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Appointed to

ENQUIRE INTO AND REPORT UPON THE BEST MEANS OF RELIEVING THE
COUNTRY FROM ITS EXTREMELY SERIOUS RAILWAY CONDITION
AND FINANCIAL BURDEN CONSEQUENT THERETO

The Right Honourable George P. Graham, P.C., an
the Honourable C. P. Beaubien, K.C,,
Joint Chairmen
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ORDER OF APPOINTMENT

(Extracts from the Minutes of Proceedings of the Senate for March 7, 1939)

Resolved,—That, with a view of completing the inquiry pursued during
last session by the Special Railway Committee of this House, and preparing
and submitting an adequate report on such inquiry, this Special Committee
be re-appointed with a view to inquire into and report upon the best means
of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condition and
financial burden consequent thereto, with power to send for persons, papers
- and records and that the said Committee be re-appointed with the same per-
sonnel and, therefore, that it consist of the Honourable Senators Beaubien,
Black, Buchanan, Calder, Cantley, Coté, Dandurand, Graham, Haig, Hugessen,
Horsey, Jones, Hardy, McRae, Meighen, Murdock, Parent, Robinson, Sharpe
and Sinclair.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

THE SENATE
WebpNEspAY, March 15, 1939. -

The Special Committee re-appointed to inquire into and report upon tl}é
best means of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condi-
tion and financial burden consequent thereto, met this day at 11 a.m.

Right Hon. Mr. Graham and Hon. Mr. Beaubien, Joint Chairmen.
Colonel O. M. Biggar, K.C., Counsel to the Committee.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: We have called this meeting in order to find out
who are the representatives of labour—as I understand, men interested in the
railway problem and in contact with the railway organizations. We suggested
that the Labour Department furnish us with the data, and Mr. Biggar is asked
to give us a statement that he has obtained from the Department.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: I did not understand that at all. I understood
we were to get some idea of the dimensions of the Canadian Federation of
Labour. I stated I would let them be heard in any event. But if they are of
considerable dimensions, are we to say: because they have certain views we
will not hear them; because those views are expressed by certain men we
do not like we will not hear them? If they are of substantial dimensions
I want to hear them.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: I do not care whether they are railway-labour
men or not. We have heard boards of trade who are not in railway organiza-
tions at all. Then why should we not hear railway organizations?

Hon. Mr. DanpuranDp: I understood the gentleman who desired to be
heard was connected with some railway organization.

Right Hon. Mr. MEGHEN: No, I did not understand that.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Have you got his letter?

The CaarRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : It was a verbal application brought
up, I think, by Senator Black.

Hon. Mr. Brack: No, I never heard of the man before. I don’t know
even his name. :

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I understood Mr. Burford saw Senator Beaubien.

The CuamrrMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): No. Have you the letter, Mr. Hinds?

Mr. Hinos (Clerk of the Committee) : T am sorry; I did not receive it.

The CHAIRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): The letter said he wanted the
Association to be heard. Mr. Meikle, I suppose; will speak for the Association.

Hon. Mr. Haig: His name is W. T. Burford.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then he is the gentleman who wants to be heard.

The CaareMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): No. I think he wanted Mr. Meikle,
President of the Association, to be heard. He did not want to speak himself.

Hon. Mr. Hatg: He is the Secretary of the Canadian Federation of Labour.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Yes. Here is the official record from the Depart-
ment of Labour files.

The CrHARMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes, I have it here. It does not
say very much.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: What are you citing?

1
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2 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

The Cuamman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): The annual report for 1938. It
says: There are two associations of minor importance. There is the big
federation of labour on the one side, called the Labour Congress of Canada,
and the All-Canadian Congress of Labour, and there are two other large
associations, although not as numerous, called the Canadian Federation of
Labour and the Federation of Catholic Workers of Canada. Mr. Meikle
represents the Canadian Federation of Labour, and he wants to be heard.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Is there any data as to that?

The CuaarrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): I find on page 27 the following:—

The Canadian Federation of Labour reported a total affiliated
membership of 52,622. Of the 72 local unions reported to be in affilia-
tion with the Federation, all of which were circularized by the depart-
ment, only 39 made returns, showing a combined membership of 8,704.
As mentioned on page 8, it is not possible to give audited figures of
paid-up membership for the Canadian Federation of Labour.

1 suppose it is like the Catholic Federation, it is not very large.

Hon. Mr. Murnock: Pardon me. Why did you not read the language
immediately following the 87047?

‘The Cuarman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): What do you mean? I am just
giving you what Mr. Hinds has placed before me and outlined. Do you suggest
anything else on my part? !

Hon. Mr. Murbock: Well, immediately following—

The CuamrmMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Read it if you will, but do not
make any reflections.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I think we should read that if you want the facts.

The Cumamrrmax (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes; but I dislike a reflection on
what I have read.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I asked you, would you read the rest.

The Cuairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): That is a different thing.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Perhaps the chairman will read what is wanted.
The Crairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): No.

Mr. Bicear: Mr. Chairman, if I may intervene? The figures to which I
have referred are a year later than the printed report.

Hon. Mr. Brack: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the question is whether
or not we shall hear these people. I know neither the men nor the organization,
but they represent somebody, as is evidenced by the report read by Colonel
Biggar.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: That is what we are here for, to know whom they
represent. What is that further statement?

Hon. Mr. Horsey: Could we not hear the Deputy who has the latest
information?

The CrarmaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Perhaps it would be the best way.
If, gentlemen, you are of that opinion we will hear the representative of the
Department.

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: Before you call the representative of the Department,
I should like to know if the report read by Mr. Biggar is to go on the record.

Hon. Mr. Parent: That is what I want to know. Let us start from the
beginning. - It can be inserted in the record by the reporter.

The CrAlRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Do you want that put in the record?
Hon. Mr. Rosinson: Yes.
The Cuarrman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Very well.

@



RAILWAY CONDITIONS 3

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Let it be part of the record.
Mr. Bicar: It will be an exhibit.

Hon. Mr. Pagext: No; let us have it printed in the record.
Mr. Bicear: Very good.

This is the memorandum read by Mr. Biggar:—
RAILWAY ORGANIZATIONS IN CANADA
No. of
! Organization Locals  Membership
E Running Trades (Independent):—(Big 4)— :
§ Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers.. .. . 96 5,000
il Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen a,nd Engme-
¢ Wenss o, i 96 5,350
/ Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.. .. .. .. 92 11,229
i Order of Railway Conductors.. .. 67 2,344
' Affiliates of the Trades and Labour Congrwa of
i Canada:—
i Division No. 4, Rallway Employees Department
§ 3 o) i RS 9 25,000
orgamzatlons
4 Organizations inc]Juded:—
Locals Membership
Blacksmiths.. .. .. 18 900
Boilermakers.. .. .. 38 2,085
Electrical Workers. . . 49 2,606
Firemen and Oilers. . 36 734
Machifusba o al i s 78 6,637
MGG lderse e e T 24 1,895
Plumbersds ho0 g 38 2,400
Railway Carmen.. .. 112 11,825
Sheet Metal Workers. 14 763
Of the membership shown for each of
the above nine organizations only those
employed by railway companies are in-
cluded in the 25,000 reported by Div.
No. 4.
Brotherhood of Maintenance-of-Way Employeea i e 198 13,500
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen.. .. D 10 240
Brotherhood of Railroad Telegrapher~ LY L 13 5,000
Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks. . .. 90 6219
Switchmen’s Union of North America.. .. : 6 42
Affiliates of the American Federation of Labour:—
Order of Sleeping Car Conductors.. .. .. .. 1 21
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters.. .. .. .. 2 68
Independent (International):—
American Train Dispatchers’ Association.. .. .. Ehe i 5
Affiliate of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour:—
Canadian Brotherhood of Railway Employees. . 165 14,000
Affiliate of the Canadian Federation of Labour:— .
One Big Union (Transcona Shops C.N.R. and
Weston Shops CPR.).. .. .. . 2 No report
Independent (Canadian):—
Canadian Association of Railwaymen.. .. .. 78 3,354
Brotherhood of Express Employees.. .. .. .. 28 1,666
Independent (Local Unit) :— X
* Federation of Canadian Transportation Em-
IR e e i T R SR 1 7




- SPECIAL COMMITTEE

The CuamrMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Do you want to hear the repre-
sentative of the Labour Department now?

Hon. Mr. Cauper: We do not understand anything yet. Let us get some-
where.

Mr. Bicear: Will the committee hear Mr. Sutherland, then? He is con-
cerned with the Labour Department.

The CuAarrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes.
Hon. Mr. Parext: He is to supplement what is lacking in the report.

Mr. D. J. SurHERLAND was called as a witness and took the stand.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Your position in the Labour Department?—A. Chief of the Labour
Intelligence Branch.

Q. Among your duties is the collection of information with regard to the
Labour Unions in Canada?—A. That is correct.

Q. And that document which has been referred to and put in is one that
you prepared for the information of the committee?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And it is based upon the most recent figures that you have collected
in connection with your railway unions?—A. Yes, sir. ;

Q. Will you explain to the committee as far as the departmental informa-
tion is concerned what is the relation between the Canadian Federation of
Labour and the One Big Union referred to in the memorandum?—A. The One
Big Union is an affiliate of the Canadian Federation of Labour,

Q. Has the Canadian Federation of Labour other affiliates?—A. Yes.

Q. Have you got any reports that indicate how many railway employees
are affiliated, directly or indirectly, with the Canadian Federation of Labour?—
A. Only the two reported locals of the One Big Union.

Q. But not the number of members of this union?—A. They do not give
their membership.

Q. What about figures with regard to the other organizations affiliated to
that Canadian Federation of Labour?—A. Unfortunately they have not replied
this year so far.

Q. So that you have no figures later than the ones that are printed in
your departmental report of January 1, 1938?—A. That is correct.

Q. And in that report you have certain figures with regard to that organi-
zation?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Now, will you tell us what those figures are, and we will not bother
putting in that big book.—A. May I make an explanation as to the procedure?

Q. Yes, do—A. In starting out to collect the information for this book,
we circularize all the central organizations.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. What do you mean by “this book?” What is the title?—A. “Labour
Organization in Canada.”

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. That particular one that has been referred to is what?—A. It covers the
calendar year for 1937.

Q. It is dated January, 1938?—A. That is when the book came out. We
circularize all the central organizations, asking them for their local unions in
Canada, if they are international; and if they are Canadian organizations we
ask them to supply all the locals that are in Canada so that we may know
how many locals they have got. As soon as this is received we circularize all
the local unions individually for their membership. The central organization
gives us the combined membership of what they have in Canada; then we

[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]



RAILWAY CONDITIONS 5

try to get proof from the local unions themselves. The central organizations
report so many figures, and then we go back after the locals and get their
membership.

Q. What is the result of that so far as the Canadian Federation of Labour
is concerned in 1938? You have got a return, I gather, of the two locals that
they have, from the Canadian Federation of Labour?—A. You mean the two
railway locals and the One Big Union.

Q. No. You told us you first circularize the organizations and get their
affiliates; then you go back to the individual locals?—A. That is correct.

Q. When you did that last with the Canadian Federation of Labour, what
return did you get?>—A. We got a return from the Canadian Federation of
Labour showing the central organizations that were in affiliation. One of those
was the One Big Union.

Q. And how many were there?—A. The total membership of the Canadian
Federation of Labour?

Q. The total number of local organizations.

By Right Hon. Mr. Metghen:

Q. I think the first is what we want. How many did they report as under
their organization?—A. The Canadian Federation of Labour in their return,
as this report shows, reported some 52,600 members.

Q. Do you dispute those figures?

Mr. Bicear: I was directing myself to a year later.

The Wirness: We have no report for a year later.

By Mr. Biggar:
Q. What did you get the last time you asked?—A. Nothing at all.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. Do you expect to get that information?—A. We are hopeful.
Q. Have you got it in all previous years?—A. Oh, yes.
Q. Then you should get it now.
Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: It is not in yet.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:

Q. Do you take any steps— —A. Oh, yes, we go back after them. We ask
the secretary twice.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. Since when?—A. I mean that this is the procedure: we ask the secretary
" of the central organization twice. If they do not answer the first time we go
back after the secretary and we refer to our first letter, our first questionnaire.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. When did the Canadian Federation of Labour come into being?—A. In
the late fall of 1936.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Do you dispute the figures they gave in January 1938?—A. In 1937,
in order to verify these figures as near as possible, we circularized the local
unions, and in that way the Canadian Federation of Labour returned 52,000 some
odd members, and the local unions that we were able to secure replies from,
after doing everything we possibly could to get the information, replied—
thirty-nine out of seventy-two unions—giving slightly over 8,000. 2




6 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Q. Anyway, whatever may be their character or beliefs, they embrace
thousands?—A. They embrace local unions that have reported 8,000.

Q. You would not expect the others, the majority, to have none, would you?
—A. We have returns for some this year we didn’t have last year, and they
are dead.

Q. How could they make returns?—A. They didn’t. We have returns
this year from certain locals—

Q. You say they reported, and they are dead. Did the returns show them
dead?

Hon. Mr. RoBinsox: They are returns from dead locals.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:
Q. Are the returns dead?—A. We circularized the last known secretaries
of these unions in every case, and when a secretary replies back that they are
dead, we take his word for it.

By Hon. Mr. Black:

Q. It is evident that they are a pretty large group, is it not, when you get
up to 8,000 out of half their membership? It is reasonable to suppose it is a
large group?—A. Compared with the others, not so large; but it is one of the
main federated labour bodies.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen.:

Q. It is the next largest to the All Canadian Congress of Labour and the
American Federation, isn’t it?—A. I would say the National Catholic Union,
the Confederation of Catholic Workers, would come next.

By Hon. Mr. Haig:
Q. How many members have they got?—A. The last report showed slightly
over 52,000.
Q. Did you get that from the locals or the central office?—A. From them-
selves, and the local unions would show the larger membership. But from the
central office themselves they claim approximately 52,000 members.

Right Hon. Mr. MricHEN: That is the same as the Federation claim.

By Hon. Mr. Haig:

Q. Does the C.I.O. report?—A. Yes.

Q. What membership has it got?—A. The central organization in the
United States only reports for the local unions they have themselves, the
directly chartered unions. They do not report for their central affiliates. I
mean the Automobile Workers is an affiliate of the C.1.0. The C.I.0. in report-
ing does not give their membership; it is for the central organization to do this;
but for the directly chartered unions they report. That is, locals not connected
with the central organization, but connected with the C.I.O.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. It would be small compared with the others?—A. The C.I.O. is small.
I think they have only nine directly chartered unions according to the latest
reports, but their total membership for 1937 was considerable.

Q. Do you know anything against the Canadian Federation of Labour
as citizens, any reason why they should not be heard?—A. No, sir.

By Hon. Mr. Black:

Q. Do they embrace anything other than railway employees?
Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Oh, yes.

[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]



RAILWAY CONDITIONS 7

By Hon. Mr. Black:
Q. What do they represent?—A. The Canadian Federation of Labour,

according to this report, have in affiliation central organizations—I think I
had better turn to a handier page, 192—

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. Where is their main place of business?—A. 126A Sparks Street, but
according to what I have heard here, this Mr. Meikle, who is going to speak
before you, is from Winnipeg. )

Hon. Mr. Haic: That is a good recommendation.

The Wrrness: Now, the first organization in affiliation with the Canadian
Federation of Labour is the Amalgamated Building Workers. I am quoting
this from the last report we have got.

By Hon. Mr. Beaubien:

Q. That report covers thirty-nine out of seventy-two?—A. Thirty-nine
out of seventy-two.

Q. So that is the result of the report from thirty-nine out of seventy-two
locals?—A. The report I gave you of 8000 odd members. These are the
affiliated central organizations: the Amalgamated Building Workers of Canada,
the Electrical Communication Workers of Canada, the Canadian Federation
of Musicians, the One Big Union, the Canadian National Printing Trades
Union, the Brotherhood of Ships’ Employees, and the Transport and General
Workers of Canada.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. Will you tell me, among the different associations you have mentioned,
are there any of the Catholic unions?—A. No, sir.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. What are the transport workers?—A. They take in some of the rail-
way workers, and the others are labourers.

Hon. Mr. Brack: And some Canadian National employees too.

Right Hon. Mr. Gragam: What harm would it do if we just used our own
judgment for a few minutes and heard what these men wish to say, and formed
our own opinions?

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Mr. Graram: Is there some trade regulation that would be
violated if we did that?

Hon. Mr. ParenT: There is just one point I want to be clear about. Mr.
Biggar has mentioned that 92,000 labour employees form part of the different
r}?ig;)s, and after that he mentioned a few more thousands. Would he explain

at?

Mr. Bicear: What I said was that last year we heard from two representa-
tives of unions who, together, represented about 91,500, and that in addition to
that it would appear there are only 5,100 odd, judging from that statement.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: In railways.

Mr. BicGar: In the railways.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: I do not look upon this organization as a rail-
way organization. I do not think it matters to us at all.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: What is the situation? Does this man still want to
be heard?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes.
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Hon. Mr. Rosinson: Where is he now?

Hon. Mr. Beausien: He is in Winnipeg.

Mr. Bicear: The president, Mr. Meikle is in Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. Haigc: He lives and works in Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. Beausien: Gentlemen, would you like to hear now—
Hon. Mr. Brack: Would it not be as well to clean up this one thing?

Right Hon. Mr. MuicaeN: I move that Mr. Meikle be advised that he will
be heard at our next meeting, on the 21st or 22nd.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I thought that we had fairly well covered the field
last year with respect to the hearing of evidence. Now the question is, to what
extent are we going to hear again the same class of evidence which we heard
last year? And a question also arises as to whether we shall pay the expenses
of witnesses who come from a distance. For instance, shall we pay the expenses
of Mr. Meikle from Winnipeg?

Hon. Mr. Hatg: Mr. Meikle is the President of the organization.
Hon. Mr. Parext: He must know less than the secretary.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuraxp: What did we do last year concerning witnesses from
a distance?

The CrARMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : I do not think we paid any expenses
at all. And Mr. Meikle does not ask for any expenses. Mr. Peterson is the
only one who asked to have expenses paid.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: If we heard Mr. Burford or Mr. Meikle, would we not
also want to hear the other representatives of labour?

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: I thought we had heard them.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: As I was coming in this morning I had handed to me
a letter that explains in detail some information that I think this Committee

should have. I do not know whether the Committee want to hear it for what

it is worth. It is signed by the President of the All-Canadian Congress. It
explains the status of the matter, and I think it should be on the record, consider-
ing what we have had, because I do not think we have had all the facts that
maybe we should have.

Hon. Mr. Hatg: Mr. Chairman, we did not question the status of the
spokesman for the 91,000 people. They just gave us their reaction to the
railway question. Mr. Meikle will do the same. I do not think we should go
into the question which Senator Murdock has just raised, because if we did so
we should get into a struggle between these different organizations as to their
merits; and that would mean that we should be here all summer. I do not think
we should ask Mr. Meikle any questions dealing with the American Federation
of Labour, for instance, or the C.I.0. We could ask him how many members are
in his organization, but beyond that all he should tell us is the attitude of his
organization to the railway questions. I know, as a matter of fact, that there is
a struggle between these organizations. I have no knowledge of what Senator
Murdock’s letter deals with, but I am afraid it will be some sort of attack on
Mr. Meikle’s right to speak for his organization. Well, he was elected president
some six months ago, T think. We could hear him, but whether we wanted to
agree with his views is another question.

[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]
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Hon. Mr. Murpock: We would not want to call in officials of the
Témiscouata Railway and of half a dozen other of the twopenny-halfpenny
railways in Canada, after having heard representatives of the Canadian National
and Canadian Pacific. This letter I have comes from one of the organizations
that was heard before; the letter is not very long, and if the Committee do not
want to hear it read, it could be placed on the record.

Hon. Mr. Coré: If it is anything against Mr. Meikle, I think it would be
very much fairer to wait until Mr. Meikle is here. Then he would have an
opportunity to answer.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: It is from the President of the Canadian Brotherhood—

Hon. Mr. Cor#: I do not care where it comes from. If it is an attack on
Mr. Meikle, we should wait till he is here.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: It is not an attack.

Hon. Mr. Haic: The Meikle organization represents the more radical
element, the redder element, in labour. I am not saying that I support it. I am
simply stating what it represents, as against the more conservative element,
represented by the American Federation of Labour and organizations of that kind.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I thought it had something to do with the railway
organization.

Hon. Mr. Haia: Yes, to some extent. The O.B.U., for instance, belongs to
that association. It is a radical association in our city.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Its chief function is to raise hell, and you gentlemen
want to bring its representative here to continue that.

Hon. Mr. Hatg: No. But I think we ought to hear all sides of the story.

The Caarrmax (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : The motion is that this organization
be heard. Are you agreed?

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: We are satisfied with the status of their organization,
at all events.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: That is all I care about.

The motion was agreed to.

The CaarmMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Perhaps I should put before the
Committee now some requests from other organizations for a hearing. Mr. W. L.
Best writes as Secretary of the Co-operative Legislative Committee of the
Standard” Railway Labour Organizations. I do not know who they are.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: That is an amalgamation of the train service organi-
zations and the Trades and Labour Congress of Canada on these questions.
The engineers, firemen, conductors and trainmen have not heretofore belonged
to the Trades and Labour Congress of Canada, but in respect to these par-
ticular matters they are co-operating under the name stated in that letter.

The CuamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Brausien): Were they heard through the major
organization before?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Oh, yes, Mr. Best was heard before.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: What is in Mr. Best’s letter?

The CrHARMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): I will ask the Clerk to read it.
The Clerk read the following letter:—
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CO-OPERATIVE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
STANDARD RAILWAY LABOUR ORGANIZATIONS

506 Birks BuiLpING,
Orrawa, ONTARIO,
March 9th, 1939.

Mr. Arraur Hinbs,

Chief Clerk of Committees,
The Senate,

Ottawa.

Dear Mr. Hinps,—I understand that the Special Committee of the
Senate appointed during the last session of Parliament to inquire into
the railway situation has been reappointed and will shortly eommence
holding public sittings.

We assume that in resuming the inquiry it is intended to review
former submissions during last session, which would include those of
railway labour groups given a hearing by reason of their holding working
agreements with the railways. Therefore, on behalf of the Legislative
Committee representing the Standard Railway Labour Organizations,
whose membership are composed of the major number of railway
employees affected, we shall esteem it a favour if you will arrange an
opportunity to make such further representations as may be warranted
by developments.

Thanking you in advance, I remain,
Respectfully yours,

WM. L. BEST,
Secretary, Co-operative Legislative .Committee

Right Hon. Mr. MgeicaEN: His assumption is wrong. We are not going
to review the submissions given last session.

Hon. Mr. Cawper: Mr. Chairman, personally 1 doubt very much the
advisability of opening this whole question again. We heard a great deal of
evidence last year from labour. T am not opposed to further evidence, if it
would be substantially of any benefit. But we went over the whole ground
last year; we heard everybody who asked to be heard, and we know what their
representations were. They were very definite. And I daresay that if we con-
tinued investigating along the same line we would get just what we got last
year. Labour naturally is afraid of its position; it is afraid of people being
put out of employment and not being compensated for their loss. What labour
essentially fears is reduction in employment. The story is the same from all
labour organizations. It seems to me that that phase of the problem was very
fully considered last year, and I doubt very much—I am merely expressing
my own opinion—if it would be of any value to continue our investigation along
that line. I understand there are other matters which are very essential to
this inquiry and which we did not touch on at all last year, and that they may
require a great deal of time. We do not know how long this session is geing
to last, but we certainly should strive to reach a conclusion this year and not
have a further postponement.

Right Hon. Mr. MercaEN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Cawper: So I think we should exercise very great caution in
opening up this investigation, unless it is absolutely necessary.
[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]
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Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I am somewhat fearful of entering into the labour
disputes which may develop from our examining this organization or its repre-
sentatives. Other organizations may ask to be heard, to support or to con-
tradict what is said by this organization. I thought we had closed that feature
of our inquiry last year. I have no objection to standing by the decision reached
by the Committee a few moments ago, but I am ready to retrace my steps
if there is an impression that by hearing this organization we may be losing
a lot of time and getting no further along than we are now.

Right Hon. Mr. MEeicHEN: I cannot envisage anything of very great
consequence that we shall have to cover by way of evidence. My suggestion
would be this: if another substantial labour organization wanted to be heard,
I would not say No, but I would fix a time for getting through with the evidence.

“As I understand it, we are going to meet again on the 21st, on Tuesday. We

could definitely decide to finish that day or on Wednesday.
Hon. Mr. DanpuranDp: On labour matters?

Right Hon. Mr. MEeiGHEN: On everything in the way of evidence. We
could definitely decide to be through by Wednesday and hear no further evidence
after that date. Nobody could complain, because in that way there would
be no discrimination between one group and another. We have been fair and
generous in the disposition of our time. From that date on we could direct
ourselves to our report.

Hon. Mr. Parent: What would Senator Meighen say about paying
expenses of representatives?

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: That is another matter. I do not think that
comes up in the case of Mr. Meikle, but it does come up in the case of Mr.
Peterson. A good case could be made either way. We have not paid any
expenses so far. There are exceptional circumstances in Mr. Peterson’s case.
He would not be representing any organization with funds, nor any special
interests, as labour representatives do, in the main. He has given more time
than anybody else I know of to the study of public matters affecting western
agriculture. I want to disabuse anyone of the idea that Mr. Peterson is any
special friend of mine. I do not think he has ever supported me in his life;
I believe he has been quite the other way. But he is a particularly clear-headed
and able man. Senator Riley knows him fully as well as I do. I know how
he is regarded in the West. It would be hardly fair to ask him to pay his
own expenses here, when he has no fund to fall back upon, no organization of
any kind, and he would have to come from a long distance. He wants nothing
for himself but his out-of-pocket expenses. It seems to me it would not be
unreasonable to make an exception in his case; but if anyone has a different
opinion, I would respect it.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: It occurs to me that a gentleman like Mr. Peterson
who lives at a distance, could perhaps send us a memorandum. He is a writer,
a journalist, and surely he will have his views on paper, even if he comes here.
But if he would be content with sending a memorandum that would save him
the trouble of coming here and save the treasury the cost of his expenses. Any
memorandum received from him could be read by the Secretary of the Com-
mittee and placed on the record.

Hon. Mr. Cawper: I know Mr. Peterson very well. He was in the service
of the Saskatchewan Government for some years. He is a very capable fellow,
and I daresay what he would have to tell us would be of some importance.
But after all he is only a single individual representing himself. Now, if we
arrange to bring him here and pay his expenses, why should not anybody else
anywhere in Canada who has views on this railway situation have exactly
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the same right as we give Mr. Peterson? I think there would be danger of
again opening up the field. John Jones down in Halifax has very strong
views, and some person out in Vancouver also has very strong views. I have
received many letters, pamphlets and other documents, and I suppose I have
half a dozen of them on my desk now, from individuals dealing with this ques-
tion who would like to give their views to us. Well, if that is the will of the
committee, all right, but I think I can see where the inquiry would end in that
event. It seems to me Senator Dandurand’s suggestion is a good one. If Mr.
Peterson has anything concrete and definite to represent to us with regard
to this situation, let him send it in in the shaps of a memorandum. Then we can
all get a copy and read it.

Hon. Mr. DanpuranD: I see by his letter that among the different matters
which he wants to bring before the committee he intends to stress the fact that
greater immigration in the settlement of the west will not help the railways.
Of course, this is a very interesting subject, but it is not absolutely germane
to our mandate. I think we might suggest to him that he limit his statement
to something practical concerning the solution of our railway problem. Mr.
Peterson is a gentleman of note and a thinker, but I wonder if we shall be
very much wiser by bringing him here instead of receiving his memorandum.

Hon. Mr. Catper: What would you do if some person else asks for similar
accommodation?

Hon. Mr. DaxpuranDd: I may say that I have received a very interesting
study with some suggestions from Professor Currie, of Vancouver.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: He does not ask to be heard, though.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: No. I would not ask Mr. Currie to come, but I
would suggest that we read his study. I expect we shall have Mr. McDougall,
of Queen’s university who has asked to be heard.

The CuairMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes. :

Hon. Mr. DaNnpuranND: He says he is ready to come on the 21st or a littl
later. All these are disquisitions on our problem.

The CramrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Now, gentlemen, what do you say
to Mr. Meighen’s proposition that we choose a couple of days next week to
close the investigation?

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: To close the whole investigation?

Hon. Mr. Hatc: No, the hearing of evidence.

The CuammAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): To close the hearing of evidence.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Last week I think we agreed to hear from the
Canadian National what lines are unprofitable—those that are in the red.
That information would enable us to visualize the situation. Have they been
notified? :

Mr. Biccar: Yes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: At that time we decided to ask the two railways
what they have done since July last to implement our resolution of June 30th,
in which we urged them to continue to co-operate as closely as possible.

Right Hon. Mr. MricHEN: We could hear from the two railways if we
have asked them to do that.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: We have asked them to do that.

Hon. Mr. Core: Are they going to deal with the matter of joint terminal
facilities in Montreal?

~ Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: In asking them to tell us what they have done
sggce last July towards co-operation we shall very likely strike the terminal
situation.

[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]
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The CumamMmaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Gentlemen, does that meet with
your approval?

Hon. Mr. Carper: Would you ask the Canadian Pacific to define their
lean lines?

Hon. Mr. DaxpuranD: Yes, they can do that if they want to. These are
two different aspects. We want first to know what is the situation of our own
railway. If the Canadian Pacific desire to shot their lean lines, they can
do so. Of course, we are less interested in that part of the investigation since
it is for the C.P.R. to decide for themselves what they can do with their lean
lines.

Hon. Mr. Sincrair: If it is not wise for the C.P.R. to divulge that informa-
tion, why is it wise for our road to divulge it?

Hon. Mr. DaxpuranD: It is wise for this reason. Two-thirds of the Cana-
dian National lines are, I suppose, in the red. It would be interesting to know
what lines are permanently in the red, for then we shall see what the Canadian
National is carrying for the State.

Hon. Mr. Sincrar: If there is no objection to that, why not ask the other
road to do the same?

Hon. Mr, DaxpuranD: There is no objection, if the other road is willing
to do so. ;

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Last year we indicated to the railways that we wanted
them to carry out the principles of co-operation to a greater extent than they
had done before. My understanding is that for some weeks since that time a
committee of officials from both railroads were in almost continuous session
at London, Ontario, looking to the possibility of pooling or co-operating be-
tween Woodstock and Chicago, and that no concrete or definite results came
from those long-drawn out conferences. I think we should hear from those
who participated in those conferences in order to ascertain why co-operation
fell down in that particular case.

The CuamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): I understand, gentlemen, that the
committee is agreed to hear the railways even beyond the two days that we
are reserving for the other parties who want to be heard.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: We are free to do that afterwards.
The CuairmMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Is that agreed?
Some Hon. MEMBERS: Yes.

The CuamMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Shall we fix, then, two days next
week and ask those of the public who want to be heard to attend here?

Right Hon. Mr. MEcHEN: Do not ask the public.

The CuAamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Reserving the two days for those
who desire to appear before us, and not go beyond that period.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes.

The CuamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Is that all right?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Yes. .

The CaalrMAN (Right Hon. Mr. Graham): Are we not going to the other
extreme?

The CuamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): We want to close the investigation
some time.

The CuamrMaN (Right Hon. Mr. Graham): How are the labour organiza-
tions to know whether they are going to be heard if you limit the time for
hearing representations to two days?

The CHAmRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): I am referring only to those who
have asked to be heard.

74805—2
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Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: If they ask to be heard we ean hear them.

The CuamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Certainly. I may say that Mr.
Peterson, Mr. McDougall and Mr. Seraphin Ouimet want to be heard. We can
hear them during the two days.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Mr. Dandurand has suggested that Mr. Peterson be re-
quested to put his views in writing. Personally, I would rather see him here.
He has a very wide influence in the West, especially in the farming communities.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: I should very much like to see him here.

Hon. Mr. ParenxT: Is he a journalist?

Hon. Mr. Hata: He is the editor of the Farm and Ranch Review.

Hon. Mr. RiLey: That is the leading agricultural paper in Western Canada.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: If the gentleman from Calgary sent us a memo-
randum of his views it would save his time and the treasury expense.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: If he is here he will have a lot more than a
written paper to present. That is not the way he does business.

Hon. Mr. ParenT: That suggestion of presenting a written paper might
apply to anyone. We might tell the railways to send in written papers.

Hon. Mr. Hawg: I do not think Mr. Peterson represents any sect, party or
organization of any kind, but he certainly does speak for the farmers of
Western Canada. They read his Farm and Ranch Review, and all the news-
papers quote him freely. There is no doubt about that.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I have no objection to his appearing. I should like
to have his views.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: I think we ought to make an exception in Mr.
Peterson’s case. I move that we pay his expenses. :

Hon. Mr. Murpock: In that case won't you have to pay Mr. Meikle’s
expenses?

Hon. Mr. Haic: He represents an organization.

Hon. Mr. Beausien: Well, gentlemen, what do you say to that proposition?

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: This is largely, as I understand it, a matter of finances.
We know that both the railroads are having a hard time, and it seems to me
there are only about three ways in which things can be improved; one is by
increased business; another is by paying less wages to the employees, and the
third is by reducing the interest rate on the borrowed money.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: That might not help.

Hon. Mr. CaLper: Increased freight rates.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: That would be increased business.

Hon. Mr. Carper: No.

Hon. Mr. RoBixson: We are up against a pretty hard proposition in any
of these things. I do not see how we can increase the business much with
competition. There appears to be a tendency the other way. I do not know
how we can reduce the wages of the employees. They are very difficult people
to handle. They always want more wages. As far as interest rates are con-
cerned, I guess that is something beyond us.

The proposal for consolidation, if it means anything, means fewer employees,
and while that might react to a certain extent upon the actual financial situation
of the railways, it will leave more unemployed.

Is there anybody outside of the railways and the labour organizations who

can give any enlightenment? If Mr. Peterson can do so, it would be refreshing to
hear him, and if there are any other men in Canada who are mot in the rail-
way business but who can tell us anything, I think we ought to have them here.

[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]
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So long as we confine ourselves to labour organizations and railway employees
we cannot get anywhere. I would say let us have Mr. Peterson, even if we
- have to pay a little to get him. v

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Then we will make an exception as to the payment
of his expenses.

Hon. Mr. Beausien: Out of pocket expenses for Mr. Peterson.

Some Hon. SexaTors: Carried.

Hon. Mr. Brauvsmex: I have just now had handed to me a request to be
heard from a Mr. Vaudrin.

Hon. Mr. Danpuraxp: Senator Beaubien hands me a letter from a gentleman
named George C. Vaudrin. It says:—

Having made a special study of our transport situation in Canada,
particularly as concerns railroads and motor vehicles, the undersigned
would greatly appreciate the privilege of bringing before your Committee
the facts as seen by those most concerned, the workers and consumers in
general. ,

The undersigned is not servile to any association or organization
whatsoever; is absolutely independent of political influence; is recognized
as an authority on railroading and other industries insofar as social and
political economy is concerned; has no particular pecuniary objective and
is free from all internicine intentions.

The desire to expound before your Committee, the basic subject
concerned in either, or both languages is due to the firm belief that such
an exposure of all the facts will be helpful to all upen who behooves the
responsibility for good government.

The fear expressed by Senator Calder appears here. Here is a gentleman who
has ideas, who thinks he can offer suggestions that will cure the evils from
which we are suffering. I still cling to the idea that we should ask him to send
a memorandum, so that our chairman may decide upon the advisability of
calling him,

Right Hon. Mr. MEecaex: Would we not get over the difficulty by saying
that if we have time to hear them we will do so.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: But they would stand at the end of the table and
read a document and hold us for hours. It would not be a very agreeable task
te say, “ Your time is up.” T would suggest to these gentlemen that they send
memoranda.

Mr. Seraphin Ouimette, who has written on questions of transport, suggests
that we should tunnelize the whole city of Montreal to facilitate the movement
of freight trains from east to west and from one station to another. T think that
before opening that door we should ask these gentlemen who have particular
views to send a memorandum to the chairmen, who will decide as to the
advisability of hearing further from them.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: Mr. Vaudrin does not pretend to represent
anybody in particular. He has done a lot of thinking on this. How would it do
in this case to ask him to send his memorandum, and tell him that if he thinks
he has something to say we will do our best to hear him during the two days?

Hon. Mr. Danxpuranp: But he will be asked for a memorandum, and
Mr. Ouimette too.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: We can hear him if he comes during those two
days. We can tell them we have to finish in those two days.

Hon. Mr. Hare: Do not encourage them to come.

Before you leave this subject, Mr. Chairman, should those two days be
Wednesday and Thursday?
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Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Tuesday and Wednesday.

Hon. Mr. Haic: The Divorce Committee is sitting on Tuesday and has a

very heavy day ahead of it.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: We will proceed on Tuesday and Wednesday.

Right Hon. Mr. MEeicaEN: All right.

Now, I have been thinking of the report. I know what a tremendous job
it will be to prepare it. I wonder if we can suggest anything that would be of
use in making progress? My idea is this. If Mr. Biggar could prepare an
analysis of the evidence, which is of stupendous size, consulting with the chairmen
and having his analysis revolve around the subject matter of our commitment—
that is to say of finding some way to relieve the burden—it should be of assist-
ance. As far as I can recall, there are just two suggestions. One is some form

" of unification, and the other co-operation. Naturally the analysis would bear
on this, and there would be references as to where the evidence on certain points
would be found for and against these proposals.

Hon. Mr. Murnock: At the last meeting we were promised something that
I have not yet received.

Hon. Mr. Brausien: It is being printed.

The Crerk or THE CommrrreE: 1 thought we would have had it by now.
It is on its way.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: That is the memorandum of Mr, Biggar referred
to at the end of the last session.

Hon. Mr. Beausien: Yes, and of the two leaders and of the two chairmen.

Right Hon, Mr. Meicaen: No doubt the memorandum already put in
will be very helpful, but I should think we could go more systematically about
our work if there were something of the nature I have suggested. I hope Mr.
Biggar will not have to come to me, but he could confer with the two chair-
men. My idea is that there should be a sort of parallel exposition, in synoptic
form of the evidence, with references so that anyone who wants to go into
detail will be able to do so.

Mr. Breear: That is a very big job.

Right Hon. Mr. MrigHEN: I know it is.

Mr. Bicear: It is not something that can be done adequately within a
week, a month, or six weeks,

Right Hon. Mr. Mercae~n: I would not want you to make it too extensive.
Much of it can be done by reference.

Mr. BicGar: It may be that the Committee can come to a conclusion on
the possibilities of the situation without going through what has actually been
said about it,

Right Hon. Mr, MeiaEN: I do not see how we can.

. Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I think we could perhaps postpone this to the next
sitting. In the meantime we will have the statement of Mr. Biggar, which
covers the whole inquiry, and will give us his impression, which was fresh at
the moment, as to the salient points of the inquiry and as to what we should
explore towards reaching a conclusion.

I did not sufficiently express my thanks to Mr. Biggar for having given
us in four or five pages the essence of the inquiry. It struck me as a very
interesting document. He puts a question which is antecedent to the weighing
of the evidence, that is to say, are we ready to agree on unification, even if

the savings would be greater than those under co-operation? That is one of

the questions we will have to discuss.
But T will not stress that point. The members of the Committee may read
that statement of Mr. Biggar and decide if the representation he makes as to
[Mr. D. J. Sutherland.]
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the questions we should discuss seriatum is the proper one. I have not got
the statement before me, but it struck me as a very lucid and logical one. Mr.
Biggar looked at the matter objectively, as all of us should do.

Hon. Mr. Hatc: Could Mr. Biggar tell us what he could do between now
and the next sitting in the way of preparing a synopsis along the lines sug-
gested by Mr. Meighen?

Hon. Mr. Parent: It is a big job. Could you do it in a week?

Mr. Bicear: No.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaeN: I do not think you could do it in a week. I
do not think, however, you would have to read the whole of the evidence.
What I am thinking of is such a review as will enable us to put our hand on
what we want, and enable the public to do so afterwards.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Taking the review of our work, as you have it
before you, Mr. Biggar, would it be possible to expand it a little, with respect
to each of the questions that you have treated?

Mr. Bicear: Of course, this was done months ago. To do anything of that
kind adequately you would have to sit down and go through the evidence from
end to end. I have no memory of it now that would enable me to sit down
and. dictate anything. You would have to begin by reading your book.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: But you could read very rapidly. Could you—
if we do not issue any definite instructions now—confer with the Chairman
as to what further assistance you could render to the Committee?

Mr. Bicear: I shall be very glad to do that, within a time that is going
to be useful.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Is it understood that all others who may want to,

be heard, outside of Mr, Peterson, Mr. Meikle and Mr. McDougall, will be
asked to send a memorandum?

The CuamrmanN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Do you not think that in asking
anyone to send a memorandum we should specify that it should not take longer
than twenty minutes to read? And we could state that if we find it necessary
to ask the writer of the memorandum to appear before us, we will do so?

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I would ask for a concise statement of the important
points.

The Committee adjourned until Tuesday, March 21, at 10.30 a.m.
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ORDER OF APPOINTMENT

(Extracts from the Minutes of Proceedings of the Senate for March 7, 1939)

Resolved,—That, with a view of completing the inquiry pursued during
last session by the Special Railway Committee of this House, and preparing
and submitting an adequate report on such inquiry, this Special Committee
be re-appointed with a view to inquire into and report upon the best means
of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condition and
financial burden consequent thereto, with power to send for persons, papers
and records and that the said Committee be re-appointed with the same per-
sonnel and, therefore, that it consist of the Honourable Senators Beaubien,
Black, Buchanan, Calder, Cantley, Coté, Dandurand, Graham, Haig, Hugessen,
H(gsgy, iane‘s, Hardy, McRae, Meighen, Murdock, Parent, Robinson, Sharpe
and Sinclair.



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

THE SENATE
Turspay, Marcu 21, 1939.

The Special Committee reappointed to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condition
and financial burden consequent thereto, met this day at 10.30 a.m.

Right Hon. Mr. Graham and Hon. Mr. Beaubien, Joint Chairmen.
Colonel O. M. Biggar, K.C., Counsel to the Committee.

Hon. Mr. DaxpURAND: Mr. Chairman, there are two parties from Montreal
who have asked to be heard. They were invited to send a memorandum,
giving us the ground which they would like to cover. One has written a fairly
long statement, and the other has sent a comparatively short one. I suggest
that, if it is agreeable to the Committee, these two communications be examined
by the Chairmen and Senator Meighen and myself, so that we may see if
they are germane to our inquiry. We would report to the Committee, and if
we found that the communications were not germane, we would not need to
have these gentlemen before us. One of the letters says this:

In resume I am going to prove that the revenues of our railways
could be augmented by more than 50 millions annually with the aid
of the Imperial Government, with co-operation, with or without fusion;
and this without repudiation of debt, or diminution of salaries.

This method is presently before the Imperial Government, the Bank
of England and British finance. The legislation is also in the hands of
the Procurer General of the Province of Quebec and other legislation will
be placed before the Federal Government, shortly.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Who is the author of that?

Hon. Mr. DaAxDURAND: I am not giving the name now. But I would suggest
that that gentleman be asked to send to the Chairman these proposals which
are before the Imperial Government, and so on, so that we may judge if we
need call him to expand on his views before the Committee.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: Would it be a good idea to refer that to the Com-
mittee on External Relations?

Hon. Mr, DaxpuranDp: The other letter, as I say, is very long. I see that
Senator Black is reading it. Is it agreeable to the Committee that the Chairman
and Senator Meighen and I examine into this long letter and see if it would
be of any advantage to the Committee to hear the gentleman? If we did
decide it was wise to hear him, it might be well to have a copy of his long
letter sent to every member of the Committee first.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Does he desire to be heard?

Hon. Mr. DanpURAND: Yes. But we could ask him to send a memorandum,
so that we might decide whether we should hear him. Is that agreeable to
the Committee?

Hon. Mr. ParenT: It looks very selfish of you to get all this information
on these important matters, while the rest of us have none at all.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: We must first decide if the matters he wants to
bring before us are germane to our inquiry.

75040—13
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Hon. Mr. Rosinsox: Would it be worth while to give his name? Do you
not want to make the name public?

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: We will report. I did not know of the name myself;
I have just learned it.

Mr. Biggar: Mr. Chairman, on Saturday morning I got a telegram from
Mr. Peterson, of Calgary, whom the Committee desired to hear, stating that
just as he was about to leave Calgary on Friday evening his daughter had died.
I took the responsibility of saying that in the circumstances the Committee
would not insist upon his presence here to-day, and that I would let him know
after to-day when the Committee would hear him. I think he is prepared to
come at any time.

Right Hon. Mr. MEicHEN: I would say a week from to-day.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Yes.

The Cuamman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Is it your pleasure, Gentlemen,
that Mr. Peterson be heard a week from to-day?

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: Are we sure that we shall be meeting next Tuesday?

The CuamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Perhaps Wednesday would be better.
Would that suit you, Senator Meighen?

Right Hon. Mr. MergaeEN: That is all right.

The CuarMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Then we will make it next Wednes-
day, the 29th.

Mr. Bicear: The Committee decided to hear two witnesses: Mr. Meikle
and Professor McDougall, of Queen’s. I would suggest that perhaps we might
take Professor McDougall first, if the Committee approves.

Mr. Joux L. McDoucaLL was called as a witness.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Professor McDougall, you advised the Committee, I think on the 2nd
of February, that you would like to appear before it to discuss the wages and
working conditions of rallway employees on train and engine service, a matter
of importance especially in relation to branch line abandonment and motor
competition?—A. Yes sir.

Q. You, I understand, are Assistant Professor of Commerce at Queen’s
Umvercltv‘?——A Yes sir.

Q. And have throughout the last several years made a special study of
this situation in relation to railway wages of the running men and its effect
on the operation of the railways?—A. Yes sir.

Q. And you have, I think, prepared a memorandum covering the results of
your investigations, so far as they have a bearing on the subject that the Com-
mittee has to deal with?—A. Yes sir.

Q. Will you go ahead and deal with the subject on that basis?—A. Yes sir.
I have a memorandum that I will read.

Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen of the Committee:

With your permission I should like to confine myself rather strictly to a
consideration of the employees in train and engine service—engineers, firemen,
conductors, brakemen, baggagemen and flagmen. I propose to argue that the
agreements governing their wages and working conditions are seriously obso-
lescent, if not totally obsolete, and provide a serious obstacle to the recovery by
the railways of the competitive position to which their basic strength as carriers
would entitle them. In order to prove that position, certain basic propositions
concerning the railway industry as a whole are first offered.

The railways are now and have continuously been since not later than 1923,
a declining industry. That relative shrinkage was masked up to 1928 by the rise

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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in general business activity, but the drastic decline since that date is only partly
the result of a eyclical decline in general business; it is also the result of a secular
decline which has been running substantially unbroken since the end of the
last war. Table 1 is given as proof of that statement. It shows railway gross
earnings as a percentage of the national income produced. These percentages
are given rather than the original figures, because the wide movements in all
economic series make it difficult to see trends in them which become perfectly
clear in the percentage comparisons.

TABLE 1

RAILWAY GRrOSS EARNINGS AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE NATIONAL
INncoME ProODUCED!

Freight Passenger
Year percentage percentage
DA T LRt e ki AR St N R R Rttt R B 7-81 2-20
11 p L age il RSN eC S B e end AT SR AU RS i RS 3 7-70 1-93
1923. . 7-85 1-98
1924.. 7-27 1-88
1925. . 7:06 1-71
1926. . 7-23 1-65
1927, . 6-82 1-56
1928.. 7-25 1-47
1929. . 6-56 1-37
1930. . 6-25 1-29
1931.. 6-23 1-14
1932.. 6-41 1-08
1933.. 6-26 0-99
1934.. 6-36 0-96
21001 R L I NGRS SRR e SRS A R R NS O SR 6-22 0-91
SO NN Lt Gy 00 a ST Ee, & ot o A ety ot it ol S 6-20 0-87
1w e SO Se kb i K T I G RS S B b D S IR T RSNl 3 5-912 0-852

1The Bank of Nova Scotia, Monthly Review, May, 1937, and July, 1938.
2 Based on preliminary estimates of the national income.

By Hon. Mr. Sinclair:
Q. That is for Canada only?—A. Yes sir.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. As a matter of interest, will you tell us where you derived the national
income figures from?—A. From the Bank of Nova Scotia Monthly Review of
May, 1937, and July, 1938.

Q. But where did they get their figures of the total national income for
those years, upon which you based these percentages?—A. These are based
primarily on the Dominion Bureau of Statistics figures; and secondly, they have
been supplemented by certain other private investigations. If I may illustrate:
Professor MacGregor, who has been working in co-operation with the bank, has
worked for I should say not less than five years in finding out particularly those
particular parts of the national income which are not covered well by the Bureau—
the earnings, for example, of all employees of banks, insurance companies and
s0 on. So the figures which the bank has prepared are therefore the best which
are available over that whole period.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. What is meant by the term “ndtional income”?—A. It is the total
- money value of production inside the country in the year.

Q. Production?—A. Yes. That is, it is the summing together of the
production on farms and in mines and factories, the work of service people,
such as dentists and doctors and teachers and everybody in those lines. Every-
body working for money comes into the national income.

. Q. It must be a very difficult thing to get at?>—A. It is immensely difficult,
BiX.)
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Q. What reliability can be placed on these figures?—A. Professor Colin
Clark in working on the national income in Great Britain has come at it from
two directions, and he checks within two per cent. I would say that in Canada
the figures would be wider; that is, in any one year there might be an error
as high as five per cent.

Q. There is nothing in the shape of a census taken at all. How many
men in this room, for example, have been investigated as to their income?—
A. Well, their incomes will appear, first of all, in the payments of the Dominion
Government. They will appear, secondly, as payments by industry, in so far
as they draw dividends or bond interest. They will appear in the accounts
of the Government, if they hold Government bonds and draw interest from
them.

Q. For all the people of Canada?—A. Tt is all pooled together. I would
not for a minute say that the absolute dollar figure is as important as the trend
of that movement. That is, I am much more interested in a change, say, of
5 per cent between 1937 and 1938 than I am in saying that in 1937 the national
income is $4,500,000,000.

Q. The whole thing is based on the accuracy of your income figure. If
your income figure for 1934 is so much, and another for 1936 is so much, and
those income figures show =a trend, the accuracy of the trend depends upon
the accuracy of your original figures?—A. No, sir. That is where I would
differ.

Q. If you reduce it to a percentage?—A. If you work on the same basis
in preparing your 1934 and 1936 figures, then if there is an error in your
method it is present in both, and your trend may be accurate even though your
figures are not.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. The figures are given by our Bureau of Statistics for a number of
years. I have read them. They are supplemented by the?—A. Bank of Nova
Scotia.

Right Hon. Mr. MeigHEN: The economic journals of Great Britain deal
regularly with the national income of that country and appear to be well-
informed on the trend. It is quite a common basis of calculation.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :

Q. Will you proceed, please—A. Yes, sir. I may say the first column,
headed Freight percentage, is based on the railway returns of gross earnings of
rail line freight; that is, revenue taken in from carriage of freight. The
passenger percentage is based on the gross earnings of rail line passengers. The
data in this table have been reproduced in Graph 1 in order to make the rate
of decline clearer. This graph is on ratio scale so that equal movements in
either direction represent equal percentage changes. It will be seen that the
straight lines which give the best fit show a negative inclination over 1:75
per cent for freight and 6-2 per cent for passenger revenue.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen.:

Q. We have not the graph, have we?—A. No, sir. This is the particular
percentage here.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. That does not mean anything to the shorthand reporter—A. Oh, yes.
The lower chart is for passenger, this upper one is for freight. You will see the
negative inclination here in freight is rather more than 1-75 per cent per

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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annum—a continuous fall in relation to the national income; and in relation to
the passenger service it is rather more than 6.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. The red line there shows the ups and downs, does it?—A. Yes, sir. The
straight black line is the 6 per cent trend.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Where does the left-hand end, the high end of your graph, begin?—
A. They start in 1921 and run through to 1937.

Q. And the percentage scale?—A. Is on the side

Q. Is it logarithmic?—A. Yes, sir, so that an equal vertical distance shows
an equal percentage change.

Q. And the total percentage change from 1921 to 1937 in freight is how
much?—A. It runs down from 7-81 per cent in 1921 to 5-91 per cent in 1937;
and in passenger business from 2-20 in 1921 to -85 in 1937. The important
thing is the extraordinary regularity in that drift. In the freight business
there are the changes which are really connected with the good western crops.
The peaks are 1923, 1926 and 1928, and a certain upward tendency in 1932;
all of them connected with good western crops.

Q. It looks to me as if 1934 was a little higher than 1932.

Right Hon. Mr. MEeicHEN: No, it is lower.
The Wrirness: Very slightly lower, sir.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. It is almost level?—A. Yes.

Q. But the peaks your refer to are all the good western crop years?—
A. Yes, the good western crop years, and all of them after 1923. That is, while
they are peaks, they are all lower than the preceding peak; the continuous drift
is downward even in the best years.

That comparison is not put forward as something novel. It is merely an
attempt to put into definite and measurable form what is common knowledge—
that the railways are losing position. They are under pressure all along the
line. The lush earnings which they once had upon their main lines have
been very greatly reduced and the modest profits on many branch lines have
been replaced by substantial losses.

A great many factors have contributed to that change. It would be a
grave mistake to set it down as all due to motor competition. In fact, motor
competition for freight traffic did not become important till about 1929-30,1
and it was not until 1933 that general rate changes were instituted in the central
region to meet it. In relation to passenger traffic, it is possible that the pressure
of motor competition has been important, but it should be noted that these losses
of the railways were occurring at a time when the volume of passenger travel
was increasing more rapidly than at any time in the past. In other words,
these figures greatly understate the relative losses of the railways in the
passenger business. For present purposes, however, it is enough to say that
the railways have been under the most severe pressure since 1923 to rearrange
their services to make them more desirable to the travelling and shipping
public. And it is against that background of an industry fighting what has,
to date at least, been a long, losing battle, that I want to consider the wages
and working conditions of the train and engine service employees.

Trains operation involves certain peculiarities which deserve notice. Firstly,
the volume of traffic fluctuates and therefore the number of trains. Those

1The joint committee of the railways reported to the Duff Commission a loss of about
$24,000,000 in freight revenue in the year 1930. This was equal to about 7-4 per cent of the
rail freight earnings of the year and to only 5-8 per cent of the rail freight earnings of 1928.
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movements are probably beyond any control and are certainly beyond the
control of the railways, but they make it necessary to have more workers
on the list of availables than can regularly find full-time work except at the
seasonal peak. In some way or other the job must be made sufficiently attractive

to hold them in this field. Secondly, even the engineer, who is the most skilled .

member of the train crew, need not be a person of an unusual skill. A man of
sound intelligence could be trained to operate a locomotive in a very short
time. In the pre-war period when the labour force was being rapidly increased,
men quite frequently ran as full-fledged engineers after only six months’
experience. The distinguishing mark of these men is not any unusual skill
or the necessity of long training; it is the possession of certain general qualities
of character and intelligence. They must be capable of accepting responsibility
and fulfilling it exactly. It is not an occupation which is carried out under the
eye of a foreman. They work, in large measure, beyond any but the most
general controls. If they do their work well it is because they are responsible
men who are governed by a sense of honour and esprit de corps. If they
wished to sabotage operations they could do so with the greatest of ease and
in such fashion as would make it impossible to impose any discipline upon
them. They stand therefore in a position of unique power, and it is one of the
major tasks of management to evoke ther co-operation because, by the very
nature of their work, it cannot be compelled. The results of these unusual
conditions are embodied in the methods of wage payment and in the working
agreements governing the application of their labour.

Payment for work done is made upon the so-called dual basis of time or
mileage. It amounts to working upon a piece rate of pay with a high guaranteed
day rate. The basic equation is that 100 miles in freight service or in passenger
engine service and 150 miles in passenger train service equals one day’s work.
If additional mileage is run inside the normal day, it calls for additional pay-
ment on a pro rata basis. That is, one hundred and fifty miles in freight service
inside eight hours would call for a minimum of one and one-half days’ pay.
If the duty for which the man was called is completed with less than one hundred
miles run, it still calls for a full day’s pay, while any time put in over the normal
day is paid for at time-and-a-half unless payment upon a mileage basis would
produce a still greater amount. In addition, certain employees in assigned
service operating regularly scheduled trains enjoy guaranteees of a minimum
monthly pay.

This system of incentive wage payment was introduced in the Middle
Western United States in the late 1880’s by railway management and spread
very rapidly. I have no reason to believe that it was not eminently fair and
wholly satisfactory at the time of its introduction. Train speeds and railway
signalling being what they then were it probably was a right and proper basis
of wage payment. But though railway operations have improved out of all
recognition in the last fifty years, the unions have continuously and, so far,
successfully, resisted any alteration in that totally obsolete arrangement. Among
the results of that refusal to change the basic equation as railway operating
conditions and general economic conditions changed, the following may be
noted: —

(1) It makes the wages cost per train mile absolutely inflexible. Its influence
is toward encouraging the railway management to increase the size
of trains, and therefore to reduce the volume of employment offered.

(2) As trains speeds increase it makes it necessary either to give the senior
employees who take the fast runs the opportunity to make inordinately
large earnings, or else to give them rather startling amounts of leisure
time by limiting the maximum monthly mileages which they may run.

(3) It has encouraged an attempt to define each job as narrowly as possible
and then to exact additional payments for any service rendered which
is outside the very limited range of duties as so defined.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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In various scattered sources there is a great deal of information about
these employees. Their numbers, equated time paid for and wages earned are all
reported, by classes, in the Statistics of Steam Railways of Canada. Their
disputes concerning rates of pay have frequently led to the appointment of
Boards of Conciliation and Investigation under the Industrial Disputes Inves-
tigation Act, and the reports are all published in the Labour Gazette. The rail-
ways print the agreements covering wages and working conditions with each
separate class of employees. Finally, the Labour Gazette has published all the
reports of the decisions of the Canadian Railway Board of Adjustment No. 1
which is the final court of appeal for the interpretation of these agreements.
It is proposed here to piece together the information contained in these various
sources in order to document fully the conclusions outlined above.

