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THE CANADIAN MINISTRY

According to Precedence as at August 24, 1949

THE RIGHT HONOURABLE LOUIS STEPHEN
STELAURENT L 5. oo in s hid shsaisiee Prime Minister and President of the
King’s Privy Council for Canada.
THE RIGHT HONOURABLE CLARENCE
PECATUR HOWE .o s Minister of Trade and Commerce.

THE RiGHT HONOURABLE JAMES
(GARFIELD GARDINER. .. cv.iisoonss Minister of Agriculture.

THE HONOURABLE JAMES ANGUS
MACKINNON 0 oid s il e s A Member of the Administration and
Minister without Portfolio.

THE HONOURABLE COLIN GIBSON....... Minister of Mines and Resources.

THE HONOURABLE HUMPHREY
NIPICHBLT 25 s e st Minister of Labour.

THE HONOURABLE ALPHONSE

HOURNIER = v d, it s hs Minister of Public Works.
THE HONOURABLE BROOKE CLAXTON. ... Minister of National Defence.
THE HONOURABLE LIONEL CHEVRIER....Minister of Transport.

THE HONOURABLE PAUL JOSEPH JAMES

VIARTIN 1 D e e Minister of National Health and
Welfare.
THE HONOURABLE DOUGLAS CHARLES
ABHOT I e s s e Minister of Finance and Receiver
General.

THE HONOURABLE JAMES J. McCANN. .. Minister of National Revenue.

THE HONOURABLE WISHART McL.
ROBERISON = .o e it oo A Member of the Administration and
Minister without Portfolio.

THE HONOURABLE MILTON FOWLER
SR s i e T Minister of Veterans Affairs.

THE HONOURABLE ROBERT WELLINGTON
DT 2 b R e TS e R Minister of Fisheries.




iv

THE HONOURABLE LESTER BOWLES
BEARSON: St oo o et o s

THE HONOURABLE STUART SINCLAIR
T ey e B G e

THE HONOURABLE ROBERT HENRY
Ny e R e s

THE HONOURABLE FREDERICK (GORDON
BRADLEY

THE HONOURABLE HUGUES LAPOINTE. ..

THE HONOURABLE GABRIEL EDOUARD
RINFRET e nis v omn wedsiarsnioi

Secretary of State for External Affairs.
Minister of Justice and Attorney
General.

Minister of Reconstruction and Supply.

Secretary of State of Canada.

Solicitor General of Canada.

Postmaster General.

PRINCIPAL OFFICERS OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL

Clerk of the Privy Council and
Secretary to the Cabinet.........

N. A. ROBERTSON, Esquire.

Assistant Clerk of the Privy Council.. A. M. HiLL, Esquire.




SENATORS OF CANADA

ACCORDING TO SENIORITY

SEPTEMBER 15, 1949

THE HONOURABLE ELIE BEAUREGARD, SPEAKER

SENATORS

DESIGNATION

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

THE HONOURABLE

THOMAS JEAN BOURQUE.................
Janmmne A, Carnel, PiCiivi icvrinrvenss

ARTRUR C  HABDY P C il v cos et

WiLriaM ASHRURY BUCHANAN...........
ARTHUR Buass Corp, P.C...............
Wantrane HoMOGHIRR.. o i,
DONAD RATMOND N 35505 Sove i eon e vans
CUSTAVRILACARRE . v r ool s,
ARINE B OWERON (T i s eri s

JorN EweN SiNcrLair, P.C..............

James H. King, P.C.

ARTEUR MARCOITE. ... i s ien

CHARLES CoLQUBHOUN BALLANTYNE, P.C

Wiiriam HENRY DENNIS.......couueens
I COTEN MORATD Y s v s iy it e
RALPE BYRON HORNER.....is osniianas
WALTER MORLEY ASELTINE......c00000.es
P P QUINNG e e e e
TvA CAMPRELL EATEIR . v v osse v
Grorap'B. JoNEs, P.Cl....... ... ...
ANTOINE I, LEBGER .. . ci i mimias
HENRY A. MULLINS....ccvcvvvvrennnanns

NORNEHAIG Lt v s s e sk

NortheYork. ... bonee i
Eethbridge. . ..............
Westmorland...............
HaatiN Oflesooe oo v
Dela Vallidre.......oc0..0

BTl e S T B
Kootenay, East............

PONteIX. . .

Mafaettes = 00

WINDIPOR .o v e

Richibucto, N.B.
Regina, Sask.
Brockville, Ont.

Toronto, Ont.
Lethbridge, Alta.
Sackville, N.B.
Toronto, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Tecumseh, Ont.
Ottawa, Ont.
Emerald, P.E.I.
Viectoria, B.C.
Ponteix, Sask.
Montreal, Que.
Halifax, N.S,
Quebee, Que.
Blaine Lake, Sask.
Rosetown, Sask.
Bedford, N.S.
Peterborough, Ont.
Apohaqui, N.B.
Moncton, N.B.
Winnipeg, Man.
Winnipeg, Man.




SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS

DESIGNATION

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TrE HONOURABLE
Euvckne Paquer, P.C
WiLtiam Durr
JorN W. pE B. FARRIS
ApriaN K. HuGEssEN
NormaN P. LAMBERT
J. FERNAND FAFARD
ARTHUR LUCIEN BEAUBIEN
JoHN J. STEVENSON
AT R B EAR R e s o s e
DoNALD MACLENNAN........ovvvvnenn S ety
CHARLES BENjAMIN HOWARD
Evre BEAUREGARD (Speaker)
A1HANASE DAVID
Epovarp CHARLES ST-PERE

SALTER ADRIAN HAYDEN

JosSEPH JAMES DUFFUS......cviiieniiininn...
Wotzay Davm Eveer, P.C......ovniiinoninn
LEoN MERCIER GOUIN........coovvviennnnn...
TaoMAB VIEN, P.C......cvvviiriiiiiinnnnnnnns
PaMpHILE REAL DUTREMBLAY......00vven....

WiLLiaM RUPERT DAVIES. ......covivinnnnn...

WisaART McL. RoseErTsON, P.C.....ov oot
TeLESPHORE DAMIEN BOUCHARD...............

ARMAND DAIGLE. .. .ivaeiinnnnsnononinsssinnns

THoMAS ALEXANDER CRERAR, P.C.............
WirziaM HORACE TAYLOR.....covvveernivnenn..
FrED WiLLiaM GERSHAW.........oovvvnnnnn....

JoHN POWER HOWDEN...........ooovnvnnnn...

Lunenburg
Vancouver South
Inkerman
Ottawa

De la Durantaye

Provencher

Margaree Forks

Wellington

Toronto

Thunder Bay

Viictorin 5 Sl s e T
Peterborough West.........
Waterloo...................
De Salaberry..............
De LorBnien: .o e e
Repentighy. . . .oni covivi snsn
Kingston...................
Mount Stewart.............

10353 1 v R P R

Rimouski, Que.
Lunenburg, N.S.
Vancouver, B.C.
Montreal, Que.
Ottawa, Ont.

L’'Islet, Que.

St. Jean Baptiste, Man.
Prince Albert, Sask.
Edmonton, Alta.

Port Hawkesbury, N.S.
Sherbrooke, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Toronto, Ont.

Fort William, Ont.

Westmount, Que.
Peterborough, Ont.
Kitchener, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Outremont, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Kingston, Ont.

Mount Stewart, P.E.IL
Toronto, Ont.
Bedford, N.S.

St. Hyacinthe, Que.
Montreal, Que.
Quebee, Que.

Levis, Que.
Sherbrooke, Que.
Winnipeg, Man.
Scotland, Ont.
Medicine Hat, Alta.
Norwood Grove, Man.

Joliette. Que.




SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TeE HONOURABLE

VRronNe DORUIRE S Sl e e s Radald .~ - e Longueuil, Que.
CHARLES L BIBHOR i oo i o oo ovvas Coimnion snins (A AT e R T Ottawa, Ont.
JOXN JAMBE TREMERY . i oiinesiiansnnsnsiss Queen’s-Lunenburg......... Lunenburg, N.S.
CLARENCE JOSEPH VENIOT......cco0oiuvuenennn Gloucester.................| Bathurst, N.B.
ARTHUR WENTWORTH ROEBUCK............... Toronto-Trinity.....cc00v0 Toronto, Ont.
JoEN ALEXANDER MCDONALD..........c.cutn. G e e e Halifax, N.S.
ALEXANDER NEIL MCLEAN...........ccovvuennn Southern New Brunswick. .| Saint John, N.B.
PRt W IR oo ey Victoria-Carleton.......... Grand Falls, N.B.
GEroRGE PercrvaL BURCHIIL. ........cvvvvntt Northumberland........... South Nelson, N.B.
JEAN MARIE DESBUBRBAULL. ... cvoevvsoroniscnn Stadacoma. 2.5 i Quebec, Que.
JosErE RaouL HURTUBISE......occ0vevvvnnnnnn. Nipiesing ... ... Subdury, Ont.
PATY FIRNRLBOTIEARD L E i covsor s ivesia sy CrandVille. ... om0 753 Quebec, Que.
JAMEBR GRAY THRGRON. .. ccv vuvovivn i vmmeivias RO s i s o 7 v s ik Vancouver, B.C.
STANLEY STEWART MCKEEN.......oivviiinusve VANEOUNVON s oo ivni s vimen Vancouver, B.C.
THOMAS EARQUEAR. =" oo s L Ao S e Little Current, Ont.
JoBEPH WILLIE COMEAU......cvvvencroanccnncns 113 e e Comeauville, N.S.
CHOBGE BURBY ROBS. .. ... it v i s s T T R e Calgary, Alta.
JAMES GORPON - FOGO0L.cos v v oo o hon omisvs Ll LT B SR Ottawa, Ont.
JOBN CASWRLL DAVIS. o v ey W InnIperitL L T e St. Boniface, Man.
EEHOMAR ELSWO0D & e e oo e ReEha e Regina, Sask.
JamEs ANgus MacKinNoN, P.C.............. OO .. .5 vaaiins Edmonton, Alta.
THOMAS VINCENT GRANT. . .io s osbounsionsin MontREne: . fiiiic i v Montague, P.E.I.
HENRY READ EMMERSON.......cctvvonenen s Torchester. 1 oo i Dorchester, N.B.
S0 AV TIOONR" . o v o LB L] ()0 R e R S Black’s Harbour, N.B.
JOSEPH ADELARD GODBOUT.......ccvvuvennenn. Montarville: ... ...... 0000 Frelighsburg, Que.
WiLLiAM ALEXANDER FRASER.................. EONEON: 5. < sl s Trenton, Ont
WitriaM HENRY GOLDING....cvceovvnrrnovinns Huron-Perth......... .. .0, Seaforth, Ont.
GEORGN HABAREOUR. .- - .. oo ovarie s s Prinee:: 20 s Charlottetown, P.E.I.
AINXANDER BOYD BAED. ... . iiiviinisssnsis S lobn's o St. John's, Nfld.
BAY PRTERN e A ol sonimiis siowios wiiaelkio 308 BonaIA s St. John’s, Nfld.
GEORGE JOSEPH PENNY.......co0viiienniinnens South West Coast.......... Ramea, Nfld.
PHoOMARREID . L i RN i New Westminster.......... New Westminster, B.C.
ROBERT WILLIAM GLADSTONE.........cv0onnn. Wellington South.......... Guelph, Ont
T WERSLEY BYAMBAUGE ..o\ viivraensnsvininns [y Ao R S S s Bruce, Alta.

45785—2



SENATORS OF CANADA

ALPHABETICAL LIST

SEPTEMBER 15, 1949

SENATORS DESIGNATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
THE HONOURABLE
ARRLTINE, Wo Moau i sae e Rogetownl.iso2 = oo v Rosetown, Sask.
AYLESWORTH, Sir ALLEN, P.C., K.C.M.G..... North York............... Toronto, Ont.
Bairp, ALEXANDER Boyp Bt dohn's,. ool St. John’s, Nfld.
BN R, CoC R . e v v v T R e e a Montreal, Que.
Banoue CGuosaR M., .. ... ..c.coisiiniss kT R R A Charlottetown, P.E.L.
OEANBIRN A T 2 i e Provemhier.........c..oc.. St. Jean Baptiste, Man.
BrAUREGARD, EL1E (Speaker)..........co0uues ROugemont: .o . oo e s Montreal, Que.
BIaBor CHARIER Tus i ia il Snicvian s saeesaigh B e e A B RPS Ottawa, Ont.
BRI REIODRE . ol o L e SEEANRarE. Edmonton, Alta.
BoucHARD, TELESPHORE DAMIEN..............| The Laurentides........... St. Hyacinthe, Que.
BOOFPARD, PAUL HIBNRY: .. i onlioivsennessines Grandyille. . ...ccco0iiinis Quebec, Que.
BOURQUE, Eidii i hvn vt il il ey VSR 60 Richibuetol . :oc . sineva Richibucto, N.B.
BoOCEANAN, Wo B s il heieiiaaeavas Lethbridge: ... . Soidov: Lethbridge, Alta.
BurcHILL, GEORGE PERCIVAL. .....cc0vvvvnnn.. Northumberland........... South Nelson, N.B.
ORLIER I R 0 e e s ey Baltcolts .. 0 s ot o Regina, Sask.
CAMPBRIE, G P sl T T e e TPOTONYO: o ivss vn v vivsis it TOrOnboiONG:
CoMEAU, JOSEPH WILLIE.......co0ovnvnernennnns CIame (s Comeauville, N.S.
Bl TP OB S S SRR e S e e Westmorland............... Sackville, N.B.
CRERAR, THOMAS ALEXANDER, P.C............ Chutelbill . . Winnipeg, Man.
DAIOLE, BRMARDS . cviaryne sie vt §omaimnsbh Milladslon. .. ... s 7 Montreal, Que.
DAVID, ATHAREIBE. ... iius i 2o s osviremnsissis L TR S ST Montreal, Que.
Davies, WinLiAM RUPERT..........coovvvunnn- T R SR Kingston, Ont.
Davnin, JoOBN CABWELIL . ... cvicovincccrassnosy LT A GO e, St. Boniface, Man.
Denmas, Wo B oo s e 1 S e Halifax, N.S.
DESSUREAULT, JEAN MARIE........cov vvennnn. Stadacona..................| Quebec, P.Q.
DooRR ) ) BATEE . o0 i BT T S Black’s Harbour, N.B.
DO - WIEEAM . o3 o ooovvis i s nan snafani NETTTIT Y of Ty e R e A B Lunenburg, N.S.
1B Uan EURS Al s e e S Peterborough West......... Peterborough, Ont.
DUPUIB, VINCBNT, i vy sopvis s avin s owis Rigaud v o iesvdsviatons Longueuil, P.Q.
ix



SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS

DESIGNATION

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TeE HONOURABLE
DuTreMBLAY, PAMPHILE RfAL
EmMmERrsoN, HENRY READ

BOs, WD R i e

FErLAND, CHARLES EDOUARD

Foco, JameEs GorpoN

FrAsER, WILLIAM ALEXANDER

GersEAW, FRED WinLiaM

GrapsToNE, RoBERT WILLIAM

GopBoUT, JOSEPH ADELARD

GoLping, WiLLiam HENRY

Gouin, L. M

Grant, THOMAS VINCENT

Haig, Joen T

Harpy, A.C., P.C

FEAY DR, B An o hi BBl o o s S e B
Horner, MEBLIGT. 00 e el s i
HowARD O Bl i st T s
HoWwDEN, JOEN POWER.. .. ieccveeioneansacas
H oA, A s s P 5 s v
HurTusIsE, JoSEPH RAOUL..........oovvnvnnn.
HusmtoNg Wadie . o o s
Jonms, GRORGE B, PIC. ., .. vvisiiveei sabus
kg, Jo L B tr ot s i e s
FONLEY, JORNTAMBEL .. 75 oo osve oo o
A e i waimse, oo s e dd
LaMBERT, NORMANP............oovvnnnnn..
TRORBEARNTOINE Jo. 0 oo 0 i S e St
g e e e e .
MacKiINNON, JAMES ANGUS, P.C..............

MACIRNNAN, DONALD . .+ i sl osiiasains

Repentigny

Dorchester

Waterloo

Shawinigan

Carleton

Trenton
Medicine Hat
Wellington South

Montarville

TOROUNO -5 s s oo el

Blaine'Lake: . ici civvsns

WeHIngton. .- -5 svnviens

St. Boniface...............

FAREPA sl e

Nipissing - ofimas o

Viototif .- o vy

Montreal, Que.
Dorchester, N.B.
Kitchener, Ont.
L'Islet, Que.
Peterborough, Ont.
Little Current, Ont.
Vancouver, B.C.
Joliette, P.Q.
Ottawa, Ont.
Trenton, Ont.
Medicine Hat, Alta.
Guelph, Ont.
Frelighsburg, Que.
Seaforth, Ont.
Montreal, Que.
Montague, P.E.1.
Winnipeg, Man.
Brockville, Ont.
Toronto, Ont.
Blaine Lake, Sask.
Sherbrooke, Que.

Norwood Grove, Man.
Montreal, Que.
Sudbury, Ont.
Westmount, Que.
Apohaqui, N.B.
Victoria, B.C.
Lunenburg, N.S.
Tecumseh, Ont.
Ottawa, Ont.
Moncton, N.B.
Quebec, Que.
Edmonton, Alta.

Port Hawkesbury, N.S.

Ponteix, Sask.




SENATORS OF CANADA

SENATORS DESIG NATION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TreE HONOURABLE

McDoONALD, JOHN ALEXANDER. «....ocvnvvvn.ns 1T R R R e S Halifax, N.S.
MeoGuozrl, WoH oo, oo 0 i dast Worlet . 0. 0.. i Toronto, Ont.
MeINTIRE, JAMEB P cviivinen ctinnvnnsmssnsne Mount Stewart............ Mount Stewart, P.E.I.
MCKEEN, STANLEY STEWART. ...ooocnvunvness NARGOUVOR S: 1o is samivonss Vancouver, B.C.
McLEAN, ALEXANDER NEIL. . ..... Lt U Southern New Brunswick..| Saint John, N.B.
MORATD: Iys s e e Ta Bl Quebec, Que.
MutetRe HENBY Koo b vt oo ve oot Maroitetbes oo i s Winnipeg, Man.
o e P e e R S SR B R Badtord o oot Sherbrooke, Que.
Bagugr. Boakaw PICC loole oo ol Langonicli b oo i e Rimouski, Que.
PrygasoN, No-McE, ..t v o i Thunder Bay.........sexs Fort William, Ont.
PENNY, GEORGE JOSEPH......coco0ninernrnnen. South West Coast......... Ramea, Nfld.
BEREEN. RAY. .. i i BOnawiBba: sl ooi v St. John's, Nfid.
P FRpRmok W .. il oiiiidoniassvniay Victoria-Carleton.......... Grand Falls, N.B.
QUi Flre B . o e e Bedford-Halifax........... Bedford, N.S.
RAYMOND, Diiniiw i o f o ol B Jo vega v De la Valliére............. Montreal, Que.
REWD, FHOMAB - il sl s aees New Westminster......... New Westminster, B.C.
RosenteoN, W. MceL., P.OC....cioovoiicuvenves SHelbtirie| 0 D s ohgis ) Bedford, N.S.
RoeBuck, ARTHUR WENTWORTH.............. Toronto-"Trinity...... ... Toronto, Ont.
Ross, GEORGE HENRY........... A e CalparY s o s Siers Calgary, Alta.
ST Y o B D 2 6 R TR R S QBOONS .o i Emerald, P.E.I.
STAMBAUGE, J. WESLEY ..l ccivviiusviasssos Bruce.. .0 Bruce, Alta.
BIEVENRON T Joioco il e b Prince Albert.............. Prince Albert, Sask.
BERERE I O, o ol o S i sy De Lanaudigre............ Montreal, Que.
TaYLOR, WiLLIAM HORACE Scotland, Ont.
AUBRGRON, JAMBE QIBAY. ... ... iihesiavevansn Vancouver, B.C.
Nazaneoont, UYBIAN...... .+ cvoronrvivinns Konnebeo:. ..o ..ioeakas Levis, Que.
VENIOT, CLARENCE JOSEPH. .« .0c0vnnencnancnss GloteeRter: iasei .. i Bathurst, N.B.
N R BONEE, RO, . i v sy wnsha Pe Torimiek . ... i Outremont, Que.
WIEON, CAMRINE R, i alaissviise o Hoskalifte . oo G v Ottawa, Ont.
Woon, THoMAR R S ol i hniiisyis Remitn .. F ke Regina, Sask.




SENATORS OF CANADA

BY PROVINCES

SEPTEMBER 15, 1949

ONTARIO—24

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

TaE HONOURABLE

Y ARTRHORC HARDY PO . o. i v aesiaas
2 Sir ALLEN Brisror AyvLesworTtH, P.C., K.C.M.G
8 Wonaram HUMcGUIRE, ... .0occl il )i oot
4 GueTAYE LACABBE S oo i e inssodssinions
5 CarrINE R. WILSON........e00vnnnn. Soseeunnbasaes
6 IVACAMPRELI-FALLIB 2 iassiis viin ussinn v
7 Norman PO LAMBERT. 0. 0. lico Sl i viamnns
S Buaarn ADRIAN HAYhEN. ... .00 oL onao .,
9 NoRMAN MCLEOD PATERSON........c.covvvnenernnn.
10 JosepH JAMES DUFFUS......ccoiivinninninninnanne,
11 Wraaax Davsm BUunER, PC..........ooviviiaia.
12 Wituiaw BUpsiT DAVIER. ... ..o oo vnaioeddosianen

13 GORDON PETER CAMPBELL. .......covtvevnnncncecns

14 Wirriam HoraceE TAYLOR

16 CHARIES L BIRHOP (1. 00 0 tv v e onivassonis

18 THoMAS BARQUHAR: .. ins o s arssionnns

19 JamES GORDON FOGO. ......cvvnviinnniniinnnnns

20 WiLLiaM ALEXANDER FRASER

21 WILLIAM HENBY GOLDING.....cvireosvssonsssses

22 RoBERT WiLLiAM GLADSTONE....... S RS

Brockville.
Toronto.
Toronto.
Tecumseh.
Ottawa.
Peterborough.
Ottawa.
Toronto.

Fort William
Peterborough.
Kitchener.
Kingston.
Toronto.
Scotland.
Ottawa.
Toronto.
Sudbury.
Little Current.
Ottawa.
Trenton.
Seaforth.
Guelph.




Xiv SENATORS OF CANADA
QUEBEC—24
SENATORS ELECTORAL DIVISION POST OFFICE ADDRESS
TaE HONOURABLE
1 DONAT BAYMOND. v coovvsssosis diiiases De la Valliére............. Montreal.
2 CHARLES C. BALLANTYNE, P.C............. AIma et o ek o Montreal.
I EVeHN MOoRAOD - i T e s T e T T R e Quebec.
€ EvGRNE PAQUET, P.C.ivviuivvnncioniisiins 3 0] S AN ST Rimouski.
5 ADRIAN K. HUGESSEN. «..cozcuvioransossins IR e S S S Montreal.
6 J. FERNAND FAFARD..........cccvuvunen... De la Durantaye.......... L’Islet.
7 CHARLES BENsAMIN HOWARD.............. Wellington. ..o covin s in Sherbrooke.
8 Evrie BEAUREGARD (Speaker)............... Rougemont:. -.iv.c.iianna Montreal.
9 ATHANABR DAVID. o corcint s ol D= Sorali - L i Montreal.
10 EpouaRD CHARLES ST-PERE............... PeLanaudiere:. . oo.oo0. .0 Montreal
11 WinriaMm JAMES HUSHION................... VACEORB it it s Westmount.
12 LxoN MERCIER GOUIN. ... icivsiinennnnsns De Salaberry.............. Montreal.
13 TroMaAs VIBN, P.C.. . i ceotfonorencoornnnns De Lorimier............... Outremont.
14 PampHILE REAL DUTREMBLAY. ............ Repentigny................ Montreal.
15 TeLESPHORE DAMIEN BOUCHARD. .......... The Laurentides........... St. Hyacinthe.
16 ARMANDDAIGLE - . . ial o i MilleIles.................. Montreal.
17 JosErH ARTHUR LESAGE. . ..........0uvn... The Gulf.................. Quebec.
18 CYRILLE VAILLANCOURT..........c0vununnn. Kennehee. ... .ccovevnssavis Levis.
19 JAcOR NICOL 10 oo o e los s e Bedford [ i e s Sherbrooke.
20 CHARLES EDOUARD FERLAND............... Shawinigan................ Joliette.
21 VINCENT DUPUIS. ......coviiiivnnnnnnnnnn. Rigaud.................... Longueuil.
22 JEAN MARIE DESSUREAULT. ... ...covvvnnn. BtadBeons: .. . .is s oees Quebec,
23 PAvuL HENRI BOUFFARD ... e ovineivienons Grandville. ............... Quebec.
24 JosEPH ADELARD GODBOUT................. Montarville................ Frelighsburg.




SENATORS OF CANADA

XV

NOVA SCOTIA—10

SENATORS

POST OFFICE ADDRESS

THE HONOURABLE

T Wasmaam BRENsae e e R T D Halifax.

2 FEx P.QUINN. o0l Bedford.
WM Dowr.... .o Lunenburg.

4 DoNALD MACLENNAN .. i e snin s an s Port Hawkesbury.
5 WiseART McL. RoBERTSON, P.C.........cvvvvnvvnnennn Bedford.

G JoEN JaEs KN Y o S T e e, Lunenburg.

7 JoHN ALEXANDER MCDONALD. .......covvnieniiniininnennn. Halifax.

8 Joserr WirLe CoMBAT Comeauville.

0 G s

[} SRS e s s e e e e e el e S b

NEW BRUNSWICK—10
Trae HoNOURABLE

1R nOMAS JEAN BOURQUEL .o o Lol ani ot o ot s o S B s b Richibucto.

27 AnsuoR Brmss Corr, P.C...... & [ A& T3 A mrm 2 5 o Sackville.

S CUROE B JONEE P e e Apohaqui.

S ANMOBRACTEBGER: - - T e ey Moncton.
SCTARENCE JOSKPH VEBRIOR .+ oivsi o oo v whiin s vvarab e Bathurst.

G ALRXANDER NEIL MOLEAN .15 ..« . Lrivns cih cgamengnsivn ose/aniibuains Saint John.

L EREDERICK W BIRER. o ovel . o it it s e st st b Grand Falls.

S ORORGE PRRCIVAL BEHMCERGG . .. o0 o0 0o e e i South Nelson.
9 - HeNRY ReAp FIMMEREONa 0o oo sl o e i i s Dorchester.
100 I TV INGONR s roasest. oty o g e e e L Black’s Harbour.

PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND—4
TeE HONOURABLE

1:Jomy BwaN Sinvbasrable S e o e i e ey Emerald.

2 JAMRS - PRTRR-MOTRIY RE o rovos o 0 od s s R i e e Mount Stewart.
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CANADA

The Debates of the Senate

OFFICIAL

REPORT

THE SENATE

Thursday, September 15, 1949,

The Twenty-First Parliament of Canada
having been summoned by Proclamation of
the Governor General to meet this day in its
First Session for the dispatch of business.

The Senate met at 10.30 a.m.

THE SPEAKER OF THE SENATE

Hon. Elie Beauregard, having taken the
Clerk’s chair, rose and said: Honourable
senators, I have the honour to inform you
that a Commission has been issued under the
Great Seal, appointing me Speaker of the
Senate.

The said Commission was then read by the
Clerk.

The Honourable the Speaker then took the
Chair at the foot of the Throne, to which he
was conducted by Hon. Mr. Robertson and
Hon. Mr. Moraud, the Gentleman Usher of
the Black Rod preceding.

Prayers.

OPENING OF THE SESSION

The Honourable the Speaker informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Assistant Secretary to the Governor
General informing him that the Honourable
Patrick Kerwin, a Judge of the Supreme
Court of Canada, in his capacity of Deputy
Governor General, would proceed to the
Senate Chamber to open the First Session of
the Twenty-First Parliament of Canada on
Thursday, the 15th day of September, at 12
o’clock noon.

NEW SENATORS INTRODUCED

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

Hon. James Angus MacKinnon, P.C., of
Edmonton, Alberta, introduced by Hon.
Wishart McL. Robertson and Hon. W. A.
Buchanan.

