,000,000; making a total ‘decrease in the
value of farm products exported of $77,000,000.
Lumber products exported showed a decrease
of $8,000,000,

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: How does the price
compare with that of the former year?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I have not that
information before me. My honourable friend
will probably address the House and can give
that information if he has it.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I have not got it.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I think the price
of wheat was quite equal to that of the
previous year.

We find a decrease of $4,216,000 in the value
of automobiles exported, due, chiefly, to the
reason referred to a moment ago—the Austra-
lian situation. But the last attack that was
made on the tariff of Canada, touching auto-
mobiles in particular, touched the Canadian
manufacturer not only of automobiles but of
the parts that go into them, and as a result the
increase of automobiles imported into Canada
last year over 1926 amounted to $12,400,000,
of goods that might have been manufactured
here. Let me add that the drop in the price
in the United States was practically equivalent
to the drop in Canada, and it would not have
made a bit of difference if the tariff had been
left alone. The result probably would have
been practically the same.
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Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Would my hon-
ourable friend tell me how that §12,000,000
of automobiles could have been manufactured
in Canada. Were we equipped to produce
those?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Oh, yes.
export dropped by $4,000,000.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend states that there were $12,000,000 worth
imported from the United States that could
have been manufactured in Canada. On what
does he base that statement? Were we
equipped to produce that $12,000,000 worth?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I venture the
statement that we were, that our automobile
factories have mot been running continuously
day and night, and as I say our exports
dropped by over $4,000,000.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It might have
been so with regard to Fords, but it is not
so with regard to many other automobiles
that were imported into Canada.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I was referring
to automobiles. .

Now may I pass on to another subject,
namely, immigration and colonization. The
subject commonly termed immigration is very
often misunderstood. I think that the term
colonization should be used very much more
widely, as it is a much better expression of
just what we have in mind, and of what gov-
ernments have in mind, in dealing with the
subject of putting settlers on the land. Immi-
gration is no longer necessary to the same
extent that it used to be in Canada. Remem-
ber, T am distinguishing now between immi-
gration and colonization. And why do I
say that? First, because our manufacturing
industries are not absorbing the same number
of additional men in their development that
they did over a long period of years; and
second, because the Government of Canada
ten years ago decided that, instead of bring-
ing in skilled workmen from other countries
of the world, they would aid the Provinces
and municipalities in the promotion of tech-
nical education so as to qualify our Canadian
sons as skilled workmen so that they would
be able to hold the positions paying the best
wages, instead of simply being, as a gentle-
man in the Quebec Legislature rightly put it
the other day, “hewers of wood and carriers
of water,” under the supervision of skilled
men from other lands. May I remind the
Government that that legislation expires this
year, and that unless it is renewed valuable
assistance to Canadian workmen will be lost.
T hope it is not going to be the policy of the
‘Government to withdraw the grant of $1,000,-

Our

000 a year in aid of technical education, be-
cause it would simply be an encouragement
to the peonage of Canadian workmen. With
regard to immigration, therefore, there is not
now the necessity that there was in years gone
by to bring in immigrants, but it is generally
conceded that there is plenty of room for
colonization on a large scale.

Just here may I for a minute or two refer
to the record of what has transpired under
succeeding Governments concerning coloni-
zation and immigration? Page 172 of the
Canada Year Book just published, containing
figures up to and including 1926, and giving
the information officially, shows that in the
three years from 1919 to 1921, inclusive, the
Government of Canada spent $4,186,000 to
induce immigrants to come to Canada, and
that they obtained by reason of that expendi-
ture 323515 people, or an average of 107,835
per year at a cost of roughly $12 each. Now,
in 1922 a new Government came into power,
and since that time I think there have been
about nine or ten revised and improved immi-
gration policies announced. And with what
result? From 1922 to 1926 inclusive, a period
of five years, the Federal Government spent
$11,607,000 to get 518,872 people to come to
Canada, or an average annual immigration of
103,774 at an average cost of $22 each. May
I point out that in 1921, the last year, accord-
ing to the opinion of the present Prime Min-
ister, of this lame Government, there was spent
$1,680,000, resulting in 148477 immigrants.
In 1922, under the new Government, with its
new immigration policy, there was spent
$2,052,000 to secure 89,999 immigrants. None
of these things inspires one with great con-
fidence as to our progress.

There is one other point that I omitted to
mention in connection with trade. It is said
that we have had a great expansion and
wonderful development in mines. A reliable
paper, quoting the statistics of the Dominion
Bureau, under date of January 19, says that
the gold, silver, nickle, lead, copper, zine, and
other metals produced in Canada in 1926
amounted to $115,000,000, and in 1927 to
$112,000,000.

I know that some honourable gentlemen will
probably follow me, and will say that I have
been painting a picture that is not good for
Canada. I say it is not fair to deceive the
Canadian people any longer. Let them face
the facts and help the Government find a
remedy when they have an opportunity. I
am ineclined to think that if the people of
Canada know all the facts, and have the
picture placed fairly before them, they will
revise their Jubilee inspirations, and that in-
stead of looking up with admiration at a
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benevolent Government that has been patting
itself upon the back and holding jubilees, they
will seek to put their house in order and look
after their own business, and to adjust matters
to bring about results comparable to those that
Canada enjoyed in the days of prosperity in
years gone by.

I have burdened the House at too great
length already, but I desire to say a word
more touching the immigration question.
Science and invention are daily narrowing the
field of employment for labour. In inverse
ratio the inevitable demand for relief and
assistance to unemployed and aged workmen,
no longer required or wanted in industry, is
increasing. And these problems cannot be
solved by increasing the importations of
manufactured goods from other lands where
lower standards of wages and living exist.
High standards of living must be maintained
in Canada, or the emigration of Canadian
born citizens will continue to grow. Replac-
ing them by the importation from continental
Europe of those who will work for a lower
wage and live upon a lower plane can only
make the situation worse. The ultimate aim
and hope of most of such immigrants is to
cross some day the border-line into a country
which they are now unable to enter. Such so-
journers do not make good Canadian citizens,
nor do they help to build a Canadian citizen-
ship. The cumulative effect over a period of
years of this migration of Canadians to the
United States, and the replacing of them by
continental Europeans whose only desire is
to get across the boundary if opportunity
permits, is not encouraging to the standard
of citizenship or the national spirit that ought
to exist in Canada, and the cumulative effect
of twenty-five years of this practice will be
disastrous. Now, honourable gentlemen, I
am not a pessimist. I believe that these
things are all capable of correction; but I
believe that Canada has enjoyed a degree
of prosperity in spite of and not because of
its Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I hope the
majority of the people are in a happier mood
than my honourable friend.

Hon. JOHN S. McLENNAN: Honour-
able gentlemen, I shall take only a few
minutes. I am conscious, in putting before
you the thoughts that have been running
through my mind during this debate, and
prior to it, that what I have to say will be
rather an anticlimax to some of the speeches
to which we have listened, and certainly there
will be no great vivacity on my part until
I have digested the figures which the honour-

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

able gentleman who has just proceeded me
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) has presented to us.

The line of the argument that I desire to
make is somewhat similar to that followed
by one or two speakers who have preceded
me, namely, that a great deal too much
attention has been given to this question of
immigration—of bringing people into rthis
country. Once the people in this country
are prosperous and happy there will not be
the slightest difficulty in getting others to
come here, and in keeping them here. It is
a by-lane, a blind alley, that we are travel-
ling, and it seems to me that all the attention
that is being given to the question of merely
increasing our population will not make our
immigration all that we want it to be, and
will not keep here those who may be
attracted to our shores. It seems to me that
the prosperity of the people of the country is
of vastly greater importance than the num-
ber of people. A population of one million
living comfortably and earning a surplus will
make a better country than a population of
a million and a quarter with only the same
productive power.

In the course of some remarks which I
made last Session I illustrated the truth of
that principle, as I conceived it, by some
figures about Prince Edward Island, showing
that though in the twenty years ending at
the time of the last Census, in 1921, the
population of the Island had decreased by
about 15 per cent, yet the earnings in the
Island per capita were three times greater
than they were at the beginning of the period,
in 1901. I think that the same principle
applies throughout the country.

We have, it must be remembered, great
natural resources and a very elaborate system
of transportation. We can produce far more
than will be absorbed by the home market
in, say, the next decade, however great may
be the increase in population. In order to
keep our industrial enterprises busy and pro-
vide adequate business for our transportation
system we unquestionably need to increase
our production, particularly our manufacturing
and industrial output and our exports. We
have a volume of exports which is very
creditable, considering the population of Can-
ada, but a large proportion of our exports
are not sufficiently advanced from the raw
state to give the utmost income to our people.
We must increase not only the volume, but
also the value, by sending out finished pro-
ducts rather than raw materials. In studying
and devising means whereby our production
may be increased, the country made more
prosperous, our people kept here and other
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people attracted, particular attention and en-
couragement ought to be given to the pro-
duction in Canada of articles of peculiar
excellence—flour, or steel, or whatever they
may be—that are better than can be produced
anywhere else. I absolutely agree with the
honourable gentleman who has just spoken
(Hon. Mr. Robertson), and with many others,
that we must not lower the standard of liv-
ing in Canada, and in the development of
our export trade, which it seems to me is
absolutely necessary, particularly in its higher
forms, we shall have to meet the competition
of goods produced by people who have long
developed skill and are content to live at a
lower standard than our own people.

The essentials of commercial success are
materials, invention, capital, .and administra-
tion. What have we in these things? We
have an ample supply of the raw materials:
so can pass them by. The credit of Canada
is such that we can attract the necessary
capital. Under the heading of invention come
science and technical skill in producing articles
of the best quality. The telephone. began
in Canada. One of the great advances in
the discovery of radio activity was made
about twenty years ago in the laboratories of
McGill University. These and many other
examples show that we have in Canada a
creditable share of inventive genius. The nexs
requirement is good administration, whether
in large or in small enterprises; and I think
there are enough successes in Canada in every
phase of our productive activity to show
that we have people capable of that type of
administration. In this respect it is of the
highest importance that our schools and uni-
versities should train our people to transact
business intelligently.

The research that has been carried on by
many of our scientific workers has had a
beneficient effect on our trade. For example,
the discoveries made by Canadian investi-
gators have practically eliminated, or are in
process of eliminating disease in codfish,
which was seriously hurting our business. I
am glad to be able to congratulate the Gov-
ernment on their determination to increase
largely the assistance given to scientific re-
search. That in its higher phases will pro-
mote invention, which can be utilized not only
for the development of production and trade
in Canada, but also for the benefit of the
whole world of science. I trust that the
support given by the Government to scientific
research will be trammelled as little as pos-
sible by departmental supervision.

The character of our people is such that
we can look forward with interest, with hope,

and with confidence to the future. We have
inherited great traditions; from the French
as explorers, from the British in their mari-
time experience and in their capacity to over-
come difficulties and to deal quietly and on
good terms with other races. These are real
advantages, and if we set out to conquer
outside markets by providing goods which
will hold a place in those markets, there is
no doubt that we shall succeed.

In speaking on the Address it is customary
to congratulate the mover and the seconder.
That I can do with real pleasure. As they
are both modest, I will not amplify the
reasons for doing so, especially as those
reasons have been so felicitously and ac-

curately stated by the honourable leaders of

the House.

Another thing that seems de rigueur in this
debate is to say something about the repre-
sentation of Canada in foreign countries. That
is a matter which we shall have further
opportunities to discuss, and I think the
honourable leader ought to be in a position
to tell us exactly what is meant and what is
proposed by the policy of the Government.
There seemed to be certain reasons for the
appointment of a minister at Washington,
but I am inclined to believe that everybody
in the country who was not in the secrets of
the Government was completely surprised at
the announcement that we were to have
diplomatic representatives also in Tokio and
in Paris. We should know how far this
matter of diplomatic representation is to go,
and until we know it we cannot intelligently
and properly deal with the question. We
should know whether the appointments are to
be truly diplomatic; that is to say, whether
the positions of the representatives that we
send abroad are to be like those in the British
and other services. Are the qualifications to
be based on experience in diplomacy, or must
they be political? Will an official be allowed
to remain for years in the diplomatic service,
or are we to adopt the system carried on by
the Ameriecans for a hundred years, and now
abandoned except in the case of their great
embassies, of changing the officials with every
change of adminisfration? These are import-
ant questions, and I think that sound de-
cisions on them would reconcile many people
to this unexpected extension. Another point
that ought to be very fully considered by the
Government, and on which they ought to
inform us, is whether or not they intend,
when so much is heard of democracy, to
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follow the American policy of making such
positions possible only to men of large
private means. That is notoriously the case
with the United States. The nations of
Europe, on the contrary, make adequate
provision for the maintenance of a decent,
dignified, unostentatious setting for their dip-
lomatic representatives

Honourable gentlemen, I intended before
I rose to speak with more fluency. I hope
I have not spoken too long. It must have
been the statistics of my honourable friend
that so disturbed my nervous system.

Hon. GEORGE G. FOSTER: Honourable
gentlemen, as one of the two representatives
present from my native province, I would
suggest to the honourable leader of the Gov-
ernment the advisability of our adjourning
the further discussion of these very interest-
ing subjects. There are many members of
this House who, I am sure, would regret
being unable to hear the addresses of honour-
able gentlemen who intend to speak, and, as
there is but a short time left for the present
sitting and no hope of concluding the debate,
I move that it be adjourned until Tuesday.

On motion of Hon. G. G. F(;ste‘r, the de-
bate was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, Feb-
ruary 7, at 3 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, February 7, 1928.

The Senate met at 3 pm., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE PROVINCIAL CONFERENCE
PRECIS OF DISCUSSIONS

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, there was no official report made
of the Conference which took place between
the Dominion and P;ovmcml Govern-
ments, but there was a préeis of discussions
prepared, which was edited by representatives
of the respectlve Governments. I believe that
précis was given to the press daily. I now
desire to lay on the Table a complete copy.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Are there copies for
distribution?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND* 1 @o not snow
Hon. Mr. McLENNAN.

THE JUDICIARY IN CANADA
INQUIRY

On the notice:
Hon. Mr. McMEANS:

That he will call the attention of the Senate
to the Judiciary in Canada, and will enquire of
the Government:—

1. The number of Superior Court Judges in
each of the different Provinces of Canada.

2. The number of Superior Court Judges, per
capita, in each of the different Provmces of
Canada.

3. The salaries paid.

4. The number of County Court Judges in

each of the different Provinces in Canada.

5. The number of County Court or District
Court or other inferior Court Judges whose
salaries are paid by the Government of Canada,
per capita, in each of the different Provinces of
Canada.

6. If it is the intention of the Government
to increase the salaries of the Judges or any
of them, and if so, by what amounts.

7. If any promise has been made by the
members of the Government to increase the
salarles of the Judges, or any of them.

The number of Appeal Judges in each
Provmce

9. Number of Appeal Judges per capita in

each Province.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have the in-
formation for which my honourable friend
asks, but as it is quite lengthy I shall not
read it. It will appear in Hansard.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: I understand the
honourable gentleman wishes to make some
remarks on this inquiry.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
noticed the form of the inquiry.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I ask several ques-
tions. When I have had an opportunity to
digest the information I want to make some
remarks.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend may give another notice later on when
he has examined the document.

I had not

Replies to questions

1. Including Judges of Appeal, Supreme Courts,
Superior Courts and of ngs Bench

OBLarIo. . o : 19
QUREHSE. 1 i 5 s e 48
N BEobiE - nir s e b 1
New Brunswick. .. .. s o5 o v
Manitoba.. .. I oy 11
British Columbla AEABIG 11
Prince Edward Island froiara 3
Saskatchewan.. .. . SRR 12
.81 07 D e e AR 11
&0 10 ¢ Do e PR e O ki = 1

On populatlon as given in Census of 1921:

Ontarlo LI 1 ]udge to 154,403 persons
Quebec. . S 49,192
Nova Scotia. Sk & 74,884 .
New Brunswick .. 1 L 55,411 &
Manitoba.. .. 1 o 55,465 i
British Columbia. 1 il 47,689 <
Prince Edward

Island 3 4 | 5 29,528 e
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Saskatchewan. . ..
Albertaz. . o v
Nalkon o h T i 4,157 s
3. 18 chief justices, $10,000 each.

112 puisne judges, $9,000 each.

1 judge to 63,126 persons
1

“« 6 I3

4. Ontario. . s e 65
Ouebee. -l g s o 0
Nobva Seotigh ot drae s ey 7

aw Brofiswick, e, fo) 0 i 6
Manitabar UGS alibei L i 10
British Columbiai s o, oo i 14
Prince Edward Island.. .. .. 3
Saskubehewan - DAk T Ut oLy 18
Adberbas o0 Rl e Ty 12

21 R e S R e O
5. Calculated on Census of 1921:
Ontario.. .. .. .. 1 judge to 45,134 persons

*Quebec.. .. ... 1 “ 590,299

Nova Scotia.. .. 1 74,834 i
New Brunswick .. 1 & 64,649 5
Manitoba.. .. .. 1 2 61,012 e
British Columbia. 1 % 37,489 ¢
Prince Edward

Island. . 2243 | £ 29,538 *
Saskatchewan.. .. 1 > 42,084 o
Alberkn . ot o A it 49,038 "
Nincon: V. none

*The only judges in Quebec coming under this
question are the 4 judges of the Circuit Court of
Montreal.

6. The intention of the Government will be
disclosed in due course.

. No.
8 and 9. These are included in reply to No. 1.

ACCOMMODATION IN THE SENATE
CHAMBER

MOTION

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved:

. That a Select Committee be appointed to con-
sider the possibility of enlarging the galleries
of the Senate, as was suggested at the last ses-
sion of Parliament.

That this Committee be composed of the
Honourable the Speaker and the Honourable
Messieurs Beaubien, Belcourt, Hardy, Macdonell,
MeDougald, McMeans and White (Inkerman).

The motion was agreed to.

DIVORCE BILL (ONTARIO)
THIRD READING POSTPONED

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the third
reading of Bill A, an Act to provide in the
Province of Ontario for the dissolution and
the annulment of marriage.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: Honourable
gentlemen, when a Bill somewhat similar to
this was before us for consideration a couple
of years ago, I took part in the discussion and
dealt with it purely and exclusively from the
point of view of natural and civil law. At
that time I carefully abstained from obtrud-
ing religious or sentimental views of any kind,
and on this occasion I intend to confine my-
self in the same manner,

I may at once say that I am not labouring
under any delusion that the observations
which T am about to offer are going to make

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

one single convert to my view in this House.
If that were my purpose in making these
observations, I would not make them at all;
but I think it my duty to do so, not because
of the convictions which I hold—convictions
which I know are shared by a great many
honourable gentlemen who are not Roman
Catholics, who sit with me in this House.
I think practically all Catholics of Canada,
whether Roman or Anglican, share with me the
views that I hold upon this subject.

In order that my observations may be as
brief as possible and that I may not weary
the House, I have reduced to writing my
views from the legal aspect, and with the
permission of the House I will read this
epitome of what seem to me to be the
principles which must govern the matter of
divorce.

Before reading this summary I desire to
point out that there is apparently no demand
for this legislation. The public press has
not mentioned the subject at all. We have
no way of ascertaining what is the public
opinion in the province of Ontario, to which
this Bill will exclusively apply. Whether a
Bill of this kind is desired or not is a matter of
mere guesswork. I had expected that the
opinion of the province would have been as-
certained through the Attorney General, who
would have been in a position, to a certain
degree at all events, to let this House know
just what is the state of public opinion or
public feeling in Ontario with regard to this
jurisdiction being conferred on our provincial
courts. Iam sorry that nothing of that kind has
been done. It might have served as a guide
to myself and to others.

This is the resumé. I desire to read it, be-
cause I think every word counts, and I could
not be very sure of giving every word from
memory.

There is no obligation on the part of Par-
liament under the B.N.A. Act to hear or grant
applications for divorce, or to confer such
jurisdiction on the courts.

May I interpolate here that I quite under-
stand the attitude of the honourable gentle-
men who sit on the Divorce Committee, and
I heartily sympathize with their desire to
get rid of the business of hearing applica-
tions for divorce. I do not think that is the
proper function of this Legislature or any
other, and I am sorry that my attitude must
be in opposition to the legitimate desire of
honourable senators to be relieved of the
necessity of giving so much time to the hear-
ing of divorce evidence. I can imagine how
wearisome and uninteresting the duties of a
member of the Divorce Committee must be
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Divoree is not a natural or logical function
of any legislature. It is the duty of legis-
latures to maintain, not to disrupt, contracts.
Divorce is a violation of the vested rights
of society, family and home. Therefore it
is contrary to civil law, as it destroys rights
which have been legally acquired and which
cannot be compensated for in any way or in
any degree.

This Bill would confer a jurisdiction which
is diametrically opposed to the legitimate
functions of civic tribunals, whose funda-
mental function is the maintenance, not the
destruction, of contracts. The Bill does not
and cannot provide any compensation to those
who would be gravely injured.

It would cause a degradation of the majesty
of the law and of the dignity and functions
of judicial tribunals.

Divorce is increasing in many parts of the
world at an alarming ratio, and it already
constitutes the greatest menace to the family,
the permanence of the human race and the
stability of society and state.

I have nothing to add, honourable gentle-
men.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable gentle-
men, this is a very important measure. It
was discussed last year at some length, and
I think it would be well to give at least a
day to the consideration of the question in
this Chamber this year. It might be possible
to frame a Bill that would be acceptable to
both Ontario and Quebec, and if that could
be done, it would, I think, be better than to
confine it to one province. Since the dis-
cussion took place last year some honourable
members of this House may have formed
views which would be acceptable, and it may
be possible to make some modifications in this
Bill without injuring it. Would it not be better
to take up now the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne, which I presume will
be disposed of this afternoon or this evening,
and devote to-morrow, or a part of to-morrow,
to the discussion of this measure? If that
suggestion meets with the views of the House
I will move the adjournment of the debate.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is the honour-
able gentleman simply making a suggestion?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I will make a motion.
I beg leave, honourable gentlemen, to move
the adjournment of the debate.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: I have not heard
any honourable gentleman second that motion.

Hon. Mr. BELAND: I will second the
motion.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: If the motion
is not merely a dilatory one for the purpose
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

of preventing our dealing with the Bill before
the long adjournment of the Senate, I have
no objection. If it is intended as a means of
delaying the measure again, I object to it
very seriously. The Bill is exactly the same
as that which we passed last year. I came
to this House at the opening of the Session
for the purpose of introducing it at the very
first available opportunity. I do not lay any
stress on my own convenience, but I do
think the Bill should receive the attention of
this honourable body at the earliest possible
moment, and that was my purpose in sub-
mitting it. We have already postponed it
over the week-end at the suggestion of the
honourable member for Ottawa (Hon. Mr.
Beleourt), in which I was very pleased to
concur. Personally I have no objection to
it being postponed again until to-morrow, but
I do want honourable gentlemen who hold
views such as perhaps those of the honour-
able member who has just spoken (Hon. Mr.
Hughes) and the honourable the senior mem-
ber for Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) to feel
that if we do not ask for a vote to-day it is
because we assume that they will not ask
for another delay, but will allow the Bill to
be voted on to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I certainly will
not ask for further delay. I have nothing
more to say on the matter.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Would that be
agreeable to the honourable gentleman who
has made the motion?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Certainly it would.
I have no intention of delaying the measure.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am not im-
puting any such motive to the honourabie
gentleman; far from it. I have no parlia-
mentary right, nor have I any desire, to do
so. So far as I am concerned, as the mover
of the Bill, I have no objection to the
present motion if the Bill is to be finally
dealt with to-morrow as the first order of
the day.

The motion of Hon. Mr. Hughes for the
adjournment of the debate was agreed to.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL'S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from Friday, February
3, consideration of His Excellency the
Governor General’s Speech at the opening of
the Session and the motion of Hon. Ilr.
Little for an Address in reply thereto.

Hon. GEORGE G. FOSTER: Hongur-
able gentlemen, when on Friday I moved ‘or
the adjournment of this debate I did so
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because there was no one on the other side
of the House who was prepared to take up
the question, and because many members
from my province were absent, who, I felt
certain, would be interested in listening to
siuch an important debate, on whichever side
the argument was presented. In moving the
adjournment I fully appreciated the fact that
under the Rules of this House the honour-
able members on the other side have the right
to reply to the honourable Senator from
Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson), and if there
is anybody on that side who was not ready
on Friday, but is now anxious to reply, I am
quite prepared to waive any right I may
have by virtue of having moved the adjourn-
ment of the debate.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable gentle-
men, I understand that the Secretary of
State of the United States is in Ottawa and
that some function will take place in this
Chamber at 4 o’clock. Would it be worth
while to begin this discussion now.

Hon. G. G. FOSTER: If my honourable
friend is reluctant to speak now, and will per-
mit me to have a short time for the few re-
marks that I intend to make, and if it is the
pleasure of the House, I will speak now.

The first point that I desire to refer to is the
question raised as to whether there is anything
wrong or anything neglected in the Speech that
was presented to Parliament by the Governor
General, either as to what it contained or what
it did not contain. I have no quarrel with the
Address as presented this year, because I see
in it a repetition of what has been going
on for a number of years, namely, an effort
on the part of this Government, and perhaps
some other governments, to prevent the Speech
from the Throne from containing material in-
dicating the legislation which it is the inten-
tion of the Government to bring before Par-
liament. The effect has beccme worse each
yvear. I noticed the smile on the face of the
right honourable Senator from Brockville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham) the other day, in-
dicating that he had heard of such thirgs as
keeping the Governor General from making
speeches on certain subjects in the past that
really outlined probable legislation and he
looked for support on this side, as though he
thought a member on this side who is not
usually given to curtailing speeches were as
guilty as himself and the Government to which
he belonged. I say, honourable gentlemen,
and I commend it to the honourable leader of
this House, that it is his duty to encourage
the present Prime Minister in whose Govern-
ment he is a great power, to put into the
mouth of the Governor General at the next
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Session not merely a meagre declaration of
what may possibly be done, but a complete
and detailed description of all important busi-
ness that will come before Parliament in order
that the press, the public and Parliament may
know what to expect. If that is done it will
be a reform that will enable us the better to
understand in advance the legislation that we
are to pass upon, and I am sure it would
be more acceptable than the present condition
that prevails in this regard.

I have observed the things that have been
said in this Chamber and outside, and kehind
closed doors, with regard to the opening of
Parliament and the accommodation for the
public. I notice that my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) has moved to-day for
a committee to deal with the question of
future accommodation at the opening of Par-
liament. I yield to nobody in my desire to
see Parliament opened with the greatest pos-
sible dignity commensurate with the means of
this country, but I recognize that this Chamber
is not adequate for the purpcse. ~Whatever
other mistakes may have been made here, the
failure to provide adequate accommodation is
one that is very difficult to overcome; but I
understand that the Committee have given this
matter some study and have decided that the
only way in which it can be done is to take
down the two sides of this Chamber and put
in two more galleries. = We know that the
curtain across the gallery at the end, if not a
disgrace, looks very strange to anyone coming
into this Chamber, three or four curtains at
one end and two on the sides of this chamber
would absolutely spoil its appearance. There-
fore I hope that this Committee will give
some consideration to other methods of
obviating the trouble, apart from the one
mentioned of spending $125,000 as estimated;
and any one who has had experience in public
works will know that the cost will be nearer
a quarter of a million dollars, to prepare the
galleries for use for one day, and tc be cur-
tained off for the other 364 days, thus spoiling
the appearance of this Chamber.

Now, I am not without a suggestion to my
honourable friend, which I do not think has

been before Parliament. I know that many

members of this House hesitate to give up
any dignity that belongs to the Senate, or
do anything that looks like being too demo-
cratic; but, for myself, I am a farmer, and
we have to do democratic things every day,
and I am prepared to do such things in regard
to this matter. Let us form a joint committee
of the two Houses, and go to the Commons
and say, “Now, we are in a condition from
which you suffer-as much as we do. Parlia-
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ment is entitled to have the people present
in any reasonable number, and give them
fair accommodation, although we cannot fur-
nish accommodation for all the people who
may want to attend the opening of Parlia-
ment from all over Canada; but we could
have all reasonable accommodation if we used
the Chamber of the House of Commons for
that day.” I do not see why that could not
be done, and if it could it would furnish
room for the present, at any rate. The
spacious gallaries over there could accom-
modate large numbers of people without the
present crowding which is not in keeping
with the dignity of this House, but which
occurs year after year. I hope that the
Committee will be able to make such an
arrangement as I have suggested.

I am not able to join with members of this
House who indicate that there is anything
wrong with this Dominion to-day, financially
or otherwise. I do not believe there is. I
quite understand that everybody is not rich,
that everybody is not receiving as much
wages as some would like, and that every-
body is not making the profits that they
expected or desired in all branches of indus-
try; but from my own observation and knowl-
edge of the men who are doing business in
pulp and paper, insurance, banks, trust com-
panies, manufacturers, and other walks of life,
I believe Canada is prosperous to-day, and
this House and the country should not be
ashamed to say that it is so, unless we are
being camouflaged by the presidents of banks,
trust companies, insurance companies and the
high officials of the corporations that are do-
ing business here and making money, and
are happy and satisfied, and are not afraid
to tell their shareholders so.

True, some articles in the tariff may re-
quire adjustment. It is true that some manu-
facturers would like to have an increase of
the tariff in which they are interested; but
if those gentlemen come to the Government
I hope they will look into the question sym-
pathetically, as others have done in the past.
But in the meantime do not let it be adver-
tised that the condition of the country is
pad when it is growing as fast as this one is,
when every city has the stamp of prosperity,
when building is going on hour by hour, and
when there are increases in capital stock.
While some investors may be lifting them-
selves off the floor into the millionaire class
by their boot-straps, many in every walk of
life and in every Province are proving that
there is enough good stuff in the country to
satisfy anyone that commerce in Canada is
sound.

Hon. G. G. FOSTER.

One of the exceptions which we hear every
day is that our great basic industry of coal,
iron, ete., down in the Maritime Provinces,
is suffering. Something down there is wrong,
for that industry could be developed. I have
never been down there in my life, and do not
hold a share of their stock, but if there is
anything necessary to put the irom, steel and
coal business in the lower provinces on its
feet, make those people contented, give em-
ployment to their workmen, and build up
that country, I feel that the quicker we take
such measures the better it will be for every-
body concerned.

Regarding the appointment of ambassadors,
I do not think much of that idea. I have
always believed in a representative in
Washington, and I believe that appointment
was a good thing. I believed it when it was
advocated by my own party, and I have not
changed my mind simply because the political
parties in this country have changed. I know
that some of the men who made this appoint-
ment did not believe in it when it was brought
down by our party but it does not make any
difference in my view. We are in a peculiar
relation to the United States. We live next
door, and they are our most useful neighbor.
We do not want to join them and be part and
parcel of them; we do not want anything more
than to live beside them in the same friendly
and good business relations as have existed
for years; and we have too many brothers
there, and too much of our money, and too
many of our friends who are helping to
develop this country, not to recognize that
we ought to do anything that is required to
strengk*sn our bonds whether by the appoint-
ment of an ambassador in Washington, or
anything else.

Perhaps some honourable gentlemen in this
House do not exactly appreciate the great
benefit that came to this country from the
erection by this Government of the monument
in the city of Washington to the soldiers who
fell fighting for us in the war; but I doubt
very much whether there has ever been spent
in Canada the same amount of money that
gave us better advertising, or brought us more
good, or did more to encourage the kindly
and friendly feeling in the United States, than .
the amount spent on that monument. I
heartily appreciate that expenditure, as I
shall all reasonable expenses in connection
with the office of the ambassador there, which
should be well conducted, but with economy
and prudence.

With regard to the proposition of establish-
ing an embassy in Japan simply because of
the one in Washington, or one in Paris be«
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cause we may have one in Japan, I do not
believe we need either of those; I hold,
however, that we do need to be represented
in British countries, not by ambassadors who
are part of the empire, but by trade com-
missioners who can secure us all reasonable
trade advantages.

I trust that honourable gentlemen will
understand that in making these remarks now
I am not trying to usurp the functions of my
honourable friend on the other side.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend did not refer to the Paris relations.

Hon. Mr. FOSTER: I say we need trade
telations with France, but we have a man
there whom I know personally, and I believe
that in every way Mr. Roy has shown himself
capable, and I am proud of the work he has
done. He was a good servant to all of us
during the war; he was kindly and friendly.
I am not saying that I could not select some-
body in the world who would make a more
trained ambassador than he is, but on the
other hand, even if I did, I might tread on
somebody’s toes, and I do not wish to do that.

I congratulate the leader of this House on
the great honours he brought to this Chamber,
and this country, as the result of his last
visit to the other side, and I am very glad
to think that this House is honoured by his
appointment which is a credit not only to
him and his friends but to the people of
Canada.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, might I be allowed to interrupt
the proceedings in this Chamber to state that
in March, 1905—I was Speaker of the Senate—
with Sir Mackenzie Bowell I attended the
inaugural ceremonies when Mr. Roosevelt was
sworn in as President for the second time.

The Senate of the United States, on that
occasion, adopted a unanimous resolution ex-
tending to us the courtesies of the Senate,
including the privileges of the floor. We
highly appreciated this privilege and this
honour. The Canadian Senate has no such
procedure or tradition. I may say on its
behalf that when men of distinction honour
us with a visit, as we are honoured to-day by
the presence of the Secretary of State of the
United States, the Hon. Mr. Kellogg, our
doors are thrown wide open to welcome them.

The Senate is happy indeed to greet Mr.
and Mrs. Kellogg within its precinets.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable gentle-
men, I am very much pleased to hear the
remarks made by the honourable Senator from
Alma (Hon. G. G. Foster) who has just
taken his seat, because it indicates the new
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spirit that I hope is coming over the country,
and that is somewhat reflected in this House—
that we all appreciate the prosperity that
this country is enjoying, and we are not
ashamed to acknowledge it.

When, the right honourable the junior
Senator for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George
E. Foster), began his speech on the Address
in reply to the Speech from the Throne, I
thought we had arrived at the political
millennium in this Chamber, if not in the
country. The right honourable gentleman
began his address by saying that the atmo-
sphere of this House lent itself to a calmer
and more judicial consideration of the great
questions of national and international import
before the country than did the atmosphere
of the other House; that, because of this
fact, and because of the ripe experience and
practical knowledge of many of the Senators,
this House should give a lead to the Govern-
ment in its policy and in its administration
by way of constructive criticism and helpful
suggestion that would bring desirable results.

As the right honourable Senator proceeded
with his address on our national affairs I must
frankly say that I was disappointed. The
speech, to my mind, lacked the elements
which the right honourable gentleman himself
said it should possess, namely, constructive
criticism and helpful suggestion. The criticism
was mild enough, but it was too general to
be constructive or helpful, and when I tried
to get the honourable Senator to be more
specific, he declined to answer my questions,
or to commit himself,

The speech was well phrased and well
delivered, and when it referred to our inter-
national affairs it was serious enough to be
impressive; but was it? The right honour-
able gentleman seems to think that the policy
of the Government and the policy of the
Liberal Party is to gradually weaken and
finally sever the ties of Empire, and the
Commonwealth bonds of the British nations
—and I was sorry to hear the honourable
Senator from Welland giving voice to
similar ideas—I venture to assert that no-
body in Canada agrees with them, except a
few old ladies of both sexes, and a few poli-
tical partisans, who consider such stuff good
party ammunition. Is it not time we got rid
of such antiquated childishness? Tn the past
the Conservatives won some elections by the
use of such propaganda, and apparently the
older men among them cannot get rid of the
idea that the promulgation of such views is
still good party policy. I sincerely believe
that young Canada has no use for such party
warfare. I sincerely believe that young
Canadians of every origin are too busy build-
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ing up a great nation on the northern half of
this North American continent to believe for a
moment that half their countrymen are sitting
up at nights devising schemes to circumvent
the other half, and to disrupt the commercial,
political and fraternal ties that hold together
this commonwealth of nations, and which are
as dear to the heart of every red-blooded
man and woman in Canada as is life itself.
The retention of such ideas, and from time
to time their iteration, indicate great poverty
of vision, and show how hard it is to discard
early prejudices.

The honourable Senator from Bedford (Hon.
Mr. Pope) delivered one of the first speeches,
if not the first, on the subject we are now
discussing. The honourable gentleman speaks,
as a rule, once a year, and he never fails to
tell us that he is descended from a family of
protectionists. I think he is sincere, and I
know he is dogmatic; but here T wish to say,
if T may, that dogmatism is not always proof
of accuracy or thoughtfulness, Let me illus-
trate. The honourable gentleman made the
astounding statement that the Government
of the United States would build the St. Law-
rence waterways for us, “as we say, where we
say, and when we say, free of cost to the
people of Canada.” I verily believe the hon-
ourable gentleman is too good a Canadian to
entertain such a thought for a moment, or
give currency to such an idea, if he had given
the subject any consideration at all.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I am not too good a Cana-
dian to use Yankee money for the benefit of
the Canadian people; I will say that.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: The honourable gen-
tleman spoke without thinking. Let me give
another illustration. The honourable gentle-
man told us that unemployment here is greater
than in the United States. In other words,
there are more persons, comparatively speak-
ing, unemployed in Canada than in the
United States. Well, this is another state-
ment that lacks the essential element, and I
was glad to hear a Senator from his own side
of the House, the honourable Senator from
Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson), correct him.
But mere correction is not enough. Under
the circumstances, I think I should give the
official figures to the House. Here they are,
taken from the Monthly Labour Review of the
United States Department of Labour, and
from the Canadian Labour Gazette:

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

TABLE A
Averages of monthly Employment Index
Figures in Canada and the United States by
Years from 1921 to 1927 inclusive.

Year Canada United States
1921 81.1 85.1
1922 81.6 88.4
1923 89.3 100.0
1924 85.3 90.3
1925 86.0 91.2
1926 92.1 91.9
1927 95.6 88.5
TaBLE B

Trade Union Unemployment Percentages, as
reported to the Department of Labour by
Canadian trade unions.

Average
Year December for year
1921 i 12.7
1922 6.4 7.0
1923 1.2 4.9
1924 11.6 7.2
1925 79 7.0
1926 5.9 5.1
1927 6. 4.

The above tables show that the employ-
ment situation in Canada, as compared with
the United States, is improving all the time.

I now wish to make a few observations on
the speech delivered by the Honourable
Senator for Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson),
which was in many respects a remarkable
utterance. The honourable gentleman seems
to possess the faculty of painting any subject
in the colour that suits his views for the time
being, and the man who could make the last
annual statement of the Canadian Bank of
Commerce the text to prove that Canada is
now in a bad way commercially, and that
the outlook for the future is dark indeed,
must have remarkable ability in his own line.
Why, Job in all his afflictions and Jeremiah
in his Lamentations, were veritable Mark
Tapleys in comparison with the honourable
senator from Welland.

Allow me, honourable gentlemen, to read
a few sentences from the speeches of the
General Manager and the President of the
Bank at the annual meeting referred to, and
you will then see what a powerful imagina-
tion our honourable colleague must possess.
Here are a few sentences from the closing
remarks of the General Manager of the Cana-
dian Bank of Commerce, at the annual meet-
ing:

In conclusion—the general business situation
is sound, the purchasing power of the people
of Canada is greater than it has ever been
before, and the development of the natural re-
sources of the country proceeds apace. These
conditions make for prosperity, and the general
frame of mind of the public is genuinely opti-
mistie. This creates an ideal atmosphere for

future progress, and, if we will but give pains-
taking attention to our business and avoid ex-
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cesses such as overtrading or speculation, we in
Canada can face the future with confidence and
certainly look forward to another year of pro-
gress and prosperity.

Now a few sentences from the closing ob-
servations of the President of the same in-
stitution, on the same occasion:

The water-shed of North America, which lies
within Canadian territory, has been tapped to
supply cheap power in enormous volume. From
a vast expanse of arable land there has been
created an agricultural estate which supports
over 3,000,000 people in a state of well-being
that is unexcelled elsewhere.

Adjacent to forests comprising nearly half of
the world’s most valuable soft wood area, several
thousand mills have been erected to provide
annually lumber worth about $125,000,000, and
to furnish over one-third of the world’s supply
of newsprint. Some of the richest mines in
recent times have been developed along narrow
stretches of what is now regarded as one of the
greatest mineral fields known. More than 20,000
manufacturing plants have been built to produce
goods valued annually at $3.000,000,000. Our
currency system and our financial institutions
have been developed along the soundest lines,
affording a flexible monetary and credit system,
available even in the most remote hamlets. Our
laws have so been framed that the primary
rights of every citizen, even the humblest sub-
ject, are respected, and it is open to every one
to acquire wealth and to retain it against illegal
aggression. And 120 countries have learned of
the quality of our products, and now purchase
them each year to the value of over $1,000,-
000,000.

We have passed the stage of frontier life, for
we have reached a high and enviable position in
the world’s economic organization, we have living
conditions that suit all classes of people, even
those of the most fastidious tastes, and we still
possess physical assets which are counted upon
to supply the world with a large share of its
essential requirements. We must continue to
work hard and we should refrain from undue
speculation, because we shall have new problems
to solve, arising from difficulties which will beset
even a country endowed with all the material
gifts it could reasonably desire.

If we continue to apply ourselves as earnestly
as in the past. and maintain that spirit of unity
from which Confederation was born, Canada’s
future will be revealed on a brighter page in
the next history of the world than is likely to
be written of any other country.

No wonder that his colleague, the honour-
able gentleman from Sydney (Hon. Mr.
MecLennan), who sits near him, said that the
figures and the speech of the honourable
Senator for Welland so upset his nervous
system that he became almost speechless.