The Canadian Railway Board of Adjustment No. 1, which has just been
mentioned, needs a word of explanation. It is a body formed in 1918 to ensure
a uniform application in Canada of the orders of the Director-General of Rail-
roads of the United States covering wages and working conditions. It was
found so useful that it was continued in existence after the war as a final court
of appeal on the interpretation of these agreements. It has had over twenty
years of unbroken existence. It is composed of six representatives of the railway
unions2 and six officers appointed by the railway companies. While provision
is I]n;ade for breaking a deadlock if one should occur it has never had to be
evoked.

Its procedure is strictly that of a court of appeal. When a dispute arises,
it is carried through the normal channels of adjustment inside the individual
railroad system. Not until it has been carried to the head of the system without
settlement is there any right of appeal to this Board. When such appeal is
made, it is made on the basis of an agreed statement of fact subscribed to by the
union affected and by the railway company. It is therefore proper to state
that the cases which come before the Board embody important questions of
principle. They have passed up the line to the most senior officers of the unions
and of the railways respectively. Anything of minor importance is sifted out.
These cases represent points of principle to which the unions affected are deeply
committed.

I turn there to the proof of these three points. No special proof is necessary
for the first proposition. It is obvious that if each member of the train-crew
is paid for each mile run there is no way in which wages cost per train mile can
be reduced except by cancelling the train altogether. The cost per mile can be
increased by keeping the men on duty until overtime is paid, but it cannot be
reduced. Therefore the only remaining course open to management is to
increase the size of the train and so reduce the wages cost per revenue ton mile.

There are two qualifications to that statement. Firstly, after a train passes
a certain size an additional brakeman must be employed, so reducing to some
extent the economy of increasing train size. Secondly, if a special agreement is
made beforehand with the unions affected, short motor trains may be run with
less than the normal full crew.3

By Hon. Mr. Murdock :
Q. You are referring to passenger trains when you say an extra man must
be put on?—A. No, sir, I don’t think so.
Q. If you check up, I think vou will find that is so—eight cars or more

require an additional brakeman in passenger service—A. In the rates of pay
governing conductors, baggage men and yard men—

2The Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and
Ensmemen, the Order of Railway Conductors, the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, the
Order of Railway Telegraphers and the Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way employees.

8 See, for example, the decision in case No. 326, Labour Gazette, XXVIII (1928).
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By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. What are you quoting from?—A. This is the publication of the railway,
the schedule of rates of pay of conductors, baggage men and yard men, issued
by the railway to the men, to govern the pay which they claim. Article 75:—

Consist oF CREWS—FREIGHT AND WORK TRAIN SERVICE
All freight and work trains will have at least a conductor and two
brakemen. . Where conditions warrant an additional brakeman will be
supplied on way freight and pick-up trains and where three brakemen
are now employed on such traing no change will be made except by

agreement between the Local Chairman and Local Railway Officers.
So there is provision for increasing even beyond the five man crew other
than in passenger service.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock :

Q. Can you cite an instance where it has ever been done?—A. No, sir, I
can only work through what has been published. If I were in the railway service
I possibly could.

The second point is one which requires rather fuller mention. The mileage
rate of pay is set with the normal run in mind; but there are an increasing
number of runs on which very high speeds are made. It is true that the strain
of operation may be greater but it is highly questionable that it rises in step with
the speed of the train. Certainly the desirable runs seem to be those which
permit a man to go out to the distant terminal and then to return within the
one working day. At the last Board of Conciliation and Investigation, the
railways, in their Introductory Statement, brought up a case which should be
quoted in full. !

In main line service enginemen run only between divisional points.
To take another case for illustration. Engineers running in through
passenger service between Montreal and Brockville in approximate}y
three hours would earn their day’s pay of 126 actual miles run, and in
addition would receive payments for preparatory time, initial terminal
service and final terminal delay, representing a total time of approxi-
mately five hours, or 180 miles, which would be $2.07 per hour for the
five hours worked. On many such runs engineers make the round trip
in the same day and so for one calendar day representing on the basis
of the case mentioned ten hours actual working time receive for the
calendar day pay for two basic days amounting to a total of $20.70.
Under the application of temporary mileage limitation regulations
adopted at the request of the Employees engineers in this service earn
approximately $269 for working ten hours per day on only thirteen
calendar days per month. It is not claimed that this is an average
condition. The example, however, indicates what the present high rates
of pay do produce in compensation under the conditions actually existing
in such service as that mentioned.

The question before that Board was whether the 10 per cent reduction in the
basic rates of pay which was then in effect should be cancelled. The agreement
which ended the dispute conceded the men’s contention. That is, the effective
rate of pay was increased by 11 per cent, lifting the earnings of this employee
to $23 for each calendar day of service rendered. Even with the reduced
mileage then in effect that gives monthly earnings of $299. Since that time,
most of those temporary limitations have been lifted* with a corresponding

. *Cf. Case No. 469, Labour Gazette, XXXVIII (November, 1938), pp. 1215-16. In this case
it was shown that in one case the mileage of engineers was increased from 4,160 to 5,200 miles
per month; in another, from 4,200 to 5,397 miles in assigned service. On the facts cited above,
$299 per month is the current earnings for approximately 4,680 equivalent miles, and only 3,276
actual road miles. If the present mileage be assumed to be 5,397 miles, then monthly earnings
would rise to $345 per month for 15 calendar days of work.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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increase in the earnings of those senior employees who are able to get the
increased mileage. .

It is not argued that this is an average case, but it does show what ig
to an increasing degree possible. In this case, the fastest trains are scheduled
to make the run in two hours and twenty minutes in each direction, leaving
at three p.m., returning to Montreal at 10.30 p.m., with a rest period of better
than two hours and a half at Brockville. It is suggested that $23 is hardly
" to be described as niggardly remuneration for that service.

There is no data published in Canada which make it possible to show how
general such a situation is. With rising speeds for both freight and passenger
trains, it must be becoming increasingly so, but the Canadian wage statistics
give no indication of it. They show the equated hours paid for, not the hours
actually worked. It is therefore necessary to turn to the United States for
statistics which indicate the discrepancies between the hours worked and the
hours paid for. The Wage Statistics—Class I Steam Railways in the United
States, published by the Bureau of Statistics of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, have been analysed by Mr. Bertrand Fox in the March, 1935, issue
of the Harvard Review of Economic Statistics, who has shown that continu-
ously from 1921 to 1932 there was a growing disparity between time paid for
and time actually worked. The situation at 1937 is embodied in the following
table.

TABLE 2

CoMPENSATION PATD TO ROAD TRAIN AND ENGINE SERVICE EMPLOYEES IN 1937
AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE ToTAL PAID TO EACH CLASS—
Crass I STEAM RAILWAYS OF THE UNITED STATES

Class of service

Road freight Road freight

Nature of payment Road (through (local and
passenger freight) way freight)
% %0 %
Straight time actually worked.. .. .. .. 61-98 64-75 73-41
Straight time paid for but not worked.. 32-50 25-28 7:29
Total straight time paid for.. .. .. .. 94-48 90-03 80-70
QreTiime pald for. 5 o il v 2-87 5-35 17-11
Constructive allowances.. .. .. .. .. .. 2:65 4-62 2-19

It will be seen from this table that even in the local and way freight service
the compensation for straight time actually worked does not amount to 75
per cent of the total compensation received. Whether the Canadian situation
18 so extreme as that cannot be determined from the existing records, but it
is clear beyond the shadow of a doubt that the tendencies in the two countries
are the same. If we are not yet at that state, we are rapidly approaching it.
The third tendency which was stated to be present was one to define the
assignment narrowly and then to extract additional payments for any additional
service rendered. The theory upon which it proceeds is that the management
having accepted the basic mileage as a full day’s work can properly be required
to pay additional compensation if it requires anything to be done or left undone
which would increase the time in which the basie day’s service may be rendered.
Closely allied to this, are two other forms of payment. Punitive rates of pay
are set upon certain services not as a means of increasing the pay, but as a
penalty rate so severe that the service will not be required. The other type
represents an effort to “make work.” The penalty rates are designed to
encourage the management to call additional crews into service even though the
work could be done by those crews already in service. The cases to which
reference will now be made will be predominantly, but not wholly, of the first
type. The first example to which I wish to refer is Canadian Railway Board of
Adjustment, Case No. 4135, The facts were that the engines used on two trains

5 XVII, 60.
6 Labour Gazette, XXRIIT (1933), 898.
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operated into Huntsville, Ontario, were too long to be turned on the turntable
there. Their crews were therefore ordered to proceed light to Scotia Junction,
a distance of 15 miles and to turn on the wye there. For that service they were
offered payment upon a mileage basis. The offer was refused and a claim made
for an additional minimum day’s pay on the ground that their initial assignment
had been completed and that the additional work called for the beginning of a
new day, for pay purposes. There is no suggestion in the report that the entire

service was not completed within the normal hours of work, but the employees’

claim was sustained by the Board. Interesting as showing the extent to which
the unions go in attempting to use a narrow interpretation of the rules as a
means of extracting extra pay is Case No. 4007. A passenger train was delayed
for an hour and fifty minutes about four miles out of Saskatoon by the derail-
ment, of one of the cars. The conductors and trainmen claimed payment under
the terminal detention rules, which would have resulted in additional payment
solely because the derailment occurred with the yard limits as defined for the
freight service. The claim of the employees was not sustained.

I bring that case up as an example of the attitude of a sea lawyer who is
working strictly inside the rule and not in any sense with what is equitable.

Case No. 304 is rather less pleasant in its implications.® A conductor and
crew booked rest immediately upon arrival at their terminal after a run of 9
hours and 45 minutes, although their train contained livestock and there was no
switch engine at the terminal. The appearance therefore was one of conduct
which bordered upon sabotage. The men were disciplined and their appeal from
that discipline was carried up to the Board. “ They stated that their action in
booking rest was justified by Rule 27 of the conductors’ and Rule 32 of the
trainmen’s schedule which provide that conductors or trainmen on arrival at
terminals are not to be called for immediate duty if they want rest, and that
they are to be judges of their own condition.”? Their claim was not sustained,
but the fact that the union was ready to press their claim in such a case is itself
significant.

Perhaps the best example of all the “ make pay ” cases is No. 421.1© An
engineer and fireman had been called for a “ turn around ” trip between Monc-
ton and Springhill Junction. As a result of a breakdown on the line they were
required to take a relief engine out to the train which was being held up and
after that were ordered on to Halifax where they were relieved. The railway
company tendered pay for 110 miles, of which 100 miles was for road service and
10 miles for the initial and final terminal arbitraries. This would suggest that
the service was completed within eight hours and certainly, at the outside, in
less than nine. The men applied for a total of 458 miles, which equals over 4%
basic days’ pay. Their claim was sustained by the Board.11

Among the “make work” cases, No. 16312 is distinctly interesting. The
company had a self-propelled steam crane upon the main line. It was placed
in charge of a conductor. The employees contended that it should be classified
as a work train. Therefore, as a work train it should, according to the schedules
of both the conductors and the trainmen, have, not only a conductor, but two
brakemen as well. The company claimed that it was not a train, that any sec-
tion foreman who had passed the required tests on the operating rules could be

7 Ibid., XXXII (1932), 1163.

08111,’){1;1[1" XXVII (1927), 1043.

10 Tbid., XXXIV (1934), 14-15.
_ Y The rules under which the decision was made, No. 40F on the Engineers’ Schedule,
No. 40G on the Firemen’s Schedule, reads as follows: “Men assigned to regular runs will be
entitled to any engine placed on the run; except in case of engine failure when they will follow
their engine to terminal.”” Rates of Pay and Rules Governing Service of locomotive Hngineers,
Canadian National Railways, Steam Lines East of Armstrong, ete., effective September 1, 1929.
It is difficult for an outsider, even when he has knowledge of the rule, to understand how it
can h”ave been made to justify so large a payment.

12 Labour Gazette, XXIII (1923), 1077.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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used with perfect safety. It had been given to the trainmen for one reason only,
namely that there were a number of spare conductors available and the super-
intendent preferred to give it to the senior available man. No attempt to
justify any need for two additional trainmen appears in the record, but the
Board upheld the claim of the employees.

Of the same general order is the provision that “regular way-freight trains
will not be double-headed except (1) where there is but one freight train each
way daily, and (2) in cases of storms in which event the tonnage will not exceed
the rating of the largest engine attached.”13

The result is, of course, to increase the number of trains and therefore the
number of conductors and trainmen employed?®+.

If a yard crew is used beyond yard limits it is paid at road rates for the
road work done with a minimum of one hour for such service and is also paid for
the yard work which it was thereby unable to do.1® Similar rules are made
against the use of a road crew within yard limits. The effort there seems to
be toward its total prohibition rather than toward the exaction of extra payment
for it. The governing rule seems to be in the trainmen’s schedule and reads as
follows: ““Switching transfer, and industrial work, wholly within the recognized
switching limits will, at points where yardmen are employed, be considered as
service to which yardmen are entitled but this is not intended to prevent train-
men from performing switching incidental to their own train or assignment.”16
That ruling was applied in Case No. 423 to 17 prohibit the road crew from doing
any such work at Allandale. The yard at that point is not big and it is per-
missible to surmise that enforcement may have resulted in the use of an addi-
tional yard crew with its attendant increase in expense.

It is further provided that in “turn-around” service, the maximum run in
any single trip shall not exceed 80 miles in passenger service,'8 or 25 miles in
all other services.1? The result is that it is very hard to offer service on many
branch lines without paying at least two full days’ pay for every calendar day
of service. An example of the operation of this rule is given by Case No.
46420, The date is 1937. On the Pine Falls branch of the Canadian National
a mixed train leaves Pine Falls daily, except Sunday, at'8 a.m., and arrives at
Winnipeg, a distance of 70 miles at 11.20 a.m. This is an assigned service and
no further duties are required of the crew until they report for the return trip
which leaves Winnipeg at § p.m., arriving at 8.20 p.m. It is therefore a long
working day, but with a very considerable block of free time in the middle of it.
The conditions, otherwise, are not arduous. This is one of the lines which
is shown by the Report of the Royal Commission to Inquire into Railways and
Transportation (1931-32) to be of a very light density.2l The company
tendered payment on the basis of “actual miles between Pine Falls and Winnipeg
Terminal with terminal time consumed at Pine Falls in either direction and
actual working time in Winnipeg Terminal.”22 That basis produced a payment

13 Schedule of Rates of Pay and Regulations Governing the Service of Conductors, Baggage-
men, Brakemen and Yardmen, Canadian National Railways, Atlantic and Central Regions,
effective June 1, 1929, Article 34 (¢).

1¢ As an example of the enforcement of this rule, see Case No. 371, the Labour Gazette,
XXXI (1931), 279.

15 Rates of Pay and Rules Governing the Service of Locomotive Engineers, Canadian
National Railways, Lines East of Armstrong, etc., Article 8M.

16 Schedule of Rates of Pay and Regulations Covering the Services of Conductors, Baggage-
men, Brakemen and Yardmen, Canadian National Railways, Atlantic and Central Regions,
effective June 1, 1929, Article 140.

17 Ipid., XXXIV, 14-16.

18Rates of Pay and Rules Governing the Service of Locomotive Engineers, Canadian
National Railways, Lines East of Armstrong, etc., Article 2B.

19 I'hid., Article TA.

20 Lmbour Gazette, XXXVIII (1938), 491-92.

21 Cf. the density map in the folder of that Report.

22 Labour Gazette, XXXVIII (1938), 491.
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of 2045 miles per day, or more than two basic days’ pay per calendar day worked.
’g\h‘e employees’ however claimed that they should be paid on either one of two
ases:—
(a) the minimum day of 100 miles for each trip plus time working or
delayed at each termnal, or
(b) on the basis of actual miles between Pine Falls and Winnipeg in each
direction plus terminal time at Pine Falls, plus all the time at Winnipeg.

The contention of the employees was sustained by the Board. The record does
not, show how much that would amount to. Subject to correction, it is suggested
that it is somewhere in the neighbourhood of 250 miles or 2% days’ pay.

Mention should also be made of the rules for the classification of trains.
Way freight service is compensated at higher rates than through freight and
rules of an almost unbelievable complication are provided for determining the
exact combination of stops and/or switches which may be made before the
way freight rates apply.23 Similarly, when a freight car is added to a passenger
train the pay of the train crew is put upon a through freight basis, not upon a
passenger train basis.2¢ The result is to increase the rate of pay per mile for
conductors from 4-72 to 6-25 cents per mile or by 32-4 per cent, and of train-
men from 3:18 to 4-91 cents or by 54:4 per cent. Correspondingly, the
Engineers’ schedule reads: “Road engineers performing more than one class of
road service in a day or trip will, except as otherwise provided in Article 32 (a),
be paid for the entire service at the highest rate applicable to any class of
service performed with a minimum of 100 miles for the combined service.
The overtime basis for the rate paid will apply for the entire trip.”25

Nothing has been said above concerning the so-called arbitraries or construe-
tive allowances. These are payments for work which once was and is no longer
required and are in addition to the payments for the mileage run. For example—
engineers and firemen are paid 30 minutes initial preparatory time and an addi-
tional 30 minutes as final inspection time.26. These are purely arbitrary allow-
ances which were adopted originally as a means of increasing the effective pay
without changing the nominal mileage rates.2?7 Upon the average, they increase
the earnings of the employees in these classes by some 11 per cent over what
they would be on the time or mileage basis.28 Comparison of that figure with
the one for these payments shown in table 2 above will show that these arbitrary
payments in Canada are well over twice those paid on American roads.

The assignment of work within this field is strictly upon a seniority basis.
The men with the longest service record take the assigned runs, those junior to
them work on a first-in, first-out basis but with provision to increase (or dimin-
ish) the number eligible to be called as the average mileage exceeds of falls below
established maxima (or minima). During the seasonal lulls in traffic, there are
therefore men who are totally without work. It is a system which is imposed by
the men themselves. So far as can be seen from the available information, the

28 Rates of Pay and Regulations Governing the Service of Conductors, Baggagemen, Brake-
men and Yardmen, Canadian National Railways, Atlantic and Central Regions, Article 18.
This Article with its examples, runs to approximately three pages of fine print. 4

2¢ Rates of Pay and Rules Governing Service of Conductors, Canadian Pacific Railway,
Eastern Lines, effective July 16, 1929, Rule 2. ’ )

_25Rates of Pay and Rules Governing Service of Locomotive Engineers, Canadian Pacific
Railway, Eastern Lines, Article 2 (i), Article 32 (¢) provides for special and additional pay-
mentsfx to IEhrough freight or mixed train crews when the train is delayed to load or unload
way freight.

26 Ibid., Articles 2 (d) and 2 (f). The provisions of the Canadian National schedule
provide for the payment of final terminal delay as well as for inspection time, but the latter
18 reduced to 20 minutes. See Rates of Pay and Rules Governing Service of Locomotive
Engineers, Canadian National Railways. Articles 7C and 7E. g

27 Cf. the testimony of Mr. James Murdock, Proceedings of the Board of Conciliation and
InvestlIgatmn (Mr. Justice Gibsone, Chairman) I (April 4, 1933), 92-96. Sy

28 Introductory Statement of the Railways to the Board of Conciliation and Investigation
(Mr. Justice A. K. Maclean, Chairman), Mimeo. 1936. p. 8.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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position of the railway companies is that they are ready to assist in the enforce-
ment of any such regulation provided it does not directly increase their costs.
Such a system of distribution of opportunity to work cannot be condemned so
long as depressions are short and the basic trend of the industry is toward
expansion; but if either of those fails, the burden falls entirely upon the junior
man. Since 1926 the trend of employment has been markedly downward. At
1937 the average number in employment in these classes was only 77-2 per cent
of the number at 1926. As a means of easing the burden, the senior men did for
a time make reductions in their maximum mileage so as to distribute the work
more widely,2? but those reductions have since been cancelled. The possibility
of a conflict of interest between the senior and junior employees should, therefore,
not be overlooked. As things now stand, those who are out of employment
altogether are totally unrepresented in the matter. The decision is made by those
in employment and therefore capable of retaining their voting power. It is a
situation in which the senior men might, if they consulted their own personal
interest only, arrive at decisions which would be not only against the national
interest, but against the interest of the whole body of train and engine service
employees. It is suggested that certain features of the present situation are con-
sistent with the situation to be expected if that were the case.

There is one further aspect of this matter which is deserving of special
attention. The railway lines of this country are not of equal value. The only
survey of them which is available to those not in railway employment is that
reported at pages 32-38 of the Report of the Royal Commassion to Inquire into
Railways and Transportation in Canade (1931-32). 1t is there shown that at
about 1930, some 9:6 per cent of all the line mileage was of relatively heavy
density, having 2,750,000 net ton miles or more of traffic each year per mile of
line; about 48-5 per cent was of medium density having from 250,000 to
2,750,000; and 42 per cent were light traffic lines with less than 250,000 net ton
miles per mile of line per annum. Railways are magnificently effective as
carriers of heavy tonnages over the longer distances and it is probable that
the lines of the first class could support a wage structure even higher than that
now in effect. Train service is more frequent and therefore it is possible to
avoid some of the excess payments. The net result is to give pay out of all
relation to the earnings on equivalent skill and responsibility in other occupations
and to give unusual amounts of leisure time as well. But that is supportable,

.as I say, on account of the unusual earnings on those lines with heavy traffic.

But as we come down the scale in density these payments to labour become
more difficult to bear and in relation to the third class it forms a crushing
burden. It is quite possible that those lines with the least density, which have
negative earnings, at best, or no earnings at all, may be paying the highest
rate per month to those who are on them, because only one train moves per
day; that the tendency is to have the rate of payment vary inversely with
productivity.

From the national standpoint the present position is anomalous in the
extreme. These light-traffic branches are in place. The capital in them is sunk.
If the railways can earn enough to keep those properties in repair, they will
continue to operate them as feeders to the main lines even though they are
unable to earn anything directly from their operation. But because the traffic
is thin and the costs of train operation so high, service is reduced, so dis-
couraging what traffic remains and directly encouraging the building of high-
ways and the movement of freight over them. Under the very best of cir-
cumstances, the continued existence of the 42 per cent of all mileage which

. .®That movement gave employment to men who might otherwise have been without it, but
it did nothing to reduce the cost to the railroad. Therefore, in so far as hi%h direct wages
costs were a reason for a reduction in train-mileage, this was no solution at all. :
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lacks tonnage is open to question.3® When such lines are deliberately weighed
down by extremely restrictive rules which combine to reduce the value of the
service given and to increase the cost of it, their position becomes hopeless.
It need hardly be added that this is a problem of very deep concern to the
employees as well as to the nation at large.

The discussion above has not been at all exhaustive, but it is taken as
providing adequate proof that these agreements are obsolete in their construe-
tion, capricious in their action, and unbearably restrictive in their effect upon
the service rendered. That statement is not in any way dependent on the
distress of the railways since 1928. This situation has been developing progress-
ively for a great number of years. Nor is it dependent on the rise of motor
competition over the last two decades. Motor competition and the decline in
the volume of traffic for other reasons, have together precipitated the problem.
They make it necessary to meet it now because it cannot be put off any longer;
but it existed before they became important.

Historically, the problem can be condensed into the following statement—
that in the years of their development the railways had a practically complete
monopoly of land transport and that their net returns were then distinetly
generous. Believing that those excess returns were permanent, the management
were willing to share part of them with their employees. Those in train and
engine service, because of their unique bargaining power, were able to appro-
priate a much larger share of that excess than their numbers would justify.
The events of the last twenty years have stripped the railways of most of their
monopoly power and profits but, up to the present time, these employees have
been able to force other claimants upon the industry, and the general publie, to
bear all the burdens and have themselves gone scot-free.31 The arguments
which they have advanced before successive boards of conciliation, show that
they consider that they have a perpetual right to the wages and conditions given
them during the railway’s hey-day.

Positively it is not proposed that anything be done drastically or without
full discussion. Nor is there any reason why these employees should not
continue to be unusually secure in their employment and to be generously com-
pensated; what is asked is not a total overturning of their present position, but
a surrender of those parts of it which the uncontrollable forces of change are
rendering daily more vulnerable. These employees were relatively stationary
in numbers over the years 1912-28 and have been declining since then. As a-
result there is a very heavy concentration in the upper age-classes. Very
substantial changes could be introduced over the next five years without any
serious disturbance to the established expectations of those now in employment.

Thank you, sir.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Your concluding memorandum deals with the men in the road service
only, I gather?—A. The examples have come mainly from them because it is
their disputes that I have been able to reach. They are all governed by the
one set of schedules, that is, both road and yard, and the men move from the
vard to the road services. It is a homogeneous employment.

Q. They would form only a proportion of the total railway employees,
would they not?—A. The total of yard and road employees is some 14-6 per
cent of the total number of employees in 1937, and they draw 21-8 per cent of
the total payroll.

% I'bid., para. 102.
31Tt is true that some 20-30 per cent of their number have been forced out of employment
altogether, but that can hardly be advanced as a reason for continuing the present position of

the remainder.
[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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Q. That would be just the running unions, would it not?—A. That is the
total road and yard. For the road employees only they are 10-6 of the total,
and they draw 16-5 per cent of the total compensation.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :

Q. What is the first thing mentioned?>—A. The total road and yard em-
ployees are 14-6 per cent of the total number at 1937, and they draw 21-8 per
cent of the total compensation.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Would any of the remarks that you have made apply to yardmen, the
engineers?—A. Not to the same extent, because on the whole they work upon
a time basis; but in any case where they are called beyond the yard limits, yes,
they draw double pay, pay for the road work they do for the minimum hours,
and also for the yard work they did not do.

Q. That would be, comparatively speaking, negligible in money, I imagine?—
A. Yes. The management, would do its best to hold that down, but you are
restricting the freedom of the management to apply labour effectively and
intelligently.

Q. Taking it from a money point of view and restricting it to the 14-6
per cent of the total number of employees and the 21-8 per cent of the total
pay, is it possible to form any idea of the total amount involved?—A. Yes, sir.
In 1937 these men drew $42,222,000 of wages.

Q. That is the 146 per cent?—A. Would you prefer that I work solely with
the road employees?

Q. I was trying to find out how far the yardmen came into it at all. I
gather from what you say that the yardmen really only come into it in that
exceptional use on the road and that, practically speaking, these road regula-
tions have almost never to be applied?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. So practically speaking, from the monetary point of view, cannot we
take it that we are dealing with the 10 per cent and the 16 per cent?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. What does the 16 per cent equal?—A. In 1937 they drew $31,924,000 of
money.

Q. Do you think it possible to form any idea at all of the extent to which
that might be reduced if there was an ordinary rate of pay applied? I mean
without these exceptional rulings?—A. Anything that can be said, sir, would
be best said by someone in railway employment who can classify trains, but

. I think there would be an economy possible of not less than 20 per cent.

Q. I do not know whether I am quite clear on how you say this affects the
service actually given on the railways. Does it affect the number of trains,
the capital investment, or what is it?—A. It seems to me it works in two ways:
you have this very powerful encouragement to the management to limit the
number of trains to the absolute minimum; second, you have pressure upon
them to make capital investments which otherwise they would not make. Take
the case of Huntsville: it would cost a certain amount of money to put in a Y.
It would be cheaper with only two trains a year—

Q. A day?—A. No, I think two trains in a year. If I can make a surmise,
for the July and August holidays you have to run very heavy trains, and this
necessitates engines that you cannot turn on the turntable. Twice a year you
have that condition. The intelligent thing is to send the engine to Scotia Junction

and turn it on the Y there, which means fifteen miles up and back, a short run,
and it is done very easily.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. It would make a very heavy profit on those two days?—A. Yes, sir.

But don’t you have to carry the dead times on those two days as well, days when
75040—2
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you are giving service and not getting travel? I ask you to look at that down-
ward drift of 6 per cent on the passenger service. At 1930 you have $89,894,000
of passenger revenue. At 1937 you have got only $38,894,000. Now, while there
has been some reduction in the number of trains since 1930, the reduction has
not been as rapid as the reduction in travel. The revenue per train mile and the
number of travellers per train mile have both gone down.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. What surprises me, Mr. McDougall, in your statement is that we have
that board, to which you have referred, created somewhere around 1920. Ever
since they have had many appeals reach them on questions such as you have
referred to, and I think with the exception of two cases you referred to, the six
railway managers sitting down with the six railway employees have agreed that
the railway employees’ contentions were correct, and they were granted—
A. Yes, sir. I think I have an explanation for that. It is a board to interpret
agreements which have been made. That is, its function is not to tell the
management what to do, but merely to make an interpretation. If you ask me
why the management has agreed to this, I think I understand it. I cannot prove
it but I have my own guess, and that is, the power of these men is so great
that it is easier to let the sleeping dog lie than stir him up. It is not that they
approve of these things, but they are afraid of the consequences of stirring
up trouble. I think if there were a reasonable public attitude to the situation
the railways’ hands might be strengthened.

Q. Probably the public does not know anything about it.—A. I think not,
sir. I think the Labour Gazette is a very useful publication and might be read
much more carefully.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Mr. McDougall, you filed this table, No. 2. It shows compensation
paid to road train and engine-service employees in 1937 as a percentage of
the total paid to each class, class 1 steam railways of the United States. Would
you care to give the committee what is the relative percentage difference between
the wages of men employed on class 1 steam railroads in the United States and
of those similarly employed in Canada?—A. The nearest I can reach, sir, is
that the wages in Canada fall perhaps between 10 and 13 per cent—I am sorry,
that is the total annual earnings, which is the only figure I could reach—between
10 and 13 per cent below the United States. But against that it must be
remembered that the capacity of the American railroads to pay wages is very
much higher. The density of traffic, averaging the fifteen years from 1921 to
1936, was exactly double. Expressing Canada as 100, the density in the United
States was about 204, and in relation to passenger traffic it was just about 202.
So that there is a capacity to pay wages there which is not present here.

Q. According to ‘the information we get, they are in just as hard luck with
their railways as we are?—A. That is what I wonder, sir, whether they still
are being operated without Government subvention and whether the fact
that their distress is so great may itself be a proof that these things ought to be
changed there as well as here.

Q. If we had adopted in Canada the principle that was adopted in the
United States, of scrapping certain roads and letting certain roads go into the
hands of a liquidator when they became obsolete and out of date, would we have
the trouble we are confronted with right now?—A. Yes, sir. That makes no
difference to my position, because in relation to your dense lines you are paying
very lllieavy monthly and annual wages, and giving a great deal of leisure time
as well,

Q. The point is this. If many of those roads had gone into the hands

of the receiver, we would have been relieved of the millions of dollars that are -

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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paid every year, and that will continue to be paid, on account of those roads—
for instance, the holdings of the Canadian Northern and the Grand Trunk
Pacific. In the United States would not they have gone into the receiver’s hands
and thus not have obligated the Government?—A. No doubt they would, but
would it make any difference? The situation would still Tule that you are
paying these men more than is required upon a time basis.

Q. It would not have made any difference to the men’s wages?—A. None
whatever.

By Mr. Bigar:

Q. Why is it that this method bears more hardly on the light traffic line
than on the heavy traffic line?—A. If you have a fixed crew of not less than
five men, and run four ecars, your cost per car—the Federal Board of Trans-
portation in comparing way freight with through freight found the cost per
mile in through freight was about ten cents; the average on the way freight
was thirty-four cents. If you compare a main line eighty car train with
something on a back branch of four cars you get an extraordinary difference.

Q. With the same crew?—A. You may possibly have one more man on the
eighty car train.

Q. Would speed also enter into that?—A. Speed would come in this way,
sir, that the fastest freight between Brockville and Montreal goes through in
two hours and fifty minutes. The payment is made for one hundred and twenty-
six miles plus the terminal arbitraries, which means that for something under
four hours of time on duty a man is drawing pay for not less than ten hours,
and probably more.

Q. In other words, he is getting paid for twice the time he works at what
is set as an appropriate time scale?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And in the case of the conductor who has to be reduced by reason of
speed to thirteen or fifteen days work a month, it is the same sort of thing?—
A. He is drawing very high money per month, and is drawing a simply startling
amount of leisure. He is working every other day, but between forty-eight
and fifty-four basic days.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Does that train between Montreal and Brockville stop at Brockville?—
A. Yes, sir.

Q. Why does not the company arrange to have it return immediately to
Montreal and give a man a day’s work?—A. In the passenger service the engineer
is paid one hundred and eighty miles.

Q. Why does he not go on another distance?—A. He would be paid still
upon the mileage basis. It is one hundred and twenty-six miles, and he is paid
for one hundred and eighty.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Now, tell me what would happen if there was a breakdown or a snowbank
at Prescott causing delay of four or five hours?—A. After you pass eight hours
you go on time and a half.

Q. But what about this passenger car if they were held up?—A. The
engineer’s overtime would commence at five hours, and the conductor’s and
brakeman’s at seven hours and forty minutes.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. You have pointed out something that you think needs to be remedied.
Have you any suggestion as to the way in which it should be done?—A. I am
perfectly willing to believe that one hundred miles was a reasonable day’s work

75040—23
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in 1890, but what I am suggesting now is that the men and the management sit
down with the aid of a psychologist or anyone else to work out what should be
a reasonable day’s work to-day in passenger service.

Q. You leave it to the men and the management?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Does that twenty per cent reduction apply equally to the rest of the
employees?—A. Oh, no, sir. These are the people who have been able to freeze
their rate of pay in accordance with an outmoded scale of a public utility.

Q. Unification, then, would not be the remedy?-—A. It may be; but when
you have unification there would still be the same problem.

Q. The problem would be still there?—A. One of the reasons why, if T were
a senior man in this service, I would want unification, would be that there would
be perhaps savings there which I could collar by continuing this obsolete system.

Q. Unification might help the senior men?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:

Q. It would aggravate it?>—A. It would aggravate insofar as the normal
passage out of the system would speed up; but if it was any good it would produce
additional earnings.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Is it your position that the labour organizations have been dictators and
have dictated these rates and conditions, which you hold are abnormal, and
that there should be another form of dictation?—A. May I say, sir, they have
been tactfully magnificent. Strategically, I think, they have run against their
own interest. In the short run your service is pretty well a fixed thing, and if
you can raise the pay and make the conditions more onerous, the railways will
pay up. But in the long run wages are considered as a cost before they can
become income, and for the long run you make capital expenditures which permit
you to avoid payments to labour. Therefore in the long run the result has been
unfortunate, peculiarly with the junior men.

Q. Would it influence your view if I told you that I had been a braktfman
on a freight train on a division of one hundred and fifteen miles, for which I
was paid $1.25 on an average, and that because of delays I worked forty hours?—
A. Yes, sir, it does, because I think that no doubt in the early period the're were
many things which management did that were definitely unwise. I think the
unions began, quite properly, to control that; but they have allowed that to
continue to the present, when that situation no longer rules, and it is destructive
of the— :

Q. Have you ever read Crowded Years, by W. G. McAdoo?—A. Part of it.

Q. Did you read what he said about railroad men’s wages prior to 1918?—
A. Yes, sir.

Right Hon. Mr. MuicHEN: I thought it was the weakest part of the whole
book.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Mr. McDougall, referring to the statement that if we had allowed the -

railroads to go into liquidation we would. have avoided these problems: if a
railroad goes into bankruptey it either closes down or is operated by a receiver-
ship?—A. Yes, sir. 1

Q. And if it is operated by a receiver the employees continue, and if there
is difficulty paying them it can be done by receiver’s certificates?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. So, if that were the case, if it closed down, of course the men would be
out of work. But if it were run by receiver’s certificates, it would mean there
might have been an opportunity of continuing the business at the expense of the
capital invested in the railway.—A. That has happened.

Q. And the same might occur in the States?—A. Oh, yes.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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Q. Could you tell us what percentage of the railways of the United States
are solvent to-day?—A. I am sorry, sir, I cannot. I think it is in the order of
sixty per cent.

Q. But those sixty per cent have been assisted by loan subventions?—A. First
of all you have had the Reconstruction Finance Corporation offering loans, and
second advances in freight rates. Now, it is just barely possible that advances
in freight rates in the United States were justified; but clearly, I think, having
regard to the distress of Canadian export industries nothing of the kind is
possible here. Therefore our own rate changes are in the nature of scaling down
rates on the higher commodities in order to meet motor competition, and the
distress of the raw material producers is so great that you cannot raise rates on
the low grade commodities.

Q. But the United States has never followed the policy of keeping their
railways out of liquidation as far as possible by loans at low rates—A. Yes, sir.

Q. What has occurred there is pretty much a parallel of what has occurred
here, speaking in the large?—A. It is a little bit worse. They have turned down
a bit earlier and have gone down a bit further, and having regard to the fact
that this country itself usually follows them with a five year lag, I think things
look pretty black.

Q. You say they have gone down further. In proportion to population and
traffic they have much less mileage.—A. There is twice as much traffic there
per mile of line.

Q. In view of the fact that they have double the traffic that we have, and
have gone still further down the hill, would you say that that was due to our
?aving fewer systems?—A. I don’t think so, sir. I do not think it is a cardinal
act.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. Professor MeDougall, did I understand you to say it was impracticable
to advance rates in this country?—A. I would think it very doubtful. I will put
it this way, that taking 1926 roughly as a base, our general wholesale price index
is now 73.3, the index of Canadian farm products prices is 64.8, and of field
crops it is only 54-7. Now, the case that is most open to eriticism is the Crow’s
Nest rates, but in the face of the present price of wheat what chance is there to
lift those rates? I would think that even from the narrowest interest of the
railways themselves, they might want to leave them as they now are.

Q. Is this a fair statement, Professor, that our present rates do not pay the
cost of transportation—A. Yes, I think so.

Q. If that is the case and they cannot be raised, how are we ever going to
set things right?

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Before you answer that, let me put this side of the case. The producer
at the present time has a tremendous struggle to keep in existence. If you
increase the cost of his hardware and lumber and furniture, and the cost of
shipping his goods, he will have a much harder struggle to exist.—A. May I put
it this way, sir, that if you cannot raise the price at which you sell, you have to
reduce the cost of performing the service. And that is exactly what I have been
talking about that here is an important cost and that it ought to be reduced. I
have not touched at all the fact that all railway employees are now back on the
full 1929 rates of pay, despite the fact that the general wholesale price index is
down to 73 per cent, and that the cost of living is 83 per cent of what it then was,
and despite the extreme burden which is put upon raw material producers. The
raw material producer is exposed to international movements and he cannot save
himself. These railway people get themselves barricaded behind agreements and
manage to stay there. Except for a short period in 1923, about six months, their
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maximum reduction from the basic rates of pay was 15 per cent; in that six
months period it was twenty per cent. Since the spring of 1938 they have been
at the 1929 rates.

Q. That is the high rates?—A. At the highest rates they have ever known,
yes sir. Now, it seems to me that there is something peculiarly anomalous in
a country like this trying to guarantee high rates of pay per hour and per
day to the sheltered workers and to pay those high rates to a constantly diminish-
ing number when you have such a pressure on the total labour market.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen.:
Q. You say that the long range result of that policy is to reduce the total
number of employees in the industry?—A. Yes sir.
Q. In favour of a small and highly paid number, at the top?—A. A small
and highly paid group at the top.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:
Q. Or, to put it another way, high wages cause unemployment?—A. Yes sir.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. It is not only high wages to those men at the top, but high wages to
those employed men when employed only half the time?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :

Q. If the high wages paid to railway employees were reduced in the same
proportion as the cost of living was reduced from 1926 to to-day, how much
money would be saved to the railways, 20 per cent?—A. Yes, fully 20 per cent.
That is, if you made a reduction of that kind it would be 20 per cent of
$193,000,000.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen.:

Q. But your indictment, Professor McDougall, is not so much against
the scale of pay per hour as it is against the structure and the method of
employment, and the artificial rules?—A. I have felt two things, with regard
to those employees only, that the whole structure is basically unsound, totally
obsolete, and that therefore I could properly say that here; but as, shall I say,
a footnote to my main position, I add the other one, which is applicable not
only to those employees but to all railway employees, and indeed generally
to a great many different kinds ‘of employment, my own and the Civil Service
included, because you have in a great many places, not merely on the railways
only, come back to the 1929 level in the face of a fallen cost of living.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. You are not able to speak about other classes of railway employees, I
itlnagin-e?—A. No sir, not directly. That is, I prepared myself specially upon
this.

Q. There are numerous classes, probably the vast majority of the remaining
employees, who are employed at ordinary daily or monthly rates?—A. Yes sir.

Q. The figures that you have given us are those from page 34 of the
Statistics of the Steam Railways of Canada for 1937?—A. Yes sir.

Hon. Mr. Parext: Is that a Government publication?

Mr. Bicar: Yes, it is a Bureau of Statistics publication, for 1937. Perhaps
the Committee would like to have the numbers of the classes that are in question,
and the amounts that they respectively received. I will prepare a little schedule
on that and add it to the record.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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Hon. Mr. Rosinson: Would you include in that the amount paid for super-
vision, or management, to officials?

Mr. Bicear: I am afraid that cannot be done.
The Wrrness: I think, sir, at pages 32-3 you could get that.
Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: You should have asked that when they were here.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. When the labour men are arguing that their wages should be high, they
point to the officials. I was wondering what the amount paid to officials is.—
A. The total for executives, general officers and assistants is $3,800,000, and for
division officers, $3,087,000.

Q. That is about $7,000,000, the whole thing?—A. Yes.

Q. Is that for one railway?—A. No sir, that is for the steam railways
in Canada.

Q. So it would not be very big, anyway?

Right Hon. Mr. MEicHEN: Still, it is an example. That is its effect.

The Wrirness: May I put it this way, that your average return to the
average officer is $3,356 per year; whereas, if I am correct, your senior engineers
are making about $4,000 or better, at ﬁfteen days work per month.

Mr. Bicear: I can include in that schedule also the average rates, unless
the Committee would like to hear them now. I can give them now.

By Hon. Mr. Haig:

Q. There is one question I should like to ask Professor McDougall. This
reservoir of unemployed labour in the running trades on the railways does not
apply to any other class on the railways?—A. Oh, yes sir. There are...

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Shop crafts.

The Wirness: In the shop crafts the same thing happens. And there
was a case in the Labour Gazette recently of the men working under the railway
on the docks in Montreal, and it came out in the same case that there is the
same fluctuation for freight handlers in the big terminals.

By Hon. Mr. Haig:

Q. Have you any suggestion—this is a question that has worried me a
great deal—as to what the railways could do to meet that situation?—A. No
sir. I just do not think it is possible. It is one of the consequences of our
situation. The grain has to be moved when it is moved, and there is no other
way around it. The fluctuations in traffic happen. And while some small changes
can be made, they will not be great and they will depend mainly upon changes
in the people who provide the freight rather than upon the railway.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. The same fluctuations exist in other fields of labour. The carpenter,
the bricklayer, the mason, the plumber, all these people are affected by very
great ﬁuctu‘ltlons"—A Yes sir.  Our seasonal movement in this country is
heavier than in other countries, just because of our climate.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Will you explain to us a little more fully how the depression affects the
personnel employed at the time it begins?—A. Well, at the initial point you
have your senior men taking assigned runs, makmg their maximum mileage
and then signing off till they begin a new month. If they are high enough up
on the seniority list they will not be affected in any way by the depression,
except through the indirect effect of having their real earnings increased by a
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falling cost of living or by having their money earnings reduced by having the
basic pay changed. That is, generally speaking, they will be like people on
salaries, who are on the whole benefited rather than hurt by a depression. The
men at the bottom of the list will just pass off it altogether. In the passenger
engine service you have a pool, and when the average mileage per month falls
below 4,000 you drop men; when it gets above 4,800 you add men. In freight,
it is between 3,200 and 3,800. So that the weight of the depression is something
that falls on the junior men entirely. That is qualified to the extent that the
senior men as an act of grace give up mileage, which they did do between 1932
and 1936-7. But those concessions of mileage were never more, in their effect
on the official statistics, than just about enough to balance the increase in real
income by the fall in the cost of living.

Q. Carry that a little further. There are two groups: the road passenger
engineers and the road freight engineers. What happens to the junior men on
the road passenger engines in the case of a depression?—A. I think it works
this way. 1 speak here subject to correction. It is a terribly complicated
business, and the schedules are drawn not in a fashion that lets an outsider see
them easily. You go first from road passenger down to road freight, then to
yard, and then out. But I think you can move between the road classes and
the yard class only about twice a year, as the schedule changes. That is, if you
fall at the end of the road freight list you would have to wait till the general
time-table changes before you could get into yard service. But I speak subject
to correction.

Q. Speaking generally, a conductor, for exemple, would go down to brake-
man?—A. Yes sir.

Q. And a road passenger engineer, to road freight engineer, and from that,
I suppose, to fireman?—A. Yes sir.

Q. Passenger fireman first and then road freight fireman?—A. Yes sir.

Q. And it is the fellows at the bottom of the whole list, after that readjust-
ment has taken place, who are out of employment?—A. Yes sir. The whole
thing falls on them finally.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. You referred to the fat lines and the lean lines, and you pointed out tl}e
discrepancies that exist between, not the earnings, but—A. The traffic volume in
ton miles per mile of line. :

Q. Yes. You referred to the same wages being paid where the earnings
were small as those paid where the earnings were large.—A. Yes.

Q. Do you suggest there should be a difference in the schedule of wages
in the case of the fat lines and the lean lines?—A. It is this question, sir. When
you had a complete monopoly it was quite possible to do almost anything
you liked, but at the present time, if you have a branch line that is opposed
to trucks and buses, for how long can you maintain a high scale of wages
and a five-man crew against a truck, where one man is willing to work ten
or twelve hours and for very much less money and be as obliging as he knows
how?

Q. But you have to continue the work because the Board of Railway
Commissioners will not let you stop.—A. Yes. But some day the Board of
Railway Commissioners may realize there are trucks on the road.

Some Hon. Memsers: Oh, oh.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. In your opinion who would have to deal with this question, the Federal
Government, the provincial Government, or the railwaymen and the employees?
—A. If the railwaymen would raise it I think it is their proper function,
but if T may quote from Mr. Gerard Ruel’s comment before the Duff Com-

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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mission when he was asked there whether there was not ground for a general
reduction on account of the change in the cost of living, and so on, he gave
certain answers. I will read Mr. Commissioner Loree’s questions and Mr.
Ruel’s answers:—

Commissioner Loree: When you get through with your five-year
effort and everything, you save about $30,000,000?

Mr. RueL: Per annum.

Commissioner Loree: Yes. Why don’t you reduce wages 15 per
cent and save $36,000,000 overnight?

Mr. Ruen: I wish we could.

Commissioner Loree: Why not?

Mr. Ruen: As far as the Government railways are concerned,
we would be ordered to cancel that in twenty-four hours. . . . . The
C.P.R. might do it; we could not. We would not receive any support
at all, we would be blackguarded all over Ottawa. We would not
dare to go on the streets, we would be chased out.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:
Q. What page is that?—A. Page 2254, sir. How the railways’ hand can
be strengthened until they can take reasonable action on this matter, I do
not know, but my effort this morning is directed towards that end.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. We have got to make a report, though. Do you want us to report

that the railway companies should take this matter up?—A. Yes, sir.
Q. Not the Federal Government?

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. They have the last decision in the matter just the same.—A. It is a
matter for consideration by the railways, certainly.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:
Q. The management, I suppose, have not the power to-day?—A. Shall
1 say they have the power to propose, but if the unions dissent, I think it
must be a matter of agreement.
Q. What you really want is to hold some sort of prayer-meeting to con-
vert the unions?—A. Yes, a prayer-meeting.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:
Q. You should get a guarantee that they will not resort to a strike.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. According to your own statement, the highest wages ever paid the
railway employees was around 1929?—A. The same rates of pay per mile
are being paid now.

Q. Yes. Notwithstanding all that has happened, the depression that
has continued and the conditions that exist right at the present time, against
the will of the railways the employees are back just where they were.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. And the United States railway wages are 10 to 13 per cent higher
as the result of a recent settlement. And, Mr. McDougall, do you know that
Mr. Loree undertook to put into effect on his own railroad, the Delaware and
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Hudson, the principles that he enunciated there, and that a strike of the
employees changed his mind?—A. And I wonder, sir, if you are not proving
my point.

"An Hon. MemBer: “We would be chased out of Ottawa.”

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Mr. McDougall, if the history is as you have disclosed it, there must
be an enormous number of competent railwaymen throughout the country
unemployed or half employed who could practically run the system?—A. Yes,
sir, I would think that is probably true. The railroads could certainly answer
the question, having their lists.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Are you acquainted with how they deal with this question in Great
Britain?—A. No, sir. This is outside the main field of my work at the
university, and I have not made a study of the conditions in the United States
and in England that I should like to make.

Q. Probably Mr. Murdock can tell us. I understand that when the railway
companies amalgamated there the state set up a board of some kind to deal
with the whole question of wages.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: In the United States?

Hon. Mr. Cawper: No. In Great Britain they set up practically what was
a State board to deal with the question of disputes with respect to all agree-
ments between the railway companies and their employees.

The WitnEss: May I add this, sir? I am not putting it forward as a proof
of original sin on the part of the unions. They had unique power and they took
what came from it. They have been able to shelter themselves behind the
general losses of other classes when the railway earnings as a whole went down.
But I think if you look for the motive rather than the consequences, it arises
out of this continuous fall in the numbers employed, and that there is a very
general fear to allow any change in these rules lest it may mean a reduction in
those numbers. But if the industry is shrinking, as I think graph 1 shows, then
clearly with nearly all your employees concentrated at the very top of the age
group, you could make changes now rather than bring in new men at the bottom
and then build up the expectations of those very high returns and have to break
them later. It seems to me it would be much better to make the change as your
railway forces change normally—normal attrition.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Instead of employing new men now at the present scale, you would change
the scale but leave the men now in the service at their present level until they
reach retiring age?—A. And if the men now running fifteen days were running
twenty-two days, you would have a very great reduction in that case, probably
50 per cent in the cost per mile, and you could maintain them with the same
very high monthly earnings they now possess.

Q. But_by getting them to do a little more work?—A. Yes.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. But is it not the case that the regulations are more at fault than the
scale of wages?—A. Well, if you look over the rates of earnings coming to other
people of equivalent skill, $4,000 does seem an extraordinary return.

Q. Yes. But the regulation is compelling employment where employment
really is not needed and this seems to me much more indefensible than the
liberal wage?—A. Yes, I agree heartily.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Mr. McDougall, would it be fair to ask you, what are the comparative
rates of wages of professors in the United States and in Canadian colleges?—
A. I don’t know. I think, speaking generally, that the scale for the men at the
top of the particular listing is double in the United States to what it is here.
Coming down at the bottom, I think the scale might be about 30 per cent higher
in the United States.

By Hon. Mr. Cote:

Q. Mr. McDougall, when you say that the present rates of railway em-
ployees are higher than equivalent pay, you mean to employees in other occu-
pations?—A. Yes, I am speaking mainly of train and engine service.

Q. I am very much interested in your statement, because last year I asked
early in our proceedings that some figure be supplied to us on that very point.
I was told that our statistics department was unable to provide the information.
So we went without that figure. Now you have made the statement, would you
go into that in a little more detail and give the foundation for your statement,
for the comparisons you make?—A. Based on volume 5 of the Census of Canada
for 1931, sir, you can show that males earning more than $2,950 are—I quote
from memory—about 8 to 9 per cent of the total number earning wages. If you
take in farmers and others who are operating on their own account, gainfully
employed, it would mean, I think, people earning better than $3,000 are less
than 7 per cent. But I feel quite confident that engineers and conductors who
run above that figure are not in skill at the top of the 7 per cent of the popula-
tion scale. For the engineers it would probably be that in earnings they are in
the top 4 per cent.

Q. But you did not compare them with any particular trade or profession
outside their own?—A. I have not made that up. »

Q. I do not know whether you have my point.—A. I think I have, sir.

Q. You take a trainman, did you compare his earnings for so many days’
work a year with those of some person occupied in another trade, a street
railway conductor, for instance?—A. There is no comparison at all there.

Q. You were asked about university professors a moment ago. It is an
amusing question, but it is not a basis of comparison. I want a basis of
comparison which is really warranted.—A. You are asking for specific rates. sir?

Q. What about the income of a street-car conductor compared with that of
a trainman?—A. In the Grey Coach Line service operating out of Toronto,
where the conditions are unusually favourable for motor-coach operation,
the men work a ten-hour day and get about $1,800 a year. So you can
compare that, I think, fairly against a passenger engineer working fifteen
days a month and drawing something like $4,000.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien):

Q. Fifteen days of eight hours?—A. Fifteen' calendar days, which might be
more than eight hours.

By Hon. Mr. Black:

Q. The rate of pay for these engine men and train men does not seem
to be so high basically; it is the regulations and interpretations and conditions
throughout that bring the total of the earnings to a very high scale, isn’t it?—
A. T would be inclined to say both, sir. :

Q. Now, these are not fixed by law, but by some arbitrary rule made by
the brotherhood, and agreed to by the management?—A. Yes, sir.
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Q. Therefore there is no reason why the management of the two roads,
in consultation, should not reduce or cut out these superfluities and get—
A. There is no reason whatever if they have the courage and the strength to
face it.

Q. Now, these men in the railway trades are intelligent men, and they
do as we all would do—they hold on to their high rate of pay as long as they
reasonably can; and one reason why they do it is that the heads of the two
railway systems have not been strong enough to meet them—A. I think, sir,
there is something else again. These unions are international unions, and the
difficulty of breaking away is really very great. I think the situation is maturing
in the United States in the same way it is here. For instance, in the report
of the recent Emergency Board to the president—the Board was appointed
on September 27, 1938—the railways of the United States made what I think
was a rather unwise basis in asking for a reduction of pay. To quote from
the final page:

Consideration of savings in labour costs could also focus upon certain
problems that should engage the attention of management and men more
openly than has hitherto been the case. These flow from regulations
prevelant in the operating service that call for pay not commensurate
with the amount of additional benefit rendered. Some of these regula-
tions have been relaxed or dropped, but a frank candid inquiry as to
their equitable nature could well be made the obligation of both
management and men.

Q. Now, while these unions are international, that is only an argument.
They do not control Canada in any way.
An HoNOURABLE SENATOR: Sure!

By Hon. Mr. Black:

Q. They do not control, except insofar as they are allowed to.—A. If
you have an international union which is committed to a given situation, and
it is under fire in one spot, and there is a strike there, and they assess and pay
strike pay in this one small area, they can hold out for a long time.

What I am afraid you are getting at, then, is that there is no relief. If
that statement is correct, these people are all-powerful, and not reasonable.
I seems to me the management of the railroads in consultation with the men
should endeavour to get an agreement. If wages, according to your figures—
and they are very interesting—were reduced to a sound average wage, a high
comparative wage, there would be a saving of $30,000,000 or $40,000,000 a
year—A. I think it very likely that while you would make savings on particular
trains, you would then feel free to offer services at other places, and increase
your train miles so that you would have a greater saving than the money
saving would show. So I think there is a reason why the employees might
be ready to consider this matter.

Q. I am assuming that they would be reasonable in a conference properly
held. But if nothing could be done—let us assume that they would not agree to
any re-adjustment—what then?—A. I think, sir, the railways have put a
tremendous effort into having good relations with their men. The two large rail-
ways have departments of personnel which do nothing else. But when you per-
ceive the kind of destruction that has gone on over the past twenty years, you will
see that good will can be bought at too high a price.

Hon. Mr. DoxneLLy: While I am not a member of the committee I am a
member of the Senate—

Hon. Mr. Danpuraxp: You are at home.

Hon. Mr. Don~eLLy: Thank you. I wish to express my appreciation of the
manner in which Mr. McDougall has given utterance to views held by many
[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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people. I have heard similar views expressed several times, but the difficulty
foreseen is that if the railway companies attempt to make a change they will be
met with a strike; that if the Government of the day attempts to remedy it they
will feel the effect in the next election. These are two objections that I have heard
most frequently in regard to any proposals made to remedy the situation.

Hon. Mr. Brack: Of course that is the difficulty. We seem to be faced
with the idea that there is a great field for economy and saving. But we are
afraid to do anything. I wonder what would be the effect if the railways reduced
wages anyway?! Would it not be better to have a tie-up for six months or
a year until we get settled?

The Wrirness: I question whether that railway strike ‘would last six
months to a year. Those who were forced out of employment have some kind
of organization, and there is a reference to their offer to the railways to operate
trains below the rates charged by the regular men. I would think, having regard
to the rise of other means of transportation, a strike is much less serious than it
would have been twenty-five years ago, and those who have been out of
employment for the last six years might very well walk in.

" By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Have you the number of men who were laid off by both railways since
1930?—A. I can give this figure. In 1926 there were 25,223 men in those
classes, as an average; in 1928 the figure had risen to 109-5 per cent of that;
in 1932 it fell to about 66-7 per cent, and in 1937 it was 77-2 per cent, so the
figure is now about 19,475 men.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. Out of work?—A. No, in work. There are roughly 6,000 odd men who
have gone out. Of course it was very much more than that in 1922-23.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Would you give us your view on one point that certainly would be used
for comparative purposes? American railroad men running into certain of our
terminals, particularly Montreal, and through the southern peninsula, are
receiving wages of ten to thirteen per cent higher than those received by Cana-
dians they come in contact with.—A. That figure of ten per cent to thirteen
per cent was a comparison for all the years between 1926 and 1935. It did
get down as low as nine per cent.

Q. Before the last increase in the United States?—A. What was the ques-
tion, sir.

Q. What kind of an apology would you make to Canadian railroad men
generally for permitting a continuance of that condition under which men in
similar conditions who are getting ten to thirteen per cent less now would be
reduced?—A. This is a country which on the whole is less productive than
the United States per head of population, and therefore it is impossible to pay
as much. In fact, the earnings in other occupations in this country are very
much more than ten per cent below those in the United States. Even with
‘the disparity complained of, railway men are better off here than they are in
the United States.

Q. Do you say that all Canadian wages are very much below those in the
United States?—A. Yes, sir. Naturally it spreads over a range, but the central
tendency is to have very much lower wages in Canada than in the United States.
The productivity is lower per head.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Before you would apologize you would want to be sure that their
scale was right.—A. Oh, yes.
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By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Then your thought is that Canadian railroad men’s wages are about
twenty per cent too high?—A. May I put it this way? Railway men’s wages
in Canada are now higher in relation to those of other people in Canada than
American railway men’s wages are in relation to those of other people in the
community.