Hon. Thomas Vincent Grant, of Montague,
Prince Edward Island, by Hon. Wishart McL.
Robertson and Hon. James P. McIntyre.

Hon. Henry Read Emmerson, of Dor-
chester, New Brunswick, introduced by Hon.
Wishart McL. Robertson and Hon. A. B. Copp.

Hon. J. J. Hayes Doone, of Black’s Harbour,
New Brunswick, introduced by Hon. Wishart
MecL. Robertson and Hon. A. B. Copp.

Hon. Joseph Adelard Godbout, of Frelighs-
burg, Quebec, introduced by Hon. Wishart
MecL. Robertson and Hon. Armand Daigle.

Hon. William Henry Golding, of Seaforth,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. Wishart McL.
Robertson and Hon. William H. Taylor.

Hon. George H. Barbour, of Charlottetown,
Prince Edward Island, introduced by Hon.
Wishart McL. Robertson and Hon. J. E.
Sinclair.

Hon. Alexander Boyd Baird, of St. John’s,
Newfoundland, introduced by Hon. Wishart
McL. Robertson and Hon. C. B. Howard.

Hon. Ray Petten, of St. John’s, Newfound-
land, introduced by Hon. Wishart MecL.
Robertson and Hon. J. Gordon Fogo.

Hon. George Joseph Penny, of Ramea, New-
foundland, introduced by Hon. Wishart McL.
Robertson and Hon. William Duff.

Hon. Thomas Reid, of New Westminster,
British Columbia, introduced by Hon. Wishart
McL. Robertson and Hon. J. H. King.

Hon. Robert William Gladstone, of Guelph,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. Wishart MecL.
Robertson and Hon. W. D. Euler.

Hon. J. Wesley Stambaugh, of Bruce,
Alberta, introduced by Hon. Wishart MecL.
Robertson and Hon. W. A. Buchanan.

THE SPEAKER OF THE SENATE
FELICITATIONS ON HIS APPOINTMENT

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: I welcome
this opportunity to extend to you, Mr.
Speaker, the heartiest congratulations of your
colleagues on this side of the house on your
appointment to the eminent and honourable
position of Speaker of the Senate.

You, sir, bring to this high office great
qualities of heart and mind. You have long
held a prominent position in the business and
professional life of your native province. For
ten years you have been a member of the
Senate, and since 1945 have presided over
the deliberations of the Standing Committee
on Banking and Commerce. I do not need




2 SENATE

to remind the house that during the period
in which you acted as chairman of that com-
mittee there was before it a large volume of
legislation, much of it involved and some of
it highly controversial. In each case the
deliberations were carried on in a spirit and
manner in keeping with the best traditions
of the Senate of Canada; the consideration
was thorough and the conclusion arrived at
was sound. This was due in no small
measure to your skill, patience and unfailing
courtesy. There is, I believe, complete con-
fidence on the part of all that these qualities
which you possess to such a remarkable
degree will serve you well in the discharge of
the responsibilities of the high office to which
you have attained.

May I add a personal word? Your term
of office as chairman of the Banking and
Commerce Committee approximates mine as
government leader in the Senate. You know,
sir, how often I have been compelled to lean
on you for counsel and advice, which was at
all times willingly and cheerfully given. I
thank you for it, and wish you well.

As Speaker of the Senate, you are follow-
ing a long line of distinguished public men,
not the least of whom is the honourable
senator from Kootenay East (Hon. Mr. King)
who has just preceded you. We believe, Mr.
Speaker, that you also will bring additional
honour to this high office, and I assure you
that in the discharge of your duties you will
have the loyal support and fullest co-opera-
tion of your colleagues.

(Translation) :

Hon. Lucien Moraud: Mr. Speaker, in the
absence of the leader of the opposition, I
have the perilous honour and, at the same
time, the most enjoyable duty, of agreeing
with what the leader of the government has
just now so aptly said of you.

Before becoming a member of this house
you were already a credit to the profession
to which we both belong you were also a
credit to your province; and since your
appointment to the Senate, the dignity and
broadness of mind with which you have
presided over the Standing Committee on
Banking and Commerce have been a subject
of pride to all of use.

May I repeat that I did not expect to second
the motion of the leader of the government.
I must apologize for doing it in such an
unsatisfactory manner. Nevertheless, it gives
me great pleasure to tell you that you are the
ideal successor of one who, before you, pre-
sided over this house with so much dignity,
You also, I am sure, will discharge the duties
of your office with much ability and prestige.

Hon. J. H. King: Honourable senators, as
the retiring Speaker, may I concur in the

remarks of the two leaders, and extend to
my successor, the Honourable the Speaker,
my best wishes and hopes for his pleasure
and enjoyment in the high and distinguished
office which he now holds.

Hon. Paul-Henri Bouffard: Mr. Speaker,
I take pleasure in offering you, on behalf of
my colleagues of this house, my most sincere
congratulations.

Senator Beauregard has been known to me
for many years indeed. I knew him as a
lawyer, and I am aware of the services which
he has for so long rendered the Liberal party.
I knew him also as chairman of the standing
committee on banking and commerce; in all
spheres, he has been an example for all his
fellow-lawyers as well as for all those who
took part in the debates of this house.

It is not only an honour but also a well-
deserved reward for us, French-Canadians,
to have a member of our race as Speaker of
the Senate. I wish to congratulate Senator
Beauregard again, and to repeat, at the very
opening of this new Parliament, that he has
always set in every sphere an example which
we, who have had the privilege of knowing
him and the good fortune of associating with
him, have endeavoured to follow.

I congratulate him for the prestige which
his appointment will bring us as I feel certain
that, as Speaker of the Senate, he will remain
a model to us.

(Text):

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable mem-
bers, as you may understand, I am too deeply
moved to acknowledge as I should the
remarks that have been made by the leader
of the government (Hon. Mr. Robertson) and
by the acting leader of the opposition (Hon.
Mr. Moraud) and the greetings of other hon-
ourable senators. All I can say to my col-
leagues at this time, and I say it from the
bottom of my heart, is “Thank you”.

(Translation) :

Honourable senators, I do not wish to miss
this opportunity of acknowledging briefly the
flattering remarks which you were Kkind
enough to make about my career up to this
time.

I wish to thank particularly my colleagues
of the Bar for their gracious attention in
recalling our professional relations.

I feel very grateful to His Excellency for
my promotion as Speaker of the Senate, in
which capacity I shall always strive to follow
the tradition and example of my distinguished
predecessors. I thank you.

(Text):
The Senate adjourned during pleasure.
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OPENING OF THE SESSION

The Honourable Patrick Kerwin, a Judge
of the Supreme Court of Canada, Deputy
Governor General, having come and being
seated,

The Hon. the Speaker commanded the
Gentleman Usher of the Black Rod to proceed
to the House of Commons and acquaint that
House that: “It is the Honourable the Deputy
Governor General’s desire that they attend
him immediately in the Senate.”

Who being come,

The Hon. the Speaker said:

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

I have it in command to let you know that His
Excellency the Governor General does not see fit
to declare the causes of his summoning the present
Parliament of Canada, until a Speaker of the House
of Commons shall have been chosen, according to
law; but this afternoon, at the hour of three o’clock,
His Excellency will declare the causes of his calling
this Parliament.

The House of Commons withdrew.

The Honourable the Deputy Governor Gen-
eral was pleased to retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

The Hon. the Speaker informed the Senate
that he had received a communication from
the Governor General’s Secretary informing
him that His Excellency the Governor Gen-
eral would arrive at the Main Entrance of
the Houses of Parliament at 3 p.m., and, when
it had been signified that all was in readiness,
would proceed to the Senate Chamber to open
the First Session of the Twenty-First Parlia-
ment of Canada.

The Senate adjourned until 2.30 p.m., this
day.

SECOND SITTING

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

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

At three o’clock His Excellency the Gover-
nor General proceeded to the Senate Chamber
and took his seat upon the Throne. His
Excellency was pleased to command the
attendance of the House of Commons, and
that House being come with their Speaker,
His Excellency was pleased to open the First
Session of the Twenty-First Parliament of
Canada with the following speech:

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

There has been deep satisfaction in all parts of
the country that the steady improvement in the
health of the King has enabled His Majesty to
resume most of his customary activities.

The opening of the twenty-first parliament is
marked by the presence for the first time of the
representatives of the new province of Newfound-
land. It is a pleasure for me to welcome their
participation in the national affairs of a greater
Canada.

With the admission of the new province of New-
foundland the Canadian nation attained the geo-
graphical limits planned by the Fathers of Con-
federation. You will be asked at the present session
to approve measures designed to facilitate the
attainment of the constitutional limits of our nation-
hood. To this end, a bill will be introduced to amend
the Supreme Court Act so that the Supreme Court
of Canada will become the final court of appeal for
Canada.

You will also be asked to approve addresses pray-
ing the Parliament of the United Kingdom to vest
in the Parliament of Canada the right to amend the
constitution of Canada in relation to matters not
coming within the jurisdiction of the legislatures
of the provinces nor affecting the constitutional
rights and privileges of the provinces or existing
rights and privileges with respect to education or
the use of the English and French languages.

My ministers will seek to arrange for early con-
sultation with the provincial governments with a
view to agreeing upon an appropriate procedure
for making within Canada such other amendments
to the constitution as may from time to time be
required.

The hopes held four years ago for world peace
and security under the aegis of the United Nations
have not yet been realized. The menace of Com-
munist totalitarianism continues to threaten the
aspirations of men of good will. It is, however,
gratifying that the North Atlantic Treaty has been
brought into effect and is already proving its worth
in lessening the risks of armed aggression.

The defence needs of Canada, both as a separate
nation and as a signatory of this Treaty are being
kept constantly under review. Good progress has
been made in the co-ordination and unification of
our armed forces and conditions of service are
being improved. Special attention is being given
to research and development intended to provide
the forces with the most modern equipment suitable
for present requirements.

A measure will be introduced to consolidate the
legislation respecting the defence forces and the
Department of National Defence.

It is the view of my ministers that the economic
health and stability of the nations of the North
Atlantic community must be the real foundation
of their ability to resist and, therefore, to deter
aggression.

Although the nations of Western Europe have
made substantial progress towards recovery from
the ravages of war, they have not yet been able to
restore completely their economic strength. Their
shortage of dollars continues, and international
trade remains in a state of unbalance. The govern-
ment is seeking by all appropriate means to co-
operate in measures to restore economic equilibrium.
The achievement of a pattern of world trade in
which the trading nations can operate together
within one single multilateral system continues to
be the ultimate aim of my government.

Since parliament last met the International Wheat
Agreement has come into operation. The agree-
ment together with the other arrangements made
to dispose of our surplus agricultural products will
provide additional economic security for many of
our farmers.

At home we continue to enjoy prosperity. Agri-
cultural production generally continues to be high.
Private capital investment and employment have
remained at high levels. Relations between em-
ployers and employees have, with few exceptions,
been satisfactory.
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As a result of legislation passed at the last session
of Parliament, new agreements with respect to old
age pensions have been completed with nine of the
provinces, and increased pensions have now been
made available to the aged and the blind in those
provinces. The completion of a similar agreement
with the Province of Newfoundland awaits the
enactment of the required provincial legislation.

The continued co-operation of the provinces in
the implementation of the national health pro-
gramme has resulted in further progress being made
towards the desired objective of improved health
facilities and services for the people in all parts of
Canada.

While more housing units are being built this
year than ever before, the demand for housing
continues. Following discussions with the govern-
ments of the provinces your approval will be sought
for legislation to broaden the scope of the National
Housing Act.

A bill to provide for the continuance of functions
now vested in the Department of Reconstruction
and Supply, including the ministerial responsibility
for the Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation,
will be placed before you for your approval.

You will also be asked to approve a measure to
enable the government to assist in the provision of
a transcontinental highway.

The government has concluded new air agree-
ments with the United Kingdom and the United
States. The agreements provide new routes for our
international air services to the United States and
to the Orient, and additional traffic stops in
United States and United Kingdom territory for our
present international services on the North Atlantic,
to the Caribbean and to the South Pacific.

Measures demanding your consideration will
include a Bill respecting a National Trade Mark
and True Labelling; a Bill respecting Forest Con-
servation; a Bill to incorporate the Canadian Over-
seas Telecommunication Corporation; a Bill respect-
ing assistance to the shipbuilding industry and
merchant shipping; a Bill to extend the life of the
Export and Import Permits Act; and bills to amend
the Exchequer Court Act, the Industrial Develop-
ment Bank Act, the Emergency Gold Mining Assist-
ance Act, the Prairie Farm Assistance Act, the
Customs Act, and the Veterans’ Land Act of 1942.

Members of the House of Commons:

You will be asked to make provision for the
public service for the current fiscal year. The
budget resolutions introduced at the Last Session
of Parliament will be submitted for your approval
and the enactment of the appropriate legislation.

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

I pray that Divine Providence may bless your
deliberations.

The House of Commons withdrew.

His Excellency the Governor General was
pleased to retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

RAILWAY BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Roberison)
presented Bill A, an Act relating to railways.

The bill was read the first time.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
MOTION FOR CONSIDERATION
On motion of Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr.
Robertson), it was ordered that the Speech of
His Excellency the Governor General be taken
into consideration on Tuesday next.

COMMITTEE ON ORDERS AND
PRIVILEGES

MOTION

Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Robertson)
moved:

That all the senators present during the
session be appointed a committee to consider
the orders and customs of the Senate and
privileges of Parliament, and that the said
committee have leave to meet in the Senate
Chamber when and as often as they please.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, Sep-
tember 20, at 3 p.m.
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Tuesday. September 20, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

EXCHEQUER COURT BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson presented
Bill B, an Act to amend the Exchequer Court
Act.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Robertison presented Bill C, an
Act to amend the Department of Justice Act.

The bill was read the first time.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
MOTION OF APPOINTMENT

Hon. Wishari McL. Roberison moved:

That pursuant to Rule 77 the following senators,
to wit: The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ballan-
tyne, Buchanan, Copp, Haig, Howard, Moraud, Sin-
clair, and the mover, be appointed a Committee of
Selection to nominate senators to serve on the
several standing committees during the present
session; and to report with all convenient speed
the names of the senators so nominated.

He said: I would ask the indulgence of the
house in order that this motion may receive
unanimous consent and be passed today. If
this is done, the Committee of Selection can
meet tomorrow morning, and it is hoped that
its report will be available tomorrow after-
noon. It could then stand till Thursday, when,
if the house approves, organization meetings
could be held in the afternoon. By way of
explanation I should say that I shall be
unavoidably absent next week, and I am
anxious that the committees be established
before we adjourn at the end of this week.

The motion was agreed to.

DOCUMENTS TABLED

Hon. Wishart McL. Robertson: Honourable
senators, I beg to lay on the table certain
documents, with a list of the same which will
appear in the Minutes and Proceedings of
the Senate tomorrow. I realize, of course,
that honourable senators will wish to see the
contents, but as there are some thirty-four
or thirty-five items, perhaps they will excuse
me if I refrain from reading them in detail
and place the list on record.

The list of documents tabled is as follows:

1. Annual return of permits issued during the
period January 1, 1949, to Awugust 31, 1949, as
required by Section 4 of the Immigration Act.

2. Regulations made by the Governor in Council
under Part I of the Indian Act as provided by
Section 161 of the Indian Act, Chapter 98, R.S. 1927.

3. List of all sales or leases of Indian lands can-
celled during the period January 1, 1949, to August
31, 1949, as required by Section 64 of the Indian Act.

4. Regulations made by the Governor in Council,
together with every order similarly made, authoriz-
ing the sale of any land or the granting of any
interest therein, as required by Section 75 of
the Dominion Lands Act, Chapter 113, R.S. 1927.

5. Copies of regulations established by Orders in
Council passed between the 27th day of January,
1949 and the 15th day of September, 1949, under
the provisions of the Migratory Birds Convention
Act, Chapter 16, S.C. 1932-33.

6. Copies of Ordinances passed under the provi-
sions of Section 13 of the Northwest Territories
Act, Chapter 142, R.S. 1927, during the period 17th
February, 1949, to 29th June, 1949.

7. Statement of adjustments respecting seed grain
and relief indebtedness under an Act respecting
Certain Debts Due the Crown, Section 2, Chapter
51, S.C. 1926-217.

8. Copy of The Annual Report of the Eastern
Rockies Forest Conservation Board for the fiscal
year 1948-49.

9. Copy of the Annual Report of the Northwest
Territories Power Commission for the fiscal year
1948-49.

10. Regulations made under The Department of
Veterans Affairs Act by Order in Council P.C. 2182
of the 6th July, 1949.

11. Regulations made under The Veterans’ Land
Act, 1942, by Orders in Council P.C. 3729 of the 10th
August, 1949, and P.C. 4203 of the 24th August, 1949.

12. Statement for the fiscal year 1948-49, required
by Section 38 of the Veterans' Land Act, 1942.

13. Statement for the fiscal year 1948-49, required
by Section 18 of The Veterans Insurance Act.

14. Statement for the fiscal year 1948-49, required
by Section 19 of the Returned Soldiers Insurance
Act.

15. Regulations made by the Army Benevolent
Fund Board, required by Section 12 of The Army
Benevolent Fund Act, 1947.

16. Annual Report for the fiscal year 1948-49,
required by Section 13 of The Army Benevolent
Fund Act.

17. Orders and Regulations for the Royal Cana-
dian Navy, published in the Canada Gazette during
the period 11th of April, 1949, to 10th September,
1949, inclusive, under Section 40 of the Naval Ser-
vice Act.

18. Orders and Regulations for the Canadian
Army, published in the Canada Gazette during the
period 11th April, 1949, to 10th September, 1949, in-
clusive, under Section 141 of the Militia Act.

19. Orders and Regulations for the Royal Cana-
dian Air Force, published in the Canada Gazette
during the period 11th April, 1949, to 10th Septem-
ber, 1949, inclusive, under Section 16, Sub-section 2
of the Royal Canadian Air Force Act.

20. One copy of the Report of the Secretary of
State of Canada, for the year ended March 31, 1948,
as required by Section 8 of The Department of State
Act.

21. Copy of Order in Council P.C. 4639, dated 13th
September, 1949, proclaiming that the Conciliation
and Labour Act and the Industrial Relations and
Disputes Investigation Act shall come into force in
the Province of Newfoundland on the 19th day of
September, 1949.

22. Report of the Director of Training for the
fiscal year ended March 31, 1949, as required by
Section 11 of The Vocational Training Co-ordination
Act, 1942.

23. Eighth Annual Report of the Unemployment
Insurance Commission for the fiscal year ended
March 31, 1949.
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24. Copies of Regulations made and approved
under the Unemployment Insurance Act, 1940, for
the period December 17, 1948, to September 8, 1949,
being Orders in Council P.C. 1964 dated April 26,
1949 and P.C. 3291, dated July 6, 1949, which amend
the Unemployment Insurance Commission Regula-
tions, 1948, approved by Order in Council P.C. 4060
dated September 15, 1948.

25. Copy of Order in Council P.C. 3509 of July 13,
1949, which amends the Government Annuities
Regulations, 1947, made and established by Order
in Council P.C. 5394 of December 31, 1947, as
amended.

26. Report of the Unemployment Advisory Com-
mittee for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1949.

27. Report of Agreements under the Agricultural
Products Co-operative Marketing Act for the year
ended March 31, 1949. (English and French.)

28. Orders and Regulations passed under authority
of the Destructive Insect and Pest Act for the
year ended March 31, 1949. (English and French.)

29. Annual Report of the Agricultural Prices
Support Board for the year 1948-49.

30. Annual Report of the Family Allowances Divi-
sion of the Department of National Health and
Welfare for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1949.
(English and French.)

31. Statement of Receipts and Expenditures under
Part Five of the Canada Shipping Act (Sick Marin-
ers) for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1949.
(English and French.)

32. Annual Report of the Physical Fitness Divi-
sion of the Department of National Health and
Welfare for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1949.
(English and French.)

33. Report of the Administration of Old Age Pen-
sions and Pensions for the Blind in Canada for the
fiscal year ended March 31, 1949.

34. Orders in Council dealing with the Administra-
tion of the National Health Grants Program.
(English and French.)

35. Estimates for the fiscal year ending March 31,
1950.

THE LATE SENATORS MURDOCK AND
MACKENZIE

TRIBUTES TO THEIR MEMORY

Hon., Wishart McL. Robertson: Honourable
senators, I regret to have to say that it is my
responsibility officially to bring to your notice
the fact that since we last met we have lost
two of our most prominent and esteemed
colleagues.

The late Senator Murdock was born on
August 15, 1871 at Brighton, England, the
son of James Murdock and Annie Campbell,
his wife, both of Scottish descent, and with
them came to Canada in 1876.

After attending public school at Tilbury
East, Ontario, he entered the service of the
Canadian Pacific Railway, being employed
as a trainman from 1890 to 1905. Early in
his career with the railway Senator Murdock
became interested in labour matters. His
interest and ability were soon recognized,
and in 1905 he was elected Vice-President of
the Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, an
office in which he served until 1921.

Senator Murdock’s first political activity
came during the general election of 1921, and
upon the formation of the King Government
in that year he was appointed Minister of

Labour, whereupon he resigned the Vice-
Presidency of the Brotherhood of Railway .
Trainmen. He was elected to the House of
Commons by acclamation in Kent County,
Ontario, on January 22, 1922. In 1925 Senator
Murdock resigned from the King Cabinet
and returned to his post as Vice-President of
the Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, an
office which he continued to hold until 1933.
On March 20, 1930, he was summoned to
this chamber.

In addition to Senator Murdock’s other
service in the public life of this country and
his association with organized labour, from
September 29, 1919 to June 24, 1920, he was
a commissioner on the Board of Commerce
and, as Minister of Labour, he acted as
Canadian Government delegate to the Inter-
national Labour Conference at Geneva from
October 18 to November 3, 1922.

Senator Murdock is survived by his widow,
the former Annette Follis of Toronto, whom
he married in 1903, and by one son, R. H.
Murdock of Windsor, Ontario, and one
daughter, Mrs. DaCosta.

I think it is fair to say that perhaps the
outstanding characteristic of the late Senator
Murdock was his passionate advocacy of the
cause of all whom he deemed to be under-
privileged, or the less fortunate. Invariably
those in need found in him a stout champion;
he reacted instantly to what to him seemed
to be an injustice.

He was a tireless worker and constant
attendant in the committees of this house.
He was always alert to the rights of minori-
ties, and those groups were assured of a
constant and able champion when he was
present. The official reports of the Debates
of the Senate bear witness to his active
participation and interest in all matters which
came before the Senate for consideration.

The Right Honourable Senator Ian Mac-
kenzie, Vancouver Centre, died September 2,
1949. Senator Mackenzie was born at Assynt,
Scotland, on July 27, 1890. He was the son
of George Mackenzie and his wife, Anne
Macrae, both Scottish. Born in poor circum-
stances, Senator Mackenzie, by his great
ability and high endeavour, educated him-
self and became one of the most notable
scholars of his day. Throughout his scholas-
tic career, he won many gold medals and
scholarships. Upon graduating with highest
distinction from Edinburgh University in
1910, he won a Carnegie scholarship under
which he did valuable work on old Irish
manuscripts. Two years later he came to
Vancouver as a young lawyer.

In 1915 he joined Vancouver’s famed 72nd
Seaforth Highlanders, with whom he served
with distinction overseas. Immediately on his
return from overseas he became interested in
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the affairs of veterans, and in 1920 was
elected president of the Vancouver Command
of Great War Veterans. In the same year he
was elected to the provincial house as mem-
ber for Vancouver. He was re-elected to
that house in 1924 and again in 1928, and in

the latter year was named provincial
secretary.
It was in 1930 that Senator Mackenzie

* began his eighteen years as the representative
of Vancouver in the House of Commons. He
resigned from the British Columbia legisla-
ture to accept an appointment as Minister of
Immigration in Mackenzie King’s govern-
ment, and was elected in the general elections
of 1930. On October 23, 1935, he was sworn
in as Minister of National Defence in the
new Mackenzie King government, and in
1939 he was appointed Minister of Pensions
and National Health, a portfolio which he
held until 1944, when he was appointed
Minister of Veterans Affairs. This position
was one to which he was well suited by
reason of his many years of keen interest
and participation in the cause of veterans.
He was created a member of the Imperial
Privy Council in 1947, and was appointed
to this house on January 19, 1948.

In 1948 Senator Mackenzie returned to his
native Scotland to receive an honorary degree
from Edinburgh University. It was fitting
that he should be honoured by a university
to which he had brought great credit, and in
the land of his birth, which for him had such
a fond attraction.

The passing of Ian Mackenzie removes
from this house and the public life of Canada
a colourful and interesting figure. He was
great in mind, heart, and statute, loyal and
warm in his friendships; passionate and fluent
of speech. His personality impressed all
with whom he came in contact. He typified
the land of his birth and was intensely
attached to it, yet he enthusiastically
embraced and became a part of the land of
his adoption.

As I pay my respects there come to my
memory stories of his boyhood, of his trudging
along lonely roads in the Highlands in the
pursuit of an education, a quest that in due
course was to be rewarded with the highest
academic honours.

I first saw him twenty years ago. He was
presiding, as Chieftain, at a Scottish banquet,
with the honourable senator from Lunenburg
(Hon. Mr. Duff) opposite him as his gillie.
He was proposing the toast to Scotland, stand-
ing on a chair and table, his eyes flashing,
his speech flowing like a torrent, his arm
upraised, his hand holding the glass. Then

came the climax: there was a dramatic pause,
and the glass was thrown to the floor, as was
the custom in bygone years in his native land.

In the House of Commons he enjoyed a
long and distinguished career. Vigorous in
debate, he asked no quarter and gave none;
yet friend and foe were curiously attached
to him. His warm heart and his generous
nature endeared him to all, and he will be
sorely missed in the Halls of Parliament,
where for so long he was such a familiar
figure.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable members, I
have listened with very great interest to the
tributes just paid by the honourable leader
of the government. I speak first of Senator
Murdock, whom I cannot help referring to
as Jim Murdock. That is the name by which
he was known all over Canada and in rail-
road circles throughout the United States.
When I had the pleasure of meeting him for
the first time as a member of this house I did
not form a very high opinion of him, but
later through the years he did me the great
honour of inviting me to his home, and ever
afterwards I liked Jim Murdock. He could
say anything he wished, he could do anything
he wished, but I still liked him.

He represented the under-dog, or at least
he thought he did, and he could put the
views of the under-dog before us in no uncer-
tain terms. That touch in his speeches was
good for all of us. We shall miss him, and
the house will be poorer by reason of his
passing. We none of us have a permanent
lease on life, and his time to leave us had
come. We honour his name.

It seems to me that if you want to know
something about a married man you should
find out what kind of a wife he has. Jim
Murdock had a wonderful woman as a life
companion, and to her especially, on my own
behalf and on behalf of those associated with
me, I wish to convey our deepest sympathy.
To his daughter and his grandson I want to
pass on some idea of the respect that we in
this house learned to have for Jim Murdock.
I did not have the pleasure of knowing his
son, but on behalf of my party here I wish
to say to all that we will miss Jim Murdock
in the years to come.

Honourable senators, now may I say a few
words about the late senator from Vancouver
Centre (Right Hon. Mr. Mackenzie)? Ian
Mackenzie was a magnificent representative
of the Highland Scots. He had that intense
fervour that we so often find among the
Highland people. They are as different from
the Lowland Scots as the Irish are from the
English. One would never guess they came
from the same country. The late senator had
all the eloquence and mysticism of his people,
and he was able to convey his feelings to an
audience.

Senator Mackenzie was with us in this
chamber only a short time. He came here
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from the other place where he was a very
prominent and important figure. I can quite
understand his feeling of restraint in this
house when we did not want to move too fast.
I sympathized with him particularly because
I remembered that when I came from the
Manitoba Legislature, where I at least thought
I was a fighting unit, and tried to put on a
fight here, nobody listened to me. I think my
friend Ian Mackenzie had the same experi-
ence. He was trying to break out of bounds
and get things going.

The widow of the late senator is a young
woman from my home city, whose great
ability was highly regarded by the company
with whom she was employed before she
married. I assure her we will long remember
her late lamented husband, and we wish her
happiness in the future years.