A few years ago Dr. Tolmie, who was then
organizer for the Conservative Party, told us
that the then leader of the party had been
an undertaker’s assistant for some years,
hence his attitude of mind and general out-
look upon life. If the doctor’s statement was
true and his diagnosis correct, the honourable
Senator for Welland must have been general

manager in an undertaker’s establishment for
many years. The honourable gentleman might
well exclaim with Hamlet:

The time is out of joint: O cursed spite,

That ever I was born to set it right!

After the effect which the figures quoted
by the honourable Senator for Welland (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) had upon the honourable
Senator for Sydney (Hon. Mr. McLennan), I
hesitate to give any figures to the House,
yet, 1 believe I will have to take the risk
and quote some. Here they are, I will give
our imports and exports of raw materials, and
our imports and exports of manufactured and
gsemi-manufactured goods, for a considerable
number of years; but I will not weary you
with figures.

Our imports of raw materials rose from
$42,000,000 in 1920 to $263,000,000 in 1927 or
practically 625 per cent, Our exports of raw
materials during the same period of time rose
from $70,000,000 in 1920 to $578,000,000 in
1927, or practically 800 per cent. Now, let
us take the imports and exports of manu-
factured and partly manufactured goods, from
1920 to 1926 inclusive. Imports rose from
$129,000,000 in 1920 to $676,000,000 in 1926,
or practically 525 per cent. Exports of the
same classes of goods rose from $98,000,000
in 1920 to $695,000,000 in 1926, or practically
710 per cent.

These figures show the enormous develop-
ment that has taken place during the first
quarter of this century, and those who are
in a position to intelligenty forecast the future
say that our growth during the next quarter
will be still greater. These figures also show
how steady and well-balanced this growth has
been; that mnotwithstanding the enormous
expansion in our agricultural exports, which
are classed as raw materials, our industrial
exports have undergone a similar expansion.

Our friends opposite sometimes admit that
our agricultural growth has been very large,
but they frequently state that our industrial
growth has not been satisfactory. If the
above figures prove anything they prove the
falsity of these allegations.

Again, our friends opposite are very fond
of comparing Canada with the United States,
and always to the disadvantage of their own
country, in matters of Trade and Commerce,
at all events. I cannot for the life of me see
any justification for this line of conduct. We
all agree that agriculture is our basic industry,
that it is, in a word, the foundation upon
which all our other industries depend. Then
how does this basic industry compare with
the samie industry in the United States I have
only to ask the question to get the answer.
We know that it compares most favourably.
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We know that notwithstanding all the nostrurns
which all the quack political doctors in the
United States have preseribed for the farmers
of that country, they are far worse off in-
dividually and collectively than are the farmers
of Canada.

Our friends opposite, and their friends in
the other-House, appear to have dropped the
word “Protection,” but they still hanker after
the principle of the thing. They would, if
they could, increase the customs duties, and
thus increase taxation, at the same time crying
out with a loud voice that the country is
demanding a reduction in taxation. They tell
the farmers that protection would be a great
boon to them because of the large home market
it would create. Well, if there is a country
in the civilized world where protection would
or could benefit the farming classes, that
country is the United States of America,
because it is the largest free trade area in
the world, because it has the largest home
market in the world, because they are a
homogenous people, with a compact country,
grid-ironed with railways, and provided with
extensive coastal shiping facilities. And yet
in no other country in America is farming
in so depressed a condition as it is in the
United States, although they have had high
protection there since the civil War.

The economic history of the United States
proves that you cannot give legislative favors
to the secondary industries without compelling
the basic industries to bear the burden, and
as agriculture is the great basic industry, it
must bear the lion’s share of the burden. The
economic history of the United States proves
that industry there is lop-sided—that manu-
facturing is suffering from overdoses of
artificial food which the nation as a whole
cannot continue to supply much longer.

And why should the manufacturers of
Canada ask for more legislature favours than
they now receive? They seem to be doing
pretty well and, in any event, they are getting
more such favors than other classes in the
community receive.

Canada is dowered with natural advantages
for manufacturing beyond most countries in
the world. We have extensive forests, vast
mineral wealth; but the greatest of all, are
the almost illimitable water powers we possess.
If these great natural advantages are preserved
and conserved for the whole people, and not
exploited by the few for their personal benefit,
this country has a great future before it. But
let us not delude ourselves, efforts will be
made by organized selfish interests to capture
these natural resources—and some have been
captured already; the press will be subsidized,

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

.

and public opinion will be formed. The people
as a whole are unorganized, and, therefore,
comparatively powerless. But notwithstanding
these dangers, Liberalism and the principles
of liberalism, Democracy and the principles
of democracy will, I believe, hold the day in
Canada, and our future is bright indeed
according to everything we can see at the
present time.

Hon. CHARLES E. TANNER: Honour-
able gentlemen, although the discussion on the
Address this year has been a little longer than
usual I think it has been exceedingly interest-
ing and useful. Oftener than not the Speech
from the Throne is disposed of in this House
very quickly, the House then taking a more
or less lengthy adjournment. I think this
vear’s innovation of a week’s discussion—not
altogether continuous—is a very good pre-
cedent—not that honourable members want to
talk for mere talk’s sake, but because we
nearly always have relatively short speeches
which deal in a dispassionate way with the
subjects that come before the House.

I make these remarks because I think what
has happened during the past week will help
in a measure to obviate one of the problems
which my honourable friend from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt) referred to in the
latter part of his address the other day.
If the Senate wants to be taken seriously
by the country and wants to be observed
by the country, it must take itself
seriously; and I think a serious discussion of
such problems as have been before us during
the past week is one very good way of bring-
ing the attention of the people of the country
to the fact that there is a Senate at Ottawa.

I am not going to take up time in any
further preliminaries. I will simply associate
myself in a general way with honourable mem-
bers who have made some complimentary re-
ferences. I wish to add one remark; however
—if anything was said in that connection I
did not observe it—I think our honourable
colleague from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Lewis)
should be mentioned in the galaxy, because
with him lay the initiative of introducing the
subject of the celebration of the Canadian
Jubilee. I think therefore that we should
not let the occasion go by without paying
some homage to our colleague.

Now, I want to say a few words in reference
to the very important subject of the St.
Lawrence waterway. I come from a province
where I think we are able to take a rather
detached view of that great question. I have
regretted to observe that there has been a
measure of not exactly strife, but argument,
between two great cities—Toronto and Mont-
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real—and some accusations, and perhaps
counter accusations, have been made. I think
I may say that in Nova Scotia we do not
take very much stock in the interprovincial
arguments that so often go on between those
two large centres of population. So far as
this great question is concerned I want to
express the fervent hope that, whatever is done
in regard to the St. Lawrence waterway, all
sectional or personal considerations will be
eliminated, and that the subject will be settled
upon a truly national basis.

I do not profess to be an authority on the
subject, but I mention a few general facts
as they appear to me in relation to it. We
have the St. Lawrence waterway, and we have
the Canadian canals. Besides the waterway
and the canals there is the question of the
development of great electric power. The
honourable member from Montreal (Hon. Mr.
McDougald), who is Chairman of the Mont-
real Board of Harbour Commissioners, told us
the other day that there are five million horse-
power to be developed some time, four million
of which are Canadian, and one million of
which belong to the United States. I at once
say I am in hearty agreement with the senti-
ments that have been expressed in regard to
the resolute holding by Canada of all her
property rights in respect to the waterway
and in respect to the prospective hydraulic
power. I am for having all these utilized so
that no Canadian industry may suffer and no
Canadian interest may be given away. As
for the electric power, we shall need every
kilowatt of it in this country. Therefore what
the honourable member from Montreal de-
sceribed as our birthright, the great River St.
Lawrence and its incidental benefits, should
never be sacrificed in the slightest degree. I
say that in order that there may be no doubt
in regard to where I stand on the subject.

At the same time there are other considera-
tions which have been developed in this de-
bate and which may be reconciled with the
position that I have just taken. The St.
Lawrence rolls down from the Great Lakes.
The river and canals are a common highway
for the Canadian people and the people of
the United States. So far as I have been able
to ascertain, we have expended, or shall have
expended when the new Welland Canal is
completed, somewhere about $400,000,000 in
building the canals and improving the water-
way. Canadian money has done all that, and
the fact remains that after we have spent all
this money our friends to the south, the
American people, have just the same rights
and privileges in using the river and canals
as have the Canadian people; and the Cana-

dian people suffer nothing in consequence. On
this side of the House the other day it was
suggested by an honourable gentleman who
is one of the oldest members and has long
experience and ripe knowledge of public af-
fairs, that if it is desirable to have the St.
Lawrence River and the canals deepened there
is an opportunity in the offing to have all
the work done, not at the expense of Canada
at all, but at the expense of our co-partners
in the use of the waterway; that is, that the
American people would be perfectly willing
to come over and spend their money on the
deepening of the river and the canals.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And leave us the

power.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: That is what I un-
derstood—that for the sake of having a better
highway for themselves, and, I presume, of
developing their own share of the power, they
would be willing to make this large expendi-
ture. I am not giving this out; I am simply
repeating the statement of an honourable
member who has large experience extending
back over many years, who has access, I be-
lieve, to sources of information as great as
those of any other honourable member of this
House, if not greater, and for whose opinions
and statements I have therefore a great deal
of respect.

On the other hand, it is said that that sug-
gestion is altogether a dream. My right hon-
ourable friend from Brockville (Right Hon
Mr. Graham), who is not in his seat at the
moment, undestook to say that it was absurd,
or something to that effect, and that if ever
the river and the canals are deepened and a
greater waterway made there it must be done
at the joint expense of Canada and the United
States. My right honourable friend from
Brockville may be right, or he may be wrong.
He has had many years’ experience in admin-
istration. I do not want to say anything dis-
respectful to him in his absence, but I am
bound to say from my observation of his
public career that he was not always right.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Who is always
right?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Nobody. I am bound
to judge his opinion in this matter not so
much by what he said as by his reasoning in
regard to it, and if I remember correctly he
did not reason it at all. He dismissed it
with a wave of the hand, and he advised the
Government mot to take any step without
gathering in a mass of information from
various angles, to which he referred. But a
short time afterwards the honourable member
from Montréal (Hon. Mr. McDougall), who
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is on the Advisory Committee, from his place
informed the right honourable member for
Brockville that all the information which he
had advised the Government to gather in had
been before the Advisory Committee when
they made their report. In fact the honour-
able member from Montreal took the entire
underpinning away from the argument of the
right honourable member for Brockville. The
right honourable gentleman was wrong there,
and, as I say, he may be wrong in the major
proposition.

Now, what does it amount to, after all?
I am not undertaking to say that my honour-
able friend from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope) is
wholly right. He believes that he is right.
There are 22 American States that want the
right of way over the water. They want a
great deal more than we in Canada want. We
are not so badly off just now. There is no
urgent meed in Canada, but there is urgent
need in the United States, and anyone who
has ever studied political matters on this
continent knows that there is going to be a
great deal more political urgency in the
United States before November 4. The present,
or the next few months, may be the very time
when our neighbours to the south may be
willing, not for our purposes at all, but for
their own, to come to us and say: “You
Canadians have paid out every dollar that
has been paid out in the last sixty years to
improve and maintain the St. Lawrence high-
way and the canals. You have willingly and
gladly spent your hundreds of millions of
dollars, and we have not paid one five-cent
piece, but you have let us use those canals
and that river just as freely as you use them
yourselfves. Now, in return for what you
have done, in view of the advantage we
expect to gain by having the river and the
canals deepened, and in response to the
demand in our own country for a better water
highway, we are willing to devote enough
money of ours to make further improve-
ments.” And if they come, why should we
not take their money? I am not for giving
them one iota of control, nor am I for giving
them any electric power, but if they want to
spend their money why should we stand in
the way? Why not let them spend it on
what is for our betterment as well as for their
own?

It may be said, “But you are going to give
away—you cannot help giving away—certain
rights.” Perhaps not. A friend of mine has
given a very homely illustration, which perhaps
I may be allowed to repeat. I am the owner
of a farm property, say, and John Smith is a
neighbour alongside with another farm pro-
perty. John Smith has been permitted by
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me to use what is called a right of way
through my farm. Two-thirds of the advant-
age is his and one-third is mine. I am not
very particular about the road, but he is
very eager to have it maintained and he comes
to me some day and says: “I would like to
have that road improved.” “All right,” I
say to him. “I am not very particular, but
you may go ahead and improve it.” “Very
well,” he says, “I will make it a good road.
It is going to be of immense benefit to me,
and I will make a concrete highway through
there.” “All right,” I say, “Go ahead and
make your concrete highway, but after you
have made it you will have just the same
right that you had before to pass over it;
neither more nor less.”

So if our American friends come in and
pay $600,000,000 or a billion dollars to im-
prove the St. Lawrence highway they will
not thereby acquire any more rights than
did the man with the right of way over the
farm. As T said at the beginning, I am not
arguing whether this work will be done or
will not be done, but I am saying, with my
honourable friend who has the means of ob-
taining knowledge of such subjects, that it
is the duty of the Government of the country
to ascertain whether or not there is anything
substantial in these statements, and to see
that if this improvement is to be made it
shall be made if possible at the expense of
our neighbours, providing they are willing to
undertake the expense. That is, as I under-
stand it, the whole argument of my honour-
able friend from Bedford (Hon. Mr. Pope)
in this regard, and I think it was a very
wholesome bit of advice given at a very op-
portune time. Anyone who knows anything
about those gentlemen to the south—anyone
who has observed, for instance, the enormous
sum of money which one man in the southern
part of the Republic is going to lay out to
provide quarters for the Democratic conven-
tion—knows that they have plenty of money.
I happened to be down in that part of the
country when the convention was being dis-
cussed, and I know that half a million dollars
will be spent by one man to provide buildings
and accommodation for the Convention. Why,
they have so much money that they come
over here and spend a great deal of it. There
need be no hesitation, nor is there likely to
be any. If the party in control in the United
States felt it necessary, in order to obtain
the support of 22 States of the Union, to
spend a billion dollars to improve the St.
Lawrence highway, and if we permitted it,
we need not have much doubt that they
would be apt to spend that billion dollars
over here. -
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Now, honourable gentlemen, I desire to say
only a few words in regard to the subject of
the natural resources of the Western Prov-
inces. I am personally in favour of the
proposition to transfer the natural resources
this year to the Province of Alberta, and
eventually to the other provinces. I
mention the subject only for the purpose of
reminding the House that when those prov-
inces were organized they were persuaded to
accept subsidies in lieu of the natural re-
sources. They received special grants, as I
understand, to compensate them. Now, I
understand, they are to receive not only the
natural resources, but also larger subsidies.
As T say, I mention this matter only for the
purpose of bringing that fact out and remind-
ing the House that it is on record in the
Debates of the House of Commons on more
than one occasion that when the question of
natural resources in the western provinces
came to be settled new and fair consideration
should be given to the rights of the other
provinces, particularly the provinces by the
sea. If the western provinces are given their
resources and additional subsidies, then the
whole subject will be opened, as it should be
opened, and fair treatment should be accorded
to the other parts of Canada.

I desire to refer to another subject which
is mentioned in the Speech from the Throne,
the question of the port on Hudson Bay. It
appears that Churchill is to be substituted
for Nelson. I mention this not in order to
criticize, but for an entirely different pur-
pose. Both Governments, in 1896 and again
in 1911 and subsequently, settled on Nelson.
The torch of information in regard to
Churchill was lit in the Senate. Although
both political parties in the House of Com-
mons had agreed on Nelson, there were in
this Chamber some honourable members who
believed that Churchill would be the better
port, and I point out this fact in order that
credit may be given to this Chamber, and
particularly to our late lamented colleague,
Hon. George W. Fowler, who, it will be re-
membered, headed a Special Committee to
investigate the subject. The Committee’s
record and report, I believe, formed the basis
on which the Government of the day pro-
ceeded in its inquiry with regard to the
subject of Churchill versus Nelson. I regret
that our lamented colleague is not alive to-
day to see the fulfilment of his very earnest
and very successful work in amassing in-
formation that has convinced the Government
on the respective merits of Churchill and
Nelson.

Honourable gentlemen, there has been a
good deal of discussion with regard to what

are called Empire relations. I mention this
subject just for the purpose of making two
or three brief remarks. I am not going to
discuss the question of status. A great deal
has been said and written on it. May I make
a general statement? 1 believe the public
mind was confused on that subject by the ill-
advised reports of proceedings which went out
to the public when the Imperial Conference
had ended. Whether that was the fault of
the gentlemen engaged in the Conference
or of the newspaper press, certainly the first
impression on the public mind was that some
great new thing had been created, some great
event had happened in regard to Canada.
To-day we all know that nothing new was
created. My honourable friend from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt) the other day made it
very clear that in his judgment we are just
where we were in 1867 so far as the law is
concerned.

I want to make another general statement.
The statesmen and leaders of political matters
over in England joined with the Canadian
leaders in expressing the decisions of the Im-
perial Conference in very high-sounding lang-
uage. I think they meant all right, but I
interpret their attitude in this way, that the
time has come in England when they feel,
and rightly feel, that in these Dominions we
must have the absolute control of all our
affairs, We know that the feeling in England
to-day is such that if this Dominion or any
other said to the British Government, “ We
are going to separate, and set up business for
ourselves,” not a hand would be raised in
England to prevent. But they are desirous of
the continuity of the British Empire; and,
filled with that desire, they are prepared to go
any distance in making what appear to be
concessions, or in setting the Dominions up
in business, or in extending the privilege and
powers and authorities of Dominion parlia-
ments. They do not want for one minute
to be considered as standing in the way of
the development of Dominion authority, local
authority. Consequently I say they know very
well that no radical change at the basis has
taken place, but they join hands with the
Canadian statesmen and say, “Go your own
way; manage your own business and we are
with you.”

Now, out of all this inflation we are going
to have ambassadors, and all that kind of
thing. Well, like my honourable friend from
Alma (Hon. G, G. Foster) I am not in favour
of this ambassador business. I am not going
to take up much time in discussing it. I am
firmly of the opinion that what we all pro-
fess and desire is to perpetuate the British
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Empire. We have the position, the history,
and the blood on which we build, but I am
convinced that these will not suffice without
another fundamental, namely, interlocking
economic and trade interests. We must learn
to know one another better, and being of the
same blood, we must be of the same family as
traders; not that we are going to exclude
foreign business, but we must get together
and build up empire trade, and convince each
other that we are really useful to one another.

I say that this Conference would have been
much better employed in discusssing that
fundamental matter, rather than in writing
out a very astute and interesting essay about
how Canada has progressed as a self-govern-
ing Dominion, for that is all that this docu-
ment amounts to—a very interesting, very
astutely-drawn paper which sets out in words
the evolution that has taken place.

Before I leave that subject I want to make
an incidental remark about the League of
Nations. My honourable friend, the Leader
on this side of the House, the other day
wamned the Government that it is advisable
to be careful about the committments made
on various committees of the League of
Nations. In reply to that, it was said that
we are perfectly safe because my honourable
friend, the Leader of this House, had been
honoured with a place on the Council of the
League, and could be safely left to represent
Canada. We are all proud of the Honourable
Leader of the House in that regard, and we
all pay homage to him, knowing that he has
thus reflected great honour on the Dominion
of Canada. But I point out, in support of
what was said by my honourable friend on
this side, that we now go to the League of
Nations in the clothing, at any rate, of a
sovereign state; because the world has been
told, over and over again, that to all intents
and purposes the Dominions are sovereign
states.

Now, if we go in that capacity to such an
important place as the League of Nations—
although there is a fallacy in it, but we are
so represented, even by addresses of the
Prime Minister—our delegate sits down re-
presenting what is said to be  a sovereign
state, and thus the responsibility is increased.
My honourable friend opposite may mnot
always represent us. We have confidence in
his diseretion, but, as was said a few mo-
ments ago, even he may make mistakes some-~
time. All that my honourable friends on this
side of the House desire is to voice a warning
that inasmuch as we are now carrying this
great responsibility on our shoulders, and
walking into the Council as if we were a
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sovereign state, it is most desirable that we
should be more careful than ever in com-
mitting this country without due consideration.

I join with honourable members who have
spoken in reference to the celebration of
Canada’s Jubilee. Undoubtedly this country
has made substantial progress during the last
sixty years. It would be a strange and re-
markable thing if it did not, because we
have the land, the sea, the lakes, the rivers,
the mines, the timber, and the greatest natural
resources of the continent, and we also have
the people. Therefore it would be an astound-
ing thing if this country had not made notable
progress during those years.

I had intended to make reference to the
Province from which I come, Nova Scotia,
and I think I can compress my views, and
make them very brief. I have two purposes
in mind. In a measure, we were held back
in Nova Scotia for nearly thirty years, in the
development of Confederation, because one
political party—and I am not saying this for
party purposes at all—became what we called
the Anti-Confederation Party. For nearly
thirty years we had the Confederation Party
and the anti-Confederation Party, and their
ficht was very bitter. As late as 1886 Mr.
Fielding, who was Premier of the Province
then, ran local elections on the single issue
of the repeal of the Union. In 1887 that issue
was interjected into the Dominion election.
Farther down than that, in 1895 and 1896,
when I was in the Legislature and Mr. Field-
ing was Prime Minister, I was present when
a proposal to make Dominion Day a school
holiday was voted down. I am only mention-
ing these things to show honourable gentle-
men that that was a drag on the progress of
my province; because, although in my judg-
ment then, and now, the action of the leaders
was altogether political, they nevertheless
convinced a large body of people that Con-
federation was a very wrong thing.

Well, time went on, and in 1926 elections
were held in Nova Scotia, and a man who
had lived through the anti-Confederation days
became a candidate in one of the con-
stituencies, and actually came out as what we
called a Secessionist; that is, he was openly
against Confederation. He was decisively
beaten, and I am very pleased to say that the
present Prime Minister, Mr. King, passed
through his constituency during his campaign,
but did not give him any countenance.

I mention these facts just for two purposes:
one is, to show that in no other province in
Canada in 1927 was there more fervent or
more universal celebration of the Jubilee of
Canada than in Nova Scotia. The whole
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sentiment against Confederation was swept
away, and the people of Nova Scotia from
end to end of my province joined hand-in«
hand in rejoicing over what was consummated
in 1867.

I have another purpose in mentioning these
things. There was one stalwart man, among
many others in 1867, to whom the bringing
of Nova Scotia into Confederation was due.
If Sir Charles Tupper had not been there,
Nova Scotia would not have come into Con-
federation, and I venture to say there would
have been no Confederation in 1867. He was
the man who led the province in—his op-
ponents said that he drove them in; but if
Nova Scotia had not come in there would
have been no Confederation. So he was a
real builder. I mention this because I think
that there should be a statue on this Parlia-
ment Hill to the man who did that for Nova
Scotia and for the Dominion. Statues have
been erected for others, but there was no more
outstanding character in the public life of
this country, particularly in those stirring days
and events, than Sir Charles Tupper, and I
hcpe to see the day when Parliament Hill will
have a statue to him in recognition of what
he did.

The later history of Nova Scotia is written
to a certain extent in what is called the
Duncan report. That brings us down to 1926
and 1927, and I only mention it because there
are suggestions at times that what the Duncan
Report asks for the Maritime Provinces is
characterized as a sort of dole, and not as a
right; something that is given to those prov-
inces by reason of the good-heartedness of the
rest of the country.

Now, I want to join issue directly with
that idea. I am not going to elaborate it,
but just read what the report itself says in
one paragraph on that aspect of the matter.
This is what the Duncan Report says:

It follows from what we have said, that both
in respect of grants for the machinery of gov-
ernments and in respect of debt allowances, the
Maritime Provinces have satisfied us that they
have a genuine claim to a readjustment of the
financial arrangements that exist between the
Dominion and themselves, and that in any
readjustment their territorial limitations entitle
them to still further consideration.

I am just going to emphasize that one point,
and say that we expect that Duncan report
to be fulfilled to the letter; and we expect
more. We have more rights. When these
are provided for, my honourable friend will
find us ready with other rights, which we will
expect to see carefully considered and reason-
ably dealt with.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would the
honourable gentleman declare right now that

he would be satisfied with the same Com-
missioners to continue the investigation?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know. That
is mot for me to say. I am personally
acquainted with them all, and they are very
estimable gentlemen, and they made a very
interesting report. I think my honourable
friend himself would make a very good com-
missioner for the Maritime Provinces. I think
he is large-hearted, and recognizes the differ-
ence between right and wrong; between rights
that are rights and rights that are not rights,
so I have no fear whatever; but I would
like—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Might I ask my
honourable friend if he would indicate any
subject which is mot covered by the Duncan
report, and which was mentioned, or dis-
cussed, or submitted?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Well, my honourable
friend sees that we have a very well-qualified
provincial authority, so far as our Province
is concerned, and they are dealing with that
matter, and I would not like to anticipate
just what views they have at the present
moment, Then we have the fact that a Pro-
vincial Conference has been held, but we
have not had an opportunity of studying their
proceedings and their report; therefore I do
not think it would be very profitable for me,
off-hand, to begin to enumerate what my
honourable friend suggests. But I would say
that in the steel and coal and fishing in-
dustries we have subjects upon which the
Maritime Provinces, particularly the Province
of Nova Scotia, expect very prompt and very
effective action. We have been discussing,
for instance, the fuel question, a fuel policy
for Canada. It is high time we had a fuel
policy for Canada. If we are ever going to
make progress in that regard we must do
something, something practical, and we must
do it quickly. So it is with regard to the
great steel industry. The coal and steel in-
dustries are of direct interest to at least one-
fifth of the population of Nova Scotia. We
hear a great deal of talk; but what is wanted
down there is action—prompt and effective
action.

I had no idea, honourable gentlemen, that
I would take so much time. I wanted to
say a few words about the question of
population, or, as it is sometimes -called,
immigration. My honourable friend, the

Leader of the House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
took a rather dismal view when he said that
although many are going out of the country
we manage to get in enough to fill their
places. I do not think that is good enough.
While we have made substantial progress in
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sixty years, I say that we should have to-day
at least from fifteen to twenty millions of
people in this country. I am not going to
bother the House with statistics; but I say
that we should not be losing, as we
undoubtedly are, so many of our own people.
As T see it, an extraordinary situation
exists in regard to immigration. There seems
to be an attitude of mind in some quarters,
and it seems to have a potent influence on
the Government of the day, which, crystal-
lized, is something like this: that we have
now more people in Canada than we need.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: From where
does my honourable friend take that state-
ment?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I will tell my honour-
able friend in a moment what I am referring
to. I am saying that there is, in my opinion,
an attitude of mind in this country that we
have really more people than we need. For
instance, I read to-day the official report of
the annual convention of the United Farmers
of Alberta, who complained that farm immi-
grants were being dumped into that province
and were disrupting whole districts. I do not
say whether that is correct or not. That is
one of my authorities. The other day I
observed an honourable gentleman who rep-
resents part of Manitoba declaring that there
are more farmers in Manitoba than there is
room for. Not very long since I heard the
present Leader of the Opposition, Mr.
Bennett, say that there were 10,000,000 acres
of arable land in the West available for
settlement, and a day or two later I read
the language of the Minister of Immigration,
who said: “That is all wrong, that land is
not available at all; it is held by individuals
and corporations”—and therefore settlers can-
not go upon it unless they have a lot of
money. I am putting these things together
because I want to shorten my remarks. I
say there exists a certain attitude of mind.
Take the Trades and Labour Congress. They
quote with approval a speech made by the
Minister of Immigration in which he warned
against bringing in people unless there were
jobs waiting for them; and one of the reso-
lutions of the Trades and Labour Congress
goes so far as to say that if a man is brought
into Canada to work at one thing and he goes
to work at some other job the Government
should deport him. That is the attitude of
mind which prevails here and there and every-
where—that we have not room for people;
that we do not want them.

Mr. Forke says we have not got land in
the West; an honourable gentleman opposite
said the other day that he had no hope what-
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ever, and he asked the leader of the House
to suggest some plan whereby farmers’ sons
could be prevailed upon to remain on the
land. Mr. Forke says: “That is what we
are trying to do, but they won’t stay on the
land. What are we going to do?” Meanwhile,
our young men and young women are going
out from every province in Canada.

And where are they going? Are they going
over to work on the farms of the United
States? Is that where they are getting their
employment? I never heard of any of them
going there. Just a little while ago I spent
four or five weeks in the southern part of the
United States, and I met a good many Cana-
dians. They were all in the cities, all engaged
in the industrial life of the country; and
they got work there because that country pro-
tects its industries. I saw illustrations of
that right under my eyes, and I admired the
people there for the way in which they pro-
tected their industries. I saw little Christmas
presents coming in from Canada, trifles worth
perhaps a dollar, on which there was a duty
of sixty cents—and why? Because those
articles are made over there by the people of
that country, and they say: -“Buy United
States made goods.”

My honourable friend cannot get the
farmers’ sons to go on; Mr. Forke cannot get
arable lands out in the West; we are dumping
immigrants in at one door and are letting
them out at another, and they are going over
to the United States. What is the lesson to
us in all that? I say, honourable gentlemen,
that what we need most of all in this country
just now is a sane and fixed and resolute
national policy of protecting our industrial
life. By that I do not mean protecting the
manufacturers alone, but the workers as well,
and providing employment for people who
are already here, and for those who are com-
ing here. I will vote any day for free trade
when we can get free trade, when our neigh-
bours throw down their walls and Europe
throws down her walls and we have a chance
to trade on a fair basis; but until then I
think we should look after Canadians and
Canadian industry, for it is in that way, I
believe, that we can keep our own people at
home and give work to our immigrants. No
country that I ever heard tell of became great
by remaining a wholly pastoral country. There
must be diversity. There must be great
centres, large bodies of population, great
cities; and when you have the combination
you will have a great country.

I am as anxious and willing as anybody to
do everything that can be done to assist the
farming industry. I will hold up both hands
any time to aid that industry in its trans-
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portation problems, if necessary, or to pro-
tect it, as some sections are now clamouring
to be protected. I know I am receiving cir-
culars from the farmers institutes in Nova
Scotia, demanding protection on butter and
cheese. I will hold up both hands for safe-
guarding them; but if we are ever going to
build up population, we must safeguard and
protect industries of all kinds by a truly
national policy. And I have nmo doubt that
if the national policy of 1879—1I speak of it in
its broader sense—had been conscientiously
and persistently followed out there would be
in Canada to-day twenty millions of people
instead of ten millions.

Now, we will never accomplish that build-
ing up until we have a government with con-
victions, a government with resolution. There
is no use trying to do anything with a gov-
ernment that stands at the crossroads waiting
for someone to beckon here or beckon there,
or to come up and say: You must not touch
that item of the tariff; if you do we won’t
vote for you. There must be certainty and
there must be resolution. I venture to say,
honourable gentlemen, that there is not living
in this country to-day one man or one woman
who can tell us upon what principles the
government of the present day stands in re-
gard to fiscal matters. Not one soul inside
or outside of Canada knows that. Its whole
policy is one of opportunism, of providing a
certain amount of bait every year for certain
classes of people, in order that the Govern-
ment may retain office. That is not what we
want in this country. We want a government
that is strong, a government with opinions
and convictions, a government that is willing
to risk its life for the purpose of building up
the country.

You cannot hide these matters or shut your
eyes to them. The other day I read a most
eloquent address by the Prime Minister. He
went from place to place in painting a picture
of the magnificance of the country, the great-
ness of its resources, its wonderful develop-
ment during the past sixty years. It was a
wonderful word-picture. He flattered himseli
by saying that never before in the history
of Canada had a Prime Minister been able
to paint such a picture of prosperity and
greatness. After observing this word-painting
I stopped, and I said to myself: Is it true?
If we have all these great resources, if we
have all these great means of making not only
a livelihood, but more, if we have all these
magnificent opportunities in this country, how
in heaven’s name is it that people won’t stay
in it? that instead of remaining here they
pack their suitcases and go to the United
States of America to get work?

There is something wrong, honourable gen-
tlemen, something I am unable to under-
stand. The only explanation I can attempt
is the one I have already given: that in order
to build this country up and make it a really
great country we must have not only a great
farming industry, helped in every possibie
way, but we must have a great industrial life
employing millions of people in our cities.
And to bring that about we must see that
there is a sane and effective national policy
which will keep out the products of the cheap
labour of Europe and that will provide work
for the people of Canada instead of for those
of the United States and the cheap-labour
countries of Europe.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY : Honourable
gentlemen, I rise for but a moment to make a
few observations on one or two of the matters
referred to in the Speech from the Throne.
I have listened with great pleasure to the
admirable speech of the honourable gentle-
man who has just taken his seat (Hon. Mr.
Tanner), in which he dealt with one or two
things to which I may refer. My observa-
tions will be extremely brief.

The Speech from the Throne makes allusion
to the fact that negotiations are taking place
with regard to the return to Alberta of its
natural resources; and it is fioreshadowed
that there will be a new basis of adjustment—
not merely a return of the natural resources,
but in addition, although it is not definitely
promised, a continuation of the subsidy which
was granted, and which was supposed to be
given in lieu of the natural resources. You
will notice the phraseology pertaining to this
subject—“‘the return of their natural re-
sources.” That language implies that those
resources never were the property of the
Dominion of Canada.

This is not the place to adduce a legal
argument, and in that connection I am going
to quote only very briefly from the Address
of the Parliament of Canada and the pro-
visions of the British North America Act.
Lawyers much more competent than I, the
hem of whose garments I would not dare to
touch, hold the opinion that I do, namely,
that the Dominion of Canada never did own
at any time in its history the natural re-
sources of the Prairie Provinces, and that
when it took over those resources it did so
as trustee for the Prairie Provinces.

As I have said, I will make only one or
two allusions to the constitutional phase of
this question. Everybody who is familiar with
the history of Confederation knows that our
territories were extended to include the Hud-
son Bay Company holdings and the North-
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Western Territory—in fact, all the land north
of the United States—in one great union.
At that time the Hudson Bay Company
owned Rupert’s Land, and the North-Western
Territory belonged to the Crown; but the
Fathers of Confederation made provision for
their admission in Section 146 of the British
North America Act, which, in part, reads as
follows:

—on Address from the Houses of Parliament of
Canada to admit Rupert’s Land and the North-
Western Territory, or either of them, into the
Union, on such terms and conditions in each
case as are in the Addresses expressed and as
the Queen thinks fit to approve, subject to the
provisions of this Act; and the provisions of any
Order in Council in that behalf shall have
effect as if they had been enacted by the Par-
liament of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland.

That makes provision for an Address from
the Dominion Parliament to the Imperial
Parliament, and “on such terms and condi-
tions in each case as are in the Address ex-
pressed ” we were to secure the surrender of
the Hudson Bay territory and the North-
Western Territory.

The Address is set out in Sessional Paper
No. 19 of 1868, and is, in part, as follows:
—to unite Rupert’s Land and the North-Western
Territory with this Dominion, and to grant to
the Parliament of Canada authority to legis-
late for the future welfare and good govern-
ment—

—and so on. From this it will be seen that
the only power we took was the power to
legislate for the welfare and good government
of those territories, because they were ad-
mitted into Canada on the terms set out in
the Address. Legislation purporting to take
those territories in fee, so that they should
become the property of Canada, surely could
hardly be considered as legislation for their

welfare and good government. Parliament
never lived up to that. We treated the
people of the West as children. It is per-

fectly true that for many years it did not seem
advisable that provincial governments should
be set up in the Northwest, for there was not
an adequate population on the prairies to
warrant such a step, and it was quite right,
and I do not cavil at it, that legislation for the
welfare and good government of those terri-
tories should be in the hands of the Dominion
Government until such time as it was suitable
to grant them autonomy. For some years
prior to 1905, when they were granted
autonomy, they had been perfectly ready for
self-government. In 1905 they did not get
back their resources. My submission is that
Parliament never had the right to retain them.
In giving them something in lieu of those re-
sources we not only violated, I believe, the
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

constitutional rights of the West, but also
opposed the authority and the wishes of the
Haultain Government, then in power in those
territories. :

In the opinion of those of us who are devoid
of religious prejudice it was singularly unfor-
tunate that the question of school rights should
have been imported into the discussion. I
had the honour of knowing Sir Frederick
Haultain for a very long time. He was a most
charming man, a man distinguished in every
way, and absolutely incapable of religious pre-
judice. It was, as I say, singularly unfortun-
ate that the question of forming those prov-
inces and placing them on a parity with the
other provinces of Confederation, with full
rights to their own resources, should have been
beclouded by the issue of the schools and
school lands. And it is rather astonishing to
find that, after all, in inserting, as we did,
in the Autonomy Bill clauses dealing with the
school lands and preserving the rights of
minorities, we adopted absolutely the legis-
lation that had been put into force by the
Haultain Government prior to that time. Two
of the sections dealing with separate schools in
the Northwest, are taken in the very same
words, from legislation put into effect by the
old territorial government. Sir Frederick
Haultain was the gentleman responsible for
those sections being inserted. @ He was, as
I say, a man absolutely without religious pre-
judice, and of his own volition, with the con-
currence of all parties in the Northwest at
that time, he had put in those very sections
which now remain part of the Act of 1905.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Does my honour-
able friend refer to the Act of 18757

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No; the Act of
1905.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But my honour-
able friend speaks of the legislation passed
by the Government of Sir Frederick Haul-
tain.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Was that legis-
lation which he accepted from the Govern-
ment of Canada in 1875, with regard to the
schools?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I would not
say it was accepted from them. It may have
been to some extente legislation pari passu.
I do not think it was imposed on them at
all.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: As a matter of
fact, the legislation of 1875 was not wholly
embodied in the Acts of 1905.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No, no.
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Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The legislation of
1905 contains less in that regard than the
legislation of 1875.

Hon. Mr., WILLOUGHBY :

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
school privileges.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: But all I am
asserting is this, that I think that the Gov-

It does.
With regard to

ernment of that day were perfectly ready to -

make generous provision for the preservation
of the rights or the practices, customs or
usages of separate schools.

Hon Mr. BELLCOURT: Is that correct?
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I think so.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I think the opinion
and feeling of the West were pretty well dis-
closed by the attitude of Sir Clifford Sifton
and others in 1905, and there did not appear
w0 be a very great disposition to do what
my honourable friend says.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I will neither
defend nor criticize the attitude of Sir Clifford
Sifton. Personally I happened to be a can-
didate in the province of Ontario for a seat
in the House when the school issue was a
paramount one, and I stood _for the pro-
tection of the rights of the minority in
Manitoba, and, like others, had to accept
defeat in consequence. But I do say that in
Saskatchewan Sir Frederick Haultain, in my
opinion—and I am discussing the matter not
from the religious, but from the constitutional
point of view—was generously disposed
towards all ciasses. I think so, in any event.
However, that is only in passing. I have
referred to it only because that particular
issue seemed to submerge issues which to me,
in any event, and to the people of the West,
were more important, respecting our natural
resources.

The people of the East—and I am from
the East, for I was born in Ontario—may
think that we in the West are not only very
insistent on our rights, but always come down
here with a chip on the shoulder or a toma-
hawk in the hand. That is not the case.
Those who hold the same political opinions
as myself have no voice to speak for them in
the other House. There happens to be in
that House nobody representing those views
from the province of Manitoba, and there is
only one from the province of Alberta, the
only one from west of -the Great Lakes and
east of British Columbia, who holds the
same political views that I do; and, while I
do not make this House a medium for politi-
cal discussion, yet I feel that that saving
minority out there to whom I belong are
entitled to have their voice heard.

I desire to say also, on this phase of the
discussion, with reference to the remarks of
the honourable member for Pictou (Hon. Mr.
Tanner), that there is a misconception as to
the attitude of at least one of the parties
in the West on the question of protection and
free trade. Again I admit that I belong to
that saving minority in the West, but I
desire to point out that the Anglo-Saxon
people of the prairie provinces, other than
those who have come from the United States
and may be regarded as of Anglo-Saxon
descent, are at least 50 per cent Conserva-
tive. The foreigners who immigrated from
Europe, particularly during the Sifton regime,
to which allusion has been made, chose not
wisely, perhaps, but differently. With them,
of course, I do not class our French friends,
who unfortunately have come in lesser num-
bers to the prairie provinces, save the prov-
ince of Manitoba. Nor am I criticizing the
foreign population at all. They to a very
large extent voted with the Government
now in power, and with the local govern-
ments which have been in power since 1905
and have shared the same political views.
The Conservative party in the prairie prov-
inces have never to my knowledge, since
1897, lowered their flag on the question of
protection, or on the doctrine of such an
adequate safeguarding of the industries of
this country in general as was necessary in
order that the East might live, as well as
the West. We know very well that we in the
West do not gain as many advantages under
any form of protection as are gained in the
East. We are not blind to the economic
facts, but for the sake of Canada—for the
sake of you in the East, where some form
of protection to your industries is an absolute
and vital necessity, we on our part are per-
fectly ready to make concessions. All we ask
is that you look with reasonable indulgence
on the claims that we make, which are
naturally, more or less, related to agricul-
ture. On many occasions in this House, and
honourable gentlemen will bear me witness,
I have defended, in some cases against the
views of my honourable friends on this side,
measures that the Government had intro-
duced; and I may say that at all times,
while I am in this House, I intend to discuss
questions of legislation respecting the prairie
provinces in particular from a non-party
point of view, and if legislation emanating
from the Government s in my opinion in the
interest of the prairie provinces they are
going to have my support, as they have had
it on many occasions.