Q. You had better check up on some of your figures, professor.

Hon. Mr. RoBinsoN: Going back, this graph of the tendency of the rail-
ways is rather depressing. Last year we had some evidence which indicated that
we were just down in a little hole, but would come up again, and many figures
based on the actual operations of the previous years were given to guide us in
future years. But I judge from this graph which you produce that you do not
think there is much prospect of coming back, but that we are on the down
grade. It looks as though we were going to continue, and any figures based on
the past would be misleading, and the situation instead of getting better is
going to be more aggravated as time goes on. Am I right?—A. I think you are,
sir. First, motor transport is nipping off all the traffic where rates are high, and
second, the volume of tonnage per capita which the railways once got they are
no longer getting. I prepared a table showing the volume of freight traffic
adjusted to the population, freight traffic carried per capita. The only long series
there is one which includes duplication. That is, it is freight originated in
Canada, freight interchanged between Canadian railways and freight received
from foreign railways. So it has certain faults. But it is a long series; it runs
from 1875. From 1875 to 1920, freight traffic per capita on that series was
increasing by 5-35 per cent per annum, a simply tremendous change. That is a
change which is adjusted for the rise in population. Now, then you flatten off
after that, and from, say, the 1913 peak you just get back there at 1926 or 1928.
And at 1932 you are down at the level of 1903. So I am not prepared at all to
think that this is merely a depression phenomenon.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:

Q. Why did you begin at 1921?7—A. I started at 1921 only because the
national income series begins there. I would very much like to go back and
see what the normal movement of the business cycle is, but the income figures
are not there.

Q. But there has been a gradual falling, you think?—A. I would place the
term as not later than 1923, and it may be earlier. I find it significant on that
chart that in the passenger service 1923 is the one year where it is higher than
the preceding. After that it is continuously downward. And in the freight
service, 1923, a good crop year, was higher than 1921.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. That graph covers a period since the last war?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. It also covers a period when, for about nine years in Western Canada
we practically had no crops. But if this old world ever straightens itself out and
all these restrictions and other things that exist now all over the world dis-
appear, and if we get increased immigration in this country, which we can very
well take care of if conditions are right, is there not a possibility that the line
on that graph will turn upwards, and that very rapdily?—A. No, sir, I do not
think so. T think the very most I could ever hope for, under the most favour-
able conditions, would be to have that percentage flatten, merely to run level.
That is the most optimistic thing I can foresee.

Q. Last session the evidence given to us in so far as trucks and buses were
concerned, was that they had a trivial effect on our railway earnings. What
they took away from the railways amounted to very little.

[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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Right Hon. Mr. MEeicHEN: I did not get that impression, Senator. That
was with regard to interprovincial traffic, but not the local.

Hon. Mr. CaLpEr: My impression is that it was said to be very small.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: That is the interprovincial traffic.

Hon. Mr. Hata: We were told that 98 per cent was provincial, and they
have taken all the good part of that 98 per cent.

The WitNess: The freight revenue in 1937 was $270,500,000. I understand
that the gross revenue from motor operations is in the eighbourhood of $60,000,000.
That does not take into account the further loss of revenue which comes when
the railway keeps traffic but at a lower rate.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. When the rate is cut?—A. Yes. If they cut their rates, it all comes
out of the net revenue.

Q. Did you ever know a downward drift of an industry, extending over a
period of as long as eighteen years, that was definitely reversed? Did you ever
know of any such industry in history?—A. I only know of one book on the
subject, Kuznetz’s Secular Trends in Production and Prices, and it covers more
the growth period than the time.

Q. That is different.—A. But the argument there was that growth which
was faster than the growth in population, eventually flattened out; that it was
impossible to maintain it.

Q. But when there has been a downward drift in an industry over a
period of eighteen years, I venture the assertion there has never been a rever-
sion—A. In relation to the railways I think, sir, it is possible to overstate the
permanent weight of motor competition. What we are doing up to the present
time is comparing railway prices with motor costs. The Chevrier Commission
suggested that the absolute minimum for motor freight rates under present
conditions should be about 2 cents per ton mile. If the railways could get the
traffic, they could grow fat on one cent per ton mile.

Q. That may be. That does not answer the question—A. At the present
time I do not think any of the provinces have begun to face the weight of
costs which the highways they are putting in are entailing. These are being
absorbed in capital and in depreciation that is not being met. Now, if and
when they are forced into that, I think you will find a relief. I do not think it
is a near term in the least; it may be another ten years.

Q. You think there might be a definite drift upward over an extended
period, in the railway business?—A. I think this way, sir, if I may speak to
the report of the Chevrier Commission: in that report it is quite clearly recog-
nized that the heavier vehicles entail an additional cost. The principle is
admitted. But when it comes to applying it I think the Commission just runs
right around the question and fails to meet it. So that if and when the costs
finally come in and force the provinces to assess these heavy vehicles much
more heavily than they now do, then the competitive power of the railways will
be very greatly improved. It is a hope and it is a long-term hope, but it still
might suggest that you would flatten rather than continue to decline.

Q. You might flatten, perhaps, for a while.

Hon. Mr. Brack: That is not very encouraging for an increase in business.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien):

Q. But do you not think that even if the provincial governments inter-
vened, transportation by truck might by that time be developed considerably?
There might be better trucks, larger trucks, and so on?—A. Well, sir, the total
size of the trucking industry is dependent at the present time on the amount of
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subsidy it draws from provincial treasuries and from other users of the roads.
I can see on that basis almost any level of development.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: Mr. Chairman, is it too late to start on another line
before adjournment?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes.

The Committee adjourned until 3 o’clock this afternoon.

The Committee resumed at 3 p.m.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the witness his
views on the question of a solution of our difficulties by increased population.
We have heard that advocated. What effect would it have on the railway
situation, and what does he think about it? Would that be in order?

The CramrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): It goes outside the ambit of his
evidence.

Hon. Mr. RoBinsoN: What is his idea?

The Wirness: May I answer, Mr. Chairman, if I restrict myself to five -

minutes?
The CuAamrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes.

The Wirness: First, a great deal depends on what you have to offer people
who come. You have to offer them more than a share of the national debt.
Second, it depends on where they are to be placed—

Hon. Mr. DanpuranDp: I thought that would be one consideration.

The Wirness: —that if they are in the export trade producing heavy
tonnage, then probably they would be a very great help. I am not so certain
that it means anything very much if you segregate them in the urban centres—
certainly not nearly so much. It again comes back to that question, the
movement of population which is encouraged by the existing price structure.
In the proceedings of the Canadian Political Science Association, 1934, pages
220 to 237, Mr. W. D. Hurd published a study on Population Movements in
Canada, 1921 to 1931. In that study he showed, first, that between 1921 and
1931 the net loss of the prairie west in native-born was 66,000 people; second,
that the net movement out of rural Canada in the same years, 1921 to 1931,
was 408,000, made up of an outward movement of 550,000 native-born and a
partial replacement of 142,000 foreign-born. That is a net movement only.
If you take into account the foreigners who come in, go on the land, and then
leave it again, you have figures in the order of 670,000 to 700,000 people. That
occurred In a period when agriculture was expanding, the expansion being in
the order of 16 to 21 per cent, depending on whether you take the total amount
of land in farms or the improved area of farm land. That period, 1921 to 1931,
was one which was extraordinarily favourable by comparison with the period
to date since 1931. Given the continuance through 1931 to 1941 of the same
forces which were present in the period 1921 to 1931, you would have a net
exodus from our rural areas of 800,000 people. I do not need to say what has
happened in the deterioration of the economiec opportunities in our rural areas.
Now, where do you put people if that is all the inducement to work upon?

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. That is what I want to know. Perhaps you can tell us.—A. It is easier
to analyse it than to give an answer.
[Prof. John L. McDougall.]
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By Hon. Mr, Horsey:

Q. Mr. McDougall, have you got the figures worked out for the United
States earnings in proportion to income from 1921 on?—A. Earnings and national
income?

Q. Yes—A. I have not that, sir, but Mr. Leslie Thomson in his book has
done something very similar, drawing on the work of Colonel Leonard Ayres,
of the Cleveland Trust Company, and it shows an identical movement. I can-
not give the exact page.

Q. It is just a severe drop?—A. I do know the figures show a greater drop
in the number of railway workers employed between 1926 and 1936 in the United
States than in Canada. So I would judge it is the same thing. It probably
started earlier there and has been a shade more severe.

By Mr. Biggar:
Q. One of the members of the committee has asked me to ask you to expand
a statement you made that it would be a grave mistake to set down as entirely
due to motor traffic the depreciation in the railway situation that is indicated in
Table 1.—A. It is much easier to state it negatively than positively. The rail-
way’s own estimate as presented to the Duff Commission was that the loss in
revenue in 1930 through motor competition was in the order of $24,000,000. If
you take the same percentage of the national income as at 1921, that $24,000,000
accounts for only one quarter of it. So I am much surer of the fact than the
explanation. Various explanations can be offered, as for example:—
1. A falling proportion of the population engaged in the industries
producing heavy traffic;
2. Approaching exhaustion of certain natural resources, as, for
example, lumbering in Ontario;
3. The end of the construction boom associated with the opening of
the prairie West;
4. Rationalization of industry in order to economize in transportation
costs: and
5. The general tendency of any rising trend to flatten out.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. What about the opening of the Panama Canal?—A. I would think that
was a factor of importance, but I could not rate it.

Hon. Mr. Brack: It would not affect volume.
Hon Mr. Cavper: It would affect your rail haul.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. The passenger percentages would indicate that from 1921 to 1937 there
was a falling off of sixty-one per cent?—A. Yes.

Q. That is more serious than the freight drop. Could you give the factors
that have so far dissipated the passenger business?—A. It is very hard for
anybody on the outside to do that. I get the grand aggregate figure through
the railway reports, and cannot tell where it occurred. You get a figure of
passenger revenue from ticket sales, and also a revenue from the sale of seats
in parlour and sleeping cars. When the figure was first prepared the revenue
from parlour and sleeping cars was 6-1 per cent of the revenue for carrying people.
That percentage climbs constantly until 1931, when it is up to about 12 per cent.
Then it falls off slightly. By 1937 it is 1296 per cent. The figure after 1936
does not show the full position, because you pay more for transportation in the
parlour and sleeping car after June 1936, than to travel in coaches; so the rail-
ways probably inflate that percentage to show the amount. Now, either those
people who are travelling are travelling soft, or else the losses are entirely on the
branch lines. .

75040—3
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By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. The branch lines where there are no parlour cars?—A. The people are
not travelling at all. You can show that continuously the percentage is rising.
But certainly to stick, as the railways did, to a standard rate of fare of 3-45
cents right through from 1921 to 1936, in the face of a decline of that kind,
without any attempt whatever to meet it, is one of the things I would rather
they explained.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Is not the private automobile largely responsible?—A. I think it is, sir;
but one of the reasons why I came into the study of the railway running trades
was that I was wanting to find out what could persuade them to stick to figures
like that in the face of falling volume, unless something was holding them up.

By Hon. Mr. Black:

Q. Would not a reduction in passenger rates simply mean a reduction in
revenue?—A. That depends, sir. In the southern United States they found
that as they dropped rates they got more passengers, but not enough more until
they got down to a cent and a half. Then they made more in net revenue
than at 3-6 as the standard fare. Then there is the experience of the eastern
lines. They were compelled by the Interstate Commerce Commission to come
to two cents. They wanted to fight it, and the only reason they didn’t was that
the Baltimore & Ohio stood out. They took the two cent rate until some time
in 1937, when they appealed for two and a half. They were given two and a
half, and discovered they were better off with two cents.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. You haven’t got before you the proceedings of the committee. Perhaps
I might show you exhibit 10, at page 49. That is the one which shows the
average passenger journey. You will observe that the average length goes up
from 1923 until about 1927, then falls substantially, and then has gone up
very much since 1930.—A. That would suggest that it was a falling off in the
branch lines travel.

Q. The comparatively short journeys in coaches as distinguished from the
comparatively long journeys in parlour cars and sleepers?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, you think that independently of the development of the motor
traffic—because I think you say the motor traffic did not become important until
1929-30?7—A. Not in freight traffic. That is, in so far as it did take traffic
from the railways, it was cheaper in net revenue to let it go than to reduce
the rates and fight. It was not until 1933 that they did make general reductions.

Q. You don’t know how long before that there had been pressure?—A. It
was growing, but in their judgment it was worth while to ignore it—and I am
not convinced that they were wrong. They may have been slow, but they were
not badly wrong. ‘

Q. Now, with regard to freight, do you know whether the same falling
off appeared in the United States?—A. Yes.

Q. Some of the reasons you suggested for the falling off in Canada would
hardly apply to the United States.—A. I think the same influences are there.

Q. The exhaustion of natural resources?—A. You have the exhaustion of
natural resources in the east, in lumber, even more than here.

Q. Is there anything in the increase in the self-containedness of areas, the
kind of thing that is said to be affecting international trade?—A. There is this,
I think. At the beginning of the railway period it was cheaper to manufacture
at certain very narrow centres and move your products out. The whole develop-
ment of New England was on that basis, and the relative decline since 1900

[Prof. John L. MecDougall.]
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is a proof of that. The course of the steel industry proved the same thing—
the movement towards Chicago and away from Pittsburg. As you develop
skill you move labour towards materials and the final market.

Q. And your actual movement of tonnage falls in proportion to population?
—A. Yes, although in Canada that is qualified by the tremendous importance
of the grain traffic in ton miles per capita. In 1923 we were up near the top.
In ton miles of grain traffic per head of population, there was 4,231 in 1928,
and that is a higher figure than in any previous year. The figure in 1923 was
3,781 and the previous high figure was 3,869 in the year ending June 30, 1917.
The corresponding figure for 1937, which is again the best since the depression,
is 2,421. The grain traffic, on account of the long movement, does lift that
figure.

i The chart referred to by Professor McDougall was filed as Exhibit 98.

Mr. BicgAr: This chart may not appear in the same number of the proceed-
ings as to-day’s evidence, as it may take a little time to photograph the chart.

The Committee said they would hear Mr. Meikle of Winnipeg. He is
here now,

Mr. ALLEN MEIKLE was called as a witness.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Mr. Meikle, I understand that you are the President of the Canadian
Federation of Labour?—A. Yes sir.

Q. You are speaking on behalf of that Federation, which includes some
railway employees?—A. Yes sir.

Q. Have you got a submission that you want to make to the Committee?
—A. Yes sir.

Q. Perhaps you might tell the Committee how the Federation of Labour
is constituted, and what its relation to railway labour is, before you go along.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: It is all labour?

Mr. Biccar: Yes.

The Wirness: Before you ask me any more questions, Mr. Biggar, I would
like to say something in reference to what happened here at the last meeting of
this honourable Committee. I have a press report here, dated Ottawa, March 15:

The Canadian Federation of Labour was formed in 1936 for the
express purpose of clamouring for railway unification, Senator James
Murdock, Liberal, Ontario, declared to-day in the Senate Committee
inquiring into the railway situation in Canada.

If that is a true report of what Senator Murdock said, I want to say here it
is utterly and damnably untrue.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: You can give your evidence politely, Mr. Meikle.

Hon. Mr. Parext: How do you spell that word you used?

The Wrrness: It is good English. It is used to emphasize a statement.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: The report as made in the press is quite correct, and
can be proven so.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien):

Q. Mr. Meikle, would you be good enough to use parliamentary language,
as much as you can?—A. Yes, I will. Mr. Chairman, we have come to a sorry
pass in a free country, when a group of citizens who dare express their opinions
on a public matter cannot do so without their motives being impugned by
men in privileged and restricted positions. The statement, as I said, is totally
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untrue, and when anybody attempts to try and substantiate that, probably I
will have something more to say about it.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I will read the memorandum.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Half a minute. Perhaps we might develop some
other facts now, if you do not mind, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Meikle is here
speaking for the Canadian Federation of Labour. I think we all appreciate
the fact that the component parts of any federation are the representatives of
certain organizations. Would it be unfair to ask Mr. Meikle what organization
he belongs to? :

Hon. Mr. Haig: Mr. Chairman,—

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Just a minute.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I take a point of order. I do not think that question
should be asked. We have not asked any other representatives of labour whom
they represented. They said they represented certain people or organizations.
I think the question is out of order. It is only going to cause a bitter discussion
over this and that form of labour. I do not think we ought to go into that.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: You are right. It would only go to prove what I
said the other day—

Hon. Mr. Hatg: Don’t let Senator Murdock put words into my mouth,
Mr. Chairman.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Let it go.

Hon. Mr. Hat: I do not think the question that Senator Murdock asked
should be allowed. The rest of us do not bring our labour opinions into this
Committee, as one gentleman on this Committee does. When Mr. Meikle is
through, if he wants to go into an argument with Senator Murdock, let them
go to it. I will listen.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I thought, Mr. Chairman, that at the outset we
should have obtained from Mr. Meikle a list of the members of the Canadian
Federation of Labour, so that we should know what he represents.

Hon. Mr. Haic: That is all right.

The Wirness: Yes, I can give you that.

Hon. Mr. DaxpuranD: And he could perhaps tell us at the same time how
those members of that Federation expressed their views, so that we may know
whether he is speaking for them all.

The Wirness: I would not say, Gentlemen, that I speak for all the
members in the Federation. I speak for the Canadian Federation of Labour,
for the majority in that group.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Who are the Federation, Mr. Meikle? What constitutes the Federation?
—A. It is made up of different organizations from coast to coast in Canada.
I have a list of them here. I could give you the main ones off-hand.

Hon. Mr. CaLper: Take your time.

The Wirness: I have so many documents here—

Hon. Mr. Murpock: While Mr. Meikle is looking for that, may I quote
from the Winnipeg Tribune, of the 17th of this month? Winnipeg is where
Mr. Miekle comes from.

The CuarmaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): I think we ought to get his answer
to the question first.

The Wirness: I will give the names offhand, anyway: The Building
Trades Workers of Canada; the Transport and General Workers Union of
Canada; the Electrical Communication Workers of Canada. And the One

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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Big Union is a component part of the organization. There is the Saskatchewan
Coal Miners’ Union, and a dozen or two locals in general unions all over
Canada. There are general workers, sugar workers, labourers, and different
classes of men all over the Dominion.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen.:

Q. How many railway workers do you claim to represent?—A. I could
not tell you offhand. I admit the railway workers in the Federation are not
very numerous, because of certain discrimination that took place many years
ago, where men lost their jobs because they had belonged to a Canadian union.
That depleted our ranks. But the rest of the workers in Canada, numbering
about 52,000, belong to the Canadian Federation of Labour.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. That covers all the organizations you referred to?—A. Yes, sir.
Q. The 52,0007—A. Yes, sir, all over Canada.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien):
Q. If you have finished answering that question, will you proceed now
with your memoradum?
Hon. Mr. Murpock: May I now quote from the Winnipeg Tribune?
The CaalRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes, if you want to.

Hon. Mr. Mugpock: And I will ask Mr. Meikle how correct this is. I
am reading from the Winnipeg Tribune of March 17, 1939:

0.B.U. OUSTED BY FEDERATION

Ottawa, March 17—The One Big Union has been suspended from
the Canadian Federation of Labour because of “delinquency in payment
of affiliation fees,” W. T. Burford, secretary-treasurer of the federation,
said here Monday night.

There are about 3,000 O.B.U. members affected by the suspension,
and the membership of the federation will now stand at 40,000, Mr.
Burford said.

~ The O.B.U. is a western organization, with headquarters in Win-
nipeg.
0.B.U. DECIDED TO QUIT FEDERATION

Suspension of the One Big Union from the Canadian Federation
of Labour, announced in Ottawa, did not surprise R. B. Russel],
secretary.

He said the O.B.U. took the first step to discontinue affiliation
with the C.F.L.

“A month ago we advised the executive of the C.F.L. unless it
stopped propaganda in favour of railway unification we would withdraw
from affiliation,” said Mr. Russell.

He added the C.F.L. had not halted its “ unification propaganda,”
and at an O.B.U. executive meeting Thursday night it was decided the
western organization would immediately discontinue its affiliation.
A 1\(/111‘.’ Russell said the O.B.U. had 23,000 members ‘“throughout.

anada.”

Now, if I might ask Mr. Meikle one question: Are you a member of the 0.B.U.?
—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Then, is it fair to ask, whence comes your authority to speak for a
federation, when as a member of an affiliated organization you are outside
the fold?—A. Because I am also a member of the Transport and General
Workers Union, lined up with the Canadian Federation of Labour.
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Hon. Mr. ParexT: So he can transport his views anywhere.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:
Q. A moment ago you quoted the O.B.U. as one of the organizations. Do
you withdraw that now, or is this statement correct?—A. Withdraw what?
Q. Is the O.B.U. represented by the Canadian Federation of Labour here,
by you?—A. That section in Winnipeg that was responsible for that statement
has been suspended temporarily, for the lack of paying their per capita tax.
That has never been discussed in the O.B.U. at any general meeting.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :
Q. Now, Mr. Meikle, will you proceed?—A. First of all, Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank this Committee for the courtesy extended in allowing the
Federation to present its views at this time. I will read my memorandum

Honourable Members of the Commattee:

1. In view of certain statements that have been made, reflecting on the
bona fides of the Canadian Federation of Labour, and impugning its motive in
advocating a solution of the railway problem, it may be useful to outline the
history af the Federation and the position it occupies as an organization of
Canadian workers. The Canadian Federation of Labour had its origin in 1902.
In that year the Trades & Labour Congress of Canada excluded from affiliation
such national or independent unions as comprised workers in occupations in
which United States unions claimed an exclusive franchise, The national or
independent unions which refused to surrender their autonomy formed a new
central body which after an interval adopted the title of The Canadian Federation
of Labour. In 1927, in order to achieve a wider unity, the Federation adopted
a new constitution and a new title. Some organizations which had held aloof
were thereby induced to join. But it was found that the effect of the change
was to place a certain group in a position to acquire complete control. It became
necessary in 1936 to revert to the original name of the Federation when its
principles of democratic citizenship were endangered. For the Federation has
always regarded labour organization as something more than economic activity;
it views the Labour movement as a phase in the age-old struggle of the common
people for freedom to live their own lives in their own way. It is opposed to
foreign domination of Canadian workers’ organizations, and to dictation from
any other quarter. It may be distinguished further from other organizations
by its consciousness that a regimented economy and democratic institutions have
never yet existed together.

2. It is primarily because the Federation desires the maintenance of a free
economy in Canada that it is impelled to submit its views to the Special Com-
mittee on “the best means of relieving the country from its extremely serious
railway condition and financial burden consequent thereto”. While the Federation
is keenly aware that our capitalist system does not always function in a manner
which is fair to the workers, it realizes that the system exists, and that should
the system cease to operate it would not necessarily give place to a better one.
It is obviously to the interest of both employer and employed that while the
system persists it shall be made to go, and that it cannot be made to go unless
there is sufficient inducement for venture capital to equip industrial enterprise.
Allowing for every known or suspected case of imprudent investment, the railway
systems of this country represent the beneficial placement of billions of dollars
of capital, and the crux of the railway problem appears to be that that capital
1s not earning even those modest returns which the most severe eritic would
admit to be necessary to maintain economic health. One great group of railway
owners receives no return, and another and even greater group, both in Canada
and abroad, receives its returns at the expense of the taxpayer, and not as a

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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result of profitable operation of the industry. On this account the Federation
is of the opinion that the solution of the railway problem is a matter of concern
to all citizens, whether indirect or direct taxpayers. It believes that a solution
is particularly in the interest of the railway workers, as well as of the workers
generally. A solution is desirable if for no other reason than that a large cause
of the present psychology of pessimism would thereby be removed. Freed from
that incubus, new confidence might be expected to develop quickly, and.the
public, having seen one grave disability successfully overcome, would turn its
attention to other pressing economic problems with greater assurance of being
able to solve them. The Federation also desires to express the view that the
financial problem of the railways (or of the taxpayers) is part of the larger
national problem of the duplication and overlapping of transport facilities in
Canada, a superfluity of service and equipment which has greatly increased the
burden of public debt, thereby raising an obstacle to social reform and lowering
the general standard of living while undermining established conditions of
unemployment.

3. The Federation has stated its views upon this larger problem to the
Dominion Government. It has urged upon the Government the elimination of
duplication, as far as possible, in all transport services and the integration of
road, rail, and water transport as far as these services are subject to Federal
authority. It believes, however, that regardless of what may be accomplished
in other spheres of transport service, the financial situation of the railways
warrants their complete co-ordination, under one management, not only in the
interest of the taxpayers in general (who include the workers of all occupations)
but particularly in the interest of the railway workers. During the last eight
years many thousands of railwaymen have lost their employment largely
through piecemeal measures of co-operation. These workers have received
no compensation whatever for the loss of their jobs, whereas in the United States
and Great Britain railway co-ordination has been carried out with full provision
for all the employees concerned. The issue has been deliberately confused in
Canada by the injection of the question of ownership. Under the only method of
complete co-ordination that has been proposed, ownership would not be effected.
Assurance has been given that adequate provision would be made for all present
employees either by separation allowances to maintain any displaced workers
while they were securing employment elsewhere, or by a reduction of the pen-
sionable age. The Federation believes that both of these provisions are essential
to a fair settlement, and that the lowering of the pensionable age will prevent
any loss of employment or displacement of labour, as the whole process of
adjustment would be bound to take several years. The alternative to co-
ordination, so far as railway workers are directly concerned, is the continuance
and the extension of the present process of staff reduction, with part-time em-
ployment and generally depressed living standards for those who remain in
railway service. The whole burden of the depression in the industry falls upon
the lower-paid workers; the higher officials are seldom affected.

4. Although, on general grounds of social policy, the Federation emphasizes
the need to provide compensation for railway employees who might be laid off
as the result of railway reorganization, the number of railway workers has been
reduced to such an extent in recent years that it does not see, either in the con-
tinuance of the present structure of the industry or in the modifications of that
structure that have been publicly advocated, any serious threat of further
curtailment of employment for the present railway staff. If, however, co-
ordination should result in more rapid rationalization than its advocates an-
ticipate and thus lead to dismissals of present employees, it is submitted that
the companies should be obliged to recompense them on an agreed scale. Due
provision has been made in other countries for employees affected by recent
railway reorganizations on a national scale, and there is no apparent reason why
the compensation plans approved by the railwaymen’s unions in Great Britain




54 SPECIAL COMMITTEE

and the United States could not be adapted to the situation in Canada. The
objections that have been expressed by Canadian railway employees to measures
designed to put the industry on a sound economic basis seem to be prompted
by the one factor which differentiates the Canadian situation from that of other
countries, namely, the existence of a state railway in competition with a privately
owned railway. .

5. In this exceptional circumstance the Canadian Federation of Labour ‘
sees added reason to hope that a solution of the railway problem will be
promptly found and applied. In common with other labour organizations,
the Federation respects the policy of public operation of public utilities. It
deplores the discrediting of that policy by the misfortunes of the state railway,
but it does not believe that loyalty to a great experiment in public enterprise
enjoins blindness to the public welfare, and it doubts whether the faith of
working men and women in what is commonly miscalled public ownership
would long survive a realization that adherence to a fetish is needlessly cost-
ing the average family about a week’s wages every year in taxes. The measure
of railway co-ordination proposed by the Canadian Federation of Labour does
not involve the relinquishing of the national equity in the railway industry:
that indeed would scarcely be possible in view of the existing liabilities. It is
simply proposed that the railways should be operated under a single management
as one enterprise. It may be noted that the co-ordinations of railways which
have occurred in Great Britain and the United States have not been complicated
by questions of public or private ownership, and in Great Britain although the
workers have advocated a state monopoly they have not carried that agitation
to the point of interfering with rationalization. They do not insist today any
more than they did in 1921, when some 120 railways were merged into four
companies, that public ownership shall be a condition of co-ordination. Their
motive in pressing for the elimination of extravagant duplications of service is
to place the railway industry on a sounder economic basis and to enable it to
improve conditions of employment.

6. The demand of the British workers for further rationalizing of the rail-
way industry is made in full confidence that railway employees will be pro-
tected as companies are merged. That protection was guaranteed by the Rail-
ways Act of 1921, with the terms of which honourable members of the Special
Committee are doubtless acquainted. The act provided that any employees who
were dismissed were entitled to compensation from the amalgamated companies.
Employees transferred to other work were not to be “ in any worse position ” in
respect of the conditions of their service. The effect of these restrictions was
that rationalization of the British railway system was carried out gradually over
a period of years, so that reduction in staff largely corresponded to normal em-
ployment attrition, and dismissal compensation payments did not become
onerous in amount. The only complaint by the British railwaymen as to the
compensation provided in the few cases of dismissal that have occurred is the
general one that the worker always deserves more than he gets. They are con-
vinced that the system is fair in principle and they want it to be continued and
extended. Thus Mr. Fred Watkins, M.P., the President of the Railway Clerks’
Association, writing in the February 1938 number of Labour, the organ of the .
British Trades Union Congress, comments:

The act of 1921 provided that workers whose employment was ter- w
minated by the amalgamations were fairly compensated. Similar and
other protective measures for security and fair conditions of employment
must be included in the plan for co-ordination.

7. Similarly in the Emergency Railway Transportation Act passed by the
United States Congress in 1933 is was provided that reductions of staff neces-
sitated by co-ordination should be limited to 5 per cent of the employees per

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]



RAILWAY CONDITIONS 55

annum, which is the normal rate of staff attrition through death, retirement, and
change of occupation. This act was supplemented by an agreement between the
unions and the railway companies in May 1936 which brought the benefit of
dismissal compensation to all employees laid off, including many who were not
protected by the terms of the act. Displaced workers have the option of demand-
ing a lump-sum settlement, or of being paid 60 per cent of their average monthly
earnings for a specified number of months, depending upon their length of ser-
vice with the railway. The scale of payments is as follows:

Period of
Length of service Payment
Tandsless than 2o wearsin i asT U s T T 6 imonths
2 and less thanm 8ivearan: -0 ieie L Lo 12 -months
aland-lesgethan’ 15 wears; 1= Ak a oy L 18 i months
6 and less than 10 years.. .. 2 .. C.o.s 2. V. 36:months
10 and “lessi thanh 15! yearst's o Vsl s R UL |48 months
15 years and over.. n il n G0 DERO NG S L 60 months

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. That system of compensation applies where?—A. In the United States
of America.

Q. Is the British system much the same?—A. On a similar basis. It is
hardly as lucrative.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Are the men permitted to do other work?—A. Yes.

Q. They do not have to account for any moneys earned in other occupa-
tions?—A. No, they are compensated for loss of employment.

Q. Loss of railway employment?—A. Yes.

8. The advocates of railway co-ordination in Canada have expressed an
intention to protect the interests of the workers now dependent on railway
employment. At the normal rate of attrition it would appear that retirement
from the service on account of age, death, disability, and other causes would
permit a staff reduction of five or six per cent per annum, as compared with
approximately three per cent per annum estimated as necessary for the adjust-
ment. Thus even should the volume of railway traffic remain at approximately
the present low level during the estimated five-year period of adjustment, there
would inevitably be a considerable natural reduction in the railway personnel—
possibly a greater reduction than co-ordination would require. In the alter-
native, a drastic cut in wage rates would appear to be unavoidable if a sub-
stantial reduction in railway costs of operation has to be made in other ways.
Thus, for the railway workers the balance of advantage would appear to be,
at the lowest estimate, on the side of co-ordination, since the economies which
would be realized would strengthen the railways’ ability-to-pay position relative
to wage rates. To reassure the railway workers that their interests will be
fully protected the Federation offers the suggestion that the question of reserv-
ing a proportion of the savings realized by co-ordination as an insurance for
railwaymen’s wages should be considered by the Committee.

9. The Canadian Federation of Labour would be opposed to any action
which would bear heavily on the workers. In its view, wholesale dismissals
without adequate compensation would be a sufficient reason to refuse to con-
sider co-ordination. The Federation has however carefully studied this question
and believes that, with care and forethought on the part of the Government,
and a real willingness to deal fairly on the part of private property interests,
no loss of employment need result which would be beyond the scope of just
and reasonable compensation. The Federation would also deplore any decline
in the standard of service given by these public utilities, once the spur -of
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competition was removed, and its whole support of the plan of co-ordination is
based on an assumption that any Government of Canada would make complete
provision against this 'danger. There is reason to believe that this attitude of
willingness to deal fairly by capital is much more in the interest of the workers
than would be a continuance of the present dangerous situation. Another reason
for the Federation’s attitude is that, even if the Canadian people be willing
to continue indefinitely the present situation, it will sooner or later produce
such a crisis in our public financial affairs as to disturb and possibly wreck
the very foundation of our social and economic system. The fact that this
Committee is sitting is evidence of a realization of the gravity of the situation;
indeed the Committee’s terms of reference are an explicit statement to that
effect.

10. The Federation finds further warrant for its attitude in the serious
disruption of labour organization which the present situation threatens. There is
a widespread belief in Canada that the earnings of railway workers are unduly
high. It is true that the senior workers in many branches of railway service
have high basic rates of pay and are given the right to preferred treatment in
the amount of work they may do before the juniors are permitted to work at
all. Up to the present, the growing discontent of the juniors has been throttled
by threats that unless they remain loyal to the policies adopted by the seniors
the big bad wolf of co-ordination will get them. Slowly but certainly this
transparent falsehood is being exposed, and the discontent of the juniors is
becoming intense. The United States unions which embrace most Canadian
railway workers are not associated with the Canadian Federation of Labour,
but it is not the Federation’s desire to see their Canadian branches disrupted
by internal strife. It hopes that Canadian railway workers will remain united
until the growing sense of nationhood leads them to throw off their foreign
allegiance and to ally themselves with their fellow-workers in the national
labour movement. But so long as fear of co-ordination can be used by design-
ing groups to repress the workers, so long will there be discontent and disunity
in the ranks. The situation militates against the maintenance of good relations
and mutual interest in each other’s welfare between railwaymen and other
workers. The selfish inclination of the senior members of the railway unions
tends to set them up as an aristocracy of labour, and there is no justification
to tax the other workers of Canada for the support of a favoured few. A con-
tinuance of present conditions will, it is believed, tend to develop an antagonism
between the employees of the two railway systems. The workers employed by
the Canadian Pacific Railway are rapidly coming to realize that the solvency
of the corporation which employs them is in danger, and, while they are not
vet ready to face an open breach, it is believed that one is inevitable.

11. The Federation deplores the growing tendency of Canadian National
Railway employees, as such, to interfere in politics. Every citizen has the right to
exercise the franchise, but our public life is not based on a theory of the corporate
state in which each group of workers is a political unit. Yet this is the present
trend. As the faet is well known, it does not need to be stressed in this sub-
mission. The Federation, however, believes that nothing more useful could be
done than to remove the Canadian National Railways from this too close
connexion with Government and therefore with party politics. This connexion
necessitates a choice between making the national railways an actual department
of the state, a status which would not be conducive to efficient operation, or the
present, anomalous system in which it is a corporation drawing on the state
for its support yet able to dispute the authority of Parliament even to study
its expenditures in any detail.

12. The conclusion has been forced upon the Federation that there is no
other solution for the problem set before the Committee than co-ordination.
Co-operation as advocated by the spokesmen of the Canadian National Railways
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would be merely a system by which two costly managements were retained to
operate one railway. It would be a confused and complicated situation in which
the economies which were made would not include the easiest and least speculative.
Despite alarmist suggestions that workers would lose their jobs through co-ordina-
tion, at least by this policy any loss which resulted would be distributed among
all classes of employees. One president would be out of work more certainly
than any other employee. The system of co-operation, carried to any extent
where it could accomplish substantial savings, would retain all the highest paid
officials and eliminate duplication only among the lower paid workers. It is
generally acknowledged that it would not save anything like as much as would
co-ordination. It would have the special disadvantage that it would maintain
the present system under which the personnel of the state railway intrudes
in all political discussion with a unity of purpose which betrays a central
direction. No other alternative has been suggested, except the hazardous one of
continuing the existing arrangements in the hope that some miracle will bring
salvation.

13. The Canadian Federation of Labour desires to dissociate itself from
the views publicly expressed by various other organizations. The attitude of the
so-called standard railway unions—i.e., the Canadian branches of the United
States unions—towards the railway problem is mainly negative. They argue
that co-ordination would be disastrous and they suggest that the railway industry
should be exempt from the economic limitations by which other industries have
to abide. The extent and nature of their positive proposals to deal with the
railway problem are revealed in the utterances of Mr. Joseph A. Corbett, a
Canadian official of the Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America, who
recently suggested that the solution of the railway problem lay in the direction
of (a) a repudiation by the Dominion Government of its guarantee of Canadian
National obligations; (b) severe regulation of highway and waterway transport;
and (c¢) an increase in freight rates on grain, coal, ore, etc.

14. While agreeing that it is most regrettable that the credit of the Dominion
of Canada has been involved to the present extent by railway ventures, the
Federation would not care to share the responsibility of urging any measure
of repudiation of national obligations. Indeed, the prospect that a continuation
of the present policy may ultimately compel repudiation, or inflation of the cur-
rency, is the Federation’s strongest reason for urging intelligent action. The
Federation is aware that repudiation would wreck the whole financial and
economic system of the country, and in such a wreck the workers would be the
first and heaviest sufferers. Wages would lose their buying power; the value
of the workers’ small bank deposits and their modest insurance policies would be
wiped out by even a threat of repudiation of the obligations of our Government.

15. The pleas that have been heard for severe and restrictive regulation of
waterway and highway competition can be taken seriously only if it be assumed
that the intention is to carry this regulation to the point of actually destroying
this competition. The Canadian Federation of Labour protests against the
assumpion that railway workers have any more claim to protection from the
state than have the workers in competing industries. It is well known that
conditions of employment in road transport are unsatisfactory, and the Federa-
tion hopes that the power of the state will be used to obtain fair treatment for
transport workers of every class. But it is realized that this is not what is
wanted by those who advocate regulation of road transport to obviate the
necessity of a change in the railway set-up: they obviously desire measures
which will deprive other transport workers of employment for the benefit of
the railway workers.

16. With regard to the third of Mr. Corbett’s suggestions, the Federation
rejects the theory that the railway problem can be solved by increasing the
burdens now borne by the agriculture, the industry, and the commerce of
Canada. While nobody would contend that workers should be forced to accept
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low wages in order to give any industry the benefit of artificially low freight
rates, it is wholly unreasonable to suggest an increase of freight rates for the
sole purpose of protecting the railway industry from the results of neglect to
improve its internal efficiency. If, after waste and duplication are eliminated
from the railway service of Canada, it should then appear that freight rates
are too low to permit economic operation, the demand for an increase in the
rates would deserve consideration. The provision of transportation at low
cost is essential to our civilization, and it is felt that every effort should be
made in this direction before the interest of any single group of workers should
be permitted to dictate an increase of the freight rates which are paid by the
primary industries of this country. There is no indication that, at the present
time, the world wheat market is in any condition to justify an increase in
freight rates on wheat. Moreover, the coal-mining industry is able to survive
only because large subsidies are paid by the state for the specific purpose of
permitting low transportation charges. To suggest that the Government should,
with one hand, raise the freight rates against Nova Scotia coal and then, with
the other hand, contribute an increased subsidy to meet these increased freight
rates, all for the special purpose of enabling the railways to avoid internal
economies which can be made without any sacrifice of the rights of the workers,
is to carry an economic absurdity to its illogical conclusion.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen.:
Q. Who is Mr. Joseph A. Corbett?>—A. He is Chairman of the American
Union in this country.
Hon. Mr. Hate: That is given at page 9, paragraph 13, of Mr. Meikle’s
submission.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen.:
Q. What is his position?—A. He is Chairman of the Brotherhood of Rail-
way Carmen of America.
Hon. Mr. Carper: It is stated on page 9 that he is “a Canadian official
of the Brotherhood of Railway Carmen of America.”

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. These views of his that you are attacking now, are they views of his
organization or his views as an individual?—A. It would be quite possible to
quote from a dozen papers throughout Canada similar statements made by
members of American organizations.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: We have heard them here.

The Wrirness: It is a common thing to read of some official of an American
organization making statements just like that.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. But T am asking you whether that is the official policy of the Brother-
hood ‘of Railway Carmen, or what you call the American Union?—A. Yes,
they have opposed any solution of the railway problem alone. They want to
keep things as bad as they are.

Q You say he has qugzgei’ced “that the solution of the railway problem
lay in the direction of (a) repudiation of the Dominion Government of its
guarantee of Canadian National obhgatlons, (b) severe regulation of hlghway
and “atem ay transport; and (c) an increase in freight rates on grain, coal,
ore. ete.” Is there any official statement of theirs showing that this is thelr
policy?>—A. Well, Corbett has made it on several occasions.

Q. T know he has, as an individual.

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]



RAILWAY CONDITIONS 59

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: If he is Chairman, surely it is official.

Hon. Mr. Parext: The statement does not say that he is the Chairman.

Hon. Mr. HucessenN: There is no reason why it should be official. ~He
has expressed his individual view, just as you or I might, Senator Meighen.

The Wirness: We take it that when the Chairman of an organization
makes a statement of that kind and it is not contradicted by any of his officials
throughout the country, it is fairly official. Statements of similar character have
been made all over the Dominion, as reported in the press.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubieu) :
Q. Would you continue with your submission, Mr. Meikle?—A. Yes, sir.
17. This submission would be incomplete if it did not include reference to
an aspect of the policy of state railway operation which concerns the Canadian

~ Federation of Labour very closely. Whoever urges more economical operation

of the railways is promptly accused, from one quarter or another, of being in
the pay of private acquisitive interests. That has been the experience of the
Federation, and the incident that occurred when the request was made for the
present hearing was only the latest of many which indicate the extreme difficulty
and the risk that have to be faced by a labour organization which seeks to
express its views on a matter of national importance. An active campaign is
being carried on against railway co-ordination. An elaborate propaganda has
been organized among the workers in the railway industry. The officials of
the Canadian National Railways give the lead to this propaganda, which is
designed to preserve their own employment by opposing measures to save public
money. The present status of the C.N.R., as a state enterprise which enjoys
great latitude in the disbursement of public funds, permits a practice which
would not be tolerated in the Post Office, the Department of National Defence,
or any other department of Government. It is suggested that there is a case
for an inquiry into the methods that are being used, by an entrenched
bureaucracy with ready access to the public purse, to influence public opinion
in favour of a continuation of duplication of railway services.

18. In submitting these recommendations, the Canadian Federation of
Labour is mindful of the inclination of all workers to resist technological and
industrial changes involving curtailment of opportunities of employment. It is
recalled that a century or more ago handicraftsmen in England smashed the new
steam-power machines, in the wild hope of saving their jobs. Such actions were
short-sighted. The industrial revolution, which power machines made possible,
opened up a multitude of new occupations and new trade channels. Opposition
to the rationalization of the railways, motivated by the fear of losing jobs, is as
reactionary as the machine smashing of the Luddites. In the existing economic
system there is an inherent tendency to combination, to co-ordination, and finally
to monopoly. To work against that tendency is to retard economic development;
regardless of anything we may do about it the tendency persists. . The final out-
come of this tendency might be central management not only of the railways
but also of all other forms of transport. For the time being, however, the
creation of a monopoly of transport is impracticable. The present proposal to
co-ordinate the railways, as a single form of transport, contemplates leaving
them in competition with road transport and water transport, the whole however
functioning under adequate Government regulation. The Canadian Federation
of Labour submits that this would constitute a step toward improving the
economic position of the nation, and that no section of the people would benefit
more greatly than the workers.

~ Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Meikle started to read
his statement, I asked him to give us a list of the various organizations which
formed the Canadian Federation of Labour. He did not answer that question
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to my satisfaction. It is in his interest to give us a list of the various organiza-
tions. I would ask Mr. Biggar to read to him the statement to the Department,
of Labour as to the groups in this Federation, so that he may make any com-
ments he wishes upon that statement.

Mr. Bigear: Mr. Chairman, the relevant statement of the Department of
Labour, which appears on page 3 of the Committee’s proceedings of this year,
is under the heading “ Railway Organizations in Canada,” and is as follows:—

No. of
Locals Membership
Affiliate of the Canadian Federation of Labour:
One Big Union (Transcona Shops C.N.R. and

Weston Shops C.P.R.). 2 No report

Mr. Sutherland, the representative of the Department of Labour who gave
evidence before the Committee last week, referred to the publication “ Labour
Organization in Canada, for the calendar year 1937.” He referred to page 27
of that publication, where the Canadian Federation of Labour is said to have
been established in October, 1936, “ following a disagreement among the execu-
tive officers of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour.” The statement goes on:
“ As a result, one group decided to sever relations with the Congress and set up
a separate organization. The name selected for the new body was the Canadian
Federation ‘of Labour, which was the name of a national organization formed
in 1902 but merged with the All-Canadian Congress of Labour when that body
was formed in 1927. A provisional set of officers was appointed to direct the
work of the Federation until a convention could be called.”

There are further notes under the headings: “ Purpose of the Federation,”
“ Revenue,” “ Representation,” and “ Attendance at 1937 Convention.” * Under
that last head the following is stated:—

According to reports presented to the 1937 convention, delegates were
present representing the following organizations: Amalgamated Building
Workers of Canada; Canadian Association of Railwaymen; Canadian
Electrical Trades Union; Electrical Communication Workers; Canadian
Federation of Musicians; One Big Union; National Union of Theatrical
Employees; National Union of Operating Engineers; Canadian National
Printing Trades Union; and various local units.

The last heading on the page is “ Membership of the Federation,” and it is
stated there:—

The Canadian Federation of Labour reported a total affiliated mem-
bership of 52,622. Of the 72 local unions reported to be in affiliation with
the Federation, all of which were circularized by the department, only
39 made returns, showing a combined membership of 8,704. As mentioned
on page 8, it is not possible to give audited figures of paid-up member-
ship for Canadian Federation of Labour.

Then follows a list of the officers of the Federation for 1937, on page 28
of this publication.
On page 8 down about the middle will be found this paragraph:—

Succeeding chapters of the present report indicate in detailed form
the composition and numerical strength of the principal groups of labour
organizations in Canada.

Then after several sentences I find the following:—

The other two bodies concerned, namely, the Canadian Federaj:ion
of Labour and the Federation of Catholic Workers of Canada, declined
to make their records available for the proposed audit.

I think that is all in the publication which is relevant.
[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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Hon. Mr. DanpuranD: I think someone in the Labour Department stated
they had circularized various locals.

Mr. Bicear: He said he had had no returns for 1938 so far, but still hopes
to get some. For 1937 they had returns from only 39 out of 72.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: He stated that he had circularized the secretaries.
That is Mr. Meikle’s justification for reference to so many associations. We
should have the whole list of the associations that go to form his organization.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. You can put that in?—A. Yes, sir.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicuHEN: I should like to ask you a question, Mr. Biggar.
I have never met Mr. Meikle before, but I know you are a good judge of argu-
ments and reasons. Assuming this presentation came from an association of
penitentiary convicts, what would be your opinion of its value?

Mr. Bicear: From internal evidence?

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes.

Mr. Bicear: That is one duty that I escaped in this committee.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: You would want to show first positively who did pre-
pare it I think.

Right Hon. Mr. MecEEN: You can show that if you want to. It is mighty
well done.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Yes, it is.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Mr. Meikle, on the point Senator Hugessen was discussing, can you tell
us so we may have it on record, where Mr. Corbett made this statement which
is referred to in paragraph 13 of your brief?>—A. He made it in the Windsor
Star, and it was copied in the Winnipeg Free Press naturally.

Q. What was the date of it?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I saw it one day last week.

By Mr. Biggar:
Q. Tt is very recent?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. I want to point out, Mr. Meikle, that Mr. Corbett does not say in any
way, shape or form what you contend in your memorandum that he did say. I
rather anticipated that that might be the case. You say Mr. Corbett suggests
repudiation by the Dominion Government of its guarantee of Canadian National
obligations, severe regulation of highway and waterway transport, and an
increase in freight rates on grain, coal, oil, etec. This letter says that the real
causes of the railway deficit—

Hon. Mr. Carper: What letter?

Hon. Mr. HucesseN: From Mr. Corbett to the Windsor Star, on which Mr.
Meikle bases paragraphs 14, 15 and 16 of his memorandum. Shall I read Mr.
Corbett’s letter?

The WritNEss: Sure.
Hon. Mr. Hucrssen: Mr. Corbett writes:—
Ebrror, The Windsor Star,

SIR,—:—BII‘.. Dalton J. Little, secretary of the Citizens Group for Rail-
way Action, in a recent letter advises railway employees to agree to
unification and grab Sir Edward Beatty’s sop before it is too late. He
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also continues Sir Edward’s contention that unification will not displace
railway employees, the alleged five per cent retirement annually will make
the necessary staff adjustments painless.

Railway employees are not fooled as easily as Mr. Little may think.
They are aware of the fact during the past nine years of depression, even
with both railways in operation, that retirements have not prevented
thousands of men being laid off, still out of service, and that more than a
15 per cent reduction of working hours in the mechanical trades has not
solved their unemployment problem. Technological changes, increased
efficiency and increased productivity of labour have, and are still, abolish-
ing jobs faster than the staff is reduced by normal retirements.

If Mr. Little and his friends really desire to find a solution why do
they evade the real causes? (1) Interest bearing debt; (2) Unfair water-
way and highway competition; (3) Too low freight rates on bulk com-
modites such as grain, coal, ore, ete.

Now, let us go a little further:—

The $279,447,714.25 of perpetual four per cent to six per cent bonds
unloaded onto the C.N.R. by former bankrupt, privately-owned railways
and other high interest bearing bonds continuing to 1970 are amongst the
causes for the C.N.R. failure to pay out of operating earnings the full
pound of flesh to bondholders. Some of these bonds date back to 1858.
The face values of these bonds have in some cases been repaid up to four
times during the past 80 years, yet the principal remains and interest
charges continue for ever and a day. In one bond issue of $13,000,000
over $45,000,000 have been paid and the interest goes on forever. Water-
way and highway deficits are costing the taxpayers more than $80,000,000
annually.

That is a statement which may or may not be fact, but it is not a suggestion of
repudiation.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: It is pretty close to it.

Hon. Mr. HucesseEN: Do you think so?

Right Hon. Mr. MEicHEN: Of course it is.

Hon. Mr. Hucessen: I take the liberty of differing from you.

Right Hon. Mr. MEeicHEN: Why does he introduce the suggestion?

Hon. Mr. Hucessen: He says it is one of the causes.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: In effect, if we want to improve the condition,
why don’t we look at the causes?

Hon. Mr. HucesseN: He is referring to the causes.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: For the purpose of getting an improvement.

Hon. Mr. HucessEN: Mr. Meikle is trying to read into the letter what does
not appear there.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Read the rest of it.

Hon. Mr. HucesseNn: Very well. The letter continues:—

Canadian freight rates are the lowest in the world—0-99 cent for
hauling a ton of freight a mile. Rates in other countries are up to 3:48
cents per ton mile. If Canadian railways had received even the Australian
rate of 2-50 cents in 1937 their net operating income would have been
$450,000,000 instead of only $53,000,000. Canada has low freight rates
in order to encourage agriculture and export trade. If Canada desires
money dividends in place of service dividends then apply the Australian
freight rates to Canadian railways.

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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; That is not a suggestion for an increase in freight rates. It is merely pointing
g out that the low rates are the cause of the financial depression.
: Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: But for the sake of a cure, he says, there is the
way to look.
Hon. Mr. HucessEN: No, no; he does not say that.
Hon. Mr. Murpock: Read the rest of the letter.
’ Hon. Mr. Hucessen: I will read it all. The letter continues: —

Railway employees do not seek any special privileges. They only
desire an opportunity to render useful service and earn an honest living.
If the interests Mr. Little represents really want the abolition of com-
petition and favour monopoly, then why stop with railway monopoly?
Let us go all down the line with banks; life, accident and fire insurance;
manufacturing; wholesale; retailing and even farming, with the savings
h going to the people who pay for these duplicated savings just as surely

as the taxpayers pay part of the C.N.R. bond interest, the costs of water-
‘ ways and highways. Attorney-General Gordon Conant has stated that
g commissions to agents selling life insurance average 60 per cent of the first
‘{ year’s premiums, 10 per cent of the second and five per cent for the
| succeeding 8 years. (Add to this the other vast administration costs and

you get some idea of the duplicated cost of life insurance.) He also states
| that overhead costs of fire insurance are 49 per cent of the premiums paid.
: If monopoly will be a solution, then let us have planned economy for all
| services and industry.

The records show that the poor C.P.R. bondholders and shareholders
have not fared too badly. Since 1881 they have received more than a
billion dollars in interest and dividends.
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I may be wrong, gentlemen, but I do mot think that letter can be used as a basis
for saying Mr. Corbett suggests repudiation of the obligations of the C.N.R.,
severe and unfair regulation of highway and water transport, and an increase in
freight rates on grain, coal, and oil.

Hon. Mr. Murbock: Here is where that suggestion comes from, Railway
Facts, published by the Citizens’ Group for Railway Action. They say on the
left-hand corner of their issue of March 13, 1939: —

Corbett Has Solution to Railway Problem. Joseph Corbett, general
chairman for the Canadian National Railway employees who are members
of the Brotherhood of Railway Carmen, recently has written the Windsor
Star, making proposals which should be widely known because of his
position as a leading spokesman for railway labour.

Mr. Corbett’s proposals may fairly be summarized to mean:

1. Repudiation by the Government of Canada of the Canadian Rail-
way bonds which have been unconditionally guaranteed by the government
both as to principal and interest.

2. Legislation which would severely restrict the operation of com-
mercial motor vehicles in order to force the use of railways, and

3. Raising of railway {reight rates on grain, coal, ore and other bulk
commodities which cannot be handled readily by commercial motor
vehicles on highways.

Hon. Mr. Carper: That is the same.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: What he says is, “Leave things as they are or
do one of these things.”

Hon. Mr. Hate: And Leonard says so too.
Hon. Mr. Murpock: I am not discussing that.

Hon. Mr. HucesseN: But I am. He says nothing of the kind.
75040—4
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i é—Ion. Mr. Murpock: This Mr. Little works out those points for Railway
acts.

Right Hon. Mr. Meigen: Who is he?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Not Senator Little. This fellow here. I get two or
three of these sheets almost every day. That is his estimate of what Mr. Corbett
said in his letter here. I would not be prepared to say that Corbett did mean
those things. '

Hon. Mr. Caper: That circular which you read, Senator Murdock, says
it is a fair assumption?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Carper: Well, from a reading of the actual letter I fancy that
many of us think it is a very fair assumption.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: From Mr. Little’s standpoint it is.

Hon. Mr. CaLpEr: The letter means nothing at all unless it means that.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: These people are for railway unification, and it is his
privilege, I suppose, to take that stand.

Hon. Mr. Parent: But the circular which Mr. Murdock has in his hand is
the same thing as Mr. Meikle has stated to us to-day in his memorandum. It
follows practically the same wording.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Mr. Little’s summing up was satisfactory to Mr.
Meikle, I understand.

The Wirness: How does he sum up?

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

e Q. May I refer to one other feature of your submission, Mr. Meikle?—
. Yes.

Q. Last year we tried to get information respecting the provision made
as a result of the amalgamation or co-ordination or rationalization of railways
in the old land, and we had a good deal of difficulty in getting what you might
call reliable evidence as to what actually took place. Are you in any sense
personally familiar with the situation which grew out of that? Have you been
in England and met the railway men there?—A. Yes, sir, I have. I met them
in England last year. I made it my business to interview a number of railway
executives on the very question.

Q. Executives?—A. Yes; and I asked them what would have happened in
Britain if amalgamation had not taken place. They told me there would have
been a 25 per cent reduction in wages if the unions had not used common sense
and demanded amalgamation of the different systems.

Q. What I want to get at is whether or not the provision to take care of
the railwaymen who were put out of employment is satisfactory to the railway
employees?—A. Yes, sir, it is. Mr. Fred Watkins is a member of Parliament.
He wrote to Labour, the official organ of the British Trades Congress, saying
the provision was very satisfactory and worked out to the betterment of the
men. They are quite pleased with it.

Q. We had another point under discussion last year as to the question of
attrition through death, retirement, and so on, and we disputed whether it
amounted to 3, 4 or 5 per cent. You place it at 5 per cent?—A. Yes.

Q. You indicate that it might be six per cent. Where do you get those
figures from?—A. I think the director of railway personnel could substantiate
those figures. They have been quoted in several papers. The attrition is five
to seven per cent in different parts of the country. At the present time,
because most of the railway employees are older than they used to be—most of
them are men of from forty-five to fifty-five—the death rate is much higher. I
think it is recognized in Great Britain that the railway attrition is five per cent

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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over a number of years, from death, retirements, or other disability. The position
we take is that every four, five or six years, the natural attrition would take
care of it.

Q. Did you meet any men who were actually thrown out of employment?
—A. Yes, dozens of men who were on pension—playing golf and bowling, and
having a real good time.

Q. Did you find any complaint at all as to their treatment?—A. No. The
curious point is that after you are forced out of employment into another phase
of life, you begin to enjoy it more than you did your work.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Nearly all the provinces have measures under which they make certain
payments for old age. Do you think that in equity to these old age pensioners
an arrangement could be made to pension discarded railway employees at a
much higher rate per month than is paid to old age pensioners? Would it be
fair?—A. Yes, I think it would be fair to pension railway men off.

Q. And give them more than $20 a month?—A. Yes.

Q. It would be preferred treatment—A. I think it would be a precedent that
might induce the Government of this country to raise the pension above the
$20 a month.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. You speak of amalgamation in Great Britain. There is no such thing
as amalgamation, except between four railroads—A. There is co-ordination of
one hundred and twenty roads down to four.

Q. So there are four groups co-operating in a co-ordinated way?—A. Yes.

Q. There are four systems which are separate and autonomous?—A. Yes.
But the Labour movement is demanding that they come into one again. That

.is the policy of the Labour movement in Great Britain.

Hon. Mr. Cauper: I have read that in several places.
There is a statement here, Mr. Meikle, on the top of page 11, the second
line:—

An elaborate propaganda has been organized among the workers in
the railway industry. The officials of the Canadian National Railways
give the lead to this propaganda, which is designed to preserve their
own employment by opposing measures to save public money.