Hon. J. W. deB. Farris: Honourable sena-
tors, I endorse all that has been said by the
two leaders in this house and I wish to add
a special word in tribute to my very old
friend Ian Mackenzie.

After thirteen years in this house it seems
to me more inevitable each year that as we
come back and have the pleasure of renew-
ing our acquaintances and meeting old
friends, the occasion is saddened by the loss
of some who are no longer here. I have in
mind particularly two senators from Van-
couver who were the most outstanding and
dynamic men we have had from any part of
Canada. One was Irish, the other Scotch.
Honourable senators all know to whom I
refer—Gerry McGeer and Ian Mackenzie. We,
in our short wisdom, would think both these
men died too soon. They died in the prime
and full bloom of their manhood. They were
both spectacular, and could always make the
headlines; but they also had an earnest zeal
and desire to give public service.

I knew the late Ian Mackenzie very inti-
mately for thirty-five years. It is that long
since he came to Canada from Scotland, a
young man freshly graduated from Edinburgh
University with about as high honours and
as fine a scholastic record as anyone from
that great institution. Hardly had he settled
in Vancouver where he intended to practice
law, when the First Great War broke out
and he enlisted in the Seaforth Highlanders.
Whether in peace or war Ian Mackenzie was
always at home where there was a fight; his
record at the front was characteristic; on
more than one occasion he was mentioned in
dispatches.

At the conclusion of hostilities my late
colleague returned to Vancouver and again
undertook the difficult task of establishing a
law practice in that new city. Then came the
provincial election of 1920. At that time I was
Attorney-General of British Columbia, and we

in the government had our eye on Ian
Mackenzie. With the permission of the house
I will quote from a speech he made three
years ago at a big dinner we gave him in
Vancouver. He said:

“Against my will and after three days argument

with him I was dragooned into being a candidate
by such a forceful and plausbile advocate as my
good friend Wallace Farris, now Senator Farris.
I think I did dragoon him into being a can-
didate, but he has never held it against me.
Certainly the people of Canada, and more
particularly those of British Columbia, have
good reason to be grateful that the late sena-
tor was induced at that time to come into
public life.

Ian Mackenzie was elected, and it is
remarkable to note that for twenty-seven
years he represented Vancouver and was
never defeated. I can speak rather feelingly
in that respect, because I ran in six elections
there and got elected three times.

In 1930 my late friend was invited by Mr.
Mackenzie King to join his government, and
he became a minister for a short time. That
government was defeated, but Senator Mac-
kenzie defeated that redoubtable fighter
Harry Stevens. He came back to Ottawa, and
for five years was a member of a small group
which led a fight against his personal friend
Mr. R. B. Bennett. He was one of the stalwart
leaders in the opposition during that period.

When the King government was returned
to power Ian Mackenzie was made Minister
of National Defence. I speak now of things
that happened when I first came to the
Senate. At that time Ian would come over to
my room and talk about his troubles in the
other place. He wanted the government to
vote $200 million for national defence pur-
poses; in this he failed, but he did succeed in
getting the appropriation increased from $35
million to $60 million. Perhaps it can be told
now that Ian Mackenzie at that time con-
sidered resigning from the government. I
think he was right in taking the larger view
of the problem and remaining. It would have
been better if we had spent more money on
defence at that time, but a government in
matters of this kind can go only as far as
public sentiment will permit it to go.

After the Second World War broke out Ian
Mackenzie was made Minister for Pensions
and National Health. That department was
soon merged with the department in which
he really belonged, that of Veterans Affairs.
There he enjoyed his greatest success in
administration. I know that the watchword
he gave to all associated with him was: “When
in doubt lean backwards in favour of the
veterans”. There is in Canada a composite
group of statutes known as the ‘“Veterans
Charter”, of which competent authority has
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said that it was the world’s greatest legisla-
tion achievement for the benefit of the ex-
service man. Ian Mackenzie did not create
that charter, but his enthusiasm and energy
and the inspiration of his leadership con-
tributed much to it.

Hospitals were one of his greatest interests.
Only within the last week I read that in the
opinion of the British Empire Service League
delegation, Sunnybrook Hospital at Toronto,
to which he gave a great deal of attention, is
the finest hospital for veterans in the Empire.

I would like to supplement what my leader
has said regarding the idealism of the late
Senator Mackenzie. He had the character-
istics of the Highland Scot. He was a great
scholar. He was a master of the English
language, although we did not realize that
sometimes, or in moments of excitement his
Scottish intonation was so pronounced that
one had to make an effort to follow him. He
had a great capacity—I know many will
vouch for this—for friendship and for per-
sonal loyalty. He was impulsive and aggres-
sive, but he never held a grudge, and to my
knowledge he never said a mean thing about
an opponent. He had the Scottish character-
istic of being a great lover of freedom. If
honourable senators have not read it, I com-
mend to their attention the speech he made in
May of 1947 in the House of Commons on
“Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms”.
It was an inspiring speech, eloquently
delivered, and it contains a great deal that
is worthy of our remembrance.

Lastly, he had a deep love of country. I
have read a bound selection of his speeches,
and I should like to end my remarks about
him with a quotation from one of his
addresses, made at a St. Andrew’s Society
dinner. After having discussed the bonds
which unite us, he said this:

Such then is our common bond, native born and
Scottish born. We are members of the same nation,
the same Empire; we have the same background of
history, the same love of liberty, regard for auth-
ority, and belief in justice. I love the glens of
Scotland where my fathers sleep. I love the heather
in all its purple glory. I love the corries and the
glens and lochs of the old homeland; every hill
with its heroic tradition, every stream with its
story, every valley with its song.

My home is in Canada, my duties and respon-
sibilities are in Canada. “I was a stranger, and ye
took me in.”

My blood brothers sleep in Canadian soil, one in
the plains of the great northwest, the other in a
soldier’s plot in British Columbia. I love this great
generous Dominion of Canada, with its decent and
its dauntless people. Here I shall be proud to live;
here, when the call comes, would I die, for, great
as Scotland is to me and to you—

There is no land like our land,
God keep it ever so,
And heart throbs shall be drum beats
When we find our Country’s foe.
Oh this may love the Southland,
And that may cross the Sea,
But this land is our Land, and Canada for me.

Honourable senators, Canada is the poorer
for the loss of Ian Mackenzie.

Hon. J. G. Turgeon: Honourable senators, as
a Canadian and a member of parliament I
ask the privilege of saying a few words of
sympathy to the relatives both of Senator
Murdock and Senator Mackenzie; and coming
from British Columbia as I do, I would
address a particular word of condolence to the
widow and other relatives of Ian Mackenzie,
the senator from that province who has just
passed away. As has already been pointed
out, he not only rendered excellent parlia-
mentary service in the provincial and federal
fields, but he did a magnificent work for
veterans of the first and the second world
wars, and for the relatives of those Canadian
soldiers who did not return. I am sure that
his widow will accept this tribute to him in
recognition of what he did for the widows
and relatives of other Canadian veterans.

Hon. Arthur W. Roebuck: Honourable sen-
ators, because of my long association with
Senator Murdock, and the admiration which
I have always felt for him, I would like to
say a word of tribute to his memory and of
sympathy to his relatives.

I first met Senator Murdock as long as
thirty years ago, when he was a member of
the Board of Commerce and I was counsel
for the Government of Ontario in the pros-
ecution of the alleged wholesale grocers’
combine. It was during those long and very
intense proceedings that I came to admire this
senator whose loss we now mourn. He was,
above all things, amazingly vigorous. He had
a tremendous flow of oratory. As our leader
has said, he was invariably on the side of the
under dog; he always responded readily to
appeals to justice, decency and humanity. It
was because of his association with organized
labour that I was drawn to him.

In the years that have intervened we have
had some common interests, and in many
respects a common outlook which led to
rather close associations. In 1945, when I
became a member of this house, I was
placed, naturally and rightly, on the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Labour. As hon-
ourable senators will recollect, that com-
mittee, of which the late senator was chair-
man, undertook very important work in con-
nection with immigration problems affecting
Canada. I had the advantage and the
pleasure of working closely with him in the
course of those proceedings, and there I
formed a still greater attachment to, and a
stronger liking for, Senator Murdock. To
repeat a phrase which has already been used,
the house is poorer for his absence. I feel

that I personally am poorer for his absence.
I was sorry when he relinquished the chair-
manship of our committee, and I think I
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express the opinion of all its members when
I say that we shall sorely miss his presence
in our sessions in the years to come.

May I join with the leader and others in
conveying my deepest sympathy to his rela-
tives, and the hope that they will glory in his
past rather than grieve at his departure. This
house is the poorer for the loss of Senator
Murdock.

Hon. S. S. McKeen: Honourable senators,
although I did not know the late Senator
Mackenzie for as long a period as has the
senior senator from my province (Hon. Mr.
Farris), I knew him very well for the last
fifteen years, and it is my desire to add a
word to express my feeling of loss in his
passing.

You have heard his public record and,
while there are those who are aware of some
of the fine things he did, no one will ever
know all the good he did for his fellow men,
but we shall all feel poorer for having lost
him.

Our sympathy goes out to his widow. She
and the late senator had only been married
a short time; but their association was very
close, and she did much to make his life com-
fortable during that period.

All Canada, not just British Columbia, has
lost a man who has left his touch on the
public life of this country. His first love in
public life was the House of Commons, and
no honourable member of that chamber
studied its rules of procedure more assidu-
ously or was more devoted to its service than
the late senator. The Honourable Leader of
the Opposition (Hon. Mr. Haig) expressed
it very well when he said that Senator Mac-
kenzie felt restrained when he came to this
house. He did not get the action here that
he had been used to in the other place; never-
theless he continued to strive for the good of
his fellow men. He continued to work for
the returned soldiers, his comrades of the
First World War and those who served in
the last war. Knowing how arduously Sena-
tor Mackenzie worked for the betterment of
his fellow men, I think his devotion to public
duty is best summed up in a story I heard
about a small girl. She was carrying her
brother down the road and was asked by a
man, “Won’t you let me carry that boy for
you? He must be very heavy for you.” Her
reply was, “He is not a heavy load, he is my
brother.”

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate proceeded to the consideration
of His Excellency the Governor General’s
Speech at the opening of the First Session of
the Twenty-First Parliament of Canada.

(Translation) :

Hon. Joseph Adélard Godbout moved:

That the following Address be presented to His
Excellency the Governor General of Canada:—

To His Excellency Field Marshal The Right Hon-
ourable Viscount Alexander of Tunis, Knight of the
Most Noble Order of the Garter, Knight Grand
Cross of the Most Honourable Order of the Bath,
Knight Grand Cross of the Most Distinguished Order
of Saint Michael and Saint George, Companion of
the Most Exalted Order of the Star of India, Com-
panion of the Distinguished Service Order, upon
whom has been conferred the Decoration of the
Military Cross, one of His Majesty’s Aides-de-Camp
General, Governor General and Commander-in-Chief
in and over Canada.

May it Please Your Excellency:

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

He said:

Honourable senators, it is a real pleasure
for me to move the Address in Reply to the
Speech from the Throne, and the personality
of the man who presides over our debates
adds to my enjoyment. I have known His
Honour the Speaker in the province of which
both of us are native sons and have had an
opportunity to follow his political, professional
and social career. Without revealing any
embarrassing secret, I may say that it was
under his aegis, as it were, that I entered
politics. I wish to assure him that I will
respect the general principles which he has
instilled into me, and that I will abide by
those same principles whenever he gives a
ruling, as Speaker of this house, in regard to
the rules of the Senate. I wish to assure him,
further, that I will co-operate with all my
colleagues in the best interests of our country,
and follow the example set by our dis-
tinguished Speaker.

I also wish to thank the leader of the gov-
ernment for welcoming me to this house, and
for the honour which he has conferred upon
me by asking me to move the Address.

It is gratifying for me to point out the entry
for the first time into the Senate and the
House of Commons of representatives of a new
Canadian province, namely, Newfoundland.
This province brings us not only its physical
resources but, what is more important, its
moral values and the co-operation of its
industrious people. I am sure that they will
have no difficulty in adopting the principles
of Canadian policy.

The Newfoundlanders are welcome to
Canada, their representatives are welcome to
the Senate, and I am proud tc be associated
with one of them in proposing the Address
in Reply to the Speech from the Throne.

May I be permitted to recall to your
memory the names of the two deceased sena-
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tors just mentioned, whom I had not the
honour to know as well as most of you did.
I particularly wish to pay tribute to the
memory of Honourable Senator Beaubien, my
predecessor. The senator who represented
the division which I now have the honour of
representing was a gentleman, a man of great
culture and a keen business man. I would
like to imitate his straightforwardness and
his broadness of mind in the discussion of all
problems, not only in this house, but where-
ever he was called upon to express an
opinion.

Honourable senators, to propose the
Address in Reply to the Speech from the
Throne is always a delicate matter when a
man is new to his surroundings. It is both
an honour and a pleasure for me to do so
this year, because—and the case is rather rare
in political history—the Speech from the
Throne corresponds exactly to the programme
proposed by the government during an
electoral campaign.

As I see it, I am not expected to pay tribute
to the efforts of the government or to its
leaders, but rather to remind the people of
Canada that they must co-operate faithfully
and loyally with the men who direct the
public life of their country in the common
interest.

Democracy is in danger in several parts of
the world, where an effort is being made to
instil subversive ideas. The best way of
meeting this danger is to command the
respect of the people and, by so doing, to
make them respect democracy.

The Speech from the Throne touches on all
the aspects of Canadian life. It forecasts
laws designed above all to defend our terri-
tory. I am not a soldier. I do not want war
and I do not believe that Canada wants it;
but war is sometimes forced upon us, and
today, as in the ages gone by, the surest way
of avoiding it is to unite and to command
respect. As I mentioned a moment ago,
subversive ideas spring from the mind of a
people who are conducting their affairs in
such a way as to extend their power beyond
their own frontiers. It is these ideas which
they wish to impose upon all the countries of
the world. Canadians will not stand for this.
We have had the lesson of the last war, and
the road to peace is furnishing more lessons
of the same kind. This should be a warning
to us should war break out one day. It is
surely our duty to avoid war, and the govern-
ment should give serious consideration to this
problem and develop true patriotism. Let us
prepare reasonably and strongly; let us incur
today the necessary expenses and see that
they are met by our own generation, in order
to ensure for our sons tomorrow the stability,

the security and the happiness which we have
enjoyed ourselves.

To make our .country and all of North
America secure, it will be necessary to
organize, not only from the military stand-
point, but also and perhaps particularly from
an economic standpoint. The North Atlantic
Pact may well safeguard, at least for a time,
our boundaries, our military security. I am
personally convinced that the North Atlantic
Pact has dampened the ambitious dreams
of certain people who need not be mentioned.
We all know them. But the Marshall plan
will probably come to an end in a few
years, and I fear that several signatory
countries will have to get themselves out
of their financial difficulties. We will have
to help them, and at our own expense.
I am sure that all the public men of
Canada accept this principle and I am also
convinced that they will help in the quest
for means to restore the economic equilibrium
of the world, in our own hemisphere par-
ticularly, in order to protect North America
and to ensure peace.

I also rejoice in the knowledge that the
government of my country wishes to help in
securing the peace of the world through social
security, and more particularly to ensure
social security within its own boundaries.
I am not partial to socialism; I favour
private enterprise, which I consider abso-
lutely necessary to our economic progress.
But if private enterprise is to continue to
prosper, and in order that it may ensure the
economic consolidation of the country, it will
be necessary to look into our social legisla-
tion. To ensure social security to-morrow, it
will first be necessary to obtain the services
of each and every one in his own profession,
and to place all talents at the country’s dis-
posal. Every man must have the means of
earning a livelihood. But to earn one’s living
is not only to earn one’s daily bread, but also
to contribute the best of one’s mind and
heart to the country’s welfare. The political
and economic history of my country is a
witness to the fact that, in all fields of human
endeavour, the people who have received an
education through the kindness of a sister, an
uncle or an old parish priest, have placed all
their talents at the disposal of their country.
My colleagues are no doubt aware, as I am
myself, that there are people in our country
who, had they not been given an opportunity
to continue their studies, could never have
become outstanding members of their pro-
fession or have contributed as they did,
materially and morally, to the life of Canada.
As this type of personal benevolence no
longer exists, the state will have to step in,
to a certain extent, and help the larger and
poorer families to develop the talents and
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moral assets of their children, and thereby
safeguard their future. My reason for favour-
ing these social measures is.not only that they
provide the poorer families with bread, but
also that they will endow Canada with
enormous wealth and contribute towards
making it one of the greatest countries of the
world. We need experts to develop our
resources. We lack technicians and, we will
have to train hundreds of them to develop
the national resources of our country. Per-
sonally, I should like to see our own native
sons take advantage of the facilities to be
provided in order to enter these higher fields.
For a while yet we will have to call upon
technicians of other countries—and they are
most welcome here because they will help to
develop our own assets—but I would like to
see the sons of our Canadian soil prepared for
the task of contributing to the material and
moral greatneess of our country.

In addition to a good education, the people
must enjoy good health to achieve this end.
If we examine the statistics on the health of
our country, we find that the population is
healthy in mind in spite of living conditions
that are still very primitive. I would like to
ask my honourable colleagues to look over
the health statistics more often. They will
see how many people are in hospital and
other institutions and how many will be
dependent on the state for the rest of their
lives. Many of those people could have
been an asset to the country instead of a
liability! As has already been stated by the
prime minister, the federal government
should intervene, not in order to supplant
the provinces but to supplement their action.
It is a duty which I would like the govern-
ment to fulfil. It is necessary for the govern-
ment to give financial help to the provinces
in order to promote the rapid development
of education, especially from a technical
point of view. We need a great number of
technicians to .develop the resources of our
country, and some provinces at least cannot
cope with the task. With due respect for the
supremacy of the provinces in the field of
education, there should be no opposition,
under the false pretence of autonomy, to the
federal government giving them the neces-
sary material help. Obviously this co-opera-
tion cannot go so far as to interfere in the
choice or amendment of educational systems,
but a way should be found to provide the
necessary financial help without encroaching
upon provincial rights. I shall cordially
endorse any plan to provide such help to the
provinces, not by interfering but by provid-
ing the necessary help, first for education and
then for public health.

Honourable senators, I do not wish at this
moment to hold your attention much longer.

I will have the opportunity of discussing
these matters later on. I am neither an
alarmist nor a pessimist. I am rather an
optimist by nature. I have confidence in my
colleagues, in the future and in my country,
but I cannot but point out that there is now
in the world and in this country a trend of
thought which frightens me.

The people seem to think that agriculture,
in Canada as well as elsewhere, is so pros-
perous that the farmer lives like a king
because of the abundance of food which he
enjoys. This is true to a certain extent
in the case of a few specialized farmers, but
not for all the farmers in Canada. If the
value of agricultural products increased
during and after the war, on the other hand,
in many cases the cost of production increased
much more. Taking into account the farm
machinery which the farmer must keep and
improve and his tremendous expenses, I am
convinced that unless a greater effort is made
by governments to promote the farmer’s
welfare, there will be a depression in this
field. There are people in some countries
who suffer the pangs of hunger. Farmers,
therefore, must be encouraged to produce in
greater quantities. However, they are reluc-
tant to incur the expenses necessary to do
this, and tomorrow, perhaps, we may have to
feed hungry mouths. Honourable senators, in
1960, the world population will have increased
by 200 million. It means for one thing that we
will require 350 billion gallons more milk
than what we produce today. Now, what
is the situation of the dairy industry in Can-
ada? Dairy cattle are shipped to the United
States on account of the higher prices which
our farmers get there. I do not wish to sound
the alarm but to draw attention to the seri-
ousness of the situation.

I note that the Speech from the Throne fore-
casts some legislation to enable the federal
parliament to amend the constitution. I
repeat that I am an autonomist, not because
I took part in the political life of a particular
province before becoming a member of this
honourable house, but because I believe that
only through strong provinces will we be
able to build a strong country. If we grant
autonomy to the provinces, how can we refuse
the government of this country the same
privileges? I am glad to see that Canada has
made gigantic strides towards autonomy and
economic sovereignty. Canada will make
equal progress on the road towards judicial
sovereignty. The country must be completely
free to amend its constitution. This is a
delicate matter which some may be surprised
to see me touch upon, but it is a matter
regarding which I do not think I need be
afraid to express my views.

I have confidence in Canadians, in all
Canadians. There are no territorial barriers




SEPTEMBER 20, 1949 13

and I see no differences between the races
and beliefs of our population to prevent us
from co-operating in making our country a
great country. Why then should we not pro-
vide in our very constitution the means of
amending it as new problems arise? The
various legislatures of our provinces are
asked at every session to amend the charters
of from ten to twenty towns. If it is neces-
sary to change charters of our cities and
towns, how can we avoid changes also in
provincial as well as federal legislation, whilst
safeguarding the rights and privileges which
no person wants to give up or dreams of
losing? I am talking of the right to speak our
language, put 1 have in mind all our rights.
I would like to see assured to us all rights
which the constitution guarantees, some of
which the prime minister has had the courage
to admit were not guaranteed. Before all my
colleagues of this honourable house and before
all the public men of Canada, I want to
express the opinion that the French language
should be recognized in the whole country—
not only in the federal Parliament and in the
province of Quebec, but also in all the prov-
inces of the Canadian confederation. Our
fathers were good Canadian citizens. They
laid the foundations of the country’s civiliza-
tion, and I cannot understand why the right
to speak their language should not be recog-
nized in every part of Canada. There are
French Canadians in Canada, and they are
here to stay. We must live together as
brothers. Let us therefore jein hands with
greater confidence and keep before our eyes
the picture of a Canada free from barriers
between provinces and from divisions between
racial groups. We will thereby ensure, in
the true interest of Canada, the stability
and expansion of our economic development,
(Text):

Honourable senators, will you allow me to
tell you how privileged I feel at being per-
mitted to participate in the debates of the
Senate of my country, and, much more, in
being a colleague of every present member
of this honourable assembly.

I come here with as little prejudice as
I could bring with me, my mind open to the
study of every problem concerning the life,
prosperity and happiness of my country. In
the discharge of my duties I do not intend
to be what in French we call “brouillon”—
that is hasty and boisterous; rather, I think
it will be my duty, especially during this first
session, to listen, study and consider every
problem in the light of Canadian interests.

In my mind and in my soul Canada is not
divided by territorial interests, races or
creeds; it is a rich, happy, united and great
nation, to the future of which any -citizen
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must be proud to devote, heartily and without
any reserve, all that he can contribute.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Ray Petten: Honourable senators,
there comes a time in the lives of some men
when they are called upon to perform a duty
which creates in them a profound and para-
doxical sense of pride and humility. They
are proud because they are the instruments
chosen to perform a service of honour, but
humble because they realize the magnitude of
their responsibilities and, viewing themselves
impartially, are quite conscious of their limi-
tations. So today I am aware of the great
honour that is mine, in that the privilege has
been granted me to second the motion so ably
presented by the honourable senator from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Godbout), whose dis-
tinguished career has made his name familiar
even beyond the boundaries of our nation,
and has placed him amongst the foremost of
contemporary Canadian statesmen. He began
his career as an educator and carried the
principles of his profession into the wider
field of politics. His name is synonymous
with Canadian unity, which he did so much
to preserve and promote. It is also inspira-
tional to hear him speak in his native langu-
age, which indicates how well the Canadian
nation protects the identity and traditions of
its units while providing the strength and
the greatness which union gives the whole.

I should like at this pcint to associate
myself with the honourable senator’s con-
gratulatory remarks to the distinguished sena-
tor for Rougemount (Hon. Elie Beauregard)
on his nomination as Speaker of this house.
His long experience in public life furnishes
ample reason for confidence in his ability
to discharge his high functions with dignity
and ease, thus successfully emulating the high
traditions of his predecessors.

I also wish to join with the proposer in
thanking the honourable leader for the way
he has received me in this house, and to say
how pleased I feel to assure him of our
co-operation in the work which he directs
with so much tact and diplomacy.

I would like honourable senators to know
that I realize that the privilege granted
me of speaking on the floor of this house
today is an honour to the province I represent
rather than a tribute to any merits which I
myself may possess. This knowledge adds to
the already weighty responsibilities of my
task, for the manner in which I discharge it
will redound, whether for good or ill, not
on me alone, but on the land of my birth, that
honourable island of venerable history which
now is a part of that proud confederacy of
progressive peoples, the great nation of
Canada. I am also fully aware that in this
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chamber I stand amongst some of the most
distinguished of Canada’s senior statesmen,
men whose voices carry weight in the councils
of the world, and whose worth has been
proven on a stage of great vastness and
scope. I could wish that an abler repre-
sentative of Newfoundland were in my place
today; but I know that the honourable sena-
tors; with their well-known Kkindliness and
courtesy, will exercise tolerance and forbear-
ance, and I am confident that I can rely upon
the sympathetic understanding of my fellow
Newfoundlanders who soberly realize the
importance of the momentous events which
have made recent history.

This is an occasion which will live forever
in the history of Canada, and particularly in
the records of the tenth province, for since
the Senate last opened, this country has
grown in area and in population, and the
representatives of ten provinces, instead of
nine, meet here in solemn conclave today.

Newfoundlanders heard with great pleasure
the welcome which the Governor General
gave us in the Speech from the Throne, and
it was a great day for all concerned when the
oldest British colony and the youngest
dominion became the newest province.

Truly, Canada today stretches from sea to
sea. When I first entered this building which
houses the Parliament of Canada, I read with
emotion and pride the inscription which is
chiselled above the main entrance, “The
wholesome sea is at her gates, her gates both
east and west”. In imagination and with
heartfelt sincerity, may I be permitted to
stand by the sea on the easternmost tip of
Newfoundland, and across our broad and
spacious land extend the hand of fellowship
to my brother citizens who live beside the
shores of the broad Pacific? And then, for a
moment which would be immortal, I would
see all the vastness that is Canada—its rich
and fertile land, its energetic and devoted
people, its solidarity and its progress—
bounded on both sides by the wealth and the
walls of two mighty oceans. Truly, honour-
able sirs, this is a great and glorious land, a
nation which is reaching ahead to grasp and
secure the future, whose position of power
and pride is permanent. It is a solid land, a
lasting land, and its record of sober achieve-
ment and steady growth is in itself the best
assurance of its greater future prosperity. It
is a land where faith in the future is justified
by the works of the past.

Those honourable senators who are aware
of the fact that the decision of Newfoundland
to join with Canada was taken by a rather
small majority of the Newfoundland people,
may be interested to know some of the factors
which influenced public thought on this issue.
Confederation first became a public issue at

a general election in 1869. The political party
which introduced it was badly beaten, and
for more than eighty years nobody dared to
risk political extinction by raising the ques-
tion again.

To understand their antipathy to confedera-
tion, let us take a superficial glance at the
people of Newfoundland during the four and
a half centuries in which they have lived on
the island. It was the hope of liberty and
freedom which, from the very beginning
caused them to leave their homeland and
make the difficult and dangerous voyage
across the almost unknown Atlantic. They
wanted personal freedom; they wanted to be
rid of the restrictions and injustices of Tudor
and Stuart England. They were prepared to
pay a heavy price for that freedom in the
wild lands and on the wilder seas of a prac-
tically unknown country. They established
themselves in many hamlets along the coast-
line, and began to wrest a living from its
waters and rugged soil. The coastline extends
roughly about 6,000 miles, and now comprises
upwards of 13,000 settlements. It was a wild
and rugged life and only the fit and deter-
mined could survive, but it gave them a free-
dom which was almost absolute. However,
they were not for long allowed to enjoy their
freedom in peace. The long arm of the west
country merchants, backed by ignorant and
often dishonest officials in England, reached
out to suppress them, to destroy their homes
and to exterminate them as a colony.
Throughout most of its history, their country
and their rights have been pawns in the
hands of outsiders who have had no regard
for the interests of the people.

With such a background, is it surprising
that through the centuries there had grown
amongst the people an almost fanatical desire
to keep their isolation at all costs. External
associations had brought them nothing but
injustice and spoilation, and even death. The
hand of the outsider had only been raised to
plunder, fine and imprison, and to destroy
their homes and drive them into the wilder-
ness. They had secured responsible govern-
ment with great difficulty only a few years
before, and their greatest desire was to be
left alone. They feared political associations
with anyone because of the bitter experience
of the past.