But I recognize the fact, to which my hon-
ourable friend has alluded to-day, that we
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have not an adequate diversity of industry
in parts of Canada at the present time. We
are beginning to realize that there is not
sufficient diversity in the western part of the
country. We cannot live on agriculture alone.
It is perfectly true that in certain districts
of the West people have engaged in agricul-
ture with perhaps as much profit as is done
in any other part of Canada, but we cannot
hold our own people in our towns and villages
and on the farms, as I know from very varied
experience, unless we have other occupations
besides farming. A farmer’s sons or daughters
must have an inclination and liking for farm
life if they are to stay on the farm. The
temperament of some people requires them
to follow another occupation, and the prairie
provinces are losing the sons and daughters
of farmers, and we are losing people from
our towns and villages, because there is no
other occupation than that of agriculture;
that is, we have no variety of industry in
which to absorb our young people. It is an
unfortunate thing. Take a passably prosper-
ous farmer out there with three or four sons
and two or three daughters. I hope there
is no race suicide out in the West. You will
find almost certainly that one of the sons
will not wish to be a farmer, and perhaps
one of the daughters is not willing to marry
a farmer and live on a farm. What are you
going to do with them? Since we have not
sufficient diversity of industry to be able to
supply places for them, we are hopeful that
industry may prosper in the central and east-
ern provinces and that our young people,
instead of migrating to the United States, will
find employment here.

I am speaking much longer than I intended.
I would like to deal with one specific thing
in connection with agriculture in the West.
I profess myself to be an Imperialist. T am
extremely desirous that our trade relations
should be established on a preferential basis
with our kin all over the world, so far as that
can be fairly done. I am aware of the diffi-
culties that the former Government had in
attempting to negotiate a treaty with Aus-
tralia; and I believe that Mr. Robb, too, had
difficulties before he arranged the treaty with
that Dominion. In all frankness, I really do
not think that he realized the consequences
of the treaty at the time it was made. The
complaint has come, from our western country
in particular, that he raised the duty on
raisins by 3 cents, thus increasing it by 2}
cents. Our farmer friends in the West, at
least the Progressive element, have rebelled
against that, saying that they were paying
this increased duty. We realize that it was
necessary for the Government to make some

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

concession to our Australian friends if we
were to get concessions in their market. The
Government thought that we undoubtedly
would develop a trade in dried fruits, and
I have no fault to find with that view at all.
I know how keen is the desire of our Aus-
tralian friends to extend the sale of their
dried fruits, not only in Canada, but also in
other parts of the world. I had the pleasure
of being in Melbourne and meeting many
members of the Government in 1924, and one
of them, the Minister of Agriculture, pre-
sented me with a sample box of dried fruits,
which I brought back to my own home city
and had exposed in a window, trying in my
humble way to show the people what the
Australians had. I do not find fault with the
Government in this respect, although the
result has not been what was expected. They
have exported only about 800,000 pounds, as
compared with 40,000,000 from the United
States. The Australians have to meet the
competition of an extremely well developed
and very prosperous industry in California,
and it is difficult to find a market.

Then we come to the question of dairy
products. Some gentlemen in this Chamber
recollect that when the Australian treaty
was introduced it was figured that it would
have a very serious effect on the butter
business. So seriously did we think about it
that we held a little meeting, and it was
intended to bring the matter up for dis-
cussion in the House, but it was felt that
perhaps we might be looked upon as not
sufficiently imperially-minded. So, while we
thought we saw serious danger to our butter
interests, we forebore making our protest at
that time.

The Minister of Agriculture in another place
—1 do not think this Session—and throughout
the country has pooh-poohed the idea of
inroads being made on our market by the
butter of Australia, and more particularly
that of New Zealand. Honourable gentlemen
will remember that when we made the treaty
with Australia we inserted a clause giving
the Government the right to extend similar
treatment to New Zealand. Perhaps there
was no serious objection to that, except that
in our treaty with Australia we presumably
got a quid pro quo; that is, we got a reduction
of duty on our automobiles and newsprint.

The Government by Order-in-council ex-
tended to New Zealand the privileges which
hitherto had been accorded only to Australia,
and we gave them those privileges without
money and without price. It was claimed by
members of the Government that New
Zealand was so far away that the privileges
would not amount to anything. But we have
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a very authoritative statement from the
National Dairy Council. I took the privilege
of discussing this matter with the president
of the Council, not within a year, but at the
time of the treaty, and they are now asking
the Government:

1. That the Order-in-Council applying Sche-
dule 2 of the Australian Trade Agreement to
New Zealand be rescinded at once;

2. That the dumping clause be immediately

applied on all butter sent from Australia to
Canada on consignment as well as on direct

sale;

3e.’That the Australian Trade Agreement be
terminated as provided in the Australian Trade
Agreement Aect, 1925.

This is the presentation made to the
Government, with the facts to back it up,
a few of which I will cite.

The Government applied the dumping
clause, and I think rightly so, when they
found that Australia had what is known as the
Patterson scheme, whereby the butter pro-
ducers put up three cents a pound on all the
butter they produced, and received six cents
a pound on all the butter exported. Complaint
is not being made to our Government in that
connection. The dumping duty was put on
and it had a very satisfactory effect except so
far as it interfered with the sale of Australian
butter here. But butter sent under consign-
ment was held not to come under the pro-
visions of the dumping clause, and it is still
being sent to Canada. That butter sent on
consignment could be sent to Vancouver, and
go with its full rate passage down to
Montreal cheaper than it could go from
Vancouver to Regina over the railway.

Butter from New Zealand gained nothing,
and it was not dumped at all, and the New
Zealand butter has replaced the Australian
butter to a very large extent. I think there
is virtually no Australian butter coming in
except on consignment, and it is as to that
that the Dairy Council asks for the rescinding
of the Treaty. It is now coming in in very
large quantities. I take just a few figures in
that connection from this memorandum to
the Government showing reduction on pro-
duetion:

For the first ten months in 1926, 15,730,401
pounds; for the first 10 months in 1927, 11,502,-
023 pounds, a decrease of 4,228,378 pounds, or
26.8 per cent. In October 1925, Saskatchewan
made 1,302,432 pounds of butter; in October
1927, 669,370 pounds, a decrease of 633,062
pounds or 48.6 per cent.

I do not want to tire the House with figures,
because anybody ecan get them for himself.
There is an enormous decrease of butter pro-
duction throughout Canada. We in the West
are suffering more than the people in the
East. You have a market in New York for
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your cream and you are lcultivating that
market to a very large extent and the
boundary cities are taking cream from On-
tario. We have no ecities south of the prairie
provinces that import butter at all, and with
the high duty on butter and cream exported
to the United States that is not an encourag-
ing market. By the loss of our export and
home market a rapidly growing industry has
almost disappeared, because we cannot produce
the butter at the price at which they are pro-
ducing in Australia, and as a result our farm-
ers are going out of business.

I do not know anything that could be more
harmful to the western country. Every public
man and every leader in business has been
preaching to the farmers all over Canada, and
particularly to those on the prairies, the need
of diversifying his production—to get out of
producing cereal crops only, and get into
poultry and animal produection. Our western
farmers have made a loyal effort to get into
the production of butter. They got in very
successfully, and had a very considerable and
valuable export market, which has now all
gone by the Board, because of this Australian
treaty, and particularly in view of its ex-
tension to the Dominion of New Zealand.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: How could the Aus-
tralian Treaty destroy the export market?
It might injure the home market, but how
could it destroy the export market?

Hon. Mr, WILLOUGHBY : It has made it
unprofitable. The most profitable market is
the home market, as my honourable friend
will admit; and, having been deprived of
that, we are not going into the export busi-
ness, because it is not profitable. Farmers
export what is left over after they have had
the profit of the market at their own door.
The market for butter in Canada is not as
profitable as it was, and there is no attrac-
tion for the farmer to go into it.

I say that a real blow has been struck at
just what we wanted to cultivate—diversi-
fication of produects, not having all the eggs in
one basket; and it is a very serious thing.
The National Dairy Council, in their presenta-
tion to the Privy Council of Canada, set out
their argument in full, and therefore I shall
not deal any further with it.

There were one or two little things I was
going to say, but I have dealt perhaps at suffi-
cient length, and I do not want to encroach
on your patience, and will therefore close
my remarks.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: I move the adjourn-
ment of the Debate until to-morrow.
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The motion was- agreed to, and the debate
was adjourned.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Before we adjourn is
it understood that Bill A will be disposed of
to-morrow, whether this matter be referred
to or not?

Hon. Mr, WILLOUGHBY: My Bill is the
first order of the day, as I understand.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 o’clock, p.m.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 8, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE BILL (ONTARIO)
THIRD READING

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion for the
third reading of Bill A, an Act to provide
in the Province of Ontario for the dissolution
and the annulment of marriage.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable gentle-
men, before we proceed with the third
reading of the Bill now before us I wish
to take a little of the time of the House to
present my views on this question. Divorce,
I think, is admitted to be the greatest social
evil that afflicts the world to-day, and
unfortunately it is growing in nearly all,
perhaps I might say, all Christian countries. I
do not think I need labour that point at
any length in this House.

It will be admitted too, I think, that
divorce strikes at the very foundations of the
State. The unit of the State is the family,
and there is no other social evil that so
demoralizes or injures the family as the evil
of divorce. Perhaps it would enable us to
realize the gravity of this' evil to compare it
with polygamy. There is not, I think, an
honourable man in this House or in the
other Chamber who would wish to legalize
polygamy in Canada. To my mind, divorce
is a still greater evil, having all the evils
of polygamy and some of its own in addition.
It is really successive polygamy. It has been
described as tandem polygamy, a description,
I think, that is fairly accurate. In my judg-
ment polygamy is the lesser evil. It does
not strike at the family in the same way
as divorce, and to some extent at least
preserves the family life. This being the
case, it is a serious matter to legislate in
such a way as to increase the evil of divorce.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF.

Now, is that what is intended by this Bill?
I think so, and I think I am not exaggerating
the facts. The honourable Senator who
introduced the Bill (Hon. Mr. Willoughby)
claimed that one of his reasons, perhaps the
chief reason, for introducing it, was that the
Senate could not take care of all the appli-
cations for divorce that were coming forward,
and that in order ‘to give facilities to those
who wish to sever the marriage tie it would
be advisable, so far as the Province of
Ontario was concerned, to refer the matter
to the courts of that province.

That the evil is increasing is shown by
the figures given out last year by the honour-
able member from Moose Jaw (Hon. Mr.
Willoughby), when he said that in 1926 the
number of divorces granted in Canada by
provinces was as follows:

British Columbia. . 167
Ontario. . 5 113
1T T e R R S A L T Rl 7 |
NI EalAm =, o iR e e -8R
Nagkatohownni: 1o, orvive e vo A8
e e e e e e T |
New Brunswick. . .. .. .. 20 .5 12
Guebeettite Fae s n S e SRS T0
Prince Edward Island.. .. .. . 0

Prince Edward Island, I am glad to say, will
have nothing at all to do with the thing.
There has been only one divorce in that
province since Confederation, and I hope and
believe that there will never be another.

The honourable Senator (Hon. Mr. Will-
oughby) further stated that there were 1,368
divorce decrees granted by American eourts
to persons who were married in Canada.

You see how tremendously the number
is increasing; and it is reasonable to sup-
pose that if we have legislation facilitating
the passing of divorce, the number will in-
crease still faster.

I listened attentively to the statements
that were made last year when this matter
was under consideration, and I was particu-
larly impressed with the speech made by the
right honourable Senator from Brockville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham). He stated that
80 or 90 per cent of the divorces in Canada
were obtained by people who wanted to re-
marry. I do not know whether he made
this further statement or not, but I make
it now, that if that phase of divorce could
be eliminated we could do away with 80 or
90 per cent of the applications for divorce
in Canada, and consequently with about the
same proportion of the divorces. That is a
startling statement, but I believe it to be
true. After all, honourable gentlemen, it is
a small minority of the people who wish to
sever the marriage tie and break up the
family relations. Is this legislation designed



FEBRUARY 8, 1928 83

or intended to give facilities to people who
are inclined to indulge their passions? Are
we legislating for them? This is a very serious
question. I desire, so far as I am concerned,
to do my duty as a Senator and as a citizen
of Canada. I have no wish to be dogmatic
or unreasonable in a matter of this kind.
May I say here and now, I would like to see
introduced into this House a Bill for which
all of us, or the great majority, could vote.
Of course, I know that the present Bill can-
not pass this Chamber unless a majority
vote for it, but I would like to see a measure
that would have the support of nearly all
the members.

I think there is perhaps a misapprehension,
even in this House, with regard to the attitude
taken on this question by the Church to
which I belong, and, while I do not claim for
a moment to be an authority on Church
matters, yet I believe I know something on
the subject. The Church to which I belong,
the Catholic Church, holds that marriage was
raised by Christ to the dignity of a sacrament,
and that when it is validly contracted and
consummated it cannot be dissolved by any
power on earth, Church or State. It also
holds that the parties to the contract them-
selves, the man and the woman agreeing to
be married, are the ministers of the sacrament.
The essential part is the mutual agreement by
free will and the intention of a man and a
woman to enter the married state and assume
the marital obligations. Every man or woman
in the world has the natural right to be married
or to refrain from marriage. The Church,
while claiming the right to legislate on spiritual
matters for her own children, declares that
the clergyman who perfoms the ceremony is
only a necessary witness of the marriage, and
that, for instance, two persons not members
of the Catholic Church, but Protestants, who
are married according to the laws of the State
and the regulations of the denomination to
which they belong, are as validly married as
any two Catholics could be if married by a
priest, a Bishop, or even the Pope; that,
furthermore, these persons receive all the
sacramental graces that accompany the married
state, which is a sanctified state and cannot
be dissolved. The Church therefore, in my
judgment, takes no bigoted, intolerant or
narrow view of this extremely important ques-
tion. It takes the broad Christian view that
the holy state of marriage is the most import-
ant contract that any man or woman can enter
into in this world, and that therefore every
possible safeguard should be thrown around it
so that it may not be entered into hastily, or
by boys and girls who do not know their own
minds, who may wish to enter upon that state
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lightly and without consideration and would
likely desire to break away from it again when
it became irksome. The regulation of the
Church that requires that the parish priest of
one of the parties marrying, or some priest
delegated by him, or the Bishop, must be pre-
sent and perform the ceremony, is only a safe-
guard to prevent people from entering into
the state of marriage hastily or without
seriously considering what they were doing, or
to prevent strangers from perhaps taking
advantage of women. It is largely for the
protection of the woman. Such regulations
are reasonable and wise.

I will take an illustration. I am speaking
in the presence of lawyers, and am somewhat
timid in doing so.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: You need not be.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Every man in the
world has the natural right to make a will.
That is a natural right that he has as a man.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman is mistaken.
Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I think not—with

all due respect to my honourable friend. Now,
the State makes this regulation—and it is a
reasonable regulation—that the will is invalid
unless it be witnessed by two persons. That
is for the good of the State and for the sake
of public order and the welfare of the major-
ity. That is something like the regulation
made by the Church that there must be com-
petent witnesses present and that the marriage
ceremony must be performed in a way that
prevents clandestinity.

It is stated, and perhaps this is correct,
that the Protestant churches do not take so
strong a stand upon this question as the
Catholic Church does. I think the English
Church in Canada takes about the same atti-
tude upon it as the Catholic Church. At
all events, according to the regulations of the
Church of England, clergymen are prevented
from re-marrying divorced persons.

Hon. Mr. HARDY: No, not at all.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: That is not correct?
Well, I have read something along that line.
However, I will accept the statement of
honourable gentlemen who naturally know
more about it than I do, though I would like
to have an explanation on that point. There
are certainly, I believe, some regulations in
the Church of England in Canada that go
about as far as I have stated.

I have here four resolutions passed by a
committee of the Social Service Council of
Canada in Winnipeg in January, 1922. That
is pretty late. T think the evangelical
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Protestant churches in Canada are affiliated
with the Social Service Council; or perhaps
the Social Service Council are affiliated with
the evangelical churches. I will read these
resolutions, which were framed and submitted
to the Council by a committee on the Family:

1. That this Social Service Council of Canada
expresses as its belief the acceptance of the
divine ideal of the life-long and indissoluble
union of one man with one woman, for better
or for worse, terminable by death alone, as
binding marriage in Canada to-day.

2. That in preservation of this ideal unquali-
fied opposition alone can be shown towards any
suggestion or action that would tend to sub-
stitute for general assumption of this ideal, in
the law or custom of Canada or any province
thereof, the opposed general assumption that
divorce was recognized and possible of attain-
ment by mere request for the application of
the law; and

3. That while recognizing the existence of
cases of hardship and cruelty from unfortunate
marriage, this Council declares that in keeping
with this ideal relief should be sought in
judicial separation or a divorce that does not
carry the right of remarriage; and further
declares as its belief that not only is this
solution in keeping with this ideal, but that
it will better serve the interests of society and
the preservation of the family as an institu-
tion.

4. Wherefore this Council will oppose any
movement to extend the grounds of divorce in
Canada; and any movement to increase the
facilities of divorce where the general law does
not assume divorce, and will endeavour by
educational effort to seek the furtherance of
the Christian ideal of marriage throughout
Canada.

Now, those resolutions were presented by
the Committee to the Council, which adopted
three of them, rejecting the third. I have
this to say, that I would support a Bill that
embodied the principal provisions of those
resoluticns, or even one embodying the
principles contained in the three which were
accepted by the Council. I think that would
be a decided improvement on what is pro-
posed, and an improvement on what we now
have.

I would therefore suggest that a reasonable
time be taken to consult the Churches in
Canada upon this question. I understand
that the Methodist Church, before the Union
took place, had a regulation preventing their
clergymen from remarrying the guilty party
in a divorce, and I believe that the law of
England up to 1855 prevented the guilty
party from remarrying. I would hope for a
measure in Canada going as far as that, and
I think that would not be going too far. I
would prefer to see remarriage prevented
altogether, because I believe that would be
a solution of this question.

If divorce goes on increasing in Canada
during the next fifty years as it has done

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

in the last twenty-five years the situation
will be serious. We do not want to be
in the same position as our neighbours
to the south with regard to this matter.
It is a serious one. I think it would be
better to proceed slowly on this question.
One year more could not do much harm,
even to those who wish to see this legislation
passed quickly. If we had the churches of
Canada behind us we would have seven-
eighths of the people with us. My impres-
sion is that the Canadian churches will not
be behind the proposed legislation, but I
think that as Christians, as men vitally
interested in the welfare of our country, we
could pass legislation that would meet with
the approval of the vast majority of the
people of Canada, and it is our duty to try
it.

I could not vote for the present Bill, if it
came to a vote. I had intended to move
an amendment to prevent remarriage, or at
the very least to prevent remarriage of the
guilty parties. I think probably the other
House would be the better place—

Hon. Mr. HARDY: Is the honourable
gentleman aware that this Bill applies only
to the Province of Ontario? I ask the
question because he speaks entirely of
Canada.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I am well aware of
that fact, but I am also aware that Parlia-
ment can legislate on that question for
Canada, and it is our duty to do so. I
believe that if we had the churches with us,
that would necessarily imply that we would
have public opinion with us, and that we
could legislate for Canada, or at least for
nine-tenths of the people of Canada. I am
well aware that this Bill applies to Ontario,
but I presume that Ontario does not want
to do anything that is injurious to the State,
or to Ontario as a Province. We are not
sectional in this matter, at least I am not;
I would like to see a Bill that applied to
the whole of Canada. That is my answer to
my honourable friend.

I think I need not go any further in this
matter. I have stated my views. I take my
responsibility on this question seriously, and
I wish to do so. I do not desire to be sec-
tional or narrow-minded. I think I am look-
ing at the question from the standpoint of a
Christian and a Canadian citizen; and the
suggestion I have made, that it be brought
specifically before the church courts and
assemblies and synods, and an expression of
their opinion asked, would be a respectful
attitude on the part of Parliament, and could
not do any harm. Honourable gentlemen, I
thank you for your patience.
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Hon. J. D. REID: Honourable gentlemen,
as this Bill is one that affects Ontario only,
I would like to say a few words as one coming
from that province. I have listened with a
great deal of pleasure to the honourable
gentleman who has just taken his seat; but,
if I heard him correctly, his speech was en-
tirely on a Bill that would apply to the
whole of Canada. His answer to the honour-
able gentleman from Leeds (Hon. Mr. Hardy)
was to the effect that this Parliament has
power to legislate so far as the whole of
Canada is concerned. I do not understand
the situation that way.

As I understand the situation, at the time
of Confederation the Provinces of Ontario,
Quebec, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
Prince Edward Island were those that formed
the Confederation, and at that time Nova
Scotia New Brunswick reserved the right
to deal entirely with divorces. Therefore we
cannot legislate in this House in any way
that would prevent Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick from deciding whether or not
parties who are granted divorces shall have
the right to remarry. That is the law as I
understand it, and if I am not right other
gentlemen will correct me. My contention is
that we have no power to pass a law here
to interfere with the decisions of the courts
of those two provinces, because of the arrange-
ment by which they came into the Union.

The Province of British Columbia, which
came into the Union later, reserved exactly
the same right. Then the other Provinces
were formed—Manitoba, Alberta and Saskat-
chewan and the Parliament of Canada, by
the Act that created those provinces, put
them in exactly the same position as Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick. Therefore I say
that every Province in this Dominion to-day,
except Ontario, Quebec and Prince Edward
Island, has the right to pass laws relating
to divorce, and we cannot pass a law that
will affect that decision.

So far as Quebec is concerned, of course the
people of that Province have the right to
come to this Parliament and have divorces
granted here, just as have those from On-
tario, but the courts in Quebec annul mar-
riages, and that procedure applies exactly the
same as divorce, being based on reasons with
which I am not finding the slightest fault.
They are perhaps good reasons, but Ontario
has no such procedure. Ontario is practically
the only Province from which applications for
divorce come to this House. The honourable
gentleman solemnly said that if we passed
this Bill we would be increasing the ad-
vantages of getting divorce.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Giving greater facili-
ties.

Hon. Mr. REID: Giving greater facilities
to try cases. From his speech I would infer
that he meant that it would be much easier
to get a divorce.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: No, that is a mis-
understanding.

Hon, Mr. REID: That is what I inferred;
but, as I understand it, if this Bill is passed
and the court of the Province of Ontario
instead of this House deals with divorces, no
person can get a divorce in Ontario with-
out producing the same evidence as would
be required at this Senate.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES:
that.

Hon. Mr. REID: Then the honourable
gentleman has not the same confidence in the
judges of Ontario.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Oh yes, I have.

Hon. Mr. REID: But those Ontario judges,
in whom we have the greatest confidence,
can only grant a divorce for the same reasons
that apply in the Senate. Then how is this
Bill going to facilitate divorces? Perhaps it
might result in making them less expensive,
for the applicants in Toronto would not pay so
much as they would in coming down here,
and the courts would sit in Toronto, Hamil-
ton, Kingston, and Ottawa. Why should not
those who apply for divorces have such facili-
ties? Why should we force them to come
here to the Senate and pay a large amount
of money, simply to give the same reasons
and evidence, and get the same results? I
think that is unfair and unjust, and I hold
that the Province of Ontario should be put
in the same position as British Columbia,
Alberta, Saskatchewan, Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick. Does the honourable member
wish to refuse to put them all in the same
position? It is true that at the time of Con-
federation there were only four provinces,
but now we have the other provinces, and
we granted all of them the same rights and
privileges. I think my honourable friend was
a member of the other House when the Bills
creating the Provinces of Alberta and Sas-
katchewan went through, yet he did not get
up and object to those provinces having the
right to grant divorces; those Bills went
through without him saying a word. Now
that divorces come to this House, where it is
almost impossible to handle the cases be-
cause they are so numerous, we ask that
Ontario be put in the same position as every
other province except Quebec.

I quite understand
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So far as I am concerned, I would give
both Ontario and Quebec those rights. The
honourable gentleman asks us to go to the
different churches and synods and ask them
to endorse the giving of those rights to On-
tario alone. I think that is absurd. Coming
from Ontario as I do, T say it is not right
that the present position should continue
when divorce cases are increasing so much.
If we were doing an injustice to the Province
of Quebec or any other province by enacting
this proposed legislation I would hesitate,
but I hold that it would not do an injustice
either to those who are opposed to divorce
or those in favour of it. We are simply
saying, “On account of other legislative
duties, we in this Senate, or we in this Par-
liament, have not time to deal with them.”
It has been proved entirely to the satisfaction
of the rest of Canada that the proper place
to deal with divorces is in the courts, and
we ask that the courts of Ontario be put in
the same position as others.

The honourable gentleman says that only
one divorce case has come from Prince Ed-
ward Island. That may be, but T want to
tell him that a great many residents of Prince
Edward Island have moved to other places,
and they have had divorces there. But I
would ask the question, how about Prince
Edward Island to-day? Has not the same
richt been granted to them? That province
has the right to grant divorce, has it not?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: It was offered it,
but the Legislature refused the offer.

Hon. Mr. REID: Then why would the
honourable gentleman not give us the same
right here? As a citizen of Prince Edward
Island or a member of the other House, he
did not object at all, yet now he advises us
to refuse to give that right to Ontario. Par-
liament offered to give the right to Prince
Edward Island; then why should Ontario not
get the same right? As a citizen of Ontario
I say that we are not asking anything that
affects any political or religious party in Can-
ada. We are asking that we let the Judges
of our High Court examine the witnesses in
divorce cases, and if we have only the same
grounds that the Senate of Canada now has
on which to grant divorces, I think those
judges should decide the cases instead of the
Committee of the Senate, our time being
occupied with other business.

Hon. J. J. DONNELLY: Honourable
gentlemen, coming as I do from the Province
of Ontario, I wish to explain my position be-
fore this matter is disposed of. In the first
place, I wish to say that I fully agree with

Hon. Mr. REID.

the very clear and able presentation that was
made yesterday by the honourable member
for Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt). Aside from
any religious convictions that I may have,
I feel that as far as possible we should avoid
taking any action which will encourage the
dissolution of the marriage tie. If this Bill
becomes law, and we have divorce courts
set up in the different cities and counties of
Ontario, I feel that it will add some respecta-
bility to divorces. It will encourage parties
who may have domestic troubles to seek a
lawyer and apply for a divorce, rather than
endeavour to settle their domestic difficulties
at home.

There is no evidence that there is any
very marked demand from the Province of
Ontario for this legislation. This is the third
time that this Bill, or a similar one, has been
before the Senate, and to my recollection the
honourable member for Grenville (Hon. Mr.
Reid) is the first member of the Senate from
Ontario who has spoken in support of such
legislation.

I can readily understand why the members
of the Senate, and more particularly the
members of the Divorce Committee, would
desire to be free of the disgusting details
which are brought out in connection with the
hearing of applications for divorce. But to
my mind the remedy is in their own hands.
There is a general opinion throughout this
country—I do not suppose it is shared in the
Senate to any extent—that we have a divorce
law in Ottawa, and that the Senate is a sort
of divorce court. Now, I have always under-
stood that every Bill granting a divorce
through Parliament was a special Act of
Parliament. I believe the applications are
made to the Parliament of Canada, not to
the Senate of Canada. If the Bill granting
the divorce were to originate in the House
of Commons, and receive the sanction of
both Houses and the Governor-General, it
would be quite as effective as a Bill which
originated in the Senate.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Just the same.

Hon. Mr. DONNELLY: If the members of

‘the Divorce Committee feel that they are over-

worked, and desire to get rid of it, all they
have got to do is to request those who apply
for divorces to make their applications to the
Private Bills Committee of the House of
Commons, and let them try it out. That
might have the effect of discouraging divorce.
Personally, I do not think that would be con-
trary to the public good. Every move that
we make to weaken ‘the marriage tie has a
demoralizing effect on the home and family
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life of our people, and, in my opinion, in that
way strikes a blow at the very foundation of
our civilization,

Hon. GEORGE GORDON: Honourable
gentlemen, it was not my intention to speak
on this Bill, but in consequence of some of the
remarks of my honourable friend opposite
(Hon. Mr. Hughes), I should like to say a
word or two.
sympathy with the views he has expressed, I
should think that upon consideration he would
give a little more latitude to a Bill of this
description.  About the only reason that I
have for voting for this Bill is that injustice
might be done to applicants for divorce by
reason of the fact that we have in this House
members who, from religious conviction, would
not act upon that Committee, and who, if a
vote were to be taken in the House upon a
decision of the Committee, would either not
vote at all or would vote in a certain way.
That is the only reason why I think it possible
that the situation might be better if the
divorce work were in the hands of the judges
of the country. Every civilized country in
the world, as far as I know, has some kind of
divorce court. We have divorce courts in this
country, and always will have; therefore I see
no reason why any person should take the
stand which my honourable friend has taken
in opposing this Bill. If the Bill does not
pass, and divorce applications still continue to
be brought here, would my honourable friend
care to sit as one of the members of the Com-
mittee?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: May I ask my hon-
ourable friend a question?

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Yes.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Would my honour-
able friend amend the Bill so that the guilty
party would not be allowed to remarry?

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Will my honourable
friend kindly answer my question first?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Would the honourable
gentleman repeat it?

Hon. Mr. GORDON: If the honourable
gentleman were appointed a member of the
Divorce Committee, would he sit upon it?

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: No.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: I think there are
many other members of this Chamber, in-
cluding myself, who perhaps would resign be-
fore they would sit upon that Committee.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I think that is a
reflection on the Divorce Committee.

While I have a great deal of

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Not at all. I have
my own conviction in this matter. That is
one Committee on which I would not act under
any consideration. In that respect I am just
like my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Hughes).
My honourable friend’s views are based upon
religious conviction. My opinion too is based
upon conviction. However, since we are
bound to have divorce, I see no reason—
particularly in view of the fact that my hon-
ourable friend feels as I do, that he would not
care to act upon the Divorce Committee—why
he should inflict that duty on other members
of the House?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Does my honour-
able friend think that in passing this Bill
the Senate will be relieved of the necessity
of hearing applications for divorce?

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Yes.
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is all wrong.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: My impression is
that that is the purpose of the Bill—to have
divorce cases tried elsewhere.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It would not have
that effect at all. It will have the effect
of creating concurrent jurisdiction; but the
Senate will have jurisdiction in the future
just as it has had in the past. That is a
serious misapprehension on the part of my
honourable friend and some other honourable
gentlemen. We do not get rid of the
obligation of hearing divorce cases even if
this Bill passes both Houses. The Divorce
Committee would continue to exist, and
would hear cases in whatever number they
were presented.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER:
of a great many cases.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I grant that.

Hon. Mr. REID: Are we not in exactly
the same position to-day with respect” to
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Alberta,
Saskatchewan and British Columbia? Can-
not the citizens of those Provinces come here
and have their cases tried?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Of course they
can.

Hon. Mr. REID: And they do not come,
because they have their own courts. The
same will be true with respect to Ontario.
If people from Ontario came here we can
say: Go to your own court.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My observation
is, that notwithstanding the passing of this
Bill the Senate will still be vested with
jurisdiction to entertain applications for

It would get rid
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divorce, and that there still will be applica-
tions to the Senate, so that we will have to
continue the Divorce Committee to hear
whatever applications come to Parliament.

Hon. Mr. REID: Of course, we will have
the Committee just as we have it to-day.
But to-day people from the Provinces of
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Alberta,
Saskatchewan and British Columbia do not
come here.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The honourable
gentleman is quite right. This no doubt will
diminish the number of applications that will
come here. But I want to correct the impres-
sion, that seems to exist in the minds of
many, that we are getting rid of the necessity
of dealing with divorce. Citizens of all the
nine Provinces now have, and will continue
to have, the right to come here with applica-
tions for divorce, and when they come it will
be the duty of the Senate to deal with them.
If we do not want to hear any divorces at
all, the remedy is to simply abolish the
Committee on Divorce, or rather, appoint no
Committee—destroy the machinery by which
evidence can be taken and applications for
divorce considered. If we fail to appoint a
Divorce Committee we shall have no divorces,
and if honourable gentlemen want to be
logical they will simply move towards the
abolition of the Divorce Committee of this
House.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: If this Bill en-
couraged divorce, or loosened the marriage
tie, I for one would not support it. I want
to point out one effect that it will have.
A case tried in the provincial court is tried
in camera, and none of the evidence is pub-
lished. But what do we have in the Sepate
Divorce Committee? All the evidence in
every case is printed 425 times, and copies are
sent around to all members of the House of
Commons and the Senate. We have at the
present time over 250 applications, and I
fancy I am not very far out when I say that
the number will run up to probably 300.
Multiplying that by 425 gives you 127,500 as
the number of copies of evidence in connec-
tion with divorces, many of which will be
circulated throughout the country. What will
encourage divorce more than that sort of
thing? If divorce hearings are held in camera,
and no evidence is printed and no report
allowed to appear in the press, I think it will
tend to reduce the number of divorces.

I would not care to indulge in any con-
troversy in regard to this question. I think
that what we have to decide is whether the
Province of Ontario shall have jurisdiction

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

to try cases arising within its own borders in
the same way that such cases are tried in
other provinces. If the passing of this Bill
were to have no other effect than to prevent
the publication of the evidence it would be
of very great benefit. It would deprive people
who have the kind of mind that takes pleasure
in reading that sort of thing of the oppor-
tunity of doing so.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend has no doubt read the British Press on
that point. The opinion seems to be general
there that the want of publicity has increased
the demand for divorces. I have seen the
opinion expressed on several occasions re-
cently that the large increase within the
last few years is due almost entirely to the
lack of publicity.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Is it my honour-
able friend’s view that all the evidence should
be published?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Not at all. I
think we have the remedy in our own hands.
Why are so many copies of the evidence
published and distributed? It is not at all
necessary. If this House is of the opinion
that we should be relieved forever of divorce
matters, let us make no mistake about it, the
remedy is in our own hands. I submit that
my honourable friend has gone only half way.
If he wants to get rid of divorce for good,
let him propose that there be no Committee
on Divorce in this House, and that will be
the end of it.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable gen-
tlemen, I think the honourable member for
Ottawa has made the position of the minority,
especially those from my own Province, very
clear on this subject. I want simply to add
a word or two. We believe divorce is vicious.
But even if we wanted to do so, we could
not impose our views upon this House. If
the matter were in our own hands, we might
be constrained to act differently. A matter of
faith is not a matter that you can discuss;
but, so far as we are concerned, we have no
power in our hands, and we do not want to be
a useless obstacle in the way of legislation
that is brought before this House. We can-
not prevent the Bill passing if we try.

As to the means of carrying out the duty
imposed upon this House, I fully agree with
what has been said. Parliament has had in-
flicted upon it a duty that does not belong
to it, a duty that it does not discharge well, a
duty, in fact, that it cannot discharge fully.
A case that comes before this tribunal is only
partly settled; and if divorce, which is an
evil thing, has to exist in this country, at
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least let it exist under such conditions that
it can be administered in the best possible
way from a judicial point of view. That is
the view that I entertain. I believe that
divorce is bad from the point of view of
morals, and I cannot approve of it generally.
But I cannot prevent the Bill passing this
House; and, when it has passed, I think every
member of this House will heave a sigh of
satisfaction that Parliament has been relieved
of a duty which never should have devolved
upon it.

Hon. E. L. GIRROIR: Honourable gentle-
men, I am constrained to adopt the argument
of the honourable member for Bruce (Hon.
Mr. Donnelly), who voiced my opinion on
this matter very well. Divonce, I believe, is
a social evil, and I do not think I could
support it in any possible way. The appoint-
ment, of courts in Ontario to deal with divorce
cases will facilitate the granting of divoreces.
If we lessen the expense, as one honourable
gentleman has said this measure will, divorces
will be more easy to obtain, and people,
instead of endeavouring to settle their differ-
ences at home, will go to the divorce courts.
I do not think that I need say any more
about the matter. I do not think we will im-
prove the situation by getting rid of this
responsibility—I think our second condition
will be worse than the first. If divorce is a
bad thing, we will simply be encouraging it
by making it easier.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
gentlemen, I will not take more than a mo-
ment or two to close the debate. We know
that under the British North America Act
marriage and divoree are left to the jurisdic-
tion of this House. Was it intended in so
leaving the matter, and not delegating those
powers to the Provinces, that no legislation
should ever follow? I do not think so. I
think the primary object was to see that as
far as possible there should be uniformity in
this matter—and if this Bill should pass, we
will have practical uniformity. We will have
complete uniformity as to the grounds on
which divorce may be granted, but not in
the machinery made use of.

This Bill came up last year and went
through this House, and a few years pre-
viously when presented by my leader, it
passed the House. It is only in reference to
the arguments of the honourable gentleman
from Prince Edward Island (Hon. Mr.
Hughes) and some others, that I rise to speak.
Many of the arguments advanced by the
honourable gentleman from Prince Edward
Island have to do with the ceremony relating
to marriage, which is a provincial matter,

and not one for the jurisdiation of this Parlia-
ment. My own opinion, after a somewhat
varied experience of divorce in this Housc -
is that the courts are, by reason of their very
constitution, their machinery, and judicial at-
mosphere, a better place than Parliament for
the granting of divorce. We have not all the
machinery that a icourt possesses. It would
be costly and cumbersome to install such
machinery, and the whole series of powers
possessed by a court—which our Committee
does not seek to exercise—would only burden
the Senate if we had them. My object in
introducing this Bill is not to escape this
work. If I did not happen to be doing this
work, with the very able assistance of the
other members of the Committee, some other
honourable gentleman would take up the
running. But I think the time has arrived
for such a Bill as this, and I therefore move
the third reading of the Bill.

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

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 Session
and the motion of Hon. Mr. Little for an
Address in reply thereto.

Hon. JOHN G. TURRIFF: Honourable
gentlemen, I wish to say just a few words
on the Address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne. First of all I desire to extend
my congratulations to the honourable mem-
bers who moved and seconded the Address,
the honourable gentlemen from London (Hon.
Mr. Little) and from Essex (Hon. Mr. La-
casse). I am sure we all agree that they
discharged their duty very well, and, as they
are both young and vigorous men, I bespeak
for them a long and useful career in this
House.

The Speech from the Throne is in one re-
spect very much like other Speeches from the
Throne that T have heard, in this House and
in another, for twenty odd years. It is a
good ordinary speech, but like all former
speeches coming from the Treasury Benches,
it does not satisfy the Opposition. I have
never yet heard a Speech from the Throne
that did. Whether the Speech came from
the party now on this side of the House or
the party now on the other side, the Opposi-
tion always found a good deal of fault with it
for what it did not contain. T must confess that
the Speech on this occasion does not contain
very much. Perhaps those who prepared it
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had in mind the saying of an old sage, that
speech was given to human beings for the
purpose of enabling them to conceal their
thoughts. In that case we may expect dis-
cussion of many matters that have not been
referred to at all in the Speech from the
Throne.

I intend to deal for a short time with only
two subjects. One of them was mentioned
in the Speech from the Throne, and that is
immigration.  Honourable gentlemen will
realize, I am sure, by the amount of discus-
sion on this question that has taken place
so far during the present Session that the
subject is attracting a good deal of attention
throughout the country. Canada is, and al-
ways has been, interested in getting people
to immigrate here. Many years ago I was
particularly interested in the question of
immigration, but in those days, honourable
gentlemen, it was much easier than it is at
the present time. You had to bring in immi-
grants of a good class, if you could get them,
jand them up on the prairies, turn them loose
and let them root for themselves. If you
did the same now you would not have much
success. You have now not only to bring
people into the country, but also to look
after them. There is not the same area of
vacant land to give to immigrants as home-
steads, and mnewcomers must be helped in
every way to get a start in life in this coun-
try and to become successful settlers.

I noticed, honourable gentlemen, a great
deal of criticism, from the other side of the
House especially, with regard to our immi-
gration policy. The general argument from
the opposite side has been that the Govern-
ment has spent millions and millions of
dollars in bringing immigrants to this country,
but that when we have welcomed them in at
one door we escort to another, bid them an
affectionate farewell and let them drift away
to other countries. The statement has been
made that, notwithstanding what has been
spent, we fail to retain the immigrants brought
into Canada, or, if we do retain them, we
are not retaining the mative population. I
regret to say, honourable gentlemen, that there
is a good deal of truth in that statement, as
there has been in the same sort of statement
practically every year for many years past.
An addition of the number of immigrants
brought in by the Government and the number
of births should show our gain in population in
this country, but when the census comes to be
taken it is found that we have not that in-
crease. I do not know that any more criticism
can be applied to the Government than to the
Opposition. When they were in power the
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situation was always practically the same:
when we came to count up heads in the census
we did not have the additional number of
people that the Government claimed had been
brought in. People come in, but many of
them drift out again. We do retain some,
and we are getting some back, and Canada is
doing fairly well, but we have not a sufficient
increase in population. My honourable friend
from Nova Scotia who was speaking yesterday
(Hon. Mr. Tanner) contended that if we
kept the population that we did get we should
now have fifteen or twenty million people here
instead of nine or ten millions. I think that
is probably correct.