What foundation have you for a statement of that kind?—A. Well, sir, Mr.
Fairweather has been often quoted as making speeches on this particular ques-
tion and opposing all forms of unification. After he does so, if you listen to the
radio, in part of Western Canada, especially, you will hear a discussion on the
railway problem, always by C.N.R. employees, quoting Mr. Fairweather liberally
and taking the same view he does. It is those talks over the radio that are
adding a little fire to the position of privately-owned railway workers, because
we who are employed by the Canadian Pacific Railway are beginning to wonder
whether we exist at all or not, or whether we are committing a crime by
working for a private railway. They do not pull their punches; in fact, they
claim they are the only people who have created wealth in Canada. If they are
talking about a branch into a mining area, they will quote the production of
the mine and say how much the railway has produced. The man who dug the
mine and sweated his heart out is never considered. They have become the
aristocracy of labour, and the C.P.R. workers resent that very much, for we

 feel, rightly or:wrongly, that we have playved a part in this country.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Have you any evidence to indicate that Mr. Fairweather or the high
officials of the C.N.R. are responsible? The radio is open to all sorts of people
and all sorts of discussions.

75040—43
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Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Not all sorts.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:
Q. Who started the propaganda?—A. Against it?
Q. No, for unification.
Hon. Mr. RoBinsoN: Seven eighths of the propaganda is C.P.R. propaganda.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey: »

Q. In this submission you talk about making concessions and so on, but
there is nothing said with regard to the indemnification of men who lose their
positions or property here in Canada if shops are closed up. There are people
whose whole stake is in real estate, and who will lose everything. You have
said nothing about any provision for them. How would you take care of that?
It is just as important as the other.—A. Yes, I think I said there was a scale
of compensation for anyone who might lose his employment.

Q. But what about his property and his investments?—A. I could not
stretch a memorandum into that phase, whereby a worker in any industry—

Q. It would not apply so much in Great Britain, but it would apply very
much in Canada.—A. I do not think you could segregate the railways from any
other industry and claim that any person who ever had worked for a company
should be compensated for loss of property if he has put investment in there.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Take a concrete case. The town of Hornepayne is entirely a railroad
town. What about the storekeepers and property owners there?—A. How would
I remedy that condition?

Q. What about these people who would lose their all?—A. How about
these people who are losing their jobs to-day without compensation?

Right Hon. Mr. MriGHEN: Suppose the Abitibi Mills in Manitoba -closed
up, they would not get a sou.

The Wirness: How about the building trades? They have lost their jobs.

Hon. Mr. Horsey: But you are asking that railway labour be specified under
the spirit of the arrangement you suggest.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :
Q. You have referred to the way labour has been treated in Great Britain.
Do you know whether there is any compensation for the men who are changed
from one place to another?—A. Any man who loses a job in one part and is
moved to another has his family and goods moved with him, and if he owned

his home compensation is provided.
Q. Are there any tribunals in Great Britain to decide between the man

who has suffered and the railway?—A. Yes, there is.
Q. Do you know whether they have functioned well?—A. They have func-

tioned at all times. .
Q. Satisfactorily?—A. Satisfactorily to the workers. The workers are quite

happy over the situation.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:
Q. But in Great Britain they do not extend their assistance beyond the scope
of the railway worker himself?—A. Oh, no.
Q. They do not go to the storekeeper or the lawyer?—A. Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. Horsgy: I think that is going too far.
Right Hon. Mr. MEeicaEN: I thought you suggested that.

Hon, Mr. Horsey: Oh, no.
[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. All you said that certain people talked over the radie and spoke of
what Mr. Fairweather said; but you accused the C.N.R. chief officials of engi-
neering this propaganda.—A. Mr. Fairweather is quoted in those talks. If
you look at the Fress Press any night— ¢

Q. I might do the same thing if I was talking about the railways. There
is no reason why I shouldn’t. But you accused Mr. Fairweather of engineering
this propaganda.

Right Hon. Mr. MecaeN: “ Originating” would be a better word.

The Wrrness: Probably ¢ originating ” would be a better word. Suppose
I spoke to-night on a certain subject, and throughout the Dominion of Canada
men picked up my words and used the same words pertaining to the same sub-
ject, I think I could be accused of creating that condition.

Hon. Mr. HueesseEN: You speak of “ elaborate propaganda.”

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Are you an employee of the Canadian Pacific?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Then I could perhaps now accuse you of repeating in your memor-
andum, word for word, what your leader and chief, Sir Edward Beatty, has
been repeating for the last five years—A. It would not be the first time, sir,
I have been accused of that.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Great minds think alike.

The Wrrness: 1 have been accused of that from more sources than one,
especially from the heads of the National Railways organization.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand.:

Q. But you speak of propaganda. Sir Edward Beatty for the last five
years has been on the road urging further co-ordination—A. Yes, sir.

Q. I see no harm in that—A. As I said before, I have been accused of
that in many cases. It is common talk against any man. Most of us have
been in that position because we happened to take a view contrary to the
other fellow. It is not always wrong.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. Is that not and what you are doing?—A. It is not always wrong to
take an advanced view of any situation. I learned about the railway situation
more in 1930, when I represented Canada at the Imperial Conference in London,
from the railwaymen, which gave me a cue to write in 1935 on that subject.
That is where I got my cue, not from Sir Edward Beatty. If Sir Edward Beatty
has been good enough to read some of my stuff—I do not know; I never met the
gentleman—all the more credit that a layman was able to see a point a little
ahead of the other fellow. I took my overalls off on Friday night to come
down here to place my views before this Committee. I will go back to the
overalls again when I am finished here. I am no paid servant of anybody,
except for the work I do in the C.P.R. shops. Next to coal mining and gold
mining, it is the hardest job in the world, so I have not chosen an easy way out.
If all the crime that is being laid at my door for being paid for doing this work
was true, I do not think I would be splitting nuts for the C.P.R. to-morrow
morning, or whenever I go back; I would be taking an easier way out to make
a living. Fortunately, it is not true. I feel sorry, honestly, gentlemen, for any
public man, I don’t care who he is, who probably strikes a new trail. He gen-
erally gets the whole herd against him, biting at his heels, accusing him of
what they would do under similar circumstances. I was told by my mother,
“As people act themselves, they judge their neighbours.” I think that fits very
well to-day. I felt very incensed at the statement made by Senator Murdock
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that T was in the pay of anybody. The people whom I spring from don’t do

things that way, never did and never will, and I hope that Mr. Murdock will

retract that statement. i
Hon. Mr. Murpock: Not a chance.

The Wirness: I will make him retract it, on the public platform or any
place he likes. I would not say anything about him. His experience in the
labour movement is far from being as good as mine; I have been in it since
I was thirteen years old. But I don’t want to go into that here now; I want
to treat this Committee with the decorum it deserves. I want to express my
opinion on things that I know something about. I am a C.P.R. worker, and the
C.P.R. worker is suffering more to-day from the lack of efficiency in railway
operation than the C.N.R. worker, because we can’t pick papa’s pocket at the
end of the year. .

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Perhaps you will tell us why the C.P.R. employees are suffering more
than the Canadian National employees on that account?—A. Because the
privately owned railways has got to cut their expenses to the bone, and the other
railroad doesn’t have to do that.

Hon. Mr. Cawper: It has got papa’s pocket nearby.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Do you mean to say that the Canadian National employees are being
better paid to-day than the Canadian Pacific employees?—A. Yes, I do.

Q. Develop that a little. Tell us how that comes about. The rates are-the
same, are they not, Mr. Meikle?—A. The rates are the same. And in addition
to the rates of pay being the same, the Canadian National employees are
allowed one week’s holiday with pay.

Q. And the Canadian Pacific are not?—A. No. They have a pension fund
that is non-contributory, and we have not. And I think if you went over the
unit system of the railways you would find more employees per unit in the
C.N.R. than on the C.P.R. -

Q. Do you mean to say that where you have similar conditions—for
example take the shops that do the repairs and so on for rolling stock in the
West—that we could find, if we examined two comparable shops in the West,
that the Canadian Pacific shop’s unit costs were lower than the Canadian
National’'s?—A. I think that would be right, sir.

Q. Would that agree with your observation of those shops in Winnipeg and
about Winnipeg?—A. I think that would agree with my contention, that the
C.N.R. employees are more favoured than we are.

Q. Is there any other way in which the Canadian Pacific employees are
suffering by comparison with the Canadian National employees, apart from
holidays and non-contributory insurance?—A. That is a very tangible way, sir.

Q. I know.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:
Q. And they get more liberal terms of employment?—A. Yes sir. We work
ten days a month, sir, and the Canadian National work five days a week, for
instance.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Do you mean to say that the average number of days that the Canadian
National shops in Winnipeg, for instance, and around there have worked has
been larger, over a considerable period, than the number of days for the Cana-
dian Pacific shops?—A. Yes, that is a fact.

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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Q. We could find out exactly what the position was with regard to that?—
A. Yes sir.

Q. Is there any other factor?—A. No. These are the main factors that
affect labour. We are subject to layoffs because the funds accruing from the
railway industry are not sufficient to pay us. The natural tendency, when there
is not sufficient funds to pay you, is to speed up on the job, which tends to
exploitation. 3 ‘

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. I am going to ask about this question of propaganda. Senator Calder
referred to it. I had the impression, from reading the newspapers and listening
to speeches over the radio, that about seven-tenths of it was by the Canadian
Pacific — perhaps more than that, because it seems to me there has been very
little by the Canadian National. It has been argued that public employees must
hold their tongues. Mr Fairweather has made one or two speeches, and the
others have made a hundred. ;

Hon. Mr. ParenT: The witness is speaking about the West only.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. Is it not just possible that there are two sides to this question and that
the members of this Committee should be enlightened about the other side?
Those who know the other side should not be absolutely barred from giving us
their ideas, should they? What do you think about that? Should one side be
allowed to go broadcasting all over the country, creating public sentiment,
and the other side not be allowed to say a word?—A. I have not seen propa-
ganda by the Canadian Pacific.

Q. How long have you been blind?—A. I never was blind. 1 saw many
instances, in papers in Canada, against unification, accusing Mr. Beatty of all
the crimes that is known to the human family.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:
Q. You live in Winnipeg, not in Montreal. If you lived in Montreal, it

~ would be the other way around.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:
Q. You have seen a great deal of Canadian National propaganda but mot
very much of Canadian Pacific propaganda? Is that what you say?
Hon. Mr. Haig: That is true of Winnipeg. On the radio there you hear the
Canadian National all the time, and never the Canadian Pacific.
Hon. Mr. ParenT: That is not true of Quebeec.

Hon. Mr. Carper: I have never heard anybody except Sir Edward himself,
and I listen in on the radio all the time.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. I would like you to carry that comparison a little further. There are a
large number of shop employees on the Canadian Pacific, and an equally large
number on the Canadian National, in Winnipeg or at least in your part of the
world?—A. Yes.

Q. Apart from the One Big Union, which is affiliated with your Federation,
so far as the Committee have learned the employees are practically unanimous
against anything in the way of unified management. Can you explain to the
Committee how that is, in view of what you say with regard to less favourable
conditions of employment on the Canadian Pacific?—A. Yes. There was a
theory advanced three or four years ago and openly espoused by almost every
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labour organization, not only railway organizations, that came curiously from
some source—I hope you will detect it yourself—that if any unification of the
railway were attempted 30,000 railway men would lose their jobs. Now, that
bogey man has died a natural death. But every organization became a victim
of that propaganda and if you read through the pages of the conventions of
different organizations in Canada you will find submissions made on the railway
question that unification of the railways would lay 30,000 men off. It was
common talk. There were debates about it in the city of Winnipeg, public
debates, between Canadian National employees and other citizens. That thing
has laid itself quite a lot. Mr. Beatty wrote a letter—I hope the honourable
senator will excuse me for calling attention to Mr. Beatty’s letter—

Hon. Mr. DaxpuraxD: I commend you.

The Wirness: The Canadian Pacific delivered a letter to its employees
assuring them that no man would lose his job through unification, that the
natural attrition of labour would take care of anything that might happen.
Now, I have no reason to believe that Mr. Beatty was not honest in his conten-
tion.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. That makes it more difficult, rather, to understand why there has been
so much opposition by labour to unification.—A. No. It has satisfied Canadian
Pacific employees to a great extent that that would be the effect, and a different
view is being taken of the situation now. You must remember that there is an
element in this country opposed to all change, to all methods that would bring
some order out of chaos. They are very loud in their declaration, and they
generally turn up at meetings and get certain resolutiions passed. We have
fought them from the beginning and we are fighting them to-day.

Q. But you are really not directing yourself to the point I had in mind.
Why is it that in view of the fact that this idea of 30,000 men losing their jobs
is, as you say, dead, that we still have almost complete unanimity among the
railway unions that unified management is to be avoided?—A. Yes.

Q. Why?—A. Because there is still some of the fear left that they would
lose their jobs, and because the leaders of the organizations have declared
against any change in the railway set-up.

Q. Are there the same organizations in both the Canadian National and
Canadian Pacific railway shops?-—A. Yes.

Q. And would you say that,there were minorities in those organizations
that were not opposed to unified management?—A. There is a minority in
favour of unified management, but the majority is still in favour of things as
they are.

Q. Am I right in understanding that you think that that majority persists
because of its misapprehensions, as you call them?—A. Yes, I say that.

Q. Which got into the situation early on,and have never been removed?—A.
Yes sir.

Q. That is the explanation?—A. Yes, I think that is right, sir.

Q. That is the only explanation that you can suggest?

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Which class of workers would be in the majority in the organizations,
the Canadian National or the Canadian Pacific?—A. The Canadian National.
They have more men than we have. For instance, sir, I quoted the agreement
of the American Union across the line who have signed up their names to this
document, in 1936, with provision for workers who may be affected by unific-
ation. But on this side of the line the same organization refused to discuss the
matter at all.

[Mr. Allan Meikle.]
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By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Mr. Meikle, perhaps you can tell the committee about those conditions
that you speak of in which the Canadian Pacific Railway service differs from
the Canadian National. Are they general or were you attempting, as I was, to
confine them to shops that they run through the running trades?—A. No, the
shop crafts.

Q. Would you mnot say anything about what was outside the shop crafts?

No.
Q. I thought so. That is what you know yourself?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. Mr. Meikle, would you say that as a general proposition employees
working for a private corporation under the pressure of necessity are going to
do a little more work than employees working for a corporation owned by the
Government who know they can get any deficit made up at the end of the year?
—A. My contention is this, that in the Government-owned railway where an
appeal can be made to the politicians, as it were—can I use that word?

Q. Sure—A. When a lay-off takes place on the C.P.R., for instance, quite
necessarily when a similar lay-off takes place on the C.P.R., the wires get busy,
the politicians get busy—and votes are a very important part of our political
life yet—with the result that the lay-off is never as hard there as it is in the
privately-owned railway, because we have not so many friends there in the
political arena.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. But they have enemies also?—A. Yes; but if we could take the football
—if we could stop the politicians from kicking that ball from pillar to post, we
might get a solution even at this late date.

Q. That is not very convincing.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. I was trying to get your opinion of whether human efficiency is better
for a private corporation than for a Government-owned corporation: boiled
down, that is it?>—A. You want to ask if in private industry there is more
efficiency. :

Q. Yes—A. Yes, I would say so.

Q. That is what I wanted to know.

Hon. Mr. DanpuranD: I may say I have quite an authoritative statement
that the Canadian National has been demonstrated to be as efficient as the
Canadian Pacific.

Hon. Mr. McRAE: I wanted to get Mr. Meikle’s idea on that because he
seems to know about those matters, and I thought his opinion would be valuable
to us.

Hon. Mr. Parent: Of course, the Canadian National people won’t admit
that.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I am told by railway representatives that Mr, Best
is here. I think we heard him last year. I do not know on what point he wants
to be heard. If what he has to present is to be a repetition of his statement of
last year, I should hesitate to suggest that he be heard. Is he here?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Yes.

The CuAmrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Mr. Best, will you answer that
question, if you please, by Hon. Senator Dandurand?
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Mr. Winiam L. Brst took the stand as a witness.
The Wirness: What was the question, Senator?

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. The question was whether, Mr. Best, you desire to say again what you
said last year, or whether you want to make some fresh submissions.—A. Oh, no,
we are not going over the submissions of last year at all. We made a request
for hearing because we did not know just how far the re-appointed committee
intended to go in their investigation. Inasmuch as I received a communication
from the secretary of your committee, when I returned to the city at the end of
the week my friends and I put together a few thoughts. It is only a few pages
and will take but ten minutes to read.

Q. They are really no fresh submissions you desire to make to the com-
mittee?—A. No, I think not.

Q. Nothing in view of what has been said to-day?—A. No.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Mr. Best, have you not a resolution that was dealt with in January or
December last?—A. Yes, that may be of information to the committee, more
particularly in view of some previous observations; but our memorandum is not
prepared in view of any observations made by any person else.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: He certainly may file the resolution.

The CHARMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Yes. Would you like to file it?

The Wirness: All right.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. It will not take very long to read?—A. It won’t take over five minutes.
I have copies here for the members of the committee.

The CuarRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Shall Mr. Best read the resolution
and be allowed to file the whole memorandum, so that it may be printed in our
proceedings?

Some Hon. MemBERs: Carried.

Mr. Best: This is our submission, Mr. Chairman:—

MEMORANDUM SUBMITTED BY THE CO-OPERATIVE LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE OF THE STANDARD RAILWAY LABOUR ORGAN-
1ZATIONS

TO THE

SPECIAL RAILWAY COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE REAPPOINTED
TO INQUIRE INTO AND REPORT UPON THE BEST MEANS OF
RELIEVING THE COUNTRY FROM ITS EXTREMELY SERIOUS
CONDITION AND FINANCIAL BURDEN CONSEQUENT
THERETO.

Orrawa, Ontario, March 21st, 1939.

HoNOURABLE GENTLEMEN :

On June 21st, 1938, there was submitted to your Committee on behalf of
railway labour a Memorandum of Comments and Recommendations touching
the subject of your inquiry. That Memorandum reviewed previous submis-
sions on behalf of railway labour to the Senate Committee in November 1932
when dealing with the Report of the Royal Commission on Railways and
Transportation in Canada, known as the “Duff Report”; it summarized the
principles supporting labour’s recommendations, and those which had been

[Mr. W. L. Best.]
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implemented; also reviewed important phases of the Duff Report and the
extent to which its recommendations had been implemented by legislation, or
other Government action. It also dealt, at some length, with “Contributing
Factors to the Railway Situation,” particularly competitive transport agencies
—such as highways, airways and waterways, all being heavily subsidized from
public funds—constitutional limitations and traffic conditions. It also dealt with
“ Unification and its Effects on Human Welfare and National Economy,”
emphasizing the human factor in the railway industry, labour’s experience with
amalgamation, labour’s claim for compensation, community and national interest,
ete.

In the “Introduction” of that Memorandum, it was pointed out that as
representatives of the long established Railway Labour Organizations, our
submission might be accepted as expressing the view of the vast majority of
railway workers; that the welfare of that large group of our citizens and their
dependents is definitely bound up with the destiny of our railway industry
and the progress of the communities which it serves; also that because of the
peculiar tasks of railway workers, fraught with danger and individual responsi-
bilities demanding initiative, the efficiency of service and cost of operation
depends largely upon their loyalty and contentment.

In our “Concluding Comments,” reference was made to the huge financial
obligations which had been inherited by the Canadian National Railways and
expressed the view that this obligation was a burden which properly belonged
to the people of Canada as a whole; that this debt was charged to the Cana-
dian National Railways and recognized as a burden which could not be liqui-
dated from the operation of the property; that view being contended as sound,
having regard to the fact that a large percentage of the railway was built and
operated for public service for which no return on investment was anticipated.
That a large part of the money so invested should be regarded as lost was
also the view expressed in the Report of the Duff Commission. It was further
contended that to segregate our railways from other forms of transport for
investigation in search of economies to maintain fixed charges on inherited
debt, without regard for the value of national economy and public service,
could not produce an equitable and lasting solution. Any benefits attained
by such a course must be purchased at the sacrifice of those of our people
who are dependent upon railway operation for employment and service. This
‘would transfer the burden of inherited and accumulated debt from our Canadian
people as a whole to the relatively small number affected, who are chiefly rail-
way employees and residents in the communities which owe their existence to
railway operation.

In our “Summary and Recommendations,” in addition to urging com-
pensation protection for those employees displaced as a result of co-operative
measures, we had definitely in view the ultimate and early adoption of an
economical sound national transportation policy when we contended that the
best means of relieving Canada of its financial burden consequent to the rail-
way situation is for the Federal Parliament to first become clothed with the
necessary legislative competence to enable it to deal effectively by regulation
and control of all forms of transport of passengers and freight for hire as
works for the general advantage of Canada. In submitting those recom-
mendations it was fully recognized that existing constitutional limitations
would require appropriate amendments to the British North America Act.
However, we were somewhat encouraged by the subsequent resolution adopted
by the Senate, just before prorogation, instrueting Council to inquire into the
Quebec Resolutions and other instruments on which the B.N.A. Act was based,
the various Decisions of the Privy Council, ete., in order to determine the
intent and purpose of the several subjects therein assigned to the Federal
Parliament and the Provincial Legislatures, respectively. .
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Since our previous submission of June 21st last, we have found further
support, for the recommendation above referred to in more recent developments
in both England and the United States. In England, we understand, the rail-
ways have found that a more orderly and complete regulation of all forms of
transport including highways is essential to a sound national transportation
policy. This is now recognized, despite the experience of previous co-ordination
of the several railways into four groups. In the United States the Committee
of Six, appointed on September 20, 1938, by the President to submit recom-
mendations upon the general transportation situation, made a comprehensive
Report on December 23, 1938. The first in the Summary of Recommendations
of that Committee reads:—

“ National Transportation Policy. Adoption by the Government of
a definite national transportation policy providing for fair, impartial
regulation of all modes of transportation, so administered as to preserve
the inherent advantages of each.” :

Owing to the growing sense of insecurity resulting from publicity given
proposals made to your Committee and the persistent agitation carried on since
prorogation of the last Session of Parliament in support of unification, our
Committee deemed it desirable to call together representatives of the various
classes of railway labour throughout Canada, particularly those employed on
the Canadian National and Canadian Pacific Railways. Accordingly the
General Chairmen of those two Systems, with the Dominion Legislative Repre-
sentatives and Vice-Presidents of the Standard Railway Labour Organizations
met in Ottawa, January 9, 10, 11, 1939.

Ninety-three representatives attended that conference.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:
Q. How many organizations?—A. Eighteen.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen.:

Q. Wasg it a unanimous resolution?—A. I think it was practically unani-.
mous. I would not say one did not vote against it for some particular reason,
but as far as I know, it was unanimous.

The purpose of the meeting was to review our submission of June 21, 1938,
and to ascertain the views of railway labour in the light of current develop-
ments. After a full discussion that meeting reaffirmed our former submission
by the adoption of the following resolution:—

This Joint Conference representing the Standard Railway Labour
Organizations, after an exhaustive survey of the situation desires to
reaffirm its previous decisions:

That the best means of relieving Canada of its financial burdens
consequent to the railway situation is for the Federal Government to
become clothed with the necessary legislative competence to deal effec-
tively by regulations and control of all forms of transportation of
passengers and freight for hire, together with a like legislative competence
to deal with all related factors in transport enterprises within the
Dominion of Canada.

The whole transportation problem must be considered in all of its
co-related divisions. To segregate the railways for investigation without
due regard to the conditions existing in all the other competitive means
of transport cannot be productive of a sound or satisfactory national
transportation policy that would reduce the burdens or be in the best
interests of the people of this country—and would only further cause
untold sacrifice by those employed in the railroad industry. The gains
resulting from such a policy would be disproportionately distributed
among the few financial interests involved.

[Mr. W. L. Best.]
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- We are not prepared to accept any proposals in the spirit that they,
because of conditions, will inevitably be forced upon us. We are firmly
of the opinion that any program of co-ordinating, consolidating, unifying
or amalgamating the whole or any part of the various railroad systems
is not the best means of solving the problem, and we are determined in
our opposition to any such proposals; and we further reiterate our
opposition to unified management and compulsory co-operation and that
our Legislative Committee be instructed to continue their activities to
meet the desires of the men in railroad service.

For the purpose of carrying out the direction of the above Resolution, the
General Meeting appointed a Co-Operative Legislative Committee composed of
one officer from each of the eighteen Standard Railway Labour Organizations
there represented. We express the hope that the recommendations contained in
our previous submissions will have favourable consideration in any conclusions
reached by your Committee.

The question of the numerical strength of the several labour organizations
having been the subject of recent consideration by your Committee, it would
appear appropriate that a brief reference thereto be made at this time. Appar-
ently the figures shown on page 3 of the Proceedings of March 15, 1939, are
substantially correct in so far as the reported membership is concerned. It should
be recognized, however, that these organizations being parties to working agree-
ments covering the service of employees in the respective classifications represent
all employees comprised within those agreements, whether members or non-
members. Our records indicate there is a total membership of about 80,000
railway employees in the eighteen organizations represented by our Committee;
but a conservative estimate would place the total railway employees represented
at something over 90,000.

In anticipation of making our submissions at a later date, we had recently
undertaken the preparation of some statistics directly bearing upon wages and
increased produectivity of railway employees, but that data has not been com-
pleted. If it will assist in your inquiry, we shall be pleased to supplement this
brief submission.

Co-OPERATIVE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE

Mr. Kelley is chairman, Mr. Talon is vice-chairman, and your humble
servant is secretary.

The CualRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Thank you, Mr. Best.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. You represent ninety thousand people?—A. I think approximately that,
yes.

Q. You have heard Mr. Meikle say he represented about fifty-two thousand.
Are the figures given by him correct?—A. I would not say. I would not want to
go on record as saying anything against what any previous speaker has said.

Q. What do you say about it?—A. I didn't understand the previous speaker
to say he represented railway employees at all, or any employees holding railway
contracts.

By Rt. Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. He is a member of one of the federations which is in the organization, in
addition to being a member of one that is out. He is also a C.P.R. employee.—
A. Yes.

Q. It is hardly likely that he is the only one.—A. The only what, sir?

Q. The only railway employee in the organization.
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~ Hon. Mr. Daxpuraxp: But he does not, as I understand, represent any
raillway organization. '

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: He is a railway employee.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As a railway employee he represents himself.
Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: He is in the transport organization.
Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Is that a railway organization?

The Wirness: Senator Meighen, let me make this clear. I am not going
to attempt to review any figures submitted by the previous speaker at all, but
I want to clarify this. I did not understand the previous speaker to say he
represented any railway employees as an organization who held a working
agreement with the railway officers.

Right Hon. Mr. MEigHEN: Oh, no. <

The Wirness: That is the point I am trying to make. It is assumed,
whether a locomotive fireman happens to belong to our organization or not,
our organization and its officers having contracts with the railway companies
are the accredited representatives of that class. I therefore speak for them.

By Rt. Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. I think that is a fair way to put it. But would it be an unfair assump-
tion that the opinion of labour outside the railways might be a more unprej-
udiced opinion than the opinion inside the railways?—A. The only answer ]
can make to that is that in our submission in June last we were speaking for
the Trades and Labour Congress of Canada, including all organized labour
represented therein.

Q. Did that include railways?—A. That included the eighteen organiza-
tions we are now speaking for.

Q. They might be predominant—A. We were endeavouring to speak for
all the groups. There is a distinction between the labour represented in the
standard organization and the railway employees represented by the eighteen
standard organizations. ‘

I just want to make one observation. Since the sitting last year I have
had the opportunity, I think, of looking into the faces of more railway men in
Canada than any other individual in this room, because I have met them in
meetings of as many as five hundred. They have been confined to the so-
called running trades. They have been open meetings—not public meetings—
of all classes, including shop men, car men, track men, the running trades, and
so forth; and I want to say with a good deal of apprehension that never in
my experience of forty odd years with railways and railway men in Canada
have I ever sensed as much unrest as exists to-day on both railways. And that
is not healthy.

Q. That applies to every other class too.—A. It does. But the thing I
have mentioned is doing more than anything else, in my judgment and in the
judgment of many who have an opportunity to observe, to retard recovery.
A man who wants to buy an overcoat or a dress for his wife is on the ragged
edge. That goes all down the line from Halifax to Victoria, and I have been
in all these places, including Prince Edward Island.

Q. And 1t is true outside of the railways.—A. Yes.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :

Q. Would not that also be caused by the results of railway operation?
Don’t you think they are very discouraging?—A. I think you will agree,
senator, that the apprehension of not having economic security, or of losing
one’s economic security, is perhaps one of the greatest causes.

Right Hon. Mr. MricHEN: But it is everywhere.

[Mr. W. L. Best.]
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' By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :

| Q. But have they not experienced that time and again during the last

| year?—A. Yes, but I think it has been intensified. That is my observation,

anyway.

‘ I'thank you very much gentlemen.

The CuamrmaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Gentlemen, other people have asked

P to be heard. Mr. Peterson, I understand, has been notified to be here on the
29th. We have been sitting for several hours now and I suppose it is all right

if we adjourn until the 29th.

Right Hon. Mr. MerGHEN: At 10.30.
The Committee adjourned until Wednesday, March 29, at 10.30 a.m.
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ORDER OF APPOINTMENT
(Extracts from the Minutes of Proceedings of the Senate for March 7, 1.939)

Resolved,—That, with a view of completing the inquiry pursued during
last session by the Spemal Railway Committee of this House, and preparing
and submitting an adequate report on such inquiry, this Speclal Committee
be re-appointed with a view to inquire into and report upon the best means
of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condition and
financial burden consequent thereto, with power to send for persons, papers
and records and that the said Committee be re- -appointed with the same per-
sonnel and, therefore, that it consist of the Honourable Senators Beaubien,
Black, Buchanan Calder, Cantley, Coté, Dandurand, Graham, Haig, Hugessen,
Horsey, Jones, Hardy, McRae Melghen Murdock, Parent, Robinson, Sharpe
and Sinclair.




MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

THE SENATE
WepNEsDAY, March 29, 1939.

The Special Committee reappointed to inquire into and report upon the
means of relieving the country from its extrerpely serious railway condition
and finanecial burden consequent thereto, met this day at 10.30 a.m.

Right Hon. Mr. Graham and Hon. Mr. Beaubien, Joint Chairmen.
Colonel O. M. Biggar, K.C., Counsel to the Committee.

The CaamrMAN (Right Hon. Mr. Graham): Are we ready to proceed?

The CaatrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Certain communications have come
to the Committee, and perhaps Mr. Biggar will be kind enough to read them or
explain them.

Mr. Bicear: Mr. W. B. Chase, Assistant Grand Chief Engineer of the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, writes to Senator Beaubien under date
of March 22, saying that Professor McDougall, if correctly reported, made a
number of incorrect statements, and he asks an opportunty to appear before the
Committee in order to refute these.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: He says, “ If correctly reported.” May be he
was not. How would it be to send him a copy of the evidence, and then if he
wants to be heard he could come.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I suppose that gentleman represents the members
of the railway fraternity who are in the higher brackets.

Hon. Mr. McRag: The running trades.

Mr. Bicear: I dare say that there is no doubt about the correctness of the
report, because there is also a communication from Mr. Norman S. Dowd,
Secretary-treasurer of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour, addressed to
Mr. Hinds on March 22, saying that that Congress desires to be heard, particu-
larly with respect to the representations made by Professor McDougall and
Mr. Allan Meikle.

The CralRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Gentlemen, the matter of wages is
a very important one, no doubt, to the railways. We have heard Professor
MeDougall, and the railway people come to us and say they can contradict what
he has said. This is such an important phase that it seems to me we ought to
allow Mr. Chase to come and contradict him.

Right Hon. Mr. MEicHEN: What about the other fellow?

Mr. Bicear: Here is another letter. It is from Mr. Best, whom the Com-
mittee have already heard, on behalf of the Co-operative Legislative Committee
of the Standard Railway Labour Organizations. His letter is dated the 23rd,
addressed to the Chairmen and members of the Committee. He says that some
of the statements contained in Professor McDougall’s submission will inevitably
convey to the Committee an erroneous and misleading impression, and therefore
he hopes that in fairness to thousands of railway employees an opportunity will

be granted to their representatives to prepare and submit an appropriate reply.

Right Hon. Mr. MElGHEN: I think that is reasonable. Mr. Best was here

gnd he therefore knows what Professor McDougall said. And he was the first
0 come.

75637—13%
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Mr. Bicear; The representative of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour

was also here, I think.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Could not Mr. Best, or some other one man,
speak for all of them?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: You are forgetting that the All-Canadian Congress
and the running trades are separate and distinet organizations.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: This is one case, though.

Hon. Mr. Murbock: But surely they have their own viewpoints, or they
would not be in two separate organizations.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: But there are no two viewpoints on this.

Hon. Mr. Catper: There might be a lack of co-operation.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I sat here the other day, and although I am not an
engineer and never was, I knew that misstatements were being made and being
put over, so far as most of the members of this Committee were concerned. I
think Mr. Chase, as a representative engineer who has run on our Canadian
railways for years, ought to be given an opportunity to place the other point of
view before the Committee.

The CramrMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Perhaps he would be preferable to
the other gentleman.

Hon. Mr. McRag: Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that there is a straight
division of opinion among the running trades. Professor McDougall’s statement
was very interesting to us, and I think in all fairness we ought to hear the other
view of the running trades.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Mr. Chase is an assistant grand chief of the engineers’
organization. Many of the statements that were made here the other day were
about the high earnings of the engineers.

Hon. Mr. ParenT: Locomotive engineers.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Mr. Best represents eighteen of the railway organiza-
tions, and Mr. Dowd represents the All-Canadian Congress. These two gentle-
men would have different viewpoints. :

The CuArMAN (Hon. Mr., Beaubien): Could we not have someone to
present a common point of view?

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I do not see how it is possible.

Hon. Mr. Brack: I do not think it is necessary to hear Mr. Best again,
but 1 think we should hear Mr. Chase, in reply to what Professor McDougall
said. *

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: I understood that Mr. Best only asked permission to
prepare a statement. :

Hon. Mr. Brack: He could do that.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Could we not suggest to these gentlemen that they
prepare a concise statement of their reactions to the submission of Professor
MecDougall? That would give them a chance to lay their views before the
Committee.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: I would hear at least one of them, too.

Hon. Mr. Catper: Mr. Chairman, we have evidently got a controversy on
our hands. It seems to me that if Professor MeDougall’s statements are
attacked, he should at least be asked to be present when evidence is being taken
against what he said.

The Cmamrmany (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Of course, that could easily be
attended to.

Hon. Mr. Carper: He should be told that witnesses are being called to
reply to certain statements he made. I think that all these people should be
present, and that we ought to clean the matter up.
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Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: The Canadian National representative, who was
to be here to-morrow to tell us about the lean lines of his road, may not be able
to come, because he was sick all last week. So we could devote to-morrow to
hearing labour representatives. I suggest that these gentlemen be asked to
be present to-morrow.

The CuaikvaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): I understand the Canadian Pacific
were to deal with the lean lines to-morrow too.

Mr. Bicear: They were not asked to submit any statement on that.

Hon. Mr. Corf: Did we not ask the Canadian,Pacific to indicate their
lean lines too?

Hon. Mr. Daxpuraxp: No. But they can do so.

Hon. Mr. Cork: Surely they are part of the railway problem, too?

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: There is no intention of eliminating the Canadian
Pacific. If they want to tell us about their lean lines, they will be welcome to
do so.

Hon. Mr. Coré: It has not been indicated to them that that would be
useful.
¥ Hon. Mr. Daxpuraxn: No. We had intended to give the Canadian National
i a field day to-morrow, to show us their lean lines, that is their unproductive
lines, and their productive lines also.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Do you say they cannot go on to-morrow?

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I am afraid not, because the gentleman in charge of
this work was in hospital, and has only just come out. That is Mr. Fairweather.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: I do not think the Canadian National can say
a word without him. I agree with you on that.

The Cramrvanx (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): As to the answer to Professor Me-
Dougall, shall we, as suggested, ask Mr. Best to file a statement—that was
all he wanted to do—and then hear Mr. Chase?

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: And let the others file a statement too.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: And have the representatives here, in case we want
to cross-examine them.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I am told that Mr. Dowd represents the All-Canadian
Congress of Labour, which has not been heard yet. Since we have heard one
organization, represented by Mr. Meikle, why not hear the other?

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Since Professor MeDougall ought to hear what is
said in reply to his submission, the representatives themselves will have to be
here to present their statement.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Mr. Chase just whispered to me that while he has
most of his matter dictated, he thought he would not be called until some time
next week and therefore he would not be ready to-morrow. His office is in

i Montreal.

Hon. Mr. Parent: Next week will be Easter-time. I do not know if any-
body will be here then. -

k The CramrmMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Gentlemen, it is your opinion that

we ought to hear also the representative of the All-Canadian Congress?
Hon. Mr. Rosixsox: Hear him.

1 The CuamMaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): And be as wide as possible? Is
that your opinion?
Hon. Mr. McRae: To-morrow, yes.

] Hon. Mr. Murpock: Mr. Chairman, would you ask Mr. Chase now
h whether he could go on to-morrow?
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The CuarMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : We could not notify Mr. McDouga.ll
in time to have him here to-morrow.

Mr. Bicear: The representative of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour
will be ready to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: We will ask Mr. Chase if he will be ready to go
on to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. Core: Mr. Chairman, are we to understand that these labour
men will limit their evidence to the subject-matter of Professor McDougall’s
submission to us, or are they going to reopen the question of unification,
amalgamation, and all that kind of thing?

Hon. Mr. ParenT: And the Montreal terminals.

The Cmammax (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Of course we, as Chairmen, are
here to do what you want.

Hon. Mr. Core: I was just asking what was intended.

The CmamrmaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): In order to enlighten you, I am
trying to find out what the intention of the Committee is.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I should like to answer Senator Cote’s question.
I took for granted that we would hear the two railway companies on the lean
lines, and we were giving a day to the Canadian National. We will give a day
to the Canadian Pacific, if they want it. We would also’ devote attention to
inquiring what the two railways have done since the first of July ‘under the
1933 co-operation Act. And, of course, if any member desires, he can ask about
the terminals in Montreal.

Hon. Mr. Core: My question is a bit different from that. I was referring
to these labour men who are to appear before us. Will they want to deal with
the general issues that we were discussing last year, or will they limit their
evidence to rebutting what Professor MeDougall said?

Hon. Mr. Huerssen: And Mr. Meikle.

Hon. Mr. Murbock: There are several new bags of tricks opened up
here by Professor MecDougall.

Hon. Mr. Hucessen: Mr. Meikle really rebutted evidence that we heard
last year.

Hon. Mr. Danpuraxp: We should not repeat.

Right Hon. Mr. MeigueN: Mr. McDougall brought in something new, that
we had not had before. It is only fair that we should be pretty generous in
allowing an answer to that. Mr. Meikle, on the other hand, presented only
his views on the matter of unification, and so on.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: We had closed our investigation on that when Mr.
Meikle came in. If any new points were opened by him, of course an
opportunity should be given to anyone who wishes to answer him.

Right Hon. Mr. MeGHEN: Of course, if there are any new points.

Hon. Mr. Danxpuranp: I took it that Mr. Meikle was expressing the views
that Sir Edward Beatty expressed to the Committee. I do not remember if
Mr. Meikle went outside the arguments for unification that we had already
heard. But if he made any statement which is new, of course it is not
sacrosanct, and may be rebutted.

Hon. Mr. Core: So far as unification or amalgamation is concerned, I do
not think we are going to get very much more help from the labour organiza-
tions. We know their views and, with the exception of Mr. Meikle, they are
against it. I do not think we should lose a lot of time hearing repetitions.

Hon. Mr. Parenxt: We have already lost half an hour doing nothing.

N L e e e
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Hon. Mr. Core: Mr. McDougall’s memorandum was not only important
but new and very interesting. If his statements are not true we ought to give
the. labour people an opportunity to contradict them. The question is so
important that we should exhaust it, but if the labour men appear they should
limit themselves to that wage problem. With that understanding the evidence
will be shorter.

Hon. Mr. Mugpock: Mr. Meikle stated that all the junior C.P.R. employees
were opposed to the representations made by the labour organizations, and I
understood him to suggest that those junior employees were in favour of
unification.

Hon. Mr. Core: That could be denied in one minute.

Hon. Mr. DanpuranDp: We should limit their statements to some new
point and not reopen the whole question, which has already been discussed: by
them.

Hon. Mr. Core: That is what I had in mind.

The CaAlRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Gentlemen, do you want to hear the
All-Canadian Congress simply on the matter of railway wages?

Right Hon. Mr. MEicHEN: We are going on the principle, where a case is
presented we allow one reply.

The CuarMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Is that satisfactory?

Some Hon. MEMBERS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Brack: Are we to hear Mr. Chase to-morrow?

The CaatRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : I understand Mr. MeDougall cannot,
be here to-morrow. Mr. Best wants to file a memorandum. Shall we allow
him to do so?

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: We should ask him to make it concise, so that Mr.
MeDougall may know what he is to answer.

Mr. Bicear: Mr. Chase says that an opportunity should be afforded to
prepare and submit a proper reply, but he does not say that it is to be in writing.

Hon. Mr. McRar: He would prefer to submit it in person naturally.

Hon. Mr. ParenT: He would be present and make a statement.

The CaATRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Then we will hear Mr. Chase some
time next week.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Let them all come to Ottawa.

Mr. Bicgar: The other communications to which the chairman referred are,
first, a telegram from a gentleman who signs “Russell, General Secretary.” It is
dated Winnipeg, 22nd March, 1939, and appears to have been sent on behalf of
the One Big Union. It reads:—

Wrote you March 17th advising that representatives Canadian
Federation of Labour had no authority to represent One Big Union in
advocating railway unification. One Big Union was not expelled from
Federation, but withdrew its affiliation because of persistent actions of °
Federation officers in advocating unification contrary to the decision of
the last convention held Montreal December. One Big Union is opposed
to unification and repudiates representation made by Mr. Meikle.

Then I have another telegram, also from Winnipeg, signed by Mr. Armstrong as
secretary of the motormen, conductors, busmen, mechanical department em-
ployees, track employees, substation and hydro plant employees and gas workers
comprising 1,700 workers and who are all members of the One Big Union and
employees of the Winnipeg Electric Company. He says that “Mr. Meikle’s
statement is utterly false. One Big Union was not suspended for non-payment
of per capita fees. But severed affiliation because decisions made at the con-
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vention held in Montreal in December, 1938, against amalgamation of the
railways has not been carried out by the executive board,” and so on. It is to

the same effect as Mr. Russell’s telegram.

The other communication is a long letter from the Citizens’ Group for Rail-

way Action.
Right Hon. Mr. MerGHEN: I read that letter and thought it excellent.
Mr. Bicear: Then perhaps I had better read the whole letter.

CITIZENS’ GROUP FOR RAILWAY ACTION

611 Temple Building,
ToroNTO 2, ONTARIO,

March 27, 1939.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN,
Rt. Hon. GeorGE P. GRAHAM,
Joint Chairmen,
Special Committee of the Senate
Inquiring into the Railway Condition,
Ottawa, Canada.

Honourable SENATORS:

In view of the desire expressed by Senator Murdock to have your
Committee investigate the Citizens’ Group for Railway Action, I am
writing you, in my capacity as President of the Group, to give a frank
explanation of the origin and objectives of this organization, and such
other information as seems pertinent and not in violation of the confidence
placed in us by a number of private citizens of Canada. We note also
from the proceedings of March 15th that your Committee is prepared to

receive brief memoranda from interested persons or organizations.

If it meets with your approval, it is our request that you have this
letter placed on the record, especially in view of continued insinuations
by one member of your committee that our Group is in some way con-
nected with or supported by the Canadian Pacific Railway or other

organizations actively promoting the cause of railway unification.

In the first place, I wish to state that the Citizens’ Group is indepen-
dent in every sense of the word. It is definitely not supported by the
Canadian Pacific and so far as I can discern from a careful scanning
of the list of members, there are no members who are or who ever have
been known as prominent shareholders in the Canadian Pacific Railway
Company. Certainly no director, officer or employee of the Citizens'
Group is working in any interest except the interest of the Canadian

taxpayer.

We also wish to point out that the Citizens’ Group for Railway Action
has not advocated unification or any other specific solution of the prob-
lem. The organizers of the Group felt that the first objective should be
the arousing of the public, to the “ extremely serious railway condition
and the financial burden consequent thereto.” It also was felt that it
would be presumptuous for a small organization to make recommenda-
tions in the name of the people of Canada to your body or to any other
authorities, at least until the membership became large enough to justify
a claim that it was truly representative of at least a cross-section of
the public in all sections of Canada and all walks of life. For the time
being, therefore, we are interested only in helping in the widest dissemina-
tion of the facts, and the interesting of the greatest possible number of

people in the problem.
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It is contemplated that, at some later date, the Group may by a
majority vote of its members approve some specific plan for solution,
or support and endeavour to win support for, some plan already made
public. In short, we feel that if all people had given the study to the
problem which your honourable committee has done, it would not be long
before the general publie, setting aside partisan considerations, would
demand the adoption of a plan to solve the problem.

The idea for the organization of the Citizens’ Group for Railway Action
originated, to the best of my knowledge, with Mr. William M. Bean,
treasurer and associate editor of the Waterloo (Ont.) semi-weekly
Chronicle, a publication of very high standing in its field.

This was in July last, following the prorogation of parliament and
the rising of your committee, when it seemed to Mr. Bean and others
that the railway question was being obscured, by a feeling on the part
of the public that it was merely an argument between two sets of railway
officers holding opposing views. As Mr. Bean’s idea evolved, it seemed
best that the organization’s independence should be made evident by
barring from membership every person who might, because of interest in
his employment, have views one way or the other on the question. We
did not think of barring shareholders of the private company, but, if
practicable, it perhaps would have been better if we had done so. Our
membership would have been one less, at least, for presumably the mem-
ber of the Montreal Stock Exchange, who joined for five years, is nor-
mally a shareholder on clients’ account if not his own.

Unfortunately our group had barely completed its provisional organi-
zation before it was discovered that some opponents of reform were not
above resorting to intimidation against those who might be vulnerable
in a business way. It speedily became evident that, for instance, a mer-
chant who numbered among his customers employees of the government
railway could expect, if he joined our Group openly, to be subjected to
threats of loss of business if not the actual loss of business. For this
reason certain persons have supported our work on condition that their
names be not made public.

We have at this writing 463 paid members representative of every
provinece and city, not including 25 or 30 individuals who have con-
tributed anonymously. We contend and rightly, we believe, that the
financial affairs of the Group are of concern only to its members since
we have refrained from making commitments beyond our immediate
means. For the protection of members, our books are kept accurately
and are audited by a chartered accountant. While, as I have said, we
do not believe that the financial affairs of the Group are matters of
public concern, I may say that the president and directors receive no
remuneration for their services. Salaries and fees are paid only for
essential office and field work and are not at all commensurate with the
amount of work done.

Aside from public meetings addressed by representatives of the
Group, our principal activity has been the publication of “ Railway Facts,”
of which fourteen issues have been mailed, including the first on September
12th, 1938. Tt is the purpose of “Railway Facts” to help keep the railway
problem in the public eye and it has been the constant endeavour of its
editors to be accurate in every respect. Any errors that have crept in
have been unintentional, and corrected at the first opportunity. We have
invited Senator Murdock to cite specific instances of inaccuracies, but,
although he has replied to our letter, he has not as yet cited any one
instance where we have been wrong.
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We believe that it is perfectly within our right to disseminate such

information to the public as we see fit, having regard to the law of libel
and any other restrictions dictated by good sense and the post office
regulations applying to this class of mail matter. It is also, in our opin-
ion, a healthy sign in a democracy that, despite the attempts at intimida-
tion referred to above, there are in this country a Group of citizens willing
to lend their names and otherwise support an effort- which is designed,
wisely or not, to help solve a public problem which has been in need of
solving for so many years, and which has not been solved because of
the uncompromising opposition of a minority group.

Since the Group has not yet adopted a specific platform for the
solution of the railway problem, it is not suggesting that it be heard by
your committee, the aims of which are parallel to its own. At the same
time if honourable senators feel that it can contribute at the moment
anything constructive to the evidence, officers of the group are ready at
any time to answer questions which the committee might wish to put.

Meanwhile I am enclosing a copy of the constitution and other
relevant material. Any further facts will be readily supplied subject
only to the one condition mentioned above.

We are, Honourable Sirs,

CITIZENS’ GROUP FOR RAILWAY ACTION,

: E. CoaTsworTH,
President.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Mr. Chairman, I have been mentioned a couple of

times in that communication. T did not start the correspondence with this
Citizens’ Group of Canadian Pacific Railway shareholders—for that is what I
think they should properly be termed—but I wrote a letter and would like to
put it on file right now, with the answer. This is the letter:—

Mr. Davron J. LrrTiE,
Secretary-Treasurer,

Citizens’ Group for Railway Action,
611 Temple Building,

Toronto, Ontario.

Dear Sir,—I received your letter of March 18th, which I have read
with interest, as also your letter of March 17th, to the Editor of the
Wainmipeg Free Press.

Yes, I have been greatly interested, as a result of a number of
years’ effort, in finding out the underlying causes, at times, of advertising
propaganda. Personally, I am more strongly convinced than ever that
we should investigate the Citizens’ Group for Railway Action, for the
reason that, unless T am very much mistaken, that Group contemplates
placing an additional burden upon the Canadian taxpayer, of approx-
imately $32,000,000 a year, being somewhere about the dividend pay-
ments that have heretofore been made to Canadian Pacific Railway
shareholders, about eighty per cent of whom live outside of Canada.
Then too, I am wondering (and I think the Special Railway Committee
should know) if some of those largely instrumental in boosting the
Citizens’ Group for Railway Action, may not be some of our own dis-
tinguished Canadian Pacific shareholders. Further, the very distin-
guished President of your Association, if he were still gracing the Bench,
would not, of course, be eligible to lend his name to a movement such
as that you have in hand. Perhaps we should inquire into the proprieties
under the existing circumstances.
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Yes, it could be shown that some of your campaign declarations, as
stated in Railway Facts, are, 1 think, absolutely untrue, and in other
cases you prove the truth of the old adage that ‘a half truth is worse
than a lie, and now please refer to the lower right-hand corner of your
Railway Facts for February 1st. You know, and those associated with
you know, how near the Canadian National Railways in that year came
to being in the clear, and you know, and everyone associated with you
know that, had business continued equally with a few years around
1923, there wouldn’t be the same arguments of desperation now being
put forth by the Canadian Pacific Railway, to saddle the people of
Canada with additional $32,0600,000 of charges that is now in evidence,
and that has been so loyally boosted by you and those associated with
you. I do not wonder that the Manitoba Free Press takes issue with
some of the propaganda that you and your Railway Facts are circulating,
but the thing that is of particular interest to me just now, and I hope it
may be to a majority of the Committee, is to ascertain just who is
behind your insidious attempt to load an additional burden of $32,000,000
upon Canadian taxpayers.

May I, in conclusion, refer to the second page of your letter of the
17th, to the Winnipeg Free Press, wherein you say “No one can know
until that canvass of members is made, whether the plan will be com-
pulsory co-operation on the one hand, or unification on the other, or
some other plan which is midway between them”. Considering that you
have "at the head of your organization a very distinguished jurist, I
feel sure that you did not consult him bhefore making this statement, and
you might now ask him if compulsory co-operation by the Government,
as applied to a private corporation, would not be held to imply the
equivalent of confiscation, if loss were suffered by the private corporation.
Of course the private road would, I am sure, welcome compulsory co-
operation, because then all that would be necessary would be for it to
throw out its hands and send in its bill, and it would be on the high
road to prosperity, or the continued payment of $32,000,000 worth of
dividends. Ask your president about this point, and secure his legal
opinion.

There are some special interests who should be smoked out in
respect to your campaign, and I personally think that the Special
Railway Committee has not done its full duty, if it does not undertake
to bring a showdown from you and your distinguished associates.

I got a very brief reply from Mr. Little, dated March 24th, although he-
had started the correspondence before that. It reads:

Senator James Murdock,

Senate of Canada,

Ottawa, Ontario.

Dear Sir:—We have your favour of the 20th instant, acknowledging
our letter of the 18th, for which we thank you.

We have carefully noted your comments and observations. T have
been instructed to say in reply that the Citizens’ Group for Railway
Action is only concerned with the study of the railway situation of this
country, and with the dissemination of authentic information regarding
this situation to the end that a solution, satisfactory to the majority of
Canadian citizens, will be found.

Yours very truly,
CITIZENS' GROUP FOR RAILWAY ACTION

{Sgd.) Davrron J. LITTLE,
Secretary-Treasurer,
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Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Would you mind reading the letter he wrote
first so that we can judge how far your letter was in the nature of a reply?
Hon. Mr. Murbock: Under date of March 18, he wrote:

Senator James Murdock,
Senate of Canada,
Ottawa, Ont.

My dear Senator Murdock:—We only yesterday received a copy
of the Senate Hansard including your remarks of March 8th relating to
the Citizens’ Group For Railway Action.

On page 63 you are quoted as saying, in connection with literature
published by our Group: :

“I could quote you some things here—I am not going to do it—
from their printed records which could be proved absolutely untrue.”

I adhere to that statement.

~ May we assure you that we endeavour to publish only facts regard-
ing the serious Canadian railway situation and if there have been errors
of fact in any of our publications, we are only to anxious to correct
them. We would therefore appreciate your taking the trouble to cite
instances in which we have been wrong.

We admit the possibility that we have inadvertently made mistakes
in our presentation, but our purpose is, so far as it is humanly possible,
to be accurate in every respect and to draw from the facts only such
deductions as are fully justified.

We are enclosing, herewith, a copy of a letter forwarded to the
Winnipeg Free Press relating to their comment on your suggestion that
our Group should be investigated by the Special Committee, of which
you are a member.

May we repeat here that we have no reason to fear the conse-
quences of any inquiry which may be made officially or otherwise. At
the same time we feel that such an inquiry by the Special Senate
Committee would not be really pertinent to the subject in mind.

Yours very truly,

CITIZEN’S GROUP FOR RAILWAY ACTION.

(Sgd.) Davton J. LiTTLE,
Secretary-Treasurer.
I read my reply a moment ago.
Again T say that an investigation would disclose that these distinguished

gentlemen are shareholders of the C.P.R. Of course they have a right to do .

their best to protect their interests, but we ought to know whether that is the
case.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I understood that Mr. Peterson was to be here this
morning.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicuEN: Hear, hear.

Mr. Bicear: Mr. Peterson is here.

Hon. Mr. McRak: I have just one word to say in regard to this con-
troversy.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Which one? "

Hon. Mr. McRag: Between you and the Citizens’ League for Railway
Action. If my memory serves me right the letter which Counsel read said that
there were a number of subseribers who had contributed enormously.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Anonymously.

i
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Hon. Mr. McRAE: At any rate, I think if we could get a statement of the
financial support, or if the League would give us their principal contributors,
it would probably answer.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Would you insist that they publish their anonymous
subscriptions?

Hon. Mr. McRAE: I think the anonymous contributors are the nigger in
the woodpile. There is no way we can compel them. I thought the word was
“enormously ” in which case the gate was open.

Mr. CuarLes W. Pererson, Editor of Farm and Ranch Review, Calgary,

was called as a witness.
By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Now, Mr. Peterson, perhaps yvou had better make it clear that you come
from Calgary, and that you are the editor of the Farm and Ranch Review.—
A. Yes. .

Q. And also, I understand, an agriculturalist, a farmer?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. And in January last you suggested in a letter to the Chairman of this
Committee that you would be glad to attend to give evidence before it?—A. Yes,
siT.

Q. And you spoke of a group which urged you to offer to do so?—A. Right.

Q. And you have, I think, a submission in writing which you desire to
present?—A. Yes.

Q. Perhaps you would go on.

Hon. Mr. DanpuranD: I take it from your words, that Mr. Peterson speaks
of a group urging him—

Mr. Bicear: “ The group urging me to offer my services in this matter
feels that your final conclusions on the railway issue should not be formed until
you have heard and considered the arguments of the largest and most vitally
interested body of producers in Canada.”

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand.:
Q. Is that group organized?—A. That is merely a small study group, so
I represent no one but myself.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Right. Would you go on with the memorandum.—A. Mr. Chairman
and gentlemen:—

May I at the outset be permitted to place on record my conviction, that
the people of Canada have in the past been exceedingly well served by their
railways. The passenger equipment is the last word in luxury and services and
rates compare favourably with those in other countries. In respect to freight
transportation Canada can boast of the lowest rate basis of any white country
in the world. Only India, China and Japan, with their low labour cost, are a
mere trifle below Canadian rates. The average ton-mile receipts of Canadian
railways in cents is 0-969. United States rates are a shade higher. The follow-
ing are the basis of other countries: Australia 2-733, Great Britain 3-058,
France 4-010, Sweden 4-057, and Denmark 6-456. The European rate basis is
from three to over six and a half times as high as it is in Canada.

And that tells only part of the story. Canadian railways function under
the very severe handicap of having to operate the largest per capita mileage of
any country in the world, except Australia, normally meaning the smallest
volume of traffic per mile. Furthermore, the personnel cost of railway operation
in North America is enormously higher than it is in Europe. It is clear, that

e
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the amazingly favourable result in economical operation attained in Canada,
which claims the admiration of railway executives everywhere, must be
ascribed almost solely to a high degree of general efficiency and superior executive
direction.

It may be argued that the taxpayers and shareholders have in recent years
contributed liberally towards the low freight rate structure, but the fact remains
that under traffic conditions prevailing some years ago, the privately owned
railway was able over a long period consistently to earn a fair dividend for its
shareholders, attesting to the soundness of the enterprise. The National system,
of course, has not been so fortunate, but considering the handicaps incidental to
political management, it has in recent years made commendable progress
towards economical operation. We should also bear in mind, that unprofitable
railway operation is not peculiar to Canada. The privately owned railways of
the United States are, with only two or three exceptions, now in receivership or
facing bankruptey. Australia and Denmark, in spite of high rates, have for
many years faced enormous losses upon their ‘state railways.

At any rate, it is abundantly evident, that the character of our railway
operation in Canada, apart from unwise expansion, has been wholly admirable.
I particularly desire to stress this fact, because I regard it as the most dis-
couraging feature of our present grave railway situation. If the cause of this
were merely inefficient management, the solution would be comparatively
simple. But having regard to the facts, it is obvious that our railway problem
has its roots in fundamental impediments of a much more perplexing character.