But the world at large was moving much
faster than Newfoundland. Changes in
national and international relations were tak-
ing place. Recent years had seen a revolu-
tion in the methods of production and of
international trade. Our country was com-
pletely dependent upon foreign markets; our
fortunes fluctuated with theirs. To them we
had to sell nearly all that we produced, and
from them we had to buy nearly all we con-




sumed. But gradually relations of the
modern world began to impress upon the
people the new maxim that the day of the
small nation was over. We began to look
around for a partner with whom union would
be mutually advantageous, and we looked to
the west. There we stood, right at the very
gates of Canada, a great nation and a mem-
ber of the British Commonwealth, whose
traditions and political principles were almost
jdentical with our own. So representatives
from Newfoundland sat down with Canada’s
government and worked out terms of union
which some months ago were approved by
the people and which made the completion of
Canada a fact.

Honourable senators, I am very pleased to
be able to report at this time that if a referen-
dum on the question of confederation were
taken in Newfoundland today, the vote would
show that well over ninety per cent of the
electorate was for union.

Some Hon. Senaiors:

Hon. Mr. Petten: There remains in New-
foundland today only a very insignificant and
fast-dwindling faction in opposition to con-
federation. A very definite proof of this was
evident recently when the people of the island
gave an overwhelming welcome to His Excel-
lency the Governor General. The warmth of
the greeting, and the widespread enthusiasm
with which he was met everywhere, furnished
abundant evidence of the attitude of the
people of the tenth province toward the union
which made them part of this great and vigor-
ous nation. And again I need not remind
honourable senators of the tempestuous recep-
tion given to the Prime Minister of Canada
when he visited the new province some weeks
ago. The Right Honourable the Prime Minis-
ter was greeted by great throngs of enthusias-
tic people who were eager to welcome the
great Liberal statesman with the warmth and
hospitality for which they are noted. Thou-
sands of those who turned out to welcome His
Excellency and the Prime Minister were
citizens who had voted and worked against
union with Canada.

It was prophesied by the present premier
of Newfoundland more than a year ago that
Newfoundland would quickly become the
happiest of all the provinces composing the
union, and that prophecy is already on the
way to fulfilment. The people are determined
to give confederation a chance to work, and
there is no doubt that it is already working.

To many of you Newfoundland is still a
strange country, and it is too early to expect
that the problems peculiar to the new prov-
ince should be familiar to you. Despite the
fact that but a few miles of water separate
the island from the mainland, there is much
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about this new part of Canada of which
Canadians as a whole know very little.

Ours is a beautiful land, its climate and
its scenery varying greatly. The perfect calm
and mirrored quietude of long bays and
sounds that reach inland for many miles in
Bonavista and Trinity Bays, and the peaceful
islands which make Notre Dame Bay a veri-
table paradise where trees thickly cover the
hills down to the water’s edge, contrast
sharply with the bold rocky capes and head-
lands which in naked cruelty jut out into the
stormy North Atlantic. The raw weather of
the east coast is balanced by the finer, drier
atmosphere of the Humber Valley. The
storms of winter and long spring find com-
pensation in a summer which, if rather brief,
provides some of the finest weather imagin-
able, with hot sunlight tempered by whole-
some sea breezes. In this setting of natural
resources the sportsman finds his Eden, with
the wary salmon waiting to be outwitted and
a plentitude of large trout eager to fight the
angler; while inland the lordly moose and
fleet caribou roam the picturesque and scenic
barrens.

The addition of Newfoundland to the rest
of Canada brought another area of surpassing
beauty to a great land already world famous
for the diversity and excellence of its mag-
nificient scenery.

Newfoundland’s three major industries are
the fisheries, the manufacture of pulp and
paper, and mining. The fisheries, Newfound-
land’s chief source of wealth, have during
recent years been undergoing some—shall I
say—improvement. The erection of large
freezing plants for the processing of fresh
fish has been considerable, and its effect on
the economy of the island has been extremely
beneficial. But it was the salt codfish indus-
try in the beginning which caused the coloni-
zation of the island, and which remains the
most important factor in Newfoundland’s
economy.

This industry is divided into three main
branches: the inshore fishery, the bank fish-
ery, and the Labrador fishery. The inshore
fishery is conducted with small boats manned
by fishermen who, with traps and trawl, fish
in the waters a few miles from the settle-
ments in which they live. In the bank fishery,
which is probably the best known of the
three branches, fairly large schooners are
used: they sail out to sea on the Grand Banks,
and fish for cod in the deep waters. These
vessels make several trips per year. The
Labrador fishery also requires the use of
schooners, considerably smaller than those
used in the bank fishery. These outfit'in the
late spring and fish along the Labrador coast
during the summer, returning home with
their summer’s catch of salt cod in the early
fall.
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Most of the fish caught is cured by the
fishermen themselves. By and large the New-
foundland salt cod fishery is conducted in the
same way that it was generations ago—and
here I would like to say how necessary it is
that steps be taken to modernize the industry
if it is to survive and adequately support
those engaged in it. The record of the indus-
try is not good, despite the hard work, the
effort, and the back-breaking labour pursued
under conditions which are often not only
extremely uncomfortable but very dangerous.
The fisherman engaged in this industry usu-
ally has nothing to show for a lifetime of
effort but a worn-out and tired spirit.

Recently there has been a growing accept-
ance of the fact that ways of improving the
industry are already within our grasp. Two
sound and practical suggestions have been
made which, if pursued, will unquestionably
vastly improve the industry within a few
years. One calls for an alteration in the
methods of inshore fishery; the other would
revolutionize the method of cure. At the
present time, as I have stated, small boats
are used for the inshore fishery. This means
that fishing can only be carried on in good
weather. Our summers are brief, and smooth
water is somewhat rare in early spring and
late fall. Thus the amount of time the fisher-
man has in which to do his work is definitely
limited. Again, small boats are restricting the
quantity caught. Larger boats will supply
the answer. Boats big enough and stout
enough to withstand stormy seas, and with
sufficient power to bring them in safely
against heavy winds, would be able to go
farther off shore, to spend days, if necessary,
away from the home port, and to return
when loaded. These boats would permit the
fishermen to begin operations very early in
the year and continue up until the year’s end.
Bigger boats and a longer season would
greatly increase the catch per man per year,
and thus bring greater prosperity to the peo-
ple and the province. Already some experi-
ments have been made, and the results have
been gratifying.

The curing of salt codfish has been a
vexatious problem. The old method must be
discarded. At the present time fishermen
cure their own fish, with the result that a
uniform product is impossible. Further, the
fisherman must spend much time curing his
fish when he ought to be catching more. The
answer to this is obvious. Central curing
stations must be established to which fisher-
men could bring their fish as soon as it is
caught. The plant will look after the matter
of curing while the fishermen continue to
catch. The matter of artifical drying, par-
ticularly in the early stages of curing, must
receive attention also, and must be arranged

in conjunction with these central curing
stations. The fresh fish industry has proven
the value of buying fish fresh from the fisher-
men. People who do not have to cure their
fish have more time at the fishery and
generally appear to be more prosperous than
those who salt and cure their fish.

Despite the fact that the codfish industry
has been carried on continuously for four
hundred and fifty years, too little is known
regarding the fishing grounds off our coast,
the location of banks, and so forth. It seems
to me that the time has arrived when a
thorough investigation along scientific lines
should be undertaken to make certain of the
existence, location and dimensions of the
many sections of the ocean within fifty to one
hundred and fifty miles of our northeast
coast, and that some scheme should be
evolved under which such areas can be ex-
ploited to the advantage of the men whose
severely circumscribed operations today make
it difficult to gather a harvest that will afford
them the type of livelihood to which they
are entitled.

Before I leave the fisheries I would make
brief reference to the seal fishing, which
early each spring provides an industry that
for adventure, romance and colour, is un-
equalled in the annals of commerce. The
big game hunter meets nothing in the realm
of sport to excel the danger and the excitment
of killing seals on the heaving icefloes of
Newfoundland waters.

The mills at Corner Brook and Grand Falls,
the former the largest in the world, employ
thousands of people in the manufacture of
newsprint and sulphite, and other thousands
in cutting the wood which is necessary to
feed the mills. The value of this industry
runs into many millions of dollars and is a
vital factor in the island’s economy.

Mining is centered largely at Bell Island
and Buchans. The iron ore from the former
remains in good demand and is smelted in
the mills of North Sydney.

Honourable senators, it was with great
pleasure that I noticed the reference in the
Speech from the Throne to the Trans-Canada
highway. For many years Newfoundlanders
have keenly desired to have a trans-insular
road extending from St. John’s to Port aux
Basques. Now it appears as if their dream
of decades is about to be realized. This road
will not only open up the interior of the
province, but will be a great step forward in
building up a tourist business in Newfound-
land. If confederation accomplished nothing
else for our island, the building of the trans-
insular road would make it worth while, for
the Trans-Canada highway will cross the
island of Newfoundland. It will extend
from St. John’s to Victoria, or—if the honour-
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able gentlemen from British Columbia prefer
it—from Victoria to St. John’s. Isolation with
all its stultifying consequences has been a
strong deterrent to our progress, I dare say

this applies to other parts of Canada as
well. When isolation is banished individual

happiness and a broader culture inevitably
follows. Therefore, it is with intense interest
that the proposed-Trans-Canada highway is
visualized by our people. Newfoundland will
remain an island, but its insularity will
disappear.

I would not be speaking truly if I gave the
impression that Newfoundland is going to
judge the wisdom of uniting with Canada by
the selfish yardstick of what she gets out
of the union. Our Newfoundland people have
a strong pride, and the last thing they want
is to be regarded as a burden on the rest of
Canada. It is true that our long night of
isolation held us in check and left us, by
comparison with some of the other provinces,
weak and backward. We cannot as yet offer
that contribution to the union which we
should like to make, but that will come. We
are determined to place ourselves in a posi-
tion so that we may be able to contribute
substantially to the union whose benefits we
share.

We have very important natural resources
on the island of Newfoundland, and in the
vast territory of our Labrador. It has already
been made abundantly clear that this new
land, comparatively unknown until recent
years, contains enormous iron ore deposits,
huge forests and tremendous waterpower. It
is a virgin land and its potential value is
staggering in its concept. We want to see
these resources developed for the general good
of Canada, as well as for our own prosperity
as a province, and we believe that they will
be developed.

In addition to the natural resources which
exist in the waters around our coasts and in
our forests and mines, and in the military
advantage of our strategic position, New-
foundland has brought another asset to
Canada which, in the long run, may surpass
all others—I refer to the people, the New-
foundlanders themselves. Centuries of inde-
pendent living in a rugged and often
forbidding country, where existence has
depended upon toil, ingenuity and endurance,
have produced a particularly hardy, self-
reliant race. They have lived daily with dan-
ger on the sea, have endured the harshness
of Nature in its season, and have survived
the injustice of ancient wrongs. They are
today a courageous, imaginative, sensitive and
robust people who have learned sympathy
through distress, and hospitality through
frequent need. Their capacity for sacrifice
has been well established, and their loyalty
is unsurpassed anywhere in the world. Cer-
tainly when Newfoundland became part of
Canada these new Canadians, numbering
well over a quarter of a million people,
brought in themselves a priceless contribu-
tion, the value of which only time itself can
assess.

Honourable senators, it is a great honour
to have a seat in this chamber as a senator
of Canada and to participate in this debate;
but above all it is a great honour to be a
Canadian.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Honourable members, I
move the adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 p.m.
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, September 21, 1949,

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
PRESENTATION OF REPORT

Hon. A. B. Copp presented the report of
the Committee of Selection.

(See appendix at end of today’s report.)

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall this
report be taken into consideration?

Hon Mr. Robertson: Tomorrow.

Honourable senators, I should like to make
an explanation for the benefit of our newer
members, who are not as familiar with the
procedure of this house as are those of us
who have been here for a longer period of
time. It is customary for the Committee of
Selection to appoint representatives from
both parties to the various standing com-
mittees. This is done in accordance with the
best information available to the committee
as to the individual interests of the members.
Some vacancies are left on the committees for
new senators whose special knowledge and
ability qualifies them to serve. The list of
the Standing Committees will be published,
and if honourable senators who desire a
change will make their wishes known, a
change will be made if this is feasible. I
understand that the Committee on Banking
and Commerce is complete at the moment,
but it may be that from time to time some
honourable senators who have been nomi-
nated to serve on this committee will tender
their resignations, thus making room for
others who may wish to serve on this com-
mittee. It is our aim and desire to enable
honourable senators to serve on as many
committees as they may desire. If the
appointments cannot be made now, we shall
endeavour to make them at the first oppor-
tunity.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I would add to the remarks
of the honourable leader opposite (Hon. Mr.
Robertson), that honourable senators are
permitted to attend meetings of committees
to which they have not been appointed, and
to participate in the discussions; but they
are not allowed to vote.

CRIMINAL CODE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson presented Bill D, an
Act to amend the Criminal Code.

The bill was read the first time.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday, the
consideration of His Excellency the Governor
General’s Speech at the opening of the session,
and the motion of Hon. Mr. Godbout for an
address in reply thereto.

Hon. John T. Haig: In rising to take part
in this historic debate, I first want to pay my
respects to the new Speaker of this house.
On behalf of our party I wish him every
success during his term of office. I am sure
I speak for every honourable senator when
I say that I am delighted that he has been
appointed Speaker of the Senate.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I wish to congratulate the
mover (Hon. Mr. Godbout) and the seconder
(Hon. Mr. Petten) of the motion, for the
splendid speeches they made yesterday. I
admit that I could not understand the first
part of the mover’s address because it was in
French, but I have read the translation and
am pleased with the sentiment expressed. In
paying my respects to the honourable senator
from Newfoundland (Hon. Mr. Petten), I want
to assure him that every member of this
chamber is delighted that Newfoundland is
now part of Canada.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: There may be some who
will say that we are making a costly experi-
ment. By and large, the first part of the
honourable gentleman’s speech illustrated the
difficulties that we face in dealing with that
problem. However, the second part of his
speech was so encouraging, not only as to the
natural resources of our great new province
but as to the kind of people who live in it,
that I have no fear for the future of Canada
by reason of Newfoundland’s being part of it.

I wish to make an unusual salutation to the
leader of the government in this house (Hon.
Mr. Robertson). During five sessions now
I have been his opposite member here. He
may have his shortcomings—I know that I
have mine, and I suppose we all have some—
but my association with him while helping
him to direct the proceedings of the Senate
has been for me a most delightful experience.
I take this opportunity of paying him my
very highest respects.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I should also like to say a
world of welcome to the new members, those
who came here for the first time at the open-
ing of this session. We who have been here
before you want you to feel that we are all
part of one body. It may interest you to
know that this house changes its members
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even more often than does the House of
Commons. For example, during the five
years when R. B. Bennett—later, Viscount
Bennett—was Prime Minister of Canada, he
filled thirty-three senatorial vacancies. I
believe the records will show that approxi-
mately one-third of the personnel of the
Senate changes, on the average, every five
years. I am not one of the senior members,
though I am rapidly approaching that posi-
tion after only some fourteen or fifteen years.
When I was appointed I was No. 93 on the
roll; now I am No. 24. That change in my
position of seniority here does not take
account of a considerable number of senators
—perhaps 24 in all—who were appointed
after me and who have since died.

I repeat, we welcome you new members.
You are bringing with you here the new
spirit of Canada. We will give you every
assistance. There is only one thing we would
say to you: you are here, not as Liberals,
but as Canadians, and we hope that in con-
sidering questions you will forget politics
and think only of the welfare of Canada.

Hon. Mr. Duff: You bet!

Hon. Mr. Haig: I say that because each of
you, like the rest of us here, has a very
high responsibility, resulting from life
appointment to this great national legislative
body. The world is facing new issues all
the time. We thought that at the conclusion
of the war our really serious problems would
be solved, but they seem to be increasing in
number every year. I am sure all our new
members realize that for the remainder of
their lives they will hold the destinies of our
country in their hands. It is a heavy
responsibility.

Just a word on another point. I have
often been asked how the leader of the
opposition chooses his deputy leader and his
whips. People say to me, “You have such a
small group that you do not need much
assistance in the way of deputy leader and
whips.” I sometimes take the trouble to
point out a little secret: If you have a kicker
in your party, put him in a job and he will
change to a booster and friend. Well, you
can look around you now and see why cer-
tain members have been chosen for honour-
able positions.

Some Hon. Members: Oh, Oh!

Hon. Mr. Haig: Here is another point. The
leader of the government in the Senate is
chosen by the Senate, but the leader of the
opposition is chosen by his own supporters.
Once the leader of the opposition gets into
office he cannot be put out except at a caucus,
and he is the only one who can call a caucus.
So I am not going out of office for a day or
two.

Now let me deal with the Speech from the
Throne. The first thing that strikes me about
the speech is that it gives very little informa-
tion as to the government’s legislative pro-
gram. True, it does propose abolition of
appeals to the Privy Council, amendments to
the British North America Act, and govern-
ment assistance in housing and the construc-
tion of the trans-Canada highway. Consider-
able reference is made to other legislation,
but there is little indication of its character.

The Speech from the Throne does not say
much concerning the proposed legislation to
abolish appeals to the Privy Council, but the
bills have been distributed, and we can read
them. As to the intended amendments to
the British North America Act, the govern-
ment merely says that it is asking for legis-
lation permitting it to deal with that part of
the act which affects federal matters. I sup-
pose a conference with the provinces would
follow. The Speech from the Throne gives
little indication of the form the new legisla-
tion will take. Therefore, if I do not devote
much time to it in my remarks, honourable
senators will understand why.

First I shall deal with the question of the
abolition of appeals to the Privy Council. I
do not wish to refer to what has been said
in another place, but speaking personally, and
on behalf of the party I represent, I feel that
the proper place for final appeal is the
Supreme Court of Canada.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Haig: The Canadian Bar Associa-
tion, in convention recently at Banff, recog-
nized some of the difficulties consequent with
this change in procedure. Before dealing with
the attitude of that convention, I want to
say that I believe 90 per cent of Canadian
lawyers are in favour of the proposed change.
One reason for this, of course, is that we
want to show the world that we are an inde-
pendent nation; but the real reason from the
lawyer’s standpoint is that wealthy corpora-
tions have the means to go to the Privy
Council, whereas poorer litigants have not.

The history of the Province of Ontario tells
us that at least once a year for many years
one of its former premiers, Sir Oliver Mowat,
went to England to appear before the Privy
Council on questions in which provincial
jurisdiction came into conflict with federal
jurisdiction; and in nearly every case his
appeal was successful. I repeat, that 90 per
cent of the lawyers in this country—probably
99 per cent—are in favour of making the
Supreme Court of Canada the court of final

appeal.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: The percentage is too
high.
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Hon. Mr. Haig: Certainly it is 90 per cent.

May I read to the house an extract from the
proceedings of the Canadian Bar Association
convention dealing with this question? It
is as follows:

Whereas the Government of Canada has an-
nounced its intention to introduce legislation at the
next session of the Parliament of Canada, providing
for the abolition of appeals to the Privy Council
and making the Supreme Court of Canada our final
Court of Appeal in all matters,

Be it resolved that the Canadian Bar Association,
without expressing any view as to the wisdom or
otherwise of the proposed abolition, is of the
opinion:

(i) That any bill for the abolition of the Privy
Council appeal should contain the necessary provi-
sions as to the organization and jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court of the system by which its judges
will be appointed.

That should be clearly set out.

That sufficient time be given before the statute is
enacted to permit the public to give consideration,
both as to the question whether the abolition of the
appeal to the Privy Council should take place and
to the constitution and powers of the court that
may replace it and also—

I emphasize this.

—to the effect which the abolition may have upon
provincial and minority rights.

The association goes on to suggest what
should be done if the appeal is abolished.
Probably I should read the remainder of the
resolution.

(ii) If, as and when the appeal should be
abolished, it is the opinion of this association as at
present advised:

(a) that the Supreme Court should consist of nine
judges.

I believe that the present bill so provides.

(b) That a quorum of the court should be five
judges;

(c) that it should sit always with an odd number
of judges present;

(d) that there should be no change in the present
practice of the court, under which each member is
free to give reasons for his judgment;

(e) that the court should continue to sit at Ottawa
only;

(f) that the salaries of the judges of the court
should be substantially increased so as to make such
salaries commensurate with the responsibilities of
the office, with an appropriate additional amount
to the Chief Justice;

(g) that the rule of stare decisis ought to continue
to be applied with respect to past decisions of the
court, as well as with respect to past decisions of
the Judicial Committee.

It is with the first clause that I want to
deal.

Discussion of this question of appeals to
the Privy Council has been going on in
Canada for nearly eighty years. There was
agitation to end them even before there was
any disposition to change our colonial status.
I do not believe that it would be in the
interests of Canada to put through this legis-
lation too hurriedly: there should be a lapse
of time long enough to enable a parliamentary

committee, either of the House of Commons
or of this chamber, to obtain the opinions of
leading lawyers, prominent business men,
representatives of labour and other organiza-
tions. We should also know at least in outline
how matters of provincial and minority rights
generally are to be dealt with. This subject
hooks in with the legislation to amend the
British North America Act. We should be
in a position to discuss the two measures
together, because they hang together. Some
people contend that the Parliament of Canada
has full power to do anything they deem
advisable. Others take the stand that the
provinces should be consulted. Admittedly
there are differences of opinion, and I am
certain that Canada cannot be kept united
unless on all these great questions the
provinces are consulted. I do not contend
that it is necessary to get their unanimous
consent. But let me remind you that the
constitution of the United States cannot be
amended except after a two-thirds vote of
the Senate and of the House of Representa-
tives, as well as an affirmative vote of two-
thirds of the States.

Hon. Mr. Farris: You would not like that
system to apply, would you?

Hon. Mr. Haig: I am not saying what I
would like; I am saying that some provision
should be made to consult the provinces. I
am not now suggesting what that provision
should be. I do not believe I am competent
to do so; in any case I have not thought the
question through. But I do know that in all
human relations—and after all the provinces
are bodies of human beings in association—
people get along better if they have an
opportunity to discuss issues among them-
selves. It is my experience as a practising
lawyer that, although a situation may seem
impossible, when you and the opposition
lawyer get together it is wonderful how many
differences you can iron out in conference
which could be composed in no other way.
In my opinion the provinces need for their
appellate purposes some tribunal other than
the Supreme Court. I say this with no dis-
respect to that court. In any event I am
sure that the provinces would be better satis-
fied and there would be more prospect of
unanimity if, concurrently with the considera-
tion of this matter of appeals, they were con-
sulted as to the amendment of the con-
stitution.

Hon. Mr. Euler: All the provinces have
their representatives in this house.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I know that.
Hon. Mr. Euler: And in the other place.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I know that too. But the
fact may as well be faced that in certain
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provinces the charge is made, though I do
not believe it is true, that the judges represent
the capitalist class and no other. I suppose
I cannot be assumed to represent any but
the capitalist class, because I believe in free
enterprise and am opposed to governmental
controls and government domination.

Take as an example the province of Mani-
toba. For years and years we had rows with
the Dominion Government over railway rates.
If that matter were now in issue, I would not
like to have the rights of Manitoba finally
disposed of by a court appointed in accord-
ance with the proposed procedure. Remem-
ber, it has required judgment after judgment
of the Privy Council to determine the respec-
tive rights of Ontario and the Dominion.
Similar issues will arise again. I repeat
therefore, that in my opinion the bills dealing
with appeals and with constitutional amend-
ments should be considered together, and I
think the Bar Association did wisely in insert-
ing in the first part of its resolution that
consideration should be given “also to the
effect which the abolition may have upon
provincial and minority rights.”

So much for the matter of appeals. We
shall deal, of course, with the bill when it
comes here. I cannot say anything about the
constitutional amendments, because I have no
indication as to what they will be. I do not
think much of the idea of giving parliament
the power to amend the British North
America Act in one particular and not in
another. Here again, a conference with the
provinces would be desirable. I do not sup-
pose that in law anybody can maintain that
the Parliament of Canada is not supreme. I
admit that it can enact legislation dealing
with this matter, and that it would be
approved by the British Parliament; and the
provinces cannot demand as of right that a
conference be held; but if we are to have
peace and unity I think they will have to be
consulted. I support wholeheartedly the
views of the Canadian Bar Association on this
point as expressed in its resolution, which
puts the issue in a nutshell. The members of
the association did not consider the question
as supporters of any political party, and the
resolution, in my opinion, has no such
purpose.

The next item with which I will deal
briefly is the trans-Canada highway. Natur-
ally, all of us are in favour of the construction
of this highway; but I suggest to the govern-
ment that it has a very thorny and difficult
proposition on its hands. What I am about to
say is said without disrespect to, or in a
spirit of criticism of, any province. In this
matter each province is as important as any
other. But how can Saskatchewan be expected
to undertake a large part of the cost of build-
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ing a highway across the province, some
four hundred-odd miles east and west, when
its natural traffic lines run north and south?
Does the Government of Canada expect the
people of Saskatchewan will be willing to
pay half or indeed any of the cost? I shall not
say anything about Manitoba because, owing
to the situation of our lakes and the distribu-
tion of our population, our main natural high-
way is east and west. As to British Columbia
I cannot speak with any authority. My
honourable colleague from Vancouver will tell
you that it is the richest province of Canada,
but I doubt whether British Columbia will
want to build a high-class road clear through
the mountains to the coast. It may do it, but it
will encounter difficulties. The same problem
is found in Northern Ontario. Once you leave
Sault Ste. Marie and travel west you pass
over hundreds of miles of rocky terrain. The
pulp and paper companies and other industries
do not require a trans-Canada highway,
because they use water for their transporta-
tion purposes.

The government has got to decide where
the highway is to be built. It has been sug-
gested that this decision will be left to the
provinces. As far as Manitoba is concerned,
I do not think it would matter much whether
the highway ran straight west, or northwest,
from Yorkton; but perhaps the majority of
our people would want it to run to Regina
over the route now taken by No. 1 Highway.
However, whether it should continue from
there to Calgary, or run north through
Saskatoon to Edmonton, is a serious question.
The people of Edmonton will tell you that
within twenty-five years their city will be
one of the greatest in Canada, and they will
argue that the highway should pass through
that city.

Manitoba is anxious to see this highway
become a reality. I admit that the eastern
provinces have greater scenic possibilities
than the mid-west, but I believe that an all-
weather highway from Winnipeg to the coast
via Calgary or Edmonton, would develop our
tourist traffic immeasurably. We are there-
fore vitally interested in this project, and are
behind it wholeheartedly. I feel strongly that
the government should carry out the con-
struction of this highway, because tourist
money is the easiest made and is our best
source of revenue. Now that the Canadian
dollar is at a ten per cent discount, the
American tourist trade will mean millions of
dollars to Canada.

I have not too much to say about housing.
The building program in Western Canada,
which will be completed by early spring, will
provide houses for those who can afford to
buy under present high costs. Our difficulty
is that accommodation is not being provided
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for our thousands of low-wage earners. These
are the people who should be considered
first. I shall repeat what I was criticized for
saying once before in this chamber, that the
federal and provincial governments have got
to give financial assistance to the municipali-
ties to enable them to build housing accom-
modation for our low-paid workers. If this
is not done, legislation should be passed to
provide our workers with a basic wage which
will enable them to build or buy houses at
present-day costs. The government may take
whatever horn of the dilemma it wishes; it
will have to take one or the other.

I turn now to the subject of old age pen-
sions. I was hopeful that an amendment
would be introduced this year to provide for
two things. The first is that the pensioner
should be entitled to earn beyond his pension
of $40, without deduction therefrom, an
amount proportionate to the amount that he
was permitted to earn when the statutory
pension was $30 per month. I think the con-
cession should be $120 per year. This may
not seem much to us, but it is important to
the old age pensioner. I realize that I do not
present the views of every member of my
party, but I think the means test should be
done away with. This may sound drastic, but
my experience as a lawyer has taught me
that the means test is most disagreeable to
Canadian men and women who, after spend-
ing a lifetime in this country, have lost their
savings in one way or another and are
obliged to apply for old age pensions. In
Manitoba we have found every case so clear
that the means test is not really necessary.
I must say to the gratification of my own
province, that the committee concerned has
always released the security. Just recently
an eighty-four year-old woman who owned
a one-third interest in eighty acres of land,
half of which was under cultivation, wanted
to give the property to her son. The govern-
ment had a lien on the property, but when
I placed the facts before the committee the
land was released. The committee in Mani-
toba has followed this practice in every case.