The fact that we have not a population of
fifteen or twenty millions proves something:
either that our country is not good enough to
retain them, or that we are not applying a
policy which will retain them. Which is it?
Is it the fault of the country? I do not
believe it is. My own observation is that,
taking it all round, we have as good a country
as there is on the face of this earth. What,
then, is the reason why we are losing immi-
grants or native Canadians? My honourable
friends opposite say that it is the fault of the
policy that has been adopted, that if the
Government were carrying out a proper policy
those people would be retained in this country,
and that we ought to protect our industries in
order to retain our people. My honourable
friends on the other side of the House who
argue along that line forget that they occupied
the Treasury Benches for more than half the
time that has elapsed since high protection was
introduced into Canada, in 1878, some fifty
years ago. Why blame this Government
particularly? I have heard it said hundreds
of times, in this House and in the country,
that the party on this side of the House
adopted the tariff policy of my honourable
friends opposite, and, I am sorry to say, hon-
ourable gentlemen, that there is a good deal
of truth in that statement. I think that the
Liberal Party, while it has been in power, has
largely maintained the policy of high pro-
tection—and, in my judgment, to the detriment
of Canada. It is not for my honourable
friends opposite to complain of the failure to
retain population, if in the next breath they
assert that the present Government and the
Liberal Party have adopted and continued the
Conservative policy and by that means have
maintained the success of the country. For
the solution of the problem of retaining and
increasing our population they offer the policy
of high or adequate protection. Honourable
gentlemen, I do not believe for one moment
that high protection has kept people in the
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country, or that if a high tariff were continued
or increased, as my honourable friends suggest,
the condition of the country would be bettered.
My own view is that the effect would be just
the opposite. =~ My honourable friends are
aware that high protection has been carried
on for the past fifty years, and if the results
are as they assert, it cannot be a good policy
for the country. They cannot blame the
character of the country for the failure to
maintain population, because the country is
a good one.

Speaking as a member from the West,
where a great many of the immigrants have
settled in the past years, I want to say that
in my judgment the way to retain the immi-
grants who settle on the land or in the towns
is to make the cost of living such that people
will find life in Canada attractive. If you
could do that you would not have to spend
millions of dollars every year to bring people
to this country; you would have an immigra-
tion agent in every settler who was com-
fortable and doing well.

What does the settler need? Good, warm,
woollen clothing in the winter, and good cot-
ton clothing in the summer, and boots and
shoes all the year round. Now, would you
not think that those would be items on which
the duty would be made low? But the con-
trary has been the case all these years. The
duty on these goods has been kept high.
Agricultural implements are also of great
importance to the settlers. The duty on agri-
cultural implements has been reduced con-
siderably; and let me be fair and say that
in the last twenty-five years, as nearly as I
can remember,; the tariff on agricultural im-
plements has been reduced probably as much
by the Conservative Party as by the Liberals
But instead of helping out the settlers by
admitting free of duty such articles as cloth-
ing, boots and shoes, so that a settler of
moderate means might clothe himself and
his family at a moderate cost and prosper
in the country, what has been the situation?
High protection all through—high protection
on woollens, high protection on cottons, high
protection on boots and shoes.

I remember when the whole cry of our
manufacturers was: “Give us the protection
that the American manufacturer gets. Put
us on an even footing with him and we
shall be satisfied.” They do not say that
at all now. Take the case of boots and shoes.
Every manufacturer in Canada has not only
the whole of this country for his market,
but he has all the territory from the Cana-
dian border down to the Mexican border,
and from the Altantic to the Pacific ocean.
Every manufacturer in Canada can ship all

his goods in the boot and shoe line into
the United States without one cent of duty,
except in the case of a class of boots that
was put on the dutiable list by a smart
practice that was unworthy of the great
American people. Some three or four years
ago 1,000 or 1,200 pairs of skiing boots went
into the United States, and the tariff was
monkeyed with, and those boots were entered
as sporting goods. I say that that was be-
neath the dignity of a great nation; but we
always have to look out for that sort of thing.

There is another subject that I think I
might reasonably discuss, and I am sure the
honourable member for Pictou (Hon. Mr.
Tanner) will understand it, because I refer
to his part of the country. I happened to see
in Hansard a speech by a member of the
other House who is interested in the steel
business, and who lamented that we did not
have a Government that would give proper
protection to the industries, because hundreds
of millions of dollars worth of goods that
were coming into Canada should be kept out
by proper protection. Well, for many years
that has been said for the British Empire
Steel Company, one of the biggest steel
manufacturing organizations in Canada, and
the speaker was complaining about it not
having proper protection.

Just let us see for a moment what pro-
tection that industry has had. If I remember
rightly, some years ago the bounty on steel
was brought in by my right honourable friend,
Mr. Fielding, and though there was a high
protection on steel which enabled that com-
pany to make a very big profit, yet the Gov-
ernment gave it a bounty on the steel
produced amounting to $11,000,000 or $12,000,~
000. That was in addition to high protection
against any other steel that was brought into
the country. One would think the Govem-
ment had done pretty well by that company,
but that is not all. That assistance kept the
company in business for some years, and it
built a tremendously large establishment
there, It sold any amount of preference
stock, and gave corrmon stock with it; but,
in spite of all that protection, the company
began gradually to go down hill.

After a while the Great War came on, and
that company came to the Government and
said that they could make steel suitable for
cartridges. T am not blaming them at all for
that, but the Government of the day gave
them a contract by which they made millions
on millions of dollars. At all events, for years
before they got the contract they had not
paid any dividend on the preference stock,
and I think some $6,000,000 was due on it.
That contract for steel ingots enabled the
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company—I think it was the Dominion Iron
and Steel Company—to pay off all their
cumulative dividends that had been unpaid
for years, and also increased the value of the
common stock from eight or ten cents on
the dollar to sixty or sixty-five cents. If my
memory serves me rigthly, the common stock
amounted to about $20,000,000, so there was
practically $10,000,000 given to it.

It might be thought that that was enough
to put the company on its feet, and enable
it to serve the people of Canada with cheap
goods. But that was not all. I remember
equally well, when that question was up, that
they claimed they could make boiler plates,
and I heard a statement made by the then
Minister in charge of that work in the House
of Commons, that they could make boiler
plates cheaply, and could sell them in the
old country. He gave a contract to that
company, and they made a great many plates
for the Canadian Merchant Marine. But
the minute the war was over they found that
instead of their being able, as they had
boasted, to sell in foreign countries, they
could not sell a single plate at a profit. The
Government then went to the Company and
asked them to cancel the contract, and the
result was that a price was fixed for the
cancellation of the Government’s liability to
buy further plates. The amount was fixed
at $3,000,000 some odd, and later on there
was a change of Government and a trifling
reduction was made, but over $3,000,000 was
paid to the Company.

Roughly speaking, there was $10,000,000 or
$12,000,000 given in bounties; there was the
contract on which they made another
$10,000,000 or $12,000,000; and then there was
the cancellation of the contract for $3,000,000
more. And now what do we find? The com-
pany is on the rocks, and calling for more pap.
Are the people of the country going to pay
more pap to keep the concern alive, after it
has taken about $25,000,000, besides the pro-
tection it got?

My honourable friends opposite, when dis-
cussing this question, say, “ We must have
protection for our industries.” Honourable
gentlemen, do you think we want more pro-
tection for that style of industry in Canada?
Are we going to be asked to bonus it any
further? Are we going to allow our settlers
on the prairies and the people in Ontario,
Quebec and the lower provinces to continue
paying high prices on everything the farmer
and the settler has to use? That is the ques-
tion that we have to decide. If we cannot
hold our population, our immigration and
our natural increase, unless we further bonus
or protect the big interests, I am afraid we
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are not going to keep them at all, and we
might as well save the millions of ‘dollars
that we are spending to bring people into
the country. I think these facts and figures
show plainly that the suggestion made by my
honourable friends opposite, that the way to
improve matters is to give more protection
to our industries, is not founded on solid
facts, and what I said goes a long way to
prove that.

There is another question I wish to touch
on for a few minutes, that is not in any way
hinted at in the Speech from the Throne;
but I think my honourable friend the leader
of the Government (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
and the honourable leader on the other side
will know by what has taken place in this
House that it is a very live question with the
people throughout the country. I refer to
the question of deepening or not deepening
the St. Lawrence channel between Montreal
and the Great Lakes.

I was very glad to hear the honourable
member for Wellington (Hon. Mr. MecDou-
gald) speak on this subject, because of his
experience for some years as Chairman of the
Harbour Commissioners in Montreal, and
being in the very best position to deal in-
telligently with this problem. I was also
pleased to hear from my Right Honourable
friend from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr.
Graham), and from my honourable friend
from Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid), both of
those gentlemen having been Ministers of
Railways and Canals. I was particularly
pleased to find my right honourable friend
advising the Government to go slowly. I
do not believe in rushing into an expenditure
that may run from $650,000,000 upwards. Let
me add that anyone is more or less at a dis-
advantage in speaking on this subject in this
House in the absence of the reports pre-
sented to the Government on this subject,
and a layman like myself does not know
very much about these things; but there
are two or three points I want to make
that I think should be mentioned before we
come to grips with the United States Govern-
ment,

While the American people individually
are very fine people, and I know a great
many who are just as good people as we
have in Canada, yet in dealing with them
as a nation we might remember an old say-
ing that was used down where I come from
—that when you go to sup soup with the
devil you want to have a long spoon. Now,
my impression is that when you go to make
a treaty with the United States Government
you want to know all the facts of the case,
and you need to have your wits about you.
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I remember that when I was very much
younger there was some treaty or dealing
made by which fresh fish were to go into
United States free of duty, and our fisheries
put up fresh fish and shipped them into the
United States, expecting them to go in free;
but in the meantime the United States Con-
gress had put the cans containing fish on
the dutiable list, and practically shut them
out of that country. I am not very clear on
this, but I think in the main I am right.

There was another matter that came out,
that even the younger men in this House
will remember all about. When the Panama
Canal was built a few years ago arrange-
mentss were made that Canada’s shipping
would have the same rights in the Canal as
American shipping. That is, if parties in
Toronto or Montreal wanted to send a cargo
of goods to Vancouver, they could be shipped
through the Panama Canal at the same rate
as goods from New York to Seattle or San
Francisco. That was all very well for a
very short time; but what did Congress do?
It passed an Act taxing Canadian vessels, and
taxing them heavily; and it is to the eternal
credit of the late President Wilson that he
came forward and said, “We made an agree-
ment that Canadian traffic was to pass
through the Panama Canal on the same con-
ditions as ours, and I am going to disallow
the Act that you have passed” and he did
disallow it. But what would have happened
if a different man had been in the President’s
chair? He might have taken the view of
the majority of Congress, and broken the
agreement.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honour-
able friend speaks of an agreement which
interested Canada. It was not limited to
Canada. The agreement made between Great
Britain’s representative and the United States
was an agreement which covered the whole
world.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: I am very glad that
my honourable friend has set me right on
that, but I think I am right in the main
effect of the case.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Absolutely; and
all homage is due to the virile temper and
character of Woodrow Wilson in that matter.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: Yes, that is what
I thought. But he is not there any more,
and the only reason I brought this up was
to show that we must have our eyes open,
and we ought to have the best men available
to carry out this arrangement of digging a
deep waterway up to the Great Lakes. And
here let me say, honourable gentlemen, that

I am tickled to death that our own men will
have the negotiating of this treaty. I am not
very much exercised about whether the men
on the treasury benches sit on this side of
the House, or come from the other side. I
believe that Canada is every day realizing,
more and more, that we have the greatest
asset in the world in the water of the St.
Lawrence.

I was pleased to hear my honourable friend
from Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid) say that he
was favourably impressed with the scheme as
it was a few years ago, but he did not
know all the facts now, and he wanted

the report put on the table. I quite
agree with that. I was very much pleased
with my right honourable friend who

advised the Government to go slowly, and I
give credit to the honourable leader of this
House for the fact that the Government has
submitted the whole question of the rights in
water of the St. Lawrence to the Supreme
Court of Canada for decision. A few years
ago most of us thought that the Dominion
Government owned the navigable rivers, the
water and the land under the water, and could
build anything they liked on the banks of the
streams. Now I am not quite so sure that
we have that right, and I think the Govern-
ment has adopted the proper policy in sub-
mitting that question to the Supreme Court.
And let me say here that if the Supreme
Court of Canada were to say: You have been
all wrong in the past. The Federal Govern-
ment has certain rights, but the Province in
which the river is situated also has rights and
privileges, I am not at all certain that such
a decision would be bad for Canada. I
rather think it might be well for Canada to
have three strong Governments watching
lynx-eyed to see that the American Govern-
ment does not secure one pinhead more than
they are entitled to. I think it would be well
to have Ontario and Quebec at one with the
Federal Government in seeing to that.

I was very much pleased the other day to
hear the honourable gentleman from Mont-
real (Hon. Mr. McDougald) say that in his
opinion the city of Montreal had no reason
to fear the construction of a deep water
channel from Montreal to the sea. I know
it has been stated in all the papers lately, or
at all events in many of the Montreal papers,
that it would be a bad thing for Canada to
have a deep water channel built from Mont-
real up to the Great Lakes. That is some-
thing I could not understand. They say it

is the very best policy to deepen the channel
from Montreal down to the Gulf; but it is a
heinous offence to deepen the channel west
That seems very strange. Can

of Montreal.
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you imagine anyone adopting the view that
if you improve a waterway for a thousand
miles up into the interior of the continent,
so that big vessels can ply up and down it
and carry freight, it will be a detriment to
any part of Canada?

Hon. SMEATON WHITE: In what news-
papers has my honourable friend read the
report that there is opposition to the improve-
ment of the channel between Montreal and
the Lakes?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: 1 would say the
Montreal Star and the Montreal Gazette.

Hon. SMEATON WHITE: I do not think
50.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: My honourable friend
ought to be very much better posted in
that matter than I am.

Hon. SMEATON WHITE: When the hon-
ourable gentleman makes a statement like
that, I think he should name the papers. I
do not think there has been any opposition
at all.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: Has the Montreal
Gazette not opposed the deepening of the
channel up to the Lakes?

Hon. SMEATON WHITE: No.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: I may be wrong in
that, but I have seen other papers quoting
articles opposing that from the Montreal
Gazette and the Montreal Star. However, I
most gladly withdraw the remark so far as
the Montreal Gazette is concerned. I have
a very high opinion of that paper and wondered
how it could take such a position. At all
events, as I say, some papers have taken that
position, and I have not been able to under-
stand why they should.

As T was saying, I was very glad to hear
the honourable gentleman from Montreal
(Hon. Mr. McDougald) say that it was his
considered opinion that Montreal would not
be hurt by the deepening of the channel, but
that, on the other hand, her trade and harbour
would be improved by it very much.

Now, there are one or two things that I
want to say particularly to my honourable
friend the leader of the House. In my judg-
ment no treaty of any kind should be made
with the United States until two or three
matters have been settled. First of all, no
treaty should be made with the United States
until the Chicago water steal is settled. That
should be settled beforehand, not afterwards.
What would be the use of our spending hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in deepening the
channel if the United States could tap Lake
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Michigan, as they are doing now, to the ex-
tent, I understand, of 10,000 cubic feet per
second? That is a lot of water to be taken
out of the Lakes—water that should come
down the St. Lawrence river. Apparently
the United States Congress is not able to stop
that diversion and I think the Government
here would be justified in saying that until
that matter is settled we will not move hand
or foot. The United States need the water-
power and the channel far more than we do
at the present time, and if our Government
stands firm I think it will get what it wants.
As I was going to say a moment ago, I am
glad that it is our own people who are deal-
ing with that question, so that we will not
have another fiasco like the Alaskan bound-
ary affair.

There is one other point that should be
settled. No ownership or right or title that
we now have, in whatever shape or form it
may be, should be alienated to the slightest
degree. The St. Lawrence river is our prop-
erty. I understand that traffic has always
gone down the river on the Canadian side, but
I hear that the report of the engineers would
change all that, and states that between
Prescott and Montreal the canal should be
built on the American side. I do not know
whether that is true or not, but I think the
Government should see to it that nothing
that we have at the present time is given
away in any manner whatsoever.

There is only one other subject upon which
I want to touch in this connection. If, as
reports say, there will be 4,000,000 hydraulic
horse-power on the Canadian side, and a
couple of million horse-power on the Ameri-
can gide, I think we should be very careful in-
deed to provide against any part of the power
that is generated in Canada being alienated
or exported to the United States. If some
American firm were to come along and say:
“Here, we want to get one million horse-
power; you do not want it and cannot use
it for the next twenty or twenty-five years;
sell it to us, and when you want it we will
give it up on five years notice ”; does any
honourable gentleman think that ever in God’s
world we would get that power back? Why,
it would be said: “ You were a party to build-
ing up this town of 50,000 or 100,000 people;
it was built on the strength of the power
that we bought from you and paid for. We
cannot be expected to give that up now, and
won't do it.” What would we do under those
circumstances? The population of the United
States is twelve times that of Canada, and
they would do pretty nearly whatever they
wanted in spite of us. So, I say the only
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thing we can do is make provision in the
Bill providing for the treaty that the Cana-
dian Government cannot grant a license for
the export of current to anybody outside of
Canada without the approval and consent of
Parliament. I believe if that were done
perhaps we would be able to retain what is
our own.

We have many resources. We have farm
lands that eventually may not be as good as
they are to-day; we have great fisheries which
eventually may be somewhat depleted; we
have great timber and pulp resources, which
eventually may be cut down or burned over.
But in the St. Lawrence river we have a
heritage that is ours, and ours alone, a heri-
tage that should be handed down to our
children for many generations to come, so
that a thousand years from now it still will
be flowing on and bringing prosperity to the
people of Canada. We should keep fast
hold upon that river and every horse-power
that can be generated upon it should be
utilized in Canada. We should stand by our
guns and not allow it to be chiselled away
from us.

Those are the things I would like to see
done before any deal whatever is made with
the United States Government, and upon that
basis I hope to see the canal built. If it
cannot be built upon that basis, I hope it
never will be built. Let us keep that power
for ourselves. It won’t be more than twenty-
five years when we can use it all. If Ameri-
cans want to buy that power, let us say: “All
right, but you will have to use it in Canada.
Build your factories here and give employ-
ment to Canadian workmen.”

Now, I have spoken longer than I intended,
and I shall not trespass any further. I simply
want to say that I have every confidence
that the Government, of which my honour-
able friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) is such
an ornament, will see that Canada is fully
and thoroughly protected. Let us all remember,
honourable gentlemen, that it will be a cold
day for the person or party that gives away
this heritage.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable gen-
tlemen, I should like to address myself very
briefly to one at least of the questions which
have been discussed during the past few days
in this House. First of all, with all the other
members of this House, I should like to ex-
tend a very hearty welcome to the new
members who have taken their seats with us.
I congratulate the Government upon the
choice which has been made, particularly, if
I may say so—because I know them better—
upon the members from mv own Province.

They are men who are in every way fit and
capable of representing the great interests of
that Province. I go further: I congratulate
the Government upon having called to this
House a representative of the French race
from the Province of Ontario. They have
followed a very wise example. The previous
Government thought it just and proper that
the 500,000 Canadians of French extraction
who inhabit the Province of Ontario should
have a representative in the Government, and
I am glad that the present Government has
thought it fair and wise that they should
have a representative in the Senate. I con-
gratulate them upon their determination in
this respect.

Now, honourable gentlemen, T should like
to say a word or two upon what has been,
and evidently will continue to be, the crucial
problem of Canada. Time and again it has
been stated, and admitted, that the future
of Canada depends upon the movement of
her population. I say “movement” because
I intend to treat separately the incoming and
the outgoing population. I shall address my-
self to the honourable member from Assini«
boia (Hon. Mr. Turriff) because in doing so
I shall be speaking to a representative of the
three Western Provinces.

For years, honourable gentlemen, we have
been making strenuous efforts to bring people
to those three provinces. Great sacrifices
have been made by the East; and within the
last five years the Government has spent over
$11,000,000 to induce people in the United
States and in Europe to settle there. I
venture the assertion that the Canadian rail-
ways in the same period have spent at least
as large an amount. <We have therefore
expended approximately $20,000,000 within five
years in trying to increase our population in
the West.

What success have we achieved? Few
people realize, honourable gentlemen, the
appalling rapidity with which the rate of in-
crease in the western provinces is dwindling.
After the war we encountered a period of
hard times. Over-production had brought
about the closing down of many of our in-
dustries, and, as everybody will admit, the
farmers were suffering cruelly. They did not
receive adequate return for their .produce,
and yet they had to pay high prices for
everything required in their calling. During
the five years from 1916 to 1921 what was
the ratio of increase in the three western
provinces? It was as follows, In Manitoba
there was an increase of 10 per cent; in
Saskatchewan of 17 per cent; in Alberta of
18.5 per cent. Notwithstanding the period of
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depression following the war, and all the
vicissitudes that this country had bad to
endure, we still had in the three western
provinces an increase ranging from 10 to 18%
per cent.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: For what years?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I mentioned that:
for the period of five years ending in 1921.

What is the position at the present time?
Everybody on the other side of the House
proclaims—and, I am ready to admit, not
without some reason—that the country is
enjoying admirable prosperity. The news-
papers have repeated time and again the
opinions of men at the head of banks, in-
surance companies, trust companies, and rail-
ways, to that effect. For the purpose of this
argument I am ready to admit that we are
passing through a period of prosperity. Why,
then, is the country not holding its popula-
tion? Nay, why is the country losing its
population much faster than it did in the
five years ending in 1921? So serious does
the situation look that an investigation, I
am glad to say, is about to take place in
another place; so I trust, at all events. But
let us compare the ratio of increase in the
last five years with the increase in the five
years ending in 1921. In Manitoba the ratio
of increase has fallen to 4.7 per cent—less
than 5 per cent: it has been cut in two within
the last five years. In Saskatchewan it is
down to 8 per cent—less than half of what
it was in the preceding five-year period. TIn
Alberta it has fallen from 18.5 per cent to
3.3 per cent.

What has become of all our past efforts?
What have we done with the millions that
we have poured into the West? Can we say
that the system we have adopted and carried
out is one that we can afford to continue?
I contend, honourable gentlemen, that this
matter is more serious than all the other
problems of the country put together. It is
said, and it is true, that this country has
been blessed with an over-abundance of riches
of all sorts. Everybody admits that. We are
blessed in our geographical situation, pro-
tected by two moats 3,000 miles and more
in width, against aggression from Asia and
from Europe. We have plenty of timber, we
have enormous resources in water-power, we
have an abundance of lands and fisheries, and
we possess more coal than the whole of
Europe. To this Paradise of riches of all
sorts we invite the stranger—nay, we gather
in immigrants by the hundreds, paying their
passage to this country and settling them on
the land, and yet when after five years we
take stock we find that they have all, or
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practically all, left us. What is the matter?
How can we afford to keep on losing popu-
lation?

I would suggest to the honourable member
who has just spoken (Hon. Mr. Turriff) that
he might with profit read a portion of the
speech delivered in another place by the
Minister of Immigration. The Minister said:
“In my own province, unhappily, the crop of
cereals has been very disappointing, but
fortunately we have mixed farming and that
has saved the country to a large extent.”
The proposition I would put to the honour-
able gentleman from Assiniboia (Hon. Mr.
Turriff) and to all the western members of
this House is this: You may, it is true,
export your wheat quite easily, for nothing
can be exported more cheaply, but the time
when the land, instead of being cultivated,
may be mined, as it has been for years past,
will come to an end some day. Indeed it
bhas ended in certain parts of Manitoba, and
the people there are now obliged to find
another means for Mother Earth to feed her
children; that is, mixed farming. But, tell
me, can you export the products of mixed
farming as you can export your wheat? No.
What is required for mixed farming? A
home market. You cannot escape the fact
that the farmer requires a home market.
And how can he get a home market unless
you have industries? In this country, situ-
ated, as it is, alongside one of the most
powerful nations in the world in finance
and in industry, can you reasonably expect
to have industries without a reasonable
measure of protection? I will not dwell
longer on this proposition. I may be wrong,
but it seems self-evident and does not
require to be laboured at all.

If anybody thinks that industry can exist
in this country without a reasonable measure
of protection, let him have the courage to
dig down in his pocket and buy some
industrial stock. My honourable friend has
said, “No protection for the steel industry.”
It is very easy for a man to say that who
has not taken a personal interest in the study
of an industry of that kind; but here is the
problem as T would put it to my honourable
friend. If in Belgium or in Germany men
engaged in the manufacture of iron and steel
are paid at the rate of $1 or $1.25 a day, and
if for similar services it is necessary to pay
them in this country $7 a day—as it is—what
is going to happen to your Canadian industry
without protection? If it is true that the
Germans can take Canadian ore, transport it
across the Atlantie, make iron or steel out of
it, send it back to our own market and sell
it $10 a ton cheaper than it can be sold
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when manufactured in Canada, does not that
furnish us with convincing evidence that a
reasonable amount of protection must be
granted to such an industry or it must die?

When I hear honourable gentlemen from the
West complaining, I cannot help recalling the
plea once made by a young man who had
killed his father and was on trial for his life.
His plea was that the jury should have pity
on a poor orphan. If there are any difficulties
now in Canadian industry, is it not true that
the people of the West are very largely re-
sponsible for them? Is it not true that they
have forced the hand of the Government?
Are they not the people who have caused the
tariff to be slashed seven times since the
present Government has been in power?
Everybody knows that the Government has
had to respond to their commands, and that
on account of the actual reductions in the
tariff and the fear of further reductions in the
future, which is equally damaging, our in-
dustries are seriously suffering?

I venture the prediction that before long
our West will follow in the footsteps of the
American West: it will recognize the necessity
of a home market; it will admit that to provide
a home market we must have industries; and
it will finally recognize that we cannot have
industries without a reasonable measure of
protection. I trust that the Government,
which no doubt claims to be far-seeing, will in
advance discount the conversion of its friends
from the West to—shall I say?—rational prin-
ciples, and that instead of exposing our
industries to unreasonable competition from
abroad, will build a tariff wall sufficient to
keep ‘them in a flourishing state.

Let me now deal, honourable gentlemen,
with another point, the question of the out-
going population. I requested the Dominion
Statistician to be kind enough to give me
figures showing the number of Canadians who
left the country for the United States within
the past year. I have been able to obtain
the figures for eleven months. He informs
me that the number of persons who have so
emigrated in the past eleven months is 62,000
and some hundreds. That means that approxi-
mately 70,000 Canadians have left us during
the year.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: How many have
returned?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN:
exactly.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Why did not
my honourable friend ask?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I will tell the hon-
ourable leader why it was not necessary. I
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I do not know

am going to put the argument to him. There
can be no better man to judge it, because,
although he leads this House, his party con-
siderations do not count when he sees clearly
that his patriotic duty lies in a particular
direction; and I am going to show it to him.
70,000 people left the country? That is not
so, but 70,000 is the record we get from Wash-
ington. But what is the actual state of
things? Two years ago we had a discussion
in this House, a most illuminating one,
because it demonstrated that we lost at least
three times as many Canadians as were
registered by the authorities in Washington;
and then we pleaded on our knees to the
Government to have some sort of system.
by which we could count the heads of those
who left us every year. Have we had any
answer from the Government? Not that I
know of. Is there anything more important
than to know to what extent the arteries of
this country are bleeding from the movement
of our people across the line. I think not,
and I believe I could show that to my honour-
able friend.

The figure established by American sta-
tisties is 70,000. Very good. Let us take
the western portion alone. We in the Prov-
ince of Quebec know what loss we are
making to the United States every year.
We know that our farms are being abandoned,
one after another. My honourable friend
knows it. But we will forget that. We
know that Ontario loses to the United States
also; but we will forget that also. There
is one thing, however, that T am going to
place before my honourable friend now, and
I ask him to notice it. It is ‘this: that
the three western provinces should have
increased in population in the last five years
by 363,000. The total by immigration was
183,000; by natural increase, 180,000. But
what is the net increase? Did he ever
inquire? It was 111,000. What is the loss?
It was 252,000 in the three westermm provinces
alone. We have made an investigation all
through the Province of Quebee, and we
know that within those five years the losses
have been appalling. I put this proposition
up to my honourable friend: if it be true
that by the actual census of 1921, compared
with the statistics of Washington, we have
lost exactly three times as many men as
were registered by the American Govern-
ment as having gone into the United States,
is it not most likely that the same
diserepancy in records persists to this day?
Is that not apparent, from the loss made in
the three Western provinces alone?

REVISED EDITION
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Now, I say this: supposing that we multiply
this exodus of 70,000 by three, what do we
get? Over 200,000 Canadians who have left
us, though the times are prosperous.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: What is the remedy?

Hon. Mr, BEAUBIEN: I am coming to
that. Oh, the remedy is a difficult one. I
am ready to admit that, but if it is difficult,
why should not the Government concentrate
on it? That is the question I am putting to
the honourable leader of this House. Why
not make it its first concern? Has that been
done? 1 doubt it.

Now, honourable gentlemen, everybody is
.clamouring that we should keep our own
children. Of course, that is true; but what
do you do to keep our children here? Have
you got the same goodwill to keep them as
you_ have to gather children from other races?
Let me raise the question of the treatment of
English people in comparison with Canadian
people who would desire to go out West.
My honourable friend knows that in the
eastern part of Canada—in the Province of
Quebee, for instance—we have land in the
Laurentides actually unfit for cultivation,
although inhabited by settlers directed to
these barren hills in the past by some of our
leaders, as unwise as they were well meaning.
Has the Government even tried to ferret out
some of those poor devils endeavouring to
keep body and soul together in this wilder-
ness, to send them to the fertile land of the
West? Has the Government gone and said
to any of them: “My friend, we have brought
large families from Great Britain and charged
them $23 for their passage from Great Britain
to Winnipeg, and we have given transporta-
tion free to their children under 17 years of
age; vou may have the same advantage if you
so choose.” No; from Montreal to Winnipeg
a Canadian is charged exactly twice the rate;
each one has to pay $43, and the children
are charged as well. Is there any excuse for
that? If a man wants to move, if he feels
he has to leave his home, why not allow
him to move within the bounds of this
country, instead of forcing him to go outside?

We are spending thousands of dollars to
recall our own people from the United States;
but why does not the Government take the
sons of our farmers and educate them as the
English people are being educated, to prepare
them for farming in the West? No; the
foreigners seem to get all the favours, and
our own children are completely forgotten.
Is that wise?

Let me read to the Government some
criminal statistics gathered by the Hon. Mr.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

Justice Riddell, of the Supreme Court of
Ontario. He says that for the crime of
murder the inhabitants of Canada, per million,
are rated at 11.82; immigrants from Great

" Britain, at 29.1; immigrants from the United

States, at 93.6; other immigrants, at 261.8.
T'or manslaughter and attempted murder, the
Canadians are rated per million at 52.4;
British immigrants at 91.1; American immi-
grants at 224.6; immigrants from other
countrics, at 69i. Everybody who has any
knowledge at all of the proceedings of our
criminal courts is fully aware that they are
packed with immigrants from abroad.

Does the Government try to preserve the
sound elements of citizenship in the immi-
grants who come to this country? I have
read many articles in newspapers sympathetic
with the Government, drawing attention to
the radical propaganda in this country,
especially in the provinces of Manitoba,
Alberta and Saskatchewan. I know that the
Government has been informed, time and
again, that the representatives of Red Russia
through their propaganda have induced a
great many of the immigrants in the West
to turn their churches into labour temples.
They are entirely despoiling these poor
people of their faith. It is the worst possible
thing to allow the contamination of those
new elements of our population. I am told
they come to us‘with excellent disposition,
but the Government seems indifferent to pre-
vent the contamination of people whom we
bring here at great expense of effort and
money. Is that wise?

Honourable gentlemen, as the time for
adjournment is close at hand I shall forego
the remarks which I had intended to make
on other subjects of importance. I may
perhaps have accomplished something, at all
events, if I can persuade the Government,
represented so well in this House, to assume
the duty of investigating this problem with
the intention of finding some solution for it.
There must be some remedy for the trouble.
It is no answer for the Government to come
to this House and say, “Well, we cannot be
moving people from one end of the country
to the other.” That may be, but the trouble
is far too serious to be neglected: it must be
attended to and remedied. The farmer must
be better cared for, and this can be done;
and if he has to move, let us see that he
goes somewhere in the country. We have had
excursions of people from the FEast to the
West, and from the West to the East. Last
summer we received a delegation of people
originally from my province who settled in
the West years ago, and there was nothing
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so moving as to hear those people speak of
their old homesteads. I remember an old
man saying that he had spent most of his
life in the West, intending to settle per-
manently there and bring up his family, but
he never had forgotten the silver voice of
the angelus bell that called everybody to
prayer at 7 o’clock at night, and that he had
saved and put aside enough money to come
back and hear it again.

Let us not forget that here we have a very
" immense country, and as wealthy as it is
immense, but we have to carry the weight of
it on our shoulders, and we know how difficult
it is to keep our own population united,
because differences of interest grow from the
immensity of space.
Eastern population must move, by all means
let it go West. In that case it will have a
new home in the West and the old homestead
in the East; and the ties between the two,
more than anything else, will make this
country united and strong.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, in closing this debate I should
like to inform my honourable friend from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) that the
situation in the three western provinces is
not as bad as he stated it. There was possibly
a loss of population there during a certain
part of the last five years, but I draw his
attention to the fact that around 1920 and
1921 prices of western products were so low
that the mind of the population was consider-
ably depressed. During the last three years it
has moved towards optimism. We have had
three good crops, and I am convinced that
the next five years, or the next census, will
show quite an increased ratio in population.

There is no better immigration agent than
a prosperous farmer, and when during three
or four years a cry goes out from those three
provinces that farming is not a paying
proposition, it is not surprising that popula-
tion should not be attracted to those lands,
or that people who have been a certain num-
ber of years without being able to meet their
liabilities at the bank have felt like looking
elsewhere, as a venture, to better their con-
ditions. But from what I hear, during the
last two or three years, another sentiment is
permeating the west, and I am in hopes that
prosperity such as we had in pre-war times
will reappear, and that we will retain not only
the native population and its natural increase,
but the immigrants that come here.

Naturally we lose constantly towards the
south, but there is a movement both to and
fro, and with the advantages that we have
been getting in the west, I believe that con-
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Therefore if part of our.

ditions will go on appearing in a very favour-
able light. My honourable friend asks what
the Government has done. It has done its
best to improve the condition of the western
farmer. I heard a prominent member of the
Progressive Party from the West state that
of course the western farmer wanted to buy
his manufactured goods as cheaply as pos-
sible, but that the primary thing the western
farmer wanted was cheaper transportation.
We have lately improved those conditions,
and have given cheaper transportation to the
West, and I am really convinced that, gener-
ally speaking, the western farmer in those
three provinces is to-day quite satisfied with
his lot. We know that from many sources;
from the banks that have branches in touch
with the farmers; and through the press; and
all this will make for an increased immigra-
tion in the west.

No, I think prosperous times are now at
hand; I believe that improvement will come
mostly from the prosperity of the farmer.
Of course, we want prosperous industries, and
to a large extent we have them. One has
only to look at the annual statements made
lately by the various industries of the land
to see, by the balance sheets and the divi-
dends paid, that the industries are on a good
footing.

My honourable friend has expressed the
fear that we were not taking care of and
supervising the immigrants who are with
ug, and the tuition which is given them. But
I am informed that there is a branch of this
Government, which existed prior to the
present Government, but which is quite
active now, that keeps close watch over what
is going on among the foreign population,
and that is quite informed of the propaganda
which is being conducted, and is doing its
best to check it.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: That is quite
true; I am very well aware that the Govern-
ment is informed; but that is not my point.
Why does not the Government deport the
people who are openly teaching Sovietism in
our midst? That is known to the Govern-
ment; it has been known for years. My
question is, why do you allow those people
to contaminate our population?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Well, I was
under the impression that there had been
some deportations. As to that, I speak sub-
ject to correction, but I will seek informa-
tion from the Department. As to the mov-

ing of the population from east to west, I
may say that that is a matter which is en-
grossing the attention of the Government,
and that this, with the problems relating to
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immigration, are receiving to the greatest
degree the most serious attention of the
present Government.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Would the Hon-
ourable gentleman allow me a suggestion

that I had forgotten? I understand that

Canadians who move to the United States
take out naturalization papers there; but
when they come back to this land they have
to submit to a period of five years’ stay in
order to obtain Canadian naturalization again,
as if they were absolute foreigners to this
country. I submit to my honourable friend
that the period should be shortened. They
are our own brothers who have gone across,
and surely every facility should be afforded
to them to reinstate their Canadian nation-
ality.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Well, of course,
there would perhaps be an amendment to
our Naturalization Act.

The motion for the Address was agreed
to.

POSSESSION OF WEAPONS BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill B, an Act to amend certain
provisions of the Criminal Code respecting the
possession of weapons.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, may I say
in a few words that with one exception this
is exactly the same Bill that we passed last
vear., The only changes made in the Bill
were absolutely necesary so that the references
should conform to the Revised Statutes. As
there is no other change whatever, and as the
Bill has been gone into very fully on two or
three occasions, last year having been con-
sidered also by the House of Commons, fail-
ing in its passage, unfortunately, because of
an earlier prorogation than was expected, I do
not intend to delay the House further on the
second reading.

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

THIRD READING

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

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I think the honourable
sentleman might as well let it stand. There
is nothing to be gained—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My object is to
try to get the Bill before the Commons as
early as possible. On two occasions already
it failed to become law because it did not reach

that House soon enough.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: All right.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I wish to guard
against that this year.

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

DECEASED SENATORS

TRIBUTES TO THE MEMORY OF HON. MESSRS.
MONTPLAISIR, MULHOLLAND, McCOIG,
BOYER AND CLORAN

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, it is my painful duty to draw your
attention to the demise of five members of
this Chamber since we separated in April last.
Their lives did not run the same length.

Senator Montplaisir was born in 1838. He
was one of the leading citizens of his district,
whose center is the old city of Three-Rivers.
He was for a quarter of a century the Chief
Magistrate of Le Cap de la Madeleine, and
was for many years the Warden of Champlain
County. Farming was his avocation. He
was a good citizen, beloved for his philanthropy
and his suavity. He was 36 years a member
of this Chamber, which he attended regularly
up to last session.

Senator Mulholland, born in 1860, seemed
to be enjoying perfect health when he left
for Europe last summer. We were all
surprised and pained to hear of his sudden
death in England. Senator Mulholland was
a successful man of business, interested in
finance and industry. He had the confidence
and esteem of his community, was mayor of
Port Hope for many years, and was called to
many offices of trust and responsibility. He
was a charming companion and had a large
circle of friends in this Chamber and outside
who sincerely mourn his loss.

Senator McCoig was the youngest of our
departed colleagues. He was born in 1874,
and came from Kent county, in the western
part of Ontario. He was a farmer and a
business man. He entered public life at an
early period, was alderman of the city of
Chatham at the age of 25, and entered the
Legislature of Ontario at 30. Three years
later he entered the House of Commons and
was constantly re-elected till he left the
popular Chamber in 1922 to enter the Senate.
He was active and energetic, and his career
was a successful one.

Senator Boyer was also in his prime. He
interested himself all his life in agriculture.
He was a profuse writer in all matters which
tended to raise the standard of rural life.
For many years he was Chairman of the
Dairymen’s Association of the Province of
Quebee, and of the Pure Maple Sugar
Co-operative Association. He was a promoter
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of good roads and helped to bridge the waters
of the Ottawa River at Vaudreuil. He was
beloved by the people of his county,
Soulanges-Vaudreuil, which he represented in
the House of Commons for many years.
Sickness prevented him from participating in
our labours.

The sad news reached us this morning of
the demise of Senator Cloran. Our lamented
colleague had a varied experience in many
fields. He was a barrister and a journalist;
he was active in literary, athletic and
national associations in the ecity of Montreal.
He was a candidate in his native city, as
well as in Prescott, for the House of Com-
mons. He was Reeve and Mayor of Hawkes-
bury. He took a very close interest in the
work of the Senate, and was heard on many
questions. He was a fluent and eloquent
speaker.

We regret the departure of our friends and
colleagues. To their families we extend our
warmest sympathy.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentlemen,
along with the honourable Leader of the
House, I wish to express not only my own
sorrow, but that of members on this side of
the House, at the demise of so many of our
members. The hand of death has been in-
deed heavy upon us. All of the departed
members had our highest respect, and, along
with my honourable friend, I wish to extend
on behalf of those who are here, our sym-
pathies with the relatives and friends of our
deceased colleagues.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, it is not probable that we shall
have any important legislation from the other
Chamber for some time. When it has voted
the Address it will proceed to a discussion
of the Budget. Under these circumstances,
after consultation with the senior members of
the Senate, by leave of the House, I would
move:

That when the Senate adjourns this evening it
do stand adjourned till the afternoon of Tues-
day, the thirteenth of March next.

‘Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Has the leader of the
Government consulted with any of the mem-
bers of the Chamber as to the length of this
adjournment? It appears to me, although I
do not usually take any very active part in
the discussions in this Chamber, that five
weeks is a very long adjournment. There are
important matters that could very well be
debated in this Chamber, even before any
legislation relating to them appears on our
Order Paper. Personally, I think that five
weeks is a very long adjournment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my honour-
able friend looks at the calendar he will
realize that, excluding this week, it means
practically but four weeks.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Does not that bring
us very nearly to Easter?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, we shall
have three weeks before Easter. I may say
that I have consulted leaders of both sides.

The motion was agreed to.

THE CHICAGO DRAINAGE CANAL
INQUIRY

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Now that we are ad-
journing for such a long time, I would like to
ask my honourable friend if he could arrange
with the Department of External Affairs to
give us a précis of the documents relating to
the Chicago Drainage Canal and the diversion
of water there. I do not ask for documents.
There seems to be a very great difference of
opinion abroad as to what the actual facts
are in connection with this matter. Some
people claim that we agreed to the diversion—
that there was an arbitration or commission
sent there; some say that one quantity was to
be taken, others say another, and others that
there was a contract in regard to the water at
Niagara. If my honourable friend would ask
the Department to let us have a préeis of
the facts, it could be laid on the Table for
our Instruction after the vacation. It would
be a sort of brief, and would tell us where
the documents are to be found.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will transmit
the remarks of my honourable friend to the
Department of External Affairs, and will ask
if there is not already a statement which
covers this ground.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Could we have at
the same time information as to the proposed
course of the Government in regard to the
waterway, or are we debarred from that until
there is a judgment rendered by-the Supreme
Court?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not know
whether any official information will be given
to Parliament this Session.