Highway and Air Competition
The most serious of these is new competltlon The past decade has wit-
nessed spectacular progress in efficient highway and air traffic, which has revolu-
tionized the whole transportation picture the world over. Every country now
has its railway conundrum in more or less aggravated form. The extent to
which this competition may ultimately undermine the solvency of steam rail-
ways is at present an unknown quantity. It depends entirely on the further
development of increased mechanical efficiency and the extension of highways.
We do know, however, that this new competition has now succeeded in prac-
tically destroying steam railway investment in most countries. More live stock
is now delivered by truck than by rail to the leading markets in the United
States. Over 3,600,000 trucks use the highways of that country and Canada
to-day. It is a paramount factor in our railway problem, which cannot be
ignored in any intelligent consideration of the future of Canada’s transportation
Services.
I quote the following item from a British Periodical:—
“ Alarmed at the fall in their receipts during the present year, the
railway companies have approached the government for help.
In passenger services, the railway companies have largely met the chal-
lenge by acquiring a controlling interest in road transport undertakings.
But in the goods services this cannot be done to the same extent, as about
four-fifths of all transport of goods by road takes place in vehicles owned
by traders, or their subsidiaries, and not in independent cartage under-
takings. The private road contractor, with freedom to pick his services
and adjust his charges without legal restriction, continues to make serious
inroads into the more profitable forms of goods transport.”

It is competently estimated that British railways to-day do not control
more than ten per cent of the total public and private trucking over distances
of 50 miles. _

The most reliable and conclusive evidence of the complete collapse of the
steam-transportation industry may be found in the record of Canadian Pacific
shares. This stock, for many years a steady dividend payer and regarded as

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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the safest of investments and quoted on exchanges everywhere, a few years ago
reached a high of $280. Split into four these shares are to-day quoted at $5.
This almost unbelievable retrogression is a refiection of the consensus of judg-
ment of shrewd investors the world over. This calamity has occurred in spite
of admittedly excellent management, the enjoyment of abundant capital
resources and every facility for economical financing. The inevitable conclusion
is that the investor has lost faith in the ability of steam transportation to give
any reasonable return on capital in the future. I regard this, by the way, as
one of the most disturbing consequences of our railway situation. In British
investment circles Canadian Pacific securities have for many years been
regarded as the barometer of Canada’s credit standing. Overseas public con-
fidence in our country is now being rapidly undermined. We assuredly cannot
afford to run the risk of a second Grand Trunk debacle.

It is absolutely incorrect to ascribe the decline in Canadian railway earnings
to a mere temporary curtailment of traffic due to general economic dislocation.
In Canada, as elsewhere, we face a basic and progressive mechanical change of
crisis proportions, which it is utterly absurd to ignore. Any plan to place our
railway transportation system on a solvent basis must anticipate a permanent
and increasing per capita curtailment of passenger and profitable, short-haul
freight traffic. The problem which now faces the world of rail transportation is
not of a temporary character. The crucial question is whether, in view of the
steady curtailment of traffie, steam railways can survive even after utilizing
every possible economy in operating cost.

The West and Transportation

The colonization of Western Canada was proceeded with on a basis of low
transportation costs. Owing to its inland position and remoteness from tide-
water, it 'goes without saying that the development of this great agricultural
empire would have been impossible under any other conditions. A low freight
basis, inward and outward, constitutes Canada’s contract with the western
settler, who is compelled to produce almost solely. for a highly competitive, low
price market and must himself absorb the entire transport and handling costs.
Argentina, Canada’s chief competitor in the wheat market, enjoys a freight rate
to tidewater equivalent this year to only 54 per cent of the value of the wheat.
Western Canada’s cost to the lake-head amounts to at least 25 per cent. The
railway situation as it has developed during the past decade is, therefore, a
matter of profound interest to western farmers and has naturally given rise to
serious apprehension, not solely confined to the implications of the vast burden
of taxation now involved.

The organization of the Railway Commission, with absolute control over
rates and services, was hailed with universal satisfaction as a protective measure
to the shipper, but the apathy of successive governments of Canada towards the
grave situation which has developed in the operation of our two great railway
systems, has naturally drawn public attention to the inescapable conclusion, that
public control of railway earnings inevitably implies an equal responsibility to
the shareholders and bondholders of railways in respect to the safety of their
investment, over which the Railway Commission, a semi-judicial body, exercises
power of life and death. That this aspect of railway investment must sooner
or later engage the attention of that body cannot be doubted.

The transparent unwillingness of successive governments to incur the politi-
cal risks incidental to dealing constructively with what is unquestionably the
greatest problem facing our country to-day, has naturally led western farmers
into the firm conviction that the remedy which must eventually be applied will
assuredly also follow the lines of least resistance, namely, an increase of
freight rates. This conviction is materially strengthened in view of the public
statement in Toronto by the Minister of Railways to the effect that the solution
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of the problem lies in “building up traffic and obtaining reasonable rates for
that traffic.” The sinister implication is only too clear, and it becomes evident
that the apprehension of western farmers is well founded.

I have no hesitation in making the positive statement, that an increase in
freight rates sufficient to enable Canadian railways to maintain services and
solvency, would constitute an unmitigated calamity to the now over-burdened
prairie farmer. It would assuredly result in the depopulation of the western
prairie section with calamitous results to eastern industry and business. It is
an alleged remedy which a responsible government, conscious of the dire conse-
quences, would not even consider for a moment until every other possible
avenue of successfully solving the railway problem had been thoroughly explored
and tried out. The present situation and future prospects are so serious that
Canada cannot afford to reject any practical method whatever of bringing
railway operating costs into line with earnings.

Business Rehabilitation

Various plans designed to increase railway earnings or to reduce expenses,
in order to avoid the imposition of higher rates, have from tme to time been
placed before the public. One school urges immediate unification of operations
coupled with an economy program. Another, which apparently includes the
government of the day and the Federal leader of the official opposition, seems
to be convinced that the problem is not one of particular urgency and may
safely be expected to solve itself through increased traffic due to increased
population and the eventual return of “normal” business activity, coupled with
such economies as may be brought about by friendly co-operation between the
two systems.

The latter argument was effectively disposed of by the President of the
Canadian Pacific who very logically pointed out, that in principle and practice
co-operation and competition were incompatible. Sensible people will agree with
that verdict. Furthermore, the present proposal presumably agreed upon by
both the government and its railway management, to spend some $12,000,000 on
the new Montreal terminal of the Canadian National, ignoring the more
economical scheme of a union terminal, is clearly a deliberate violation of
the whole principle of friendly co-operation and definitely stamps this plausible
appeal for cohesive effort as insincere. It bears rather all the ear-marks of an
attempt to block completely a rational solution of our railway problem. The
proponents of the laissez faire approach to the problem apparently are not
particularly concerned about the probability of having in the interval to compel
the taxpayers of Canada to make good another half billion dollars of deficits. -

What the anti-unification forces are pleased to regard as “ normal ” busi-
ness is, I assume, a return of the boon conditions of 1928, though we would need
to do considerably better than that, as the National lines showed a deficit of
about $30,000,000 on even that highly favourable year’s operations. These
optimists conveniently ignore the fact that air line, motor bus and motor truck
transport are daily making further serious inroads upon steam railway traffic.
It is a highly significant fact, that while our exports up to July, 1937, had
inereased 103 per cent over the low of depression, manufacturing volume 125 per
cent, electric power production 233 per cent, newsprint 310 per cent and mineral
output 305 per cent, car loadings only improved by 43 per cent.

Agricultural Deflation

The economic picture is, of course, never static, but it is always normal in
the sense that it is the creation of prevailing conditions, to which, whether they
be good, bad or indifferent, the citizen ultimately adjusts himself and carries on
more or less satisfactorily. That factor frequently creates the illusion of better
times just “ around the corner.” It is, however, quite safe to assume, that an

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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improvement in Canadian business of sufficiently substantial proportions to lift
railway traffic into a profitable volume, cannot occur as long as export agri-
culture must function under a demoralized price level. The gold price of wheat
in Liverpool is now the lowest in centuries, and the enormous world carry-over
of unsalable wheat precludes every chance of relief within the near future.

In fact, leading economists the world over see no possibility of an early
and favourable change in the various important factors which have produced
the prevailing low agricultural world prices. If that conclusion is correct—
and I firmly believe it is—it behooves all countries largély dependent on agri-
cultural production, to face stern realities and to adjust their internal affairs
to the new economic set-up, which may easily govern our business life for a
generation or longer. Needless to add, spectacular transportation expansion
could not possibly become a feature of an economic era in Canada dominated
by a persistent agricultural price deflation. Canada can, however, adjust herself
quite comfortably and happily to the present depressed business basis and
limited export opportunities, granting that all groups in our domestic economy
are prepared to accept proportionate sacrifices. Our agriculture has set the
example. The first essential is to clearly realize the difference between 1929
and 1939.

Consider also the steady deterioration in the Federal, provincial and muni-
cipal budget positions, the disastrous effect of the large sales taxes upon con-
sumer purchasing power, raising the retail price level by 10 to 14 per cent, which
has almost completely cancelled out the beneficial fall in wholesale prices, the
progressive demoralization of world trade, the steadily increasing taxation
almost everywhere, due to vast and unproductive armament expenditure as well
as various other adverse factors, and having in mind, that nowhere on the
economic horizon is there the remotest indication of any early reversal of the
present drift into rigidly controlled international trade, it is difficult indeed to
find realistic grounds for an optimistic forecast in respect to business conditions
in Canada, leading to substantially increased traffic. It would be more rational
and more in harmony with economic thought to look for a worthwhile up-turn
in Canadian business after we have cleaned house with our railways than
before. If $50,000,000 was deducted from our annual Federal deficit there
would be a substantial basis for improvement.

The safe plan for Canada to follow in any consideration of construetive
policies, is undoubtedly to accept the status quo as approximately normal for
some years to come. To anticipate early and largely increased business activity
and to base domestic railway policies on the strength of such a supposition, is
equivalent to ignoring stern facts and indulging in “wishful thinking.” The
Canadian people, particularly those following agriculture, have every reason to
congratulate themselves upon the heroic manner in which they have contrived to
surmount a long period of adverse conditions. They will do so equally success-
fully in the future, providing our political leadership faces realities and removes
such obvious and unnecessary burdens upon the Canadian taxpayer as are
clearly involved in the present destructive railway situation.

The Population Carrying Capacity :

The plausible suggestion that the solution of our railway problem will
presently be found in a large increase in Canada’s population is worthy of care-
ful study. I need not apologize for dealing with it at some length. The present
railway set-up in Canada was admittedly based on a population approximately
twice as great as the present. It was confidently predicted that such a point
would easily be reached within a not distant future. That this predicition
proved utterly erroneous is now common knowledge. It is also to be noted that,
having regard to recent climatic idiosyneracies, our views on the population
carrying capacity of Canada must necessarily undergo a very severe revision.
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Furthermore, we are now in the midst of dealing constructively with the
aftermath of the recent unprecedented period of destructive drouth. The
difficult task of approximately defining the areas in the west definitely unfit for
settlement and methods of preventing the colonization of such lands, so as
not to create new problems in the future, are only in process of study and
solution at the present time. Important property interests and profuse public
expenditure are involved in these decisions. It is also well to bear in mind,
that the highly perplexing undertaking of evacuating an impressive number
of farmers from the drouth areas and colonizing them in districts offering more
favourable climatic conditions, has only been well started. Under the eir-
cumstances, it stands to reason that until these agricultural survey and re-
settlement jobs are fairly completed, it would be unthinkable folly to com-
plicate this involved situation by a further influx of new agricultural popula-
tion.

The Minister of Agriculture of Saskatchewan recently expressed grave
doubts as to whether his province could sustain any additional population. A
recent soil survey of that province limits the area fairly fit for cereal produc-
tion to 33,000,000 acres. The cultivated area now exceeds 29,000,000 acres.
We are apparently close to the margin of safety in our agricultural occupation
of that province. So great an authority as Dr. Raymond Pearl of Johns
Hopkins University, suggests that the United States is now dangerously over-
populated, having in view the rapid depletion of natural resources. While
expressing no opinion on this subject, Canada’s safety limit in population, con-
sidering our severe climatic and transportation handicaps and the mainten-
ance of an acceptable standard of living for our people, is an element in the
railway situation the consideration of which has not, by any means, been
exhausted and which cannot be ignored.

Natural Increase in Population

Granting, however, that we can accommodate and must look to a sub-
stantial increase in population to solve our railway problem, there is little
consolation to be found in the vital statistics of Canada. The drift here, as
elsewhere, is distinctly towards a lower net rate of increase in population.
If we are to depend on natural accretion the case seems hopeless, as it would
not be difficult to show that within the not distant future, Canada’s popula-
tion will certainly be approaching a stagnant or possibly decreasing basis.
Decidedly, the element of time holds out no hope whatever of creating addi-
tional traffic by virtue of natural increase in population. Quite the reverse.

The possibility of the increased population remedy, therefore, resolves
itself into the prospect of augmenting our population by means of a substan-
tial immigration. The question here arises as to whether a large agricultural
immigration, inevitably followed by a corresponding increase in export food prod-
ucts, would not completely demoralize our present limited overseas markets.
It would, in fact, certainly have that immediate effect, of which the farmers of
the West are quite convinced, and would, therefore, at present violently resist
any attempt of solving the railway problem by a process which was bound
to destroy their market and reduce the existing farm population to a still
lower standard of living.

However, disregarding this weighty objection, I must still reluctantly con-
fess, that such an apparently easy solution of our problem looks to me almost
as idle as anticipating this result through the process of natural increase. In
the first place, the people of Canada, rightly or wrongly, are not immigration
minded and probably will not be for years to come. The best evidence of that
fact is the record of our immigration administration, which presumably reflects
the state of mass public opinion. If Canada to-day opened her doors wide to
European people, the volume of arrivals would probably not show any sub-

stantial increase, aside from a momentary influx of political refugees. In
[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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spite of this fact, our policy has consistently been designed to hedge entrance
into Canada around with every conceivable obstacle, to the extent that immi-
gration has now been reduced to a mere trickle compared with what it was
some years ago.

The Leak by Emigration

Even that insignificant influx of people is now fairly absorbed by depar-
tures from Canada. There are now one million and a quarter Canadian born
people domiciled in the United States. It has been estimated, that Canadians
and those of Canadian origin living in the United States to-day, represents
a population one-third as large as Canada’s total present population. During
the past eight years we have lost to that country alone an average of 10,638
of our population per annum, according to official statistics in Washington.
A large number of British and European settlers have also returned to their
former homes. Canada, therefore, actually faces a met loss of people each
year aside from our modest natural increase—a highly disturbing fact discreetly
ignored in our immigration reports. The persistent and ominous leak of popu-
lation to our southern neighbour, which seems to proceed in spite of prohibi-
tory legislation, and of the actual extent of which we can form no reliable esti-
mate, is a highly important factor always to be reckoned with in our popula-
tion problem.

Moreover, it is obvious, that the present, and preceding governments, are
not, and have not been, prepared to endorse a vigorous immigration policy
as being within the scope of practical politics. That official attitude at once
disposes of the opportunity of solving the railway problem through the long-
range remedy of a substantial immigration movement. It may, therefore,
be dismissed without further argument, as it is evidently contrary to existing
public policy. It may, of course, be argued that sometime in the future the
official attitude towards immigration may, in obedience to the force of public
opinion, undergo a radical change. While I see no present indication of such
a change, it may ‘be useful to examine Canada’s chances of attracting a large
influx of people in the event of any such reversal of policy. Frankly, they
appear very slim indeed.

Immigration from Europe

The obsession which now fills the minds of most of our population, that it
is an inestimable privilege to permit an immigrant to come to our shores and
homestead or purchase a piece of land, will unquestionably be largely removed
within the near future, when the realization will dawn upon us, that our most
urgent invitations to do so will be unheeded. We will learn to our dismay, that
the wholesale subdivision of landed estates in Europe is giving the farmer there
better social and economic opportunities, and much superior markets, than
Canada can offer him in the uncertain field of highly competitive export produc-
tion, with the further handicap of expensive, long distance transportation.

Moreover, in the food importing countries—in the past the most fruitful
sources of immigration—high. tariffs and other import limitations have brought
increased prosperity to domestic agriculture. Even if we modified our some-
what exacting specifications and freely accepted industrial immigration, we
should encounter a distinet reluctance on their part to leave the economic security
they now enjoy in Western Europe in terms of unemployment and sickness insur-
ance, pensions of various sorts and a complete program of other social services.

With the pressure of demsity of population relieved through the rapidly

.. falling birth rate in Western Europe, it will assuredly be increasingly difficult to

tempt prospective homeseekers to go far afield. This attitude is clearly demon-
strated by the fact, that the movement of people into Great Britain and other
European countries is now larger than departures, while most overseas coun-
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tries, including not alone Canada, but also Australia, New Zealand and Argen-
tina and the United States, show a net loss between arrivals and departures.
These figures tell the tale eloquently.

Passing of the Migration Era

We might as well become completely reconciled to the fact, that the days
of large-scale migration are over, certainly as far as the present generation is
concerned, and in all likelihood for generations to come. After the fantastic
increase in world inhabitants of the past century, when the population of the
earth more than doubled in the brief space of 80 years—in sympathy with the
opening up of three new continents for colonization, improved transportation
and the development of power and mechanization—we are again back to normal,
which, according to history, means a scarcely perceptible increase from century
to century, with long periods of a receding world population. There is every
reason to believe that we now find ourselves in one of the latter phases with all
its implications.

All European countries, except Russia, are barely maintaining their popu-
lation to-day and the tendency is still towards an ever decreasing birth rate
and a stagnant population. It is not unreasonable to anticipate that a period
of the greatest rate of increase in world population may logically be followed
by a century of actual decrease. The persistent world-wide war complex,
economic depression and abnormal unemployment, are in themselves powerful
factors in that direction.

In brief, we have now entered an era in world evolution distinctly and
progressively antagonistic to the voluntary migration of peoples. Coupled with
this handicap is the dismal fact that there never was a time when this Dominion
had less favourable prospeets to offer the newcomer. Under the circumstances,
thinking people must inevitably conclude that the proposal to solve the rail-
way situation by a substantial and early increase in Canada’s population is an
impossibility for years to come and must be dismissed as entirely visionary and
evidently based on a complete lack of knowledge of the present day conditions
surrounding this issue.

Economics in Operation

Seeing no possible amelioration of Canada’s railway problem in any prospec-
tive increase in traffic earnings due either to the early advent of a general and
substantial expansion in business, or to a large increase in our population, it is
useful to turn our attention to the possibility of solving the problem by institut-
ing economics in operating expenditure. I am not competent to enter into the
technical side of railway operation and shall, therefore, confine my remarks to
the largest item in the operating budget.

Tt is highly significant, that practically every plan of railway rationalization
so far made public avoids any reference to the central cost factor, namely, the
wage item, which represents about 62 per cent of the total operating expendi-
ture. Most of these plans, on the other hand, contain confident assurances that
railway personnel need anticipate no interference with its economic status. It
seems. to be tacitly agreed that this subject is sacrosanct and that a government
engaged in the railway business cannot afford even to discuss the labour ques-
tion. In view of the fact, however, that this issue actually constitutes the cen-
tral point in the whole railway controversy, it is necessary for me to deal with
it at some length and with considerable frankness, particularly as no one else
has, as far as I am aware, seen fit to do so. Since I wrote that Dr. MecDougall
has appeared here and dealt with the'subject.

In implementing any unification plan the taxpayers would quite properly
expect that all undue hardship to employees should, as far as possible, be

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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avoided. The theory, however, which seems to prevail in many quarters, that
the main preoccupation of our railway system is to provide permanent and
highly paid jobs, cannot be tolerated. Railway labour, which has always been
the most highly paid and best treated trades in Canada, has no claim whatever
to any more generous treatment than would be accorded employees in other
lines of business affected by changes in organization.

Any displacement of railway labour, which might be the immediate effect
of reorganization, is purely a disagreeable but necessary by-product. Any
consideration of such extraneous factors should never be permitted to influence
remedial action in a matter so deeply affecting the welfare of all the people
of Canada. If, from motives of political expediency, special provision were to
be made for displaced labour, the cost should certainly be assumed by the
people of Canada and not by the employing railways, which are in no position
financially, and under no moral obligation, to extend compassionate treatment
to superfluous employees.

In spite of the fact that capital invested in our railway enterprises, aside
from money borrowed, have long ago ceased to receive any returns whatever,
it is apparently still qcsumed that railway labour has no responsibilities to its
employers or to the public beyond performing its daily tasks. The clear
implication seems to be, that railway labour, secure in its powerful fighting
organizations, admits no interest whatever in adequately protecting its own jobs.
That duty is conveniently delegated to the taxpayers, shareholders and con-
sumers of transportation. I venture to question the justice, certainly the wisdom,
of this attitude. I can think of no other occupational group privileged to impose
such arbitrary responsibilities upon the public.

The Ratlway Wage Level

Taking railway wages in 1913 at 100, in 1901 they stood at 68-8 and in
1937 they reached 196:1. That shows an increase of nearly 200 per cent over
36 years. Farm product prices during the same period increased 14-9 per cent.
Railway wages increased between 1913 and 1937 by 96-1 per cent while farm
product prices fell 0-2 per cent, and the cost of living for a family increased
only by less than $3 per week. During that period we cheerfully created the
present enormous deficit on the operation of the National Lines and it appar-
ently never occurred to anyone in authority that there was an obvious answer
to that state of affairs. Canada has certainly treated her railway employees
most generously, largely at the expense of agriculture, the heaviest user of
railway transportation, and certainly at the direct expense of the taxpayer.

The economic formulae under which modern society functions is very
simple. Out of every dollar we pay over the counter an average of about 85
cents is absorbed in the payment for human services. Normal employment is
the result solely of normal consumption of goods and services. The volume
of consumption is controlled by the purchasing power of the consumer, and this
is determined by the fluctuation in the general price level, which. is controlled
absolutely by the wage level. Orthodox economy expects the law of supply
and demand to maintain reasonable equilibrium between wages and prices, so
as to keep purchasing power and employment normal at all times. When,
however, we successfully contrived to impose arbitrary wage levels on our
economy, the law of <uppl\ and demand at once became a dead issue and we
thus created our unemployment problem, because while labour can enforce
arbitrary wages, it cannot compel the consumer to provide employment by
buying its product at artificial prices.

The high wage theory is merely a transparent economic absurdity. Social
justice to all occupatlonal groups must be the guiding principle in the well-
balanced community. This admits of neither hlgh nor low wages, but demands
wage levels based on justice only. Purchasing power must be faiily distributed
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amongst all classes according to their contributions to the common welfare.
About half of our population lives in the countryside. The purchasing power

of that group determines the prosperity of the nation. The farmer normally i
receives so small a share of the national income that his purchasing power is
governed entirely by the level of urban prices. As long as these are unduly
high, as they must be under our high wage level, he is out of luck.

More than one-quarter of the population derives its living from the wage ‘
pay-rolls. The purchasing power of this important group is also of grave
concern. It must, nevertheless, be recognized, that even so numerically r
important a class as the wage earners cannot receive an unduly large propor-
tion of the income derived from production, without depriving the other three-
quarters of purchasing power in terms of higher industrial prices. It is, by
the way, well to bear in mind, that the erisis of 1930 arose when the industrial
wage level was at its highest peak. That did not save the situation. There 1s,
in fact, no economic salvation in high wages unless they are the result of
higher individual efficiency.

Farm and Labour Incomes -

Canada has stubbornly based her whole economy upon her supposed ability
to pay the world’s highest urban wage level. That is one of the confused theories
we have imported from the United States, the fountain head of most of our
economic wisdom. Almost the sole function of the protective tariff to-day is to
guarantee and maintain this artificial wage structure. In a country where the
living of one-half of our population depends on agriculture, which must com-
pete freely in its entire production with black, brown, yellow and white peasant
and peon labour, such a generous urban wage policy is, to say the least,
ambitious to the point of embecility. It is a typical product of the single-track
mind bereft of all sense of proportion. The average consumer can, of course,
refuse to buy industrial products in normal volume, as he has been doing for
several years, but when Canadian railways are forced to impose an artificial
wage level upon a utility such as transportation, which we are all compelled to
patronize, a situation arises which western farmers will only submit to under
the strongest protest.

I am not familiar with agricultural opinion in Eastern Canada, but would
quote for your information the following extract from a recent editorial in “The
Canadian Countryman,” a leading farm periodical published in Toronto:—

“ .. One of the fundamental reasons why farm business and urban
business as a whole cannot be carried on satisfactorily with our present
general price level is that the rate of wages paid in our most important
urban industries is too high compared with farm prices. Taking the
year 1913 as 100, we find that the index number of the price of farm
products in November this year was 101. The index number of the rate
of wages paid in our major urban industries is approximately 191. " As
trade is very largely simply an exchange of goods and services between

« people who work in the city and those who work on the farm, it is not

much wonder that there should be so much unemployment and suffering
when a disparity of this kind exists. Considered in terms of purchasing
power the situation is even worse. Taking 1913 again as our base year,
we find that the index number of the purchasing power of the price of
farm products in November was 79. The purchasing power of wage
rates was 149. That is the purchasing power of wage rates is about double
that of the purchasing power of the price of farm products. This is an
intolerable situation .. .”

Thinking farmers throughout Canada are apparently of one opinion on
this subject. One finds it difficult to reconcile the hour rate of earning of the
[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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western farmer, estimated at between 10 and 15 cents, with the comparatively
princely wages paid at least in the upper grades of railway employment. No one
can dispute that the competent farmer possesses a wide assortment of knowl-
edge and skill much superior to the average run of railway labour. He might
with full justice demand a compensation for his year’s labour equal to that of
the railway employee.

The hazard to life in railway employment is strongly emphasized in wage
conferences. That superstition is many years out of date. With modern
safety devices it is doubtful whether the occupation of a train crew is nearly as
dangerous as that of a taxi driver on our crowded streets. There is, in fact,
neither rhyme nor reason in the whole theory of present wage differentials.
Half of Canada’s wage-earners, backed by militant organizations, now collect
80 per cent of the national wage bill.

Existing hour rates of wages are constructed neither with reference to
technical skill, duration of training period, hazard to life and health nor on
any other rational premises. The unvarnished truth is, of course, that they are
based almost entirely on the efficiency, cash resources and solidarity of each
individual labour organization, and upon the vulnerability of public welfare
in respect to the essential services the members of each. such organization
are responsible for maintaining and, therefore, have the power to demoralize
through the medium of strike. Labour’s ability to impose its will on the com-
munity depends exclusively on these factors.

The great international railway brotherhoods are admittedly the wealthiest
and most powerful of all labour organizations, and have, therefore, been able to
coerce their employers and the public into acquiescing in a wage scale which
bears no reasonable relation to the earnings of other comparable occupational
groups. Railway labour, not alone by its uncompromising attitude on wages,
but by its notoriously wasteful cost and job increasing shop conditions, has
now brought practically all North American roads to the point of bankruptey.
Western agriculture considers that a searching judicial inquiry into the justifi-
cation of the railway wage scales is long overdue. Unless an effective check
is applied, an increase in freight rates is inevitable.

Foreign Control of Railway Labour

I might here observe that, as a matter of public policy it is in the highest
degree improper, if not actually dangerous, for the Labour relations of the
government railways to be dictated by organizations domiciled in, and under
the sole jurisdiction of, a foreign country, able to exercise at all times the power
to completely demoralize the transportation system of Canada and to bring
strong pressure to bear on its Canadian members, as has obviously been done,
to strike, with foreign financial support, for higher pay in the interest of uni-
formity of compensation on both sides of the line, irrespective of the varying
economic conditions prevailing in each country.

It should be made absolutely clear to Canadian railway employees, that the
wage level in the United States, which is now regarded as the standard for
Canada, can have no sensible bearing on the Canadian wage level. It stands
to reason, that public policy in the United States influenced by party politics,
might at any moment—and actually is at the present time—actively directed
towards general economic and wage standards, which might be quite antago-
nistic to the public policy and prevailing economic status of Canada. To per-
petuate the existing state of affairs is tantamount to surrendering to the United
States government—which has, from obvious political motives, recently inter-
vened successfully to maintain the high wage rates of her own bankrupt railway
—the final decision in Canada’s railway problem.

No other nation in the world would tolerate such a labour organization
set-up for a moment, particularly where it involved an indispensable public
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utility. Canada’s dull acquiescence in this preposterous situation is a sinister
reflection upon our unwillingness to deal intelligently with labour issues and
indicates the danger of Canada’s position as an employer of an army of highly
organized public servants able, not alone to impose their views through a threat
to dislocate our whole transportation system, but also to inflict political retali-
ation when exorbitant demands have to be resisted. I cannot imagine a weaker
or more vulnerable instrument for dealing with labour disputes of large
dimensions than a democratic government.

Wages and Freight Rates

One would suppose that intelligent railway labour leadership in Canada,
knowing that they are no longer serving an invulnerable transportation
monopoly, would by this time pause and consider the future in the light of
commercial self-interest. They cannot fail to realize that they have now
exploited the people of Canada to the utmost limit, and that the time is long
overdue to shed the 1929 “ boom ” complex. The earnings of a controlled public
utility are strictly confined to the business available. The fortunes of its
employees must in the last resort move up and down in harmony with those of
the enterprise itself, unless we are frankly to cast overboard all the rules of
prudent business administration.

There is, in fact, no place for the high, arbitrary wage scale, unless labour
can invent a painless formulae by which the patrons of railways can be coerced
into providing the revenue required in terms of increased rates and volume of
traffic. In the absence of such the present attitude of railway labour is simply
tantamount to a demand, that they continue to be in part affluent pensioners
on the bounty of their needy fellow-citizens—a position not calculated to
enhance the prestige of a large and honourable occupational group, whose
insular leadership has apparently forgotten the admonition to “live and let
live.”

The demand of labour in 1936 for a ten per cent increase in wages—adding
$22,000,000 per annum to railway operating costs, equivalent to 8 per cent—
made under threat of strike and with full knowledge of the precarious financial
situation of both railways and in the face of a substantially reduced cost of
living, was an unprecedented exhibition of callousness and disloyalty towards
the interests of both their employers and the Canadian taxpayer. This pre-
posterous demand, unjustly acceded to constituted a major calamity. It was a
crude and craven admission of the strange theory, that as long as the people of
Canada are in the railway business, the wages of employees shall bear no rela-
tion whatever to the ability of the business to finance itself. The taxpayers
will be forced to shoulder the deficit. It set a new precedent in government
operation of utilities. One wonders how the privately operated railway can
efficiently manage its own labour relations teamed up with a competitive system
under political control, whose decision in any labour dispute is bound to prevail.
The strategic advantage of labour under such a set-up is evident.

From a point of view of transportation rates, the western farmer occupies
the most vulnerable position of any group in Canada. Any government which

. undertook to protect the present extravagant railway wage level by an increase

in freight rates—and that is the plain issue involved—even though the agricul-
tural export rate structure were left intact, would sign its own death warrant in
the West. The effect would be a higher operating and living cost which would
further reduce the prevailing near-slum standard of living of western agricul-
ture. It must be clear to the simplest intellect that the remedy for the desperate
straits of our railroads is not higher rates, meaning higher commodity prices,
further restricted trade and transportation and more destructive competition,
but a sane wage bill substantially reducing operating costs.
[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Canadian vs. British Labour Attitude
Canadian labour leadership, in spite of repeated assurances of full protec-
tion for railway employees, went on record recently in opposition to unified
~ operation of our two railways. This was 4n amazing demonstration either of
complete lack of business perspicuity or of callous indifference to the ultimate
fate of these enterprises. It seems unthinkable that any responsible person
should in these days of universal stress and sacrifice, seriously advocate an
increase of rates as a solution of our railway problem, until every other possible
avenue of relief, including the rationalization of wages, had been completely
exhausted. If that is a reasonable conclusion, it is obvious that railway labour
cannot hope ultimately to maintain its present wage level under separate man-
agement of our two systems, for the simple reasons, first, that there is no relief
in sight in terms of substantially increased traffic revenue, secondly, because no
one is able to indicate where any further considerable economies can be effected
under dual management, and, thirdly, because of the increasing competition of
other means of transportation. Coupled with these facts is the peremptory
demand of a rapidly increasing section of the public that this indefensible, fiscal
leak be stopped without delay.

Granting that the present unjustifiable wage level may eventually have to
be reduced even under unified operation, it is still evident that the pressure on
. the wage earner must presently become infinitely stronger under separate man-
agement, deprived of any other means of reducing operating costs and rapidly
going into bankruptcy. One would naturally suppose that the only possible
chance of railway labour maintaining anything like the present level of wages
would be precisely through unification. British railway labour, drawing very
low wages and confronted with the same situation, quickly recognized that the
only effective guarantee of fair wages and working conditions is a solvent
employer. After the unification of all the British railways into four regional
groups, railway workers there are now pressing for complete amalgamation of
these into one concern in the interest of still further operating economies.
Canadian railway labour apparently has no interest in Canada’s railway
problem, beyond what they erroneously conceive to be to their immediate
advantage in terms of jobs and wages.

Or, it is conceivable that Canadian railway employees consider their position
unassailable and still hopefully pin their faith to the old-fashioned method of
terrorizing the public by the threat of domestic warfare, and the dislocation of
our transport services. If so, I would hazard the opinion that a general rail-
way strike has now lost its terrors. It would not, in these days of efficient motor
transportation, constitute anything like the menace it once represented. Public
opinion would assuredly be strongly adverse to the labour point of view in a
fight practically involving the welfare of Canada. A strike would be irretriev-
ably lost before it started.

Economies Under Unification

_ Competent opinion assures us that unified operation of our railways might
easily effect such substantial savings as to eliminate the present aggregate
losses. Those opposed to unification question that statement. Obviously, it is
difficult to calculate even the approximate saving to be effected with such
important controversial issues outstanding as the extent of abandonment of
unprofitable lines, which clearly must be a matter of careful consideration and
probably of lengthy negotiation with the interests affected. In this submission,
I shall not attempt to go further than to express very general opinions, based
" entirely on a somewhat lengthy experience as a senior business executive, upon
a subject clearly bristling with technicalities. ,

To the direct economies which may be gained by unified operation of our
system of railways, the safest interim approach is perhaps the application of
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ordinary, common sense. It stands to reason that the complete duplication of
traffic solicitation and facilities, executive management, expensive and continent-
wide service offices, publicity, accounting and scores of other overhead costs
could be cut in two or largely curtailed under unification. Some could be com-
pletely eliminated. That these savings would in the aggregate amount to an
impressive sum is indisputable. It is clear that a great public utility can, other
things being equal, operate most efficiently and economically as one unit, relieved
of all the expensive and vexatious problems incidental to keen competition for
the patronage of the public.

Whether the economies incidental to unified operation would, or would not,
completely cover the present deficit, is not the point. In view of the serious
position of both our railway systems, the taxpayers of Canada have the right
to demand that every possible avenue towards reduced operating cost be
exhaustively explored and fully utilized in order, first, to limit the tax burden,
and, secondly, to leave open the door to possible rate reductions in the future.
Every single move promising any substantial economy in aggregate operating
expenditure is absolutely mandatory if we wish to salvage our five billion dollar
railway plant and ensure indispensable rail facilities for our people.

Competition Indefensible

On the general subject of the propriety of the present competitive set-up.
in our railway services, may I point out, that democracy contemplates that the
government shall at all times impartially conserve the legitimate interests of its
citizens without fear or favour. Shareholders in the private railway system
invested in good faith in a concern incorporated under Canadian law, took
great risks and are clearly entitled to decent treatment. When the government
of Canada first embarked upon railway operation, the public business was fairly
divided between the two systems. That was as it should be. Now all govern-
ment patronage goes, as far as possible, to the National lines. It is plainly a
case of competition without gloves between a government and a group of its
taxpayers. The normal limiting factors in competitive effort are efficiency and
available capital. Irresponsible competition ultimately leads to bankruptey
and elimination. The process of the survival of the fit maintains equilibrium
in business, and it is important in the interest of sound and sane national
development that this natural process should not be unduly obstructed.

The President of the National lines, in his evidence before the Senate
Committee, suggested that the mission of his system was not to make profits,
but to render services to the public. In a recent speech at Toronto, Mr.
S. W. Fairweather, Chief of Research of the National Railways, said:—

“There is another side of the deficit of the Canadian National;
primarily the railway is not operated for profit, but for public service
and the development of the country . . . . . it would be a short-
sighted policy to make railway profits the criterion and test of develop-
ment.”

Such an operating policy under the present railway set-up would, of course,
be absolutely unjustifiable. That the government of Canada should furnish
transportation at less than cost in order to promote the development of tl}e
country, or any part thereof, might conceivably be excellent public policy in
many cases. But however meritorious such a policy might be, it would now
necessarily involve compelling the shareholders of the competing private railway
system to become equal contributors with the government towards any such
objective of general public interest, by means of what would virtually amount
to discriminatory taxation. This principle creates a preposterous situation.

It is clearly unethical for a government to enter active business in com-
petition with its own taxpayers. If a government is at any time confronted
with the necessity, in the public interest, of socializing any utility or business

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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enterprise, it is its bounden duty to leave no stone unturned forthwith to create
of such business a public monopoly and, even at considerable sacrifice, to give
every private concern in the same business the fullest opportunity to escape
from the admittedly impossible situation of competing with its own govern-
ment, having the capacious pockets of its taxpayers—including even those of the
private competitive enterprises—to resort to or liquidate the financial conse-
quences of eventual extravagance and mismanagement. The record of our
National Railways, with its periods of reckless expansion and duplication of
services, provides the most convincing proof, if any is needed, of the fairness
and soundness of this principle in public administration. The present railway
set-up in Canada is obviously immoral, illogical, and indefensible.

Competition and Services

In the early days the west fought persistently and justly for competition
in transportation. With the advent of the Railway Commission and public
control of rates and services, however, this issue at once became obsolete.
The assertion that competitive enterprise is -desirable in order to promote
efficiency in railway services is not convineing.. According to that theory we
should also have competition in telephone and postal services and in other public
utilities, when it is common knowledge that the tendency the world over is
precisely to operate all public utilities as a monopoly under rigid state control,
not alone in the interest of efficiency and economy, but also to avoid the burden
of uneconomic services. Public service enterprises are everywhere regarded as
“natural” monopolies.

It is true, that the absence of the spur to improve services afforded by keen
competition, might lead to deterioration. On the other hand, it is equally
true that such competitive services are generally inaugurated long before they
are economically justified, thus leading to extravagance. Under unified, non-
political control improved services would be provided as soon as they would
pay their way and no sooner. Under competition they are offered as a bait for
increased patronage. Presently the competing line must follow suit and also
embark upon a losing adventure. It may, I think, be successfully argued, that
in the last resort, one solvent railway will give better services than two com-
peting: lines both hovering on the verge of bankruptey.

Our outstanding problem is to make the transportation system of Canada
as a whole pay its way, consistent with rendering adequate—but only ade-
quate—services to the public. The western farmer is of the opinion that the
people of Canada evidently are not in a position to demand and pay for
“palaces on wheels” or any other expensive superfluities. If there were, both
railways would probably now be in solvent circumstances. Granting a moderate
and sane view on the subject of services, T cannot see the slightest justification
for maintaining competitive railway transportation. On the contrary, it is
not alone absolutely indefensible in principle, but it defeats the paramount
objective of economy in operating cost.

Abandonment of Unprofitable Lines

It has been asserted that one of the most promising, and also perhaps the
most controversial, objective in the reduction of aggregate railway operating
costs, lies in the abandonment, or part abandonment, of the enormous mileage
of paralleling and unprofitable lines, estimated by the Duff Commission at
17,000 miles. This problem in railway operation is not, of course, peculiar to
Canada, nor indeed to new countries. Great Britain has faced the same situation.
It is estimated that if military considerations were ignored and British railways
could substitute truck service, 2,600 miles of single track lines could profitably
be abandoned, representing 13 per cent of the total route mileage. During the
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past ten years one per cent of the aggregate mileage has actually been completely
abandoned.

I shall, however, offer no comment on this subject beyond this, that if the
Railway Commission, with all the facts before it, deems it essential in the public
interest that services should be maintained over any unprofitable lines, then,
having due regard to any subsidy or equivalent a railway may in the past have
received in respect to the construction and operation of an apparently super-
fluous line, the government of Canada should assume its just and proper share
of the annual losses involved, by special and direct subsidy to the operating
railway. That -would keep the record straight.

Furthermore, as a public contribution towards, and in order to facilitate,
railway rationalization, western people would unquestionably support a very
liberal policy in that respect, so that no injustice may be inflicted either upon
the railways or upon vested interests along existing unprofitable lines, The
government might conceivably subsidize motorized highway transport to serve
such areas, in some cases using the abandoned right-of-way. With this highly
efficient alternative now available, the obstacles to abandonment should not
present anything like the difficulties it did some years ago. At any rate, the
solution of the railway problem is of so urgent a character that sacrifices can
be safely demanded from all interested classes of the community:

The Political Implications \

A dispassionate survey of the railway situation would not indicate that it is
by any means hopeless. Obvious opportunities for substantial economies in
operation present themselves in numerous directions. There is, however, no easy
way out. The easy remedies have been exhausted by this time. We now face
those uncomfortable issues in economies, which involve fundamental changes
and controversial policies. Several feasible railway unification plans have been
constructed amply protecting the public interest.

The arguments hitherto advanced against unification are based almost
entirely on the extremely doubtful virtues of competition and ignore the crucial
points, which are, first, the moral impropriety and the economic wastefulness
of competition and, secondly, the urgent business problem of salvaging an indis-
pensable public utility through facilitating operating economies, rather than
through increasing the cost of services to the farmer and the general public.
That unified management of the two systems will eventually be forced upon the
people of Canada, admits, as I see it, of no doubt whatever, simply because there
is no other easy way to eliminating operating losses. Presently an overwhelming
majority of the Canadian people will demand the common sense solution of the
problem.

It is painfully evident that the real obstacle to railway rationalization is
the politieal implications involved. The personnel, representing about one per
cent of the population, but controlling perhaps a quarter million votes, constitutes
one of the serious problems of democracy engaged in the dangerous pastime
of ownership and operation of “Big Business.” An isolated major adventure
in state socialism embracing an army of perfectly unionized workers cannot
possibly succeed. Successful control and socialization of business necessitates
a political dictatorship, able to restrain the unionization of labour for bargaining
purposes. That has been demonstrated over and over again in Eux:opt; since
the war. When a democratic government undertakes, directly or indirectly,
to bargain with large bodies of powerfully organized employees, its final decision
obviously affects its own political fortunes and, therefore, opens the door wide
to political corruption. In every general election the railway vote would
naturally favour the highest bidder. We cannot afford to ignore this deadly
menace to our public life.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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It has even been suggested that railway unification in Canada would con-
stitute a public menace, as so large an organization would be politically all-
powerful. That, of course, is sheer nonsense. Whether the railway vote is
concentrated under one management or under two or half a dozen, the railway
brotherhoods will always act as one unit and labour, under the present set-up,
will bestow its political rewards or punishments as one unit. The danger of
labour domination obviously lies solely in the political administration of railways.

Non-Political Control

I am in complete agreement with the Drayton-Ackworth Royal Commission
report which says on this subject:

. We believe that the history of railways all over the world, where
the management is directly under a minister responsible to a democratic
Parliament, confirms our position that under such a system the public
suffer because special interest obtain concessions at the expense of the
community as a whole. It is for this reason that we have emphasized
our recommendation that the management of the railways be entrusted
to a body independent of politics.

The government and the Federal Transport Department must be divorced
entirely from the management of our railways, through unified control under
a board of possibly fifteen directors, five elected by the government, five by
the shareholders of the Canadian Pacific Railway and one each nominated by
some such representative and non-political bodies as the Canadian Chamber
of Agriculture, the Chamber of Commerce of Canada, the Trades and Labour
Council, the Canadian Manufacturers Association and the Engineering Institute
of Canada. A board so constituted would completely protect the management
of the unified railways from political pressure and would also give the taxpayers
and shippers of Canada direct representation uninfluenced by politics.

Such a board should elect and appoint its own officers, and it would be
important that minority groups within the directorate should have full and
independent access to the impartial and final judgment of the Railway Com-
mission on all majority decisions upon rates and services with which they were
not in agreement. A semi-judicial body such as this, with a background of
technical knowledge of railway administration and having available a staff of
competent technical advisers, and being specially charged with the responsibility
of safeguarding the joint interests of the owners of the unified system—the
citizens of Canada and the shareholders of the Canadian Pacific—would assur-
edly come nearer rendering safe and sane decisions than the political head of
a department, exposed to the influence of pressure groups and hampered by
uninformed public opinion and party considerations.

Conclusion

That Canada’s railway problem must be solved at the earliest moment is
mandatory, not alone because it involves an intolerable and wholly unnecessary
burden on the taxpayer, but especially because it is exercising a distinctly
demoralizing influence on public opinion. Coupled: with our enormous expendi-
ture on relief, our apathetic attitude towards this destructive leak in our
national resources, has already created the illusion in the minds of too many of
our citizens, that the public purse is bottomless and that we can with impunity
continue to add to our fantastic public indebtedness.

In order to conveniently defer constructive action, timid political leadership

" has from year to year deliberately reassured the public in respect to Canada’s

fiseal position, until many otherwise intelligent citizens, influenced by irrespon-
sible, financial “witch-doctors,” are now actually beginning to believe, that
credit and debt, public and private, is, in fact, largely a matter of accounting
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tricks and the liberal printing of currency. When the government itself refuses
to face the desperate realities and complacently condones a ruinous deficit on
railway operations, which in saner times would not be tolerated for a moment,
we may confidently anticipate that the man-on-the-street is going to be no
less complacent, and many will be quite ready to support weird plans to
solve fiscal problems by financial magic. That is the price democracy pays
when governments choose to underrate the disastrous effect on mass-opinion
of an attitude of unconcern respecting spectacular financial losses.
Transportation in a far-flung country like Canada is the central operation
of our industrial and agricultural economy. It intimately touches the life of
every citizen and:it behooves Canada to promote, by every means within her
power and at almost any sacrifice, the highest possible degree of efficiency and
economy in her vital transportation services. Confronting an identical problem
in 1921, a determined government in Great Britain, facing strong opposition
by the railways, by labour, by the technical press and the general publie, abol-
ished wasteful competition through the wholesale amalgamation of 120 rail-
ways into four regional, non-competitive systems. The new set-up has now
earned the approbation of everyone. It saved the situation completely. Are

“our Canadian leaders unable to emulate this example of bold statesmanship?

What I believe to be a rapidly growing majority of Camnadian citizens and
almost the entire press of Canada, are to-day united in the demand for speedy
railway rationalization. Are we to confess, that, facing this national emergency,
our political leaders are unable to sink considerations of party advantage and
to agree on a rational plan of unification in the best interests of Canada? 1f
our statesmen of to-day wish to avoid the opprobrium of the public of to-morrow,
they have no choice, but to pursue the logical course dictated by common sense
and a realistic conception of the grave problem facing us all.

The responsibility resting on our political leaders of all parties is a heavy
one. If the welfare of Canada is to be made subservient to the fortunes of
political parties and occupational pressure groups, our case is desperate indeed.
But I cannot bring myself to believe that our leaders cannot be brought to
agree on sinking selfish interests in meeting a crisis, which, unless surmounted
through co-operative effort of high minded men, threatens to perpetuate the
existing economic stress and ultimately to tarnish the good name of Canada in
the financial centres of the world, thus retarding the clock of national progress.
That is the inevitable penalty we would pay.

The CuammaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Thank you, Mr. Peterson.

The Committee adjourned, to meet after the House rises this afternoon.

The Committee resumed at 4 o’clock p.m.
The CuammmaN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Gentlemen, we will come to order.

By Mr. Biggar: ,

Q. Mr. Peterson, you painted a rather dark picture to the Committee of
the prospects of railway operation in Canada. I suppose you have seen Pro-
fessor McDougall’s evidence before the Committee at its last meeting?—A. Yes,
I just had a look at it, thank you.

Q. Have you seen it in print?—A. No, I have not.

Q. And you have not seen therefore the chart?—A. Yes, I obtained a copy
of the typewritten evidence.

Q. Your views, I suppose, as to the future would not differ widely from those
expressed by Professor McDougall?—A. No, I think not.

Q. You suggest two ways in which the outgo in relation to the railways
might be reduced, first, by the reduction of wages and, second, by some kind of
unified management?—A. Yes.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Q. Turning to the first of those, there is a passage in the memorandum
you read to the Committee this morning which suggests that urban wages gen-
erally, and not merely railway wages, are rather out of line with the remunera-
tion that a farmer or anybody connected with export production can get?—A.
Yes, sir.

’Q. Would in your view the level of railway wages be more out of line with
the farmers’ remuneration than other urban wages?—A. Absolutely so.

Q. Have you any figures to indicate the extent of that difference?—A. No,
not anything beyond what I submitted in my brief this morning, but it is
common knowledge that railway wages are perhaps the highest of any indus-
trial wages in the community.

Q. And your view is that that level of railway wages has increased out

. of proportion to other urban wages during the last twenty-five years?—A. Yes,

sir.

Q. Do you suggest any particular explanation of that beyond the pressure
of the railway unions as suggested in your brief?—A. There is not any explana-
tion.

Q. There is not any?—A. I would not think so. Industrial wages depend
entirely on the ability of organizations to control an increase.

Q. Would you say that the difference between the level of railway wages
and the level of other urban wages had always existed, or has it become
aggravated since 1913?—A. It has become aggravated probably, but it always
existed.

Q. It always existed to some extent?—A. Yes.

Q. There are two or three other points which occur to me with regard to
what you suggested. You spoke of a recent soil survey in the province of
Saskatchewan indicating that about 29,000,000 out of a total possible 33,000,000
arable land was already under cultivation?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. Can you tell us who made that survey and when?—A. It was made by
the soil experts of Saskatchewan university, but it is only fair to say it must
have been a reconnaissance survey, which cannot be accepted as absolutely
correct, but it gives a fair indication of what the situation is.

Q. Is there any corresponding information with regard to the provinces
of Manitoba and Alberta?—A. No, sir, but I believe they are making a similar
survey in those two provinces.

Q. Is there any reason to suppose that the relation of arable land to
cultivated land is widely different in those two provinces from the province of
iaikatchewan?——}\. I would not think so. Probably in Manitoba, but not in

Iberta. ;

Q. One other small point. You spoke on page 29 of the Duff Commission
having referred to 17,000 miles of lines as paralleling and unprofitable lines.
Can you give me a reference to the part of the report or the evidence of that?
—A. T am afraid I cannot. It was purely an incidental figure I took out of a
summary of the report.

Q. I have looked at the proceedings of that commission and T did not find
that, at least T have no memory of it—A. I may be misinformed, sir, but I
took it out of a summary of that report in some magazine.

Q. You know of course that the Canadian Pacific estimate contemplated
the abandonment of only 5,013 miles?>—A. T am really not very well acquainted
with the position of the Canadian Pacific, T have not followed it particularly.
Ihh'ave read some statements, but T have not paid any particular attention to
their case.

Q. A point you made with regard to the relation of labour to the railways

“as _independent organizations and as a unified organization I did not quite

follow. You said you thought it was in the interests of the railway unions to
support unification because they would thereby be pretecting their employ-
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ment. Did I correctly understand you there?—A. That is as far as practicable
the position I should think railway labour would take. Under unification the
pressure would not be as strong as it would be under separate management
where they have no other methods of effecting economies.

Q. I wondered why you suggested that, because I have a little difficulty
in following it.—A. I suggested it for this reason. I think the attitude of labour
on unification is preposterous from their own point of view.

Q. Exactly. That is what I want to get at—A. Because under separate
management I fail to see where any substantial savings are going to be made.
Under unification, wlfatever the savings may be, there are certainly enormous
savings in sight, and obviously the pressure of wages would be much greater
under individual than under unified operation, simply because they have not
the same forces of economy. ;

Q. But you pointed out that the position of the unions was stronger when
the employer was the Government than when it was a private corporation?—
A. Well, I took it for granted of course that some steps would be taken to .
remove the operation of railways entirely from Government influence.

Q. But I am putting it from the railway unions’ point of view. You still
adhere to that view that the position of the unions is stronger in relation to
the Government than it would be in relation to a private corporation?—A.
Quite true, sir.

Q. The ground upon which you put that, I understood, was that in the
case of the private corporation they had, as it were, only one string to their
bow, that is to say, “ we will close up your undertaking for a time unless you
agree.”—A. Yes. ’

Q. Where as in the case of the Government there were two strings: “We
will close up your undertaking as in the case of the private corporation, and
as an alternative we will choose some other Government to replace your Gov-
ernment if you do not agree.”—A. Well, I was dealing with the question as an
economic question. We must concede that any enterprise must pay its oper-
ating expenses out of revenue. They may be able to draw on capital to do it,
but they cannot do that indefinitely. Therefore anything that would enable
the railways to meet their operating costs, any economies whatever that could
be effected, would be very much for the benefit of labour.

Q. But is it true in regard to the railways in Canada that it is necessary
wages of labour should be paid out of revenue; has it ever been true on the
Intercolonial>—A. No, but nobody regarded the Intercolonial railway as a
business proposition. It was constructed for certain purposes and under the
terms of the agreement I imagine if there was a loss the Government naturally
had to foot the bill. But the railway situation as a whole must be looked
upon as a business enterprise.

Q. Is not that assuming an attitude in opposition to the case that has
been made before this committee which is, as I understand it, that not only the
Intercolonial but a large number of other lines have been built in Canada, not
for the purpose of making revenue but for the purpose of improving the general
economic position of this country, and that it is justifiable for the public
treasury to bear the deficit on the cost of operation of a great many lines?—
A. In the early history of the country I imagine there were many cases where
colonization lines were absolutely necessary, but I imagine no colonization line
would be built that would not ultimately pay its way.

Q. But Mr. Hungerford told us last year there were a number of lines
included in the Canadian National system—he did not specify them—which
no private company would think of continuing to operate, but which were
operated in the national interest. I am only pointing that out to ascertain
whether your general proposition that wages must be paid out of revenue can
really bear examination?—A. My answer to that would be this, that sensible

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]




0 Ll s v ~

RAILWAY CONDITIONS 109

people do mot build railways that are for ever going to be a burden on the
ublic. :

v Q. That they think are for ever going to be a burden on the public?—A.
Sooner or later a railway constructed must pay its way either as a feeder to
the main line or as an independent proposition. You cannot build a railway
system in a great country like Canada and expect to send the bill to the tax-
payer every year.

Q. Suppose all the railways in Canada were operated under Government
control as a single organization, would it be true that the labour force must
be paid out of revenue?—A. It is true to this extent: as soon as possible the
Government and the railway, or the combined -or whole railway system, must
pay its way.

Q. Is it true when you take water transportation, for example, in respect
of which there is very little revenue, or when you take roads, in respect of
which there may or may not be a revenue?—A. Well, it is perfectly true that
all over the world railway systems under Government operation do mnot
pay their way. In Australia I do not think they ever paid their way. I do not
think the railway system in Denmark ever paid its way. And they try to
bring such economies as they can. When they have exhausted the possibili-
ties of that there is nothing to do but to let the public foot the bill.

Q. Don’t you then come down to the question of whether the operation
is or is not in the public interest?—A. Naturally it would be. Of course a
country like Canada must have a system of railway transportation. A country
like England could do without it, but I suppose questions of policy must enter
into the subject.

Q. Well, I am just trying to find out why you say that this thing must be
dealt with. Why cannot we go on as we are?—A. Well, it would not be good
business if there is any possible chance of making these railways pay. If there
is not, we are powerless.

Q. Perhaps you would really rather put it on this ground, that the demands
on the treasury of Canada, not only for,railway purposes, but all purposes,
are greater than can conveniently be met?—A. Yes, it might be put that way.

Q. And therefore if you get an opportunity to make an economy in the
railways you would to that extent relieve the pressure on the treasury?—A. No
doubt about that. On the other hand, you cannot overlook the fact that if a
country is going to give transportation at less than cost, it has no business to
encourage private enterprise to enter that field.

Q. But having encouraged private enterprise to enter the field; having
then, as you state, given control of that private enterprise to a public body,
the railway commission, is there any further step that the Government could
or should not take? I mean, where do you draw the line?—A. Well, the only
step the Government can take is to try and work out plans of the greatest
possible economy and the smallest possible loss.

Q. You put it on that general ground?—A. You cannot put it on any other.

Q. Not specially with regard to railways, but generally with respect to
public utilities?—A. Partly, yes.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. In your statement did you advocate that the railways should be put in
a position where they would pay all the costs out of revenue?—A. Well, that
was my mental attitude, Senator.

Q. Do you think that is possible? You say that was your mental attitude?

. —A. That was my mental attitude, and T would go so far as to say this: that

having utilized every possible opportunity for economical operation, if there
then was a deficit I suppose the public treasury must stand for it.
75637—8
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Q. What you were doing then, this morning, was simply to advocate what-
ever economies you thought were possible?—A. Exactly.

Q. And now you say that if, when that has been done, there is a deficit,
the state will have to take care of it?—A. I cannot see any other way, because
railways are absolutely necessary in a far-flung country like Canada.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. To go further. If the state has to take care of the deficit, and if, as has
been pointed out by the witnesses including Professor McDougall, the revenues
are in a decline, and have been for years and will keep on declining, I suppose
that will mean the state would have to take care of the deficits of the C.P.R.
as well as of the Canadian National>—A. Oh, no, I would not go as far as that.

Q. How could it escape?—A. The C.P.R. would go into a receivership, I
suppose. That is all there is to it.

Q. They would be practically in the hands of the Government if this scheme
were carried out?—A. That would be the logical thing. Then the Government
would be responsible.

Hon. Mr. Hatc: No, they would not. They would only be responsible for
the operation of the roads. No receiver pays any debts except out of what is

left over.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: These roads have large bond issues.

b Hon. Mr. Hatg: The bondholders have put their money on the wrong
orse.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: The suggestion was that they would be guaranteed.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I never heard that.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: There is a procedure by which the bondholders
take charge when their interest is not paid, and substitute themselves for the
shareholders and continue the administration of the railroad.