There is nothing more I wish to say about
the Speech from the Throne.

Honourable senators, these past two weeks
have been important ones in world affairs.
The government financial leaders of Great
Britain, Canada and the United States met
in Washington and, as was stated in the
other chamber a few days ago, Canada’s
delegate stood second to none in these deliber-
ations. I say quite candidly that he did a
splendid job. A day or two following this
conference of financial experts, the inter-
national committee on the Atlantic Pact held
a meeting. Then, a few days later, there
was a meeting of the representatives of the

International Monetary Fund. Our delegates
occupied a difficult position at these meetings,
but I am sure we are all proud of the able
manner in which they represented Canada.

There is no use denying that Canadians
are bound to the Mother Country by ties of
sentiment. It is just as a man said to me the
other day, “If I were born in Sweden, Nor-
way, France or Italy and came to this country
to live, I would not have the same sentimental
ties with Britain that a person from Scotland
or England would have.” However, all those
who have come to Canada and lived here
for a lifetime have realized the contributions
Britain has made to the world. They have
realized how much Britain has contributed
to our system of government and our system
of justice. When Britain declared war on
Germany in 1939, though Canada did not have
to enter into hostilities, every member of this
house and all but two members of the other
house agreed that we should join Britain.
That was an indication of the deep affection
Canadians have for the Mother Country.

Britain has made mistakes. I think her
people made a mistake when they elected
their present government. But that is none
of my business. I think other people, too,
made mistakes when they elected their
governments.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.
Hon. Mr. Copp: That is not your fault either.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I just wanted to point out
that our representatives at these wvarious
international conferences have had this rather
delicate situation with which to contend. I
have read everything I could about what
happened at these meetings, and I am con-
vinced that we would all support the decisions
made by our representatives.

Britain has devalued the pound much more
than I think anybody expected. Canada has
followed by devaluing her dollar, and just
here I want to pay a word of respect to my
honourable friend from Toronto-Trinity (Hon.
Mr. Roebuck). I have always been in favour
of a ten per cent devaluation, and every time
I have spoken in this house on the Speech
from the Throne I have advocated this policy.
About three years ago my honourable friend
made such an able speech on the question of
devaluation that a year later I joined him in
advocating that we should let the dollar find
its own value. The dollar is a commodity on
the world market, just as is a bushel of wheat,
a bushel of potatoes, a case of salmon, a bar-
rel of apples, or anything else that we sell.
The very fact that the government has
devalued the dollar on the market shows that
money is a commodity. As soon as Britain
reduced the market price of her currency
we did the same with ours, as did nearly all
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the countries of Europe; and that was done in
each case because the value of the currency
had gone down in relation to the value of
United States currency, which is accepted as
the base. I think it would have been better
for us if the government had not fixed a
definite price for our dollar, but had allowed
it to find its own price on the world’s market;
because if the present rate of discount deces
not accomplish the desired purpose there will
have to be a further discount, and every such
adjustment will become an increasingly diffi-
cult one. I say quite candidly that in my
judgment we should not have interfered with
the exchange rate in July 1946; we should
have held the dollar at 90 cents from that
time on. Now we are back to that rate.
These changes cause widespread interfer-
ence with world trade. Just the day before
yesterday we read that Great Britain had con-
cluded a deal with Czechoslovakia for the
purchase of lumber from that country. I do
not know anything about lumber, but I see
some lumbermen about me, and they will
understand how much harder it is going to be
to sell their products to Great Britain because
of this deal with Czechoslovakia. An honour-
able member—I believe it was the mover of
the address—said he believed in multilateral
trade. It is very well to say that, but how are
you going to get multilateral trade unless you
have a standard of currency acceptable to the
countries ready to trade with you? Look at
what happened to Britain. United States pur-
chasers would not buy British goods because
they felt the pound was at too high a rate of
exchange in relation to the American dollar.
Anyway, I am glad that at last our govern-
ment realized that the Canadian dollar had to
be devalued. The government resisted
devaluation for a long time, and I know that
arguments can be made to support the resis-
tance. We read these arguments every day.
We are being faced with the keenest trad-
ing competition in our history. A year from
the 31st of July the grain produced in my
part of the country will be sold on the open
market; it will still be handled by the pools,
but there will be no contracts. Honourable
members know that I have protested in this
house before about the price of $1.55 that was
set for our wheat sales to Britain, but I was
advised to wait and see what would happen
after the contracts had expired. The predic-
tion was that Britain would want to continue
buying Canadian wheat. Well, do honourable
members think Britain will buy Canadian
wheat next year if she can make a deal to buy
more cheaply from the Argentine, or from
Russia or France? And in any event, how
could she buy from us if the United States,
which is putting up the money, insists that
American wheat be bought with it? That is
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what the United States will insist on. The
question is, not what Britain wants to do, but
what she can do.

The government is going to run into heavy
losses next year in its trading operations. I
noticed a report that up to the 31st of March
last we had lost half a million dollars in the
buying and re-selling of fish. We cannot go
on buying fish, potatoes, cattle, hogs and so
on and selling them at a loss. Now the
government is buying butter. I direct this
particularly to the attention of the senator
from Waterloo (Hon. Mr. Euler).

Hon. Mr. Euler: Eat margarine.

Hon. Mr. Haig: The government is buying
up butter, and it will take a big loss before
it is through. Every time the government
goes into a commercial enterprise of this
kind it rides for a fall.

In my opinion the next three or four years
will be most difficult ones for Canada. Let
me say here, on behalf of those of us in the
Senate who belong to the Conservative party,
that we shall do everything we can to assist
the government in finding solutions for its
problems. We shall not indulge in carping
criticism of government action in dealing with
those problems. We realize that the world is
in a terrific turmoil. As has been said hund-
reds of times in this house and in another
place, the world today is divided between two
ideologies. The Atlantic Pact is a great help
to us, but we have tremendous burdens and
responsibilities. We are now an important
nation in world affairs, and there rests upon
us the duty of doing our utmost to protect
our own people and our wealth of resources.
We owe it to the United States to hold up
our end. That country is doing a magnificent
job, no matter what anybody may say to the
contrary, and it will do even better if it
knows that we are doing our best to help
out.

Honourable senators, if we want to get
the world back on its feet we have got to do
our share of the necessary work towards that
end. Think of the misery and destruction
caused by World War I. We used to feel that
nothing could be worse than what happened
back in those days; then we came to World
War II. A young man said to me: “I dropped
six tons of bombs on Cologne five times. I
was four miles up in the air when I said
‘Bombs away!” I suppose a hundred persons
lost their lives because those two simple
words were spoken”. Surely, honourable
senators, we do not want that kind of thing
to continue.

Let us forget our politics. When we think
the government has done something good, let
us commend it; and when we think it has
acted wrongly, let us say so, in firm but
friendly terms, and point out what we think
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should have been done instead. If we work
together in this way we can make a con-
tribution to this country’s welfare that will
justify the existence of the Senate for another
century.

Honourable senators, I thank the house for
listening to me so long.

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, I do not intend to proceed today
with the few remarks that I wish to make
in the debate on the Address, and within a
few minutes I shall move adjournment of
the debate. First, however, I wish to make
two statements for the information of the
house. Tomorrow afternoon I shall move
that the Senate adjourn until Tuesday even-
ing next. I may say to new senators that
the question of whether we should adjourn
until Tuesday afternoon or evening is one
on which there has never been any unanim-
ity of opinion here, and I have endeavoured
to bring the wisdom of Solomon to bear by
alternating between the afternoon and even-
ing whenever circumstances permitted.

It is hoped that this session we shall be
able to complete our work on the Bankruptcy
bill, which has been before us the . last two
sessions, and send it on in good time to
another place. A measure to consolidate
_ various Acts relating to national defence will
come before us. Though this measure may
not be discussed at length in this chamber,
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it undoubtedly will take a good deal of the
time of the committees. The members of this
house possess considerable talent and experi-
ence, and I am sure it would be to our
benefit and that of the country at large if
as many honourable senators as possible
were to express their views in the debate on
the Address in Reply to the Speech from the
Throne. I invite all honourable senators to
participate in this debate. The quality of
the speeches we heard yesterday prompts me
to extend to senators recently appointed to
this chamber a special invitation to speak.
One senator asked me if it was a tradition
in this house that junior members should be
seen and not heard.

Some Hon. Senators: No, no.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: That may be the prac-
tice in the other place, but it certainly is not
so in this house. Whenever possible, I avail
myself of the opportunity to ask new mem-
bers to participate in the proceedings. To-
morrow afternoon I shall speak for a short
time, after which any honourable senator
who wishes to do so may follow.

Honourable senators, I move the adjourn-
ment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow.
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Appendix

REPORT OF COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

Wednesday, September 21, 1949.

The Committee of Selection appointed to
nominate senators to serve on the several
standing committees for the present session,
have the honour to report herewith the follow-
ing list of senators selected by them to serve
on each of the following standing committees,
namely:—

Joint Committee on the Library

The Honourable the Speaker, the Honour-
able Senators Aseltine, Aylesworth, Sir Allen,
Blais, David, Fallis, Gershaw, Gouin, Jones,
Lambert, Leger, MacLennan, McDonald,
Reid, Vien and Wilson. (16)

Joint Committee on Printing

The Honourable Senators Beaubien, Blais,
Bouffard, Comeau, Davies, Dennis, Euler,
Fallis, Lacasse, Moraud, Mullins, Nicol,
Penny, St. Pére, Sinclair, Stambaugh, Steven-
son, Turgeon and Wood. (19)

Joint Committee on the Restaurant

The Honourable the Speaker, the Honour-
able Senators Beaubien, Fallis, Haig, Howard,
McLean and Sinclair. (7)

Standin.g,r Ofdré'rs

The Honourable Senators Beaubien, Bishop,

Bouchard, Duff, DuTremblay, Hayden, Horner,

Howden, Hurtubise, Jones, McLean, St. Pére
and Wood. (13)

Banking and Commerce

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ayles-
worth, Sir Allen, Baird, Ballantyne, Beaubien,
Bouffard, Buchanan, Burchill, Campbell,
Copp, Crerar, Daigle, David, Davies, Dessure-
ault, Duff, Euler, Fallis, Farris, Fogo, Gershaw,

Gouin, Haig, Hardy, Hayden, Horner, Howard,
Hugessen, Jones, King, Kinley, Lambert,
Leger, MacKinnon, MacLennan, Marcotte,

McGuire, McKeen, McLean, Moraud, Nicol,
Paterson, Quinn, Raymond, Robertson, Roe-
buck, Sinclair, Taylor, Vien and Wilson. (50)

Transport and Communications
The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Beau-
bien, Bishop, Blais, Bourque, Calder,
Campbell, Copp, Daigle, Davis, Dennis,

Dessureault, Duff, Duffus, Emmerson, Fafard,
Farris, Gouin, Haig, Hardy, Hayden, Horner,
Howard, Hugessen, Hushion, Jones, Kinley,

Lacasse, Lambert, Leger, Lesage, MacKinnon,
MacLennan, Marcotte, McGuire, McKeen,
Moraud, Paterson, Petten, Quinn, Raymond,
Reid, Robertson, Sinclair, Stevenson, Veniot
and Vien. (47)

Miscellaneous Private Bills

The Honourable Senators Aylesworth, Sir
Allen, Beaubien, Bouffard, David, Duff,
Duffus, Dupuis, Euler, Fafard, Fallis, Farris,
Ferland, Godbout, Hayden, Horner, Howard,
Howden, Hugessen, Hushion, Lambert, Leger,
MacLennan, McDonald, MecIntyre, Mullins,
Nicol, Paquet, Quinn, Reid, Roebuck and
Taylor. (31)

Internal Economy and Contingent Accounts

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ballan-
tyne, Beaubien, Beauregard, (Speaker),
Campbell, Copp, Fafard, Fallis, Gouin, Haig,
Hayden, Horner, Howard, King, Lambert,
MacLennan, Marcotte, McLean, Moraud,
Paterson, Quinn, Robertson, Vien and Wilson.
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External Relations

The Honourable Senators Aylesworth, Sir
Allen, Beaubien, Buchanan, Calder, Copp,
Crerar, -David, Dennis, Doone, Fafard,
Farquhar, Farris, Gladstone, Godbout, Gouin,
Haig, Hardy, Hayden, Howard, Hugessen,
Lambert, Leger, Marcotte, McGuire, McIntyre,
McLean, Nicol, Robertson, Taylor, Turgeon,
Vaillancourt, Veniot and Vien. (33)

Finance

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Ballan-
tyne, Barbour, Bouchard, Bouffard, Buchanan,
Burchill, Calder, Campbell, Copp, Crerar,
Davies, Duff, DuTremblay, Fafard, Farquhar,
Farris, Ferland, Fogo, Golding, Haig, Hayden,

Howard, Howden, Hugessen, Hurtubise,
Hushion, King, Lacasse, Lambert, Leger,
Lesage, McDonald, McIntyre, McKeen,

McLean, Moraud, Paterson, Petten, Pirie,
Robertson, Roebuck, Sinclair, Taylor, Turgeon,
Vaillancourt, Veniot and Vien. (48)

Tourist Traffic

The Honourable Senators Baird, Beaubien,
Bishop, Bouchard, Buchanan, Crerar, Daigle,
Davies, Dennis, Duffus, Dupuis, DuTremblay,
Gershaw, Gladstone, Horner, King, McDonald,
McLean, Paquet, Pirie, Roebuck, Ross and
St. Peére. (23).
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Debates and Reporting

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Bishop,
DuTremblay, Fallis, Ferland, Grant, Lacasse
and St-Pere. (8).

Divorce

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Copp,
Euler, Gershaw, Haig, Horner, Howard, How-
den, King, Kinley, Ross, Sinclair, Stevenson
and Taylor. (14).

Natural Resources

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Bar-
bour, Beaubien, Bouffard, Burchill, Comeau,
Crerar, Davies, Dessureault, Duffus, Dupuis,
Farquhar, Ferland, Haig, Hayden, Horner,
Hurtubise, Jones, Kinley, Lesage, MacKinnon,
McDonald, McIntyre, McKeen, McLean, Nicol,
Paterson, Penny, Pirie, Raymond, Robertson,
Ross, Sinclair, Stambaugh, Stevenson, Tay-
lor, Turgeon, Vaillancourt and Wood. (39).

Immigration and Labour

The Honourable Senators Aseltine, Blais,
Bouchard, Bourque, Buchanan, Burchill,
Calder, Campbell, Crerar, David, Dauvis,
Dupuis, Euler, Ferland, Fogo, Haig, Hardy,
Horner, Hushion, Lesage, MacKinnon, Mec-
Donald, McIntyre, Pirie, Robertson, Roebuck,
Taylor, Turgeon, Vaillancourt, Veniot, Wil-
son and Wood. (32).

Canadian Trade Relations

Honourable Senators Ballantyne,
Blais, Buchanan, Burchill, Calder,

The
Bishop,

Campbell, Crerar, Daigle, Davies, Dennis,
Dessureault, Duffus, Euler, Fogo, Gouin, Haig,
Howard, Hushion, Jones, Kinley, MacKinnon,
MacLennan, McKeen, McLean, Moraud,
Nicol, Paterson, Pirie, Robertson, Turgeon
and Vaillancourt. (32).

Public Health and Welfare

The Honourable Senators Blais, Bouchard,
Bourque, Burchill, Comeau, David, Davis,
Dupuis, Fallis, Farris, Ferland, Gershaw,
Gladstone, Golding, Grant, Haig, Howden,
Hurtubise, Jones, Lacasse, Leger, Lesage,
McGuire, McIntyre, Paquet, Robertson, Roe-
buck, Stambaugh, Veniot and Wilson. (30).

Civil Service Administration

The Honourable Senators Bishop, Bouchard,
Calder, Copp, Davies, Doone, Dupuis, Em-
merson, Fafard, Gouin, Hurtubise, Kinley,
Marcotte, Pirie, Quinn, Roebuck, Taylor,
Turgeon and Wilson. (19).

Public Buildings and Grounds

The Honourable Senators Dessureault,
Fafard, Fallis, Haig, Lambert, Lesage, Mc-
Guire, Paterson, Quinn, Robertson, Sinclair,
and Wilson. (12).

All which is respectfully submitted.

A. B. Copp,
Chairman.
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Thursday, September 22, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CRIMINAL CODE BILL
SUSPENSION OF RULES
On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Honourable senators,
before the Orders of the Day are proceeded
with, may I draw attention to the fact that
since yesterday, when I moved that the
Criminal Code bill be set down for second
reading on Tuesday next, I have been advised
that the bill is urgent, as it has a bearing on
Newfoundland’s entry into confederation, and
it is desirable that it receive Royal Assent
by October 1. Under the circumstances I am
going to ask, with leave of the Senate, that
we proceed with second reading today, so as
to expedite its passage. I have arranged for
a thorough explanation of the bill this after-
noon, and our Parliamentary Counsel advises
me that the matters with which it deals are
not likely to be controversial. Therefore I
move, with leave of the Senate:

That Rule 25 (b) be suspended; that the motion
passed by the Senate yesterday, “That Bill D, en-
titled an Act to amend the Criminal Code be placed
upon the Orders of the Day for second reading on
Tuesday next” be rescinded.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators, I
am in entire agreement with this proposal,
but I should like to make one suggestion to
the honourable leader of the house. It is that
when the bill receives second reading it be
referred to Committee of the Whole instead
of to a standing committee. A good many of
us who formerly served in provincial legis-
latures like to have bills dealt with in Com-
mittee of the Whole, because that procedure
gives every member a chance to ask questions
and enter into the discussion. I do not think
there is anything in the bill itself that would
require a reference to a standing committee.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I am quite agreeable
to the suggestion of my honourable friend.
I might add that it would expedite passage
of the bill, because at present our standing
committees have not yet been set up.

The motion was agreed to.

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson with leave of the Senate
moved the second reading of the bill.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable gentleman from Toronto (Hon.
Mr. Hayden) to explain the bill.

Hon. Salter A. Hayden: Honourable sen-
ators, though this is an important bill it is a
simple one, containing only eight sections.
Seven of them deal with the relationship of
the Criminal Code as it now stands to New-
foundland, and the last section purports to
postpone the coming into force of new Part
XVI, as enacted in the Statutes of 1948. I
shall have something to say about that later.

I would point out first that sections 1 to 6
of the bill are for the purpose of relating to
Newfoundland the Criminal Code provisions
with respect to courts and magistrates, in
preparation for the day, which will be reason-
ably soon, when the Code is proclaimed as
part of the criminal law applicable to the
new province.

It will be recalled that last session we
passed an Act, which is Chapter 1 of the
Statutes of 1949, approving of the terms of
the agreement for union with Newfoundland.
Section 18 of the Terms of Union of New-
foundland with Canada provides for the con-
tinuation of laws in force in Newfoundland,
until they are repealed, abolished or altered
by the Parliament of Canada or by the
legislature of the province of Newfoundland,
according to the authority of such bodies.
Subsection 2 of that section reads as follows:

Statutes of the Parliament of Canada in force at
the date of Union, or any part thereof, shall come
into force in the Province of Newfoundland on a
day or days to be fixed by Act of the Parliament
of Canada or by proclamation of the Governor
General in Council issued from time to time, and
any such proclamation may provide for the repeal
of any of the laws of Newfoundland that

(a) are of general application;

(b) relate to the same subject-matter as the
statute or part thereof so proclaimed; and

(¢) could be repealed by the Parliament of Can-
ada under paragraph one of this Term.

I think we can safely say that the Parlia-
ment of Canada contemplates proclaiming
within a reasonably short time that the
Criminal Code is the law of the Province of
Newfoundland. In preparation for that, we
must amend our definition sections and var-
ious portions of the Code, to make them apply
to that province. For instance, Part XVI of
the Code deals with the functions of a magis-
trate to summarily try an accused person
with or without his consent. One may ask
what magistrate in the Province of New-
foundland has that power. Subsections 2 and
3 of section 1 of the bill define “Court of
Appeal”, so far as it may apply to New-
foundland under the Criminal Code. Sec-
tion 2 specifies the court to which an appeal
may be taken from a summary conviction,
as and when Newfoundland becomes subject
to the criminal law of Canada. By sections 3,
4, 5 and 6 of the bill it is proposed to amend
the Code relating to the powers of magis-
trates, under certain circumstances, in the
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province of Newfoundland. These sections
define the term “magistrate”, and fix the
jurisdiction of magistrates who have par-
ticular power under Part XVI of the Code to
try a variety of offences with the consent of
an accused, magistrates with additional juris-
diction to try certain classes of offences of a
general nature, and magistrates who have
absolute power to try an accused person
without his consent.

Section 7 differs somewhat from the other
sections of the bill. Honourable senators will
recall that under the Statute Law Amend-
ment Bill, passed at the last session of parlia-
ment, the penitentiary at St. John’s is to
serve both as a penitentiary and a prison. In
order to clarify the matter under our Peni-
tentiary Act, by section 37 of chapter 6 of
the Statutes of 1949 we provided as follows:

Notwithstanding anything in the Penitentiary Act,
1939, chapter six of the statutes of 1939, every
person who is sentenced by any court in Newfound-
land to imprisonment for life, or for a term of
years, not les§ than two, shall be sentenced to
imprisonment in the penitentiary operated by the
province of Newfoundland at the city of St. John’s
for the confinement of prisoners . . .

Section 1056 of the Criminal Code provides
that a person who is sentenced to less than
two years may not be sent to a penitentiary.
Because Newfoundland desired, for the pres-
ent in any event, that prisoners, whether
sentenced for more than two years, or less,
be sent to this one institution, it became
necessary to amend section 1056 of the Crim-
inal Code, under which a “penitentiary” is
defined as a place to which prisoners may
be sent for confinement for two years or
more, but not for less than two years. There-
fore, section 7 was inserted in the present
bill. It provides that the word “peniten-
tiary” as used in section 1056 of the Code
does not include the penitentiary mentioned
in section 37 of The Statute Law Amendment
(Newfoundland) Act, to which I have just
made reference. As I have said, the obvious
purpose is to harmonize our section 1056 of
the Code with section 37 of The Statute Law
Amendment Act passed last session, so that
for the present, and until such time as New-
foundland may see fit to make some change
in its provision for confinement of prisoners,
the courts will be able to send convicted
persons, no matter what may be the length
of their sentences, to this institution at
St. John’s, Newfoundland.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Is it a penitentiary?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Is has been used both
as a penitentiary and a jail; but under the
amendment which we made last year, coupled
with section 1056 of the Criminal Code, it
would not be possible for this institution to
be used for both purposes.

SENATE

Hon. Mr. Leger: When a person is sentenced
to imprisonment for less than two years, is
it stated in the sentence that he is to go to a
penitentiary or to a prison?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: If this amendment
should pass, it will not matter what the place
of detention is called; but if the amendment
is not passed, no matter what a judge may
say in passing sentence, a prisoner sentenced
to less than two years could not, having
regard to the provisions of section 1056 of
the Code, be sent to a penitentiary.

Hon. Mr. Leger: It is not the same thing
to be sentenced to a prison and to a peni-
tentiary.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Oh, no; it is entirely
different.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Well, then, it seems to me
that the Act should prescribe that a prisoner
is to be sent to a prison, if the term is for
less than two years, instead of to a peni-
tentiary.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: You mean it should be
stated in—?

Hon. Mr. Leger: In the sentence.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I think the implications
of section 1056 of the Code are sufficient for
the purpose. Let me read it.

1056. Every one who is sentenced to imprisonment
for a term less than two years shall, if no other
place is expressly mentioned, be sentenced to im-
prisonment in the common jail of the district,
county or place in which the sentence is pro-
nounced, or if there is no common jail there, then
in that common jail which is nearest to such
locality, or in some lawful prison or place of con-
finement, other than a penitentiary, in which the
sentence of imprisonment may be lawfully executed.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Yes. Well, the words
there are ‘“other than a penitentiary”.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes, that is so; other-
wise it would not be necessary to seek this
amendment. You cannot send to a peniten-
tiary a man who is sentenced to less than
two years’ imprisonment, so that it becomes
necessary, as I have said, to vary the terms
of the section to the extent that this one
place of confinement, this institution at St.
John’s, Newfoundland, can be used for both
purposes.

Hon. Mr. David: What will it be called?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I do not think it is
called a penitentiary; I think the word used
is “institution”.

Hon. Mr. Devid: I think we should know.

Hon. Mr. Baird: I think it is called a
penitentiary.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: Would it become a federal
institution?



Hon. Mr. Hayden: The provisions of the
Penitentiary Act would apply, so in that
sense it would be regarded as a federal
institution.

Hon. Mr. Leger: The difference is that a
man who is sentenced to two years or less
in Newfoundland will be committed to a peni-
tentiary, whereas in the other provinces a
man sentenced to a similar term is committed
to a prison, which is not the same thing at
all.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: That is right. A man
sentenced to a term of less than two years,
in any province except Newfoundland, may
not be confined to a penitentiary.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: If the amendment to
section 7 becomes effective, the institution
maintained by the Newfoundland government
will continue to be used for the confinement
of prisoners whether sentenced to a term of
less or more than two years. All sentences
will be served in this one institution.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Which is a penitentiary.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes, it is in fact a peni-
tentiary.

Hon. Mr. Reebuck: In order to determine
who should pay the cost, it is important to
know whether it is a penitentiary or an
ordinary place of detention.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: As the honourable sena-
tor from Newfoundland (Hon. Mr. Baird) has
said, and as I see in the explanatory notes,
it is sometimes referred to as a penitentiary.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Would these minor offen-
ders be kept separate and apart from those
who in the strict sense of the term are
penitentiary prisoners?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I am not in a position
to answer that question.

Hon. Mr. Baird: The answer is no. Irrespec-
tive of whether they are serving life sen-
tences or sentences of less than two years,
the prisoners are kept more or less together.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: In Ontario if a man is
sentenced to serve six months’ imprisonment,
he is sent to a provincial institution and the
province pays the per diem cost. If, on the
other hand, he is sentenced to a term of more
than two years, he is committed to Kingston
penitentiary, and the cost is borne by the
federal government. There is some confusion
here. If a man is sentenced to serve six
months at this institution in St. John’s, which
in fact is a penitentiary, will the federal
government pay the cost? Or, vice versa, if
he is sentenced to a term of two or more
years, will the province of Newfoundland
pay the cost? How is it to be worked out?
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Hon. Mr. Hayden: This institution is now
used by Newfoundland for the confinement of
all prisoners, no matter what the length of
their sentence may be. In order to get our
criminal laws functioning in Newfoundland,
it is proposed to utilize this institution in
exactly the same manner as it has been used
in the past.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Then the Province of
Newfoundland will continue to pay the cost?

Hon., Mr. Hayden: I cannot answer thatu
question. ‘I should think that the Newfound-
land legislators will be sufficiently alert to
recognize that elsewhere in Canada a sen-
tence of two years or more is served in a
penitentiary; and realizing that the main-
tenance of a penitentiary is a federal matter,
they might charge the Dominion Government
for maintenance of prisoners serving two or
more years. As I understand it, this amend-
ment is purely a matter of convenience, to
help facilitate the commencement of our
general statute law and, particularly, the
Criminal Code, as it applies to Newfoundland.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Can we not assume that
this matter will be taken care of in due course
by the proper authorities?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes, I should think so.
This machinery is for the purpose of facilitat-
ing the operation of the Criminal Code in
Newfoundland. I think we can assume that
the Government of Newfoundland will be
sufficiently interested and alert, to see to it
that in Newfoundland the same ‘direction is
given to matters affecting the confinement of
prisoners, as is given in the other provinces
of Canada.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: May I ask my honourable
friend if the administration of this institution
will remain with the province of Newfound-
land?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I cannot give an
authoritative reply to that question, but for
the present I would say that it would. How-
ever, I should think that the federal govern-
ment would soon have to exercise some sort
of supervision over this institution, because
the statutory authority is in the hands of
the federal government.

Hon. Mr. Farris: It is under the provisions
of the Penitentiary Act.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Fogo: Did not the terms of agree-
ment make some provision for that?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: All the agreement pro-
vides for is the bringing into force of the
general statute law of Canada.