F. W. GILDAY, M.D.
MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I have a formal
notice of motion on the Order Paper, asking
for some papers. In view of the long ad-
journment, I presume my honourable friend
would not object to the motion being put
this afternoon. It is down for to-morrow.
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have no ob-
jection,

The Hon. the SPEAKER: I may point
out that a more regular way would be to
request the Department to prepare the re-
turn, and after the adjournment the honour-
able member could move his motion and re-
ceive the papers at practically the same time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will ask the
Department of Marine and Fisheries to pre-
pare the report, although the motion has not
been adopted.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Very well.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March
13, at 3 p.m.

—

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 13, 1928.

The Senate met at 3 pm., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS
RETURNS FROM BRANCH LINES

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Honourable gen-
tlemen, I have the honour to lay on the
table the Report of the Board of Railway
Commissioners.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Has the honourable
gentleman a copy of the report on the branch
railways? I asked for it just before the
adjournment. The report has been laid
before the other House.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I have not heard
anything about it. I shall make inquiries.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I heard that it was
laid before the other House on the 27th or
28th of February.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What is the exact
title?

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I suppose it is the
report on branch railways.

UNITED STATES FLAG IN CANADA
MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. TANNER moved:

That an Order of the House do issue for a
return of copies of all correspondence in 1927
between F. W. Gilday, M.D., of Montreal, and
the Department of Marine and Fisheries, and
the Department of the Secretary of State in
respect to the flying of the flag of the United
States in Canada.

The motion was agreed to.
Hon. Mr. TANNER.

PENSION ACT AMENDMENT BILL
WITHDRAWN

On the Order:

Second reading of Bill C, intituled: “An Act
to amend the Pension Act as respects pension
to widows.”

Hon. E. L. GIRROIR: Honourable gen-
tlemen, I understand that a Committee of
the House of Commons is preparing amend-
ments to the Pension Act, and that a Bill
covering these will come before us later on.
In view of that fact, of which I was not
aware at the time I introduced this Bill, I
would ask the leave of the House to withdraw
the Bill.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I would point out
to my honourable friend that the Senate
could not deal with that Bill anyway. It is
one involving a tax on the people.

Hon. Mr. GIRROIR: I think my honour-
able friend is mistaken in his view. However,
I am quite willing to withdraw the Bill.

The Bill was withdrawn.

VENEREAL DISEASES BILL
SECOND READING

Hon, E., L. GIRROIR moved the second
reading of Bill D, an Act to make venereal
disease an impediment to marriage.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, I could
say a good deal with regard to this Bill; in
fact, I have prepared considerable material
in support of it; but I do not intend to
present it at this time.

Generally speaking, the Bill is founded on
a desire to give our coming Canadians a clean
bill of health. In animal husbandry we en-
deavour to provide a clean bill of health for
the stock which we raise; but in the human
field nothing of that kind has been done; and
it seems to me that we should follow the lead
of certain of the States in the Republic to
the south of us, and should endeavour to
prevent people who have venereal disease
scattering it over the country and doing
great damage to our race.

Just to show you the seriousness of the
situation, I will read a short article from the
Canada Lancet and Practitioner. This article
is written by Dr. Gordon Bates, an expert
in the field of social hygiene, who in the
course of a .very good letter says:

A man in the city of Brantford applied to
the City Relief Officer for coal and groceries
for his family. He said that he had rheumatism
and was unable to work. He was sent to the
hospital for examination and after careful in-

vestigation the following facts were elicited. If
was found that several children had died. The
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man was found to be syphilitic, also his wife.
The following describes the condition of the
living children:

The eldest child is partially blind and deaf.

The next two children are deaf and dumb.

The fourth is a cripple.

The fifth is an idiot.

The sixth is mentally defective.

Syphilis is the cause of this situation.

Improper care of children in the home, re-
sulting in false ideals, ignorance as to the facts
which should be considered when marriage is
entered into, the broken home whether caused
by separation of parents or death of parents,
bhad housing conditions, the lack of such a proce-
dure as periodic health examination—these and
a thousand and one other factors have to do
with the existence of such disease. So that as
one goes on studying the problems of disease
prevention one finds that the whole question
becomes more and more complicated.

As T have said, in many of the states of the
United States they have a law similar to
the cne which I am advocating, and no
marriage can take place without a physical
examination. I do not mean for one moment
to say that this is the last word upon the
subject; it may be that this Bill will have
to be added to or amended before it is passed;
but at all events, it is an earnest effort to
safeguard the health of the race. T do not
know that this is the proper tribunal to deal
with this Bill, and I would suggest that it
be referred to the Committee on Health, to
which I would like to see added the name of
the Hon. Dr. Rankin.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1 should like to
gee the Bill discussed. It seems to me that
the second reading should not be allowed to
go without some discussion. Personally I am
not prepared to say anything about it at the
moment.

Hon. J. W. DANIEL: Honourable gentle-
men, the Bill is one that of course should be
thoroughly discussed; at the same time, it is
of such a nature that one does not care very
much about discussing it in public. For that
reason I think the Bill should be sent to a
committee, the proper one probably being the
Standing Committee on Public Health.

Under the Bill the question of whether any
marriage shall take place or not is entirely de-
pendent upon the certificate of the physician.
If that certificate is to be of any service what-
ever, there has got to be a very thorough ex-
amination of both the expectant bridegroom
and the expectant bride—an examination that
is very far from being a mere formality. If
your expectant groom and bride simply have
to go to a physician and pay a fee in order
to get a certificate, without undergoing a
thorough examination, you had better have no
Bill at all. It would be introducing into the
ceremony of marriage the same farce that has

been in vogue in certain provinces where they
have had a prohibitory law with respect to
alcoholic beverages—that people simply had
to pay $2 for their prescription, when they
could get the liquor. I imagine the situation
in regard to marriage would be somewhat the
came if the Bill were left in-its present form.
If the law is to be of any use at all the ex-
amination must be a thorough one, and the
certificate of the physician must mean exactly
what it says, namely, that the two parties are
free from any taint of venereal disease.

T think this matter could be more thoroughly
and satisfactorily discussed by a suitable
Clommittee, where the members would be in
a position to secure the technical advice which
may be required.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: We could take the
second reading of the Bill with the understand-
ing that we are leaving the principle open.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is what I
was going to suggest.

Hon. J. D. REID: I would like to ask
whether the Parliament of Canada has a right
to say who shall or who shall not marry.
have always understood that the provinces
soverned in the matter of marriage. If that
is the case, I think it would be well to let the
Bill stand until the Leader of the House can
make some inquiries of the Justice Depart-
ment as to whether or not the Bill, if passed,
would be ultra vires. If we were to go on
discussing the Bill for some days and then find
that to be the case, we would appear ridiculous
in the eyes of the provinces.

Another point is this. I think this Bill
would have a better chance of getting through
Parliament if it originated in the House of
Commons.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Under the British North
America Act, marriage and divorce are given to
the Parliament of Canada; what is reserved
to the provinces is the celebration of marriage
—the mere form.

Hon. Mr. REID: I have always understood
that the Dominion Parliament had no juris-
diction whatever as to marriage, but that it
belonged to the provinces.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That is the celebration
of the marriage.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The form of the
ceremony.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Who is to celebrate it,
and the number of witnesses required.

Hon. Mr. REID: Even so, I think the Bill
might better originate in the House of Com-
mons, as possibly it will meet with more
opposition there than here.
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Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If the suggestion
of the Leader of the Opposition is accepted,
I can see no reason why the Bill should not
go to the Committee on Health, as suggested
by the mover.

Hon. Mr. REID: If the honourable gentle-
man and the other legal gentlemen take the
position that it is within our jurisdiction, all
right.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Personally I think
it is, but I would rather the Bill went to the
Committee without the House committing
itself to the principle of it.

Hon. Mr. GIRROIR: The Parliament of
Canada has passed a Bill permitting the
marriage of a man with his deceased wife's
sister, showing that they have authority to
say who shall or who shall not marry.

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

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 14, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

LIEUTENANT AIME LAMOTHE
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. TESSIER: May I draw the at-
tention of the leader of the House to the fact
that on the 1st of February I asked for a
return of the file with regard to the request
of Lieutenant Aimé Lamothe for a pension
following 'his services at the front during the
war, together with the evidence produced,
and the decision of the Federal Appeal Board.
I would like to ask the honourable gentleman
when I may expect to get that report, in
accordance with the order of the House?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I have heard
nothing about it; I will make inquiries.
SUPREME COURT BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 31, an Act to amend the Supreme Court
Act—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

POST OFFICE BILL
FIRST READING
Bill 22, an Act to amend the Post office
Act (Newspaper Ownership).—Hon. Mr. Bel-

sourt.
Hon. Mr. REID.

PUBLIC PRINTING AND STATIONERY
BILL

FIRST READING

Bill 33, an Act to amend the Public Print-
ing and Stationery Act—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

THE SAINT JOHN AND QUEBEC
RAILWAY BILL

FIRST READING

Bill 9, an Act to authorize an extension of
time for the completion of The Saint John
and Quebec Railway between Centreville, in
the county of Carleton, and Andover, in the
county of Victoria, N.B.—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

ROYAL MILITARY COLLEGE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 113, an Act respecting the Royal Mili-
tary College of Canada—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

RAILWAY BELT WATER BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 20, an Act to amend the Railway Belt
Water Act.—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

PATENT BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 7, an Act to amend the Patent Act.—
Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

TRADE MARK AND DESIGN BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 8, an Act to amend the Trade Mark
and Design Act.—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

CP.R. AND CN.R. AGREEMENT BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 6, an Act to confirm a certain agree-
ment made between the Canadian Pacific
Railway Company and the Canadian National
Railway Company.-—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS
RETURNS FROM BRANCH LINES

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The honourable leader
on the other side has filed to-day a return
of the expenditures upon the branch railways.
That is a very interesting document, and I
hope it will be read by all the members of
the House. Some time it may be worth
while, perhaps necessary, to refer it to =
Committee for consideration. Before that is
done, however, if it is done at all, I would
like to ask if it is possible to get what we
got once before in connection with a similar
return, namely, an additional return showing
whether these branch lines are self supporting
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or not. It may be that the books are not
kept in such a way as to show the exact
earnings of these branches, owing to the fact
that grain, for instance, shipped over them
on to the main line may be merged with
something else. Nevertheless, it would be
possible for the railway to give us a fairly
honest and accurate statement whether or no
these various branch roads are paying their
way. It was quite clear to me last year that
a number of them not only paid their working
expenses but had something over, that others
were working up to that condition, and that
still one of two others, recently built, fell
short of that. It would be very satisfactory
to the people of this country to know that
shese branch roads are at least paying their
way, or, possibly, doing a little better.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I will submit my
honourable friend’s request to the Depart-
ment.

GRAIN SHIPMENTS,

TRANSCONTINENTAL RAILWAY

INQUIRY
Hon. Mr. TURGEON
Government :

1. How many bushels of wheat and other
grains have been transported over the Transcon-
tinental Railway from Winnipeg to the Port
of Quebec during the months of May, June,
July, August, September, October, November
and December of the year 1927°?

2. How many bushels of wheat and other
grains have been transported over the Transcon-
tinental Railway from Winnipeg to the Ports
of Saint John and Halifax respectively during
the months of November and December, 1927,
and the month of January, 1928°?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I have an answer
to the inquiry of the honourable gentleman.

The railway management reports that there
was no movement of grain via Transcon-
tinental during the months in question, with
the exception of Decembe®. During Decem-
ber and January last the movement from Foit
William and points west to eastern Canadian
ports was as follows:

Quebec Saint John Halifax Totals

inquired of the

cars

December . . 7 2 90 99
January. .. -5 15 9 29
12 17 99 128

* 1400 bushels to a car can be considered
as average.

During the month of February of this year
470 cars, or 663,255 bushels were moved froin
Fort William to Quebec, via the Transcon-
tinental.

In addition, the Canadian National has
moved to Canadian ocean ports, during the
months shown, the following quantities of
grain from lower lake ports, which reached
those points by water from the head of the
lakes:

Quebec Saint John Halifax

October, 1927 . 39,986 200,000
November, 1927 . 17,000 2,194,168 1,139,986
December, 1927. . ...... 2774359 609425
January, 1928 . . ... .0 1,315,489
56,986 6,484,016 1,749411
Totals
October, 1927.. .. 239,986
November, 1927.. .. .. .. .. .. 3351154
December, 1927 .0 0wl o 8388 I8t
January, 1928.. 1,315,489
8,200,413

ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY PROJECT
INQUIRY AND DISCUSSION

Hon. J. D. REID rose in accordance with
the following notice:

That he will call the attention'of the Senate
to the St. Lawrence Waterways project, and
inquire if it is the intention of the Govern-
ment to lay on the Table of the Senate the
Report of the Advisory Committee on the pro-
posed scheme,

He said: Honourable gentlemen, just a day
or two before we adjourned I asked the Leader
of the Government if he would lay on the
Table the reports of the Commission and the
Ad_\"isory Committee in conmection with the
St. Lawrence Waterway. The honourable
gentleman laid on the Table the report of
the Commission of Engineers.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The Joint Com-

mission?

Hon. Mr. REID: A Joint International
Commission. The report of the Advisory Com-
mittee, he stated, he could not lay on the
Table at the time for the reason: that the
Government were carrying on negotiations
with the Government of the United States,
and that the making public of the report
might interfere with the negotiations. That
was a fair answer, and a good reason why I
should delay going on with the discussion of
this matter at that time.

I, of course, should have liked to have read
that report, which is a very important docu-
ment as well as other information, before
making the few remarks that I intend to
make to-day, and I think I had better ex-
plain at the outset, in anticipation of a ques-
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tion from the Leader of the Government,
why T am waiting no longer. Shortly after
we adjourned I began to see items in the
newspapers indicating that others than our-
selves had been given this report, and that
already propaganda had been started in favour
of the findings of the Advisory Committee.
That being so, surely it is not unfair to re-
quest that it should be given to the members
of the House of Commons and of the Senate.
In the Toronto Star of February 21st appears
evidence that this report was in the hands of
outsiders. Here is the item to which I refer,
headed, “Stamp of approval put on water-
ways,” and stating:

City Council expresses approval of St. Law-
rence development plans. The City Council
vesterday—

That is, the city council of Toronto—

——expressed its approval of the St. Lawrence
development schemes in adopting a motion
from Alderman Boland recommended with
amendment by the board of control.

Alderman Boland’s original motion read as
follows: “That this council do record _its
unanimeus approval of the report of the Na-
tional Advisory committee appointed in con-
necltion with the St. Lawrence waterway
development as essential in the proper develop-
ment of Canada and look forward to the
adoption of plans which will provide for the
commencement of the work at the earliest
date, and that a copy of this resolution be
sent to the prime minister of Canada and to
the representative of the city in the Senate
and in the House of Commons.”

Board of control, in dealing with this motion
before submitting it to council, deleted with the
consent of Alderman Boland, the words
“ynanimous” and “report of the National Ad-
visory Committee appointed in connection with
the,” and made it read “and recommend the
adoption of the motion.” Council passed the
motion as amended.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: May I ask my

honourable friend what paper he is reading
from?

Hon. Mr. REID: The Toronto Star of
February 21st this year.

Then again I have before me another paper,
the Mail and Empire, in which an item
appears, headed, “No joint control of St.
Lawrence.” It says:

Chairman of Advisory Board on Develop-
ment speaks at St. John. Talk is deplored. Hon.
W. E. Foster warns against heeding immature
statements.

In my judgment that refers to the report
of the Advisory Committee.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What is the date
of that?

Hon. Mr. REID: The dispatch is dated St.
John, New Brunswick, February 14th. In
this item this gentleman makes two statements

Hon. Mr. REID.

which, I must say, I do not consider to be in
accordance with the facts contained in the
report of the Joint Waterways Commission.
A little later I will explain what those points
are. The item continues:

He described the power and navigation pos-
sibilities, the favorable features which the
river possessed, traced the work of the various
bodies that have been investigating it for some
years and dealt with the treaty rights of the
United States, as applicable to the present
situation.

Another part of the item states:

“] have never yet heard any serious sug-
gestion,” he said, “that if the work is proceeded
with there would be involved any joint control
by Canada and the United States of any works
undertaken in purely Canadian territory.
United States rights in the St. Lawrence River
are already defined and covered by special
treaties. United States ships freely pass up
and down the St. Lawrence River through
purely Canadian territory, and at the command
of the skippers of Uncle Sam’s ships their
whistles are obeyed at all Canadian locks with-
ant hesitation.

“Statements have also appeared from time
to time tending to arouse the public mind in
opposition to the project by intimation that it
will involve Canada, and therefore the tax-
payers in a very large expenditude of money
Any proposal that would cast doubt upon the
steady reduction in taxation, such as we have
had in recent years, would certainly meet with
strong opposition from the country as a whole.

That is the Chairman of the Advisory Com-
mittee. But we have another gentleman dis-
cussing this—Brigadier General C. H. Mit-
chell, of the Faculty of Applied Séience of
Toronto University. This item is dated
March 6th.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What paper is
that from? .

Hon. Mr. REID: I think ‘that was the
Star too, dated March 6th. The heading is:
“Says All-Canadian plan Unfeasible.” Ap-
varently these gentlemen to whom I refer
have before them,%n discussing this question,
the report of the Advisory Committee, which
is being passed on by someone. I do not
think for one minute that the Government
are doing that, but if someone is passing on
this Advisory Committee’s report so that city
councils and boards of control may pass reso-
lutions of that kind, I feel justified in taking
up this question and discussing it here at
the present time.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Is General Mitchell
a member of the Advisory Committee?

Hon. Mr. REID: No; he was a member
of the International Joint Waterways Com-
mission.

This question is, in my judgment, one of
the most important that has ever come before
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this Parliament. I do not believe that mem-
bers of the House of Commons or the Senate
realize the importance of it. It would take
a long time perhaps to lay before you allsthe
different questions that might be raised. I
will make my remarks as brief as I can, and
will promise not to take up much time.

During the recess I have studied very care-
fully the report made by the International
Joint Waterways Commission. T live on the
St. Lawrence and was born and brought up
there. All the improvements that have been
made on the St. Lawrence waterway during
the last forty years I have seen and followed,
and I know all the conditions on that river.
I am deeply interested. The province of
Ontario is deeply interested, and I maintain
that if the improvements that are recom-
mended in this report are to be carried out,
the situation is very serious for Canada as
a whole.

The Commission have divided their report
into several sections. One deals with naviga-
tion alone, a second deals with power, and
then the two subjects are combined. For my
part I want to divide the question into the
following subjects, in order to disecuss each
separately: (1) navigation; (2) power; (3)
how the project will affect Montreal Harbour;
(4) how it will affect Ontario and Quebec;
and (5) how it will affect Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Al-
berta.

First, navigation. Let me explain to hon-
ourable members the present condition. Vessels
with a load of 500,000 bushels and of 18 feet
draught can proceed with safety, from Port
Arthur to Port Colborne or Buffalo. At
present no vessel drawing more than 14 feet
can pass into Lake Ontario through the
Welland Canal, but next year it will take
vessels of 25 feet draught. After leaving the
Welland Canal vessels of 18 feet draught can
proceed with safety, as they can between
Port, Arthur and Port Colborne, right through
Lake Ontario and for 67 miles down the St.
Lawrence River, until they reach a point
three miles below the town of Prescott and
the city of Ogdensburg. From there on to
Montreal the course, through the canals and
the River St. Lawrence, permits of vessels
of 14 feet draught. That is the present con-
dition.

The first. thing that amazed me was the
statement that the present depth of mnaviga-
tion between Port Arthur and Port Colborne
or Buffalo was only 184 feet. I must confess
that I had always believed we had 25 feet.
Some years ago it was decided to enlarge the
Welland Canal to permit of 25 feet draught.
I made inquiries; I desired to ascertain why,
if we had enlarged the Welland Canal to a

draught of 25 feet, no vessels drawing more
than 18} feet could proceed to Port Colborne
or Buffalo.

If you look back a few years you will find
that we did have 25 feet of navigation. You
cannot pass through the locks on the Ameri-
can side to-day with more than 19% feet,
though they were built for 25 feet. Our
locks at Sault Ste. Marie to-day permit of a
draught of only 184 feet. You could get
through them with 25 feet if enough water
were there. It was there at one time. Why
is it not there now?

Looking through the Commission’s report,
I saw several reasons given to explain why
the levels on the lakes and the rivers be-
tween Port Arthur and Port Colborne have
been reduced. The Commission say, first,
that the outlets have been enlarged. That is,
between Lake Superior and the next lake the
opening has been deepened and widened,
and the same is true all the way down. The
next reason given to explain why the lakes
and rivers have been reduced from their
former levels is the diversions, and they
enumerate the following:

(a) The operation of the regulating works
constructed to correct for power diversion in
the St. Mary’s river at the outlet of Lake
Superior.

(b) The diversion of the Chicago Sanitary
District from Lake Michigan.

(¢) The diversion from Lake Erie for power
and navigation through the Welland Canal and
the Niagara river.

(d) Changes in the discharge capacity of the
St. Clair river at the outlet of Lake Huron and
(t)f the St. Lawrence river affecting Lake On-
ario.

(e) The diversion on the Niagara river for
navigation purposes through the Black Rock
Canal for power purposes also affects the level
of Lake Erie.

(f) The diversions via the Welland Canal
and Black Rock Canal affeet not only the
levels of Lake Erie, but also to a small degree
the levels of Lakes Michigan and Huron.
Therefore the outlets and diversions have re-
duced the safety of navigation between Port
Arthur and Port Colborne from 25 feet to
18} feet.

Now, let me tell you what the diversions
mean, as I interpret the report. On the St.
Mary’s river, at Lake Superior, there are of
course the locks, but water powers have been
developed there and this has affected the
levels. At Niagara, as many of our Ontario
people know, the Chippewa Power Company
and other power companies have made de-
velopments, so that the volume of water
coming through is much greater than formerly,
and the lake levels are consequently lowered.

That is the present state of our navigation.
Now the proposition made by the Joint
Commission is this. They say, spend $41,700,-
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000 in improvements between, say Port
Arthur, and Port Colborne, in order to make
a 25 foot channel, or to improve the chan-
nel so as to restore it to what it was origin-
ally. That may be all right; I do not know
much about that part of our country; but
what I am afraid of is that if you deepen the
channel further you allow a greater flow of
water to pass through, and, while it may be
to the advantage of power companies to
have the greater flow of water, we may not
get the results that are expected. I was
under the impression, before I read the report,
that a vssel 687 feet long and about 80 feet
wide—that is, the full size of the locks—and
of a draught of 184 feet, with a load of 500,-
000 bushels, or 12,000 tons, was perhaps about
as large a vessel as could safely be handled
in our inland lakes. However, I may possibly
have been wrong in that, and as to the en-
largement to provide for 25 feet there, I can
make no criticism.

Then you come down through the Welland
Canal and through Lake Ontario to the St.
Lawrence river. The Commission state in the
report that between the outlet of Lake On-
tario and a point three miles east of Prescott,
for a distance of 67 miles, there is plenty of
water for a vessel of 25 feet draught to come
down safely, with the exception that there
are on the American side a few points that
it would probably be a great deal better to
remove. They recommend an expenditure of
about $1,100,000 for the removal of those
small points. About one million of that ex-
penditure, according to the report, would be
on the American side, and probably about
$100,000 just west of Brockville, on the Cana-
dian side. i

Then they come to the most important
part, between Prescott and Montreal. The
main works commence three miles east of
Prescott, on the St. Lawrence. They recom-
mend that the channel, which is now on the
Canadian side all the way through to Mont-
real, should at this point, three miles east
of Prescott, take a curve over to the American
side, and that a canal should be constructed
about 24 miles in length, entirely in United
States territory. They recommend the con-
struction of three locks, all on the American
side of the river. They recommend the build-
ing of dykes on the Canadian side from the
village of Cardinal to Dickinson’s Landing, a
distance of twenty or twenty-five miles. Some
places in that district would be put fifteen
or sixteen feet below the level of the water.
A great deal of property between Cardinal
and Dickinson’s Landing would be destroyed.
The main highway would be destroyed. The
water would flow back to the Canadian Na-

Hon. Mr. REID

tional Railway, probably half a mile in some
places, and it would require an expenditure
of $2,000,000 to raise the Canadian National
tracks so that they would not be submerged
at those points.

At Barnhart’s Island the international section
ends, and from that point both sides of the
St. Lawrence river are entirely in the province
of Quebee. The Commission recommend that
at Barnhart’s Island a dam be built entirely
across the St. Lawrence river, and that the
level of Lake Ontario should be controlled by
that dam. At Galops Rapids, or within two
or three miles of the point at which they
would commence this work, there is a large
island, ecalled Galops Island. It has been
put there by nature to protect Lake Ontario
by holding ‘back water and keeping the
flow of water through to Montreal in a
normal condition. On the American side
of this Island there is very little water.
I believe that at certain times of the year
a motorboat drawing one foot of water
could not pass through the channel there.
At all events, I have gone through that
part of the river many times, and at no part
of the year would I desire to go down in a
motorboat drawing more than two or three
feet of water. But on the north side of this
island practically the whole flow of the St
Lawrence passes between what is called
Adam’s Island and the canal, which is en-
tirely in Canadian territory. Now it is pro-
posed in this report to make a channel
800 feet wide and 25 feet deep through
Galops Island, entirely on the American side.
In my judgment that work takes away that
island, and the flow of water that would
pass through that channel would be four or
five times more than actually goes through
it now. It must be remembered that when
24 miles of canal are built entirely on the
Ameriean side, the United States will control
and operate it. We now have it on our own
side. Then, when we come to this large dam
that they propose to build entirely across the
river at Barnhart’s Island, the flow of water in
the river would be stopped. This is the point
on which I cannot understand Hon. Mr.
Foster making the statement that he did, for
that dam will be built from the Canadian
shore to the United States shore, and the
Commission say that unless regulation weirs
are constructed in the dam, and placed under
joint control of the United States and Canada,
it will seriously interfere with the Montreal
harbour. My strong opinion is that unless
those weirs are managed so as to make
Montreal harbour the first consideration, that
harbour must suffer. Of course, the Commis-
sion say that if by any chance the flow of
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water is not kept uniform, Montreal harbour
can be improved by dredging it out; and they
say that a dam might be constructed below
Montreal so that we could control Montreal
harbour; but from these statements by the
Commission I conclude that Montreal harbour
is in danger if this propositicn is put through.

It might be asked why those weirs could
not be kept right. One element that makes
this doubtful is that the Commission recom-
mend that if the power house is to be con-
structed the dam which is to develop 2,000,000
horsepower is to be put entirely on the United
States side of the boundary line, and that
some weirs are to be constructed on the
United States side and I suppose also on the
Canadian side. So fiar as the power house is
concerned they recommend that the United
States Government agree that the Interna-
tional boundary line in the river, or at the
island where this power house is to be con-
structed, shall go through the centre of the
power house building, leaving one-half of the
building in Canada and the other half in the
United States. Now, when this dam is built,
and the power houses on it are on the United
States side of the boundary, gne would think
that the control and operation would be in
the hands of the United States Government;
but from this report I come to the conclusion
that as the United States Government has
given a private company at Messina, N.Y.,
the power in perpetuity, and if any trouble
arises between the Dominion of Canada and
the United States in connection with the
operation of the power or weirs at that point
Canada will have to deal with this private
corporation, or the matter will have to be
decided by the United States Courts.

At certain periods of the year, when the
water is low, at least lower than it is in the
spring, it comes to a question whether Mont-
rcal harbour or the power users in the United
States must suffer, I am afraid that Montreal
harbour will have to play second. It would
be difficult to control the weirs, or to get that
power company to allow them to be opened
as they should be, because it is urged that
this dam should be so constructed that the
whole 2,000,000 horse-power can be developed
at cnce. It might be thought that the
American Government would control that
matter, but I am afraid that as the United
States Government have sold their interests
to a private company and therefore the
property is owned by that power company,
which holds a deed in perpetuity; and I
would be afraid that what has happened with
the Chicago Drainage canal might happen
here, and we would have to go to a United

States Court as we did a good many years
ago, to get the Chicago Drainage question
settled-—although it is not settled, and I fear
will not be for a long time yet. But while
all those negotiations would be proceeding,
the Montreal harbour would suffer, and unless
malters were properly adjusted the Montreal
harbour would not be the terminal for ocean
trafhic.

Up to the present time, therefore, I note
three objections. One is the removal of the
island at Galops Rapids which holds back the
water in the St. Lawrence up to Lake Ontario,
and placing obstructions in our present
Canadian channel so that we could not use
it as the river channel for vessels in future.
That will affect river navigation all the way
through to Montreal in this way. Everyone
living in that loecality knows that the river
and Lake Ontario waters are very much
higher in the spring, at least in May, June,
and perhaps half of July, than in the follow-
ing months. The water has been held back
in Lake Ontario during the winter by those
islands at Galops Rapids and the ice, so that
in spring we have two or three months of
good deep water navigation; but when the
water is drawn off, all winter by the power
company for power purposes, the flow is not
as good as before.

The second objection is that we put 24
miles of this channel entirely in American
territory, and that places absolute control or
hands to the United States the key for control
of navigation in the St. Lawrence. The
reason I would like to see the present con-
ditions remain is that I feel that something
should be done to protect the Province of
Ontario in regard to the important coal ques-
tion by bringing coal, as we are now doing,
from England, France, or any foreign country,
where we can buy it cheaper, and transporting
it through the St. Lawrence as far west as
Toronto or Windsor. T think that we should
have that protection for the Provinces of Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick, also, for I believe
that we will be bringing coal right through
to Toronto from those lower provinces. I am
one of those who believe very strongly that
this transportation should be, as it is now, in
our own territory, because the quantity of
grain that will come from the West is in-
creasing, and we should have matters so
arranged that there would be no interruption
in traflic between Port Arthur and Montreal.

Now, if we have those 24 miles on the
American side, of course the treaty could be
cancelled in case any little troubles arose. It
might be said that that would be very far-
reaching, as we have had those canals and
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ports for a number of years, and have never
had any trouble in connection with vessels
passing up or down. Well, we may not have
had many troubles with the canals, but we
have had some little troubles with the United
States, which were settled in a friendly way,
perhaps because we did not or couid not
press our claims as strongly as we should have
liked. I might give two or three examples
to show where troubles have arisen, and where
Canada has suffered. When we had trouble
in our Northwest, and had to send troops to
Port Arthur, through our Canadian canals, we
had an absolute right to use the canals on the
American side under the treaty, as they were
using ours; but when we came to Sault Ste
Marie they would not let our soldiers pass
through the canal, and they had to walk 700
or 800 miles, carrying their luggage, in order to
get to Port Arthur. While it may have been
within the right of the United States to do
that, I believe that it was not a very friendly
act, when the trouble had arisen within our
own territory, and there was no quarrel with
any other country. At all events, when we
were refused at that time, we built locks on
our own side, and we have not had trouble
there since.

When we had trouble with the power ques-
tion, I think the first Order in Council relat-
ing to licensing power was in 1907 or 1908.
Power had been exported, but the Govern-
ment of that day, and every Government
since, insisted that the power was only leased
from year to year, and that as Canada re-
quired power the export could be cut off, so
much per year, until the whole power was
being used in Canada. But when the war
came on, and we needed all the power we
could get, of course we issued notice that we
wanted the power. What happened? Imme-
diately the power company took the matter
up with their Government, and our Govern-
ment received a notice from the United States
showing the position they took then, and are
taking now. It appears in the Order in Coun-
cil passed by the Government on the 25th of
August, 1914, just a few days after war was
proclaimed. I will not read the whole Order
in Council, which is very long, but we took
issue with them and here is what happened:

The Committee of the Privy Touncil have
had before them a Report, dated 16th June,
1914, from the Right Honourable the Secretary
of State for External Affairs, calling attention
to a recent opinion of the Publie Service Com-
mission of the State of New York in the matter
of the application of the Ca'na.dxan-Am.encan
Power Corporation for permission to import
and additional 46,000 horse power of electrical
energy from Canada into the United States.

Hon. Mr. REID.

The Minister observes that the opinion, in
dicussing the laws and regulations of the Dom-
inion of Canada relating to the exportation of
electrical energy and their effect on the ques-
tion of granting the desired permit, uses the
following languages:

* This is the language of the Public Service
Commission of the State of New York:—

Government Limitations upon the Export of
Electric Power from Canada

The Canadian Government requires the taking
out of a yearly license permitting exportation
of Niagara electric power. Upon the limita-
tions existing as to the exportation of electric
power from Canada into the United States, it
appears that for many years, under the so-
called Burton Act, and by action of the Cana-
dian Government, a very large amount of
Canadian produced Niagara electric power has
been, and is now being imported into this
country at and about the Niagara Frontier,
and is being distributed for light and industrial
power and railroad purposes within the State
of New York in many places, embracing Syra-
cuse to the east, the southwestern part of the
State, territory south of Lake Ontario and
Buffalo, and Niagara Falls in the west. The
companies distributing this imported power
have issued stocks and bonds in very large
amounts based upon their business of distri-
buting Canadian Power. This applicant is now
seeking to enter the same field. Without going
into details, it seems sufficient to say that the
prohibition of ¢kportation from Canada of this
present electric power which now comes into
this country would paralyze business and in-
dustry of many kinds and would deprive
numerous localities of electricity for light.
American produced Niagara power is so far
from supplying the vital needs of the sections
of the State above deseribed that the immediate
results of such prohibition would plainly amount
to a great public calamity. The form of
securing a license yearly from the Dominion
Government is required by the Dominion law:
but such license has been granted yearly to
the other great producing electrical corpora-
tions of Canada, and no reason appears for
apprehension that any diserimination would be
made against the Electrical Development Com-
pany or the Toronto Power Company, lessee.
We have nothing before us but the suggestion
that the Dominion of Canada may at some
future time forbid this exportation. This com-
mission must assume that international rela-
tions, affecting so important a subject as the
means of continuing great industries which have
grown up in reliance upon the use of this im-
ported power, and as well the interests of the
Canadian producing companies themselves, have
become fixed and subject only to such changes
as will fully protect the great commercial and
industrial interests and right now served by
this power brought from Canada. The time
has long since passed when governments pro-
ceed ruthlessly from pure national rashness or
anger to destroy the settled accepted commer-
cial relations and formally vested rights of per-
sons and corporations.

That shows, honourable gentlemen, so far
as the United States are concerned, that when
we once commence exporting power to them
we can never hope to discontinue it. At all
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events, we never succeeded in getting any of
this power back. Now, what is the position
of Ontario with respect to that situation? The
Hydro Electric Commission, or the Province
of Ontario, bought three companies some years
ago when they wanted the power, believing
that, according to the license that had been
granted, they could get the power that was
being exported by them. But they were
unable to do so. The United States said:
“If you cut off this power, we will cut off
your coal,” and so on; and nothing could
be done but renew the license. The result is
that to-day, the Hydro Electric Commission,
or the Ontario Government, you might say,
have to apply for a license every year to
export 125000 horsepower to a private cor-
poration in the United States who are dis-
tributing in that part of the country. As
I remember it, the contract price is $10 per
horsepower.

Hon. Mr.
horsepower.

Hon. Mr. REID: Well, $9 per horsepower.
So here is a private corporation in the United
States buying our power at $9 per horsepower,
and making a fortune out of it, while we in
Ontario have to turn around and buy 125,000
horsepower in our own country at a price of
$15 per horsepower. We are losing $6 per
horsepower per year on this 125,000 horse-
power which we have to produce in perpetuity
to send to the United States. Now, I claim
that is not-fair. I do not think the United
States Government treated us exactly as we
should have been treated, in not insisting
that we should get our share.

Then we have been trying to seftle the
Chicago drainage canal question. Our Gov-
ernment have taken the position that that
development should not have been allowed.
Now, let me give an instance of how the
Treaty of 1909 was made between the two
Governments, and how it was interpreted. I
have before me a eclipping with regard to
what took place a short time ago, when the
present Prime Minister was in Washington.
This article begins by saying:

Premier Mackenzie King, who is visiting in
Washington, declines to discuss the matter with
newspaper man.

I find no fault with that. The
Minister did what was perfectly right.
it goes on to say:

Now that Judge Hughes has put the case up
to Congress, and incidentally to the federal
Government, the way is cleared for renewal of
Canada’s protest. One effect of the ruling is
to clear up doubt as to whether Canada would

have to deal directly with the federal Govern-
ment or with lake States who were complainants

LYNCH-STAUNTON: $9 per

Prime
Then

in this case and who claimed jurisdiction over
their respective portions of the Great Lakes.
Lake states having lost for the time being,
responsibility is definitely fixed with the
federal Government.

Now I come to the main part of it:

. One interesting point in Judge Hughes’ find-
ings in his reference to the Canadian boundary
waters treaty of 1909—

—That is the Treaty we are working under
at the present time, under which we gave
them equal rights in the use of our canals—
. Onme interesting point in Judge Hughes’ find-
ings is his reference to the Canadian bound-
ary waters treaty of 1909, from which he quotes
at length. Then he quotes from a statement
of Elihu Root, then Secretary of State, before
a Senate committee, when Root said: “I have
very carefully guarded the terms of this treaty
in order to not include Lake Michigan, and in
order not to involve the drainage canal (of
Chicago) in any way.” Further on Root re-
fepred to Canada’s diversion of water from the
Niagara River, which he upheld, and then Root
added: “We are now taking 10,000 cubit feet a
second out of Lake Michigan at Chicago, but I
refused to permit them to say anything in the
treaty about it. The definition of boundary
waters was carefully drawn to exclude Lake
Michigan. They consented to leave out of this
treaty any referepce to the drainage canal, and
we are now taking ten thousand feet for the

rainage canal, which really comes out of the
lake system.”

To me that is evidence that when this
Treaty was being made Mr. Root was not

quite fair. There are several other cases
I could refer to, but I will not take the time.

Hon, Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Give us

the other cases.
Hon. Mr. POPE: Go on.

Hon. Mr. REID: It would take too long.
I might refer to our canals. I think the
honourable gentleman from Ottawa (Hon.
Mr. Belcourt) will remember that we had
the right to use the American canals, and
they had the right to use ours. The honour-
able gentleman will also remember when Mr.
Murphy ran a fleet of barges and tugs with
cargoes of lumber from here to New York.
Under the Treaty we had the right to do
that, and United States barges had the right
to-come up here. We also had the right
to take freight from Lake Erie down through
the Erie Canal to New York. But that was
stopped. I have heard different stories as to
how that was accomplished. One report, I
do not know whether it is true or not, was
that the Government at Washington trans-
ferred the canal to the State of New York,
and that the State refused to allow our vessels
to go down there. We could have done the
same thing; we could have transferred the
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Welland Canal to the Province of Ontario.
But we did not do it; we let American vessels
use our canals right along.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Surely my honour-
able friend is not of the opinion that the
federal authority, simply by handing over
those canals to the State authority, could get
rid of the obligations solemnly entered into

with Canada?

Hon. Mr. REID: I will tell you what hap-
pened. This navigation company ceased
carrying to New York, because they were
prohibited. They wanted to continue, bt
they could not.

We may have some troubles in the futuze:
there may be some question about power or
coal or something else, and all the United
States will have to say is: “Well, we will
cancel the Treaty, and that will end naviga-
tion between Montreal and the upper lakes.”
Or they may take the position that they
will not allow vessels to pass through that
part of the canal that lies in United States.
Therefore I say that it is a very serious
matter to allow any portion of the waterway
even twenty-four miles of it, to go through
the United States. Our refusal to do so would
not do any harm to the United States, because
their vessels could not go below the town of
Cornwall anyway unless we agreed to it,
because that part of the waterway is all-
Canadian.

Of course, the United States are very
anxious to see this scheme carried through,
because it will be of great benefit to their
traffic to Montreal and the ocean. But I
cannot see why the United States should try
to divert traffic from their own Atlantic ports
to Canadian ports. We have heard similar
cries before. When we enlarged the Welland
canal to 14 feet, what happened? The United
States immediately enlarged the Erie Canal.
You can read in the press what is going on.
Three hundred and twenty-five million dollars
was voted the other day to improve the
Mississippi river, because if the St. Lawrence
route is improved, and there is danger of
their traffic coming this way, they want to
be able and ready to take it through their
own territory.

When we deepened the Welland Canal we
thought we were going to get all of the Cana-
dian grain trade. What happened last year?
Last year 200,000,000 bushels of Canadian
grain left Port Arthur and Fort William for
export, and of that quantity 140,000,000 bushels
went to Buffalo, and 60,000,000 bushels to
Montreal. When we made the Treaty we
believed that our Canadian Merchant Marine
would carry the Canadian grain from one

Hon. Mr. REID.