Hon. Mr. Hawe: Sure. That is, I presume, what Mr. Paterson would
expect to happen.

The Wirness: Of course, the question of public policy would come in.
Would it be good policy to let a great corporation get into that position?

By Hon. Mr. Haig :

Q. T understood you to say that you thought a certain amount of unifica-
tion would effect some saving. For instance, in Calgary there is a central ticket
office for the C.P.R.; there is also a central ticket office for the CN.R. In
Edmonton the same is true—A. And two station ticket offices.

Q. Would you suggest that by unification you could save one ticket office
in each city?—A. That situation applies the world over. I expect there are
ticket offices in Australia, South Africa, Great Britain, France—everywhere.
In the United States there are hundreds. , {

Q. You think that would be a saving to the road?—A. Absolutely. That is
the first thing the United States Government did. ;

Q. Following Mr. Biggar’s question, after you made all those savings, if
there was enough to balance the budget, then the railroad men, the employees
of the road, would be in a much stronger position?—A. No question about
that, sir.

Q. That is your argument?—A. If I were drawing my living out of a
railway, that is the position I would want it to get into. ;

Q. You would be in favour of unification of these services?—A. Oh,
certainly.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Hon. Mr. Rosinson: If you have unification you are going to save a lot
of money, but you have got to get into a pretty entangling alliance. You have
[ to abandon roads and shops and form a united railroad or you cannot get very
I far, and it does seem to me very doubtful whether it will be easy to untangle
f the proportion of the losses of the C.P.R. and of the Canadian National. You
E treat that rather cavalierly, and say the C.P.R. has to look after its own bonds,
' but, there is one united railway.

Hon. Mr. Catper: As I remember, Sir Edward Beatty laid a proposition
| something like this before us: that the terms of unification would have to be
settled by contract between the C.P.R. and the Government; and if I remember
g correctly, he said that for the purpose of making that contract we would take
' the earnings of both systems for a period of years and finally reach an agreement
| as to the proportion of the new earnings that we would be entitled to, to pay our
t bondholders from the receipts of unification. Now, if such an agreement as that
¥ is entered into, the new system would not concern itself at all with the bonds
of the C.P.R. They would simply get their share under that agreement, and if
that share did not take care of the interest on the bonds the unified system
would not be concerned at all. You remember him making a statement along
that line.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: I do, and I remember him also saying the issue of
bonds would mean a mew guarantee. :

Hon. Mr. Cavper: That is construction.
Hon. Mr. RoBinson: I am talking about the physical condition.
Hon. Mr. Carper: Oh, there is no doubt about that. And I understood him

i to say he would make a recommendation to his stockholders that an agreement
‘3 along those lines be entered into.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: I think that is correct.
Hon. Mr. Carper: The unified system would not be interestéd in the bonds

of the C.P.R.; whatever there was to take care of those bonds would come out
of their proportion, to be agreed upon.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: Do you not think, regardless of all that, that having
become so entangled and so unified, the bondholders would come to the Gov-
ernment and say, “You are responsible?”

Hon. Mr. Carper: Not if they entered into an agreement to the contrary.
Hon. Mr. RoBixson: They are not a party to the agreement.

Hon. Mr. CaLper: They must be a party to the agreement.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: Do you think it would bind them?

Hon. Mr. Hate: If you were a bondholder of the C.P.R. you would be glad
to enter into such an agreement. The bondholders of the C.P.R. would join
in this agreement because to-day their bonds are very uneasy.

Hon. Mr. CaLber: And the picture is getting worse. The picture of railway
companies the world around is such that I think any bondholders would be glad
to enter into any agreement that would to some extent protect them.

Hon. Mr. Ropinson: They generally want all they can get, and with the
! Government behind it—

Hon. Mr. Hucessen: What would happen when the bonds matured?
Hon. Mr. Cauper: There is too much law in that for me.
i Hon. Mr. Hatc: Nothing would happen. The agreement suggested by Sir
b Edward Beatty was this: that he and his shareholders—which would have to
.~ include his bondholders, or otherwise they would have to let the road go into
j bankruptey, and then they would be wiped out—
| Hon. Mr. Murpbock: Where do you get that?

75637—3%
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Hon. Mr. Hare: That is the only possible solution—and I do not want
to scare anybody. You do not have to be deaf, dumb and blind to know that
if the present condition goes on, as outlined by Professor McDougall—and I
think he was very moderate—the stock of the C.P.R. will be worth nothing,
the secondary bonds will be worth nothing, and it will be only a question of time
whether any bonds will be worth anything. Therefore those bondholders would
be most delighted to have an agreement with the Government, because if
$10,000,000 or $40,000,000 or $50,000,000 could be saved, they would benefit.
They would say, “That gives us a better chance to get our money than we have
under present conditions.” And I understand Mr. Peterson to say, and I agree
with him on this point, that the men would be better off, ultimately, under
amalgamation. The only problem would be with respect to the men immediately
thrown out of employment. They would have to be dealt with.

Hon. Mr. Hucessen: But would the present bondholders of the Canadian
Pacific waive their elaim on the property? That is the question.

Hon. Mr. Haig: They would to the extent of that agreement, that is all.
Hon. Mr. Hueessex: That is only as far as their interest is concerned.
Hon. Mr. Horsey: Would they agree to destruction of assets?

Hon. Mr. Hata: They would agree to the extent of this amalgamation.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: If I appreciated Sir Edward’s argument, it was
this. We will agree on a period of years and take the average earnings of our
road over that period, and the average of Canadian National earnings, that is
earnings less operating costs. We will make earnings under the unified system.
To the extent that those earnings equal the average earnings over this agreed
period of years, we will divide them in the precise proportion that thy were over
that period. We will regard earnings over that average as earnings accruing be-
cause of the unification, and the Canadian National will be entitled to at least
half of those improved earnings—he expected there would be improved earnings.
Now, from memory, I think that Senator Haig is right. Sir Edward said: I
can only recommend this. It certainly would have to be approved by our
stockholders. And I am pretty sure he said it would have to be approved by
the bondholders. Ordinarily the bondholders would not have to approve, but
here the bondholders are unquestionably entitled under their trust deed to the
operation of their road. The company could not abandon the operation of part
of its road and be true to its bondholders. Therefore, the bondholders would
have to come in and assent. But, as Senator Haig has pointed out, the bond-
holders have only one thing to look at. The road itself is no good; bricks and
rails and so on are no good if they are not earning anything. So the bond-
holders have only to look at the earnings. And the bondholders will see a
prospect of better earnings under unification than there is now. But the security
will still be on the Canadian Pacific; there is to be no undertaking by the
unified management to pay bondholders anything. If the earnings under
unification do not improve, bondholders will be no better off; and if the earnings
are not as good as before, they will be worse off.

Senator Hugessen asks what would happen when the bonds matured. The
Canadian Pacific bondholders would be in exactly the same position as if the
bonds matured now. Sir Edward Beatty said that inasmuch as the earnings
improve they would be better able to renew their bonds.

Hon. Mr. DaxpuranD: And if they did not improve?
Right Hon. Mr. MeiGaEN: Then the company would have to go into re-
ceivership.

Hon. Mr. Ropinson: No. I think he said that if they failed to pay interest,
the bondholders would automatically become stockholders.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Hon. Mr. Hucessen: I think he said that the great majority of Canadian
Pacific bonds had no term, that they were perpetual.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: That is their problem, not ours.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Senator Robinson is right. He said they became stock-
holders.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Yes, they would.
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By Hon. Mr. Dandurand :

Q. You have told us, Mr. Peterson, that the administration of the two
railways has been good, that the management have done their duty in ad-
ministering the Canadian National and the Canadian Pacific?—A. Yes sir.

Q. And that the instructions to the two railways, under the Act of 1933,
to compress their expenditures, had given certain results, and you felt that no
more results could be obtained under co-operation. I should like you to be
present when we have representatives of the two railways here and see what
they have effected, sinc the 1st of July, in the form of co-operation, in schemes
of abandonment which are presently before the Transport Board, and others
that are on the way to that board. If you were here I think you would realize
that the two railways have only begun to act seriously under the legislation of
1933 to reduce their expenditures.—A.I would like to believe that.

Q. You have said in your submission that if lean lines must be maintained
for the service of a certain region, and the Canadian National is carrying that
load for the state, then the state should cover the deficits, for the purpose of
good book-keeping with the Canadian National?—A. Well, under a unfied sys-
tem, of course.

Q. Well, under co-operation as well, or the present system.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: After every possible economy.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. I am speaking of lean lines. I think you will find on the map that
there are thousands of miles of lean lines, including the Intercolonial Railway,
that are unprofitable and have always been so. If you were here I would ask
you to indicate to me the lines that should be abandoned and have the rails
lifted—A. I could not do that, sir.

Q. If it is justifiable to maintain these lines as a public service, what
difference does it make whether the deficits are carried by the Canadian National,
whose shareholder is the state, or by the state directly?—A. No, there is no
difference, sir.

Q. There is no difference?—A. No.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. But your argument is that that condition only arises after every practical
economy has been explored and put into effect?—A. Of course.

Q. Your stress was on the economy?—A. Yes.- I imagine there are a great
many unprofitable lines that simply could not be closed, which it would be
against the public interest to close. And in that case I say that if the Govern-
ment of Canada, in the public interest, wishes to have these lines carried on,
it is only fair, for purposes of public book-keeping, to subsidize them, unless
they have already been subsidized.

Hon. Mr. CawpEr: In my judgment that whole situation would be taken
care of under the agreement between the Canadian Pacific and the Government,
as we discussed it a moment ago. The two roads amalgamate. There is an
agreement betweem them that they will take into account their earnings for a
period of ten, twelve or fifteen years, as the case may be, prior to the time of:
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amalgamation. The amalgamation takes place under that agreement. All
lines, good and bad, including these lean lines, are there. The agreement
provides that each of the component parts will be entitled from the earnings
to a proportion based upon their earnings in the period of years agreed upon.
Now, even if there are economies, it must be expected that there will be a
deficit in so far as the Canadian National end of it is concerned. All the
economies that we have been discussing will not take care of the whole load,
and the state will have to pay with regard to these lean lines.

Hon. Mr. Rosixson: If by earnings are meant the earnings before bond
interest is taken out, there would not be a deficit on the Canadian National.

Right Hon. Mr. MricaEN: There would be a deficit as against the bond
department, that is all.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: If bond interest is charged, yes.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Senator Calder says that even with the distribu-
tion of earnings, in proportion to the earnings of the years agreed upon, and
the distribution of extra earnings attributable to the unification, on the basis
of half of these extra earnings to each road, the Canadian National’s receipts
would not be sufficient to take care of the bond obligations.

Hon. Mr. Catper: That is right.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: And the state, in making good that deficit would
be contributing towards the lean lines.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. You referred to the English system?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. They have four systems?—A. They have four regional systems, non-
competitive.

Q. The whole mileage of railways in Great Britain is less than that of the
Canadian National?—A. Oh, yes.

Q. And in England, although the area is comparatively small, it was con-
sidered advisable to divide the railways into four groups?—A. Yes, sir.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: Of 5,000 miles each.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: And we are asked to put 40,000 miles into one group.
I do not think that would be following the English plan.

Hon. Mr. Catper: But, as T understand it, there is no competition between
the four groups.

Hon. Mr. DaxpuraND: There is.

The Wirness: Radiating from London, there would be a little competition.
With four regions in a thickly settled country like Great Britain, you could .
not eliminate it altogether. But the objective of the Government was to
eliminate it as far as possible.

Hon. Mr. Carper: Personally I regret very much that we have not had
some people from the Old Country to tell us about the actual situation over
there. :

Q. T have been told that if a person in London buys a ticket for Edinburgh, .
he can travel with that ticket on any railway he likes. Do you know if that is so?
—A. T think that is a fact, sir.

Q. You think it is a fact. Is it?>—A. I don’t know, but I think it is.

Q. I am told this again. A man wants to send a car-load of groceries
from London to Aberdeen, we will say. He takes his goods down to a freight
station, and he does not care a hang as to what railway takes those goods.
All he does is dump them down at the station, and that is an end of it so
far as he is concerned. Now, if those conditions do prevail, there is no such
thing as competition in the Old Country. That is, if they pool all their
freight and -all their passengers.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Hon. Hr. Rosinson: I think we ought to have somebody from England
to tell us about that. We know nothing about it. What I was trying to follow
up was this. Under unification we should have a huge system running from
the Atlantic to the Pacific, and in my mind it has always been doubtful whether
any unified management of such a huge system could be a success. England
seems to have thought it was too big an undertaking to have all the railways
as one system.

The Wrrness: There is a strong agitation to consolidate.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. That is a statement made by you and by the gentleman from Winnipeg,
Mr. Meikle. He told us what you have told us to-day, that there is an agita-
tion among the railway employees of Great Britain for unification of the four
systems in the Old Country.—A. They of course realize over there that their
wages must come out of earnings. They are interested now to see the railways
are run as economically as possible.

Hon. Mr. Rosinson: However, the powers that be do not think that wise.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. The reason why labour in England is in favour of unification is that
railway labour is part of the Labour party, which believes in the nationaliza-
tion of all the railways in Great Britain, and the unification of all the present
lines as a first step—A. They were very bitterly opposed to it to begin with,
senator, but it is quite possible.

Q. I think that is the real reason for their desire for unification—A. It is
not the official reason. There may be other influences at work behind the
scene.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Mr. Peterson, in the concluding remarks of your brief you say: “The
Government itself refuses to face these desperate realities and complacently
condones ruinous deficit on railway operations.” Does that cover a number
of years or are you speaking of the present Government?—A. Well, the matter
has become acute the last three or four years, and as far as the public knows
there have not been any steps taken to correct it, except the work of this
committee of the Senate, which is most encouraging to everybody who believes
in democracy. That is the basis of that statement.

Q. But I suppose you know what Parliament did in 1933?—A. Yes, I know
about that. »

Q. And you know upon what that policy was based, upon the report of
the Duff Commission?—A. Yes.

Q. Which recommended a number of economies eliminating competition
to that extent, but refusing amalgamation or unification?—A. Yes.

Q. The two railways are supposed to have been working under this Act
of Parliament, which said that: “for the purposes of effecting economies and
providing for more remunerative operation, they are directed to attempt forth-
with to agree and continuously to endeavour to agree, and they respectively
are, for and on behalf as aforesaid, authorized to agree, upon such co-operative
measures, plans and arrangements as are fair and reasonable and best adapted
(with due regard to equitable distribution of burden and advantage as between
them) to effect such purposes. They are further directed that whenever they
shall so agree they shall endeavour to provide through negotiations with the
. representatives of the employees affected, as part of such measure, plan or
arrangement or otherwise, for a fair and reasonable apportionment as between
the employees of National Railways and Pacific Railways, respectively, of such

employment as may be incident to the operation of such measure, plan or
arrangement.
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(2) Without restricting the generality of the foregoing, any such measures,

plans or arrangements may include and be effected by means of—

(a) new companies controlled by stock ownership, equitably apportioned
between the companies;

(b) leases, entrusting agreements, or licences, or agreements for the pool-
ing and division of earnings arising from the joint operation of any
part or parts of freight or passenger traffic, or express, telegraph, or
other operating activities or services;

(c¢) joint trackage, running rights, joint ownership, or joint operating agree-
ments, depending upon the nature of the property or services included
in any co-operative plan ”;

This is what the Parliament of Canada decided in 1933 that the two rail-
ways should do?—A. Yes, sir.

Q. They have started doing that work. It takes a long time to bring such
operations about. I believe the two railways have not put their hearts into an
attempt at co-operation as directed by this Act. Now, if they do so, a number
of the things you have mentioned, such as ticket offices, express offices in various
towns and cities, telegraphs, telephones and so forth,—all these things can be
done under this co-operation?—A. Not all of them, sir. One of the greatest—

Q. Not as easily, you say, as if there was unification?—A. No. The mere
competition for the patronage of the public is something that two competing
lines could never get away from.

Q. But if they pool their passenger services don’t they eliminate to that
extent any expenditure on publicity, and would not they also effect economies
in joint ticket offices?—A. The criticism, sir, of the man on the street is that
theoretically that is perfectly all right, but it actually has not been done.

Q. It has not been done. They are working towards it, and I think there
are proposals to-day for pooling passenger trains in competitive areas. That is
being studied now.—A. Yes, sir.

Q. If the passenger services are thus pooled, does not that effect a consider-
able economy?—A. Yes, every step like that is a step in the right direction.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Mr. Peterson, do you think it is possible to have substantial mutuality
of interest in business until there is mutuality of interest in the proceeds of the
business?—A. T would say it is absolutely impossible, human nature being what
it is.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. And yet the Duff Commission, composed of important and capable men
—1I need not give you the names, you know them.—A. I know them, sir.

Q. The commission included a representative from the railways of the
United States. The nearest that commission could come to amalgamation would
be this co-operative work to be done between the railways.

Hon. Mr. Brack: The unfortunate part, senator, is that it has not been
done.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: It has not been done because the Canadian National
and the Canadian Pacific have not called upon an arbitral court when they
differed. I should like to have them here to ascertain what they have effected
so far, and why when they have disagreed they have not gone to an arbitral
court. During the latter part of this inquiry as we proceed I think we shall see -
how near they could come together while balking at a final decision which would
call for arbitration. g

Hon. Mr. Brack: But we had a statement made by those who appeared
before us last year that that could not be done unless a body was appointed to
make them do it.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Hon. Mr. Danpuraxp: I know. Each railway does not like to force the
other into an arbitration court, and Mr. Hungerford suggested there should be
an umpire appointed. I recognize of course that the Canadian Pacific says,
“You invade my autonomy, my rights granted to me by the country.” But as
a matter of fact we are giving the Canadian Pacific a chance to diminish its
own expenditure and to work out its own salvation. The Canadian Pacific
cannot say that the State has nothing at stake. My right honourable friend in
the Senate and Mr. Bennett in the House of Commons sponsored this Act and
said to the Canadian Pacific and the Canadian National, “ Work out your
salvation.” You may’say the Canadian National is less interested than the
Canadian Pacific because it can always call upon Parliament to pay any deficit.
The principal interested party is the C.P.R., and it must expect to make a certain
sacrifice of its autonomy in order to save itself, and it has not done so.

Hon. Mr. Buack: They both must, but they do not.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: I am not ready to say the responsibility of one is
greater than that of the other, but I feel that the C.P.R., having to go back to
its shareholders for money or to draw upon its own credit, is interested as much
as, if not more than, the Canadian National in making use of this Act of 1933.
I am quite sure we shall find in our inquiries that co-operation is very near on
many questions. I believe they will be able to show us ten times more economies
can be effected under this Act than they have been able to bring about during
the last three or four years.

Hon. Mr. Brack: If your optimism is. well founded.

Hon. Mr. Hatg: Senator Dandurand, you missed one thing that worries
me. Under that Act no provision is made at all for the man that loses his job.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I will answer that. In the speech I made on the
Address, I said we could explore the question of the employees laid off, and that
this would be a most important and vital question because under co-operation
or unification many employees would be retired. As many as 17,000 or 20,000
men have been laid off since 1933.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Not as a result of pooling.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: But they went out. I think the most construc-
tive work that this committee can do will be to propose a plan similar to that
under the Washington agreement, where the carriers and the employees came
together, or similar to the British plan—if there is one, for I have never read
it yet—by which if economies were effected by the abandonment or degrading
of rails, the employees laid off should be taken care of in a fair way. That
we have mnot explored so far.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: We thought we were doing it by that Act.

Right Hon. Mr. MeGHEN: Senator Dandurand, I must admit at one time
I had the view you have, that this could be done by co-operation. The C.P.R.
resisted, and I resisted them. They said, “You cannot get effective economies
while you have divergence of interest. You must have mutuality of interest
in order to bring about such economies. You cannot have mutuality of interest
that brings results unless you have mutuality -of interest in those results.”
Now, if without effecting major economies—major economies in the tremen-
dous sense relative to the rather picayune ones we have got or that in my
judgment we are likely to get—we do not set ourselves to do what the resolu-
tion appointing us says we are to do, to inquire into and report upon the best
means to relieve the country of the extremely serious railway condition and
the financial burden consequent thereto on our backs, instead of reducing that
debt we shall end up by increasing it.

Hon. Mr. DanpuranDp: Or passing it on to relief.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaEN: Or passing it on to relief; and the countr
will rue the day we ever appointed this Committee. .
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By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Mr. Peterson, I understood you to say this morning that labour costs
amounted to about 62 per cent.—A. The labour cost is a varying amount, sir;
it runs all the way from 70 per cent to 59 per cent, I understand. The fact that
the proportion of labour cost is reduced has no particular meaning, because new
expenditures come in, for instance, taxation. It is quite possible that a heavy
item of taxation would reduce the labour proportion. §

Q. When this morning you made a very splendid argument from your
point of view in connection with the extreme necessity of reducing wages.
Would you care to suggest about how much you think they should be reduced?
—A. No, I would not, sir, because that would be a matter for the system when
unified, and is one of the things that would have to be studied. I am not
competent to give any information on that at all. When the War broke out
there was a reduction of, I think, 15 or 20 per cent.

Q. Twenty per cent.—A. I certainly would not go beyond that unless it
was a matter of absolute necessity. They might reduce by 10 per cent and see
how they got on, and if they could not then make the grade they might reduce
another 10 per cent. The same thing happens in my business. I deal with
three international unions.

Q. Are you the Mr. Peterson who was formerly the manager of the
Colonization and Immigration Department of the C.P.R.?—A. Yes.

Q. So you understand Western conditions?—A. Yes. But please let me
make an explanation. I would not want anyone to think that I am here to
promote C.P.R. interests. As a matter of fact, I was in the Company’s service
about twenty-five years ago and had a very serious falling out with the manage- .
ment, which ended in my immediate resignation, and I cannot look back upon
my connection with that Company with any degree of satisfaction.

Q. I am a CP.R. employer on furlough, myself, right now, so in that
respect I am a little better off than you.

Some Honourable Sexartors: Oh, oh.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock :

Q. Now, this morning T understood you to say that the high labour rates
of the men in Canada were the result of taking example from similar rates in
the United States?—A. No. But in a general way I think the economic situation
of the United States more or less dictates the situation here.

Q. Do you know how much less, generally, the Canadian railway men are
paid than those in the United States?—A. 8 per cent, I believe.

Q. Professor MeDougall said from 10 to 13 per cent.—A. Quite possibly,
sir. But we must not overlook the fact that rents in the United States are
normally higher than they are here, and that men running out of cities like
Chicago and New York have a very considerable increase in the cost of livipg.

Q. What about the Canadian National lines in the United States paying
10 to 13 per cent more than similar lines in Canada? What would you do
about that?>—A. T would not do anything, because the whole labour question in
the United States is purely politics, and there would not be any possibility of
reducing wages on one line down there. That could not be done.

Q. T think that is good judgment. Now, I hope you won’t mind this.
You said you received a typed copy of Professor MeDougall’s statement before
this Committee about a week ago, and that you had not read the printed
record. I feel a little bit ignored in that I did not receive any typed copy.

Mr. BicGar: I had better explain that. Senator Meighen sent it.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I am sorry.

Right Hon. Mr. MricuEx: If I am to be indicted, let it be done now.

Hon. Mr. Murbock: Oh, no.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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’\‘ By Hon. Mr. McRae:

E Q. I would like to clear up one point, Mr. Peterson. Professor McDougall
I and you have painted a pretty black picture of the future of steam railways
in both the United States and Canada. 1 entirely agree with you in that.
But later in your statement I gathered the impression that you thought the
. country had a responsibility to the shareholders of all private railways. Would
you say we have any more responsibility to the shareholders of private railways
here than they have in the United States where there is no public ownership
at all?—A. No, sir, T do not think so. When I say that I suppose I ought
to qualify it. For instance, the Transport Commission here is appointed to
fix rates and wages. - Well, obviously they cannot fix rates and wages on a
basis that makes the railway companies go broke.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: I do not think our Transport Commission
’ fixes wages.

=

£

The WirNEss: “7&,1’ the Railway Commission.
Right Hon. Mr. MercaeN: No, just the rates.
The Wirness: I beg pardon. I meant to say rates.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. You mean freight rates?—A. Freight and passenger rates, yes.

Q. But you would not say that is the only reason why we have a greater
responsibility to the shareholder here than they have in the country to the
south of us?—A. Yes. In the days when the C.P.R. was prosperous, for
instance, it would have been quite possible for the Board of Railway Commis-
sioners to have fixed a rate that would have put them into the red. That is
| to say, they must consider the people who put money into enterprises for the
| purpose of getting a reasonable return.

“ Q. But you, Sir Edward Beatty, and others here, have all said that rates
should not be advanced?—A. Should not be increased, no.

Q. Now, if the Railway Commission has kept the rates at the present level,
and they cannot increase them, they should not be charged with keeping them too
low—A. No. But that is a judicial body. They are not bound by the Govern-
ment. They are quite able to give higher rates if they feel it necessary. I make
the statement that the rates should not be increased as a matter of public policy,
but I am quite prepared to say in the event of unification, which I believe will
come sooner or later, that, after they have exhausted every possible economy, if
rates are still below what will meet the outgo, I think it would be a fair propo-
gition for the Railway Commission to consider the rates. It could not be
avoided. After all, this is a business enterprise, and the people would have to
grin and bear it.

Q. There would have to be a very great change in income, if we accept
the picture you paint of the future of our steam railways. I agree with that.
Now, the improvement will have to be through labour and unification. That
- improvement was estimated at as high as $75,000,000, but I think $50,000,000
. would be very generous. That spread over seven years would mean that there
* would be a healthy deficit that this country would have to provide to see unifi-

cation through that period.—A. Yes. To me it looks like time being the essence
of the contract.

Q. In the face of those figures and the fact that we have a decreasing busi-
ness on our steam railways, it does not seem to me that unification is any solution
at all?—A. It is a partial solution.

Q. Very partial—A. T would not say very partial.

Q. What I have in mind is this. The country generally thinks of unification
as a solution of the problem?—A. As far as it can be solved, ves.
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By Hon. Mr. Horsey:

Q. Suppose we had full unification?—A. Yes?

Q. I was not here when your paper was read in full. Have you dealt with
the loss of morale of employees, and the inefficiency that would come when the
spur of competition was removed?—A. Oh, I do not think the spur of competi-
tion has very much to do with it, because after all competition only affects those
that have the alternative of shipping by one road or another. Take the West,
for instance; it does not come in at all, because nine out of ten have no choice.

Q. On the branch lines?—A. Yes.

Hon Mr. Cauper: Even on the main lines.
The Wrrness: It does not mean anything.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. What do you think is the attitude towards unification?—A. Why should
there be any particular attitude, Senator? I do not think there is any public
opinion either for or against it. It is a highly technical question. We have
Parliament here, and under democracy it is the business of Parliament to find
the remedy. The ordinary man in the street cannot find it. He is absolutely
uninformed. I do not think that amounts to anything one way or the other.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: The Duff Commission rejected unified management
and amalgamation, and the reasons why they did so are quite apparent. One
reason that was very important in their minds was that the country would not
stand for a union of two roads, comprising a formidable system of 40,000 miles
and employing 135,000 men, being under their control.

Right Hon. Mr. MEicHEN: They did not mention any reason.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: In their questions put to Sir Erward Beatty, Sir
Joseph Flavelle and Mr. Loree said they did not believe the country would
stand for such an octopus.

Right Hon. Mr. MEeicHEN: They asked a question about that. They gave
no reasons. I got the idea that may be they had been reading a speech about
“Amalgamation Never”.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: Sir Edward Beatty said that if there was unifica-
tion there would come a time when the country would say, “Let us break it up”.

The Wrirness: I think that is entirely imaginary. It is not a question of
whether we have one or a dozen systems, but of who has the final say in the
systems. If we had the arrangement we have now, under which the Minister
of Railways is technically responsible it would be, of course, a very serious
matter.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: You come to the kernel of the question: “Who shall
have the final say?” From the temper of representatives of the people in the
Commons, I feel that the answer is, “the people of the country”, not “a private
management”,

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Sure.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Well, if you say that is so, I believe unified management would be a
help. It would not be a cure. Now, suppose conditions come to a point where
the C.P.R. is going down the hill with all the other railways in the world, and
it becomes necessary for Parliament to act, and they decide to merge into the
State Railways the Canadian Pacific Railway which is having some difficulty
in meeting interest on its bonds and maturities, do you claim then that the State
should value the interest of the shareholders and give them a solatium, or com-
pensation for the common stock and the preferred stock?—A. I would not think
80, sir.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Q. You would not think so?—A. No, not if the company became practically
bankrupt. It would be a matter of public policy. I do not know what the
attitude would be. I am not in the least concerned whether the unified railway
is run by the Canadian National management or the Canadian Pacific.

Q. I put the question because in your submission you spoke of the interests
of the shareholders.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:
Q. But you are concerned as to whether there is private management or
public management of the unified system?—A. Yes.
Q. As to personnel, you are not specially concerned about that?—A. I
regard public management as an absolutely impossible situation in the operation
of a public utility.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. When you refer to unification, do you mean complete unification of the
two companies, including all their activities, shipping and everything else?—
A. The more nearly it was unified, I think the better it would be; the more
money would be saved.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. You have made the statement that unification is bound to come. What
grounds have you for that?—A. I can see no other way of economizing. And
I can see where steam railway transportation is going downhill. Sooner or
later the question must be dealt with.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Economic forces finally win out?—A. Absolutely. And there is the same
position south of the line, and elsewhere.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. Suppose unification is decided upon and is brought about, and after
operating ten years we find we have made a horrible mistake. . How shall we
ever be able to get out?—A. Your mistake would not be nearly as great as
under separate management. ‘

Hon. Mr. Murbock: That is only a guess.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:
Q. But can you tell me how we could get out?—A. You could not get out.
It is quite possible that economic forces would completely destroy steam rail-
ways—only we must have steam railways in this country.
Q. But we could not very well extricate ourselves then, could we?

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand.: |
Q. If you find through our investigation here that the Canadian National
is carrying throughout the country a formidable load of lean lines, which cannot
be abandoned—that it is doing this service for the state—what advantage would
it be for the Canadian National to link up in partnership with the Canadian
Pacific?—A. Well, I think the railway picture is changing every day. Lines
that could not have been abandoned five years ago can be abandoned to-day.
The truck transportation has made an enormous difference in the whole picture.
Q. But you know what Sir Edward Beatty said. While he thought formerly

- that there were thousands of miles of tracks that could be lifted, he said he was

now ready to discard that idea and look towards obtaining economies without
lifting that mileage. It had been suggested before that 5,000 miles of rail could
be dispensed with.
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Hon. Mr. Carper: And he said that the lifting would mean very little saving
of money.

- Q. If T remember correctly, Mr. Peterson, you suggested the complete
divorcement of the Government from the control over any unified system?—
A. Yes.

Q. Complete divorcement?—A. As complete as it could be made.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand.:

Q. But according to Sir Edward Beatty’s scheme, which you adopt—a
board of fifteen, made up of five representatives from the Canadian Pacific,
five from the Canadian National, and five selected by those ten—the Govern-
ment or Parliament would be represented by five members, because the state
is the shareholder of the Canadian National—A. I think the only way to intro-
duce the non-political element in a board of directors for a vast enterprise like
that would be to have five members of the board nominated by large repre-
sentative bodies, such as labour, agriculture, business, and so forth. That would
mean, if you got one-third of the directors nominated in that way, there would
be ten directors representing the two railways. And they would have access to
the Transport Board whenever there was any dispute, whenever the minority
felt a very important point was involved. In such cases they could go to the
Transport Board for & final decision. That board is a judicial body, having all
the technical advice necessary to form an opinion.

Q. Have you considered this? If there was such a board of directors as you
have suggested, with five members representing the Canadian Pacific Railway’s
shareholders, what would be the joint action of that board under the aggressive
influence of private interests looking for dividends?—A. They would have ten
against them, sir.

Q. Perhaps shortly after their appointment there would not be ten against
the five Canadian Pacific representatives?—A. I would hate to think that.

Hon. Mr. DanpuraNp: My own opinion is that the Canadian Pacific
would run the show.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Do you not think it is about time that representatives of Canada were
using their energies to ggt some dividends for us? Would they not be as much
interested in dividends as the other fellow?—A. I would go as far as to say,
sir, that on that attitude depends whether democracy is going to last or not.

Q. It surely does. You have hit the nail on the head—A. If Parliament
cannot find a way out of this difficulty, there is no way to be found, and we
had better look for dictatorship.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. You minimize the conflict between public service and private interest?—
A. Yes, sir, I do. The point is to minimize that as far as possible. I do
believe that the Canadian Pacific, going into this, would go in to save their
shareholders’ and bondholders’ interest as far as it is possible to save them.
And I am quite certain that the men appointed by the Federal Government
would be men interested in saving this enterprise. And if five other men were
representatives of business, labour and agricultural bodies, you would have a
board whose sole interest would be to make that property pay.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:
Q. You do not think a board of that size would be unwieldy ?—A. Well——

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. There might be four representatives from each group, for instance?
You think that government interference should be completely eliminated. Sup-
pose the Government had four or five representatives on that board. And say
the Government wanted to get Parliament to vote $30,000,000 to take care of
a deficit. The Government would have no say at all? They could not even
make any representations to the board? If there were complete divorcement,
the Prime Minister and the Minister of Railways could have no say at any
time, so far as the management of the road was concerned? Is that what you
had in mind?—A. Yes, broadly speaking, sir.

Q. No, not broadly speaking, but is that exactly what you had in mind?—
A. That is what I had in mind.

Q. The Minister would have no right at any time, and Parliament would
have no right, through the Prime Minister or the Minister of Railways, to
make any representations to that Board?—A. They could make representations,
of course.

Q. Well, no right to interfere with decisions?—A. No right to interfere.

Q. The board would run the whole show just as they please?—A. Well,
there might be safeguards put in. My suggestion is very rough.

Right Hon. Mr. MEeicHEN: These deficits are now on our backs. They
are an obligation to-day and they continue because of what was done in the
past. The reason we have the deficits is that we have had too much direct
interference.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: From the outset.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Yes, from the outset—the outset commencing
about the end of 1922.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: No, I beg your pardon; it was when we paid
$10,000,000 to a certain bank for valuing the valueless stock of a company.

Right Hon. Mr. MecHEN: I would be ready to admit all kinds of offences

if we could only get this thing solved. I am not particular whether you. put
blame on me or not.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. I take it from your evidence, Mr. Peterson, that you are looking for
increasing competition from these other services with our steam railways? And
you do not think there is any possibility of penalizing these competitive services
so as to get the business back to our railways?—A. I do not think it would
be good public policy, sir. I think we should have transportation as cheap as
we can get it, and it is up to the railways to meet the competition. Further-
more, you cannot control it, for the simple reason that you are up against
the private carriers. Large industries buy fleets of motor vehicles to deliver
their own goods, too, and there is no power on earth that can interfere with
them. That is competition which cannot be eliminated.

Q. There is no chance of restoring to the railways any considerable portion
of what they have lost?—A. I would not think so.

By Hon. Mr. Haig:

Q. In your own province the farmers have bought trucks and they make
deliveries themselves?—A. Yes.

Q. And they haul oil from the United States boundary up to Calgary and
other places?—A. Yes.
By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. And down to Winnipeg and up to Prince Albert?—A. Yes.
Q. In your wanderings around, you meet great many people who are dis-
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cussing this question?—A. They are all discussing the terrible deficit. When
it comes to remedies, as I pointed out to Senator Meighen, there is not any
public opinion at all, except to this extent. One finds that because the Cana-
dian Pacific has made certain representations, some people have come to the
conclusion that there must be some ulterior motive. But as to the ordinary
person you meet in the West, he simply has no opinion and does not want
to have any opinion. The ordinary person feels it is up to Parliament to
solve this question, and he is delighted to know that the Senate has taken it up.

Q. Among the people that you are in touch with, the farmers of the West,
does this sentiment prevail; that anything in the nature of amalgamation or
unification of these two railway systems is bound to be followed by lack of
service or lack of proper competition?—A. Oh, one finds that point of view
every now and again, but broadly speaking the country is waiting for the lead
from Parliament on this subject. And I do not think the average man is
bothering his head very much about it. He is waiting till someone in authority
outlines a policy on it. And I am quite certain that everybody would fall in
line behind it, whatever it might be.

Q. That is a lead towards what?—A. A policy to solve the railway diffi-
culty in some way.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Do you admit that it is a very complicated problem?—A. Oh, abso-
lutely, sir. There is no question at all about that. But my point is that we are
living in a most dangerous era. I do not see any possible chance of any
improvement in our economic conditions for years to come. I cannot see where
it could come from. And the question is so serious it seems to me it demands
immediate attention. Furthermore, democracy is discredited by the failure to
deal with an enormously important question like this.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. Am I fair in assuming that in your opinion it would be better for the
railways to be administered privately rather than under public ownership?
—A. Do you mean directly? There is no question at all about that.

Q. You think that private administration would be superior?—A. Well,
private administration, with proper representation, of course.

Q. What is your suggestion that a proposed board be composed of fifteen
persons, five nominated by the Canadian National, five nominated by the
Canadian Pacific, and five nominated by a representative of the various big
interests all over the country—would you not come to the conclusion that
the C.P.R. having five men start with, with its great influence would be suc-
cessful in getting on this very board more than five men?—A. That is a
purely arbitrary figure. I merely wanted to lay down some kind of system.

Q. No. I mean the C.P.R. having a lot of connections all over the
country among the big people you speak of, boards of trade and representa-
tives of industry, would you not come to the conclusion that the C.P.R. would
be in a position to have on the proposed board so many men that it would
control the decision of the railways in case of unification?—A. I would not
think the C.P.R. could influence very much. I am quite sure they could not
influence agriculture, and I do not think they could influence a chamber of
commerce, and I doubt whether they could influence the engineering industry.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. They could influence a chamber of commerce?—A. Well, take some
other body.
[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:
. Do you think there is very much difference if the interests are abso-
lutely ‘identical? Can you see any divergence of interest of our representa-
tive as opposed to that of the C.P.R.?—A. No, I cannot.

Q. If you can, gne it to us. I am searching for it. But the point raised

by Senator Parent is very important. They will be more active naturally if

there is a divergence of interest, and care must be taken there is no divergence
or, if there is one, that it is protected—A. You must admit this, senator.
There are only a few shareholders of the C.P.R. citizens of Canada, and I
cannot bring myself to believe that a large chamber of commerce could be
dragooned by the C.P.R. or by anybody else to select men who would not serve
the interests of Canada.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Well, T have had considerable experience of such a thing, and I have
no doubt if you placed upon a chamber of commerce the responsibility of select-
ing a representative for that board, the private interests would play an impor-
tant role?—A. But even so, as Senator Meighen pointed out, I cannot see
where there would be any clash of interests under the unified system. They are
all there to make it pay. The C.P.R. would be just as much interested as the
Government representative to make it pay. I cannot see where the C.P.R. could
get any particular advantage under unification.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:
Q. Here is the C.P.R. annual report which came to me this morning.
Hon. Mr. Parent: It goes out to all shareholders.
Some Hon. MemBers: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I do not happen to be a shareholder, and never was
one. This report shows assets of the Canadian Pacific of $1,399,000,000. Now
then, Mr. Peterson, would not your proposals contemplate merely making the
people of Canada liable for that additional debt or most of it, or the revenue
on 1t?—A. I would not think so. In the first place, in the case of amalgamation
Parliament certainly would not accept the C.P.R. valuation of their own assets.

Q. Well, whatever was accepted would be an additional liability upon the
Canadian people, would it not?—A. I would not think so.

Q. In the final analysis?—A. At any rate, if I were in Parliament I would
not vote for that.

Q. Would mot the people of Canada have to pay the deficit as they do

- now?—A. No, I don’t think so.

\ A. Tt would not be there if it was not earned.

Q. But let us say the worst comes to the worst and it was not there, who
would pay for it? We are told there is $50,000,000 or $75,000,000 of a deficit
now. Is not this assuming the possibility of a great additional deficit?—A. Well,
I would not think that Parliament would enter into such an agreement as that
to make the country liable for more indebtedness.

Q. I agree with you absolutely that no Parliament dare to.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. It is a question of agreement?—A. Yes, it is a question of agreement,
of course.

By Mr: Biggar:

Q. Mr. Peterson, in one answer you made to Senator Calder I wonder
whether it' was complementary at all to what you said in your memorandum
this morning under competition and services, where you say, “In the early days

75638—4 ;
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the West fought persistently and justly for competition in transportation. With
the advent of the Railway Commission and public control of rates and services,
however, this issue at once became obsolete.” Is it still obsolete?—A. I would
say so.

Q. You think there is no interest now in competition so far as Western
Canada is concerned having regard to the advent of the Railway Commission?
—A. Some people who do not understand the situation might have a prejudice
that way.

Q. But speaking generally?—A. If people are properly informed as to the
situation, I should imagine such a thing would not occur to-day.

Q. Mr. Yates was good enough to give me a reference to the 17,000 miles.
You referred to an enormous mileage of paralleling and unprofitable lines, but
this reference is to the light traffic divisions which constitute 42 per cent, or
17,658 miles of railway. 1 think it is useful to have that correct?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. The suggestion is that the two railways appoint an equal number of
directors, five, you say. The Canadian National has a good deal longer mileage
and larger traffic than the Canadian Pacific. Would it be fair that the Cana-
dian National should have more directors than the Canadian Pacific?—A. It is
quite possible.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. The Canadian National deficit is a deficit on interest account—
Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Sometimes.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. This interest is guaranteed by Canada and must be paid whether there
be unification or not, as it is a deficit on interest account, not on operating.—
A. Yes.

Q. Canada is bound to pay the interest as it is guaranteed.—A. On the
Canadian National ?—

Q. Yes—A. Oh, absolutely.

Q. To what extent will unification take care of that?—A. Only through
such economies as can be made on operating expenses, the only way any busi-
ness can do it.

Q. But you have told us that the Canadian National was well adminis-
tered, and you had no reflection to make on that head?—A. Senator, I do not
think I should express any opinion at all because I do not know very much
about it except from hearsay. My impression is, and the general impression of
the public is, that the management is fairly satisfactory and efficient, but that
political considerations come in. I can only express an opinion.

Q. Political considerations: you do not know what it amounts to?—A.
No, I could not tell you. :

Hon. Mr. Cauper: Senator Dandurand, you remember all the evidence we
had on the savings that might be effected through the re-routing of traffic alone?
It ran into millions of dollars.

Hon. Mr. DanpuranDp: Yes. I answer that under co-operation it can be
done thoroughly, re-routing can be done.

Hon. Mr. Cawper: If you can get it.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: The two railways have regarded each other as
though at arm’s length, but I think when they realize that their salvation lies
in serious co-operation they will co-operate. We are likely to have some
evidence of that before this committee ends its labours.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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Hon. Mr. Catper: You think they are making progress?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, I am sure they are making progress.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: When you are so old as I am you won’t be so
optimistic.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: That will take some time.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Mr. Peterson, I am interested in what you say about the public view at
the present time. You say, in effect, that the public, so far as you meet them,
are very much concerned about this situation, and they hope that Parliament
will do something?—A. I should not like to say they are unconcerned, sir.

Q. No, they are concerned.—A. They are concerned, yes, very.

Q. Well, that means that the great masses of the public are disturbed about
these deficits that Parliament must meet every year.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: And the consequent taxes.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Do you really think that their attitude is general? Do you think the
average man on the street cares one hang what Parliament must do to reduce
those deficits?—A. Oh—

Q. You know he does not. I am speaking of the average man on the street.
You come back to Parliament and ask for $100,000,000, then you come back
again and ask for another $100,000,000, and then for another $100,000,000 for
this, that and the other thing, and you expect Parliament to provide for it:
that is the attitude of the public mind, is it not?—A. Yes, there is a good deal
of careless thinking, of course. I do not quite like to take a harsh view of the
public. It is said that the average mentality is thirteen years. I think we
might put it a little higher, but of course there are a number of people who
would not be concerned in any circumstances. I am talking more of the think-
ing part of the public.

Q. T guess that is right, people who think the matter over and who know
something about the.situation are a little fearful of what the consequences will
be, and I daresay that is the reason why you think eventually something will
have to be done—A. I think the moral effect is terrible, absolutely terrible.
People see this deficit going on year after year. The ordinary man sits down
and figures out: We pay so much on income tax; if that deficit was not there
we would not have to pay it. There is a lot of argument in that way. As I say,
in the interests of democracy it is a matter that should be dealt with very
expeditiously.

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. Mr. Peterson, don’t you think all this talk about the terrible deficits is
apt to be exaggerated at times? I happened to be in Boston yesterday and on
the financial page of the New York Times I saw an article which interested me
very much. It is quite short. It is headed “ Canada Pays Debts As Net Credit
Rises.” 1 will quote two short paragraphs:—

Due to the Dominion of Canada’s large net credit in international
transactions in the last five years, Canada is paying its external debts
“on a very considerable scale,” according to the Bank of Nova Scotia
in its monthly review. Basing its calculations on figures of the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics, the bank places Canada’s net credit from
1934 to 1939, inclusive, at approximately $1,000,000,000, or larger than
the previous high which was in 1924 to 1928.

Thus, receipts from abroad arising from merchandise exports, gold

shipments, tourist trade, interest and dividends, greatly exceeded corre-
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sponding payments abroad. The bank points out that the surplus has
been chiefly utilized in reducing Canada’s foreign indebtedness and only
to a limited extent in increasing her external investments and other
assets. ;

I suggest to you in those circumstances this deficit is not so serious an item of
our national economy as some people say?—A. If you look at the Bank of

- Canada report you will find the only reason why we have the large external

credit is due to our enormous shrinkage of imports. That is the story.

Right Hon. Mr. MecHEN: And the same bank says that the unemployment
situation is due to the stagnation of industry and enterprise by reason of taxes.
There is the point with me. The unemployment situation is the problem that
we should aim to solve. It should be the lodestar of policy all the time. If
anybody can point to any other way of meeting the problem, I am as eager
as anyone .in Canada to find it.

Hon. Mr. Hucessex: I sometimes wonder if we are not laying a little too
much stress on the financial aspect of this $50,000,000 a year.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicaeN: Unemployment is the thing. A

The Wirness: The way the average man argues it is this: Here is
$50,000,000 of deficits, and here is $50,000,000 of taxes; if we did not have that
deficit we would not have the taxes. ]

By Hon. Mr. Hugessen:

Q. And do you really believe that $50,000,000 could be saved to the country
by unification?—A. I could not express a view on that; but in my view, if
$10,000,000, $15,000,000 or $20,000,000 could be saved I think the - whole
$50,000,000 could be saved, because under unification you would have methods of
economy you never dream of at the present time. In the ageregate, over years,
it would surprise you what effect that would have. -

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:
Q. Do you know that the two railways, through sheer necessity, have been
obliged to compress their respective expenditures year by year, and have effected
considerable economy during those years?

By Hon. Mr. McRae: A
Q. Is this a fair statement, that those economies cannot be continued
indefinitely, and that money must be available for replacements?—A. I came
up on the Canadian National and found a shocking condition along the line
so far as maintenance of station buildings is concerned. I suppose they must
sooner or later expand these controlled expenses.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:
Q. If it is in their mutual interest to co-operate, why cannot they make
a contract to do so?—A. I am afraid it is not human nature. Theoretically
it should be possible.
Q. Why shouldn’t it be possible if mutual interest is the driving force?

Right Hon. Mr. MereaEN: It is diversity of interests that prevents it.

Hon. Mr. Horsey: There is mutuality of interest in the savings.

Right Hon. Mr. MuicHEN: And there is diversity.

Hon. Mr. Muroock: It is the hope of unification that is preventing co-
operation.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuraxp: It has been said that a saving could be effected
under co-operation.

[Mr. Charles W. Peterson.]
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The Wirness: When there are two systems competing for the patronage
of the publie, it is impossible.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand.:

Q. But if they make a pooling arrangement on all competitive hnes for
the carrying of passengers, that would eliminate a formidable expenditure,
would it not?—A. When you work that out to its logical conclusion, you come to
unification, if you drive co-operation fast enough.

Q. You have a Royal Commission composed of men of high standing, who
said, “ You do all these things up to within a point of amalgamation, and that
is where you find the difficulty.” The Act i1s based on the report of these
gentlemen; it is based on the strong instinet of the people against the amalgama-
tion of these two railways. They have come as near together as they can. I
think that if the C.P.R. and the Canadian National do the right thing they
will accept the spirit of the Act and work out their salvation.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGaEN: The evidence of the C.N.R. witnesses on that
point was exactly the same as that of the C.P.R. witnesses. They said, “When
we come to try to effect a co-operative agreement our difficulty is to get a fair
balance of burden and advantage.”” Why that difficulty? Because of diversity
of interest. Each of them said the same thing, and there was no evidence at all
that one of them was more reluctant than the other. There is the ghost at the
door, and they cannot get any progress. We were told in 1933 that would come,
and it has come, and they are going to meet that ghost every time they try
to get together. It is there, and you cannot get rid of it. To say they hope
for amalgamation—surely that does not apply to the C.N.R.

Hon. Mr. Murbock: May I express the hope that to prove that point you
and others will insist in bringing in the representatives of the Canadian National
cand the C.P.R. who spent some weeks in conference in London, Ontario, so
that we may find out what prevented the pooling of the service between
Woodstock and Chicago. Put them under oath.

Right Hon. Mr. Meicaen: I have not heard a word about it, but I
guarantee that there will be a strong case on both sides, and that diversity of
interests will be the thing that stopped it.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: The C.P.R. and the C.N.R. were quite willing to
pool between Woodstock and Windsor, except that the C.P.R. wanted four
miles east of Windsor, to divert their trains over the Essex terminal; but they
ignored the fact that Canadians are heir to a railroad from Detroit to Chicago
and from Port Huron to Chicago.

b Right Hon. Mr. MEeicaEN: I think you are proving my case.
i Hon Mr. Cavper: Was there not something in connection with a contract
the C.P.R. had with other lines?

Hon. Mr. Murbock: Yes, a real friendly arrangement, so far as I know;
maybe a contract.

Hon. Mr. McRae: The contract would be with some of the American lines
that dealt with the C.P:R.; and if they broke that they would lose other
business.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: But there is the scrapping of 330. miles of road
between Detroit and Chicago.

i Hon. Mr. Catper: Under co-operation is not the situation something like
~ . this: the two railways are to maintain their identities. That is essential under
~ co-operation.

Hon. Mr.. Danpuraxp: Under unification also.
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Hon. Mr. Caper: They are to maintain their identity for the reason
that this method of dealing will cease at some time in the future, and they
will want their properties back.

Now, under the other plan, in so far as savings are concerned, both railway
companies would lose their identity—and we are losing sight of that all the time
in our discussion—they would lose their identity completely. The two railways
are thrown together and operated to the advantage of another system.

Hon. Mr. Daxpuraxp: That is amalgamation.

Hon. Mr. Catper: That is amalgamation. I agree with Senator Robinson
that the possibility of unscrambling these railways will be very remote.

Now, in my judgment co-operation will never succeed to the extent that
amalgamation would, for the reason that the executives and officers of both
systems will fight as hard and as leng as they can for the advantage of their
property.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Naturally.

Hon. Mr. Cavper: It is only human.

The Wirness: I take the same view as Jefferson did when he helped con-
struct the Constitution of the United States. He and his Federalists never
dreamed there would be an opposition in Washington in the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate. He thought there would be division in the country,
but that in Washington everybody would work like beavers for the interests
of the United States. It is just the same here. Democracy has developed
opposition and there cannot be co-operation. Democracy rests on opposition.
It is only under amalgamation you can have everybody pulling for the one
purpose, not under any system of co-operation, in my judgment, and Senator
Murdock’s statement, I think, proves the case. It is impossible.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. There is one other thing also that I think is impossible, and that is
to have people accept an agreement under private management?—A. That
may be, although I doubt it. I do not think there would be any objection
from anybody if Parliament came and said, “Here it is.” That is what the
ordinary man expects Parliament to do.

The Committee adjourned until tomorrow at 11 a.m.
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ORDER OF APPOINTMENT

(Extracts from the Minutes of Proceedings of the Senate for March 7, 1939)

Resolved,—That, with a view of completing the inquiry pursued during
last session by the Special Railway Committee of this House, and preparing
and submitting an adequate report on such inquiry, this Special Committee
be re-appointed with a view to inquire into and report upon the best means
of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condition and
financial burden consequent thereto, with power to send for persons, papers
and records and that the said Committee be re-appointed with the same per-
sonnel and, therefore, that it consist of the Honourable Senators Beaubien,
Black, Buchanan, Calder, Cantley, Coté, Dandurand, Graham, Haig, Hugessen,
Horsey, Jones, Hardy, McRae, Meighen, Murdock, Parent, Robinson, Sharpe
and Sinclair.



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

THE SENATE
TaurspaY, March 30, 1939.

The Special Committee reappointed ‘to inquire into and report upon the
best means of relieving the country from its extremely serious railway condition
and financial burden consequent thereto, met this day at 11 a.m.

Right Hon. George P. Graham and Hon. C. P. Beaubien, Joint Chairmen.
Col. O. M. Biggar, K.C., Counsel to the Committee.
The Cuamrman (Right Hon. Mr. Graham): Order, gentlemen.

Mr. Bicear: The Committee was going to hear a representative of the
- All-Canadian Congress of Labour this morning. Mr. Dowd is present on behalf
of that organization.

Mr. NormaN S. Dowp, Secretary-Treasurer of the All-Canadian Congress
of Labour, was called as a witness.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. Mr. Dowd, you are the Secretary-Treasurer of the All-Canadian
- Congress of Labour, are you not?>—A. That 1s right, sir.

i Q. The office of that organization is in Ottawa, at 230 Laurier Avenue

West?—A. Right. "

Q. You desire to address the Committee on the subject raised by
| Professor McDougall concerning the wages paid by the railways, and also to deal
- with certain subjects raised by Mr. Meikle in his evidence before the Committee
. the other day?—A. I have prepared a memorandum that I would be very glad
~ to read before the Committee, and” then to answer any questions that may arise
with regard to the memorandum, or the subject in general, as far as I have a
- mandate to speak on it.

' Q. And your memorandum is directed to those two points, is it?—A. Yes.

Right Hon. Mr. MeiGHEN: I am afraid it is not. I have only been able to
" read a few pages, and they do not touch it at all.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

{ Q. Are you going to deal with subjects that you brought before this
| Committee last year?—A. No, sir. My organization did not appear before
i the Committee last year. This is the first appearance that the All-Canadian
Congress of Labour has made before the Committee. I might say that I
" propose to explain to the Committee the structure and function of the All-
Canadian Congress of Labour, and to place before you a list of the organiza-
tions it represents, to show that we represent both railway and general workers,
- to show something with regard to our figures and our bona fides, and then to
deal with Professor MeDougall’s representations in a very general way—
- because that is all that needs to be done—and to deal particularly with the
@ character of the so-called Canadian Federation of Labour, on whose behalf
@ representations were made at this Committee last week. Those representations
i have been spread from coast to coast. This Committee has been used as a
sounding board for ideas which are not supported by any substantial body of
- workers in Canada—no railway workers whatever beyond a score, and so far
| as general workers are concerned, I am prepared to establish there are not three
hundred in that organization.

75745—1}
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By Mr. Biggar: :

Q. The committee has heard witnesses who speak only for themselves.—
A. I am speaking for 30,000 workers, Colonel.

Q. So it is not of importance whom any individual witness represents?
—A. Except, Colonel, his representations are made in the name of labour,
and are not supported by labour to any extent. When those representations
are sedulously fostered in certain newspapers, over the radio and in editorial
columns as showing there is a substantial body of workers supporting railway
unification, those workers whom I represent must protest most emphatically
that that body does not represent labour at all. It represents no railway
workers and no general workers so far as that is concerned. Naturally if a

man comes to speak on his own behalf, that is a different matter. For instance,

Professor MeDougall spoke for himself, not for Queen’s university.

Q. Can we not take it for present purposes that you regard Mr. Meikle as
not representative of any considerable body of labour?—A. I should like to
establish that fact very briefly. This is my brief. I can read it in half an
hour.

Hon. Mr. Cor#: I do not think we are here for that purpose. This com-
mittee was instituted for the purpose of trying to find ways and means of deal-
ing with the railway situation. We have investigated along certain channels.
The C.P.R. came along with a plan for unified management, and officers of the
Canadian National Railways rebutted that evidence and said, “ No, that is no
good.” That was relevant evidence. We are not here to find out who or what
Mr. Meikle represents. We have already asked him that.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: But why did we hear Mr. Meikle?

Hon. Mr. Coré: We asked him certain questions and formed our own
opinion on his answers. Candidly, I must say that my conclusion is Mr. Meikle
is not representing a very large body of labour. But surely we are not going to
spend half the morning listening to another labour organization urging some-
thing against Mr. Meikle. :

The Wirxess: I am not interested in Mr. Meikle at all, Senator Coté.
May I say also

Hon. Mr. Cort: This is not to be a trial of Mr. Meikle. We are not going
to listen to a labour organization squabble.

Hon. Mr. DAxpuranp: Why did we hear Mr. Meikle anyway?

Hon. Mr. CaLper: He asked to be heard.

Hon. Mr. Cort: But Mr. Meikle was not here to make a trial of labour
organizations. _

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp: But he was here saying that he represented a large
body of labour.

Hon. Mr. Cor: Mr. Meikle was not here making a trial of the All-
Canadian Congress of Labour.

Hon. Mr. DaxpuranDp: But he was here claiming that he represented a
certain body of men.

Hon. Mr. Hatg: Mr. Chairman, I was one of the members of this com-
mittee who asked that Mr. Meikle be heard. I think we ought to hear these
people also. If they state a lot of silliness it will not affect my judgment. I
advocated that Mr. Meikle be heard. I advocate the same for these people.

The Wirness: Thank you, Senator.

I:’.?ight Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: Would you give Mr. Meikle an opportunity to
reply? :

Hon. Mr. Hatc: I do not think so. I know he is a man who works in the
C.P.R. shops at Winnipeg.. I have known him for years. He represented certain
views. These other men represent some other views. If we are to get any

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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place with this inquiry, I think if there is any body of opinion, such as the
All-Canadian Congress of Labour, that has views to present—and I know they
represent a considerable body of men, what we call the aristocrats of the railroad
—1I think we should hear them.