Section 8, which is the last section, is a
matter of general application. Honourable
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senators will recall that in 1948 a considerable
number of amendments to the Criminal Code
were passed. On October 1, 1948, all the
amendments were to go into effect, with the
exception of section 35, which introduced to
the Criminal Code a new Part XVI. The
present sections of Part XVI were not merely
revised, they were rewritten. The position
of magistrates and their jurisdiction was
completely changed. The new Part XVI will
not become law until October 1, 1949, and
this amendment is to prevent it from becom-
ing law until a day to be fixed by procla-
mation of the Governor in Council. There
have been requests from various provinces
to this effect. Under Part XVI, as passed in
1948, the jurisdiction and the functions of
magistrates were changed. The original pro-
visions of Part XVI provided for various
kinds of magistrates with varying powers,
and set out certain offences which any
magistrate could try with the consent of the
accused. It also set out other types of
offences which certain other magistrates, as
defined in the Code, could try with the con-
sent of the accused. Then, too, there were
some offences which only certain magistrates
had absolute power to try without the consent
of the accused. The purpose of the amend-
ments of 1948 was to do away with these
distinctions and different types of magistrates,
and to define the jurisdiction of a magistrate.
It was also desired to abolish the absolute
power that certain magistrates had to try
certain offences without the consent of the
accused. It was felt that this step would
help simplify the somewhat complicated
procedure.

However, a number of provinces, particu-
larly Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Ontario
and British Columbia, have made representa-
tions that the institution of Part XVI should
be further delayed. Having regard to the
fact that all magistrates are not equally
qualified, it is felt that the consent provision
contemplated by Part XVI—which is very
wide—should not be conferred indiscrimin-
ately upon all magistrates. Under the new
Part XVI there is no distinction or difference
of grade; it simply provides that if you are
a magistrate and have the consent of the
accused you are empowered to deal with a
wide variety of offences. Some of the
provinces felt that their magistrates are not
sufficiently qualified to try all types of offend-
ers. Another objection is that abolition of
the absolute jurisdiction now enjoyed by
certain magistrates would have the effect of
crowding the higher courts with many cases
which should be dealt with by magistrates.
Under the new Part XVI the accused, no
matter how trivial his alleged offence, could
refuse his consent, and if he did that he

would have to go for trial before a higher
court, such as, perhaps, a County court. Were
this to happen in many cases the higher
courts might become bogged down, with the
result that serious delays would occur in the
bringing of accused persons to trial. So
the request from certain Attorneys General
is, not that Part XVI be repealed, but that
the bringing of it into force be delayed for
a further indefinite period. In conformity
with this request, section 8 of the bill pro-
vides that Part XVI of the Code shall come
into force, not on the 1st of October, 1949,
but on a day to be fixed by proclamation of
the Governor in Council.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: What is expected to be
gained by delay?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: The provinces which
have requested the delay claim they still
have to do some tuning up—if I may put it
that way—of their magisterial system. That
is easily understood, because not all magis-
trates are lawyers, and not all of them are as
yet qualified by training or experience to try
persons accused of some of the charges that
could, with the consent of the accused, be
dealt with by a magistrate under the new
system. In some provinces the qualification
of magistrates is a matter that would need
careful consideration before the new system
is adopted.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Honourable senators, after
listening to my honourable friend’s explana-
tion, and the discussion, it occurs to me that
a little thought might be given to the principle
involved here. Under this provision a New-
foundlander convicted of a relatively trivial
offence, such as common assault or violation
of a traffic law, might find himself incarcer-
ated with persons convicted of armed burg-
lary and heinous crimes.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Apparently that has been
happening right along.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Perhaps that is so, and it
may be that the present practice should be
continued; but I think we should have an
appreciation of what this provision means.

The motion was agreed to, and the bill was
read the second time.
CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Robertson, the
Senate went into committee on the bill.

Hon. Mr. Sinclair in the Chair.
Sections 1 and 2 were agreed to.
On section 3—‘“magistrate’:

Hon. Mr. Kinley: Honourable members,
Newfoundland is now usually referred to as
one of the Maritime provinces. At Dorchester,
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New Brunswick, there is a federal penitentiary
which I understand serves the Maritime
provinces, and I should like to know whether
a Newfoundlander convicted of an offence,
for which the judge felt he should be sent to
penitentiary, could be sentenced to serve his
term at Dorchester.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Would my honourable
friend leave that question until we come to
section 7, which deals with penitentiaries?

Hon. Mr. Kinley: Very well.
Section 3 was agreed to.

On section 4—summary trial in certain

cases:

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Am I right in under-
standing that once this bill is given third
reading the Criminal Code will be amended
in the nine provinces where it is now in force,
but that it will not apply to Newfoundland
until it is so proclaimed?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: That is right.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Why should we not
make the amendment of the Code simultane-
ous with proclamation of the Code for New-
foundland? All the amendments are designed
for application to Newfoundland, and it seems
to me that at least we should have some assur-
ance as to when it is intended to proclaim
the law there.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: It will be necessary to
hold certain meetings in Newfoundland for
the instruction and briefing of magistrates
and other judicial officers there upon the
Criminal Code as a whole. I am advised that
it is intended to do this early in October, and
that shortly afterwards the Code will be pro-
claimed in the new province, as provided for
in chapter 1 of the statutes passed last
session. My information is that the proclama-
tion will be made before the autumn is over.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: What is the criminal
law in Newfoundland at present? Is it the
criminal law of England, as modified by the
local legislature?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I would prefer to have
that question answered by a senator from
Newfoundland.

Hon. Mr. Baird: The Newfoundland law is,
I think, undoubtedly based upon the English
law.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Is there a Criminal
Code in force in Newfoundland?

Hon. Mr. Baird: I am not sure of that. The
Newfoundland Minister of Justice is in the
gallery, and with permission of the house
I will consult him. I should be able to have
an answer to the question within a few
minutes.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I do not want to make
a nuisance of myself; I just asked the ques-
tion for general information.

Hon. Mr. Baird: I should like to have the
privilege of answering the question.

Section 4 stands.
Sections 5 and 6 were agreed to.

On section 7—penitentiary.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Now I come to the ques-
tion asked a moment ago by the senator from
Queens-Lunenburg (Hon. Mr. Kinley). The
best answer I can give to the question is
this: a person sentenced to a term, which in
the ordinary sense is a penitentiary term,
must go to a penitentiary in the province in
which he is sentenced, but the Penitentiary
Act provides that, for various reasons,
prisoners may be transferred from one peni-
tentiary to another, not necessarily within
the province.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I think I can assist the
promoter of this bill by telling him of condi-
tions in Manitoba. There we have a peni-
tentiary, and of course as we are a law-
abiding people there are many empty cells.
Our trouble is the frequent transfer of
prisoners from Ontario to the penitentiary in
our province.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: I am told that when they
get there you have trouble keeping them.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, they try to get back
to Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Paterson: I should like to ask the
senator from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Hayden) a
question. Is it not the intention of this sec-
tion of the bill to legalize what is now the
practice in the province of Newfoundland?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Paterson: I understand that this
provision is necessary because what is now
being done is illegal.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Mr. Chairman, we have
had a timely protest from the senator from
Vancouver South (Hon. Mr. Farris). I think
we should have some assurance that this
potential mixing of offenders will not be
continued. While at the present moment we
are prepared to amend the law sufficiently to
cover what has been going on, we have some
responsibility, and should be assured by the
authorities that if non-segregation of pris-
oners in Newfoundland, is to be permitted, it
must be only as a temporary expedient. I
think it would be well to call this to the
attention of the authorities.

Hon. Mr. Howden: I am only a medical
doctor, but like my friend from Thunder Bay
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(Hon. Mr. Paterson) I take it that the pur-
pose of this section is to make the Canadian
law apply to the province of Newfoundland.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Yes, but so far as sec-
tion 7 is concerned, we are making an excep-
tion. Newfoundland has at the present time
one penal institution, situated at the city of
St. John’s, where prisoners, irrespective of
their term of imprisonment are confined.
The purpose of the section is to permit that
practice to continue. With that exception the
Criminal Code and other general statute law
becomes the law of Newfoundland. Without
this provision prisoners could not legally be
sent to that institution for a term of less than
two years.

Hon. Mr. Paierson: But is that not the law
now?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: No. The law of New-
foundland at the present time is that both
classes of prisoners may be sent to such an
institution; therefore, section 7 would per-
petuate the present legal position with
respect to the confinement of prisoners. This
is at variance with our conception of segre-
gation of long and short term offenders. It
is also at variance with our law for the
treatment of prisoners. The question is
whether this measure, which is for the pur-
pose of getting things going, is acceptable in
its present form by this body, in view of
the fact that our legislators and the govern-
ment have shown strong evidence of a deter-
mined policy to segregate the two classes of
prisoners.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Is this the only institution
of its kind in Newfoundland?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Apparently it is.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Can you tell us how
long this practice has been going on?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I would think ever since
the institution has been in existence.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I should think the point
raised by the honourable senator from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) should
be given some consideration. Qur powers
here are largely negative; we can stop legis-
lation, but when we make amendments we
have no assurance that they will get beyond
this house. I think we are obligated to con-
tinue for the present what has been the
practice in Newfoundland; but I am reluc-
tant to accept the principle that it be con-
tinued indefinitely.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I would suggest that we
amend subsection (e) of section 7 by adding
to it the words “This provision shall remain
in force for a period of five years”. If at
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the end of that time there is reason for its
continuation, we at least will have control
of it. As it now stands we have no control.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: If my friend will move
an amendment, I will second it.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: I think five years is too
long.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Why not make it three
years?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: I think five years is
necessary if the system is to be established
and new buildings are to be erected.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: Make it a period not
exceeding five years.

Hon. Mr. Farris: The suggestion has been
made that the amendment read as follows:
“After “(e) insert the words ‘until January
1, 1954’ ”. I would move the amendment in
that form.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: May I ask whether this
legislation will change the status of this insti-
tution, in that it will be a federal institution,
a penitentiary of Canada?

Hon. Mr. Hayden: No: it is given the dual
status of a penitentiary and a prison.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: That is very important.
A prison is a provincial institution; a peni-
tentiary, I take it, is a federal institution.
When one applies for permission to enter, let
us say, a college, or seeks admission to the
United States, a question commonly asked is:
“Have you ever been in a penitentiary?”.
Now, if one had been sent to this prison after
conviction under, for example, the Liquor Act,
it could be said, “This fellow has been in the
penitentiary”. I do not like the idea of label-
ling a man who was imprisoned under those
circumstances as having been in a peniten-
tiary.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: That situation has existed
in Newfoundland for many years, and if by
this legislation it is continued for the present,
it is with the approval of the representatives
of that province.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: Well, the responsibility
now is ours; and for that reason I say that
a period of five years is too long.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: It is not five years,
because the date provided for is January 1,
1954.

Hon. Mr. Kinley: That is a pretty long time.
The amendment was agreed to.

Section 7, as amended, was agreed to.

On section 8—Coming into force.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I think the indefinite
postponement provided for under this section
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We studied part

is a little unsatisfactory.
XVI when it was before us a year ago, and I

think all of us were in favour of it. I would
far rather have the bill before us again to
eliminate difficulties, if there are any, or have
it put into force at some specific time, than
defer it in this indefinite way,—perhaps to
bury it forever, perhaps to bring it shortly
into force.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: The purpose of this is to
provide time to meet with the various prov-
inces that have made requests for further
delays, with a view to reaching common
ground on the working out of this legislation.
There is no idea of burying it, in fact at the
present time the Criminal Code is being com-
pletely revised, and very shortly we shall
have an opportunity to review not only this
particular part, but the Code as a whole.

Hon. Mr. Haig: May I recall a personal
experience? Years ago the old system of
appointing magistrates was in force in the
province of Manitoba. There was a magis-
trate in practically every town in the
province.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Justices of the Peace.

Hon. Mr. Haig: There was practically
unanimous agreement in the legislature that
that system was not in the interests of good
administration. Legislation was passed pro-
viding for, I believe, ten districts, and well-
qualified men were appointed to act in those
districts and to travel around where they were
required, and except in a very limited class
of cases, justices of the peace ceased to func-
tion. This system, which of course had
nothing to do with the Code, took some time
to put into full operation; there were diffi-
culties to be ironed out.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: In what year was this
legislation passed?

Hon. Mr. Haig: The present Mr. Justice
Major, who was responsible for it, became
Attorney-General in 1928, and I left after
the session of 1935, so it was during that
period of time.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: About twenty years ago.

Hon. Mr. Haig: It was very fortunate that
we postponed putting the system into full
effect until all the details had been worked
out, because a lot of difficulties arose. Some
justices of the peace did not want to resign,
and in general there was a great deal of
trouble. But the system has worked out per-
fectly. There have been no complaints,
either from the main body of citizens or from
the practising lawyers. If we can persuade
backward provinces like Ontario, British
Columbia and Nova Scotia to introduce an
up-to-date magistracy system, it will be a
very great thing for Canada.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: My friend is in a remi-
niscent mood, and perhaps I shall be pardoned
for following suit. I became Attorney-
General of Ontario in 1934, and one of the
first acts for which my administration was
responsible was the reform of the magistracy
of our province. I found in Ontario that con-
ditions were the same as those my honourable
friend has referred to as then existing in
Manitoba. We had a system of local magis-
trates; for the most part they were not law-
yvers. Often they had their offices in the
municipal buildings, from which they ruled
their local principalities, not infrequently in
close association with the chief of police—who
also perhaps was the only policeman—and
the municipal authorities. All being in one
building, they formed a governing clique in
that little locality. People accused of offences
were known to go there, not for trial, but to
find out what was going to be done with
them. Accentuating the evils of the situation
was the fee system. The magistrate was paid
by fees levied against accused persons; when
he found the victim guilty he got something
out of the trial, and when he acquitted him
he worked for nothing. I would not say
anything derogatory of these magistrates;
I have no doubt that they were superior to
little monetary considerations, but they were
not given credit for their high-mindedness.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: They found people guilty
quite often!

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: They found them guilty
fairly frequently.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: “If you are not guilty
why are you here?”

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: The evil lay chiefly in
the attitude of the local people towards that
governing system, for the magistrate was not
credited with being sufficiently disinterested
to find a man guilty or to acquit him without
regard to personal considerations. In the
province of Ontario, that “backward prov-
ince” to which my honourable friend has
referred, the territory was divided into
seventeen districts, usually with two or three
magistrates to a district. As in Manitoba,
they were itinerant magistrates.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Were they lawyers?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Except those who had
had experience. During my period of office
I refused to recommend for appointment to
the magistrates’ bench anybody who was not
a lawyer, and I “got away with it” during
the time I was in charge. I believe that
system has been adhered to, not absolutely,
but fairly well, during the intervening years.

In making such a reform the great diffi-
culty was to find some person to whom com-
plaints could be made in a locality where
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there was no resident magistrate. It was
necessary, therefore, to also reform our system
of justices of the peace. In the past that
ancient and honourable title had been sought
by many people, because it gave them the
right to swear affidavits and the right to add
to their letterhead the rather high-sounding
initials “J.P.”. I found records of the appoint-
ment in Ontario of no less than 10,000 justices
of the peace. It was not known whether they
were alive or dead, and there was no record
of what they had done. Therefore, by order
in council, I discharged from office some
seventy-nine magistrates and 10,000 justices
of the peace at one sitting. I was reminded
of the King of France who wished that all
his enemies had just one neck, so that he
could sever their heads with one blow. We
then proceeded to appoint itinerant magi-
strates from the best men available. We abol-
ished the fee system, and put the magistrates
on a stipendiary basis. In each one of these
localities we appointed the best non-legal men
we could get. They were to act as justices
of the peace, hear complaints, issue sum-
monses, subpoena witnesses and, if necessary,
prepare cases for trial on the approval of
the magistrate. That system has done almost
untold good in the province of Ontario.

These humble magistrates’ courts are the
most important ones in our communites. They
do not deal with important matters of finance
and property, but they enter into the homes
and lives of our people as do no other courts.
In the past it was thought infra dig for a
lawyer of standing to appear in police court,
but that is not the case today. The courts
have taken on a fuller appreciation of their
own dignity, and today’s system is much the
same as the one which I devised in 1934. The
Ontario magistrates of today are well-
informed men, and I think each of them is
quite capable of carrying out Part XVI of
the Code as enacted some time ago. Probably
the magistrates in such provinces as Mani-
toba are not so well educated as those in
Ontario—

Hon. Mr. Haig: Ontario did not ask for any
delay.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: No; but if delay is
required in other provinces, I suppose we
should pass this section. However, it should
only be accepted on the understanding given
by the honourable senator from Toronto
(Hon. Mr. Hayden), that this is not an
indefinite delay, and that the subject matter
will come before us again.

Hon. Mr. Horner: What arrangement did
you make for paying the representatives of
the Crown? I refer to those men who
prosecute cases for the Crown throughout
the districts.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: In Ontario most of them
were paid on a fee basis. Had I remained
Attorney-General for a longer period, I think
we would have abolished the fee system
completely so far as they were concerned
too. I think it is high time that this reform
took place in Ontario and other provinces
as well. I do not like an official of the court
being interested in the decision as to whether
or not a man is guilty.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: That is not what the
honourable senator from Blaine Lake (Hon.
Mr. Horner) meant. He was referring to
cases in Western Canada that were tried by
the agents for the Attorney-General. They
probably attended preliminary hearings and
got paid when they took cases on. In many
instances the cases should not have been
tried at all. The representatives got paid
for each case they took to the higher court.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I do not think we have
that trouble in Ontario. We still pay Crown-
Attorneys by fees.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: For each case they

handle?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: In some of the outlying
districts we still pay by fees, but most Ontario
Crown-Attorneys are paid stipends. We are
at least working in that direction, and I think
we have made some progress in recent years.
I hope that the time will come when the fee
system will be abolished completely as
regards Crown-Attorneys as well as
magistrates. '

Hon. Mr. Horner: I think that in every
province they should be paid a salary. The
reason I asked my question was that I
recalled a case that completely shocked me.
A neighbour of mine was working for a
certain company in our village. Each director
of that company was accused of illegally
taking company funds. It seems that they
had not consulted the shareholders of the
company, and there was a shortage of funds.
This neighbour of mine, the father of six
little girls, was subsequently arrested. I
went bail for him, and while awaiting trial,
which was set over for six months, he
received an opportunity to get work on Van-
couver Island. He came to me and asked
me if he might take the job. I said, “Cer-
tainly, I am not watching you. If you can
get work, as far as I am concerned, you can
go to Mexico.” I helped him to get away,
and then I spoke to the officials. I said,
“Now, this man is really not guilty. Why
bring him back?” As the result of my con-
versations I learned that if this man returned
to stand trial it would mean $50 to the repre-
sentative of the Crown. And I was told
that he needed the money. I was shocked
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to think that this poor man would be forced
to travel all the way from Vancouver Island
so that the prosecutor could earn $50. After
paying the amount, I persuaded them to leave
him alone. I maintain that these representa-
tives should be paid a salary.

Hon. Mr. Fogo: It is not my intention to
delay the house, but in the light of the ques-
tion which arose a few minutes ago regard-
ing the criminal law of our new province,
I asked to have sent to my desk the Con-
solidated Statutes of Newfoundland. Even
a most cursory examination would indicate
that there may be some difficulties in applying
the Canadian magisterial system to conditions
on the island. I am sure honourable senators
would be interested in a brief statement as
to the criminal law there. It is set out in
a general Act entitled “Of the Application
of the Criminal Law of England and of
Pardons”, being Chapter 95 of the Consoli-
dated Statutes of Newfoundland, 1916, Vol. II.
Section 1 reads:

In all cases not provided for by local enactment
the law of England, as to crimes and offences, shall
be the law of this Colony, so far as the same can
be applied; subject to such amendments, altera-

tions, and further enactments of the Imperial Par-
liament as may hereafter be made . . .

That is the general application of the com-
mon law and statute law with reference to
criminal offences in Newfoundland. I find in
the index of the Consolidated Statutes that
there are a number of local Acts dealing with
special cases, such as perjury, public proces-
sions, lotteries, slander, and the protection of
animals. There is also an Act relating to the
jurisdiction, power and procedure of stipen-
diary magistrates and justices of the peace
in dealing with certain offences. There would
appear to be special provisions designed to
meet the circumstances in a country having
twelve or thirteen hundred small settlements
scattered over a long coastline, in which there
would not be available qualified stipendiary
magistrates in the sense that we know them.
The island’s statutes provide that a justice of
the peace may try persons charged with petty
offences, which include such things as the
stealing of codfish, the causing of damage to
minor property, the injuring of animals, and
so on, where the amount involved does not
exceed $20 or some other small specified sum.

I have brought this to the attention of the
committee because I thought it might answer
a question in the minds of some senators.
Newfoundland is not to be classed as a back-
ward province at all, and there may be good
reason for its delay in adopting the provisions
of Part XVI of the Code.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: The honourable gentle-
man from Blaine Lake (Hon. Mr. Horner)
expressed the hope, though not in these words,

that the time would come when, for the prose-
cution of criminal cases, Crown Attorneys
would be paid salaries rather than fees based
upon the success or failure of the prosecution.
This suggests another thought to me. Our
criminal law has come down to us from very
rough times. Over the years we have now
and then endeavoured to humanize it, both
as to its penalities and its application. I hope
the day will come within the lifetime of most
of us, when the State will compensate counsel
for the defence as well as counsel for the
prosecution, particularly in major cases. As
things are now a great injustice may be done
by placing a person under the heavy financial
strain of defending himself against a charge
of which he is entirely innocent. Unless he is
a pauper, an accused person has to pay not
only his lawyer’s fees, but the fees of witnes-
ses and various other costs involved in build-
ing up a defence, including the cost of pro-
viding necessary exhibits, and not a few men
have been financially ruined in this way.

I do not know just how present conditions
in this respect should be modified. If some-
one asked me what I would do about it, I
could not answer off-hand, but I do say that
we should be thinking about this feature of
our criminal procedure. Whether an accused
person is innocent or guilty, the adequacy of
his defence should not be dependent upon his
financial position. Today if he has means he
can make certain that every possible defence
will be brought before the courts on his
behalf, but if he is poor he may sometimes get
short shrift, and perhaps be convicted without
having the charge against him fully investi-
gated. As I say, I hope the time will come
when we shall pay public defenders on the
same basis as public prosecutors.

The Hon. the Chairman: Honourable mem-
bers, we are considering section 8, which
refers to the date when the Act shall come
into force, but the discussion has been wide
of this. I would ask honourable members
to confine themselves to the section under
consideration.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Section 8 provides for
the time of application of the Act, which
deals with the very things we have been
discussing, so I would respectfully suggest
that our discussion has been entirely in order.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: Honourable members, I
would like some member of the legal frater-
nity to clear up for me a point in connection
with section 8. The section says that the
Act shall come into force on the 1st of
November, 1948, but the explanatory note on
the opposite page states that the new part of
the Act was to come into force on the 1st
of October 1949.
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Hon. Mr. Fogo: Section 8 repeals section 44
of chapter 39 of the Statutes of 1947-48,
which reads as follows:

This Act shall come into force on the first day of
November, one thousand nine hundred and forty-
eight, except section thirty-five thereof which shall
come into force on the first day of October, one
thousand nine hundred and forty-nine.

For this section there is substituted a new
section 44 which provides that section 35—
that is new Part XVI of the Code—shall come
into force on a date to be fixed by proclama-
tion of the Governor in Council.

The section was agreed to.

On section 4 (reconsidered)—summary trial
in certain cases:

Hon. Mr. Baird: Honourable members, I
have a reply to the question raised by the
honourable gentleman from Toronto-Trinity
(Hon. Mr. Roebuck). I am informed that at
present the English criminal law applies in
Newfoundland. Any criminal statute passed
in England becomes law automatically in
Newfoundland within a year, unless the local
legislature passes some law to the contrary.

Section 4 was agreed to.
The preamble and the title were agreed to.
The bill was reported, as amended.

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved the third read-
ing of the bill, as amended.

The motion was agreed to, and the bill, as
amended, was read the third time, and passed.

EXCHEQUER COURT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison moved the second
reading of Bill B, an Act to amend the
Exchequer Court Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable gentleman from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen) to explain this bill.

Hon. A. K. Hugessen: Honourable senators,
this bill was given second reading in this
chamber in the spring of this year, but fell
by the wayside owing to the dissolution of
parliament, which took place shortly there-
after. It again falls to my lot to explain it to
this honourable chamber. It is a depart-
mental measure which I think is unexcep-
tionable, and brings into effect a number of
desirable changes in the present Exchequer
Court Act.

The first proposed change affects Section 18
of the Act. The present section is rather
unusual. It reads as follows:

The Exchequer Court shall have exclusive
original jurisdiction in all cases in which demand

is made or relief sought in respect of any matter
which might, in England, be subject of a suit or
action against the Crown, and for greater certainty,
but not so as to restrict the generality of the fore-
going terms, it shall have exclusive original juris-
diction in all cases in which the land, goods or
money of the subject are in the possession of the
Crown, or in which the claim arises out of a con-
tract entered into by or on behalf of the Crown.

I direct the attention of honourable sena-
tors particularly to these words:

. in all cases in which demand is made or relief
sought in respect of any matter which might, in
England, be subject of a suit or action against the
Crown . . .

The effect of that is that an amendment to
the laws of England, passed by the British
parliament, enlarging or diminishing the right
of action against the Crown, might affect the
jurisdiction of the Exchequer Court without
the parliament of Canada having anything to
do with it. Obviously it is an old section,
and under present circumstances is totally
inapplicable. This bill purports to amend
section 18 by omitting the reference to the
laws of England, and providing simply that:

The Exchequer Court shall have exclusive original
jurisdiction in all cases in which the land, goods
or money of the subject are in the possession of the
Crown, or in which the claim arises out of a con-
tract entered into by or on behalf of the Crown.
That is the first proposed amendment.

Section 2 of the bill proposes to make three
changes in the Exchequer Court Act, all of
which I think will appeal to the judgment of
honourable senators. First, it allows an appeal
from an interlocutory judgment of the
Exchequer Court to the Supreme Court of
Canada in cases in which leave for such
appeal has been granted by a Judge of the
Supreme Court of Canada; second, it extends
the period for appeal from a judgment of the
Exchequer Court from thirty to sixty days,
which corresponds with the usual period for
appeal now allowed from the provincial
courts to the Supreme Court; third, it varies
and modernizes the procedure which an
appellant must follow when he launches an
appeal.

The procedure which the present Exchequer
Court Act lays down for appeal is rather
peculiar and very old-fashioned. It requires
that the appellant shall give notice to the
Registrar of the Supreme Court that he
intends to appeal, and then the Registrar shall
set the appeal down for hearing and shall
notify the other party that the appeal has
been launched. By the amendment now pro-
posed the procedure would be modernized in
this fashion: the appellant shall give notice
of his appeal to the other parties in the
case, and lodge his appeal with the Registrar,
who then shall set the case down for hearing.

Hon. Mr. Leger: Before leaving section 4,
will my friend state why it is necessary to
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continue the practice of requiring a deposit of
$50 as security for costs on an appeal?

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I might answer my
honourable friend by asking him “Why not?”

Hon. Mr. Leger: Well, it is not so in the
Supreme Court or in the lower courts. Why
should this practice be continued in the
Exchequer Court?

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I do not know why the
practice is continued. This bill makes no
reference to a change in that respect.

Hon. Mr. Leger: I know that it does not, but
my friend has just said that the bill proposes
to modernize the Act. I thought it might do
away with the provision requiring a deposit
of $50.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I have no instructions
on that point. Perhaps the honourable sena-
tor wishes to move an amendment.

Hon. Mr. Leger: T thought the government
would do it as a matter of grace.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I have no right to
speak for the government in that matter.

Section 4 of the bill proposes to amend the
Act, to permit the Judges of the Exchequer
Court to make rules providing for the exam-
ination for discovery of departmental officers
in cases in which the Crown is interested; it
also proposes to allow the Judges of the
Exchequer Court to make rules, as is common
in the Civil Courts in the provinces, providing
for the medical examination of parties who
claim damages by reason of personal injuries.

That, honourable senators, is as simple an
explanation as I can give of the bill.