Canadian port to another. Then the Ameri-
can Merchant Marine decided that it would
carry the Canadian grain, and in order to get
arcund the difficulty in the way of regula-
tions, grain loaded into an American vessel
at Port Arthur was brought to Ogdensburg—
now tney bring it to Buffalo—where it was
put into another American vessel and carried
on to Montreal. I remember Sir John Thomp-
son taking a very strong position in regard
to this matter. He said: We are letting
American vessels go through the Welland
Canal, but it is not fair that they should
take cargoes from one Canadian port to
another in violation of the Treaty. So he
put a small toll on vessels passing through

‘the Welland Canal. But the United States

Marine raised the question with their Govern-
ment, and several hundred thousand dollars
that the Canadian Government had collected
had to be refunded or it would be considered
an unfriendly act on the part of Canada.
Now I must hasten on to a few remarks
velative to the power situation. You know,
I am a little suspicious—and I think I have
reason to be—about this power development
at Hungry Bay. They got a Bill through
the Quebec Legislature the other day. I
remember when a certain Bill was presented
to this Parliament—the most innocent look-
ing Bill you ever saw. At that time we
had no power development between Corn-
wall and Brockville. Propaganda was started,
saying that we should have power, and men
came along there and said, “We -will supply
you with power; we are going to run &
transmission line from Cornwall to Brock-
ville.” There was great joy among the
people. Then a Bill was presented to Par-
liament for the incorporation of what was
called, T think, the St. Lawrence Power Trans-
mission Company. Well, I knew all about
that company—they had about 3,000 horse-
power—and when I came to look at the Bill
I found at the foot of it a very innocent
looking clause which gave them the right to
dam the St. Lawrence right across at Barnard’s
Island, and to construet power plants, and
so on. I opposed the Bill in the Committee
and in the House, and when Sir Wilfrid
Laurier saw what the Bill really meant, he
made the promoters withdraw it. Of course,
after that, we got the power through the
Hydro-Electric Commission building a trans-
mission line from Cedar Rapids, where there
is 100,000 horsepower. Sir Adam Beck tried
to purchase some of that power, but nothing
could be done until pressure was exerted,
when it was agreed that we on this side
should have 10,000 horsepower. That is all
we ever could get; the balance goes over to
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the United States as it was sold to a United
States private company and they refused to
let us have it.

Now, if this great project is going to be
developed in the Province of Quebec, I hope
and trust that it will be developed, and the
power used, in Canada. The reports in the
newspapers say that this company is going
tar ke allowed to develop only 500,000 horse-
power, and that the power must be used in
Canada. Who are behind that project? I
have been wondering if it is not the same
power company that is trying to get control
of all the power it can from Canada. The
Cedar Rapids Power Company is practically
owned by that power company, whose head-
quarters are in the United States. I am not
a lawyer, but I have been wondering about
this question, which some lawyers can think
out. Suppose the Bill comes before us and
we insert in it a clause to provide that none
of this power shall be sold outside of Canada;
and suppose that company sells the 500,000
horsepower to the Cedar Rapids Company,
which has a license to export power. I
wonder if in that way they could get around
the question, and Quebec would be deprived
of the 500,000 horsepower? It would be
exported.

Then, again, this power plant is to be con-
structed all on the American side. The Com-
mission recommend that a change be made so
as to have the line go through the centre of
the building. I do not know whether the
United States Government would consent to
that or not, but I think it would be pretty
difficult to prevent people on the other side
from taking as much of that power as they
wanted when only an imaginary line divides
the two countries, and I do not see how we
could ever get control of it again.

Again, there would be 1,000,000 horsepower
developed for Canada. We cannot use that
quantity of horsepower here in Ontario for
vears; therefore we must allow it to be
exported, and the result would be that prob-
ably one-third of that power would be sold to
the United States and we sheculd never get it
back again.

Now, as to the construction of this great
canal twenty-four miles long entirely on the
American side, I have been wondering whether
power rather than navigation is not the
paramount issue, and whether the propaganda
in the United States is kept on for navigation
purposes only, while power is the predominant
issue. In the West the propaganda is to
the effect that the improvement in navigation
would help our western provinces. In
Ontario, of course, it is all power. I am
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wondering what will happen, say, ten years
from now, if the whole scheme is carried
through. There will be another government
in power at Washington.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: And here.

Hon. Mr. REID: Governments come and
governments go. Will the governments that
succeed those that are at present in power in
the two countries stand by all the intentions
that are now declared in connection with this
great work?

Now let us consider Montreal Harbour.
That is our great ocean port. I say that any
man who reads the report made by that Com-
mission—it is here, and I can give you the
sections—must come to the same conclusion as
I do: if the St. Lawrence is dammed at
Barnhart’s Island, in American territory, and
Canada loses control of the free flow of the
St. Lawrence and gives to the United States a
joint control, we may make up our minds that
Montreal Harbour will be in danger, and the
ultimate result will be that the water level
will be so lowered that the Harbour of Mont-
real will be seriously injured. Someone may
say: “The water must all go through. You
will get just as much water when the dam is
there as you would without it, because the
weirs will be opened,” and so on. Let me tell
you that a reading of the report shows that
this dam will be built high enough to retain
all the water there except what goes through
the wheels of the power plant, and you will
have deep water above, but the quantity of
water passing through and on down to Mont-
real will be reduced by half in low season,
and Montreal Harbour destroyed as far as
deep ocean going vessels are concerned.

Then the question may arise, are you go-
ing to shut off 100,000 or 200,000 horsepower,
distributed in the United States, in order to
benefit Montreal Harbour, or has Montreal
to suffer in order that the people in the
United States may be benefited? That is,
of course, a question for everyone to decide
for himself, but for my part I cannot bring
myself to the conclusion that Montreal Har-
bour will receive justice if we ever come to
that position. Therefore the people of Mont-
real will surely take up this question and
consider it seriously, as 1 have done. Surely
they will get the best man available to in-
vestigate the matter and see whether or not
my conclusions are right, and, if they are,
they will take whatever measures may be
necessary to protect their own city, and to
protect one of the finest harbours in the
world, one on which this country has spent
an enormous amount of money.

I think I have explained how the project
affects the several provinces. I have pointed
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out that we want Nova Scotia coal. As the
provincies grow, we shall require to develop
our traffic by water. At all events we want
the right to do so and to have our freight
rates adjusted by the water competition.

Someone may say: “You are criticising,
the report, but what have you to suggest?
We believe that a majority of the people of
this country want a 25 foot waterway.” My
answer is this. If the Government of this
country come to the conclusion that we
should have 25 foot waterway between Mont-
real and Lake Ontario, I suggest that we are
in exactly the same position as we were
when we enlarged the St. Lawrence Canals
before, and I ask, why not construct the
canals on our own side, as we did before,
or simply enlarge our present canals? Any
man who knows that territory will say that
the Canadian side of the river is the proper
place for the deepening of the waterway, and
in my judgment it would not cost any more.
I make that statement on the authority of
engineers who are closely in touch with the
whole situation. I am aware that the Com-
mission give economy as practically the only
reason for not putting. it on the Canadian
side. They think it would cost two or three
million dollars more to provide in Canadian
territory a similar channel and similar facili-
ties for navigation from Montreal up to
Lake Ontario. What I suggest is that if this
work is to go on it should be done on the
Canadian side even if it does' cost us another
million or two. I maintain that the addi-
tional expenditure would be justified in that
it would prevent any possible friction be-
tween Canada and the United States now or
in the future. I would spend three, four or
five millions for that purpose. I do not ex-
pect that there would ever be any trouble
between Canada and the United States if
we built the waterway on our own side. We
are legislating now not for the present day,
but for conditions that will exist ten, twenty,
thirty, forty or fifty years from now, and we
want to leave the people of Canada such a
legacy that they will approve our action and
say, “ Those men knew what they were do-
ing when they passed that legislation.” There-
fore I say to the Government, build those
twenty miles of canal on American territory.
That is all that is required. It is the whole
key to this situation. Take the position that
you will build it on Canadian territory, and
the question is solved.

Now, as to the scheme to get 2,000,000 horse-
power developed at Barnhart’s Island, I am
sure that, as I have said, we cannot use
1,000,000 horsepower for some years. I say
to the Government: Do not put a dam across

Hon. Mr. REID.

the St. Lawrence river. Do not prevent the
free flow of the river St. Lawrence. Protect
the Harbour of Montreal. At Cornwall, or
in Bergin’s Bay (a bay named after the late
Dr. Bergin), develop 200,000 to 300,000 horse-
power now without damming the St. Lawrence

river. That will satisfy Ontario for some
years. On the American side dam the South
Sault. With what the Messina Power Com-

pany are getting now, that will give 300,000
horsepower, and that is all we want. What
right have we to endanger Montreal Harbour
by placing a dam entirely across the river?
It has been said that two or three million
horsepower will be developed in the province
of Quebec. I hope it will, but if you dam
the river entirely across at Barnhart’s Island,
Quebec will come second and at times will
not get 3,000,000 horsepower. The two
millions come first, and I shall be surprised
if Quebec gets one-half of the 3,000,000 horse-
power that is being prophesied. Therefore
I say, do not destroy the effect of Galops
Island in making a reservoir of Lake Ontario.
Nature placed it as it is, and we have that
reservoir, and no country can take it from
us unless we agree. Do not transfer it down
to Barnhart's Island, where we have to give
up control. In ten or twelve years from now,
when the project is completed, many changes
will have occurred. I am not reflecting on
the present Government at Washington, but
I suggest that for the prevention of any
friction between Canada and the United
States, and for the continuance of our good
relations, Canada should not be placed in such
a position that if another government came
into power in the United States and wished
to cause trouble between that country and
Canada, they could simply cancel the treaty
and prevent us for all time to come from
using the great St. Lawrence waterway. What
could we do if they cancelled the treaty.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend permit me to ask him this ques-
tion as to the canal of 20 or 24 miles? Is
Barnhart’s Island the only point that our
friends on the other side suggest?

Hon. Mr. REID: No. I will explain that.
Probably I have not explained it fully. The
report recommends that they commence the
work on the United States side of the river
three miles below Prescott and construct a
canal entirely in United States territory, say
10 or 15 miles long; then go down the centre
of the river to Ogden’s Island, and instead
of continuing down the centre of the river in
Canadian territory, they make a curvature
around the South side of Ogden’s Island en-
tirely through United States territory, and
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again transfer our Canadian channel to United
States. The whole flow of the river passes
down between Ogden’s Island and Morrisburg
in Canada. If a dam placed as suggested
between Ogden’s Island and Morrisburg with-
out a lock it forces vessels to go on the south
side of Ogden’s Island all in American terri-
tory and a lock in United States territory.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: How many miles?

Hon. Mr. REID: Probably three or four
miles. Then the channel would go on down to
Barnhart’s Island. All the locks on that whole
stretch of 24 miles would be on the American
side. The canal would be made up of three
sections.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: But is that develop-
ment on the American side not suggested by
the Commission only as an alternative
scheme?

Hon. Mr. REID: So far as the 24 miles are
concerned the suggestion is unanimous. I do
not know that it was unanimous when they
first decided upon it, but of course they had
to make it unanimous. There is no alternative
scheme; it is the only scheme that is pro-
posed, in so far as the Joint International
Waterways Commission are concerned. None
of the 24 miles will be in Canada, and we are
tied up there for all time to come.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Is it because of en-
gineering difficulties?

Hon. Mr. REID: No.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Merely for econ-
omical reasons?

Hon. Mr. REID: I do not like to state my
authority, because I am not going to implicate
any of those who were connected with this
matter, but I will say this. When I asked
that question the answer I received was:
“«There is no difficulty at all. It is just as easy
to put it on the Canadian side.” Why was
it not done? For reasons of economy. It
would cost $3,000,000 more to build it on the
Canadian side. Because of the desire to
save the $3,000,000 we are giving away Can-
hda’s control of the St. Lawrence.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It is not claimed
that it is because of engineering difficulties?

Hon. Mr. REID: No; there are no en-
gineering difficulties at all—none whatever. I
will tell you in a minute or two how I prove
that.

I had in mind another suggestion or two.
This question is not one of party; it is one
for every member of the House of Commons
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or the Senate to consider in the interest of
Canada. I say without any hesitation, I do
not believe there is a member of either House
but wants to look at this question in a non-
partisan way and to do what is right for the
country. I have one or two suggestions to
make as to what should be done. First, if
we are to have any legislation in this Par-
liament in connection with this matter, it
should not be brought down four or five days
before the Session closes. We should have it
several weeks ahead. The Government should
urge that this question be considered care-
fully and should give every opportunity for
examining witnesses in order that we may
ascertain which is the right way. What will
happen? Not a single vessel captain will
come here and admit, unless he is pressed to
do it, that a vessel, of the largest type from
the upper lakes can go down the channel they
propose for that 24 miles. I know that place
well, and the reason for my statement is that
there is a great curvature, and those vessels,
which are 687 feet long, cannot go through;
but if they went the other way, straight down
the Canadian side, they would not have to
contend with any curvature; they would go
down into the canal at the Galops Rapids
where the lock now is, and on down the river.
I cannot see why such a scheme was proposed,
and worse than all is the intention to place
obstruetion in the river on the Canadian side
which will destroy navigation and flow on
Canadian territory. Then we might protest
as we like, but the United States will have
a channel 800 feet wide and 25 feet deep,
where the water flows down to dam at
Barnhart’s Island.

There is another point. Suppose we make
a treaty and proceed with the work. If we
wait until the works are completed they will
allocate about 90 per cent of the power to
the United Statest and about 10 per cent to
Canada at that point. But to-day all the
water goes down the Canadian side, that is,
through the Galops, and if you sat down to
figure out how much we are entitled to, it
could not be figured at less than half. The
main flow all the way down is on the Cana-
dian side, at this particular point where the
island holds back the water of the St.
Lawrence, all the water except this small
stream on the south side goes down through
Canadian territory. But what will happen
when they come to figure it out? The
Americans will say, “Why, two-thirds of this
water comes from the American side, coming
from that channel 800 feet wide and 25 feet
deep”—though it does not come down that
way at all—“now therefore you are entitled
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to about 25 per cent and we are entitled to 75
per cent.” Unless the quantity of power we
are to get is settled before the work has
started, then I say, God help us when they
come to decide it in the future, after the
channel has been completely constructed.

I have suggested building that canal on our
Canadian side, and I appeal to every man in
both Chambers, and in Canada, and also to
the Montreal people, to see that we have a
Canadian channel; but if it is agreed that we
are going to build a dam across the channel
let us see that the weirs are all on the Cana-
dian side so that we can control them, because
we have got all the territory between Cornwall
and Montreal, and we should be able to
control that, and never allow it to be con-
trolled on the other side of the river.

I have another suggestion to make, because
I have such confidence in the conditions which
I have stated, and so firmly believe that they
will turn out as I say. I also feel that this
is a question on which every member of the
Senate and of the House of Commons should
get all possible information, and there is no
better way of doing this than by actually
seeing the conditions. This House will be in
session in May. Why should not the Govern-
ment take every member of the House of
Commons and Senate who would go to see it?
We might take the train here at 8 o’clock in
the morning, and be in Prescott in an hour
and a half, or in Brockville in two hours;
then take the Canada Steamship Company’s
steamer which runs from Prescott every day
from June until September, down to Montreal.
Let the members look the whole situation
over and see what the proposition is, then
get off at Cornwall about 4 o’clock, and
arrive back here at 6 o’clock. The members
would then see what the curves are, and all
that is going to be done, and I believe very
few of them would come back here and agree
to the recommendations that appear in this
report.

I think that we should have a Committee
of investigation, and if a Bill comes down we
should have time to consider it without having
the propaganda raised that the Senate are
opposing it. Give us time, and give the House
of Commons time to have witnesses here to
give us their ideas as to the conditions I have
mentioned.

The City of Montreal should get the very
best engineers they could, free from any im-
pressions or conclusions on either scheme, and
let them go into the matter and see if they
will come to a Committee of either House
and say that if this work goes on as pro-
posed it is not going to affect Montreal Har-

Hon. Mr. REID.

bour. Let Montreal harbour protect itself.
Why should we not have the opinions of the
captains that are going to use this channel?

Of course the question will be asked, “How
can you dispute engineers’ reports?” Well,
I will tell you how I can dispute them. I
remember the situation when the St. Lawrence
Canal was being enlarged from 9 feet to 14
feet. The engineer who made the plans for
the upper entrance, when he came to Morris-
burg, found objection from the vessel cap-
tains who used the river, and who were
unanimous that the proposed -construction
would not operate safely for vessels. They
said the opening should be larger; the head
of the pier should be a little distance away
from what it was; but of course the engineer
knew it all, and he would not for one minute
change his plans, lest it should pe a reflection
on his work. Of course, he was there for a
few years, with the result that the Morrisburg
section was completed. Then he proceeded
to construct what is called the North channel,
a long pier of several hundred feet was run
out into the river; but instead of running it
on a line with the flow of the river, he ran
it a little the other way, and a similar appeal
was made by the captains. What happened?
Anyone who goes down there now can see;
the engineer had to do exactly what the
captains mentioned, because the vessels could
not go in at Morrisburg unless those changes
were made, as the captains suggested, and
they had to put a pier a little bit south, and
at the North channel build another one out
several hundred feet long, in order to have
the flow come along the right way, but it was
a patched-up job, for all that.

T mention these things to show that when
we have the Government deciding the ques-
tion we have only engineers engaged. I
suggest that the men who have to use the
channel, who have no interest in the matter
except to give their opinion, should be brought
before the Committee.

Another feature of this development is the
propaganda that is being used to frighten the
people by saying, “This is going to cost such
an awful amount; Canada cannot go into it.”
I heard a rumour recently, and some day we
may see an announcement, when the Bill
comes here, that the Beauharnois Power Com-
pany are willing to do everything in connec-
tion with this improvement so far as concerns
the portion from Cornwall to Montreal; they
will provide all the navigation if we give
them all the power. That would probably
mean costing them $175,000,000 or even
$200,000,000, but if they are going to get
3,000,000 horsepower which will only cost them
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$200,000,000 it would be less than $100 per
horsepower; as it is now, it costs them $150
per horsepower, so it is a cheap development,
and is worth that to the parties who are
behind it—and I do not believe they are all
Canadians. If they get it, we will not get it.
Of course it would be a nice thing for the
Government to be able to say “It is not
going to cost a cent.” So long as we are
prepared to construct that 24 miles and put
in the power to the United States, or the
private corporations that are going to get it,
then I say to you, they will develop it, and
they will get the whole thing, and it will not
cost any more than power development costs
at the present time. That is where the fine
idea is going to be, and then the cry will
come up, “Here, we are going to hold this,
and it is not going to cost Canada anything.”

If the plan that I am suggesting .is carried
out I will tell you what will happen: you
will have that development built from Corn-
wall to Montreal, and I think we can safe-
guard that so as to prevent power from being
exported; at least, it would take a vote of
Parliament to allow any of it to be exported,
and then only provided that it could be sold
except to a company that was going to use
it entirely in Canada. But when you come to
the other section between Cornwall and the
Galops Rapids, if the Government will say
to the Hydro-Electric Commission, or, if they
will not do it, to some private company,
“You develop this power, or improve this
canal by simply enlarging the locks, dredging
the canals deeper—” that would be the cheap-
est and best way, I care not what any engineer
says. I can get engineers whose reputations
are just as good in Canada as any others,
who will bear out the statements I have
made. That is the situation.

In regard to this howl about finances—
“Give up the key to the St. Lawrence; put
that 24 miles on the other side, and then
you will get the whole thing done without
any debt being placed on Canada”—I am
not one of those in favour of that. I would
not sell any part of Canada, or of our terri-
tory, on any account. Why, the United States
Government are to-day willing to pay half
the cost of the Welland Canal for all time to
come if they had a joint control with us.
1 would not agree to that on any terms, and
I cannot believe that the Government or any
member of the House of Commons or the
Senate would ever agree to any such con-
ditions. They were not willing to do it when
we were enlarging to 14 feet. Judging from
press reports, they wanted to build a canal
instead of spending that money across from
Fort Erie on the American side of the line.
That is what they wanted to do at that time.

Now they are willing to do it, and they are
willing to put their line right through the
centre of the river clear down to Montreal.
Tf you re-place the international line, or give
them a strip of land in perpetuity between
Cornwall and Montreal, you will never get
them out of it again. We own it now, and
we should keep it.

Honourable gentlemen, I have taken really
much longer time than I should, and I
apologize for that; but the subject is one
on which I feel very strongly.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If no honourable
gentleman is going to move the adjournment
of the debate, I would like to say just one
word. Will somebody move the adjourn-
ment?

On motion of Hon. Mr. Béique, the debate
was adjourned until Wednesday next.

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 15th, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
MOTION FOR RETURN OF FEES

Hon. Mr. HAYDON moved:

That the Parliamentary fees paid during the
last session upon Bill I-7, intituled: “An Act
respecting certain patents owned by Warren
Brothers Company,” be refunded to the Ottawa
Agent of the Solicitors for the Promoters, less
the cost of printing and translation.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT : What is the reason
of this?

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: This was a Bill
respecting certain patents relating to improved
methods in the laying and waterproofing of
composite pavement, owned by Warren
Brothers Company, an incorporation under
the laws of the State of Massachusetts. The
Bill was passed by the Senate, and either got
lost in the course of legislation in the other
House, or failed to pass that House. These
people are now asking that the fees paid last
year be remitted.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If the House
agrees to the remission, I think it ought to
be allowed only after deducting the cost of
printing and translation.

Hon. Mr. HAYDON: That is the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
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CUSTOMS AND EXCISE—COLLECTIONS
AND PROSECUTIONS

MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. TANNER moved:

That an Order of the House do issue for a
return showing in respect to Interim Report
No. 10 (October 14th, 1927), of the Royal Com-
mission on Customs and Execise:—

1. The number of the persons, firms and cor-
porations reported as being in default who have
p}?id in full the sums alleged to be owing by
them.

2. The number of them who have made part
payment of such sums.

3. (a) Against how many of such persons,
firms, and corporations legal proceedings have
been commenced for the collection of alleged
sums, and (b) in how many of such legal pro-
ceedings there is contestation. When the respec-
tive proceedings were commenced.

4. Against how many such persons, firms, and
corporations, prosecutions have been commenced
for fraudulent or other unlawful acts alleged
against them. When the respective prosecu-
tions were commenced.

The motion was agreed to.

DS.CR. AND PENSIONS BOARD
OFFICIALS

MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. TANNER moved:

That an Order of the House do issue for a
return to include the following:—

1. The names of all physicians and surgeons
in Halifax county, Nova Scotia, during the
fiscal year 1920-21, (a) who were in the service
of the Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-estab-
lishment, and (b) who were in the service of
the Board of Pension Commissioners of Canada.

2. The names of all physicians and surgeons
in Halifax county, Nova Scotia, during the
fiscal year 1927-28, (a) who were in the service
of the Department of Soldiers’ Civil Re-estab-
lishment, and (b) who were in the service of
the Board of Pension Commissioners of Canada.

3. The yearly salary and allowances of each
of the persons referred to.

4. The same information for 1920-21 and
1927-28 in regard to physicians and surgeons
elsewhere in Nova Scotia, respectively, in the
service of the Department of Soldiers’ Civil
Re-establishment, the Board of Pension Com-
missioners of Canada, and the Department of
Indian Affairs.

The motion was agreed to.

ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY PROJECT
DISCUSSION

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I want to say to
my honourable friend from Grenville (Hon.
Mr. Reid) that in accordance with the request
that he made yesterday, I made efforts to see
if the report of the Advisory Committee in
regard to the subject upon which he spoke
so interestingly was available. I was in-

Hon. Mr. HAYDON.

formed that the Advisory Committee itself
had at the end of its report specially re-
quested that the report should not be de-
posited upon the Table of either House, be-
cause it was of such a nature that it might
jeopardize or make difficult negotiations which
were being carried on.

Hon. Mr. REID: I may say to the honour-
able gentleman that that is the reason which
was given by the Leader of the House (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) when I asked for the report
before. 1 stated in my remarks yesterday
that that was a good reason, and that of
course I could not press for the report so long
as negotiations were going on; but that when
it was being handed around to others, when
the Chairman of the Advisory Committee was
discussing it, and when it was being used as
propaganda in favour of carrying out the work
as the Commission recommended, I thought
this House and the House of Commons should
have the report before them.

I have not changed my mind in that regard.
I do not think my statement was unfair. T
gave to the House, as honourable gentlemen
will remember, instances showing that this re-
port had been given to the public. The main
instance was one in which the City Council
and the Board of Control of the -ecity of
Toronto had the report before them, and
passed a resolution, and forwarded it to the
Government at Ottawa, recommending that
the report of the Advisory Committee be car-
ried out in full.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY : How did they get it?

Hon. Mr. REID: I would not like to answer
that question. I have my own opinion. I do
not accuse the Government. I said in my re-
marks that I did not think it was handed out
by the Government. I do not know to whom
the blame should be attributed. Of course
there are many ways in which the report might
get out—it might be through some official; it
might be through some clerk in the office of
some member of the Advisory Committee. I
do not accuse anybody. At all events, on
February 21st the City Council and Board of
Control had a copy of that report before them,
and passed the resolution to which I have re-
ferred, and forwarded it to Ottawa. I do not
want anybody to misunderstand me, or to
think that I accuse the Government of giving
it out for the purpose of propaganda.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Have not
you a copy yourself?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I thoroughly agree
with my honourable friend that if the report
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is to be made public this House and the House
of Commons are entitled to see it first. I am
here to answer only for the Government—I
cannot answer for others—and so far as the
Government is concerned, I want to say most
emphatically that it has not handed out the
report to anyone. No one has seen it except
the members of the Cabinet. I think my hon-
ourable friend is somewhat mistaken in think-
ing that anybody else has seen that report. I
do not think the municipal council of Toronto
or any member of it has seen the report, and
I am quite sure a copy was not before them
at the time to which the honourable gentle-
man refers.

Hon. Mr. REID: I should be very sorry in-
deed if any remarks made by me yesterday
could be interpreted as meaning that I
blamed the Government. In no way, shape or
form, do I blame them.

The honourable gentleman says that I must
be mistaken in the case to which I referred.
Well, T am very sorry indeed if the Mayor of
the city of Toronto, and the Chairman of the
Board of Control, and the members of the
City Council and the Board of Control,
deliberately passed a resolution recommend-
ing what is contained in a report they had
never seen. If they did that, they are not as
intelligent as I thought they were.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: Was the occasion
upon which that resolution was passed the
occasion upon which the honourable gentle-
man says the Chairman of the Advisory Com-
mittee gave some information to the public,
or made a speech?

Hon. Mr. REID: No. I referred yesterday
to three instances in which there was, as I
would ecall it, action taken or information
given in connection with the matter. The
resolution which was passed by the City
Council and The Board of Control of Toronto
appears in Hansard. Therefore, it was evident,
at least to me, that they must have had the
report or they would not have passed the
resolution.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: Naturally.

Hon. Mr. REID: I also said that the
Chairman of the Committee, the Hon. Mr.
Foster, spoke on the question in Saint John,
and said there was nothing in the report
suggesting that part of the work would be
under joint control—that it was absolutely
untrue. My “interpretation of the recom-
mendation of the Joint Waterways Commis-
sion was that there must be joint control of
the international section. In any event, my

interpretation of what appeared in the press

was that the Chairman of the Advisory Com-
mittee was discussing the matter from the
point of view of the Advisory Committee
report.

Then there was also another reference by
Brigadier General Mitchell of Toronto, one
of the Commissioners.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: One of the

joint engineers.

Hon. Mr. REID: One of the joint engineers.
He was not on the Advisory Committee, there-
fore I could not say he had the report. How-
ever, 1 came to the conclusion, perhaps
wrongly, that he knew all about the report
of the Advisory Committee; and I think you
must come to the conclusion from the remarks
that I made that there was a leak somewhere.
The honourable gentleman (Hon. Mr.
Murphy), as a Minister, knows that you can
hardly keep these matters secret in a Depart-
ment. However, I want to assure the Leader
of the Government (Hon. Mr. Belcourt), for
I fear he has misinterpreted my remarks, that
I was not trying to blame the Government in
any way.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I said nothing of
the sort. I agreed to ask the Government if
there was any possibility of this report being
laid on the Table of the House, not because
I found fault with what my honourable friend
said, but because I thought it was my duty
to make another effort in that direction. I
asked the Prime Minister about it, and he
gave me the answer that he gave some time
ago in the other House—that it was not
advisable at the present time to make the
report public. He then told me that the
last paragraph of the report requested that
it should not be made public, at any rate for
the present.

Hon. Mr. REID: May I also be allowed
to say to the Leader of the Government that
there is another reason why I do not think
there should be all this secrecy. The Advisory
Committee of the United States sent their
report to the Government on January 27th;
that report was published; and anyone who
wishes it can get a copy. That being so, it
does not seem unreasonable that our Advisory
Committee should submit their report to the
publie.

It may be that I am taking too strong a
position in regard to this matter, but I regard
it as one of the most important subjects that
ever came before Parliament. I am deeply
interested in this question, and I am of the
opinion that all available information should
be made public insteal of being kept secret.
The Government should let the people of
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Canada know what is proposed by this Com-
mittee, and learn what effect it is going to
have in the different parts of the country.
They should let everyone ecriticize it who
wishes. In that way they will learn more
about it before coming to a decision. If they
are going to keep the information and the
recommendations secret, and follow no one to
criticize them, it will not strengthen the Bill
when it is framed. That is the ecriticism I
made yesterday. I did not try to make any
political eapital out of the matter.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. REID: I did not get up to try to
kill the scheme, but I endeavoured to criticize
it in a fair way so as to help .the Government
come to a proper and honest conclusion in
the interests not only of the project itself
but of the country as a whole. Give us the
report and let us see what it contains, These
men on the Advisory Committee are able men
and had much information before them ;
nevertheless, should not we be a little wary ?
The ex-Chairman of that Committee made a
speech some days ago—he knew what was in
the report, because he was there—and he said
“Go slow.” Well, if he is a little afraid, why
should not the public as a whole have a chance
to criticize? I will not insist on this if it 1s
going to be detrimental to the interests of
Canada that that report should be made
public; but if the Government has come to
that conclusion, I ask that the matter be not
left until a week or two before Parliamant
closes. I would suggest that the Government
make or propose no agreements or treaties
until the beginning of next Session, and that
in the meantime we may have the oppor-
tunity of going into the matter fully so as to
help them to come to the right conclusion.
This question is of such importance to every
province in Canada that if the project has to
be pushed through so that work on it may
be commenced, I believe the Government
should call a special Session of Parliament in
order to deal with the matter, instead of con-
cluding any arrangement with the United
States Government that they might have to
carry out.

Even if the matter had to be delayed for
another Session or two, there would not be
any serious results, because the Welland Canal
will be completed next year, and then thosc
large vessels can come down through Lake
Ontario. and for 67 miles below that lake, or
within 110 miles of the city of Montreal; and
I guarantee that those through vessels will
take grain from Prescott or Ogdensburg to
Montreal for two cents a bushel, those points
being so close to Montreal with the present

Hon. Mr. REID.

canal system, or the grain will be taken to
Montreal in four or five hours by rail. Thus
no great injustice will be done to the people
of the West, or any other part of the country,
if the Government will only give the Parlia-
ment of Canada time to discuss the Bill. Let
the Government court investigation, and se-
cure all the evidence they can get. The Gov-
ernment would thus be in a great deal better
position to come to a proper decision, and
would probably avoid criticism for rushing
the Bill through, for the people of Canada
would say that at least in this case they did
what was right,

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: Honourable gentle-
men, I think the House is under obligation
to the honourable gentleman from Grenville
(Hon. Mr. Reid) for the information he has
already given us. In the course of his interest-
ing remarks I think he stated that the
Advisory Committee of the United States
had submitted their report to the American
Government.

Hon. Mr. REID: Yes, and I think they
published it in the newspapers, too.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: No withholding, and
no secrecy about it. Now, am I to infer, from
what the honourable gentleman has said, that
that report, so submitted, contained informa-
tion that the Canadian Advisory Committee
might be afraid would reach the public before
they submitted their report to Parliament?

Hon. Mr. REID: I may say to the hon-
ourable gentleman that I have seen the
American report. Anybody can see it by
going over to the Department; it is publie,
and they will let any honourable gentleman
see it; therefore I know what the report of
their Advisory Committee is. I think the
leader of the Government has said that the
Government would like to see their report, so
for that reason I am not so sure that the
report of the Advisory Committee of the
United States is the same as the Canadian
report; but if the honourable gentleman will
get the Government to let me have a copy
of that report for my own private use, I will
be able to tell him.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I would like my
honourable friend to know that members on
this side of the House were very much in-
terested in his speech yesterday, and I think
that remark applies equally to the other side
of the House. I do not wish him for one
moment to feel that at,any time in his speech
he showed any party spirit. On the contrary,
I am glad to say that I think he discussed the
question with very great knowledge and from
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a very high level, and we were all very deeply
interested in his remarks. The only regret
was that he did not give us more informa-
tion.

Hon. Mr. REID:
plenty.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: I would like to ask
the acting leader of the House if the Govern-
ment is taking any steps to find out how the
leak came to be made in Toronto by the
Advisory Committee, or probably by some
official. If anything has been done along
that line, it seems to me that there ought to
be some dismissals. It seems rather a peculiar
thing that the Parliament of Canada is sitting
here without any information, while informa-
tion of all sorts is being given out, that may
be used to the disadvantage of Canada, and
to the advantage of the United States. Even
if that is not being done, surely the Parlia-
ment of Canada has a right to know what
the report contains, more especially when the
American report is being published. I like
the position taken by my honourable friend
from Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid), that this
information should be given to the House, and
given at once, so what we will have at least
a couple of months in which to consider it
before we are called upon to take any action
upon the report,

I quite agree with my honourable friend
from Grenville that this is probably the most
important legislation that will come before
Parliament either at this term or the next,
and in order to give the matter fair discussion
and consideration we should have all possible
information. I am in hopes that we may get
such data as will enable us to go on with the
project, but at the same time I take the posi-
tion that I have no intention of helping any
one of the projects if by any means we are
going to get the small end of the deal. We
are now in such a position that we do not
very urgently need this development, and we
can afford to take our time and go into the
question thoroughly; so I trust that the House
or the Government will not be led into any
snap verdict by our friends across the line. We
know them of old, and therefore we want to
be very careful.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Honourable gentle-
men, after all, T think that what was done or
said in Toronto, and perhaps elsewhere, does
not necessarily establish the fact that there
has been or has not been any leak. What was
said might be accounted for by the conjectures
of gentlemen who are deeply interested in’ this
matter. I think my honourable friend from

I thought I gave you

Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid) yesterday con-
jectured a good deal about what is, or may
be, in this report; so I do not think that we
have any evidence that there has been any
leak. At all events, we have the assurance
of the Government that they do not know of
any leak of any kind, and the Government is
very much opposed to there being any leak.

Hon. Mr. REID: Well, there are a number
of gentlemen present to-day who were not
here yesterday when I made my remarks on
this subject, and as there seems to be some
doubt as to whether there was any leak, I
will just read the resolution as passed by the
City Council in Toronto, and then the House
may judge. I gave this yesterday as one
reason why I thought there was a leak. I
said that the Star of Toronto had the follow-
ing in its news items on February 21st, and
with big headlines on the top of the article it
stated :—“Stamp of approval put on water-
ways; City Council expresses approval of the
St. Lawrence Development Plan”—that is, the
City Council of Toronto. The article pro-
ceeded :—

The City Council yesterday expressed its ap-
proval of the St. Lawrence development schemes
in adopting a motion from Alderman Boland
recommended with amendment by the board of
control.

Alderman Boland’s original motion read as
follows: “That this council do record its
unanimous approval of the report of the Na-
tional Advisory committee appointed in con-
nection with the St. Lawrence waterway
development as essential in the proper develop-
ment of Canada and look forward to the
adoption of plans which will provide for the
commencement of the work at the earliest
date, and that a copy of this resolution be
sent to the prime minister of Canada and to
the representative of the city in the Senate
and in the House of Commons.”

Board of control, in dealing with this motion
before submitting it to council, deleted with the
consent of Alderman Boland, the words
“unanimous” and “report of the National Ad-
visory Committee appointed in connection with
the,” and made it read “and recommend the
adoption of the motion.” Council passed the
motion as amended.

Now, that was one of the reasons why I
concluded that there must have been a leak.
I am not finding fault, but if information
does leak out, or if the public press are form-
ing their conclusions, and having a propaganda
regarding what is contained in the Advisory
Committee’s report then I think we should
have the information in this House. That is
the only reason why I spoke of it.

Right Hon. GEO. P. GRAHAM : Honourable
gentlemen, I agree thoroughly with the hon-
ourable gentleman; but is not this probably
the situation? THe appointment of the Joint
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Engineering Board and the Advisory Com-
mittee, and all the machinery connected with
it, entailed a good deal of intricacy that the
public, and even the newspaper men writing
editorials, do not altogether understand. Is
it not possible and probable that what the
Toronto Council had before them was the
report of the Joint Engineering Board? Colour
is lent to that suggestion by the action of
Alderman Boland in consenting that the word
“unanimous” be stricken out, because the
report of the Joint Engineering Board was
not unanimous. The United States engineers
recommended a one-step development, while
the Canadian engineers recommended a two-
step development. On the whole, after listen-
ing to the argument, and knowing a good
deal as to how newspapers are made, and how
headlines are written, I have come to the
conclusion that what the Toronto Council
had before them was the report of the Joint
Engineering Board, which is public.

REPORTS OF DIVORCE COMMITTEE
ADOPTED EN BLOC

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
gentlemen, if I have the unanimous consent
of the House, I would move that Orders from
No. 1 to No. 80, both inclusive, be adopted.
I might say, in this connection, that if any
individual member of the Senate desires any
information, or wishes to discuss any one of
these Orders, he can deal with that specific
one.

The motion was agreed to, on division.

SUPREME COURT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 31, an Act to amend the
Supreme Court Act.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, this is a
very simple Bill, which got its first, second and
third readings in the other Branch of Parlia-
ment on the same day.

The purpose of the Bill is twofold. The
first object is to fix the sitting of the Court
in Aprnil instead of May; that is, to advance
the sitting one month. The Court found that
sometimes the spring session lasted until late
in the summer, and they have expressed the
desire that the Act may be amended so as to
permit them to sit earlier, that is, in Apnil
instead of in May.

The other purpose of the Bill is to enable
the Court to hear evidence whenever they
deem it proper.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is, viva
voce? s

Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Viva voce. What
occasioned the Court to ask Parliament to do
this was a case in which there were very im-
portant plans which had not been made part
of the proceedings, and the case could not be
properly decided without the production of
those plans. But as there was no provision
by which that could be done, the appeal had
to stand over to another term, and the Court
was very much embarrassed. The right to
hear evidence exists in the Privy Council, and
also in our own Courts of Appeal in the dif-
ferent provinces, so there is no reason why
the Supreme Court should not have that
jurisdiction. This amendment will save both
time and costs, because the present lack of
jurisdiction, or machinery by which to take
evidence may involve sending a case back to
the Courts below.

There is nothing in the Bill except those
two provisions, and as I say, the Bill secured
its three readings in the other branch of the
Legislature at one sitting.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentlemen,
I read this Bill when it was introduced in the
other House, and have read it again. There is
nothing at all objectionable in it. On the
right-hand side of the page on which the Bill
is printed there is a memorandum which says
that this change in the term meets with the
approval -of the Bar. I suppose the Bar
societies were consulted.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1 cannct give my
honourable friend any evidence that the Bar
has approved.

Hon. Mr. ROSS: It is stated here:

This is to facilitate the despatch of business,
for the convenience of the Bench, and with the
approval of the Bar.

I do not see how the change from the first
Tuesday in May to the fourth Tuesday in
April is going to hurt the Bar very much.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No. I think its
interest is identical. The Bar is as eager to
get off for its holidays as is the Bench.

Hon. Mr. ROSS: But I would not have the
change made merely at the instance of the
Court, without the Bar having been heard
from. I suppose it has been. I do not know.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Another note states
that the Privy Council can receive evidence
in addition to that which is embodied in the
stated case, and that the amendment confers
a similar power upon the Court. Can they
take evidence by affidavit?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I think that is in
their diseretion. For instance, if it were
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merely the production of plans, or a formal
affidavit, and if there were no occasion for
cross-examining the party giving the affidavit,
I think the Court would accept the additional
evidence without insisting on the presence of
the witness. His presence would be required
only for the purposes of cross-examination, as
my honourable friend knows.

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

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: With the leave of
the House, if my honourable friend (Hon.
W. B. Ross) sees no objection, I would move
that the House go into Committee on the Bill.

Hon. Mr. ROSS: We do not need to con-
sider it in Committee. Move the third read-
ing.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Very well. I move
the third reading of the Bill.