Hon. Mr. Corf: I do not want Senator Haig or any other member of the
committee to misunderstand my attitude. I am quite willing to listen to Mr.—

The Witness: Dowd.

Hon. Mr. Coréi: —to Mr. Dowd, provided—

Hon. Mr. Haic: Senator Coté, I think these men will hurt the cause they
are advocating if they go into a tirade against Meikle; but if they want to show
they represent the real great body of—I do not know what word to use—

The Wrrness: Clerical and other classes.

Hon. Mr. Hatg: Yes. I know this organization. We have heard quite a
bit from them, for the president of the organization made a long speech to us
last year.

The Wirness: He did on behalf of the Railway, Brotherhood Employees,
an affiliate of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. Why could he not have spoken on your behalf at the same time?—A. He
was speaking on behalf of railway labour. I am speaking on behalf of the
general labour belonging to unions affiliated with this congress.

Hon. Mr. Cork: I was interrupted. I said I was quite willing to listen to
Mr. Dowd providing—this is the point I was trying to make a moment ago—
providing he limits himself to the evidence of Mr. McDougall.

Hon. Mr. RoBinson: Why?

Hon. Mr. Cor: If he has anything new to present, all right. I have just
glanced at this brief, and it seems to me it becomes a quarrel between Mr. Meikle
and Mr. Dowd’s organization. Surely we do not want to go into a matter of
that kind. If Mr. Dowd would limit himself to what is relevant—and I think
I have mentioned what is relevant—and forget this antagonism to Mr. Meikle,
then I think we should hear him :

Hon. Mr. Murpock: Were you here at the first meeting we had?

Hon. Mr. Cori: 1 think we all realize that Mr. Meikle does not represent
as important a body as Mr. Dowd says he does.

Hon. Mr. Danpuranp:  You ought not to say that. He said he represented
the musicians.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I proposed that we should not hear Mr. Meikle, for
certain reasons—I do not think Senator Coté was present at the first meeting—
but I was out-voted, and it was decided to hear Mr. Meikle. Mr. Meikle made
certain concrete claims, for example, that he was speaking for 52,000 employees.

Hon. Mr. ParenT: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Murpock: I know that would be quite acceptable to certain
gentlemen—possibly my friend Senator Coté. As a matter of fact, with some
experience I have in the labour game, I knew he was on a shoe-string, that he
represented nobody in the views he was expressing. Now -then, surely if there
is anything to that we have a right to hear the other side of the story.

Hon. Mr. McRagE: Mr. Chairman, this memorandum is not very long. We
should have been half-way through it by this time if we had allowed Mr. Dowd
to proceed. I support Senator Haig’s proposal that we hear the memorandum.

The WirNess: May I proceed?

The CuAarRMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien): Go ahead.
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The WirNess: Honourable Chairman and members of the committee:

1. The All-Canadian Congress of Labour is a central Canadian Labour
body similar in structure and function to the British Trades Union Congress.
It was formed in March, 1927, by representatives of eight National unions,
absorbing The Canadian Federation of Labour, which had been in existence

since 1902. Its affiliated National unions and chartered Local unions are wholly .

National in character, and, excluding the Trades and Labour Congress of
Canada, which represents in legislative matters the International unions, it has
the largest membership of any National Labour organization operating in
Canada.

2. The statement of membership which we recently filed with the Dominion
Department of Labour for its report, “Labour Organization in Canada” for 1938,
shows a membership of 31,459 at December 31, 1938, contained in 288 local
branches or unions. A list of these unions is appended for the information of the
Committee. Reference to page 8 of Labour Organization in Canada will show
that our Congress agreed to the request of the Department to have our member-
ship figures and records for 1937 audited by an accountant from the Finance
Department, and that this audit was made. We have consented to a similar
audit of our membership figures and records for the year 1938. I might add that
the membership of the Congress is expanding, 8 new or reinstated unions having
come into the Congress since the first of this year, and at the present time the
figures I have given as at December 31, 1938, would have to be increased by
approximately 1,000 members. The figure of unions and members added this
vear does not include the several thousand steel workers in Nova Scotia who
are now organizing in a National union, to be chartered by the Congress.

3. The classifications of Canadian workers represented by the Congress are
shown in the appendix to this statement, and it will be observed that they
include one National organization of railway workers and several branches of
another National railway labour organization, which are directly affiliated.
The railway workers represented by these two organizations inelude members
of every group and class in that industry, except the shop crafts.

4. The question of railway unification or amalgamation has been before
every Annual Convention of the Congress since 1935. At its Convention in that
vear, the Executive Board of the Congress recorded its view of the proposals
that had been made to amalgamate the railways of Canada in the following
terms:

The proposal to amalgamate the railways of Canada having again
been brought prominently before the public by the privately-owned rail-
way, the Board re-asserts its conviction that no amalgamation, either of
the railways proper or of the railway-owned telegraph and express services,
is in the public interest unless it provides for the retention in the service
of all the present employees, and for the re-absorption of those who
have been laid off during the slump. The elimination of competition by
the railway services should be considered only in connection with the
institution of a planned National economy. So long as other public
services (in which should be included the provision of the essential
commodities and housing) are operated as private enterprises, duplication
of plant will be the rule rather than the exception, and the piece-meal
attempt to effect economies on the railways is in such contrast with the
insistence of the same interests on the continuance of competition else-
where, that we cannot resist the conviction that they are inspired by selfish
or partisan motives, rather-than by a desire to further the general advan-
tage of Canada.

[Mr. N. 8. Dowd.]
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5. This seetion of the Board’s report was adopted almost unanimously by
the Convention, and the declaration of policy therein set forth has been re-
affirmed at each succeeding Convention. At the last Convention of the Con-
gress, which was held in London, Ontario, in April, 1938, a large number of
resolutions on the question were received, of which the following may be quoted:

Whereas the All-Canadian Congress of Labour notes the increased
intensity of the campaign to bring about the unification and amalgamation
of Canada’s two great railway systems under private ownership and
control; and, further accompanying this campaign, is a malicious, distorted
and unfair attack upon the Canadian National Railways as a great
publicly-owned enterprise; and

Whereas this Congress has repeatedly gone on record as being opposed
to any form of amalgamation under private ownership:

Therefore be it resolved that the incoming Executive of the Congress
be instructed to continue its efforts to the very limit of its ability to
oppose any unification or amalgamation schemes, and, in so doing, to
use every avenue of publicity possible to present to the public a fair
and true statement of the Canadian National Railways, and at the same
time express the views of the Congress on this question.

This resolution was passed unanimously by the Convention.
6. May I also quote from the Report of the Executive Board of the

Congress at the Convention of last year, as follows:—

“The campaign for amalgamation, unification or joint management
of the Canadian Pacific and the Canadian National Railways has
recently been revived and intensified . . . The position of the Congress
in this matter has been expressed at former Conventions, and the
Executive Board believes that this policy of opposition to all railway
amalgamation and allied schemes should be confirmed at this time.
The solution of the railway problem will be reached only when the
general problem of industry is solved, through the economic planning
of all industrial activities, and their operation for service rather than
profit. The Board is of the opinion that no worth-while advantage will
be gained by a defeatist policy of abandoning railway lines, curtailing
the service given to the public and putting thousands of workers on the
relief rolls, when there is such an enormous amount of territory in
Canada which needs development, and there are so many ways in which
the present railway lines might be used effectively for colonization
purposes and for the exploitation of our natural resources.”

7. The Executive Board also urged “the Dominion Government to take
whatever action is necessary to defend the publicly-owned system against unfair
criticism, and to expose the sources of the propaganda which is now being
spread among.the public.”

The report of the Board in this connection was concurred in unanimously.

8. Reference may also be made to the opinion of the Congress as expressed
in Memoranda submitted to the Dominion Government. In January, 1938, the
Congress stated that it had observed

“a resumption of the propaganda by paid publicists and other interested
persons in favour of the amalgamation or unification of the Canadian
National and the Canadian Pacific Railways. The policy of the Govern-
ment to maintain the integrity of the Canadian National Railways as a
publicly-owned and publicly-operated service is regarded by the Con-
gress as one of the strongest bulwarks against such propaganda, and
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it is noted that attacks upon the National system are being associated
with attacks upon the Government as lacking courage to deal with the
so-called railway problem in a drastic manner and in utter disregard
either of its pledges or of the expressed will of the people.

“To the extent that it is able to do so, the Government is urged to
protect the Canadian National Railways against misrepresentation and
other unfair criticism, and to oppose to the fullest extent any amalgama-
tion or unification schemes, or any effort to restrict, in the interest of
the privately-owned system, the service which is now being rendered to
the people of Canada by the Canadian National Railways.”

9. Again, in January last, when a large delegation from the Congress met
the Cabinet, the matter was referred to in the following terms:—

“The Congress wishes to give its whole-hearted support to the
attitude adopted by the Government, and especially by the Minister of
Transport, in opposition to the various schemes of railway amalgamation,
unification, joint management, ete., which are persistently advocated by
propagandists for private interests. Associated with these schemes are
attacks upon the Canadian National Railways, and emphasis upon the
‘railway problem’ in such a manner as to imply that the maintenance of
the C.N.R. as a publicly-owned enterprise is responsible for the existence
of this ‘problem.” The Government is urged to do everything in its
power to protect the Canadian National Raillways against misrepre-
sentation, and against any interference with its integrity as a publicly-
owned and operated railway system.

“In the event, however, that co-ordination of transport may
ultimately be considered advisable in the public interest, the Congress
believes that this should be effected on a comprehensive basis, and only
as a part of a national system of public ownership of the means of
production and distribution of the nation as a whole. Any proposals
which would involve a lessening of the opportunities for employment,
which have already diminished to a dangerous extent, must be unalter-
ably opposed by the Congress, and in this respect the Congress desires
to emphasize the fact that every responsible Labou- organization in
Canada is in complete concurrence with its attitude of opposition to
amalgamation or other schemes of this nature, which apply solely to the
railway industry.”

10. It is felt that special stress should be laid upon the closing statement
in this paragraph. Every Railway Labour organization in Canada, including
what are known as the “International” Railway Labour unions, as well as.
the Trades and Labour Congress of Canada, and the All-Canadian Congress
of Labour, which include a number of Railway Labour unions among their
affiliates, have expressed strong opposition to unification and similar schemes.
These bodies represent practically all the railway workers of Canada, and an
overwhelming majority of organized workers in general, and they are unanimous
in their attitude in this respect.

11. With regard to the opinions and evidence heard by your Cominittee
on Tuesday last, from Professor McDougall and Mr. Allan Meikle, any comment
on behalf of the Congress must be made in more or less general terms, and along
lines which have been endorsed by affiliates of the Congress. The Canadian
Brotherhood of Railway Employees and the Congress have pointed out that
duplication and overlapping of services are not confined to the railway industry,
and that they are, in fact, general throughout the whole economic system. On
this ground, they have maintained that it is unreasonable to single out the
railways for special consideration, since they are no more than instances of a
common condition.

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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12. For example, an enqu1ry might be made into the obvious overlapping
and duplication of universities in Canada. They might very well be co-ordinated,
or put under joint management, thus effecting a saving of millions of dollars a
yvear. They are in most instances supported directly by taxation; their revenues
from endowments have been greatly decreased as a result of reduced bond
interest, and they are undoubtedly forced to demand high fees and lay a heavy
burden on those citizens who desire a college education for their children. That
burden might be alleviated in several ways—by the strict elimination of all
duplication, by retiring all professors at the age of fifty, and thus giving the
junior men a chance, or by a twenty per cent cut in the salaries of all professors.

13. At the least, the small universities, which exist only with a severe
struggle, might be ehmmated and if there is any hesitation to put salary cuts
into effect, the Governors are well aware that the professors are unorganized
and are therefore quite helpless. They get a disproportionate amount of leisure,
many of them working five or six hours a week, and getting four or five months’
holidays every year, with a year off on full salary every seven years. On the
face of it, there is probablv no argument advanced with respect to the railway
problem by Professor McDougall which would not apply equally well, if not
better, to the university problem.

Hon. Mr. Parent: Comparisons are odious.

The WirNess: Argument by analogy is often effective.

Hon. Mr. Haig: If you are sure your facts are correct.

The Wrrness: I am quite sure, because I have a boy at Queen’s University,
and am a little ashamed of the faet; but the Professor did not speak on behalf
of Queen’s University.

14. So far as the professor’s method of argument is concerned, it is a logical
fallacy to argue that because a few railway enginemen or conductors in special
circumstances receive fairly high wages, this is a sound reason for cutting the
wages of all running trades employees twenty per cent, or at least of those
employed on light traffic lines, as the professor seems to think that the rates are
not too high on the more profitable lines. At one point, however, he implied
that a twenty per cent decrease in wage-rates throughout the industry would
be desirable. As a general proposition, any economist will tell Professor
MeceDougall that no solution of the economic problem in Canada is to be found
by decreasing purchasing power; the experience of the past ten years shows that
clearly enough; in fact, the whole task of the United States Government, for
example, has been to increase purchasing power by every possible means.

15. So far as the seniority question goes, the professor ought to know that
industry generally gives preference of employment to the senior employees,
even in cases where there are no agreements to this effect. It is difficult, in any
case, to know what bearing this has on the problem involved; his remarks in
this respect were purely gratutious.

16. The professor says that “under the best of circumstances, the continued
existence of 42 per cent of all mileage which lacks tonnage is open to question.”
He would thus support the C.P.R. proposal to scrap 5,000 miles of railway,
utterly neglecting the fact that these lines were built partly for colonization
purposes. The Congress would prefer to take the view of President Hungerford,
who stated to the Committee last yvear that “we may have built our railways
somewhat in advance of our material requirements, but, generally speaking,
they are well located and admirably adapted to the requirements of the country.”
Furthermore, he said, “the C.N.R. has far greater potentialities than its prin-
cipal rival in Canada, or for that matter any other railway on the continent,
because no other railway is so well located in relation to the natural resources
of the Northern half of this continent.”
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17. In many respects, Professor MeDougall showed that his approach to
the whole question was an academic one. He says, for example, that railway
managements, in the earlier years, were willing to share part of their “generous”
returns with the employees. This is wholly erroneous, as the railway unions
had to make strenuous efforts to obtain recognition in the first place and then
to negotiate agreements covering wages and working conditions. The professor
says that “they consider they have a perpetual right to the wages and conditions
given them during the railways’ hey-day.” As I have stated, nothing was
“given” to them, and if the unions are to be blamed for endeavouring to main-
tain wage-rates, and the standard of living the workers have reached, it need
only be said that that is their primary purpose. But it may also be pointed out
that the average of railway wages in Canada for 1937 was $1,448 per yvear—

And may I say parenthetically that that includes wages of all officials—

—which is below the standard of any health and decency budget; and although
some groups are fairly well paid, the vast majority of the railway workers are
on a much lower income-level; furthermore, nearly 70,000 railway workers
have been thrown out of employment or retired from the service since 1928, in
spite of the alleged “unique bargaining power” of the railway Labour unions.

18. On the whole, the Congress considers that the reading of a few cases
from Board of Adjustment No. 1 in The Labour Gazette, and the study of some
railway schedules and statisties scarcely entitle the professor to claim special
knowledge of the railway situation, and his volunteer efforts in this field might
perhaps have been better devoted to other subjects.

19. However, it is noted that the professor did not presume to speak on
behalf of Queen’s University. The other witness on Tuesday last, Mr. Allan
Meikle, claimed that he represented both railway and general workers, and
this claim is of far greater concern to the Congress than his reiteration of the
views of Sir Edward Beatty, to which Senator Dandurand aptly called atten-
tion. In the circumstances, the Congress desires to place on record the facts
with regard to the Canadian Federation of Labour, because the impression has
been given to the people of Canada—I may say by using this Committee as a
sounding board. s

The impression has been given to the people of Canada on numerous
occasions that this Federation represented a large body of Canadian workers,
including railwaymen, and that they were so enlightened that they alone saw
the advantages of railway unification or other schemes, while the vast majority
of the organized workers in the railway services and in industry generally were
so blind to their own interests that they unanimously and consistenly opposed
such schemes.

20. This Committee has invited many witnesses to give evidence, and
others, like Professor MeDougall, volunteered to do so. The Canadian Fed-
eration of Labour requested that its President, Mr. Allan Meikle, be heard, and
he not only submitted a Memorandum to the Committee, but answered a number
of questions. It is believed that the Committee ought to know the nature of
this Federation, and be in a position to judge as to its bona fides, since it is
obvious that the material presented in the name of the Federation would not
otherwise be judged solely on its merits, if any, but as representing the views
of a “substantial” body of workers.

21. In order to make the situation clear, it is necessary to point out to the
Committee and the public that there was a National Labour body in exist-
ence from 1902 to 1927, which from the year 1908 until it ceased to exist was
known as The Canadian Federation of Labour. It was absorbed by the All-
Canadian Congress of Labour in 1927, when that body was established. The
Secretary-Treasurer of the Congress from March, 1927, to September, 1936,

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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was Mr. W. T. Burford, a radio telegrapher with considerable literary ability.
He was also Editor and Manager of The Canadian Unionist, the official organ
of the Congress. In the August, 1936, issue of The Canadian Unionist, Mr.
Burford— .

In spite of the decision of a convention held in the Spring of that year—
—published an article under the name of Allan Meikle, entitled “The Railway
Problem and the Workers,” which was intended as the first of a series of
articles on the subject. It contains the familiar clichés with regard to railway
“rationalization” being “inevitable and necessary” and advising the railway
workers. to find some basis of agreement with the advocates of this scheme.
It is interesting to note, in passing, that “rationalization” was the first proposal;
then in succession, the public have been asked to take the pill under the name
of “amalgamation”; when they gagged at that, it became “unification” and now
it is “joint management”, but it is still the same scheme. :

22. However, the railway workers in the Canadian Brotherhood of Railway
Employees and the Canadian Association of Railwaymen, both affiliates of the
Congress at the time, made their disapproval of this article so manifest that
Mr. Burford, Mr. Meikle and some associates refused to attend a Convention
of the Congress in September, 1936, and they subsequently decided to reach into
the dead past and resurrect the name, “ The Canadian Federation of Labour ”
in October, 1936, and Mr. Burford has since operated under that name, being
“ constitutionally 7 its perpetual Secretary-Treasurer. As he had Mr. Meikle
read to you in his memorandum last week, he claims that, in 1927, the Canadian
Federation of Labour adopted a new constitution and a new title (The All-
Canadian Congress of Labour), but “it became necessary in 1936 to revert to
the original name of the Federation.” This is a harmless delusion on Mr. Bur-
ford’s part; he has said it so often that he believes it, but there is not a scintilla
of truth in it. Not one of the original affiliates or officers of the old Canadian
Federation of Labour had anything to do with its resurrection; the former body
went completely out of existence, and the implication that there was any con-
tinuity of existence or that the Federation remained in a state of suspended
animation for nine years, is utterly silly; it is made simply to lead the public to
believe that his “ Federation ” is an old-established body, when in reality if}
was brought into being just over two and a half years ago, and has been used as
a medium for railway unification propaganda, as Senator Murdock has stated
to the Committee.

23. The “ Federation ” began in October, 1936, with the One Big Union, of
Winnipeg, as its sole unit; some months later the Amalgamated Building Workers
of Canada became an affiliate, and later still a man named McMaster who it is
understood runs a soup kitchen for seamen in Montreal, maintained by public
donations, went in with a little group of his own. Of the 8,704 members of local
unions of the Federation, which were reported to the Labour Department for
its report on “ Labour Organization in Canada ™ for the year 1937, the One Big
Union would account for about 2,000; the Amalgamated Building Workers of
Canada for another 2,000, and the Canadian Brotherhood of Ships’ Employees,
4,000. The One Big Union withdrew from the Federation two weeks ago,
because Mr. Burford was advocating railway unification in spite of the attitude
taken at the “ Convention ” of the Federation last December; practically all the
former members of the Amalgamated Building Workers of Canada have now
left that body and are members of local unions chartered by the All-Canadian
. Congress of Labour. So far as the “ membership” of the Ships’ Employees
union is concerned, the Canadian Seamen’s Union, which holds working agree-
ments with all shipping firms on the Great Lakes, reported at its last Conven-
tion a membership of 5,000, which is actually all the seamen employed in this
service, and leaves Mr. McMaster’s outfit with nothing.
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24. Senator Meighen asked Mr. Meikle: “ Who are the Federation?”
“What constitutes the Federation? ” and the fumbling reply was “ The Build-
ing Trades Workers of Canada; the Transport and General Workers’ Union of
Canada, the Electrical Communication Workers of Canada. And the One Big
Union is a component part of the organization. There is the Saskatchewan
Coal Miners’ Union, and a dozen or two locals in general unions all over the
country. There are general workers, sugar workers, labourers and different
classes of men all over the Dominion.” Apart from the One Big Union, with
which I shall deal seperately, these unions are simply dummy creations, with a
handful of members. Mrs. I. Paton, of Toronto, was the only member of the
Transport and General Workers’ Union, until a fortnight ago, when Mr. Meikle
joined 1it, after the One Big Union withdrew from the Federation. Mrs. Paton
was mixed up with the unfortunate invasion of the Saskatchewan coal mining
area last September, at the instigation of the employers, who contributed a four-
figure cheque to the Federation to meet organizing expenses, according to an
organizer who was brought in from Vancouver, and who was so disgusted that
he left the Federation. It was found after a vote had been taken by the Labour
Department that the Federation had only a few members among the Saskat-
chewan miners. Mr. Burford is believed to be the sole member of the Electrical
Communication Workers of Canada. The reference to “sugar workers” is
amusing. The Federation organized a group of sugar workers in 1937, but
after a short time they withdrew from the Federation and are now chartered
by the Congress.

Hon. Mr. Parext: Are they maple sugar workers?

The Witness: No, sir. That is the Atlantic Sugar Werkers’ Union of
Saint John.

25. With respect to membership, Mr. Meikle claimed that the Federation
had a membership of 52,000. This was on March 21. Unfortunately, Mr. Bur-
ford, in a statement issued to the Canadian Press on March 17, and put into
the record by Senator Murdock, claimed only 40,000. These two officers ought
to get together. At the same time, he gave the membership of the One Big
Union as 3,000, although, for the year 1937, the General Secretary, Mr. R. B.
Russell, reported that it had a membership of 23,509. Unquestionably, this
figure was included in the alleged membership of 52,622 reported by Mr. Burford
for 1937, and the loss should have reduced his membership to 29,000 odd, instead
of the 40,000 he now claims. It is a little difficult to follow the calculations
involved, but it is significant that, when the One Big Union is a member of the
Federation it has over 23,000, but when it withdraws, or, as Mr. Burford says,
is suspended, 20,000 members disappear—gone with the wind. Forty whole
battalions! But Mr. Russell says they still have the 23,000, so whom are we to
believe? Actually, so far as the Congress can ascertain by extensive investiga-
tion, the One Big Union has about 1,800 members, of whom probably a dozen
or =0, including Allan Meikle, are railwaymen, and all except himself have now
repudiated the Federation and its views on railway unification.

26. Mr. Meikle stated (page 52 of Proceedings, No. 2) that—I am quoting
Mr. Meikle. It is typical of his style—“that section in Winnipeg that was
responsible for that statement (that it had withdrawn from the Federation) has
been suspended temporarily, for the lack of paying their per capita tax. That
has never been discussed in the O.B.U. at any general meeting.” He is given
the lie direct by one of the O.B.U. members, in an item which appeared in the
Winnipeg Free Press on Saturday last, March 25, as follows:

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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ONE BIG UNION VOICES OPPOSITION TO AMALGAMATION

The One Big Union is opposed to amalgamation and stands behind
the railroad workers in their opposition to it, Ed. Armstrong, Secretary
of the Street Railwaymen’s unit of the O.B.U., stated Thursday, in a
telegram to Senator Beaubien, Chairman of the Senate Railway Com-
mittee.

He also charged that statements made by Allan Meikle, president
of the Canadian Federation of Labour, before the Committee, Tuesday,
claiming the One Big Union had only been temporarily suspended, were
false.

Mr. Armstrong declared that in point of fact that One Big Union
had withdrawn from the Federation because the decision of the Montreal
Convention against amalgamation had not been carried out by the
Executive Board.

“The One Big Union is opposed to amalgamation or unification of
the railways,” he stated, “and stands behind the railroad workers in
their opposition to it.”

27. Mr. Armstrong is referring to the decision reached by the Federation
at a Convention in December last, when the delegates refused to concur in a
recommendation of the Executive Board in favour of unification. In a Canadian
Press despatch from Montreal, under date of December 8, the following para-
graph appeared:

The Canadian Federation of Labour unanimously reaffirmed: that
it was taking no stand regarding co-ordination of Canada’s railways.
The Federation on Tuesday (December 6) shelved the recommendation
of its Executive Board that Canada’s railways be co-ordinated.

28. The fact is, gentlemen, that not only does the Canadian Federation
of Labour represent no more than a few hundred workers at the most, but its
“President” submitted in the name of the Federation, and allegedly on behalf
of a group of 52,000 workers, proposals which had been definitely and decisively,
nay, according to the press report, unanimously shelved no later than December
last. There can be no objection to the airing of Mr. Burford’s private opinions
by Mr. Meikle, but when the latter dares to come before this Committee and
claim to speak in the name of Labour, the Congress must protest most em-
phatically against his views being given any consideration except as the views
of one or two private individuals. The claim to represent Labour is utterly
unwarranted, and this is common knowledge among the workers. The All-
Canadian Congress of Labour has unions in almost every city and town in
Canada, as the list appended indicates, and the members of those unions know
nothing about any Federation unions. We did know something about the One
Big Union, which withdrew or was suspended two weeks ago, before Mr. Meikle
appeared here. One cannot hide 52,000 members; if they existed, they would
be known; they simply do not exist. It has already been placed on record that
Mr. Burford refused to permit accountants from .the Department of Finance
to audit his membership records for 1937; the explanation is obvious; he dare
not let it be known that his whole structure is a house of card-records.

29. The question of the authorship of the Memorandum was brought up
last week by Senator Murdock when Senator Meighen asked whether it would
have value if it came from an association of penitentiary convicts. It must

- have been obvious to the members of the Committee, as it is to everyone who

reads the evidence, that there is a vast discrepancy between the presentation
and the answers given by Mr. Meikie to extempore questions. The mellifluous
and grandiloquent style of the brief, with its bombast and fustian, especially in
its earlier paragraphs, betray the author, and he is not a railwayman; he does not,
wear overalls, nor live in Winnipeg.
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30. It may be of interest to note that Mr. Meikle stated to the Committee
that he had “learned about the railway situation more in 1930, when he repre-
sented Canada at the Imperial Conference in London, from the railwayman,
which gave me a cue to write in 1935 on that subject.” It is rather remarkable
that he took so long to pick up his cue, his first writings appearing, so far as
I am aware, in 1936, not in 1935. Some minds take longer to work than others,
but most men, when they are impelled by a vitally-important revelation, obey
the impulse in less than five or six years. However, the reference to “represent-
ing Canada at the Imperial Conference in London” surely indicates that we have
here somebody in particular. Oddly enough, the “Summary of the Proceedings”
of the Imperial Conference, 1930, omits Mr. Meikle’s name from the list of
advisers to the Canadian delegation, although the names of fourteen other
Canadians are shown in the list. Perhaps Mr. Meikle was present in spirit,
and has since convinced himself that he was there, but the records give no support
to the idea. This is known as dealing with the credibility of the witness.

31. The Congress would not bother with this rather sorry history, if the
attempt had not been made deliberately to mislead the Committee and the
public with regard to the character of this “Federation” and if there were not
several newspapers in Canada which have eagerly played up the views of the
“Federation” with a view to making the public believe that there was some
support among the workers for railway unification. The Montreal Gazette and
the Toronto Globe and Mail last week had Mr. Meikle up on the front pages
with Hitler, blazoning an utterly false and misleading impression to their readers.

32. On previous occasions, the Montreal Gazette and the Montreal Star
have come out with blatant editorials, praising the “sensible” views of the
Federation, and violently attacking the politicians for their pusillanimity in
refusing to grasp the thorny railway problem and solve it whether the public
liked the way they did it or not. Even last week, the Globe and Mail headed
its article on Mr. Meikle’s evidence: “Crisis Seen Unless Rails Are Joined”
“Labour Federation Holds Unification Would Be In The Workers’ Interests
As Well As Taxpayers’,” and gave it nearly three columns! That has been
spread from coast to coast.

33. So far as the arguments presented in the Memorandum read by Mr.
Meikle ‘are concerned, they are nothing more than a rehash of those long
familiar in the speeches of Sir Edward Beatty; I am under the impression
that these arguments were already before the Committee, and they have been
fully answered, notably in the Brief submitted to the Committee by the Cana-
dian Brotherhood of Railway Employees on June 21, 1938. The Congress
unequivocally endorses the views expressed therein, as being in line with the
resolutions of Congress Conventions, and approval otherwise expressed, as
indicated previously in this Memorandum.

34. May I make it clear, in conclusion, that throughout this Memorandum
it has been my purpose to set out only the attitude of the railway and general
workers of Canada who are organized in unions affiliated with or chartered
by the All-Canadian Congress of Labour, as this has been made known at
Congress Conventions, but I desire to repeat that, at least in the matter of
opposition to railway unification or other schemes, this attitude is endorsed by
practically all organized workers of Canada.

Respectfully submitted,

NORMAN S. DOWD,
Secretary-Treasurer.

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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THE ALL-CANADIAN CONGRESS OF LABOUR
Founded in March, 1927

230 Laurier Avenue West, Ottawa, Canada
A. R. MosHER, President. CuARLEs BeatTIE, Vice-President.
Normanx 8. Downp, Secretary-Treasurer.

Ezecutive Board

A. R. MoSHER CHARLES BEATTIE N. S. Dowp
G. D. TayrLor J. Lea L. Guay A. L. HepworTH

DIRECTORY
NatroNaAL LaBour CoOUNCILS

i Halifax National Labour Council. Secretary: C. J. Noddin, 57 Gerrish
' Street, Halifax, N.S.
| Moncton National Labour Council. Secretary: George Bailey, Sunny Brae,
. New Brunswick. _
: Minto National Labour Council. Secretary: Robert Gee, Newcastle Creek,
Queen Co., N.B.

New Brunswick Council of Labour. Secretary: John G. Davis, 185 Waterloo
#  Street, Saint John, New Brunswick.
b Saint John National Labour Council. Secretary: John J. Caples, 49 Paddoek
. Street, Saint John, New Brunswick.
Quebee National Labour Council. Secretary: A. Massé, 3 St. Honoré,
Lauzon, Lévis, Que.

Montreal National Labour Council. Secretary: Joe Wall, Room 115,
1405 Bisliop Street, Montreal, Quebec.

Toronto National Labour Council. Secretary: G. R. Hodgson, 6 Laurier
Ave., Torento, Ont.
London National Labour Council. Secretary: Herman W. Liersch, 59
. Charies 8t., Lendon, Ontario.
Winnipeg National Labour Council. Secretary: J. S. McNabb, Suite 16,
| Edward Building, Winnipeg, Manitoba.
Regina Naticnal Labour Council. “Secretary: W. A. Barker, 1321 Cornwall
| Street, Regina.
Saskatoon National Labour Council. Secretary: H. E. Elliott, 105 London
- Block, Saskatoon.
Edmonton National Labour Counecil. Secretary: R. LeMaitre, 11319-87th
B Street, Edmonton.

Calgary National Labour Council. Secretary: Norman B. Williams, 228
13th Avenue East, Calgary, Alberta.

Vancouver National Labour Council. President: E. R. Morton, 1329 - 15th
. Avenue East, Vancouver, British Columbia.
4 Prince Rupert National Labour Council. Secretary: H. Forrest, Box 679,
. Prince Rupert, British Columbia.

NATIONAL AND LOCAL UNIONS
BUILDING

: National Union of Carpenters, Bricklayers, Painters and Allied Trades.
Secretary, W. H. Hopkins, 435 Yonge Street, Toronto, Ontario.

: National Union of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers, Halifax Branch.

~ Secretary, Dan. Walker, 17 Dresden Row, Halifax, N.S.
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National Union of Painters, Decorators and Paperhangers, London Branch.
 Secretary, W. C. Sylvester, 21 McNay Street, London, Ontario.

Building Workers of Canada, Montreal District, Local No. 1. Secretary,
G. S. McKerrell, 7283 Lasalle Road, Verdun, Quebec.

Building Workers of Canada, Local No. 2. Secretary, Arthur Watts, 320
9th Ave., West, Cornwall, Ontario.

National Union of Building Workers, Local No. 1. Secretary, A. Andrews,

1015 Denman Street, Vancouver, British Columbia.

CLOTHING AND TEXTILE

National Clothing Workers of Canada, Local No. 1. Secretary, E. Leach,
8 Sixth Street, New Toronto, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association.  President,
Lionel Guay; Vice-President, Wallace Smith; Secretary, pro tem., P. D?
MecLaughlin, 250 Havelock St., Toronto; Treasurer, pro tem., Thomas Worsley.

Canaidan Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
London Local No. 1. Secretary, S. Benbow, Tambling’s Corners, P.O., London,
Ontario. )

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Hamilton Local No. 2. Secretary, Ernest Transom, 16 Sherman Avenue South,
Hamilton, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Toronto Local No. 3. Secretary, John Harrison, 72 Gwynne Avenue, Toronto,
Ontario. ’

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Owen Sound Local No. 4. George Clarridge, 1188 Fourth Avenue East, Owen
Sound, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
St. Catharines Local No. 5. Secretary, Cecil Saville, 104 Maple Street, St.
Catharines, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Hanover Local No. 6. Secretary, Wm. H. Hergott, Hanover, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Mt. Dennis Local No. 7. Secretary, Alfred Busby, 32 Emmett Avenue, Mt.
Dennis, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
London Local No. 8. Secretary, D. M. Shepherd, 1285 York Street, London,
Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Hamilton Local No. 9. Secretary, James MecCallum, 402 Charlton Avenue
West, Hamilton, Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
London Local No. 10. Secretary, G. W. Wells, 1296 York Street, London,

Ontario. :
Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
London Local No. 11. Secretary, A. Poole, 55 Linwood Street, London, Ontario.
Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Woodstock Loeal No. 12. Secretary, D. Drake, 663 Henry Street, Woodstock,
Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Toronto Local No. 14. Secretary, Ronald Bottrill, 62 Humber Blvd., Toronto,
Ontario.

Canadian Full-Fashioned Hosiery Workers’ Association and Allied Crafts,
Hamilton Local No. 15. Secretary, James K. Davidson, 214 Albany Avenue,

Hamilton, Ontario.
[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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k National Union of Textile Workers, Local No. 1. Secretary, Mrs. Gladys
 Dunbrack, 180 Mountain Road, Moncton, N.B.
X National Union of Textile Workers, Local No. 2. Acting Secretary, R
Gould, 311 Archibald Street, Moncton, NB

’Umon Canadienne Natlonale des Quvriers du Textile (Canadian National
Textile Workers’ Union), Montreal Local No 1. Secretary, Lucien Dubreil, 1555
Cabot Street, Montreal, Quebec.

ELECTRICAL

Canadian Electrical Trades Union. President, A. R. M. Barnetson, 81
Rosethorn Avenue, Toronto, Ont. Branches at Edmonton, Hamilton, Toronto
(2).

ENTERTAINMENT

Canadian Federation of Musicians, Local No. 1. Secretary, Cecil A. Reade,
6-2191-W 1st Avenue, Vancouver, British Columbia.

Canadian Federation of Musmlans, Local No. 4. (Saskatoon Association of
Musicians), Saskatoon, Saskatchewan.

Canadian Federation of Musicians, Local No. 9. Secretary, D. B. Robert-
son, 615 Tegler Bldg., Edmonton, Alta.

Canadian Federation of Musicians, Local No. 10. (Montreal Association of
Musicians). Secretary, Armand Mignolet, 4108 St. Hubert, Montreal, Quebec.

Canadian Federation of Musicians, Local No. 11. (The Canadian Clef Club,
Montreal). Secretary, I. Sealey, 1302 St. Antoine Street, Montreal, Quebec.

Canadian Federation of Musicians, Local No. 14, London. Secretary, Her-
man W. Liersch, 59 Charles Street, London, Ontario.

National Union of Theatrical Employees, Montreal Stagehands’ Local No.
1. Secretary, J. A. Pepin, 519 Ontario Street East, Montreal, Quebec.

National Union of Theatrical Employees, Montreal Projectionists Local No.
2. Secretary, A. Lague, 6573 De Lanaudiére Street, Montreal, Quebec.

National Union of Theatrical Employees, Calgary Stagehands’ Local No.
3. Secretary, W. R. Hicklin, 417 Beveridge Building, Calgary, Alberta.

National Union of Theatrical Employees, Winnipeg Projectionists’ Local
No. 8. Secretary, Gordon M. Kruger, 18 North Panama Court, Winnipeg, Man.

National Union of Theatrical Employees, Toronto Projectionists’ Local No.
10. Secretary, H. M. Hallett, Apt. 46, 414 Jarvis Street, Toronto, Ontario.

National Union of Theatrical Employees, Edmonton Projectionists’
Local No. 11. Secretary, A. R. Taylor, No. 407 - 10160 - 101 Street, Edmonton,
Alberta.

METAL

Algoma Steel Workers’ Union. President, H. P. Waite; Secretary-Treasurer,
Merl H. Smith. Head Office: 168 Gore Street, Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario.

Boilermakers’ and Iron Shipbuilders’ Union of Canada, Local No. 1.
Secretary, R. Woodbridge, 2603 Silver Avenue, New Westminster, B.C.

Boilermakers’ & Ilon Shipbuilders’ Union of Canada, Local No. 2.
Secretary, A. G. Jacques, 619 Canteen Road, Esquimalt, B.C.

National Union of Enamel and Stove Workers. Secretary, Edward J.
Egan, 259 Talbot Street, London, Ont.

National Union of Metal Polishers, Buffers and Platers, Local No. 1.
Secretary, J. E. Cartwright, 48 Concord Avenue, Toronto, Ont.

National Union of Metal Polishers, Buffers, Platers and Spring Makers,

" Local No. 2, Montreal, Quebec.

Canadian Ornamental Iron & Bronze Workers’ Union. Secretary, J.
Lavallée, 6328 Chambard Street, Montreal, Que.
Owen Sound Metal Workers’ Union. Secretary, W. Brlgg 379 Nineteenth
Street West, Owen Sound, Ontario.
75745—2
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Saint John Metal Workers’ Union. Secretary, Walter E. Scott, 251 King
Street East, Saint John, New Brunswick.

St. Thomas Sheet Metal Workers’ Union. Secretary, A. Farren, 35 Hia- -

watha Street, St. Thomas, Ontario.

MUNICIPAL SERVICE

Edmonton Civic Employees’ Union, Local No. 30. Secretary, H. J.
McCallum, 11823-71st Street, Edmonton, Alta.

Ottawa Civic Employees’ Union. Secretary, William C. Wright, 363 Cam-
bridge Street, Ottawa, Ontario. :

Oshawa Civie Employees Umon Secretary, John Callison, 303 Albert
Street, Oshawa, Ontario.

PERSONAL SERVICE

National Union of Barbers & Hairdressers of Canada, Local No. 1. Secre-
tary, J. W. Gallaher, 10002-101A Avenue Edmonton, Alta.

National Union of Barbers and Hairdressers of Canada, Local No. 2.
Secretary, E. H. McKeever, 113 Highfield Street, Moncton, NB

National Union of Barbers and Hairdressers of Canada, Local No. 3.
Secretary, Earl Kincade, 42 Germain Street, Saint John, N.B.

National Union of Barbers and Hairdressers of Canada, North Shore Local
No. 4. Secretary, A. C. Cormier, Box 25, Bathurst, N.B.

. National Union of Barbers and Hairdressers of Canada, Local No. 5.

Secretary-Treasurer, Jim Lavoie, Box 351, Edmundston, N.B.

National Union of Barbers and Hairdressers of Canada, Local No. 6.
Secretary, Harry Robertson, Newcastle, N.B.

National Union of Barbers and Hairdressers of Canada, Local No. 7.
Secretary, Lance Grant, St. Stephen, N.B.

National Cleaners & Dyers’ Union, Local No. 2. Secretary, H. A. Rosen,
+ Box 304, Edmontom Alberta.

PowER ENGINEERING

National Union of Operating Engineers of Canada. President, T. Prézeau;
Secretary-Treasurer, H. W. Clarke, 220 North Avenue, Longueil, Quebec. Head
Office: 1182 St. Lawrence Boulevard, Montreal, Quebee. Local No. 3 Granby;
TLocal No. 5, Sherbrooke; Local No. 6, St. Johns.

National Union of Operating Engineers, Local No. 2. Secretary, G. Lamont,
223 Carrall Street, Vancouver, B.C.

National Union of Operating Engineers, Local No. 3. Secretary, J. E.
Brown, Room 30, West Hastings Street, Vancouver, B.C.

2 PrINTING

The Canadian Printers’ Union, Local No. 2, Ottawa. Secretary, Lorne
Duck, 8 Second Avenue, Eastview, (Ottawa), Ont. j

TRANSPORT AND (GENERAL

Algoma Truckers’ Union. Secretary, G. A. Dodds, 37 Beech St., Sault
Ste. Marie, Ont.

Canadian Longshoremen’s Association, Local No. 2. Secretary, W. A.
Pilfold, Box 531, Prince Rupert, B.C.

Submarine Divers’ and Tenders’ Union of Canada, Western Division.
Secretary, William Zess, 1855 Georgia Street, East, Vancouver, B.C.

Co-operative Labour Protective Association, Westville Branch.  Secretary,
Moore Thompson, Westville, Nova Scotia.

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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Halifax Grain Elevator Operators’ Unit. Transport & General Workers of
Canada. Secretary, H. F. Orman, 61 Victoria Road, Halifax, N.S.
Edmonton Street Railway Unit, Transport & General Workers of Canada.

. Secretary, D. Forster, 11441-84th Street, Edmonton, Alta.

Truro Unit, Transport & General Workers of Canada. President, Henry
Fraser, 1127 Prince Street, Truro, Nova Scotia. :

Montreal Elevator Operators’ and Building Maintenance Employees’ Unit.
Transport & General Workers of Canada. Secretary, Allen Smith, 1176 Bishop
Street, Apartment 7B, Montreal, Quebec.

Building Service Workers’ Union, Toronto Local No. 1. Secretary, (Mrs.)
A. Spencer, 1446 Gerrard Street, Toronto, Ontario. ,

Edmonton Chauffeurs’ and General Transport Workers’ Unit, Transport
& General Workers of Canada. Secretary, L. McEachern, 12713-110 Avenue,
Edmonton, Alberta. g

Canadian Garage Workers’ Association. Secretary, H. Biddle, 1309 Tra-
falgar Street, London, Ontario.

National Garage Workers’ Union, Ottawa, Local No. 1. Secretary, H.
Gamman, 30 Lewis Street, Ottawa, Ontario.

National Garage Workers’ Union, Local No. 2. Secretary, J. Scally, 1079-
4th Avenue, Verdun, Quebec.

St. Thomas Civie, Transport and General Workers’ Unit, Transport and
General Workers of Canada. Secretary, George Langley, 2 Hill Street, St.
Thomas, Ontario.

Petroleum Workers’ Industrial Union of Canada. Secretary, G. C. Cruik-
shank, 55 Watson Avenue, Toronto, Ontario.

National Union of Industrial Gas Workers. Secretary, Orlando Dean, 301
High Park, Toronto, Ontario.

National Union of Domestic and Industrial Gas Workers. Secretary, G. J.
March, 1333 Dundas Street West, Toronto, Ontario.

Avon Mine Workers’ Union, Minto, New Brunswick.

Diamond Mine Workers’ Union, Minto. Secretary, Harry Branscombe,
Newcastle Bridge, New Brunswick.

Miramichi Mine Workers’ Union, Local No. 1. Secretary, Fred S. Night-
ingale, Minto, New Brunswick.

Rothwell Mine Workers’ Union, Local No. 2. Secretary, Stanley E. Gee,
Newecastle Creek, New Brunswick.

National Union of Gypsum and Lime Workers, Local No. 1. Secretary,
David Joseph, Caledonia, Ontario.

Verdun Workers’ Union. Secretary, R. G. Walker, 55 Second Avenue,
- Verdun, Quebec. :

Wallpaper Workers’ Industrial Union of Canada, Toronto. Secretary,
T. Ellis, 85 Robert Street, Mimico, Ontario. :

RAmwAYy TRANSPORT

Canadian Association of Railwaymen. Lodge 73, Toronto, Ontario, Secre-
tary, L. DuMaresq, 99 Silverthorne Avenue, Toronto, Ontario; Lodge 6K,
Toronto, Ontario, Secretary J. A. Kerr, 154 Ellsworth Avenue, Toronto,
Ontario; Lodge 17, London, Ontario, Secretary, H. C. Percival, 1074 Florence
Street, London, Ontario.

Canadian Brotherhood of Railway Employees. President, A. R. Mosher;
. Vice-President, J. E. McGuire; General Secretary, M. M. Maclean, Box 395,
¢ Ottawa, Ont.; Executive Board: A. R. Mosher, Chairman, A. Massé, Secretary,

- B. H. Crawford, A. N. Lowes, and George H. Stoker. Trustees, Geo. E. Lowe,
A. J. Teasdale, and C. H. Stevenson. Local Divisions: Sydney, North Sydney,
Joggins Mines, Mulgrave, Stellarton, Truro (2), Halifax (7), Bridgewater,
Amherst, Charlottetown, Campbellton, Newcastle, Moncton (3), St. John (2),

757452} ;
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Edmundston, Fredericton, Levis, Riviére du Loup, Charny (2), Montreal (13),
Quebec (3), Mont Joli, Cabano, Richmond, Sherbrooke, Joliette, La Tuque;
Coteau Jet., St. Hyacinthe, Ottawa (3), Toronto (9), Hamilton (4), London
(4), Reddit, Iroquois, Listowel, Guelph, St. Catharines (2), Porquis Jet., Strat-
ford (2), Fort Frances (2), Rainy River, Brockville, St. Thomas, Kingston (2),
Brantford (2), Fort Erie, Allandale, Belleville (2), Cochrane, Fort William,
Sioux Lookout, Armstrong, North Bay (2), Englehart, Capreol, Lindsay, Nia-
gara Falls, Parry Sound, Sudbury, Nakina, Hornepayne, Depot Harbour,
Kitchener (2), Midland, Palmerston, Peterborough, Sarnia, Windsor (3), Win-
nipeg (8), Dauphin, Brandon (2), Rivers, Portage la Prairie, The Pas, Moose
Jaw, Regina (2), Prince Albert, Melville, North Battleford, Saskatoon (2),
Watrous, Biggar, Kamsack, Kindersley, Radville, Kipling, Shellbrooke, Hum-
bolt, Edmonton (3), Calgary (2), Edson, Wainwright, Jasper, Drumbheller,
Mirror, Hanna, Prince George, Vancouver (3), Smithers, Kamloops, Prince
Rupert, Victoria, New Westminster, McBride.

RETAIL DISTRIBUTION

National Retail Clerks’ Association, Local No. 1. London, Ont. :
National Retail Drivers’ Union, Local No. 1. Secretary, H. Hopkins,
7 Kennedy Apartments, Winnipeg, Manitoba.

VICTUALLING

National Beverage Workers’ Union, Local No. 1. Secretary, B. F. Box,
117 Garfield Avenue, London, Ontario.
Bakers’ and Dairymen’s Industrial Union. Secretary, A. E. Keay, 286
Gliddon Avenue, Oshawa, Ontario. ; \
London Milk Drivers’ and Dairy Workers’ Union. Secretary, A. E. Erwin,
216 Richmond Street, London, Ontario. n‘

Sault Ste. Marie Bakers’ and Dairymen’s Union. Secretary, F. S. Walton,
157 Alexandra Street, Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario. :

All-Canadian Bartenders’ and Waiters’ Union, Local No. 1. Secretary,
J. Spencer, 121 Elm Street, London, Ontario.

National Union of Hotel, Club and Restaurant Employees, Local No. 1.
Secretary, H. J. Graham, 7 St. Patrick Street, Saint John, New Brunswick.

Atlantic Sugar Workers’ Union. Secretary, F. J. O’Connor, 27 Peters Street,
Saint John, New Brunswick.

National Biscuit Workers’” Union, Moncton Loeal No. 1. Secretary, Lola
Gagnon, 638 Main Street, Moncton, N.B.

" Canadian Flour and Cereal Workers’' Association, Port Colborne, Local

No. 1. Secretary, S. L. Gaudie, 136 Park Street, Port Colborne, Ontario.

Owen Sound Grocery Employees’ Association. Secretary, Richard W. Ward,

780 Second Avenue West, Owen Sound, Ont-ariq. : .
Toronto Wholesale Fruit Employees’ Association. Secretary, R. H. Schieck,
54 Austin Avenue, Toronto, Ontario.

SHOE, Woop AND FURNITURE WORKERS

Canadian Union of Woodworkers, London Branch. Secretary, R. Corke,
318 Oxford Street, London, Ontario.

Canadian Union of Woodworkers, St. Thomas Branch. Secretary, A. Beales,
93 Fifth Avenue, St. Thomas, Ontario.

British Columbia Woodworkers’ Union, Local No, 1. Secretary, V. W.
Dalziel, 2426 Yale Street, Vancouver, B.C.

Canadian Barrel Workers’ Association, London, Local No. 1. Secretary,
(. Nethercott, 8 Rosewood Avenue, London, Ontario.

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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National Union of Furniture Workers, Local No. 1. Secretary, A. Hawks-
ford, 308 12th Street West, Owen Sound, Ontario.

Natmnal Union of Furnlture Workers, Local No. 2. Secretary, John R.
Lamiman, Box 427, Kincardine, Ontario.

National Union of Furniture Workers, Local No. 3. Secretary, R. E. Hall-
man, Hanover, Ontario.

National Union of Furniture Workers, Local No. 4. Secretary, W. Slight,
Listowel, Ontario.

Mr. Bicear: I have no questions to ask Mr. Dowd.

By Hon. Mr. Coté:

Q. Mr. Dowd, last summer this Committee made a preliminary report to
the Senate, and that report indicated it was the unanimous wish of the
members of the Committee that the railways should effect economies. There
was no dispute about that. Now, during the course of this investigation a few

- suggestions have been made for meeting our railway problem. One, by Sir

Edward Beatty, was unification of management. Your brief makes it very
clear that your organization is opposed to that. Then there was another
proposition made, by the President of the Canadian National, Mr. Hungerford.
He said that the present law governing co-operation, that is the Act of 1933,
and the arbitral tribunals which may be set up to enforce co-operation, have
practically failed to work, and he suggested that this scheme should be
strengthened by interposing an independent commission, or commissioner, which
would force the railways to engage in joint schemes of economy. Is your
Congress in favour of that?>—A. No. I think I might say that as far as the
organizations represented by the All-Canadian Congress of Labour are con-
cerned—I am speaking on behalf of about 30,000—they would be equally
opposed to co-operation as to unification. They believe that that is not the
answer to our problem. And they also suggest that very great economies have
been made since 1928, in view of the fact that 70,000 railway workers have
been thrown out of employment and that there have been vast economies in
operating expenses. The railways, 1 think I might say at this point, are eager
in every way to effect economies in operation, that is so far as their own
internal problems are concerned. But as far as the general principle of
co-operation is concerned, the workers are opposed to that.

Q. Thank you—A. May I say in that connection in regard to the other
proposals placed before the Committee, the attacks on railway wages which
you have heard from Mr. McDougall, Mr. Meikle incidentally, and from Mr.
Peterson particularly yesterday, that it seems to the workers I represent
scarcely a coincidence that now when this inquiry has been reopened this
entirely new subject of the reduction of railway wages should be introduced.
I believe it is not a coincidence, but a etoncerted attack on railway wages, and
the workers I represent believe this is only the beginning of an attack which
will run all down the line, and, as I said in my brief, the workers do not
believe our economic problem—not our railway problem, which is only incidental
to it—our economic problem in Canada can be solved by reducing wages. The
proposal that wages be brought down to the level of the farmer’s income is only
something you might expect from a mind less intelligent obviously than Mr.
Peterson’s.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. Mr. Dowd, if I may interrupt you right there. On page 3 of your

' memorandum in paragraph 6, quoting from the report of the Executive Board of

the Congress in convention, this statement appears: “The solution of the railway
problem will be reached only when the general problem of industry is solved,
through the economic planning of all industrial activities, and their operation for
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service rather than profit.” Now, as I take it, that means briefly this, that in
so far as the work of our Committee is concerned, we might as well stop con-
sidering the question of evolving any plan whereby this railway problem can be
solved unless we are prepared to adopt the principle that it can only be solved
when all the industries of Canada are operated under some means of planning.
What do you just mean by that?—A. Senator, T might put it this way. The
economic condition of Canada is like the condition of a patient who is suffering
from hardening of the arteries, arteriosclerosis. He goes to a doctor for treat-
ment. I don’t think any doctor would suggest cutting out a few of the arteries,
but he would deal with the general condition of the patient, his diet, habits, sleep.
I trust there are no doctors on the Committee so I may speak freely.
Hon. Mr. ParenT: You speak like a university man.

The Wirness: I am a university man. I feel our railway problem is only
one instance of general disintegration of an economic system which has been
in operation since the 17th century. To you gentlemen in particular, members
of a deliberative body, business, industrial and financial leaders, and men of
light and learning, I say the workers on whose behalf I speak endorse this
general proposition, that no solution of the railway problem can be found until

- the people of Canada are prepared to endorse a system of co-operation and

public ownership whereby the natural resources, the technical and managerial
skill, the labour, the factory equipment of our country, are used to give us the
highest standard of living which we have a right to expect, with a proper
sharing of work, leisure and income. -

Hon. Mr. Parent: Communism.

The Wirness: No, sir, it is not Communism in any sense of the term. The
title is not important, the principle is. The title does not mean anything,

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:

Q. Take the medical example which you cited. Suppose a man has a
broken arm, is he to be treated for everything?—A. No, sir. Canada is not
suffering from a broken arm. Canada is suffering from a condition in her
arterial system. You will see it in red across the map.

P

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. Arteriosclerosis is a hopeless disease?—A. It certainly is not. High blood
pressure is not by any means a hopeless disease. Hardened arteries, as most
of our older men know, can be softened up and made to work better. There is
no difficulty on that score.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. For my own information—I have tried before and-failed—will you give
us in a few words the difference between what you think is the real cure and
Communism?—A. Senator, I think that question, if I may be permitted to
say so, is irrelevant and immaterial. I am not here to discuss Communism,
Socialism, co-operation or anything else. I am glad to have an opportunity to
suggest to the committee that they are dealing only with one aspect of our
problem, and I am quite satisfied that you yourself can follow on the general
lines of which I speak. As you said yesterday, Senator Meighen—if I may
address myself, Mr. Chairman, to Senator Meighen, whose brilliance everybody
recognizes, and with whom I do not propose to cross swords, for it would be
utterly foolish on my part to attempt to do so—yesterday you said you did not
care what name it might bear so long as it was a solution of the problem.

Q. Hear, hear—A. I agree with you. It does not matter what name we
call it whereby we shall get goods and services to the people of Canada. I do
not care whether we follow the system that has been laid down by Marx or

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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by any other economist. I don’t think we need follow Marx, for Canadians
have brains enough to solve their own problem. We have brains enough in the
Senate, we have brains enough around this table if you men would put your
minds to the problem as it exists on a large scale. Of course, there are no
interests, except the workers and some farmers—for whom, I may say, Mr.
Peterson did not speak—who want to see the high standard of living in Canada
maintained by means of co-operation, national ownership.

By Hon. Mr. Black:
Q. I think you said a moment ago you were opposed to co-operation?—
A. I am opposed to the scheme of co-operation which was provided for in the
Railway Act of 1933—the Canadian Pacific-Canadian National Act.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. You mean compulsory co-operation?—A. Yes, compulsory co-operation.
The workers are opposed to any scheme whereby opportunities for employment
will be lessened, because they believe that they have a right to earn a living.
That is the right of every Canadian citizen.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. That applies, then, just as much to the Act of 1933 as it would to legis-
lation for the purpose of putting compulsory co-operation into effect?—A. Yes,
sir. So far as the workers are concerned, they believe every measure designed
to reduce employment and purchasing power of the workers is inimical not
only to their interests but to the interests of the country as a whole.

By Hon. Mr. Parent:

Q. Do I understand you to say that since the Act of 1933 went into effect
70,000 men have lost their positions?—A. No, Senator Parent; since 1928. At
the peak, in 1928, there were 201,000 employees roughly; to-day the number
is 133,000.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Personally, I am anxious to understand the principle that underlies your
attitude. I should like to get, if possible, a concrete illustration of just what
1s meant by the statement I have read.—A. Surely.

Q. I will read it again: “The solution of the railway problem will be reached
only when the general problem of industry is solved”—now, this is the important
part—“through the economic planning of all industrial activities.” As an illus-
tration of an industrial activity, let us take a mine up in the Porcupine area,
a huge mine—

Hon. Mr. Parent: The Lake Shore mine.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. —with thousands and thousands of employees. Now, what do you
mean by “economic planning” of that industrial activity?—A. I will tell you,
Senator. When I am talking about this situation here I am not talking about
any specific mine or the mining industry. I do say that in Canada, with
10,000,000 people living on half a continent, and with our mining resources, our
wheat fields, our technical skill, our educated people and our homeogeneous

L population, and with all our advantages, including our railroads, our factory

" equipment, our skill of all kinds, our financial capital, should there be 2,000,000
people on relief in Canada?

Q. No. I agree with you there should not be—A. All right. That mine would
appear in the general scheme. We propose first of all a thorough economic
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survey of the national resources of Canada, including its man-power and fac-
tory equipment. We propose, in the second place, that on the basis of the
survey there should be an investigation made why we have poverty, priva-
tion, misery, and injustice in this richly endowed country. In the third place,
we say if the industries were co-ordinated, not taking out the railway industry
as a whole, which is only a carrier for the rest, you would keep your wheat and
corn and factory products moving in sufficient quantities to give the people of
Canada a decent standard of living, a standard which they can perfectly well
achieve, and your railway problem would be solved over-night. You are
dealing with the carrier. The real problem is, there is not enough freight. We
want enough freight.