Hon. A. W. Roebuck: Honourable senators,
my friend has asked a question concerning
the deposit of $50 for security of costs. I may
be wrong, but as I understand it the costs are
the fees of the solicitors who represent the
Crown in such cases. For instance, if I sue
the Crown in the Exchequer Court, I am
required to put up $50 costs, and if I lose the
case the officials of the Department of Justice
put the $50 in their pockets. Is that not cor-
rect? That I understand is what takes place.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: The solicitors?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: The solicitors or coun-
sel who appear for the Crown tax their costs
against my client, and the $50 deposit pays
their costs.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: To the extent that that
is possible.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: To the extent that they
are allowed costs. Usually the $50 is eaten
up, and some more besides. On the other

hand, if my client brings an action in the

Exchequer Court and succeeds, does he tax
costs against the Crown?

Hon. Mr. Leger: No.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I think not. I do not
think the Crown pays costs in the Exchequer
Court.

The bill that is before us is for the modern-
izing of the Exchequer Court Act. My friend
is quite right in saying that some considera-
tion should be given to the matter of the $50
deposit. The Exchequer Court should be on
the same basis and should operate in the same
way as all other courts. For instance, I can
take a case before the Supreme Court of
Ontario without making a deposit of any
amount. I merely pay $2.50 to issue a writ.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: But not to appeal,

surely.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Yes, I can go to the
Appeal Court in the province of Ontario
without posting any security for costs.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Of course an application
can be made requiring you to put up security
for costs.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Only when the defendant
is out of the jurisdiction, or there are some
special reasons.

Hon. Mr. Farris: That is not so in the other
provinces.

Hon. Mr. Leger: It is so in New Brunswick.
Only where the party is out of the jurisdic-
tion is security for costs granted.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I am fairly sure of my
ground in saying that security for costs is not
ordered within the province of Ontario.

Hon. Mr. Horner: If the person is out of the
jurisdiction?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Oh, if he is out of the
jurisdiction, that is another matter. That
constitutes a special reason for giving secur-
ity. Usually in an appeal to the Supreme
Court of Canada application is made on
behalf of the respondent that the appellant
give security for costs, and ordinarily it is
awarded in appeals to the Supreme Court of
Canada from judgments of the Supreme Court
of Ontario. But this is not a case of appeal
at all; it has to do with the original trial of
the action.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I am afraid I cannot
have explained the matter with sufficient
clearness. What I was dealing with was
appeals from a judgment of the Exchequer
Court to the Supreme Court.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I was wrong, then.

The motion was agreed to, and the bill was
read the second time.
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved second reading
of Bill C, an Act to amend the Department
of Justice Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable senator from Inkerman (Hon.
Mr. Hugessen) to explain this bill.

Hon. A. K. Hugessen: Honourable senators,
this is an exceedingly simple bill, consisting
merely of two lines. It adds to the Depart-
ment of Justice Act a new definition, as
follows:

(la) The Deputy Minister of Justice shall ex
officio be the Deputy Attorney General.

I am advised that the reason for this amend-
ment is that the Exchequer Court provides
that, in certain matters relating particularly
to actions against the Crown in the Exchequer
Court, certain documents must be signed by
the Attorney General or the Deputy Attorney
General. In the absence of a definition of the
Deputy Minister of Justice as Deputy Attor-
ney General it has been necessary for the
Minister of Justice himself, in his capacity
of Attorney General, to sign all these papers.
The object of inserting this new definition in
the Act is merely to permit the Deputy Min-
ister of Justice to act as Deputy Attorney
General for the purpose of signing these
papers in place of the Minister of Justice
himself.

Hon. Mr. Leger: What difference is there
between the “Minister of Justice” and the
“Attorney General”?

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: In practice there is no
difference, but I wunderstand that -certain
statutes confer certain powers by name upon
the Attorney General or the Deputy Attorney
General without referring to them as Minis-
ter of Justice or Deputy Minister of Justice.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: This simple little bill,
to which I have no objection whatsoever,
affects the present Deputy Minister of Justice,
and therefore I think it is quite in order and
apropos to point out that Canada for a good
many years has enjoyed the services of a
very eminent, highly qualified and most
efficient Deputy Minister of Justice, in the
person of Mr. F. P. Varcoe. He will be the
gentleman who will receive the authority con-
ferred by this section, and to no one could
responsibility be given by this house with
more confidence. Over the years I have quite
frequently been in touch with this official.
Before the dissolution of the last parliament
I had the pleasure, satisfaction and edifica-
tion of hearing him address the Committee
on Civil Rights. A more thoroughly educated
lawyer and a man more competent in his
position could scarcely be imagined.

It is not often that we have an opportunity
of recognizing the ability and erudition of
civil service personnel such as we have at
this moment, as a result of this bill which
points directly to this official. I extend to
him my congratulations, and I hope that he
will live long to exercise the added authority
which we are now giving him.

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

COMMITTEE OF SELECTION
CONCURRENCE IN REPORT

Hon. A. B. Copp moved concurrence in the
report of the Committee of Selection.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: Honourable senators, it
is very important that this motion should be
passed today, because the first organization
meeting of the Divorce Committee will be
held at 10.30 tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to.

STANDING COMMITTEES
MOTION OF APPOINTMENT

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Honourable senators,
with leave, I desire to move:

That the senators mentioned in the report of the
Committee of Selection as having been chosen to
serve on the several standing committees during the
present session, be and they are hereby appointed
to form part of and constitute the several commit-
tees with which their respective names appear in
said report, to inquire into and report upon such
matters as may be referred to them from time to
time, and that the Committee on Standing Orders
be authorized to send for persons, papers and
records whenever required; and also that the Com-
mittee on Internal Economy and Contingent
Accounts have power, without special reference by
the Senate, to consider any matter affecting the
internal economy of the Senate, and such commit-
tee shall report the result of such consideration to
the Senate for action.

The motion was agreed to.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON LIBRARY
MESSAGE TO THE COMMONS

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Honourable senators,
with leave, I desire to move:

That a message be sent to the House of Commons
by one of the Clerks at the Table, to inform that
house that the Honourable the Speaker, the Honour-
able Senators Aseltine, Aylesworth, Sir Allen, Blais,
David, Fallis, Gershaw, Gouin, Jones, Lambert,
Leger, MacLennan, McDonald, Reid, Vien and
Wilson, have been appointed a committee to assist
the Honourable the Speaker in the direction of the
Library of Parliament, so far as the interests of
the Senate are concerned, and to act on behalf of
the Senate as members of a joint committee of both
houses on the said library.

The motion was agreed to.
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JOINT COMMITTEE ON RESTAURANT
MESSAGE TO THE COMMONS

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Honourable senators,
with leave, I desire to move:

That a message be sent to the House of Commons
by one of the Clerks at the Table, to inform that
house that the Honourable the Speaker, the Honour-
able Senators Beaubien, Fallis, Haig, Howard,
McLean and Sinclair, have been appointed a com-
mittee to assist the Honourable the Speaker in the
direction of the Restaurant of Parliament, so far
as the interests of the Senate are concerned, and
to act on behalf of the Senate as members of a
joint committee of both houses on the said
restaurant.

The motion was agreed to.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PRINTING
MESSAGE TO THE COMMONS

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Honourable senators,
with leave, I desire to move:

That a message be sent to the House of Commons
by one of the Clerks at the Table, to inform that
house that the Honourable Senators Beaubien, Blais,
Bouffard, Comeau, Davies, Dennis, Euler, Fallis,
Lacasse, Moraud, Mullins, Nicol, Penny, St. Pére,
Sinclair, Stambaugh, Stevenson, Turgeon and Wood,
have been appointed a committee to superintend
the printing of the Senate during the present
session, and to act on behalf of the Senate as
members of a joint committee of both houses on
the subject of the printing of parliament.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, Sept-
ember 27, at 8 p.m.
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THE SENATE

Tuesday, September 27, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CRIMINAL CODE BILL
CONCURRENCE IN COMMONS AMENDMENT

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators,
a message has been received from the House
of Commons to return Bill D, an Act to amend
the Criminal Code, and to acquaint the
Senate that they have passed the said bill
with one amendment.

The amendment was read by the First Clerk
Assistant, as follows:

Page 2, line 33. Strike out “St.” and substitute
“Saint”.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable Senators,
when shall the amendment be taken into
consideration?

Hon. Mr. Copp:
the amendment be

With leave, I move that
concurred in now.

The motion was agreed to.

DIVORCE PETITIONS
ADVERTISING AND SERVICE

Hon. Mr. Aseliine presented and moved
concurrence in the second report of the
Standing Committee on Divorce, as follows:

1. The committee find that following prorogation
of the last session of parliament on April 30, 1949,
155 petitions for bills of divorce were pending hear-
ing and inquiry by the committee.

2. With respect to 123 of these petitions the com-
mittee find that the service upon the respondent,
advertising, etc., is in order for the present session
of parliament.

3. The committee recommend that the advertising
and service upon the respondent, made for the last
session of parliament, with respect to the following
32 petitions, viz.:—

Of Celia Maria Gabrielle de Costa Baxter, of
Westmount, Quebec.

Of Phyllis Lilian Buck Beatty,
Quebec.

Of Gladys McCarrick Bonnemer,
Quebec.

Of Delphis Brousseau, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Agnes Mary Binnie Bullock, of Ste Anne de
Bellevue, Quebec.

Of Alice Lafond Burnham, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Ruth Baranoff Clark, of Outremont, Quebec.

Of Francis Gilmer Tempest Dawson, of Halifax,
Nova Scotia.

Of Phyllis Elizabeth Ross Erskine, of Westmount,
Quebec.

Of Viateur Fortier, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Ruby Muriel Keith Gray, of Outremont,
Quebec.

Of Valia Rikoff Grenier, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Dora Eleanor Chalmers Grisley, of Montreal,
Quebec.

of Montreal,

of Montreal,

Of Thomas Hanusiak, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of James Samuel Hatton, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Anne Denburg Hershcovich, of New York,
U.S.A.

Of Grace Elsie Mills Johnson, of Nitro, Quebec.

Of Doris Mary Thompson Lummis, of Montreal,
Quebec.

Of Marie Jeanne Martin, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Olive Frances Harper Morrison, of Montreal,
Quebec.

Of Diewerke
Quebec.

Of Loretta Waugh O’Dell, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Jeannette Mathilde Seymour Oswald, of Mont-
real, Quebec.

Of Gerald Geoffrey Racine,
Quebec.

Of Isabel Christine MacLean Robinson, of Ottawa,
Ontario.

Of Joan Elizabeth Gray Rodier,
Quebec.

Of Mary Piekos Rynski, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Joseph Tannenbaum, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Mary Jean Strachan Taylor, of Montreal,
Quebec.

Of Leslie Ernest Tulett, of Montreal, Quebec.

Of Martha Inkeri Eerikainen Valkonen, of West-
mount, Quebec.

Of Bessie Zinman, of Montreal, Quebec, be deemed
and taken as a sufficient compliance for the present
session with the requirements of Rules 136 and 137.

Bakker Mulders, of Montreal,

of Cote St. Lue,

of Montreal,

The motion was agreed to.

ROBERGE DIVORCE
PETITION WITHDRAWN

Hon. Mr. Aseltine presented and moved
concurrence in the third report of the Stand-
ing Committee on Divorce, as follows:

1. With respect to the petition of Gladys Ethel
MacDonald Roberge, of the city of Toronto, in the
province of Ontario, for an act to dissolve her
marriage with Ernest Wilfred Roberge, of the city
of Hull, in the province of Quebec.

2. Application having been made for leave to
withdraw the petition the committee recommend
that leave be granted accordingly, and that the
reduced parliamentary fees paid under Rule 140 be
refunded to the petitioner less printing and trans-
lation costs.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

The motion was agreed to.

JOUSSE DIVORCE
PETITION WITHDRAWN

Hon. Mr. Aseliine presented and moved
concurrence in the fourth report of the
Standing Committee on Divorce, as follows:

1. With respect to the petition of Elisabeth Mavis
Cann Jousse, of the city of Montreal, in the prov-
ince of Quebec, for an act to dissolve her marriage
with Eugene Theophile Jousse, of the city of
Lachine in the said province.

2. Application having been made for leave to
withdraw the petition the committee recommend
that leave be granted accordingly, and that the
parliamentary fees paid under Rule 140 be re-
funded to the petitioner less printing and translation
costs.

The motion was agreed to.
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FULTON DIVORCE

PETITION WITHDRAWN

Hon. Mr. Aseltine presented and moved
concurrence in the fifth report of the Stand-
ing Committee on Divorce, as follows:

1. With respect to the petition of Pearl Mary
Fulton, of the city of Montreal, in the province of
Quebec, for an act to dissolve her marriage with
George Devlin Fulton, of the city of Verdun, in the
said province.

2. Application having been made for leave to
withdraw the petition, the committee recommend
that leave be granted accordingly, and that the
reduced parliamentary fees paid under Rule 140 be
refunded to the petitioner less printing and trans-
lation costs.

The motion was agreed to.

EXCHEQUER COURT BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Roberison)
moved the third reading of Bill B, an Act to
amend the Exchequer Court Act.

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

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Copp (for Hon. Mr. Roberison)
moved the third reading of Bill C, an Act to
amend the Department of Justice Act.

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

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY
On the Order:

Resuming the adjourned debate on the motion of
Hon. Mr. Godbout, seconded by Hon. Mr. Petten,
that an humble Address be presented to His Excel-
lency the Governor General for the gracious Speech
which he has been pleased to deliver to both
Houses of Parliament.

Hon. Mr. Copp: Honourable senators, I
should like to make a brief explanation. It
will be noticed that when this Order was
before the house a few days ago, the adjourn-
ment of the debate was moved by the leader
of the government, (Hon. Mr. Robertson).
He is unavoidably absent this evening but
is desirous that the debate should not be
postponed on that account. I believe the
senator from Medicine Hat (Hon. Mr.
Gershaw) is prepared to go on with the
debate this evening, and that other members
also wish to participate. In the circumstances
I would ask that the leader be given an
opportunity to speak in the debate at a later
date.

The debate was resumed (from Wednesday,
September 21):

Hon. F. W. Gershaw: Honourable senators,
in rising to take a brief part in this debate, I
wish first of all to congratulate the mover
(Hon. Mr. Godbout) and the seconder (Hon.
Mr. Petten) of the Address on the subject
matter of their speeches and the manner in
which they delivered them.

I should also like to pay my respects to
you, Mr. Speaker, for the splendid work that
you have done in the Senate in years gone by,
and to congratulate you upon your attain-
ment of the high position which you now
occupy.

In a very humble way I should also like to
extend my sincere welcome to the new mem-
bers of the Senate. They have taken on
important responsibilities, but they will find
here an atmosphere of good will and friendli-
ness, and they will have the opportunity of
making a great contribution to the welfare of
Canada.

I wish to take advantage of the latitude
which the house graciously allows in this
debate to speak of local crop conditions that
I have seen this year, and have often seen in
years gone by. Southern Alberta, the district
whence I come, is in the heart of what is
called the Palliser triangle. Nearly a hundred
years ago Captain Palliser, who was employed
by the British Government to examine and
report on the whole district, outlined an area,
roughly triangular in shape, which he con-
sidered was unfit for agricutlural purposes.
Fortunately, his prediction has not proved
to be altogether accurate, for during inter-
vening years parts of that area have produced
great wealth, though in the heart of the
district there is short-grass country in which
crop failures are a common occurrence. Back
in 1874 the Northwest Mounted Police made
their great pilgrimage through what was then
that lone land, and when travelling through
southern Alberta their livestock suffered
greatly from lack of water. Colonel Walker,
one of the originals of that great force, said
he had never seen a country where there were
so many dust storms and where pasture was
so completely non-existent.

However, there were good years, and people
flocked into that country with high hopes.
They did not reap the golden harvests they
had hoped for, because what has been called
“the withering hand of drought” brought dis-
appointment and often despair. The federal
government has some responsibility for
drought control, because in the early days of
this century, from 1908 to 1913, the govern-
ment’s homestead and pre-emption policy
brought the open range days to an end and
made the land available for settlement. It
was because of that action that land hungry
people crowded into the country. I recall
seeing in those years long lines of men and
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some women standing all day and all night
in front of the land titles office, waiting for
an opportunity to file on homesteads. Those
people made their homes in the area, but
successive crop failures caused about 60 per
cent of them to move out, and the 40 per
cent who remained have endured long periods
of hard times.

Conditions this year are typical. If you
drive through the country or fly over it this
year you will see large fields of grain, fields
of three hundred and four hundred acres,
being plowed down because the crop is not
worth cutting. Other fields are being cut for
feed, and some of these will yield from two
to five bushels an acre. In that district 2,700
townships will be eligible for prairie farm
assistance payments. That means that there
are 2,700 townships where the yield will be
less than eight bushels per acre. It also means
that about 70,000 farmers will lose their crops
and will receive the “dry bonus”. Most of
them will need it badly, and they all are very
grateful to the Minister of Agriculture and
to the members of parliament who voted for
the bonus. According to the estimate of the
departmental superintendent, $17 million will
be paid out this year for that purpose. About
two-thirds of that sum will come from the
dominion treasury, the remaining third being
from the 1 per cent levy on all grain sold by
farmers during the last few years.

Irrigation is not mentioned in the Speech
from the Throne, but I make an earnest
appeal to the members of this parliament to
support the Minister of Agriculture in his
effort to speed up and expand the irrigation
program. The minister has lived in that
country and has seen conditions there, but
he may have difficulty in persuading some
honourable members to realize the very great
need for irrigation. The farmers themselves
are certainly convinced that it is needed.
Indeed, the dream of the farmers there for
nearly half a century has been a beneficial
use of the waters that flow down the eastern
slope of the rockies, pass through the prairies
and on to Hudson Bay.

The cities and towns out there also are
desperately in need of this development. Dur-
ing the last few years many new houses have
been built, and there has been an increase in
the urban population. The Dominion Gov-
ernment will not get back the money that it
has advanced for wartime housing there un-
less the land is irrigated, because, unless this
development is procéeded with, a good deal
of unemployment is likely. On the other
hand, if the land is irrigated, a number of
new industries would probably be established,
such as beet sugar factories, canneries and
quick-freezing plants, all of which would be
needed to handle the crops.
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About half a million acres in southern
Alberta are at present irrigated by the larger
projects, and under the Prairie Farm Rehab-
ilitation Act water storage facilities have
been provided in eight to ten thousand small
projects, which serve another quarter-million
acres, so that in all there are about three-
quarters of a million acres under irrigation.
But engineers who have studied the problem
are convinced that another million acres
could be irrigated without exhausting the
water supply, and some projects have been
started to accomplish this end. For instance,
there is the St. Mary-Milk River dam, which
was started in 1946 and the key structure,
the Great Spring Coulee dam and reservoir,
which will be completed probably next year.
When the whole project has been finished, it
will irrigate about 345,000 acres of the driest
land in southern Alberta and will supplement
the water supply of 120,000 acres.

There is in Alberta another venture in
which progress has been discouragingly slow.
About 35 years ago a patriotic British investor
put $13 million into the Bow River scheme.
It was the first undertaking in that line, yet
it has not been extended. For the low cost
of about $20 per acre it could be developed,
and some 192,000 acres could be irrigated for
approximately four or five million dollars.
Year after year negotiations have been car-
ried on between the Dominion Government,
the provincial authorities and the private
land company, but to the great disappoint-
ment of the people concerned, no agreement
has been reached. At the present time, how-
ever, there is before the Dominion Govern-
ment a proposal to buy out the land company
for $2,250,000. The people in that area are
most anxious to see the agreement consum-
mated, but the long and wearisome delays
have shaken their faith in the democratic
method of doing business.

In the neighbouring province of Saskatche-
wan approximately a million acres could be
irrigated, and some plans have been made
for doing this. Such a development would
cost about $31 million, and if power were
developed, another $10 million would be
expended.

The land about which I speak has an
annual rainfall of about ten inches. If it
had as much as fifteen inches during the
growing season, good crops could be pro-
duced. But that very seldom happens. Only
about 1/30 of the dry land can be irrigated,
but that small portion would produce as much
as the entire area produces at the present
time.

Canada is in need of an increase in her food
production. In the first place, the people need
more . food. Only about 40 per cent of
Canadians get the quantity and quality of
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food they require; the remaining 60 per cent
get from one-half to two-thirds of their
requirements. The food they fail to get is
of the protective kind, such as dairy and
poultry products, fruits and vegetables. These
are the products which grow best on irrigated
land. In the second place, Canada needs a
high level of production of food to exchange
with other countries for commodities which
we cannot profitably produce. Thirdly, we
must contribute to the world food pool, from
which unfortunate peoples can draw. In the
1800’s the world population was one billion;
now it is two and one-third billions. That is
an increase of about one per cent per year,
which means that approximately 50,000 new
faces appear every morning for breakfast. To
meet our share of the demand we must retain
a high level of food production. There are
no new agricultural frontiers available, so
science must make greater use of the present
supply of cultivated lands.

Canada is far behind the other nations in
her irrigation program. As I have said, we
have under irrigation about three-quarters of
a million acres, compared with 1 million
acres in Australia, 28 million in the United
States, 8 million in Russia, 6 million in Egypt
and many millions of acres in India.

Where water and food are plentiful people
will go. They will move from the dry sec-
tions; returned soldiers, thrifty people, and
immigrants, who will make good Canadians
will locate in the productive areas. The
population in the dry areas is about 3 -5 people
per square mile as against 297 in the irrigated
districts. Think of what such an increase
means to the life of the community, to the
schools and to the churches.

These schemes for the irrigation of land
will endure, and will be a great blessing for
the people of today and of future generations.
True, irrigation projects cost money, but
during the ’30s there was spent in Alberta
alone some $31 million for direct relief, $13
million for relief works, and $1 million for
administration, a total of $45 million, which
would have gone a long way towards watering
these dry lands. Aside altogether from the
material aspect, such works should be con-
structed for the welfare, health and happiness
of the people of Canada. During the growing
season, in the dry areas there is much uncer-
tainty, great anxiety and fear of want.
Irrigation would do much to banish those
fears and to bring courage and a feeling of
confidence to many deserving people.

I close with an expression of hope and
expectation that this new parliament, whose
sessions are just beginning, will accomplish
much. In the final analysis, the end and
object of all legislatio.1 is to improve condi-
tions in the homes of the people. This means
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that we should adjust affairs within our bor-
ders so that benefits and blessings can be
evenly distributed; that we should assume
our full responsibility in external affairs, and
that at the present time we should extend
all possible help to that little island across
the north Atlantic, that Mother of Nations,
whose economy has been so shaken by the
stress and strain of the two recent world
wars.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. A. K. Hugessen: My first word will be
one of warm and heartfelt congratulations to
you, Mr. Speaker, on having attained the
distinguished office which you now hold.
Knowing you as I do, and having had that
privilege for several years, I am quite certain
that you will add dignity to your office. My
familiarity with your essential fair-minded-
ness, Mr. Speaker, prompts me to go further,
and to say that I forgive you in advance
should you at any time during this parliament
find it necessary, in the course of your duties
to call me to order or to rule against me on
a point of procedure.

Honourable senators, my next word must
be one of special appreciation to the mover
(Hon. Mr. Godbout) and the seconder (Hon.
Mr. Petten) of this resolution. I am sure that
all of us, and in particular those who have
served in this assembly for some years, agree
that they have fulfilled their functions
as admirably as they could have been ful-
filled. With regard to the honourable senator
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Godbout) well,
we know him in Quebec. He is my old
provincial leader: we have fought election
battles together. When, 'a few days ago,
the honourable senator got up to open his
remarks, we from Quebec knew what to
expect; and we got what we expected—a
speech clear, persuasive, forceful, eloquent,
conveyed with that beauty of language and
that courtesy of bearing which marks the
man. I can assure the honourable senator
that he is a most welcome addition to this
chamber.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: With regard to the
honourable senator from Newfoundland (Hon.
Mr. Petten) I would add my voice to all those
other voices—and there are 13,000,000 of
them, from Halifax to Vancouver—which
welcome him and his province into our
confederation.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I listened with keen
delight to his speech, both in its historical and
its descriptive parts. I was particularly
impressed by two of the statements he made.
The first, his description of the trials and
persecutions which beset Newfoundland in
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the early days, and had the result of creating
a proud race of men, as he said, almost
fanatically jealous of their independence and
suspicious of any country which might ask
them to unite their fortunes to its own. The
second, his statement—and how true it was—
that the real benefit which Canada has gained
by the union lies in the sturdy men and
women of our new province. When he said
that I was reminded of a couplet, written by
that eighteenth-century poet Oliver Gold-
smith, which many of you will recall, and
which runs like this:

111 fares the land, to hastening ills a prey,

Where wealth accumulates, and men decay.

As the poet says, and as the honourable
senator from Newfoundland so clearly per-
ceives, the true wealth of a country lies not
so much in its material prosperity as in the
character of its people.

We are discussing at the present time the
Speech from the Throne. That speech refers
to many matters of considerable importance
which are worthy of debate in this chamber
and which, I trust, will be debated here. I
propose to confine my remarks this evening
to one of these topics—the one, I think, which
at the present time is the most important of
all. The Speech from the Throne contains
this paragraph:

Although the nations of Western Europe have
made substantial progress towards recovery from
the ravages of war, they Have not yet been able to
restore completely their economic strength. Their
shortage of dollars continues, and international
trade remains in a state of unbalance. The govern-
ment is seeking by all appropriate means to co-
operate in measures to restore economic equilibrium.
The achievement of a pattern of world trade in
which the trading nations can operate together
within one single multilateral system continues to
be the ultimate aim of my government.

That is a reference, of course, to what in
ordinary parlance we call the dollar-sterling
crisis. As the Speech from the Throne states,
it is a crisis in international trade; and I do
not need to emphasize what has been said
many times, that Canada is one of the
countries whose prosperity most depends
upon a free flow of international trade.

The matter was discussed and brought into
focus in a rather striking way in another
place by the Prime Minister the other day
when he brought it down to figures per
family. He remarked that in order to main-
tain the prosperity of this country it was
necessary to export each year goods to an
amount of $1,200 for each family in the land.
That is a clear measure of the importance of
free international trade to this Canada of
ours.

Perhaps I should remind honourable sena-
tors that the present crisis is not, as some
uninformed persons seem to think, one which
affects Great Britain alone. It is a crisis
between the sterling area and the dollar area.

The dollar area comprises for all practical
purposes, as honourable members know, the
North American continent, while the sterling
area consists not only of Great Britain but
of Ireland, Egypt, India, Australia, New
Zealand, and a number of other countries of
the Middle and Far East.

What is this crisis? In a nutshell it is this.
At the present time the countries of the
sterling area are buying from the countries
of the dollar area to the extent of approxi-
mately 600 million pounds a year more than
they are selling to the dollar area. This has
created the unbalance that we hear of, the
“gap” which the newspapers talk about.
When this crisis arose, apparently somewhat
suddenly during the course of this summer,
there was a tendency, particularly I think in
the United States, to hold that Great Britain
alone was responsible for it. One can well
understand the feeling in that regard of the
people of the United States. They would
say, without much consideration, “Good
heavens! Look at what we have done already.
During the war, by way of lend-lease, we
provided goods and services in immeasur-
able amounts to Great Britain, for which we
charged nothing. After the war we spent
billions of dollars through UNRRA for relief.
Afterwards we gave a credit to Great Britain
I think it was—‘of three billions of dollars
which we supposed would last her for five
years, but which was exhausted in a little
over one year; and for the last two years,
under the Marshall plan, we have been
voting aid to Great Britain and other Euro-
pean countries to the tune of $1,200 million.
So what in the world are we expected to
do now?”

That was a rather natural reaction, but I
believe that the feeling it represents dis-
appeared when the full extent and nature
of the problem was realized. After all, as
I said a moment ago, it is not a problem
relating to Great Britain alone; it is common
to the whole of the sterling area. And then,
when you come to study the facts of the
situation, you find that since the war ended
Great Britain in most ways has done remark-
ably well. Her industrial production has
increased; the output per head of the popu-
lation is greater than it was before the war.
Her exports today are 50 per cent greater
than they were in the year 1938, and over
one-third larger than they were in 1937,
which was the peak year of the ’thirties.