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

PUBLIC PRINTING AND STATIONERY
BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 33, an Act to amend the Public
Printing and Stationery Act.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, the purpose
of this Bill, I think, can be stated in two
words: it is to make the law conform with
the practice. The Printing Bureau and the
offices connected with it have to be provided
with stock for the various kinds of printing
to be done. There is generally on hand, I
am informed, about $500,000 worth of stock.
Like other stocks, the supplies at the Printing
Bureau have to be replenished from time to
time. Under the law as it stands the Printing
Bureau is entitled to an advance of $200,000
in order that it may carry on its business. It
has been found for many years past that that
sum is wholly inadequate to the requirements
of the Bureau and that at least $500,000 more
is needed. The whole purpose of this Bill is
to create a sufficient working capital for the
establishment. The Auditor General has on
occasion found fault with the payment of
certain accounts which exceeded the $200,000,
and the Printing Bureau has been embar-
rassed in carrying on its work. The intention
is to make the amount available $700,000
instead of $200,000. As honourable gentle-
men will see, the cost of the Department is
not in any sense increased, mor will this
measure lead to any increase. Its purpose is

merely to provide in proper time for the
amount of expenditure which has been in-
curred and which it is anticipated must be
incurred yearly. I think I have stated the
full purport of the Bill.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, just a word of observation touch-
ing this Bill. I have listened with interest to
my honourable friend the leader in his ex-
planation of its intent, and I know from ex-
perience that what he has stated as to the sum
available for the purchase of stock being
inadequate is correct; but I would point out
to him and to the Government that I do not
think it is necessary or desirable to increase
the amount to the extent that is proposed in
the Bill. To increase it to that extent would,
I fear, lead to further expenditure, which I
deem wholly unnecessary; and I make that
statement in view of the fact that I had some-
thing to do with the administration of the
Printing Bureau for a few years. A number
of years ago, through the activity of certain
honourable members of this House, if I am
not mistaken, an inquiry into the operation
of that institution was held, and it resulted
in great economies being effected. When the
investigation and the re-organization were
finished, about 30 per cent of the expense con-
nected with the running of that institution was
eliminated, and the value of the product of
the Bureau, or the amount of work that it
turned out, was “increased notwithstanding
that 30 per cent reduction in operating costs.
One of the economies that were made effective
at that time was the curtailing of the quantity
of stock kept on hand, much of which de-
teriorated with age, if it did not become
valueless. You do not want a new book made
out of old paper. Nowadays, with the up-to-
date and efficient methods of distribution
which prevail in every commercial activity, it
is possible for our Printing Bureau to obtain
its supplies on very short notice from the
various mills producing paper within not too
distant range of this city. Because of the
improvements in modern business methods we
find that merchants everywhere do not pur-
chase their goods several months in advance,
as they used to do, but order from week to
week or from month to month, and do not
carry the big stocks that they used to carry.
The very same principle has been applied,
with satisfactory results from the standpoint
of economy, to the Printing Bureau, and I
have some apprehension as to what will occur
if ‘Parliament increases by 200 per cent the
amount available for the purchase and carry-
ing of stock. I am afraid that one of the
results will be that you will be called upon
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to provide a new building in which to place
this increased stock. I believe that some in-
crease in the amount provided should be
granted, but I certainly do not agree that the
amount ought to be increased to the extent
that is suggested in the Bill. Without wishing
to be unduly critical, I am attempting to give
the House the benefit of the experience I have
had in the operation of the Printing Bureau
and its administration.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I may say this to
my honourable friend, that I am informed
that the stock which is carried at present is
worth $500,000 and there would be no necessity
of providing a new building or otherwise
increasing the accommodation. Therefore
that danger does mot exist. My honourable
friend must remember also that the Printing
Bureau is, after all, self-sustaining. The print-
ing which is done in that institution is paid
for by the different Departments—

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: If they pay their
bills.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: —and it is for the
Departments to practise what my honourable
friend preaches, more economy. The Printing
Bureau itself cannot do so; the Bureau must
print what is requisitioned by the different
Departments. Therefore this Bill will not
interfere with any economy that might be
practised by them. That explanation ought
to be sufficient to meet my honourable friend’s
two objections.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : I would point out
to my honourable friend, in reply, that the
whole Government of Canada does not use
$500,000 worth of paper in a year, and if the
Printing Bureau has to-day $500,000 worth of
blank paper lying in stock, awaiting orders to
be turned in by the various Departments
for printing—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It is mot all paper.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: —then it is more
than is necessary. Like drygoods, paper that
is piled up on a shelf and kept in a store for
a year has not the same value as it had when
it was put there. All I would say is, what
the honourable member for Grenville (Hon.
Mr. Reid) said with reference to a much more
important project, be careful and go a little
slowly with your expenditures on extensions
which are not necessary. I would have no
objection whatever to a 50 per cent increase
of the amount, and, speaking from experience,
I do think that would be sufficient.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Perhaps my honour-
able friend’s warning will be sufficient.
Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I hope it may be.

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

ST. JOHN AND QUEBEC RAILWAY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 9, an Act to authorize an
extension of time for the completion of The
Saint John and Quebec Railway between
Centreville, in the county of Carleton, and
Andover, in the county of Victoria, N.B.

He said: The railway in question is not a
Government railway, but it may be before
very long.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The Minister of
Railways and Canals was authorized to extend
the time for the completion of this railway,
and he did so, but that extension has now
expired, and the object of this Bill is to
authorize the Minister of Railways further to
extend the time for construction.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: The railway
belongs to the province of New Brunswick?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes.

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

THIRD READING

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

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

ROYAL MILITARY COLLEGE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 13, an Act respecting the Royal
Military College of Canada.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, this is
another instance in which the practice has not
been consistent with the law. Originally the
Royal Military College was supposed to ac-
commodate, if I remember rightly, 100 stu-
dents. That number is now more than
doubled. Some provisions with regard to con-
trol have become necessary because of changed
conditions. The Bill is only in a very small
way different from the present law.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: What law?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I mean the Royal
Military College Act.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: This is a new
Royal Military College Act.
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Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes, it is a new
one, but nearly all the provisions of the old
law are embodied here.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: What changes are
made now?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The only change
is to make the amount of expenditure cor-
réspond with the real requirements. The ex-
penditure has been met from time to time by
a portion of the amount being placed in the
estimates, whereas it should have been pro-
vided for.by the statute. The Auditor Gen-
eral has taken exception to that method and
has insisted upon the law being changed so
that the actual expenditure may be in cor-
formity with it and not be subject to a special
vote every year.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH : What clause in the
Bill covers the expenditure?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT : Perhaps section 6:

The pay and allowances and salaries of all
military and civilian personnel employed at the
College shall be as from time to time authorized
by the Governor in Council and as authorized
in the manner made and provided by the Civil
Service Act, chapter twenty-two of the Revised
Statutes of Canada, 1927, and the regulations
thereunder espectively.

I cannot at first sight tell just what are the
new provisions, but my honourable friend is
familiar with this matter and will probably
see them at once. Nearly all the provisions
of the old Act are here again.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: What are the
changes in the clause?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT (reading):

In addition matters pertaining to the appoint-
ment of civilians to the College Staff and the
salaries payable thereto are now governed
by the Civil Service Act and regulations there-
under, and, consequently, provision for this
should be made in any Act respecting the Royal
Military College, as the present Act is.silent
thereon.

Sections 1, 2 and 3 are identical with Sections
1, 3 and 4 of the present Act, except that sub-
section (2) of section 2 provides that the Col-
lege shall be under the direction and manage-
ment of the Minister of National Defence, a
point on which the existing Act is silent.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: That is really
the practice.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
practice. Then again:

Section 4 takes the place of sections 5 (2)
and 6 of the existing Act and enables there
being authorized a proper establishment for
the College which is at present lacking and
makes the appointment and salaries of civilians
Zuk;ject to the provisions of the Civil Service

ct.

That is the

It is true that the spirit of the Civil Service
Act was being applied, but there was nothing
to authorize it or to make it legal.

Those are the only provisions, I think, that
need to be discussed. I move the second
reading of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: I think if the Leader
of the House would just state in what particu-
lars this Bill differs from the old one, we
would be in a position to know all about it.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Really the only
difference I can see is to make the law con-
form with the practice. For years past the
College has been extending very considerably,
especially in the number of students, and in
the old days the Minister of Militia, now the
Minister of National Defence, really had
control of the College although the Act ‘was
silent upon that point. The main object of
the Bill, as I understand it, is to make that
control legal—to put in in the statutes.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: It puts the College
under the control of the Minister of National
Defence. I think that is an improvement.
Under the old Act it was not so stated, and I
presume it was under the control of the
Governor General.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The Act was silent.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: As a matter of fact,
it should come under the control of the
Minister of Defence.

Hon. Mr. MACDONELL:
always has been under the
Defence.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : That was the
practice, but there was nothing in the statutes
to show it.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It is to give sanc-
tion to the authority exercised by the Minister
so that there may be no question about it.
A question might arise between the Depart-
ment and the Auditor General.

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

In practice it
Minister of

CP.R. AND CN.R. AGREEMENTS BILL
SECOND READING

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM moved the
second reading of Bill 6, an Act to confirm a
certain agreement made between the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company and the Canadian
National Railway Company. -

He said: Honourable gentlemen, the Leader
of the House has asked me to say a word
about this Bill. This is merely a formal
agreement entered into between the Canadian
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National Railway and the Canadian Pacific
Railway concerning a branch line known as
the Rosedale-Bull Pond Creek branch line.
In 1924 both these railways were very anxious
to get into this territory. After a good deal
of discussion, it was decided, according to the
spirit of the age, that both railways should
not be competing for the same business in
this territory, but that they should come to
a joint agreement before building. Exactly
what is in the agreement I do not kmow; it
is the ordinary railway agreement; and this
territory will be well served by the two big
lines. The purpose of the Bill is to confirm
the agreement.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentlemen,
I think this Bill is all right, but as all these
railway Bills are important, I think this one,
even if it is pro forma, should go to the Rail-
way Committee before getting the third read-
ing,

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: There is no
objection that I can see.

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

PATENT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 7, an Act to amend the Patent
Act.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, this is a
Bill which is really very necessary. At the
International Conference at the Hague, in
1925, we agreed to certain provisions regard-
ing patents. This Bill is merely to incorporate
in our own Patent Act the provisions then
unanimously agreed upon by the nations
adhering to the League. That is all it pro-
vides for.

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

TRADE MARK AND DESIGN BILL
SECOND READING .
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 8, an Act to amend the Trade
Mark and Design Act.
He said: Honourable gentlemen, this is
exactly the same kind of a Bill.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Why not put them both
together and send them to the Committee?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It all arises out
of the same Convention.

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

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY, Chairman of
the Committee on Divorce, presented the fol-
lowing Bills, which were severally read the
first time:

Bill E, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Estelle McCutcheon.

Bill F, an Act for the relief of Adelaide
Marie Moore.

Bill G, an Act for the relief of Delia Eliza-
beth Davies. X

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Edith Duff
MecCoo.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Marion Baldwin.

Bill J, an- Act for the relief of Frederick
James Lee.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Laveania
Maud Kelly.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Arthur John
Evans.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Constance Melntyre Fairbanks.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Lina Eliza-
beth Foster.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Winifred
Osborne Gimblett.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Ruby Jear
Standing.

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Albertina
de Viarennes.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of William Bye
Fasken.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of John Alexan-
der Parsons.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Martha
Golding.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Reginald
Key.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Madeline
Massey Knox.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of James
Parker.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
LaBelle.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Richard
Henry Orr.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Marjory
Sterne Boyd.

Bill A-2, an Act for the relief of Florence
Louise Parsons.

Bill B-2, an Act for the relief of George
Daniel MacDonald.

Bill C-2, an Act for the relief of Evelyn
Connor.

Bill D-2, an Act for the relief of Annie May
Caldwell.

Bill E-2, an Act for the relief of Florence
Marjorie Cressman,
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Bill F-2,
Buck Scott.

Bill G-2,
Jones, :

Bill H-2, an Act for the relief of Albert
Wood.

Bill I-2, an Act for the relief of Louisa
Baldock. .

Bill J-2, an Act for the relief of Albert
John Morison.

Bill K-2, an Act for the relief of Amelia
Judd Wasserman Berliner.

Bill I-2, an Act for the relief of Ernest
Edmund Parrington.

Bill M-2, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Beaton Hale.

Bill N-2, an Act for the relief of Annie
Constance Vipond Coleby Lazier.

Bill O-2, an Act for the relief of Gladys
Caroline Isbell.

Bill P-2, an Act for the relief of Victoria
May Hardwick.

Bill Q-2, an Act for the relief of Annie
Alice Tushingham.

Bill R-2, an Act for the relief of Rita Peden.

Bill S-2, an Act for the relief of Lorne
William Paterson.

Bill T-2, an Act for the relief of Albert
William Hornby.

Bill U-2, an Act for the relief of Marguerite
Adele Berwick.

Bill V-2, an Act for the relief of Harriett
Ellen Isabel Kirkpatrick.

Bill W-2, an Act for the relief of Martha
Evelyn Taylor,

Bill X-2, an Act for the relief of Winnifred
Clark.

Bill Y-2, an Act for the relief of Maria
Eremca, otherwise known as Marcia Eramko.

Bill Z-2, an Act for the relief of Albert
Glenn Steinberg.

Bill A-3, an Act for the relief of Charles
Frederick Spittle.

Bill B-3, an Act for the relief of Helen
Lazelle Margaret Zeller.

Bill C-3, an Act for the relief of Rachel
Pearson.

Bill D-3, an Act for the relief of Ida Myer-
son.

Bill E-3, an Act for the relief of Arthur
Wellington Henry.

Bill -3, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Warren Gorrie.

Bill G-3, an Act for the relief of Stanley
Edmunds.

Bill H-3, an Act for the relief of Irene
Frances Phebe Fricker.

Bill I-3, an Act for the relief of Jean
Maxwell Douglas.

Bill J-3, an Act for the relief of Constance
Brown Kinsman.

an Act for the relief of Esther

an Act for the relief of Norah

Bill K-3, an Act for the relief of William
Wilbur Blackburn.

Bill L-3, an Act for the relief of Viva
Venetta Rahmer.

Bill M-3, an Act for the relief of George
Ranney Price.

Bill N-3, an Act for the relief of Percival
Bovill. :

Bill 0-3, for the relief of Paul Charboneau.

Bill P-3, for the relief of William Franklin
Darby.

Bill Q-3, an Act for the relief of Lorne
Wilbert Helmer.

Bill R-3, an Act for the relief of Mary
Marjorie Jacques.

Bill 8-3, an Act for the relief of John
Edward Gladstone King, otherwise known as
John E. King,

Bill T-3, an Act for the relief of Winnifred
Lilias Maunsell.

Bill U-3, an Act for the relief of Hazel
Kathleen Mulligan.

Bill V-3, an Act for the relief of Jessie
McLean.

Bill W-3, an Act for the relief of Winifred
Margaret Pope.

Bill X-3, an Act for the relief of Elizabeth
May Thornley.

Bill Y-3, an Act for the relief of Norton
Webster Kingsland.

Bill Z-3, an Act for the relief of Alice
Edith Knowles.

Bill A4, an Act for the relief of John
MecArthur,

Bill B4, an Act for the relief of Charles
Alfred Turner.

Bill C4, an Act for the relief of Olive
Druker.

Bill D4, an Act for the relief of Lillian
May Chandler.

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

THE SENATE

Friday, March 16, 1928.
The Senate met at 3 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

INTERNATIONAL WATERWAYS
COMMISSION

REQUEST FOR COPIES OF REPORT
On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, before the Orders of the Day are
called, on behalf of an honourable member
not in the House at the moment (Hon. Mr.



128

SENATE

Reid), I wish to bring to the attention of the
House a matter in which we are all interested,
and to make a request which I hope will meet
with general approval. Recently the Gov-
ernment were good enough to lay upon the
Table of the House the report of the Inter-
national Waterways Commission. That report
was quite voluminous. I think a substantial
number of honourable members of this House
desire to peruse that report with considerable
care. But because of its size it is physically
impossible that it should be available to all
the honourable members who would like to
have access to it for the purpose of studying
it. I would therefore join with the honour-
able member for Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid)
in asking that the Government provide a few
more copies of the report and place them on
the Table at the disposal of members.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend refers to the International Waterways
Commission report?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Dealing specially
with the St. Lawrence scheme?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am not refer-
ring to the report mentioned yesterday, which
the Government objected to bringing down,
but to the report which was laid on the Table
before the last adjournment.

PUBLIC PRINTING AND STATIONERY
BILL

THIRD READING

Bill 33, an Act to amend the Public Print-
ing and Stationery Act—Hon. Mr. Belcourt.

RAILWAY BELT WATER BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT moved the second
reading of Bill 20, an Act to amend the Rail-
way Act.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, this is
exactly the same Bill which this House passed
last year, but which reached the House of
Commons too late to be passed there.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Did it originate in this
House last year?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes, exactly the
same Bill. The circumstances which have
caused this Bill to be submitted to Parliament
are chiefly these. In 1883 the railway belt
was transferred to the Dominion Government.
After the transfer the Province of British
Columbia and the Government at Ottawa both
continued to issue leases and grant rights
under the Act, the Province of British Colum-

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

bia claiming that, notwithstanding the trans-
fer of the belt, the province still remained
seized of the jurisdiction covering the leases
and rights along the water belt. Con-
siderable dispute and controversy went on
between the two Governments, and the end
of the controversy was reached by a judg-
ment of the Privy Council which declared
that the contention of British Columbia
was wrong, and that the conveyance or trans-
fer of the belt implied the conveyance not
only of the land, but also of the water rights.
TFor a time British Columbia, dissatisfied with
this, would not act under the provisions of
the British Columbia legislation. Notwith-
standing the transfer, the Government at
Ottawa sought always to have the co-opera-
tion of the province in the. administration
of the water belt. They finally reached an
agreement whereby the Dominion Govern-
ment consented to let the Province administer
under the Provincial Act, which still stood
and which is standing to-day, but the Gov-
ernment at Ottawa insisted upon a certain
provision being accepted by the Province to
allow the Minister of the Interior, acting for
the Dominion Government, to exercise a cer-
tain control. That control was provided for
by section 11 of the Act, which honourable
gentlemen will see printed, word for word, on
the right-hand side of the Bill. Since the
Act of 1913 was passed the authorities at
Ottawa have felt that there is really no neces-
sity for the Minister exercising that control.
Perfect harmony has been established between
the Province and the Dominion with regard
to the administration of the water and the
riparian rights. So Parliament is now asked
to suspend the operation of section 11. That
is one part of the present Bill.

Section 3 of the Bill enacts the repeal of
section 12 of the Act of which I have spoken.
It is considered no longer necessary, because
the rights of the parties and of the Province
are fully safeguarded by section 4 of the Act.
The Minister has advised Parliament accord-
ingly, and the House of Commons have
adopted this Bill, by which section 12 is to
be repealed.

That is substantially the purpose of the
Bill. It met with no difficulty in the other
branch of the Legislature.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I would ask the hon-
ourable gentleman, are the Government not
taking steps now to transfer to British Colum-
bia the whole of this land, known as the rail-
way belt.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1 cannot say what
is the intention of the Government in that
particular respect, but the intention is to
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allow the administration of the belt to remain
with the provincial authorities, under the
provisions of the provincial Act.

Hon. Mr. ROSS: I see. And you are sus-
pending the powers of the Minister of the
Interior?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes.
Hon. Mr. ROSS: I understand.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: In order to give
greater freedom of administration to the Prov-
ince it is proposed to do away entirely, for
the present at all events, with this control.

Hon. Mr. ROSS: Of the Minister of the
Interior?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Precisely. Of
course, if the necessity for it arose later on,
he would apply the provision that is now sus-
pended. In the meantime it is to remain in
the Act.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: You are also taking
away the right of any riparian to the domestic
use of the water that is flowing past him.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Oh, no; the re-
verse.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Section 12 is repealed,
you will notice. That is the one that prevents
any riparian resident from being deprived of
the use of water for domestic purposes.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The effect of the
Act is to recognize the rights of all riparian
owners to their share of the water for domestic
purposes—all purposes, in fact.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: But, as I understand,
the section that does that is being repealed.
The bottom note says:

Section 3. The section to be repealed reads
as follows:—

“12. Notwithstanding any provision of any
of the Water Acts, no privilege, license or
right to the use of water shall be granted
where the proposed use of the water would
deprive any riparian proprietor adjoining the
river, stream lake or other source of supply of
whatever water he requires for domestic pur-
poses.”

That i1s being repealed.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I know, but the
reason why that is repealed is that under sec-
tion 4 -of the Act it is already provided for.
There is no intention at all of depriving the
riparian owner of any of the rights which he
has acquired, or to which he is entitled under
his grant.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was

read the second time.
56109—9

THIRD READING

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

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

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March
20, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 20, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY, Chairman of
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill E4, an Act for the relief of Sydney
Franklin Lankin.

Bill F4, an Act for the relief of William
James Wall.

Bill G4, an Act for the relief of George
Rubin Sanderowich, otherwise known as Rubin
Sanders.

GUYSBOROUGH RAILWAY
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. TANNER inquired of the Gov-
ernment :

1. Is_the management of the Canadian Na-
tional Railways recommending construction of
the proposed line known as the Guysborough
Railway in Nova Scotia?

2. Is it the intention of the Government to
recommend the project this year to Parliament?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The answer to the
inquiry of the honourable gentleman is as
follows: 2

To question No. 1, No.

To question No. 2, The matter is under
consideration.

IMMIGRATION AND COLONIZATION
STATISTICS
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. TANNER inquired of the Gov-
ernment:

1. What was the total amount of Govgrnmgnt
expenditure for the purposes of immigration
and colonization (excepting Soldiers’ Settle-
ment) in each fiscal year since 1918-1.919? !

2. What was the number of immigrants in
each of the above years?

REVISED EDITION
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Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The answer of the
Department of Immigration and Colonization
is as follows:

L IR s ) e 85,389,260 61
193920, . e i ies o 1,730,535 13
JO20:21. 0 s el 2,193,536 80
192082055 00 e 2,046,643 01
192208 s v v o 2,327,149 93
FOABRET T oL s 3,477,171 78
1924950 .. .. i . 3,269,001 70
11t R SRR S S 2,622,947 39
3 RS R 2,623,198 74

2. 39181819 o0 s e 57,702
Py i R S R R e 117,336
LV R 148,477
1r e R R e 89,999
I922IDRR 5 N e e s 72,887
1923-1924.. . 148,560
1928 IPODRC 05 L LR 111,362
IR0 IR0 96,064

19201927 535 He e e 143,991

Note: The expenditures for 1923-24 include
$649,881.97 on account of the British Empire
Exhibition held at Wembley. In 1924-25,
$599,796.85 was expended on the same account,
while in 1925-26 $70,661.08 was chargeable to
‘Wembley.

The expenditures for 1925-26 also include
$92,245.33 on account of the exhibition held
at Dunedin, New Zealand; while in 1926-27,
$2,025.19 was spent on account of this under-
taking.

ROYAL MILITARY COLLEGE BILL
THIRD READING

Bill 13, an Act respecting the Royal Military
College of Canada.—Hon. Mr, Belcourt.

POST OFFICE BILL
SECOND READING POSTPONED
On the Order:

Second reading of Bill 22, An Act to amend
the Post Office Act (Newspaper Ownership).

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I move that this
order stand until next Thursday.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: If this Bill is to stand
over I am agreeable, but I think we ought to
have some information about it, which I have
not been able to find in the Debates in the
other House, though there is information
about the provinecial legislation.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If my honourable
friend wants the information to-night I could
give it; but I think it would be better if given
when the Bill is read the second time.

Hon. W. . ROSS: I am willing to wait, but
I am just asking that we get some information
at that time.

The order was allowed to stand.
Hon. Mr. TANNER.

DIVORCE BILLS
SECOND AND THIRD READINGS

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, the fol-
lowing Bills were severally given their second
and third readings:

Bill E, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Estelle McCutcheon.

Bill F, an Act for the relief of Adelaide
Marie Moore.

Bill G, an Act for the relief of Delia Eliza~
beth Davies.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Edith Duff
MeCoo.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Marion Baldwin.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Frederick
James Lee.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Laveania
Maud Kelly.

Bill L, an Aect for the relief of Arthur
John Evans.

Bill M, an Act for the- relief of Margaret
Constance MeclIntyre Fairbanks.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Lina Eliza-
beth Foster.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Winnifred
Osborne Bimblett.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Ruby Jean
Standing.

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Albertine de
Varennes.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of William Bye
Fasken.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of John Alexan-
der Parsons.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Martha
Golding.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Reginald
Key.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Madeline
Massey Knox.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of James
Parker.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Labelle.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Richard
Henry Orr.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Marjory
Sterne Boyd.

Bill A2, an Act for the relief of Florence
Louise Parsons.

Bill B2, an Act for the relief of George
Daniel MacDonald.

Bill C2, an Act for the relief of Evelyn
Connor.

Bill D2, an Act for the relief of Annie May
Caldwell.

Bill E2, an Act for the relief of Florence
Marjorie Cressman.
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Bill F2, an Act for the relief of Esther
Buck Scott.

Bill G2, an Act for the relief of Norah
Jones.

Bill H2, an Act for the relief of Albert
Wood.

Bill 12, an Act for the relief of Louisa
Baldock.

Bill J2, an Act for the relief of Albert John
Morison.

Bill K2, an Act for the relief of Amelia
Judd Wasserman Berliner.

Bill 12, an Act for the relief of Ernest
Edmund Parrington.

Bill M2, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Beaton Hale.

Bill N2, an Act for the relief of Annie
Constance Vipond Coleby Lazier.

Bill 02, an Act for the relief of Gladys
Caroline Isbell.

Bill P2, an Act for the relief of Victoria
May Hardwick.

Bill Q2, an Act for the relief of Annie
Alice Tushingham.

Bill R2, an Act for the relief of Rita Peden.
.Bill 82, an Act for the relief of Lorne
William Paterson.

Bill T2, an Act for the relief of Albert
William Hornby.

Bill U2, an Act for the relief of Marguerite
Adele Berwick.

Bill V2, an Act for the relief of Harriett
Ellen Isabel Kirkpatrick.

Bill W2, an Act for the relief. of Martha
Evelyn Taylor.

Bill X2, an Act for the relief of Winnifred
Clark.

Bill Y2, an Act for the relief of Maria
Eremeca, otherwise known as Marcia Eramko.
Bill Z2, an Act for the relief of Albert
Glenn Steinberg.

Bill A3, an Act for the relief of Charles
Frederick Spittle.

Bill B3, an Act for the relief of Helen
Lazelle Margaret Zeller.

Bill C3, an Act for the relief of Rachel
Pearson.

Bill D3, an Act for the relief of Ida Myer-
son.

Bill E3, an Act for the relief of Arthur
Wellington Henry.

Bill F3, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Warren Gorrie.

Bill G3, an Act for the relief of Stanley
Edmunds.

Bill H3, an Act for the relief of Irene
Francis Phebe Fricker.

Bill I3, an Act for the relief of Jean Max-
well Douglas.

Bill J3, an Act for the relief of Constance
Brown Kinsman.

56109—9}

Bill K3, an Act for the relief of William
Wilbur Blackburn.

Bill L3, an Act for the relief of Viva
Venetta Rahmer.

Bill M3, an Act for the relief of George

- Ranney Price.

Bill N3, an Act for the relief of Percival
Bovill.

Bill 03, an Act for the relief of Paul Char-
boneau.

Bill P3, an Act for the relief of William
Franklin Darby.

Bill Q3, an Act for the relief of Lorne
Wilbert Helmer.

Bill R3, an Act for the relief of May
Marjorie Jacques.

Bill 83, an Act for the relief of John
Edward Gladstone King, otherwise known as
John King.

Bill T3, an Act for the relief of Winnifred
Lilias Maunsell.

Bill U3, an Act for the relief of Hazel
Kathleen Mulligan.

Bill V3, an Act for the relief of Jessie
MecLean.

Bill W3, an Act for the relief of Winnifred
Margaret Pope.

Bill X3, an Act for the relief of Elizabeth
May Thornley.

Bill Y3, an Act for the relief of Norton
Webster Kingsland.

Bill Z3, an Act for the relief of Alice
Edith Knowles.

Bill A4, an Act for the relief of John
MecArthur.

Bill B4, an Act for the relief of Charles
Alfred Turner.

Bill C4, an Act for the relief of Olive
Druker.

Bill D4, an Act for the relief of Lillian
May Chandler.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at.
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 21, 1928.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PATENT BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE presented the report
of the Committee on Miscellaneous Private
Bills, to whom was referred Bill 7, an Act
to amend the Patent Act.
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He said: One purpose of the Bill is to
extend the powers of the Commissioner by
the addition of these words:
or that the patentee has failed to manufacture
adequately the patented invention in Canada.

Another object of the Bill is to amend
the Act so as to provide that—

No patent shall extend to prevent the use of
any invention in any foreign ship, vessel, air
craft or land vehicle entering the country tem-
porarily or accidentally provided such invention
is employed exclusively for the needs of the
ship, vessel, air craft or land vehicle and not
so used for the manufacture of any goods to
be vended within or exported from Canada.

TRADE MARK AND DESIGN BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE presented the report of
the Committee on Miscellaneous Private
Bills, to whom was referred Bill 8, an Act
to amend the Trade Mark and Design Act.
. He said: The honourable member from

Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) might give the
explanation which he has given to the mem-
bers of the Committee.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: Honourable
gentlemen, on the second reading of the Bill
I explained that this measure and the ome
which has just been reported, with regard to
the Patent Act, were both necessitated by
the agreement which we made with other
nations at the Hague in 1925, whereby we
undertook to make our laws on patents and
on trade marks conform to the laws on those
subjects in force in other countries adhering
to the League. Everyone of the other nations,
I understand, has since passed enactments
bringing its laws into harmony with the
agreement then made. The period of three
years fixed for the passing of these laws by
the different countries entering into the Cov-
enant will expire in the month of May, 1928.
I asked for an explanation as to why our
amendments had not been introduced before,
and was-told that the delay was due to the
uncertainty of the sittings of Parliament
during the two years when that might have
been done. By passing the Bills we are
simply giving parliamentary sanction to the
agreement which we entered into solemnly
at the Hague Conference of 1925.

PRIVATE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Bill 15, an Act respecting certain Patent
Application of William H. Millspaugh.—
Hon. Mr. Haydon.

Bill 16, an Act respecting certain Patent
Applications owned by the British Steel Pil-
ing Company, Limited—Hon. Mr. Haydon.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE

Bill P4, an Act to incorporate the Cana-
dian Commerce Insurance Company.—Hon.
Mr. Prowse.

Bill Q4, an Act respecting the Sisters of
Charity of the Northwest Territories—Hon.

-Mr. Beaubien.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY, Chairman of
the Committee on Divorce, presented the
following Bills, which were severally read the
first time:

Bill H4, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Elizabeth Hedges.

Bill T4, an Act for the relief of Lotus
Henderson Conover.

Bill J4, an Act for the relief of Marguerite
Trelawney Buller Allan.

Bill K4, an Act for the relief of Robert
Alexander Ackersviller.

Bill L4, an Act for the relief of Alexander
Graham.

Bill M4, an Act for the relief of William
Henry Phillips.

Bill N4, an Act for the relief of Marjory
Elgin Burch.

Bill 04, an Act for the relief of Frances
Helen Renison.

STATUS OF DR. W. A. RIDDELL
INQUIRY AND DISCUSSION

Hon. W. A. GRIESBACH rose in accord-
ance with the following notice:

That he will draw the attention of the Gov-
ernment to the status of Dr. W. A. Riddell,
at Geneva and will inquire of the Government,
as follows:

1. Is Dr. W. A. Riddell an official of the Gov-
ernment of Canada employed at Geneva in
ggunection with the League of Nations? and
if so—

2. What is the precise nature of his employ-
ment?

3. Under what department of the Goveru-
ment is he employed?

4. From time to time the Canadian Press
carries despatches from Geneva in which Dr.
Riddell is alleged to have made statements for
and on behalf of the Government of Canada or
the people of Canada, touching matters of in-
ternational importance. Was Dr. Riddell in-
structed thereto by a department of the Gov-
ernment of Canada?

5. Does the Government assume responsibility
for statements made by Dr. Riddell at Geneva
as an official of the Government of Canada?

. Has the Government reprimanded Dr.
Riddell for statements made by him at Gensva
as an official of the Government of Canada of
which the Government does not approve?

He said: Honourable gentlemen, the series
of questions that stand in my name on the
Order Paper are put forward not for the
purpose of eaptious criticism, but in order to
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draw the attention of the Government to a
situation which is worthy of their attention.
In discussing these matters I must to some
extent anticipate the answers which my
honourable friend may give. Dr. W. A.
Riddell is a young man who has been sent
by the Government of Canada to Geneva to
represent us on the League of Nations, I
understand, in connection with the labour
clauses of the League and the Treaty of
Versailles. However, he has apparently been
employed by the Government in a larger
field, and is to some extent, I am informed,
under the direction of the Department of Ex-
ternal Affairs. I am asking the nature of
his employment, and the Department by
which he is employed, and then I draw atten-
tion to the fact that during the past eighteen
months, perhaps longer, Dr. Riddell has been
making a series of statements, which have
appeared i the Capnadian press, purporting
to speak on behalf of the Government of
Canada and the people of Canada. Those
statements are of very great importance, as
touching upon international relations, and
they are statements which in my judgment
should only be made by a responsible Min-
ister, or preferably by the Prime Minister
himself, in the Parliament of Canada.

Just as public opinion here is formed and
based upon statements of responsible public
men, so in international affairs public opinion
in the world is based upon statements of re-
sponsible men, made in proper places. I have
not made a collection of those statements;
but newspaper readers will remember that for
the past eighteen months or two years we
have seen statements of some sort almost
every week or so from Dr. Riddell, touching
upon all sorts of questions. Those state-
ments, if accepted, are expositions of Canadian
policy, and are thus of far-reaching effect.

Now, it is not fair to the nations of the
world that they should be led to accept such
statements as pronouncements of Government
policy. Personally, I disapprove of some of
those statements, and I am sure they must
have been disapproved of by others, and I
am merely raising the question now in order
to draw the attention of the Government to
observations made by persons purporting to
speak for the people of Canada, when, in
point of fact, it is most unlikely that this
young man has any such authority.

My honourable friend may take some ex-
ception to the method of framing my last
two questions, in which I ask if the Govern-
ment assumes responsibility for those state-
ments; and, secondly, whether the Govern-
ment has reprimanded Dr. Riddell for state-
ments of which it does not approve. The

purpose of those two questions is not sinister,
by any means, but they are designed to
bring home to the Government the possibilily
that those statements may rise up and smite
the Government some day when, in a difficult
situation, they must accept them. We are
making our appearance for the first time in
international affairs, and it is desirable that
all the officials of the Government, as well
as the Government itself, should be made
aware of the very great importance that is
attached in international affairs to statements
made by public men. Beyond that I do not
care to go. I believe that Dr. Riddell is a
very capable, energetic, and worthy official,
and I have no desire to reflect upon him in
any way; but I wish merely to draw the at-
tention of the Government to the fact that
he appears to occupy an important position,
and the Government would be well-advised
to protect itself, in his public utterances, by
suitable instruction and by all necessary pre-
cautions,

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, my honourable friend from Ed-
monton (Hon. Mr. Griesbach) assumes that
Canada’s representative at Geneva has not
received regular instructions from the Gov-
ernment on the matters upon which he has
been called to speak at the various Commit-
tees where Canada’s interests were at stake.
In consequence of that assumption, my hon-
ourable friend’s argument is weak, because
Dr. Riddell has received instructions generally
on matters of some importance—directions
rather than instructions—and he has faithfully
performed his duty, following the lines indi-
cated to him by his own Minister.

It was decided to appoint Dr. Riddell as
permanent representative, because we have
assumed the obligation to attend meetings
of the International Labour Bureau at various
fixed periods in the year, and we have been
obliged to attend other meetings of commit-
tees appointed by the Assembly or the Coun-
cil. It was thought that it would be far more
convenient for Canada to have a permanent
representative there, and that it would save
a considerable sum of money to the treasury
to have one representative’ who would not
have to cross the Atlantic half a dozen times
in order to attend those various commissions.

Dr. Riddell is perfectly conversant with all
labour matters, having occupied an important
post in the International Labour Bureau, and
he was selected because of his special know-
ledge in that department. He had had con-
siderable experience in Canada; if I am not
mistaken, he had been Deputy Minister of
Labour in the Ontario Government. He was
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quite qualified to deal with all social ques-
tions, and he has rendered a very good account
of himself as representative of Canada in
those various activities of the International
Labour Bureau. He has been selected as re-
presentative on some important committees,
and recently he sat on the preparatory sub-
committee on Arbitration and Security, where
he met important authoritative representatives
from other countries, and he was called upon
to state the views of his Government, and
the policy which had been propounded either
on the floor of Parliament or in the Assembly.
I read his deliverance at that meeting, which
had taken place a few days before my arrival
in Geneva, and I heard numerous commenda-
tions of the manner in which he had presented
the experience of Canada in the field of
Arbitration and Security.

My honourable {friend, if he has met Dr.
Riddell, has probably been misled by his
juvenile looks; but he is moving towards,
if he has not passed, the meridian of life, which
I would put at forty. He is most conscientious
in the performance of his duties, and most
desirous of doing the right thing for his own
country. Naturally he has only general in-
structions on many matters, and if my hon-
ourable friend asked me if every word he
speaks had the authority of his Minister I
would without hesitation answer in the ne-
gative, as regards very many questions on
which he may express an opinion in discussion.
But when it comes to a concrete resolution on
which he has to vote, if he has any doubt as
to the opinion of his Minister, it is his
concern and duty to cable his Minister for
instructions; so that if my honourable friend
passed only a few months on the shore of
Geneva Lake, I believe he would find that
we have a very prudent representative in the
person of Dr. Riddell. To the questions which
he puts, I would answer:

1. Yes.

2. Canadian Advisory Officer, to aid in
furthering Canadian interests in the League
of Nations and the International Labour
Organization.

3. Departments of External Affairs and
Labour. :

4. Not possible to answer without more
specific indication of the statements in ques-
tion.

I might add that I know personally of in-
structions being given him on important
matters where he represented Canada and had
to express an opinion for Canada.

5. Yes.

As to No. 6, I had occasion to tell my hon-
ourable friend; before the opening of this

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

sitting, that I did not like the expression
which he used, because it implied that there
could perhaps be cause for a reprimand. I
suppose my honourable friend desires to know
if the Government has expressed its disap-
proval of some statements made by Dr. Rid-
dell. To that question I would say no, but
I would add that there never has been cause
for any disagreement between our represent-
ative and his Minister, the Minister for Ex-
ternal Affairs.

ST.LAWRENCE WATERWAYS PROJECT
USE OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE'S REPORT

On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. D. REID: 1 rise to make an ex-
planation in connection with the remarks
I made on the St. Lawrence Waterways on
Wednesday last. I have received a telegram
from Brigadier-General C. H. Mitchell, and
I think I should place it on record, as I do
not want to do any injustice to General
Mitchell. It is as follows:

. Toronto, Ont., Mar. 16th.
Hon. J. B. Reid, Ottawa.

My attention has been drawn to reports in
Mail and Empire, Fifteenth and Sixteenth, of
your speeches in Senate making reference to
report of National Advisory Committee on St.
Lawrence, intimating that it may have become
public in Toronto, and that I may have been
instrument in its publicity. I wish to assure
you that I have never seen this report and do
not know its contents. The only public refer-
ences I have made to this Committee and its
report are contained on pages fourteen and
sixteen of my published retiring address as
President of Toronto Board of Trade, January
Twenty-Third, copy of which I am sending
vou by mail to-night. These references do not
presume a knowledge of contents of report.

Brig. Genl. C. H. Mitchell.

In my remarks I gave, as a reason why
I thought I was justified in speaking as I did
on this matter, that the Hon. Mr. Foster, who
was Chairman of the National Advisory Com-
mittee, had discussed this question a few days
before in St. John, and I read his speech in
a newspaper report; also, that the Council of
the city of Toronto had passed a resolution
recommending the carrying out of the report
of the National Advisory Committee. I also
mentioned that Brigadier-General C. H.
Mitchell had addressed a meeting in con-
nection with the waterways at Toronto, and
I stated that evidently those persons had be-
fore them the report of the National Advisory
Committee.  Of course, Hon. Mr. Foster
would have it, because he was Chairman of
the Committee, and the report from the Tor-
onto City Council stated that they had it.

I wrote to Brigadier-General Mitchell, in
reply to his telegram, that I was pleased to
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hear that his remarks were not taken from the
report of the National Advisory Committee,
but still he had the report of the Joint
Engineering Board, which had been madz
public here, having been laid on the table of
this House; so of course he had the right
to discuss it if he wished. But I do not de-
sire to cast any reflection on Brigadier-General
Mitchell in connection with the matter, and
therefore I felt that I should place before the
Senate the exact position, so that there could
be no fault found.

DEBATE RESUMED

The Senate resumed from March 14, the
adjourned debate on the inquiry of the Hon.
Mr. Reid:

That he will call the attention of the Senate
to the St. Lawrence Waterways project. and
inquire if it is the intention of the Government
to lay on the Table of the Senate the report
of thé. Advisory Committee on the proposed
scheme.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable gentle-
men, at the outset I desire to say that I,
like the honourable member from Grenville
(Hon. Mr. Reid) would have much preferred
to have had the privilege of seeing the
opinions which have been given to the Gov-
*ernment by the Advisory Committee. I have
no doubt that the opinions given by the
members of that Committee might have cor-
rected opinions of my own and of other
honourable members of this House who have
been deprived of the benefit of their perusal.
Nevertheless, I fully appreciate the reason
why the Government has not deemed it its
duty to make those opinions public. Suppose
that a property in which two parties had a
common interest, as is the case here, was
privately owned instead of state-owned, and
that one of the parties had asked for advice
of a technical character in order to be able
to deal with his adversary, it might be very
foolish for that party to disclose the advice
which he had received. I have read, and
no doubt other honourable members of this
House also have read the reasons assigned
by the Prime Minister in the other House
the other day, and accepted by the Leader
of . the Opposition, for withholding this in-
formation, and I think we have to take it for
granted that the Government was well ad-
vised.

I desire to say also that after hearing the
honourable member from Grenville discuss
this very important question I hesitate to
follow him, because I have not his personal
knowledge of the river, nor his general ex-
perience as an ex-Minister of Railways and
Canals. However, I have taken the trouble

to inform myself by examining into the
report of the Joint Board of Engineers. . This
report to my mind is very complete, and
deals not only with the work of the members
of the Board, but also with the work of the
first Commission in 1921, a Commission which
cost Canada and the United States each a
sum of some $750,000, and covered most im-
portant matters of research and engineering
works of all kinds. In making its report the
first board or Commission deemed it to be
its duty to suggest that before any decision
was taken the Board should be enlarged and
further investigations made—that was in 1924
—and the Commission was enlarged by the
apointment of three members by the United
States and three by Canada. The members
appointed by Canada were D. W. MecLachlan,
of the Railway Department; Oliver O. Le-
febvre, of the Quebec Streams Commission,
a man of very large experience and an engin-
eer of first mank; and Brigadier General
Mitchell.