Q. Do you really think the people of Canada themselves control that
. situation?—A. I think they do. That is, I think they can—

Q. Entirely?—A. Entirely; —to the extent they are permitted to. So
far as our foreign trade is concerned, we will trade wheat for oranges.

Q. But suppose the other fellow won’t trade oranges for wheat?—A. We
will have to use something else, we will have to use apples, for instance. We
have everything in Canada except coffee and sugar—sugar is actually made in
Canada—Canada does not need to be dependent on any other country in the
world. If we were an island completely surrounded by the ocean, would we
starve to death?

Q. I suppose not. But I have not got within a thousand miles of an answer
to my question. I want to know what you would do with the mining industry.—
A. What would we do with that particular industry of mining under a system
of economic planning?—

Q. Yes—A. I would say that that particular mine and the products of
every mine in Canada—

Q. Just stick to the one mine.—A. After all, one mine is only a cog in the
wheel. Where would the mine be without a railway running into it?

Q. But what are you going to do with it?—A. I say if that mine is worth
working, then the minerals which came out of it should belong to the people of
Canada, and should be utilized for the benefit of the people of Canada.

Q. Who would do the utilizing?—A. I am perfectly willing to leave it to
the Department of Mines here in Ottawa. ;

Q. In other words, the State would take hold of it?—A. I think the State
would probably take hold of it, just as the State runs the post office, the radio,
and a number of other things. L

Q. Should the State take over the production of sugar?—A. After all, the
people are the State, I am not afraid of the people, I am not afraid of direction by
the State. Are you afraid of yourself, Senator?

Q. No.—A. Let the Senate run the thing. It could not be worse than the
condition to-day. Senator Calder, you are an experienced man, you know that.

Q. What you state in effect, so far as that particular industry is concernegl,‘
is that the people would take hold of it and run it in any way they like for their
own interest?—A. Yes, either by a commission or by a department of Gov-
ernment.

Q. And in the same way the people would take care of the production of
sugar and farm implements?—A. I don’t- think we would take it over exactly.
You know what national ownership or operation means? Our post office, for
example, is as good as any, or our hydro-electric system in Ottawa. Do the
people of Ottawa take it over? Is that the bogie? The hydro-electric system
throughout the province of Ontario is the finest and cheapest in the world,
so far as I know, and it is operated by the people—it is operated by a commis-
sion.

Hon. Mr. Brack: I do not think we are getting any enlightenment on the
railway problem.

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. On page 3 you say that the lines might be used for effective colonization
purposes. I would like to ask if your membership is in favour of immigration,
and if so, to what extent?—A. The attitude of the Congress is simply this,
that there should be no general immigration into Canada so long as our economic
system creates such a large measure of unemployment and relief.

Q. Then your reference to colonization purposes has no importance what-
ever?—A. Yes. There are thousands of Canadian workers starving in the
cities that could be placed on farms. What are we going to do? Let them starve?

Hon. Mr. Cawper: That is not immigration.
The WirNess: I merely say our railways should be used intelligently.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:
Q. You are not in favour of immigration?—A. Not at this time.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:

Q. There has been evidence before this Committee that our railways have
been built for a population of 20,000,000, whereas our population is about half
that. Do you not think the growth of population would be one of the important
factors in restoring these two roads?—A. I simply refer you to Professor
McDougall, who said you could not expect people to come here to worse con-
ditions than they were experiencing at home.

Q. Then we must deal with the population we have?—A. I think you
must use the railways to the best advantage in opening up the country and
creating an economic system, with social services such as unemployment insur-
ance, which they have in England. An unemployed man in England when
he comes to Canada goes on relief and is liable to deportation. Canada has
deported more workers than she has brought in in recent years. My remarks
- may have suggested that I am in favour of communism. There is no organized

. body in Canada which attacks the All Canadian Congress so much as the
Communist Party. So far as I am aware there are no communists in any of
the unions affiliated with or chartered by the All Canadian Congress, and my
suggestion has nothing to do with socialism or communism as such. I simply
suggest to the people of Canada that they should realize that the word “problem”
should be put in quotes, because that is not the real problem in any sense of
the word, and I stand by the statement that we shall find a solution of the
railway problem only when we find the solution of the general problem. But
do not say there is no indication of ways in which that problem can be
_ approached, becausee your Parliamentary library is full of books that will give
you all the information you need on the distribution of national income, and
on ways in which the people of Canada could work together to achieve a high
standard of living for everyone—and let us forget this cutting of wages for any
group.

Q. You represent a pretty powerful organization?—A. I would like to
think so.

Q. Including a great many of our citizens. There is a feeling abroad that
you have a very powerful political influence; that is, that your vote is all-
powerful. I notice in the memorandum you submit a very strong endorsement
of the Government policy. It is on page 3. I want to ask would the conviction
of your members be largely recorded in your electoral vote?—A. I couldn’t say
as to that.

X Q. You come with some expert knowledge, as you have in these other

matters?—A. The All Canadian Congress is not in politics; it has never been
. in polities and has never expressed a political opinion so far as I am aware. It
is not associated with any political party in Canada, and we would endorse the
Conservative Party, if it was in power, just the same as the Liberal Party,
because its stand, as announced, would be exactly the same. :

.
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Q. Tt has consolidated the sentiment which permeates your organization;
you are unanimous for what you believe to be in your best interest, naturally,
and that makes a pretty consolidated movement, because it is unthinkable that
you would split your vote—A. All I can say is that the Congress has never
endorsed candidates.

Q. Of course—A. And so far as I know the workers of Canada are not
any more influenced than are the people of Canada as a whole.

~ Q. Let me change the question. If the issue were to be unification or no
unification your members would vote 100 per cent for no unification?—A. I
think they would, but I am not at all sure it would be necessary for me to
advise them to do so. Let me say a word with regard to Mr. Peterson’s statement
yesterday that the people of Canada had no views on the railway question, that
they are looking to Parliament. I think most people will agree that that is not
right. The people approved of Mr. Bennett’s policy regarding amalgamation,
and later the Liberal Party on a similar policy was returned with a huge majority.

By Right Hon. Mr. Meighen:

Q. I want to get as much logic out of you as I can.—A. Yes, Senator.

Q. I do not assume that your organization is connected with the Third
International. I have never heard it suggested—A. Thank you.

Q. And T do not think it has any idea of force?—A. That is perfectly right.

Q. Now you have advocated here a general plan, and you say you are
against communism. I have therefore a right to demand that you tell me what
is the difference between communism as practised in Russia and the plan you
advocated to Senator Calder?—A. May I frankly say there may be twenty-seven
different definitions of communism.

Q. Do not get off the track. What I ask is the difference between Russian
communism as practised and what you have advocated to-day?—A. I don’t
know.

Q. Neither do I.—A. But I do say this, and I know Senator Haig will agree,
because he told the St. James’ Men’s Club the other night that they were not
afraid of communists in the West, that they elected them to legislatures, and
that we had to pay some attention to what Russia is doing. And this is my
answer. If Russia has any solution of our economic problem we would be
terribly short-sighted if we refused it because it is communism.

Q. 1 agree with that. But can you not tell me any difference?—A. I say
frankly I don’t know, except I will say this: so far as I know the Russian
experiment was put into effect by a comparatively small group at the outset
by revolutionary methods, and I understand the Communist Party 1s still sup-
ported by the people as a whole, and they have democratic methods. I believe
in Canada, if we understand, we shall reach the same goal which the Russians
profess to be driving for, by constitutional means—by electing men to our Par-
liaments, and sometimes putting them in the Senate, who will use their influence
in such a way as to bring about changes in the economic system as would
remove the ills and sacrifices under which we now suffer, and without any blood

urge.
. gQ. The purpose is the same?—A. The purpose is the same. The method
would have to be adaptable to Canada. :

Q. And the kind of democracy they have you want here?—A. No, I don’t
say that. T said that so far as I understood the Communist Party was sup-
ported by the people of Russia, by & democratic system.

Hon. Mr. Parent: By their army.

The Wrrness: That may well be. But my point is this, that the purpose
which the Russians seek to achieve is the purpose which should animate us
Canadians.

Right Hon. Mr. MEIGHEN: Sure.

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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The Wirness: Do you not believe we have sufficient intelligence to be able
t0 use our natural resources in such a way as to give our people a high standard
of living? We do not need to follow Russia. We heard yesterday about a
common-sense method of solving the railway problem. I suggest that there
should be a common-sense way of solving the general problem, and that will
solve the railway problem.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. There is another thing. I cannot understand it at all. We have had two
or three witnesses here—and Mr. Peterson went over it yesterday—as to the
attitude of labour in Great Britain, where they had a railway problem, and the
attitude of labour here in Canada. They are as far apart as the two poles. In
Great Britain at first, according to the evidence before us, the labour organiza-
tions representing not only hundreds of thousands, but probably millions of
people, were absolutely oppose to anything in the way of consolidation, amalga-
mation or rationalization, or whatever you may call it. Parliament went ahead
in spite of that. That is a fact, isn’t it? Parliament went ahead in spite of
that?—A. Of course you will realize that in the British Parliament railway
labour and labour in general is pretty well represented, and its interests were
represented to some extent. If you want me to admit that these railways—

Q. Wait a minute. I say that the labour organizations, so far as the
evidence here is concerned, is briefly as I have stated it: that all the labour
organizations, practically as a unit, were opposed to anything in the nature of
rationalization or amalgamation, and that Parliament in spite of that went
ahead?—A. Yes.

Q. And amalgamated one hundred and twenty different railway organiza-
tions in four units?—A. Railway lines, yes.

Q. And that has gone on. That was begun in 1921 or 1922 or 1923.—
A. T am not sure.

Q. And that has been in operation ever since. And that not only has the
labour opposition to that movement ceased altogether, but that to-day labour
is demanding that the four remaining groups be unified, in the interest of
economy, and in the national interest, in the interest of all the people of Great
Britain. That attitude is the attitude of the railway organizations themselves.
Now, my difficulty is this. What is the reason for the attitude of labour in
Great Britain and the attitude of labour as represented by you?—A. I was
here yesterday afternoon and I noticed that the Committee was rather exer-
cised over the situation in Great Britain. Last night the Canadian Brother-
hood of Railway Employees sent a cable to Mr. J. Marchbank, General
Secretary of the National Union of Railwaymen, which is the largest labour
organization in Great Britain, with a membership in the vicinity of 475,000—

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. In the railway field?—A. It represents in wage matters approximately
75 per cent of all British railway workers. The National Union of Railwaymen
is the largest labour organization in Great Britain, with a membership of nearly
475,000 railway workers; and it represents, as I say, 75 per cent of all British
railway workers. This was the cable, signed by Mosher, Canadian Brother-
hood of Railway Employees,—the president, as you know.

“Certain interests here urging Parliament unify two large railway
systems basing arguments on British practice. Please cable attitude
British railwaymen towards consolidation already achieved and if now
advocating complete unification state on what basis.”

Hon. Mr. Carper: That is a very fair statement.
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The Wirness: This is the reply by Mr. Marchbank, which came in thié
morning:—

“Not satisfied with existing cansolidation British railways and
advocating complete unification of all means of transport under national
ownership and control.”

Hon. Mr. HueesseEN: That is just what I said yesterday.

Right Hon. Mr. MeigHEN: That is different from your attitude. You do
not want co-operation at all.

Hon. Mr. ParenT: Just the opposite.

The Wirnmss: They are asking for complete unification of all means of
transport under national ownership and control. And if you ask what our
attitude on that question is, I say that that would be much more acceptable to
the workers I represent than any unification scheme under private manage-
ment.

By Hon. Mr. Parent.:

Q. Because there would be more patronage?—A. You know as much about
that as I do, Senator Parent.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:

Q. Mr. Dowd, where the general system of national planning for industry
as a whole is being carried out in Russia, how are the railwaymen there faring,
under this ideal system?—A. I am sorry, sir, I have no information on that
point.

Q. Would you like to see the railwaymen here go under that system?—A.
You know, sir, as well as I do, that Russia was a feudal country, and in the
space of some thirty odd years—perhaps twenty odd years—it has been
practically revolutionized, the whole country, and it has endeavoured to
re-establish itself on an industrial basis, making more progress in twenty odd
years than the other countries had made in two hundred.

Q. I am just asking you that. question. Would you like to see your
railwaymen and labour here under those conditions that are prevailing in
Russia?—A. No.

Q. Where they can be taken from one place to another and ordered here
and there?—A. Well, as far as that is concerned, you know perfectly well that
a railway company can order a man here and there at their own sweet will,
and the men are perfectly willing to go. They get their transportation paid.
I think you mean to ask if T would like to have here the standard of living
that they have in Russia. We in Canada do not need to reduce to the Russian
standard of living, we do not need to reduce to the German standard of living,
or the Chinese standard of living. We in Canada can maintain a high standard
of living. T think you gentlemen, particularly those of you who are in business,
know that your factories are not producing adequately, I mean up to productive
capacity, at all. In every field—housing, agriculture, and so on—practically
in every field there is room for vast improvement, which I think can be
achieved if we get together on it instead of fighting, instead of having com-
petition, instead of having the duplication which runs right through the piece
from universities to abattoirs.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. It was going to ask a question. I do not know whether it is pertinent
or impertinent. I was wondering whether the stand that is taken here on
behalf of labour organizations is for the protection of those sheltered members
of the labour community who are already employed and not so much in the

[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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interests of those poor devils who have been dropped by the railways and are
not employed. Are they still members of the organizations?—A. I think that
as a matter of practice every labour organization does carry its unemployed
members. They are not asked to pay dues and they are allowed to attend
meetings, and so on. In fact, they are encouraged to keep up their contact

with the organization. I think that is a general statement of the practice that,

is followed. And now, if I may, I would like to refer to just another point, with
regard to another statement made yesterday by Mr. Peterson. He said that
the labour unions were showing an attitude of callous indifference—you know
the sort of thing that this man pulled off yesterday—callousness and disloyalty,
terrorizing the public with threats of domestic warfare and dislocation of trans-
port, and so on. May I say to you that the labour leaders of Canada and the
railway workers as a whole have given a great deal more thought and study
to this problem than any other group of people, and I think that they are very
much more competent to say what is at least in their own interest, and, since
they represent such a considerable body of the public, what is in the public
interest. The railway organizations have never proposed these things purely
on a selfish basis. They are Canadian citizens, home owners, taxpayers to a
considerable extent—they are home owners and taxpayers to the extent that is
possible—and so far as wages are concerned, I suggest to you that the average
is $1,448, including the salaries of the higher paid officials. I have here a rail-
way schedule of the Canadian Brotherhood of Railway Employees, covering
9,000 workers of the Canadian National, in a group known as clerks and other
classes of employees; and I can show you, for example, that the salaries of
ticket clerks go down as low as $95 a month. Here is an office, for example, in
Toronto: district stores, departmental invoice clerk, $130; stenographers, $115;
filing clerk, $130, and running down to clerks at $92.50. No one is going to sug-
gest, surely, that that is too much for men who are supporting families, and who
in many cases have had twenty-five to thirty years’ service on the railway—
because, you know, that after 70,000 railway workers have been let out, you
have not many of the younger men left. And $100 is not enough to support a

family properly. Here are loaders, for example, at Montreal, working for 53
cents an hour—

By Hon. Mr. Parent:
Q. That is common labour?—A. No sir; these are skilled men, I presume.

By Hon. Mr. Haig :

Q. Mr. Peterson did not pretend to represent labour yesterday. He quite
properly said something that I think is true. He said, “I can only speak for the
farmers of Western Canada.”—A. With what mandate? ;

Q. Leave that out. I happen to come from there and I know Mr. Peterson’s
standing. He said he spoke for the agricultural people of the three Prairie
Provinces, their fundamental attitude. He pointed out the difference between
the earnings of railway workers and of farmers. He referred not so much to
your organization, as I took it, as to the organizations of other trades. Very
few of those other trades, I presume, belong to your organization?—A. I think
that is right, Senator.

Q. The thing he brought to my mind was this, that the earnings of a farmer
in any of the three provineces, in comparison with the earnings of men in these
occupations, was all out of proportion. Confine yourself to that. How are you
going to solve that problem, in relation to the difference between these earnings?
* They tell me that the same thing is true in Ontario, Quebec and the Maritime
Provinees. Mr. Peterson’s charge against the railwaymen was that they got
too large a share of the national income, in comparison with the share received

by the farming community of this country.—A. Therefore, you propose to take
it from the railwaymen— :
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Q. I did not say that.—A. The only suggestion would be, I presume, that
you would take it from the railwaymen and give it to the farmers. We are
already giving them a guaranteed price for their wheat.

Q. I am wanting you to suggest an answer to Mr. Peterson’s problem.—A.
My answer is this, that instead of pulling down the standard of living of any
group of workers, which has an average of less than $1,500 a year, you should
raise the farmers’ standard of living, by getting more wheat down here and
more bread in the homes of the people ef Canada. That is what you should do.
Get the farmers of the West raising vegetables and fruit, too, and distribute
these things. You know what happens: tomatoes and apples rot in the fields,
in the Okanagan Valley, for instance, when these things are needed in Vancouver.
Use the railways for transporting these things.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand :
Q. Will you allow me to go back to my own problem?
Hon. Mr. RoBinson: May I finish with mine?
Hon. Mr. Daxpuranp: I thought you were through.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson.:

Q. I was asking about the sheltered workers, who are employed, and those
poor devils who lost their jobs, and I asked if those unemployed are still mem-
bers of the organizations.—A. I said that the standard practice of railway labour
unions and of all labour unions, as far as I know, is to carry their unemployed
on the records. The only sheltered groups that I know of, Senator, in Canada,
are in the Senate. There is no sheltered group in the most important corpora-
tion in Canada, and 70,000 railway workers are walking the streets because
they have no shelter. Where is the shelter? You are sheltered, Senator, but I
am not.

" Q. Let me ask you another question. Are these men who carried on the
register of the organization allowed to vote, if they do not pay their dues?—A.
I am not sure as to that. I would say not, in ordinary cases. The labour union
is endeavouring, first of all, to protect the interests of its membership, first of
all, to protect the interests of its membership to the fullest extent, and also, as
far as it can do so, to promote such an examination of our economic conditions
as will lead to employment for every able-bodied citizen. I mean, that is our
general purpose.

Q. Can they take part in the discussions?—A. Yes, surely.

Q. But they cannot vote?—A. I would say not, as a general thing. I am
speaking purely without preparation on that point.

Q. Do you agree with the proposition made the other day— A. Excuse me,
I am just advised by Mr. MacLean, who knows more about the modus operandi
of meetings than I do, that they are allowed to vote.

Q. Even though their dues are not paid?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. McRae:
Q. They are included in the membership?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Robinson:

Q. The statement was made the other day that high wages cause unem-
ployment. Is that your idea?—A. I would say emphatically, no. The higher
you can get wages and the more you can increase purchasing power and pro-
duction going to the people as a result, the better conditions will be for every-
one. We would not reduce the incomes of anyone, as far as I am concerned,
but would raise the standard of living for everyone. And that can unquestion-
ably be done.

[Mr. N. 8. Dowd.]
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By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Mr. Dowd, we formed this committee in order to try to find a system
or policy which would reduce the cost of administration of the two railways, and
more especially of the Canadian National, which is of greater interest to us as
being the State railway.—A. Yes.

Q. Now, we are working under an Act of Parliament of 1933, which directs
the two railways to come together and co-operate to reduce expenditures. We
realize that we should try to dispense with parallel roads and other redundant
services, so that while serving the whole of Canada satisfactorily yet we can
reduce considerably the cost of operation and thereby reduce taxes which go to
meet deficits. That can only be done by eliminating a considerable number
of employees or wage-earners on the roads, which represent, I understand, 60
per cent of the savings. You are opposed to this because, you say, it will force
those wage-earners on relief. Should we not try to accomplish what the Act
says should be done by finding a way of giving compensation to those employees
who would be let out, and who are now doing work which is absolutely useless
since it is duplicating work? If we do find a way to take care of these wage-
earners—I understand an agreement was arrived at to that effect in Washing-
ton in 1936, and perhaps in Great Britain—what objection would there be on
the part of labour to saving money to the country and thus reducing taxation?—
A. Well, Senator Dandurand, you will realize that this is a situation which is
largely governed by the attitude of the two railway companies themselves, and
while the railway unions, so far as I am aware, speaking generally, are opposed
to co-operation on either a compulsory or a voluntary basis—

Q. Because of what?—A. Because of the fear of loss of employment.

Q. The fear is there?—A. The fear is there very acutely. In spite of
that fact the several pooling arrangements, notably as between Ottawa and
Toronto, and Montreal and Quebec, have been put into effect, and others are
under consideration.

Q. Quite a number are under consideration.—A. Yes. I think evidence
will bring out—this is only an opinion on my part from what I already know
from reading the previous reports—I think evidence will show that opposition
from the railway workers is not an important factor in the situation. The
opposition comes from the Canadian Pacific Railway, which is quite afraid that
if 1t should go too far in making savings of this kind, or in any pooling arrange-
ments, it would be less able to pull its chestnuts out of the fire by making
some arrangement either under Government auspices or in some other way.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. How do you know that?—A. Because of the evidence I have read
in the report of the Board of Railway Commissioners, as well as the reports
made to this committee last year. They indicate that the opposition was, I
think, in almost every instance made by the C.P.R. I am informed, for
example, rightly or wrongly, that the Canadian National Railways was very
anxious to make arrangements about going into Windsor station in Montreal
before the big terminal there was projected, and that the opposition came
from the Canadian Pacific, from Sir Edward Beatty himself, who stated they
had no room in Windsor station for any rival railway.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand :

Q. I would not draw you into that field—A. Surely not.

Q. I want you to remain in your own.—A. Correct.

Q. I wonder how we can effect economies, which we believe the people
expect us to obtain, in order to reduce the load of- taxation without letting
off a certain number of men?—A. It cannot be done, Senator.

Q. I know it cannot.—A. It cannot be done; but on the other hand,
certain employees would look on the matter in a slightly different light if-
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compensation were given. But how can you give compensation to a man
who has another fifteen years’ service ahead of him? Supposing he is earning
only $1,500, are you going to give him $1,500, $1,000, or $500, or are you going
to let him try to get relief? He cannot. The point we want to stress is that
there should not be less employment, but more. We have 200,000 Canadians
out of work to-day, and any suggestion which involves more unemployment
must obviously be anathema to the workers, and it is not an answer to the
problem. The difficulty is we are looking at this as a railway problem, but
in the opinion of the workers' I represent it is not only a railway problem,
it is an economic problem, it is a national problem. You can do a little piece-
meal pooling here and there, but the workers will object to laying off a
single man. :

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Mr. Dowd, the evidence before us is to the effect that any scheme
of amalgamation or consolidation must necessarily be spread over a period of
years, and that the natural decrease in the labour situation would be such
as to take care, to a very large extent, of the displacement of labour in a
period, say, of from five to seven years. In other words, it is not a case of
throwing out thousands of men at one time, as you suggest now. I think the
evidence before us is correct, that through death and other causes there will
be decreases in- labour that will very largely take care of that situation
in five years—A. Then why all the worry? Let death and those other natural
causes operate. :

Q. And not co-operate in the way of saving money?—A. Well, you might
co-operate.

Q. Your whole argument leads to one conclusion, and that is: For God’s
sake, don’t touch this situation at all, because you are going to put some
one man out of a job. That is the summing up of your argument.—A. I must
protest against that either as a summing up or as a proper interpretation of

what T have said, Senator. I said nothing of the sort. I said all workers bar

none, all workers including myself, will protest at anything that reduces work
and creates unemployment. That is a perfectly natural action. I say, if
you can compensate those men in such a way as to satisfy them and the
conscience of the people, well, I think you would be perfectly right to
recommend it.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. You must remember, if they are taken care of to a certain extent, that
they are still in a privileged situation in comparison with other workers through-
out the country who are laid off for a season or so and are given no compensa-
tion—A. I think, Senator, as a matter of fact the 70,000 workers have been
laid off substantially without compensation, and I am sure others will be laid
off, because the tendency is steadily to reduce employment. Those, I think,
will be very glad to have any compensation whatever. The fortunate people are
those who reach the age of 65 and ean retire. ;

But may I in conclusion place on the record a letter which T wrote to the
Prime Minister last year in regard to this railway question, and particularly
with regard to the attitude of the Government and of the Canadian Federation
of Labour? I tried to point out that your committee has not seen fit to investi-
gate, but T hoped the facts placed on record will indicate the utter lack of bona
fides of this Canadian Federation of Labour. In February of last year—

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien):
Q. Is that necessary?—A. It is very important.
Q. You have answered very fully in that respect.
[Mr. N. S. Dowd.]
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By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. Could you not give us a concise epitome of the letter?—A. The point I
made to the Prime Minister is this: that a number of Canadian papers had
taken a recommendation of this Canadian Federation of Labour as coming from
a substantial body of Canadian workers, and had used this as a basis of
editorial attacks on the Government. I simply point out here that these papers,
the Montreal Gazette notably, carefully avoided any reference to the fact that
the railway workers of Canada and the general workers of Canada were
unanimously opposed to unification.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien):

Q. You have already made that point.—A. I simply refer to the newspaper
attacks and to that particular situation. I think the matter ought to be
sufficiently clear that no newspaper in Canada, and this committee, and no
other public man in Canada dare base any argument on statements made by
the so-clled Canadian Federation of Labour, for they would only make a
‘laughing-stock of themselves if they did. I hope the Canadian Federation of
Labour has now been completely and finally and fully exposed, but I say the
same information was given to members of the Government a year ago, so this
is not new to them.

Q. Now you have given us your full brief?—A. Surely. Thank you very
much.

The committee adjourned until the rising of the Senate this afternoon.

The Committee resumed at 4.20 p.m.

The Caamrman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Are you ready to proceed, gentlemen?

Mr. Bicear: Mr. Chairman, during the course of Mr. Dowd’s remarks this
morning, at ten minutes to twelve, I was handed a letter from Mr. Burford,
the Secretary-Treasurer of the Canadian Federation of Labour. It says:—

As Mr. Allan Meikle has returned to Winnipeg, I request an oppor-
tunity to clarify some points concerning our organization that have been
raised by the witness heard this morning. The privilege of a few minutes
hearing by the Committee would be appreciated.

The Canadian Federation of Labour is the organization that was attacked by
Mr. Dowd in the last four or five pages of his written memorandum.

The CramrMAN (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) : Shall we hear Mr. Burford?
Some Honourable SexaTors: Carried.

W. T. Burrorp was called as a witness.

i The Wrrness: Mr. Chairman and honourable gentlemen, the privilege of
. addressing you for a few moments is much appreciated.

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. You had better explain who you are—A. I am Secretary-Treasurer of
| the Canadian Federation of Labour.

By Hon. Mr. Dandurand:

Q. I desire to draw your attention to the fact that Mr. Meikle, who spoke
| for your association, was asked to produce a list of the affiliated associations—

. I do not know that I asked the names of the secretaries—and he said he would
71745—3
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do so. I do not think he has done so.—A. I do not think he did, but he gave
a list to the Clerk of the Committee subsequently. However, sir, I have the
list with me. :

Now, I do not wish to refute the whole of this morning’s submission which
the Committee heard, but I do wish to make the position of the Canadian
Federation of Labour as clear as I can. For that reason I have brought not
only the list which has been referred to but other papers bearing upon our
position.

When Mr. Meikle appeared before this Committee a week ago it was not
anticipated that the Committee would investigate the nature of the various
labour organizations whose views it heard. It was our view that the Com-
mittee would consider only the suggestions and testimony bearing on the
railway problem, and Mr. Meikle’s submission was, for that reason, confined

" as closely as possible to the railway problem. If it had been thought neces-

sary to review the whole history of our organization and others, that could
have been done, but out of respect for the Committee, and having some regard
for the Committee’s time, Mr. Meikle only submitted the views of the Cana-
dian Federation of Labour on the railway problem.

Now, in order to establish our position, which perhaps should have been
done at the outset by Mr. Meikle, I ask you to bear with me while I explain
the history of our organization from the beginning, because I think you will
agree that in calculating the size and the responsibility of the organization
you must have some regard for the length of time it has endured. I think
the fourth dimension is sometimes spoken of as duration, and I think that has
a bearing upon our position.

The Canadian Federation of Labour, as stated in the memorandum sub-
mitted by Mr. Meikle, was formed in 1902. In 1927 it amalgamated with
certain other organizations, and as a compromise it took a new name, because
it was then adopting a somewhat revised constitution, and became what was
known as the All Canadian Congress of Labour. 1 was secretary of that
organization then.

Under that name it functioned until September of 1936, when there was
a difference of opinion in the executive board of the All Canadian Congress
upon political questions, concerning communists in particular. At the con-
vention in 1935 of the Congress, which had been held in Montreal, the executive
board had submitted a report, as was the custom, upon matters in general
which had to be considered by the delegates, and one section of this report

dealt rather completely with the question of communist intrusions in labour

organizations. When the executive board met in September, 1936, to prepare
its reports for the coming convention, to be held that year, it considered
whether or not it should include a statement on the question of communist
organization similar to the one which had been included in its report of 1935.
The majority of the board were in favour of repeating in substance the
statement of 1935. However there was opposition voiced by one member of
the board to the introduction of any such statement. That member resigned
and walked out. His resignation was accepted. That member was the presi-
dent, Mr. A. R. Mosher. He walked out, and his position was taken by the
vice-president, who was elected immediately to fill the vacancy.

In disappearing from the executive board of the Congress at that moment,
on this issue of whether or not we were opposed to the communists, Mr.
Mosher said he would fight us in that convention from the floor.

In view of his refusal to co-operate in completing the report of the
executive board, which had to be prepared for the convention a few days
thence, and his determination not only not to co-operate but to oppose the
executive board in the convention, it was decided that the convention must
be put off for a few days. It was quite within the power of our board to

[Mr. W. T. Burford.]
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‘postpone a convention. Conventions had been postponed on previous occasions.
From time to time one convention had been postponed for five years. It
was thought to be an ordinary routine procedure to postpone the convention
for a few days, but much to our surprise Mr. Mosher and some members of
* his union, one union which was then affiliated with the Congress, held a meet-
ing at the time appointed, in the city appointed, although not in the same
B hall—it was in Toronto—and with a little party of some thirty or thirty-two,
» consisting entirely of members of his own organization and of employees
of his organization, plus two outsiders, he held what he called a convention,
~and then proceeded with a couple of enterprising lawyers to a court of law
‘in Toronto and got an interim injunction against myself to prohibit my use
of the name of the organization and of functioning in my capacity as executive
officer. That interim injunction, secured with the aid of Mr. Joseph Cohen
and Mr. Abraham Lieff, was a stumbling block, of course, in the operation of
the organization from that moment. We were not able to do a thing, this
injunction being secured 300 miles away from where the board was sitting.
We were then in Ottawa. Due to the continuance of that injunction not only
for the original week but for a total of about 30 days, the organization
‘was smashed. ;
Honourable gentlemen, you may not quite realize the position of a
entral labour organization. It exists more or less on the sufferance of its
component parts, and they are not always very anxious to belong. They are
subject to inducements and invitations to go elsewhere and to transfer their
B allegiance. They are subject also to the natural disinclination not to pay

i\l any dues. And whether it is a labour organization or any other voluntary
association, such as, say, a baseball club or a billiard club or a social club
or anything of that kind, when one member goes to law against the other mem-
bers at large and starts a row, what happens? They stop coming to meetings;
they stop paying their dues. Inside of that 30 days or thereabouts during
,_hich this injunction procedure was being carried through, the organization
collapsed. And it was necessary for some of us, if we were going to save
the orgamzatlon at all, or any semblance of it, to set up under a new shingle.
We could not incur the expense of litigation, whlch might have lasted a couple
of years, to expel that disgruntled group. So we reverted to the original name
of the Federation, which it had had since 1927, and we set up the Canadian
Federation of Labour again, minus the group which had tried to wrest control.
- Now, Mr. Chairman, in all these proceedings there was one thing very
triking to those of us who were trying to maintain a labour organization
)n a sane basis. We were first of all a movement for freedom in labour
rganization. We resent any form of foreign control or domination of labour
abour organization. But we resent even more the domination of a political
roup, a subversive political group, such as communists. .And their finger
as very noticeable in all these proceedings. When the injunction was begun
n Toronto, 300 miles away from where we were, the communist paper was
bilant at the action that was taken to prevent the executive board of the
ll-Canadian Congress of Labour, as our organizati®n was then called, from
arrying on its work. Here is the heading in the Daily Clarion. I -have it
i my hand. It is dated September 30, 1936. It is quite visible, I think,
rom all parts of the room:—

W. T. Burrorp BarreEp FroMm SpeENDING Uniox Funps

mfortunately, there was nothing to spend.
7174533
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Then immediately afterwards when Mr. Mosher and his fellow members
in his particular union of state railway employees, and a couple of outsiders, |
held their little convention, it was adequately reported in the same organ °
of public opinion. Here is a heading:—

Unirep TrapE Unions 18 Our Goarn, Savs A.C.C.L.

That is in the Daily Clarion of September 29. They had the convention |
before they got the injunction.

InTERESTS OF LABOUR ABOVE UNTON PROFIT, MOSHER DECLARES

By Mr. Biggar:

Q. I do not want to interrupt you, Mr. Burford, but I think the Com-
mittee is not in any doubt about the organization represented by Mr. Dowd,
of which Mr. Mosher is president, being in favour of something in the nature
of communism. We were told that this morning. I do not think you need
to labour that point.—A. I think the witness this morning was allowed con-
siderable latitude. ‘

Q. I simply say that that particular point must be conceded, I imagine.—
A. There is one little paragraph here which I think it might be well to quote,
in this connection, if I may. It is from the British Columbia Workers’ News,
published by the Proletarian Publishing Association, at Vancouver, Friday,
December 11, 1936. There is an article here by Mr. T. A. Ewen, who was one
of the communists jailed in 1931, which leaves no room for doubt as to the
stand taken by that particular group. In the conclusion, if I may quote it,
he says, after referring first to the Burford-McKinlay-McCollum-Meikle- |
Russell group— |

Their most recent letter appealing to members of the A.C.C.L. to
join the Federation is correctly castigated and classified by President
Mosher as a fascist act. It is the very essence of fascism in the trades
unions to snare men into splitting their own ranks and their own organiza-
tions; to spread a poisonous nationalism; to make red baiting and com-|
munist heresy-hunting the fundamentals of patriotism; to follow the line
of Burford and Co. The whole trades union movement of Canada is
against fascism and with President Mosher on this issue.

As Colonel Biggar has reminded me, that is not the essence of the argument
establishing the position of our Federation. But I should like to point out, ¥
in concluding these quotations, that a short time after this incident there was
held what we regard as a rump convention in Toronto, and only a little while
after that, in April, 1937, the communist papers came out in lurid attacks
upon these people whom we regarded as having served as their tools. I have
a paper here, of the same trend, dated in April, with this heading:— |

ArteER HEPBURN, MOSHER

That was the trend of this group, which formed a part of the All-Canadiar
Congress of Labour, and which was excluded when the Canadian Federation of
Labour reverted to its original title in October, 1936. 4

Now, at that time, the All-Canadian Congress of Labour consisted of
various unions, which I have listed here. It consisted of these national unions:—

Amalgamated Building Workers of Canada.
Electrical Communication Workers of Canada.
Canadian Printers’ Union.
Canadian Association of Railwaymen.
Canadian Brotherhood of Railway Employees.
Canadian Association of Stationary Engineers.
One Big Union.

[Mr. W. T. Burford.]
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Those were all the national unions, that is unions having more than one and
perhaps many local branches in different parts of the country. Those are
| seven in number. In addition to that it consisted of about a couple of dozen
small local bodies. There is rather an extensive list.

Q. You could hand that in, the other list?—A. Yes, it could be handed in.
These small bodies did not consist, as a rule, of more than 100 members, at the
outside, possibly as few as a dozen. That was the composition of the All-
- Canadian Congress of Labour at its dissolution in September, 1936.

With the reversion of the Federation to its original title, it took over the
great majority of the membership of the old Congress, excluding, of course,
one group known as the Canadian Brotherhood of Railway Employees, which
'is owned and controlled by Mr. Mosher. That was not invited to come along.
. We held our regular conventions in 1937 and 1938, and at those conventions
the different organizations which were affiliated with us played their part. I
have here a list of the organizations which in that period of two years prior to
our last convention in December contributed to the funds of the Federation.
This list is as follows:—

Amalgamated Building Workers of Canada.
Atlantic Sugar Workers’ Union.

Canadian Bakery Workers’” Union.

Canadian Brotherhood of Ships Employees.
Canadian Federation of Actors and Entertainers.
Canadian Federation of Musicians.

Canadian Fruit Pickers’ and Packers’ Union.
Canadian National Printing Trades Union.
Canadian Retail Clerks and Wholesale Warehousemen.
Electrical Communication Workers of Canada.
Lumberworkers’ Association of Canada.

National Union of Operating Engineers.
National Union of Theatrical Employees.

One Big Union.

Saint John Metal Workers’ Union.
Saskatchewan Coal Miners’ Union.
Saskatchewan Brewery Workers’ Union.
Transport and General Workers of Canada.

4 Not all of those unions are in good standing or were in good standing at our
4 convention in Montreal last December, but at our convention a good representa-
tion was present. We had 117 delegates from within the various organizations.
‘We went through our usual procedure of adopting a report and various resolu-
tions, and submitting an account of our finances, and then electing our board.

Now, gentlemen, one of the principal items as I have indicated, in the
affairs of the All-Canadian Congress of Labour and its dissolution, was the
executive board’s report to be submitted to the convention. At the convention
of the Canadian Federation of Labour, our thirty-first convention, in December
last, the executive board submitted its usual report, and that report included
the statement upon the railway problem, which was made the essence of the
memorandum which was submitted to this honourable committee by Mr. Meikle
a week ago. I do not think it is necessary for me to read the whole of the
board’s report on that subject, though if it is desired it can be done. It was
substantially the same as the recommendation submitted by Mr. Meikle. But
= in the adoption of that section of the board’s report there was some debate in
jhour convention, and it was finally agreed to adopt this part along with the
other parts of the board’s report, subject to a proviso. The proviso was in view
of the fact that certain labour organizations having contracts with the rail-
Wway companies were to meet the Government at Ottawa in the following month,
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no action by way of propaganda or otherwise should be taken in the interim by
the Canadian Federation of Labour on that subject, that is, until the 9th of
January this year. That was a proviso accepted as an indication of our desire
to be fair with other organizations, not to arouse any controversy within the
ranks of labour until the other people had held their conference in Ottawa on
the 9th of January and had their say with the Government. Until the 9th of
January we said no word further about the railway problem. We fulfilled our
obligation. And more than that, we met the Government on the 10th of January *
in the Railway Committee room of this Parliament building, and in our sub- #
mission then we also omitted any reference to the railway problem. Though
X]/Ie did 1ha,ve some remark to say about the non-union railway station in
ontreal.

By Hon. Mr. Calder: :

Q. How many railwaymen did you represent at that time?—A. Our repre-
sentation of railwaymen, Senator, is not from any particular railway union.
We do not include many railwaymen as a matter of fact.

Q. What is bothering me is, why in the world do you bother about the
railway problem at all>—A. Because it is not only railwaymen who pay for the
present cost of the duplicate railway system, but all other workers and their
families have to contribute fully a week’s wages a year to maintain this present
duplication. That is why we feel labour and other men have not only the right
to say in this matter, but particularly a strong claim on the Government of the -
day to consider and bring about some solution of the problem. Our railway
membership does not include more than two or three hundred, and those are
in the One Big Union at Winnipeg.

Q. Your idea, then, is that all labour outside of the railwaymen have an 5§
interest in this question, and a very great interest?>—A. A very serious interest. S
Everything they buy, everything they eat and wear, if they realize it, there
is some amount of hidden tax there which goes direct to the maintenance of
this duplicate railway service in Canada. I think if they realized that they
would be more interested. But there is silence on that subject as a rule in the ¥
majority of labour organizations for the reason that most labour organizations
include a disproportionate number of railway employees, and I think you have
some idea, Senator, of how conventions as'a rule go. A mass of men from
different sections of industry, say, meet, and they are together for only a few
days. They come with their prepared resolutions as a rule, and there is con-
siderable log-rolling. Nobody wants to be in the position of injuring his brother,
and if a railway organization brings up a resolution calling for the abolition of
the pool trains—as was done, I believe, at the Trades and Labour Congress con-
vention last September—then it is likely to receive ready acquiescence by the
other workers who feel, “We cannot put men out of a job.” Because it is
presented to them in that fashion, that the only alternative to adopting that
resolution is to be on the side of those who want to displace labour. That is
why we feel that an organization which is not preponderantly railway has even
a greater right to be heard on this matter than one which contains a dominant
railway faction.

By Hon. Mr. Horsey:
Q. Do you make submissions on the tariff as well as on other matters with
respect to labour?—A. Yes, sir. As a rule we meet the Government with our
annual submission, in which we cover the whole ambit of legislative proposals,
But it has been our aim as far as possible to confine our representations to
matters of really urgent concern to workers at the time. Though this year we |
omitted in our submission to the Government any representation about the |
railway problem, last year we did take it up.
[Mr. W. 7. Burford.]



RAILWAY CONDITIONS 44108

I was saying to Senator Calder that our railway representation is not very
great. It is mainly a section of the One Big Union, with headquarters at
Winnipeg.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. May I ask a question? You say some of your associates were against
communism, and that is why you broke loose from the All Canadian Congress
of Labour?—A. No, sir, we did not break loose from the All Canadian Congress
of Labour. ; 2

Q. Well, the All Canadian Congress. You were against communism?—
A. Absolutely. ) 3

Q. And therefore when you started out on your own your chief organiza-
tion was the One Big Union in Winnipeg?—A. It was the largest organiza-
tion certainly. Now, the attitude of the One Big Union on both Com-
munism and on the railway question is adequately stated in its publication.
1 have a copy here. I do not want to read it to the committee, but I would
like to refer to the fact that in January, 1938, when our delegation met the
Federal Government in Ottawa, it included quite a good representation of the
One Big Union of Winnipeg. I have a list of those who attended to make
that submission, but I do not think it is quite relevant. There were fully
ten or a dozen representatives of the One Big Union to meet the Government
on the 18th of January, 1938, and in our submission we dealt rather com-
pletely with the question of railway co-ordination under the heading of trans-
portation. This has all been repeated in the memorandum which Mr. Meikle
submitted to the committee, and therefore I do not think it is necessary to
refer to it in detail, but it is practically in the precise wording of the memo-
randum submitted to the Federal Government in January, 1938. The One
‘Big Union assisted us in submitting the case for railway co-ordination to the
Government. Not only that, but it gave publicity to the subject in its official
organ of January 30, 1939, the One Big Union Monthly. This, I may say, is
a violently anti-Communistic organization, Senator Murdock.

Q. The One Big Union?—A. Yes.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. I am interested in the attitude of labour other than railway employees.
You say they have a great interest in this?—A. They are contributors as
taxpayers. :

Q. How are they contributors? They don’t pay any income tax, or
very little—A. There are other taxes besides the income tax that workers
pay which bear heavily on them as consumers.

Q. For example?—A. The sales tax, for instance.

Q. What is the amount of the sales tax?—A. Eight per cent.

Q. What is that on?—A. Pretty nearly everything indirectly or directly.

. Q. Would it be on boots, clothing?—A. It is included in the price of
those articles.

Q. Provisions? You ought to know about it.

Right Hon. Mr. MeicHEN: You ought to know that too, Senator.

Hon. Mr. Carper: I think I do.

The Wirness: We know that the workers, who form a major section of
the community, do bear a tremendous share of the burden of taxation.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. And a great majority of them do not know it at all?—A. They do
not know it.
Q. What you say is quite true. The sales tax of 10 per cent—
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Hon. Mr. McRag: It is much more than when it geﬂs to the retailer, it
is 13 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Horsey: There is nothing on food.

Right Hon. Mr. MEiGHEN: Oh, yes, there is something on food. I know
a company whose sales tax has taken its bond interest for years. It produces
nothing but food. y

Hon. Mr. Cawper: It is one of the big hidden taxes.

The Wirness: We feel for that reason the workers have an interest in
this as indirect taxpayers.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. Your workers, who are labour men in the main, say, “ For goodness’
sake let us do something to save money so our taxes will be lower.” Is that
the attitude?—A. If they would realize that about a week’s wages for every
year have to be devoted to this one purpose of taxation to pay for duplicate
railway services, I think they would be up in arms about it; but owing to
the circumstances I have alluded to in the conventions of labour organiza-
tions, it is difficult for that feeling to crystalize because there is so much
propaganda from those who have a direct interest in railway employment to
counteract any tendency of the workers to inquire too closely as to who sup-
ports the railway.

I was referring, sir, to the One Big Union which, as I said, is one of our
principal constituents. It participated in our interview with the Dominion
Government in January last year. It has taken part in all the activities of
our federation up to this time.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. And you say it is very anti-Communistic?—A. Absolutely.

Q. Why the change, which is so remarkable, since 1919?—A. It never
was Communistic.

Q. Well, excuse my ignorance, then.—A. I wish I had brought along
some evidence of the attitude of the Communists towards the One Big Union.
However, I do not think that an organization which supports the policy of
the Canadian Federation of Labour, as this one did on the occasions I have
referred to, can be called a Communistic organization. That very faet surely
is sufficient to indicate its leaning.

But to resume. The One Big Union participated in our conventions of
1937 and 1938, the last one being in December. At that convention the basis
of Mr. Meikle’s memorandum was adopted, subject to the proviso I have
referred to. It became necessary as a matter of internal discipline to suspend
the One Big Union on the 16th of March, and I have noticed—I think it has
been brought before this committee—that on the 20th of March the One Big
Union decided it was really expelling itself, was really withdrawing from the
federation. I give it credit for the exercise of a good deal of after-thought. It
is true that the One Big Union, owing to the acceptance into membership of a
small section of railway employees underwent a change of heart on the railway
problem. There is reason to believe that those railway employees, that small
group, are exercising a big influence upon the policy of the organization through
the organization’s expectation of further accessions of membership in that
direction. Anyhow, they did write to us and ask us why we were not observing
the proviso which we had undertaken to observe at the convention, which applied
only so far as the 9th of January is concerned. After the suspension had been
announced, they decided this was the reason for their withdrawal. That is the
condition of that affiliate of the federation.

[Mr. W. T. Burford.]
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Now, in his submission this morning the witness made various allusions to
our organization, but I have no copy of the document which he submitted, and
I can only rely upon my memory, but I do remember a few points, and if my
memory fails I hope I shall be reminded.

The references to the formation of our organization and the references
to its character I think are of particular interest in view of the fact that the
witness this morning could not distinguish the policy he is advocating from that
which they are seeking to bring about in Russia. I think it is relevant to allude
to this fact that the gentleman who was heard was, until not very long ago, the
secretary of the Ottawa club of the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation.
I have in my hand a report from the Ottawa Journal of April 24, 1936, in which
it is stated:—

The Ottawa C.C.F. club, through Norman S. Dowd, secretary, wrote
protesting against employment of special constables on relief investiga-
tion work, stating this imputed dishonesty to the people on relief. Like-
wise the club denounced the proposal that other citizens should act as
“spies and informers” to disclose ineligible families on relief.

On the suggestion of the Mayor, Mr. Dowd will be asked to give
particulars of the attendance at the meeting of the club when the resolu-
tion covering the protest was passed, with the number and names.

Now, I think it is quite proper that the Secretary of the C.C.F. Club in
Ottawa should be here in a dual capacity, because he has served in a dual
capacity for a long time. He happens to be a half-time parson. On Sundays,
I believe, he ministers to the Unitarian Church, and I take that to indicate that
he is in favour of a certain measure of ecclesiastical unification. He also served
as substitute for the president of his organization, who kept in the background
pretty securely this morning, and who happened to have advocated railway
unification -before the Duff Commission in 1932. I may be allowed to turn to the
testimony that was submitted on the 15th of February, 1932, to the Royal Com-
mission on Transportation by Mr. A. R. Mosher of the Canadian Brotherhood
of Railway Employees. It is as follows:—

1. That all measures and policies looking to the amelioration of
the transport situation should fit into a general plan envisaging the
eventual unification and consolidation of all forms of transportation,—
railways, motor vehicles, aireraft and shipping using inland waterways—
under public control and public ownership.

6. That the national interest will be best served by consolidating
the C.N.R. and C.P.R. under public auspices, and that the obligation to
be assumed on account of Canadian Pacific common stocks should be
the rate of dividend American railways are legally allowed to earn, or the
average of the dividend paid over the whole period of the present business
cycle, for the reason that, while over one-half the C.P.R. common stock,
and probably a greater proportion of its other securities, are held by non-
residents of Canada, the value of C.P.R. properties has accrued largely
from gifts of Canadian money, lands and mines, and through the general
agricultural and industrial development arising from the labour of the
Canadian people.

That very successfully states the case for unification and consolidation,
vyhatever the distinction may be; therefore I think it is odd that on an occasion
like this a spokesman should appear, apparently representing a large organiza-
tion, and oppose the very measures which, before the Duff Commission in
1932, were advocated by the same group.
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Since the question as to representative character has been raised before
this Committee, I should like to refer to the position of the organization which
was represented here this morning. It seems that there is a certain elasticity
in some of the statistics because we heard the figures 30,000 mentioned, whereas
there was a disparaging reference to our modest claims for something over
50,000. The 9,000 railway men referred to as composing the Brotherhood
of Railway Employees seem to be a doubtful quantity; but there was a
qualification in that statement as to members fallen out, unemployed or prob-
ably deceased, who are carried on the records. I have a copy of the financial
statement of that organization, the Canadian Brotherhood of Railway
Employees, for the fiscal year ending in 1938. It shows that from dues and
fees the sum of $41,541.50 was received.

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. That is from all members?—A. From all members.

Q. Only the annual fees? Does that include insurance?—A. No. That
includes the per capita payable to the central office by the organization’s
branches, of seventy cents a month. A proposition of amalgamation is being
submitted by that organization to the Canadian Association of Railway Men,
and in The Canadian Association of Railway Men’s Journal for March the
terms are made public. One of the terms of the proposed amalgamation—
it is interesting to see how good it is in one activity and not in another—
is that seventy cents per member shall be placed in the general convention
and Journal fund or funds of the Brotherhood. At seventy cents per month
the annual dues payable to the central office will be $8.40 a year. Taking
that a $8 and dividing it into 41,000 you get a membership of approximately
5,000. But we must remember that some claims have been made as to the
organization of truck and bus drivers in Ontario. I have seen it mentioned
that there were as many as 3,000 of them in that membership. But unfor-
tunately it has disappeared, and if we take 3,000 from the 5,000 we get an
interesting figure of membership. I do not wish to labour that point.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Speaking of membership, why did not you let the Labour Department
check you up and get the information they usually get?—A. That is a point
I shall be very glad to throw light upon, because I know it has been raised
and has tended to put our organization in an adverse light.

As T have hinted, we are a free organization; we resent any effort at
establishing a dictatorship in this country on one ground or another; we resent
undue interference with free labour organization by any administration. But
we recognize that there is a certain justification for a request by the Depart-
ment of Labour to check up on records of membership of any body. We think
that is fair and reasonable to a degree, and were the first to propose such
an examination.

In June of 1937 we invited the Department of Labour to conduct a check
of all our records. I was in the department myself, and the Deputy Minister
being at Geneva at the time, I was speaking to the Assistant Deputy and
two other officers. They were perplexed in making up their report for 1936
—the year in which we parted company with a certain element—as to which
column they should show certain organizations in. To relieve them of any
doubt, I asked them if they would come in a body to my office—which is on
Sparks street—or would send any one of their number to check up all the
records we had. They did not accept the suggestion. Mr. Brown, the Assistant
Deputy and Acting Deputy, felt it was an unusual procedure and did not
want to make any departure in the absence of his superior officer. However,
I met him a few weeks later, and I said the offer was still open for the depart-

[Mr. W. T. Burford.]
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ment to send to our office any member of its staff to check up on the available
records. He said, “ All right,” and in about half an hour he sent over Mr.
Donald Sutherland, Chief of the Intelligence Branch, and he was shown
our records.

These records are composed of these particular items: the reports from the
affiliated unions, showing the membership and the amount of remittance they
send covering affiliation fees; then there is the entry in the cash book showing
the receipt of those fees; then there is in due course a bank deposit slip to be
made up when the money is deposited, and that is receipted by the bank; then
there is the bank’s monthly statement or the bank book, certified by the bank.
Those are the principal items, and all of those were shown to the Chief of the
Intelligence Branch of the Department of Labour in 1937.

Now, that procedure having been adopted in the case of the Canadian
Federation of Labour, it was subsequently applied to other organizations in
1937, and they did not come out so well.

In 1938 I was to leave on the 18th of May for Geneva, where I was going
to attend the International Labour Conference as adviser to the Government
delegation. On account of the favour done on that occasion—and I may say
parenthetically that I am reluctant to criticize the department; we are beholden
to the department—it is a difficult thing to speak frankly and amply about a
matter of controversy. But on that day I was requested by the Deputy Minister
to call in at the department. I went over, and all the staff were there, and they
all had one proposition—that our federation -should submit its records to an
audit by an outside agency, not the usual agency within the department. From
June of 1937 until this day in May, 1938, no reference to the inspection of our
records had been made to us, and we were suddenly confronted with this pro-
position to consent to an examination of our books or we would show ourselves
in a bad light. Well, I had no authority from our board to submit to an audit
by an unnamed party who was not a member of the department’s staff, and I
could do nothing else but say I would have to consult—

By Hon. Mr. Calder:

Q. The auditor might have been one of Mr. Dowd’s members?—A. There
is no telling who he would be, and there is some diffidence about submitting
your records anyway. A sensible man like Donald Sutherland would come and
look at your records, and if he found on the 31st of December that a certain
union was not up to date, he would not say it was struck off the list. He would
look further. On January 5th it might be paid up, but technically it might not
be in good standing on the 31st of December. If you are going to split hairs,
you might find very few labour unions have anything like the members they
claim to have at a specified moment. As a matter of fact, this proposal was
never rejected, and it is not true that the Canadian Federation of Labour refused
to make its records available. On the contrary, we gave the first invitation.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:

Q. Is it not the usual practice for the Labour Department to collect from
the central labour bodies a list of locals and then to canvass the locals?—A. It is
always done.

Q. The Labour Department said that in your case they found not only a
certain result which differed very materially from your position.—A. I think
the Labour Department report contradicts itself in one or two important respects.
I do not happen to have it by me, but I know it states on one page that one of
our organizations had 23,000 members, and on another page it states the total
membership, including that organization, is something like 8,000, which seems
to me a peculiar way of serving the public. However, there was no refusal on
the part of the Federation to make its records available, and the offer made
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in 1937 to submit to an inspection by the official chosen by the Department,
was repeated in 1938. There is no warrant whatever for suggesting that access
to the records was barred. And I want to say that it strikes us as most unfor-
tunate that in the report for the very year in which this inspection was con-
ducted, the year 1937, the latest available report, there is no reference to that
inspection. That inspection took place in June, 1937. You have had brought
before you by Colonel Biggar the report on labour organization for the year
1937.

By Hon. Mr. Murdock:
Q. The Canadian Federation was nine months old then, as an organiza-
tion?—A. That is the reversion to the name, that is right, yes.
Hon. Mr. McRagE: Mr. Chairman, these five minutes have strung out to
a long time. I think we are pretty familiar with most, of this evidence. It does
not pertain to the question at issue. I understand we have another witness,
but I do not know whether he is here or not.

By the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) :

Q. Are you pretty nearly through, Mr. Burford?—A. I will cut short any
further comment, Mr. Chairman, to meet the desire of the Committee. There
is just one other matter which I omitted to mention and which will only take
a minute, in reference to the character of our organization. I have in my hand
a document relating to the affair when the All-Canadian Congress of Labour
was dissolved in 1936. This document—it is only necessary to read a few
lines—is a deposition in the Supreme Court of Ontario, in the case of:

A. R. Mosher, on behalf of himself and the All-Canadian Congress
of Labour, of Local unions affiliated with or chartered by the Canadian
Congress of Labour,

Plaintiff,

That is somewhat balled up.
and

W. T. BURFORD,
Defendant.

The examination of A. R. Mosher, the above-named Plaintiff, taken
before me, W. J. McWhinney, Special Examiner, at my Chambers in
the City Hall, Toronto, on the 6th day of October, 1936, being his cross-
examination on affidavit filed on motion pending.

There is just one part which I think is relevant. It refers to the question
which I have mentioned as leading up to the resignation of Mr. Mosher from
the executive board.

172. Q. Mr. Burford did not discuss that?—A. I believe Mr. Bur-
ford did say that the Unionist. was to be considered an open forum for
the expression of various ideas.

That is the magazine which I was running as an open forum at that time,
the Canadian Unionist.

173. Q. Do you disagree with that policy?—A. Yes, to some extent.
174. Q. You do not think it should be an open forum?—A. No.
What I did say was that I did not think that members of the executive
board should use the official journal to try and counteract the prin-
ciples and policies of the communists.
[Mr. W. T. Burford.]
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Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I do not think there is any need for any
further submission on my part, but there is a good deal more that could be
said on this matter.

I thank you very much for this opportunity.

Mr. Bicear: Mr. Chairman, the Committee will remember that a sub-
mission was received from Mr. George C. Vaudrin, and that it was referred
to the Chairmen and leaders to determine whether it was necessary to hear
him. That being already referred to in the proceedings, it is perhaps useful
to say that the submission has been so considered, and the conclusion has been
reached that it is not necessary to hear Mr. Vaudrin orally.

Hon. Mr. Horsey: Are we going to hear Professor McDougall again when
we resume?

Right Hon. Mr. MgeicHEN: Is there anything that has been said that
makes 1t necessary for you to be here, Professor McDougall?

Professor Joun L. McDoucarn: I do not think so, sir. There is only
one thing, perhaps, that might be said. If I understood Mr. Dowd correctly
this morning, he said that my coming might have been part of a concerted
plan. Might I say something to clear the railroads there? Whatever initiative
was taken, was taken by me and not by them. I went to them in 1934 with
the story, that it was a national scandal that things should be as they were,
and I came here because I