In 1926 a report was made by those gentle-
men, but their labours did not cease there.
They went on and examined further into the
matter, and in the several appendixes to the
report will be found the result of the further
examination which they made. For my part
I am satisfied that extraordinary precautions
had been taken to inform the Government
and the public at large as far as possible.
It was suggested, I think, that there should
be further investigation, and I would not be
surprised if it were advisable or even neces-
sary, from either the economic or some other
point of view, to have further information
before & final decision is arrived at. How-
ever, we have to deal with this matter with
the assistance of the documents that are now
at our disposal, most of which are contained
in this book.

I hesitate also for fear that opinions ex-
pressed in this House may be iaken on the
other side of the line as expressions of pub-
lic opinion when in reality they are expres-
sions of individual opinion. However, I think
I will be guarded enough in my remarks not
to compromise anybody.

Let me say at once that I agree entirely
with the honourable member for Grenville as
to the importance of the question. I regard
the power susceptible of development as a
national asset of immense value which should
remain the property of the Crown for all
times and farmed out from time to time with
necessary provisions by way of successive re-
vision of the amount of the rent to be paid,
or otherwise, to protect the interests of the
State or of the public. I am also of opinion
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that the power to be developed should not,
for any consideration, Be sold for consumption
outside of Canada.

The honourable member seems to be appre-
hensive that our friends on the other side of
the line will get the best of any bargain or
Treaty which may be made with them in
connection with the project in question and
that we should avoid as far as possible dealing
with them. His main reason of complaint is
the diversion of water at Chicago. As to this,
I confess I am not sufficiently informed to
express an opinion. I believe it our duty to
examine thoroughly into the question of diver-
sion of water and if we have any serious
ground for complaint, Canada should irsist
on getting justice before entering into a new
Treaty with the United States. I cannot see,
however, how we can refuse absolutely to deal
with them in connection with this project
which involves the development of a property
in which they have an undoubted interest.

It is necessary, here, that I should refer to
both the Treaty of Washington of June 1871
and the Boundary Water Treaty of 1909. Let
me read only a couple of articles of each of
those Treaties. I will read first from the
Washington Treaty:

XXVI. The navigation of the River St.
Lawrence, ascending and descending from the
45th parallel of north latitude, where it ceases
to form the boundary between the two coun-
tries, from to, and into the sea, shall forever
remain free and open for the purposes of
commerce to the citzens of the United States,
subject to any laws and regulations of Great
Britain or of the Dominon of Canada, not
inconsistent with such privilege of free naviga-
tion.

The navigation of the Rivers Yukon, Porcu-
pine. and Stikine, ascending and descending
from, to, and into the sea, shall forever remain
free and open for the purposes of commerce to
the subjects of Her Britannic Majesty and to
the citizens of the United States, subject to any
laws and regulations of either country within
its own territory, not inconsistent with such
privilege of free navigation.

XXVII. The Government of Her Britannic
Majesty engages to urge upon the Government
of the Dominion of Canada to secure to the
citizens of the United States the use of the
Welland, St. Lawrence, and other canals in
the Dominion on terms of equality with the
inhabitants of the Dominion; and the Govern-
ment of the United States engages that the
subjects of Her Britannic Majesty shall enjoy
the use of the St. Clair Flats Canal on terms
of equality with the inhabitants of the United
States, and further engages to urge upon the
State Governments to secure to the subjects
of Her RBritannic Majesty the use of the
several State canals connected with the naviga-
tion of the lakes or rivers traversed by or
contiguous to the boundary line between the
possessions of the High Contracting Parties on
terms of equality with the inhabitants of the
United States.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

Now I will read from the Boundary Waters
Treaty:

Preliminary Article. For the purposes of this
Treaty boundary waters are defined as the
waters from main shore to main shore of the
lakes and rivers and connecting waterways, or
the portions thereof, along which the inter-
national boundary between the United States
and the Dominion of Canada passes, including
all bays, arms, and inlets thereof, but not
including tributary waters which in their
natural channels would flow into such lakes,
rivers, and waterways, or waters flowing from
such lakes, rivers, and waterways, o- the waters
of rivers flowing across the boundary.

Article 1. The High Contracting Parties
agree that the navigation of all navigable
boundary waters shall for ever continue free
and open for the purposes of commerce to the
inhabitants and to the ships, vessels, and boats
of both countries equally, subject, however, to
any laws and regulations of either country,
within its own territory, not inconsistent with
such privilege of free navigation, and applying
equally and without discrimination to the in-
habitants, ships, vessels, and boats of both
countries. :

It is further agreed that so long as this
Treaty shall remain in force, this same right
of navigation shall extend to the waters of
Lake Michigan and to all canals connecting
boundary waters, and now existing or which
may hereafter be constructed on either side_of
the line. Either of the High Contracting
Parties may adopt rules and regulations gov-
erning the use of such canals within its own-
territory, and may charge tolls for the use
thereof, hut all such rules and regulations and
all toils charged shall apply alike to the
subjects or citizens of the High Contracting
Parties and the ships, vessels, and boats of
both of the High Contracting Parties, and they
shall be placed on terms of equality in the use
thereof.

Article 2. Each of the High Contracting
Parties reserves to itself or to the several
State Governments on the one side and the
Dominion or Provincial Governments on the
other, as the case may be, subject to any
treaty provisions now existing with respect
thereto, the exclusive jurisdiction and control
over the use and diversion, whether temporary
or permanent, or of all waters on its own side
of the line which in their natural channels
would flow aecross the boundary or into
boundary waters: but it is agreed that any
interference with or diversion from their
natural channel of such waters on either side
of the boundary, resulting in any injury on
the other side of the boundary. shall give rise
to the same rights and entitle the injured
parties to the same legal remedies as if such
injury took place in the country where such
diversion or interference oceurs; but this
provision shall not apply to cases already
existing or to cases expressly covered by special
agreement between the parties hereto.

It is understood, however, that neither of
the High Contracting Parties intends by the
foregoing provision to surrender any right
which it may have to object to any inter-
ference with or diversions of waters on the
other side of the boundary the effect of which
would be productive of material injury to the
navigation interests on its own side of the
boundary.
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Article 3. 1t is agreed that, in addition to
the uses, obstructions, and diversions hereto-
fore permitted or hereafter provided for by
special agreement between the Parties hereto,
no further or other uses or obstructions or
diversions, whether temporary or permanent,
of boundary waters on either side of the line,
affecting the natural level or flow of boundary
waters on the other side of the line, shall be
made except by authority of the United States
or the Dominion of Canada within their
respective jurisdictions and with the approval,
as hereinafter provided, of a joint commission,
to be known as the International Joint Com-
mission.

The foregoing provisions are not intended to
limit or interfere with the existing rights of
the Government of the United States on the
one side and the Government of the Dominion
of Canada on the other, to undertake and carry
on governmental works in boundary waters for
the deepening of channels, the construction of
breakwaters, the improvement of harbours, and
other governmental works for the benefit o
commerce and navigation, provided that such
works are wholly on its own side of the line
and do not materially affect the level or flow
of the boundary waters on the other, nor are
such provisions intended to interfere with the
ordinary use of such waters for domestic and
sanitary purposes.

In virtue of those treaties the United
States have equal rights with us to free navi-
gation in the boundary waters and in the St.
Lawrence river from the lakes to the sea.

I do not think that large ocean vessels will
ever .navigate above Montreal but I cannot
help believing that a 25 to 30 foot waterway
from Montreal to the lakes, and on the lakes,
is bound to be made, and I have no doubt
that such a waterway coupled with the four
to five million horsepower susceptible of de-
velopment will be some day or other a very
great asset for Canada.

I am also of opinion that, committed as
we are in perpetuity to see both the St.
Lawrence river and the boundary waters
open to free navigation by both countries
on equal terms, we can hardly refuse to deal
with our neighbours in connection with the
opening of such navigation and the develop-
ment of waterpowers on terms fair to both
parties. I further believe that a properly
worded treaty defining the rights and obliga-
tions of both parties and providing for a
proper arbitration board would be rather
a protection for us. The joint control
seems to be a necessary consequence of the
common interest of both nations in naviga-
tion and boundary waters. I should be afraid
that our refusing to have practically any-
thing to do with the United States in con-
nection with the project in question would
be taken as an unfriendly act.

Under the treaties to which I have referred
I doubt that we should have the right to
have the channel in the international section
all on the Canadian side, implying a diver-

sion of boundary waters, to which the United
States would no doubt object. Even if we
could manage to have the channel all on
the Canadian side and to have entire con-
trol of it, I should be afraid that it might
induce the United States to spend any
amount of money towards increasing the
capacity of the Erie canal and thereby divert-
ing to United States ports freight which
would otherwise come down the St. Law-
rence.

I understand that the power susceptible
of development amounts to about five million
horsepower, two million being in the inter-
national section of the river and divisible
equally between Canada and the United
States, and three million in the province
of Quebec, at the door of Montreal. I should
have hoped that the right of both prov-
inces, Quebec and Ontario, whether in law,
or in equity only, to the power within their
respective territory would have been ac-
knowledged by the Federal Parliament, on
condition that the Dominion should be prac-
tically relieved of its share of expense for
both navigation and power, and on condi-
tion also -that the power should remain the
property of the crown.

As my opinion does not carry very much
weight, and as my intention was to help as
far as possible towards a proper conclusion
on this important question, I thought it
my duty to seek for information from a
first-class authority on the subject, namely,
Mr. D. W. McLachlan, of the Department
of Railways and Canals. He has been, as
I have stated, engaged on this question from
the beginning and is exceedingly well in-
formed and competent to judge. Therefore,
after adjourning the debate T wrote him, on
the 17th of March, this letter:

Montreal, March 17, 192S.
D. W. McLachlan, Esq.,

Engineer, Department of Railways and Canals,
Ottawa, Canada.

Dear Mr. McLachlan,

You may have seen the address made by
Honourable Dr. Reid at the Senate sitting of
Matrch 14 on the St. Lawrence waterway pro-
jects.

I have adjourned the debate to Wednesday
next, when I propose to try to give the Senate
a summary of the whole project, as recom-
mended by the Canadian section. I am afraid
there is a great deal of confusion in the mind
of the public and it is important that the
recommendation of the Canadian section be
better understood. I have a copy of the report
of the Joint Board of Engineers with ap-
Bendix, where I find the recommendations made

y the United States section and by the Can-
adian section.

On page 19 of the report I see a mention
made of the regulating works in operation at
the outlet of Lake Superior, and I understand
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that these regulating works are under the
joint control of Canada and the United States
under agreement between both countries. Wonld
you kindly tell me where I can find that agree-
ment? Would you also tell me whether the
water in the port of Montreal can be affected
by these regulating works, and to what extent?
Also what other regulating works, which can
affect the port of Montreal, are projected by
either the United States section or by the
Canadian section?

On_ referring to page 119, Senate Hansard,
March 14, you will find that Dr. Reid criticizes
very strongly the proposed diversion of the
water from the Canadian side to the American
side between Prescott and Montreal, and more
especially the construction of a canal twenty-
four miles in length entirely in United States
territory. Would you kindly tell me whether
in your opinion this diversion can be avoided
and what would be the consequences as far as
expenses are concerned and as far as control;
:}]so the reason why a channel 800 feet wide
is proposed to be cut through Galop Island
ontlrely_ on the American side, and what is
thg .ob]e.ct of opening this channel. In your
opinion is the port of Montreal liable to be
affected by the proposed works as recommended
by the Canadian section, in what way and to
what extent? 1In this connection please see
page 124 of Hansard.

As Dr. Reid takes exception to damming of
River St. Lawrence from shore to shore, I
)\plﬂd like to know if it can be avoided and
if the damming is liable to affect the port of
Montreal.

I would also like to be enlightened by you
on the following: -

(1) Would it be practicable to have two
separate channels. one on the Canadian side
and one on the American side, controlled by
each country, both for power and navigation,
and if not, why?

(2) Does the fact that free navigation is
open to both countries imply the necessity of
joint control of the channel?

(3) If one channel alone was constructed
on the Canadian side, say between Kingston
and St. Regis, would it not imply a diversion
of water which would necessitate our obtain-
ing t3:‘§1e consent of the United States Govern-
ment?

I want to call special attention to that,
becauge it is very important. If it implies
@»he dxyersion of water, we cannot help deal-
ing with the United States Government.

(4) Could Galop Island be left alome, or is a
channel through it a necessity in the case of
the one-stage development as navigation channel

and in the case of the two-stage development
for purpose of regulation only?

I am writing you very hurriedly. I shall
appreciate any further information which you
can give me on the whole question. I expect
to leave for Ottawa Tuesday afternoon.

Could you also tell me where I can find the
report of Judge Hughes on the question of
diversion of water at Chicago?

Yours truly,
(Signed) F. L. Beique.
His answer is dated the 20th of March, and

I have received it to-day:
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE,

March 20, 1928.
Honourable F. L. Beique,
The Senate,
Ottawa, Ont.
Dear Senator Beique: .

Your letter of March 17th is before me.

A little confusion has arisen in our report
due to the fact that the main body of the
report was written while we were still in-
vestigating foundation conditions at Crysler
Island. In May, 1927, these foundation con-
ditions turned out to be much better than was
expected, and, as a consequence, we were forced,
in appendix C, to say that it is an_improve-
ment on the two-stage project formely recom-
mended by the Canadian Section.

1f you read appendix C, you will, I feel, get
everything straightened out.

A partial single-stage project is also dgscribed
in appendix C. It was put there at the instance
of the Canadian Section. The United States’
Section counted it out because it did not
develop all the power. It represented the ideas
of the former Board, Messrs. Wooten and
Bowden, when changed to meet new ideas with
regard to ice. : 3 <

The regulation of TLake Superior is being
handled by a Control Board, the Canadian
member of which is Mr. J. T. Johnston,
Director of the Water Powers Branch, Dept.
of the Interior. Mr. Johnston succeeded the
late Mr. W. J. Stewart of the Marine Depart-
ment. The effect of the present regulation of
Lake Superior is discussed in the Report of
the Joint Board of Engineers, page 78. No
doubt this regulation has affected water levels
in Montreal to a slight extent, but it is so
small it is hardly worth mentioning. See- plate
No. 1, page 217. (]

The regulation of Lakes Huron Michigan
and Erie was considered by our 'iioard, but
such regulation was reported against, partly
because it could not be made to benefit the
lakes without hurting Montreal, or benefit
power without lowering lake levels, or doing
damage. The regulation of Lake Ontario 1s
contemplated as part of the Deep Waterway
TImprovement, but the rules are drawn so as
not to affect Montreal adversely, at least
during the latter part of the navigation period:
see pages 118 and 120, Report of Joint Board
of Engineers. Actually, the effect of the regu-
lation proposed would improve the depth in
Montreal harbour during extreme low months
of low years. :

In the Joint Engineering Board’s Report,
the canal is placed on the United States side
of the line in the vicinity of Long Sault
Rapids, and also at Crysler Island. This is
done simply because it worked out cheaper
on that side and left our 14 foot canal system
intact on our side at the Long Sault. The
Oanadian side is left in a condition where we
can build a canal if we ever wish to do so.
The damming of the St. Lawrence River from
shore to shore cannot be avoided, if the river
is to be improved for power. The navigation
improvements at Galop Rapids were put
through Galop Island in one case and south
of Galop in another, due to the_ fact that the
depth required could be secured more easily
in that way than in any other. The location
of the village of Cardinal on the Canadian
gside more or less blocks a route on our side,
and above Cardinal the river is so crooked
that good alignment could not be secured. It
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should be noted that the waterway now used
throughout the whole distance from the Head
of Lake Superior to Prescott crosses and re-
crosses the boundary many times.

In answer to your first question—

I will first repeat each question, so that the
answer to it may be better understood. My
first question was:

Would it be practicable to have two separate
channels. one on the Canadian side and one
on the Ameérican side, controlled by each coun-
tr}i', ’both for power and navigation, and if not,
why?

Here is his answer:

. In answer to your first question I would say
it would be practical to have separate chan-
nels on either side of the boundary between
Kingston and the head of Tiake St. Francis,
for navigation, but if any quantity of water
were drawn through either of these chanmnels
1t would involve lowering the level of Lake
Ontario, and this would be a violation of the
International Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909.

Therefore it necessarily implies the consent
of both parties. He goes on:

_ Consequently, for separate channels, some
joint approval of work in the river to com-
pensate for diversions would be required. To
go further and develop separate power canals
on each side of the river between the outlet
of Lake Ontario and St. Regis would be absurd,
because the cost of excavating such channels
would be enormous and an international con-
trol would be required at Galop Rapids just
the same as it is required beside the power
houses at Crysler Island, and Barnhart Island

in the proposal recommended by the Canadian
section.

Question number 2:

Does the fact that free navigation is open
to both countries imply the necessity of joint
control of the channel?

Mr. McLachlan’s answer is:

It seems to me that your second question can
be answered in the affirmative, because every
channel enlargement means flattening of slopes
and lowering of levels at its head.

My third question was:

If one channel alone was constructed on the
Canadian side, say between Kingston and St.
Regis, would it not imply a diversion of water
which would necessitate our obtaining the con-
sent of the United States Government?

Mr. McLachlan answers:

The answer to question number three seems
to me to be “Yes.” If a canal on the Canadian
side is constructed for navigation alone, the
diversion of water would be small and the
works requiring international approval would
also be small, while a canal for power would
involve a large diversion of water and inter-
national approval for extensive control works
at its head.

Question number 4:

Could Galop Island be left alone, or is a
ch;nnel through it a necessity in the case of

the one-stage development as navigation chan-
nel and in the case of the two-stage develop-
ment for purpose of regulation only?

His answer is:

It seems to me question number four can be
answered -in the affirmative. Galop Island
and the rapids on either side of it can be left
alone even with a river improvement for both
navigation and power. This would however
involve a very large increase in cost. This
increased cost for improvement would be
brought about by the necessity for the intro-
duction of a side canal with a lock to go round
the rapids at that point and as a water, level
below the Island could not be raised without
affecting Lake Ontario, this in turn would re-
quire an enormous amount of channel enlarge-
ment between the foot of Galop Island and
Morrisburgh, because this stretch of river must
be put in such a shape as will permit ice to
form in winter without gorging.

In any practical improvement of the Inter-
national Secction of the river for power, the
channels at Galop Rapids must be enlarged or
other chamnels provided at this point in order
to flatten the slope and enable the water level
below to be.raised within a few feet of that
of Lake Ontario. g

T have no copy of the report of Judge Hughes
in my office. I understand Mr. Burpee, Secre-
tary of the International Joint Commission has
one copy, and probably Dr. Skelton of the Dept.
of External affairs has another. It is being
printed by the Pearson Printing Co. of Wash-
ington, and is being sold at $1.00 per copy. It
was summarized in Engineering News Record,
Dec. 1st, 1927, page 890. This, my office could
lend you, or it could be obtained from the
library, I am sure.

Yours very truly,
(Signed) D. W. McLachlan.

I am sure honourable gentlemen will ap-
preciate the value of this opinion on the
very important questions which have been
raised, and rightly raised, by the honourable
member from Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid). 'To
my mind the expense of the whole project
could be divided into two classes: 1st, @he
cost of works solely for navigation, including
the cost of the Welland canal and of the
deepening of the St. Lawrence, and possibly
the mecessary preparatory works for thq <.ie—
velopment of water power, which the joint
board of engineers calls works common to
navigation and power, and 2nd, cost of works
primarily for power.

As to the 1st class, the cost should be
borne by both countries in the proportion
of their respective interest in navigation,
namely four-fifths for the United States and
one-fifth for Canada. On this basis, the one-
fifth of the Dominion would be about covered
by the four-fifths payable by the United States
for the Welland canal and the deepening of the
St. Lawrence. The cost of the Welland

Canal alone amounts to about $116,000,000,
without interest, and the deepening of the
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river between Montreal and Quebec would
be some $40,000,000 or $50,000,000, all told,
if T am not mistaken.

Hon. Mr. REID: May I ask the honour-
able gentleman if he is suggesting that Can-
ada allow the United States to pay one-haif
the cost of the Welland Canal?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No, four-fifths.

Hon. Mr. REID: And the same with the
other works between Cornwall and Mont-
real for navigation?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes. We have made
a bargain which we cannot cancel. TUnder the
treaties to which I have referred the United
States has equal rights with Canada to free
navigation on the lakes and on the River St.
Lawrence, from the head of Lake Superior
to the sea. ~We cannot help that, for under
the treaties we have made the United States
have acquired those rights, so that no canal
can be cut on the Canadian side only, with-
out the permission of the United States. That
being so, I ask what is the use of our saying,
“Let us cut the canal on our side, and control
it"? We cannot do it without violating the
treaty.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: How did
we do with the new Welland Canal? Did we
get their consent?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I do not know; I
would say it could not be done without their
consent. . But the only question I have taken
up with Mr. McLachlan is as to whether it
implies a diversion of water. No diversion
of water can take place unless it is passed
upon by the Internationl Commission, which
was appointed for that purpose.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON : Does that
apply to the Georgian Bay canal?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: That is another ques-
tion.

Hon. Mr. GREISBACH: But an ordinary
diversion of water would be distinct from a
diversion where the water flows back after-
wards. Surely the diversion contemplated by
the treaty means a diversion where the water
has gone for good, such as the diversion in
Chicago.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Of course I am express-
ing simply my own opinion, which may not
be worth anything at all; but I am a
Canadian, and I attach a great deal of interest
to the rights of this country. If Canada were
independent of the United States I might
take another position, but from my reading
of the treaty I have no doubt at all that no

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

canal can be constructed either on the
American or on the Canadian side without
the consent of both parties, because this would
involve a diversion of water, which cannot
be made without the consent or authority of
the Joint International Commission.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: If the Americans
wanted to dig a canal would they have to get
our permission?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes. They have equal
rights for free navigation in the lakes, and in
that part of the St. Lawrence above St. Regis.
Those are boundary waters, and it was agreed
that they are to be boundary waters for all
time to come; therefore, whether the quantity
of water is large or small, it cannot be diverted
without their consent. Mr. McLachlan, in
his opinion, makes a distinetion between
navigation only and power. As far as naviga-
tion is concerned, it would be a small diversion,
but it would be a diversion, all the same. As
far as power is concerned, it would be a very
large diversion, and therefore it could not
be done.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Is it a legal
opinion, or an engineering opinion, which Mr.
McLachlan gives?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: It is an engineering
opinion, and it is on a question of fact. As an
engineer he is giving an opinion, on a question
of fact, that it would be a diversion of water.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: May I ask my
honourable friend a question? Is that con-
clusion which he has voiced based on his
understanding of Mr. MecLachlan’s opinion
with reference to the diversion of water?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: It is based on my own
opinion, because I believe that common sense
dictates that it is so; but I wanted to be sure
that I made no mistake, and I wrote and put
the question to an engineer who is conversant
with conditions, and his answer was in the
affirmative.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Which engineer,
I understand, is an employee of the Depart-
ment of Railways and Camals?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Then I assume
that the House must naturally accept the
opinion of that engineer as being the opinion
of the Department of Railways and Canals,
and indirectly of the Government itself?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Oh, no, you cannot
assume that. My letter was written, I think,
in a very fair way, for information. I thought
that as a Member of the Senate I was entitled
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to that information from an employee of the
Government who is conversant with the com-
ditions. I wrote him, and he has answered
my questions as an engineer. I am satisfied
that he mever referred to the Minister or to
anybody in order to answer my questions; in
fact, I received the letter just before three
o’clock to-day.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The Honourable
gentleman says that there can be no diver-
sion of boundary waters without the permis-
sion of the Joint Board. Is that specifically
stated in the treaty, or does my honourable
friend infer that only from the common rights
of navigation, which he thinks would be in-
jured by diversion?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: It is from the treaty.
There are exceptions made in the treaty, but
they are small, such as sewage and two or
three other small matters; bui a diversion
for navigation or for power cannot be made;
no diversion can be made without the con-
sent of both parties.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That applies to the
St. Lawrence only; it does not apply to the
Ottawa River.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Of course not.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Somz honourable
gentleman asked my honourable friend if the
Georgian Bay canal could be built without
the consent of the Americans, and I under-
stood my honourable friend to say that it
could not.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I would say that it
could not, if it implies any diversion of water
from the lakes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The
river flows into the Georgian Bay.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY : Might I ask the hon-
ourable gentleman on what basis the calcu-
lation was made as to the cost being borne
in the proposition of four-fifths by the United
States to one-fifth by Canada?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: That calculation is
made on the recognized fact that both coun-
tries are interested in navigation in those
proportions. The tonnage of the vessels on
the lakes is four-fifths for American vessels
and one-fifth for Canadian vessels.

I suggested that the cost be divided into
two classes, and I have dealt with the first
class. As to the second class, it should be
assumed by Ontario and Quebec.

The province of Ontario would no doubt
develop its 1,000,000 horsepower as part of
its hydro-electric system. As to the 3,000,000
horsepower in the province of Quebec, I am
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sure companies would be found to make the
development at their own expense, for the
sake of having the benefit thereof for a reason-
able term of years.

If the matter was dealt with in this way,
the western provinces would receive, through
free navigation, all the benefit they may ex-
pect from the enterprise; and the legitimate
interest of Ontario and Quebec resulting from
the fact that the power is within their terri-
tory would also be satisfied.

I would have hoped that the Federal Gov-
ernment would have seen its way to let the
power remain the property of the Crown in
both provinces, on the latter indemnifying
them as to all expenses, for the Provinces are
entitled to the power in equity, if not in law.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Might I ask my
honourable friend his opinion in regard to the
legal rights of the Crown?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Sub judice.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Give him a fee for
that.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I do not think that
arises on the question. As regards my sug-
gestion that the cost of the works common
to navigation and power be thus borne by
the United States and Canada in proportion
to their interest in navigation, the suggestion
is supported by the unanimous opinion of the
Joint Board of Engineers in paragraph 109 of
their report which reads as follows:

109. Fundamental principles.

This is the joint report.

The plans have been prepared in accordance
with the recognized principle that the interests
of navigation on the St. Lawrence are
paramount. A full observance of this prin-
ciple does not interfere with the beneficial use
of the flow of the river for power generation.
On the contrary, the improvement of the rapid
sections of the river for the joint benefit of
navigation and power affords, as a rule, much
better navigation than could be secured by the
improvements now economically justifiable in
the interest of mavigation alone.

So we have there the opinion that naviga-
tion is interested in the development of power,
for reasons which are given. And when they
pass upon the cost of improvements, we find
what would be the cost of what they call the
improvements common to both navigation
and power. Now I have prepared a short
summary of the report.

As is well known, the outlet from Lake
Superior to Lake Huron is through the St.
Mary River, where regulation works have
been installed. The control gates are operated
under a board of control in accordance with
conditions laid down by the International
Joint Commission. From 1923 to 1926 the
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release of the water through the gates has
been above normal, with the consequence
that in January, 1926, the water in Lake
Huron was 3 inches, in Lake Erie, 1} inches,
and in Lake Ontario, 1 inch, above what it
would have been without the regulation of
Lake Superior. i

In paragraph 13 of the report of the Joint
Board of Engineers, I find it stated that:

Navigation from Lake Superior to_ Lake
Huron passes through the locks at St. Mary’s
¥alls. Channels have been excavated through
the St. Mary’s River above and below_ the
locks, and through the St. Clair River, Lake
St. Clair, and Detroit River (all between Lake
Huron and Lake Erie), to afford a minimum
depth of 20 feet at the lake levels that have
been adopted as the standards for improve-
ments.

As honourable gentlemen know, the new
Welland Canal, between Lake Erie and Lal'{e
Ontario, under construction, is 25 miles in
length, and is being excavated to a dep_th of
27 feet. Navigation from Lake Ontario to
Montreal if provided by isolated channel im-
provements and a series of side canals around
the rapids, which affords 14 feet depth.

Again reading from paragraph 23 of the
same report:

That part of the St. Lawrence between Lake
Ontario and Montreal runs in deep,.s]oyv-ﬂowmg
reaches and lake-like expanses, rgadlly improved
for navigation, with intervening reaches o
rapids and swift currents. For the first 67
miles from Lake Ontario the river is a deep,
slow-flowing stream. It then passes throug
the remaining 49 miles of the mterna.tlox;al
border in a succession of rapids and swift
water. Leaving the border at St. Regis, the
river expands into the quiet waters of Lake
St. Francis. From the lake it drops in a
snccession of rapids to Lake St. Louis, and
from Lake St. Louis it drops through more
rapids to Montreal harbour.

Such is in part the description of the con-
ditions of the lakes and river St. l".;awrence.
which I find in the report of the Joint Board
of Engineers.

The other day the honourable member from
Grenville (Hon. Mr. Reid). dealt Wlf:h the
section extending from Chimney _Pomt to
Colquhoun Island, opposite St. Regis, at the
head of Lake St. Francis, a distance of 48
miles. The whole project was dealt with by
the International Joint Commission in its re-
port dated December, 1921, which report in
1924 was referred to an enlarged Joint Board
of Engineers, three of them appointed by the
United States Government, and a like number
appointed by the Dominion Government. The
three Canadian members of the Board, Mr.
Duncan W. McLachlan, of the Department of
Railways and Canals, Mr, Oliver O. Leffebvre,
Chief Engineer, Quebec Streams Commission,
of Montreal, and Brigadier General Charles

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

Hamilton, CB., C.M.G., of Toronto. General
Mitchell was not a member of the Inter-
national Joint Waterways Commission,

It may be of some interest to refer here to
paragraphs 126 to 131, inclusive, of the report
of the Joint Board of Engineers dealing with
the international rapids section. It is the
section where the proposed channel is to be
made through United States territory, and to
which the honourable member from Grenville
has taken strong exception. It will be seen
what amount of attention was given to that
section by the Joint Board of Engineers.

 126. At Crysler island, a dam 2,800 feet long
is shown on a long curve, with United States
and Canadian power houses each 1,500 feet
long at either end. This curve is introduced
to develop length and follow the most
advantageous rock surface. A lock for 14-foot
navigation is shown at the Crysler island end
of the curved dam. This lock is designed for
use until the pond above the dam is raised to
above elevation 229 when 14-foot draft will
become available in the new canal. Estimates
provide for unwatering the control 1,500 feet
of the dam at Crysler Island by the pneumatic-
caisson process and for the unwatering of 700
feet in shallow water by the cellular steel
sheetpile trench method. The remainder of the
dam and both power-house sites are to be
unwatered by the open cofferdam method.

127. The side canal for carrying deep
navigation past the dam is shown on the
United States side of the river. It is 1.6
miles long and is provided with swing top
log apparatus at the head of the lock, as well
as duplicate gates and fender chains. The cost
of a similar canal on the Canadian side would
be substantially the same.

128. Two-stage plan No. 5-217 shows a dam
at the head of Barnhart island with power
houses at the foot of that island, as in project
No. 4-224. The works at the foot of the section
are in general similar to the latter project and
are located at the same sites. The unwatering
problems are the same and it is intended that
they should be met in the same way.

129. The water level to be held above the
dam at the foot of the section in project No.
5-217 is 7 feet lower than in project No. 4-224.
This lower level reduces the lift of the lock
in the side canal west of Robinson bay and
lowers the bottom elevation of the side canal
above that point. This lowering of the reach
level also increases the excavation required at
the head and foot of Sheek island for the head
race.

130. The operation of the Crysler island
project presents some difficulty. These are
associated with control of flow through the long
restricted channel between Butternut island
and the foot of Ogden island, just above
Morrisburg, when levels on Lake Ontario
fluctuate. A rise of 2 feet in 4 hours, which
sometimes has occurred opposite Prescott.
would cause a large increase in flow in
restricted channels while the pond between
Ogden island and Crysler island, 6,700 acres in
extent, is filling up.

131. The travel of surges would not interfere
with the use of channels for navigation, as the
increased velocities would still be within the
limits of safe practice. If, however, a surge
should oceur in the brief period when an ice
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park is making upstream past Ogden island,
it might increase velocities beyond 2.35 feet
per second. Should the river surface be
heavily burdened with ice at this time, a gorge
might occur.

I understand that it is hardly feasible to
avoid going to the other side. The channel
must of necessity sometime be on the Cana-
dian side, and sometime on the other side.
To have it on the Canadian side, I under-
stand, would involve an expenditure of at
least $12,000,000.

Hon. Mr. REID: Where does the honour-
able gentleman get those figures?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE:
from Mr. McLachlan. I think they are in
the report. It would also mean closing our
canals on our side for the time of construc-
tion.

Hon. Mr. REID: Where?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: At Cornwall. It would
mean a Jlarge expense because of the power
development which would have to be expro-
priated.

Then follow details with which I need nct
trouble this honourable House, and then the
following recommendations:

142. The estimated cost of this project is
stated by the Canadian section to be
$228,610,000.

143. In this scheme nearly, if not all, the
gates in the Galop control dam would be open
during flood conditions and during the latter
part of the ice-covered period. During the
low-flow periods of late summer and autumn
some control gates would be closed. ; 3

144. The control of flow out of Lake Ontario
would be governed in part by the level of the
Long Sault reach and in part by the opening
and closing of gates at the Galop Rapids dam.
With this scheme an ice cover would pack
upstream from below Ogden island without
gorging of the section so long as the flow out
of TLake Ontario is held down to about
203,000 cfs: and the water level at the Long
Sault is held up to about elevation 239. >

145. A dam is shown across a diversion
channel at Galop island and also across a
channel on either side of a lock at Lotus
island. The latter would control the flow sou@h
of Galop island. A gated house is shown in
both dams, with butterfly valves for the bulk
of the openings instead of roller gates.
Early in the winter there would be a head of
two or three feet at the south Galop control
dam and a head of three to four feet would
be used up in the slopes and dam of the north

alop channels. The head in the north Galop
channel together with ability to quickly eclose
gates in the other channels can be used to
prevent excess flows passing the section during
surges.

146. The above-described scheme would
develop all the head available in the section
during the winter period, and also all that
available in summer when Lake Ontario is near
extreme high and extreme low stages. The
amount of power not developed by this project

I got those figures

is greatest in open-water period when Lake
Ontario stands about elevation 246.0. At that
time the head lost would be about 3.5 feet.

147. The control of velocity of flow in
restricted channels afforded by this project is
better than in other schemes because fewer
gates need be opened or closed to increase or
decrease the flow in the river, and the distribu-
tion of flow in channels can be better con-
trolled. It imposes a guard lock in the path
of navigation instead of the navigable pass
shown in the full single-stage project.

148. The river is now actually navigated by
all traffic through the four-mile reach between
Troquois and the head of the Morrisburg canal,
through the ten-mile reach between Morrisburg
and the head of Farran Point canal, and
thr'ough the four-mile reach between Farran
Point and the head of the Cornwall Canal.
The vessels used in this navigation are, how-
ever, heavily powered in proportion to their
size. The only parts of this section of the
river, abovq Cornwall island, regarded as safely
and conveniently navigable in its present con-
dition by large lake freighters and ocean vessels
are the four-mile reach from Weavers Point
to the Farran Point rapids, and the four-mile
reach from the foot of the latter rapids to the
entrance to the Cornwall canal.

149. The entire reach of river from Morris-
burg to the head of the Cornwall canal can
be rendered safely navigable for deep-craft
vessels with a moderate amount of dredging if
the water level be raised to elevation 220. At
this elevation the flowage damage is not exten-
sive. The plans for improving the river for
navigation alone provide, therefore, for raisng
this reach by a series of dams across the head
of the Long Sault rapids.

150. The plans provide a large discharge
capacity through the gates of these dams, so
that the pool created can be drawn down in
winter, with a view to avoiding, ordinarily, the
fnrmqtlon of ice jams in the reaches between
Morrisburg and the dams, and of holding the
rise consequent to such jams to minimum levels.
Under no circumstances could the back-water
from such rises affect the discharge capacity
of the control section at the Galop.

_According to the project recommended by the
United States section (single-state develop-
ment), the channel passes on the American
side of the river almost all the way from
Chimney Point to Iroquois and cutting through
Galop Island, it then follows pretty closely the
boundary line down to the head of Barnhart
Island where it turns south across United
States territory down to a little below
Massina where it again flows near the boundary
line until it reaches the Province of Quebec.

According to the project recommended by the
Canadian section (two-stage development), the
channel passes entirely south of Galop Island
and follows the United States side of the river
down to Morrisburg, and follows then the
boundary line alternating the south and north
sides thereof down to Long Sault Island, where
it turns south through United States territory
down to the Grass River and Cornwall Island.
from where it follows near the international
boundary down to St. Regis. The project con-
templates however a rectification of the
boundary line at Barnhart Island in order that
one of the two power houses may be on
Canadian_territory. A channel is again opened
through Galop Island not for navigation but for
control gates only.
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Now, honourable gentlemen, I must
apologize for having taken more of your time
than I intended, but T thought it was my duty
incomplete as the information may be, and
though my opinion may be of little value,
to offer this small contribution to what I
consider a question of the very first import-
ance. I think it is the duty of every mem-
ber of Parliament to try to enlighten public
opinion upon this subject in order to arrive
at a proper solution of the question.

Hon. Mr. REID: I would like to ask the
honourable gentleman a question. He gave
me the impression that he understood that
I was opposed to having anything at all to
do with the United States.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I would be glad to
find I was mistaken.

Hon., Mr. REID: T am very sorry if my
remarks created any such impression. I never
intended it at all. If the honourable gentle-
man so understood me T am very sorry, and
would tell him that I had no such intention.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I accept the honour-
able gentleman’s explanation.

Hon. Mr. REID: The very fact that I
mentioned that 300,000 horse power would
be developed on the Canadian side and 300,-
000 on the American side would contradict
that. Of course, I objected to damming the
St. Lawrence. It should flow free so that
there would be no interference with Montreal
Harbour. I suggested also that instead of
24 miles going on the American side that the
present canal system should be deepened. I
would not like it to go out to the people
of this country or the people of the United
States that I was opposed to having any-
thing to do with the United States.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE:
hear the correction.

Hon. Mr. SMEATON WHITE: In speak-
ing about the joint rights, my honourable
friend referred to the area from the head of
Lake Superior to the sea; then in speaking
of navigation, I think he referred to the lakes
only. The navigation between the sea and
Montreal would probably be mostly British.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I think it is in the
report.

Hon. Mr. SMEATON WHITE: That would
be on the international section only.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Possibly so. There
may be a difference in the cost of deepening
the canal to Montreal. At all events, my
suggestion is this: whatever the figures are,
navigation should be taken as a basis. [

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE,

I am very glad to

think it is fair. Tt is asked by the United
States, and I am sure they would be dis-
posed to accept that basis. I have it on
good authority that the United States would
be willing to pay on the basis of the four-
fifths I have mentioned; but whether it be
four-fifths or not, I think that basis should
be adopted, and that both the province of
Ontario ard the province of Quebec should
indemnify the Federal Government for its
share of the expenses in the development of
navigation, except what should be paid by the
United States. I would urge upon the Gov-
ernment to make it a condition that it should
remain a national asset for all time to come,
the property of the Crown, in order that the
full value of it in years to come, which will
be enormous, may accrue to the interests of
the publie.

Hon. Mr. REID: For the benefit of the
honourable gentleman, let me say with re-
ference to that four-fifths, that between
Montreal and Prescott practically the whole
channel is Canadian. When we get through
with it according to this report there will be
25 miles, or 25 per cent of it, in the United
States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think the
honourable gentleman is referring to the
tonnage.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON:
Lakes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And on the
St. Lawrence. When he says that navigation
should be the basis, he means a comparison
between American tonnage and Canadian
tonnage.

Hon. Mr. REID: Do I understand that
from the Welland Canal to Montreal four-
fifths of the traffic is American and one-fifth
Canadian?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend can put that question to the honour-
able gentleman who made the statement.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I have only to repeat
what I have said. I am satisfied that the
Government of the United States will be
willing to pay on the basis that I have men-
tioned; I think I have good authority for
that statement; I do not see why the United
States should have the benefit of free naviga-
tion to the sea, without paying their fair
share of the expenses.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: If I remember
the report of the Joint Waterways Commis-
sion, it stated that the interest of Canada in
the deep waterways from the lakes to the

On the Great
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sea was one-fifth as compared with four-
fifths which the Americans had. That in-
cluded, I believe, their ideas of navigation
from the ocean to ports on the lakes, the
density of population that would be affected
by it, and I understood that they were quite
agreeable to paying 80 per cent of the cost
of the complete works, Canada to pay 20 per
cent. g

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Would the 80 per
cent give them a title to the Welland Canal?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: No.
Hon. Mr. REID: And in Quebec too?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: What would they
get for their money?

Hon, Mr. McLENNAN : That was the point
which T wished to ask the honourable gentle-
man opposite who has just spoken (Hon. Mr.
Beique). Has he considered that question of
sovereignty? We have joint arrangements for
unimpeded and free navigation. Would the
acceptance of money from the United States
in any way give them a title to sovereignty
over the Canadian waters?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No, no. I would
not be in favour of giving them any
right of sovereignty at all. ‘Their rights
should be limited to those under the treaty
respecting navigation. If they desired to act
mischievously they could do so much more
easily under the existing treaties than under
a new treaty regarding the improvement of
navigation and the development of power.
Any special treaty should of course provide
for reference of any disagreement to an arbi-
tration tribunal such as that of 