There were some, and I am afraid there
are still some who are inclined to blame the
crisis on the socialist policies of the present
British government. Though I am in no way
an apologist for that government, I do think
that is a complete misapprehension. Informed
opinion seems to be that, so far at any rate,
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the socialist policies of the British Govern-
ment have had no effect on this dollar-
sterling crisis. It so happens that I visited
England during the last couple of months,
and while I was there a series of most inter-
esting articles appeared in the Times news-
paper on the subject of the dollar-sterling
crisis. I do not think that the Times can be
accused of undue partiality to the socialist
government, but this is what that publica-
tion had to say on this particular point. I
quote:

There is no concrete evidence that specifically
socialist measures have made much difference to
the deficit—so far, at any rate—but there is ample
evidence that excessive expenditure of all kinds,
over-grandiose conceptions of the “welfare state,”
and easy indifference to financial standards bear
much responsibility. The mental attitude respon-
sible for these things has extended well beyond the
government or the party in power.

I read an interesting article along the same
lines in the September issue of the monthly
letter of the National City Bank of New
York. Here is what it has to say on this
point:

It would be both inaccurate and unfair to convey
the impression that the Labour government is in-
sensible to the need for improving efficiency and
reducing costs. The government is promoting an
ambitious (possibly too ambitious) program of in-
vestment in industrial re-equipment and moderni-
zation for that very purpose. Sir Stafford Cripps
has used all the prestige and authority of his office
to gain the co-operation of labour in holding the
line on wage increases. Despite some exceptions
and an increasing restiveness among the rank and
file of labour, the average level of wages has been
held remarkably steady over the past year. The
leadership of Britain’s Trade Union Congress, in a
frank report to be submitted to the annual conven-
tion this month, bluntly tells the nation’s 8,000,000
organized workers that business is being taxed to
the limit, and that their only hope for an improved
standard of living is to work harder.

Having quoted an authority from London
and an authority from New York, I should
now like to refer to an authority from our
own country. Many honourable senators
probably read a few days ago the report of
a speech made in Vancouver by Mr. J. S.
Duncan, president of the Massey Harris
Company. He is reported to have publicly
expressed the view that the socialist policies
of the British government have little, if any-
thing, to do with the problem of the dollar-
sterling crisis. I think from this, honourable
senators, we should conclude that it would
be most undesirable for anyone today to try
to use the present critical situation as a basis
for attacking the socialist policies of the
government of the day in England; or, if I
may be allowed to say so, to hunt his own pet
political hares, no matter how tempting the
opportunity may appear to be.

I am far from saying that the present
Labour government in Great Britain is

immune from criticism. From what I saw in
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England last month, if I were a resident of
that country I would strongly resist a good
many of their proposals, such as, for instance,
those to nationalize the steel industry, the
packing industry and the industrial insurance
companies. Quite apart from that, however,
it is only fair to say that whatever might be
the political stripe of the government in
power in Great Britain today, that govern-
ment would be faced with the problems
which confront the present government.

There is one criticism that I would make
of the British government in a very respectful
fashion, and that is that certainly, when I
was in England, the government was not
doing enough to make its people realize the
difficulties and the seriousness of the British
position with regard to the dollar-sterling
crisis. It seemed to me that the working man
of Great Britain was living in a fool’s
paradise. Wages were very high and unem-
ployment was non-existant. In fact, there was
no unemployment; there was over-employ-
ment. The fear of dismissal had completely
vanished, because a man if dismissed from
one job could immediately obtain another at
an equal rate of pay somewhere else. It
does seem to me that the British working
class were living in a fool’s paradise.

Let me try to exemplify what I mean by
that. During the course of our visit to England
we motored about the country a good deal,
and it happened that we found ourselves from
time to time upon some one of the great
arterial roads leading from London to the
coast. Any morning on any of those roads
you would meet an almost unending pro-
cession of motor buses carrying men, women
and children from London or its suburbs for
a day by the sea. Nobody begrudges the
British working man his day by the sea, and
it is only fair to say this was the holiday
season. But just let us analyze what was
happening. That motor bus in which he was
travelling was operated by gasoline—petrol,
as they call it over there—probably pur-
chased in the United States with American
dollars. The pipe or the cigarette that the man
was smoking in the motor bus was probably
manufactured, largely from Virginia tobacco
for which American dollars had been paid.
The very breakfast that man had before he
started on his journey that morning had in
all probability been partially provided for by
American dollars under the Marshall plan.
It seems to me that there was insufficient
realization on the part of the mass of the
British people that those dollars were coming
to an end. That is perhaps a criticism of
the present British government that I have,
but it might well be a criticism that anyone
might make against the government of a
democracy.




46 SENATE

As all honourable senators know, it is
sometimes difficult for the leaders of a
democracy to tell their people unpleasant
truths.

Latterly, there has been a most startling
change in the situation caused by the devalua-
tion of the British pound, and a similar
devaluation of currencies by other countries
in the sterling area. It is too early to say
what the effect of this devaluation will be.
The hope is that it will make it easier for the
countries of the sterling area to sell more
goods to the countries of the dollar area,
and thereby earn more dollars. It is import-
ant to realize, however, that devaluation by
itself does nothing to correct an unbalance of
trade. I am quite sure no honourable
senator supposes that the situation has been
cured by this devaluation, and that all we
have to do now is sit back and watch it take
effect, and assume that the whole matter will
be rectified in due course. Nothing can be
further from the truth. Devaluation is only
the first step in a long, tedious process.

The purpose of the devaluation is to
cheapen goods produced in the sterling area
so that they will have a better chance of
being sold in the dollar area and earning
more dollars. But if devaluation is to be
successful, if it is to achieve that object,
then it logically follows that the dollar-area
countries must be willing to accept and pay
for those extra goods. There are two parties
to any transaction of sale: the vendor and the
purchaser. If there is to be a deal the pur-
chaser must be willing to buy. What it means
in effect is this, that we of the dollar area
—to be more specific, we in Canada—will
have to accept substantially greater imports
from Great Britain and the other countries
of the sterling area than we have in the past.
As far as Canada is concerned, I think there
is some basis for the belief that we shall be
able to increase our imports from Great
Britain to a very substantial degree. During
the first six months of this year our total
importations to this country were, in terms
of percentages: from the United States 72
per cent, from Great Britain 12 per cent,
from the rest of the world the remaining 16
per cent. That is a considerably larger
proportion in favour of the United States as
against Great Britain than existed before
the war. I think, therefore, there is a good
deal of leeway for increasing our imports
from Great Britain and decreasing imports
from the United States, thereby favourably
affecting the value of the pound in terms of
the Canadian dollar and the value of the
Canadian dollar in terms of the American
dollar.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Will the honourable gentle-
man allow a question just here? With all

due respect to him I must say that I have
heard and read that statement quite often.
Can he name some things that we could buy
at a reasonable price from Great Britain
which we now import from the United States?
Woollens have at times been mentioned, but
they have gone up in price. I flatter myself
that the cloth in the suit I am at present
wearing came from the Old Country, although
of course I do not know whether it did or
not. Would the honourable member suggest
how we can increase imports from Great
Britain and decrease those from the United
States?

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I do not pretend to
be an expert on trade. What I was saying
was that before the war the proportion of our
imports from Great Britain, in relation to
our imports from the United States, was
considerably higher than it is today. Of
what that proportion was made up I am
frank to say I do not know; but it seems to
me that we could at least get back to the
position which existed only ten years ago.

But I do not think we ought to delude
ourselves that it is possible to bridge this
dollar-sterling gap without some sacrifice
on our part in this country. I foresee that
our government may be faced with difficult
problems. A great increase in imports from
countries with devalued currencies may
cause outcries from local industries faced
with this new competition; it may, indeed,
cause distress and loss of employment in
some instances. This government and this
parliament will have to weigh very carefully
the claims for protection of those particular
industries against the broad general advan-
tage of the country as a whole, which will
undoubtedly arise from rectifying the present
unbalance between the sterling and the
dollar areas, and as well from the opportunity,
which will come when that unbalance has
been corrected, of freeing the channels of
world trade, upon which the prosperity of
Canada as a whole so largely depends. We
have already had preliminary rumblings from
the textile industry, for instance, as to the
increased competition which it is going to
face, and I hope to refer in a few moments
to another industry which will be affected in
the same way.

The first step in seeking the cure for this
problem of unbalance between the sterling
and dollar areas is, I suppose, an inquiry into
the causes which brought it about. Some of
these causes are well known and others are
not. Let me enumerate some of the well-
known ones. First of all there was the loss of
the overseas markets of Great Britain, result-
ing from her having turned the whole of her
manufacturing industry during the war to
the production of munitions of war. I think
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one thing that may be said by way of answer
to the question asked by the honourable
leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig) is that Great
Britain, when she gets back to producing the
goods that she was producing before the war,
will be able to obtain a larger share of her
former export business.

The second cause was the loss by Great
Britain of a large part of her overseas invest-
ments, which she had to realize and sell to
pay for the war. In former days, of course,
Great Britain used the income from those
investments to make up the difference
between her exports and her imports. The
loss which she has sustained as a result of
having to realize many of those investments
is, I am informed, of the order of £25 million
a year.

The third well-known cause was the loss
by Great Britain of a large portion of her
revenue from shipping—shipping that was
sunk or destroyed during the war. Before the
war Great Britain did much of the shipping
of the world, including a good deal of the
shipping of the dollar area itself, and she
used the income derived from shipping to
make up the difference between her exports
and imports.

Those causes of the unbalance are well
known; but, as I said, there are other causes
which are not quite so well known. Let me
instance two of them. Before the war India
and other countries of the Near and Far East
which are comprised in the sterling area
imported very little from this continent. In
fact they sold a great deal more to this con-
tinent than they bought from it. In other
words, as members of the sterling area they
had a large dollar balance in their favour,
and that dollar balance was in fact so large
that it is said to have made up for Great
Britain’s own dollar deficit. But since the
war that condition has completely changed.
India and the other countries of the Near and
Far East now demand the goods of this con-
tinent. They import today a great deal more
from this continent than they export to it,
and instead of helping to make up Great Brit-
ain’s deficit of dollars they account on their
own for an additional deficit estimated at
about £100 million a year.

The second of these causes, which is not
so well known, has relation to the rubber
industry. Before the recent war, the very
great rubber requirements of the United
States and Canada were met by the importa-
tion of natural rubber from the sterling
countries of the Far East. We all know
what happened. The war, and the cutting
off of our source of natural rubber, made it
necessary for the United States and Canada
to engage in a very large way in the manu-
facture of synthetic rubber. It is estimated
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that today the United States consumes well
in excess of 400,000 tons of synthetic rubber
each year. According to the Times article to
which I referred a few minutes ago, that
results in a loss to the sterling area of
approximately £50 million a year at the
present prices.

It is therefore apparent that one of the
ways in which we in Canada can help the
sterling area would be to revert to the use
natural rubber. That of course immediately
brings up the question of the Polymer Cor-
poration. As honourable senators know, that
is a government company formed during the
war for the purpose of manufacturing syn-
thetic rubber to replace the natural rubber
which we could not get from the Far East.
The question is whether the operations of the
Polymer Corporation, which I understand
still makes a great deal of synthetic rubber,
should be reduced or modified.

It goes without saying that my remarks
are not to be taken in any way, or in any
form, as an attack upon the Polymer Cor-
poration. So far as I have been able to
ascertain, it is an extremely well-managed
company and has performed great service for
the people of Canada. I am not an expert
who can tell this house whether, and to
what extent, the operations of the Polymer
Corporation could be curtailed. I think we
would all agree that it must be retained, at
least as a pilot plant, for strategic reasons, in
case of international trouble in the future
such as we had during the recent war when
our sources of natural rubber were cut off.
But I do suggest to our government that it
should make serious study of whether it is
possible to decrease the use of artificial
rubber and revert to natural rubber for most
of our requirements. Anything that we could
do in that direction would not only benefit
the sterling area by increasing its exports to
Canada, but it would benefit us. As I under-
stand it, the raw material used by the Poly-
mer Corporation for the manufacture of
synthetic rubber is oil, which is imported
from the United States, and for which we
have to pay United States dollars. So, to
the extent that we could dispense with the
necessity for importing that oil, we would
decrease our spending of United States
dollars.

Another feature of this most difficult
situation, to which very little attention has
been paid in Canada, is the problem of the
London sterling balances, so called. Frankly,
I know very little about the problem; I am
sure that some honourable senators know
a great deal more about it than I do. I do
think, however, it can be shown that the
question of the London sterling balances
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affects the whole problem, and that at least
indirectly it affects us on the North Ameri-
can continent.

What are these London sterling balances?
Well, the word “balances” is a beautiful
euphemism. For instance, if I owed $10,000
to the Bank of Montreal, it might be called
“3 balance”, but it is really a debt; and
these London sterling balances are debts.
They are £3,000 million of debts owed by the
Government of Great Britain to the govern-
menis of the Near and Middle East for sup-
plies and services furnished during the war.
According to the most recent figures to which
1 have had access, more than half of these
£3,000 million of sterling balances are owing
to the governments of India and Egypt.

These balances are operated in this way:
they are frozen in London, but every now and
again, by agreement between the British Gov-
ernment and the government of the other
country concerned, a part of them is released
by the British Government and is used by
the other government to buy British goods
to the extent of the sum released. For ex-
ample, I understand that in the year 1948 the
Government of India used £150 million of her
sterling balances to buy British goods. Those
are what the experts call “unrequited ex-
ports”. In return for her export of that £150
million worth of goods, Britain got nothing
except a bookkeeping entry in some London
ledger, decreasing her debt to India by that
amount.

Hon. Mr. Haig: May I ask my friend a
question? That £150 million is included as
part of the exports from Great Britain during
the year?

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: Yes. The attempt by
Great Britain to pay off these sterling
balances by these unrequited exports is said
to be largely responsible for the inflation in
that country at the present time, the high
wages, the over-employment and the apparent
prosperity which is to some extent at least
delusive.

Hon. Mr. Haig: It is false.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: There is another result
which the use of the sterling balances has
which affects us in Canada and the United
States, and also affects the ability of Great
Britain to earn dollars by selling to us and to
the United States. I refer to the markets for
British goods in the Near and Far East. These
markets in the countries which own the
sterling balances are easy markets for British
manufacturers. They get high prices for their
goods in pounds, the reason being that that
is the only use to which the creditors can put
the pounds. It is much easier for a British
manufacturer to sell his goods for sterling
in the Near or Far East, without competition,

than to attempt to sell the same goods in
Canada or the United States against the keen
competition of our own manufacturers.
Human nature being what it is, I think un-
doubtedly that many British manufacturers
have chosen the easy way out—they have
earned pounds when they might have been
earning dollars. I believe that the govern-
ments of the United States and Canada should
take a positive attitude with respect to the
question of the sterling balances.

I was glad to see from the official report
of the discussions between the ministers of
Great Britain, the United States and Canada,
which took place in Washington ten days ago,
that this was one of the matters which came
uncer review. I think it is generally realized
that it is in our interest to put Great Britain
back on her feet as a great industrial nation,
to close the gap between the dollar area and
the slerling area, and to thus ultimately
achieve freedom of trade between the nations
of the democratic world.

These sterling balances are a hindrance
to the health of the sterling area. To put it
bluntly, and perhaps a little unfairly, we in
Canada and the United States might ask
ourselves whether we are interested in help-
ing to put Great Britain back on her industrial
feet merely to enable her to pay off war
debts to the countries of the Middle and Far
East, which ought to have been cancelled or
at least very substantially reduced a long
time ago. After all, we on this continent
have some experience of fantastic war debts.
We know that in the end, these enormous
sums can never be paid, at any rate in full.
We know, too, that so long as they remain
outstanding they are nothing but a fruitful
source of friction and bad feeling between
the debtor country and the creditor country.
You may recall, as an example of what I
mean, the history of the British war debt
to the United States after the First Great
War. When the Second World War came
along, the statesmen of the United States
and Canada made certain that the same con-
dition in respect of Great Britain would not
recur. In the United States as a consequence
of lend-lease—that brilliant conception which
originated in the great brain of President
Roosevelt—and in this country, of our free
gift to Britain of $1,000 million, as well as
other write-offs which were effected, Great
Britain owes no war debt either to Canada
or to the United States. But Great Britain
does owe a war debt of £3,000 million to
countries of the Middle and Far East. As I
have said, the greater part of these obligations
is held by India and Egypt. Perhaps it would
be undiplomatic to suggest to those countries
that the goods and services they supplied to
Great Britain during the war were used in the
common effort, the effort to defeat Germany
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and Japan; that but for Great Britain, as is
well known, Egypt would have been overrun
by the German armies under Rommel, and
India would have had to face invasion by the
troops of Japan. As I say, to remind India
and Egypt of these facts might be undiplo-
matic. But it is possible that the United
States and Canada could do something to
relieve Great Britain of the burden of the
sterling balances. India and the other
countries of the Middle and Far East, to
whom these obligations were contracted,
import from this continent a great deal more
than they export to it. They need our money,
our goods and our services for the purposes
of their development. That being so, some-
thing might be done along the lines of an
interesting suggestion which was made by
Professor W. A. Mackintosh of Queen’s Uni-
versity in an article which appears in the
October issue of the American quarterly
journal Foreign Affairs. His article is en-
titled “Anglo-American Solidarity”, and it
contains a most interesting discussion of prob-
lems of reconstruction and readjustment, in-
cluding this question of the sterling balances.
Here is Professor Mackintosh’s suggestion:

In dealing with the sterling balances held by
India, Egypt and the Middle East, the United King-
dom has played a politically weak hand and the
results have been economically costly. Canada and
the United States hold trump cards—hard cur-
rency. It may be that for a grant of hard currency
to be spent on North American goods, India and
the others would write off two or three times the
equivalent in pounds from the liabilities of the
United Kingdom, and defer sterling drawings for
a period of years. In compensation, the United
States and Canada would temporarily extend their
markets for food and capital goods and strengthen
important troubled areas.

It is obvious that the major part in any
scheme of that kind would have to be under-
taken by the Government of the United
States. But I do suggest to our government
that they explore with the Government of
the United States the possibility of doing
something along the lines suggested by
Professor Mackintosh, and that they express
the willingness of this country to do its share
in connection with any arrangement which
may be arrived at.

Be very sure, honourable senators, that
anything we can do to help in the solution
of this question of sterling balances will be
well worth while. Not only will it help
Great Britain, and go far to restore healthy
conditions throughout the sterling area, but
it will hasten the day when the unbalance

between the sterling and the dollar areas
can be brought under control.

There are many other aspects of this most
difficult problem which would take far too
much time for me to discuss here, even though
I had the necessary knowledge, which frankly
I have not—questions in which matters of
currency, economics and world markets are
inextricably mingled. They are apt to baffle
the ordinary man; I must confess that many
of them baffle me. However, without going
into any great detail, I believe we can reach
some general conclusions. In the course of
my remarks I have attempted to indicate
them. Let me recapitulate:

First: The gap between the dollar area and
the sterling area will not be bridged in a
hurry. It will be a long, arduous process,
of which the recent devaluations are but the
first step.

Second: It is' almost certain that Canada,
as her contribution to the solution of this
problem, will have to do some difficult things
and make some hard and even painful
decisions. :

Third: No matter how difficult or painful
the process, it is essential in Canada’s own
interests that this problem shall be solved.

After all, honourable senators, what is the
alternative? If the problem is not solved,
the democratic world almost inevitably will
divide into two practically water-tight com-
partments, with trade between them frozen
at a very low level. For us in Canada, with
our great market in England to which we
sell our goods, and the great United States
market from which we buy so largely, the
prospect would be bleak indeed. Althougl_l,
of course, our stake in the outcome is
immensely important to us, in this matter we
are not the principals. Primarily success or
failure depends upon the continuation of
co-operation and good understanding between
the governments and the peoples of the
United States and Great Britain. But
Canada will have her part to play, and it
will be no unimportant part. I am con-
vinced that when our people understand the
problem in a broad general way, and when
they appreciate the vital issues involved,

they will support our government in any
step which it deems it necessary for the
country to take.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Roebuck the debate
was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 pam
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Wednesday, September 28, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NEW SENATORS INTRODUCED

The following newly-appointed senator was
introduced and took his seat:

Hon. William Alexander Fraser, of Trenton,
Ontario, introduced by Hon. A. B. Copp and
Hon. W. D. Euler.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Turgeon presented Bill E, an Act
to incorporate Alberta Natural Gas Company.

The bill was read the first time.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday, the
consideration of His Excellency the Governor
General’s Speech at the opening of the ses-
sion, and the motion of Hon. Mr. Godbout for
an address in reply thereto.

Hen. A. W. Roebuck: Honourable senators,
may I first join in the felicitations already
offered by others to the new Speaker of this
house. I should like to congratulate him upon
attaining his present high office, which
already he has demonstrated he can grace.
I also wish to congratulate the two eminent
senators who moved and seconded the motion
for the Address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne, and I should like to extend my
warmest welcome to the new members who
recently joined us in this chamber, particu-
larly the honourable senator from Trenton
(Hon. Mr. Fraser), who has just taken his seat.
He is an old friend, having been the member
for Northumberland in another place. I hope
that he and his fellow-freshmen, those who
have come to us since the opening of this
session, may enjoy their stay with us and find
many opportunities for public service. I am
sure the new member from Trenton, by his
work and contribution in this house, will
enhance the already high reputation which he
brings with him.

I remember most keenly the great kindness
with which I was received when I, together
with other new members of that day, took
my place in this chamber in 1945. The cour-
tesy and good will with which my fellow-
members accepted my opening statements,
and the tolerance which they exhibited at
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that time—and which I hope they will con-
tinue to exhibit—were of the utmost assist-
ance in setting me at ease and making me
happy in the atmosphere of the Senate. I
only hope that we senators who are now
sophomores, may not fail in our welcome and
kindness to the newcomers who have just
arrived as freshmen. I am sure these hon-
ourable gentlemen will enjoy the public ser-
vice which this house makes it possible for
them to render, and I am equally sure that
the Senate of Canada will benefit by their
presence here. I hope they will join in our
debates and add their opinions and views to
those of the older members.

Honourable senators, my task at the
moment is to address you on the Speech from
the Throne. I notice that the Speech fore-
casts a considerable amount of important
legislation. Outstanding among the items
mentioned is, first, the abolition of appeals
to the Privy Council and, in consequence, the
making of our own Supreme Court of Canada
the court of final appeal for Canadian cases.

The second measure is the alteration of the
British North America Act to permit of
amendments by direct action of the Canadian
parliament, rather than indirectly, as in the
past, by resolution adopted by our parliament
and acted upon by the parliament at West-
minster. With the general purposes of both
these proposals I for one am entirely in
accord; but it seems to me that in the present
speech I can perhaps make the greatest con-
tribution by confining my discussion to the
current problems of trade and finance, which
were discussed with such clarity, force and
excellence by the senator from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen) last night. He read, and
with some diffidence in following so notable
a lead I propose to repeat, this paragraph
from the Speech from the Throne:

Although the nations of Western Europe have

made substantial progress towards recovery from
the ravages of war, they have not yet been able to
restore completely their economic strength. Their
shortage of dollars continues, and international
trade remains in a state of unbalance. The govern-
ment is seeking by all appropriate means to co-
operate in measures to restore economic equilibrium.
The achievement of a pattern of world trade in
which the trading nations can operate together
within one single multilateral system continues to
be the ultimate aim of my government.
The fact that the senator from Inkerman and
I are both addressing ourselves to the same
topic is, I can assure the house, a matter of
chance and not of conspiracy.

In that paragraph Great Britain’s shortage
of Canadian dollars with which to purchase
commodities in Canada seems to be attrib-
uted to the ravages of war. Of course honour-
able senators, the past is always a factor in
the present, and in this as in many other
matters the war is always a convenient excuse
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for unsatisfactory conditions when a more
exhaustive analysis would be either difficult
or distasteful. True, the war is a factor in
the present unbalance of international trade,
but I wish to submit that it is by no means
the only factor, and that there are causes
which lie much closer to home and for which
we are more responsible than we are for the
ravages of war.

Britain’s stagnation of trade and our own
associated stagnation is a world disaster. It
is not local. Although it may have been
accentuated by local causes, the disaster itself
is world-wide. It is peculiarly a disaster
to Canada because, in the three-cornered
trading system of the past, Canadians have
paid the net debit for the many commodities
purchased by us in the United States by our
sales in the British market, and the United
Kingdom squared her account with us—and
incidentally ours with the United States—by
the excess of her exports over imports in her
dealings with the United States. If, therefore,
because of some cock-eyed policies in the
United Kingdom, in the United States or in
Canada, the United Kingdom must reduce her
purchases of Canadian goods, and in conse-
quence we must reduce our purchases of
American goods, our standard of living will
be adversely affected.

The prospect is not pleasant, for if the
present business log-jam is not broken we in
Canada may find ourselves in the position
of reducing rents because of the tenants’
inability to pay; we may be squeezing the
water out of business by bankruptey or other-
wise. In other words, we may not be able to
carry the overhead brought about by the
boom of recent years, and we may find our-
selves in the throes of a depression. We in
this chamber and Canadians generally have
a real interest in the welfare of the British
people. We observe with regret the great
danger which now faces them, forcing reduc-
tions in their supplies of food and of raw
materials for the carrying on of their business
and industrial life. Thus Britain’s problem
is our problem, and the causes should be dis-
cussed without inhibition by Canadian parlia-
mentarians—as it was last evening by the
honourable senator from Inkerman (Hon.
Mr. Hugessen—with complete frankness
and without fear of treading on other people’s
toes.

At the risk of over-simplification, the prob-
lem may be stated in a single sentence:
Because of the unbalance, which was referred
to in the Speech from the Throne, Britain’s
gold and' dollar reserves have been running
out in recent months at the rate of $400
million quarterly. Bearing that in mind, are
not we in this chamber justified in making
many speeches on this subject? I hope that

others will follow me—as I am following the
member from Inkerman—in an inquiry as
to what is the trouble, how it has been
brought about, and what is the remedy. It
is to that problem that I am now addressing
myself.

Some newspapers would like to blame
the trouble on the labour unions, and they
report the efforts of labour to maintain the
living standards of its members with an air
of grave disapproval. We are left to infer
that the British workman is at fault, though
he is partially excused, in a patronizing way,
on the ground that he is tired. Only this
morning I read a newspaper statement to
effect that labour is at fault. Well, a year ago
when I toured Scotland, Ireland and England
with the Commonwealth Parliamentary party,
and visited the factories en route, I saw no
evidences of sloth on the part of the United
Kingdom worker. The fact is that men in
industry over there are working an average
of 46 hours a week, exclusive of meal and
rest periods, and they are practically all
working; there is very little unemployment.
To blame the present troubles on the working
people of the nation is both unkind and
unirue.

Another mistake which is made is to attri-
bule the trade difficulties to a supposed slow-
down in Britain’s production system caused
by obsolete plant facilities and inefficient
management. There is, of course, some obso-
lescence; no one could go through those plants
without seeing some evidence of it; but if
some informed and observant English visitors
were to go through some of our Canadian
plants, or those of our great neighbour to
the south, I venture to say that they too
might find evidence of obsolescence. Of
course, management is human; but efficiency
is largely a matter of degree, and the proof
of it is always a matter of opinion.

The fact is however—and of this there
cannot be any dispute; it is so thoroughly
established—that the output of British indus-
try and agriculture is from 20 to 30 per
cent above pre-war level.

I suppose that if workmen could toil longer
and harder on lower wages, and stop eating,
and if plants could multiply their output
without increasing expenses, Great Britain
could carry her present burdens and the
adverse balance besides. But, honourable
senators, this is absurd; and to attribute
Britain’s position since the war to lazy men,
or to inefficient stupid management, is sland-
erous and very unkind.

The United Kingdom Information Office at
Ottawa, which is here for the purpose of
supplying us with authentic knowledge from
across the sea, tells me that Britain’s imports
by volume are 20 per cent less and her exports
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nearly 30 per cent greater than they were in
1938, before the war, and that her visible
deficit—I refer now not to the over-all deficit
but the visible deficit on trading account—
is less than one-third of what it was in the
period 1936-38. Honourable senators may
remember the statement made by a British
official in high position in 1948, I think at
New York, that Britain’s recovery at that
time was complete. I think he was then
expressing the opinion generally held, not
only in Britain but on this side of the ocean.
‘What then has changed for the worse, to off-
set these changes for the better which were
so vividly in mind at that time?

I shall repeat to some extent what was
told us last evening by the honourable mem-
ber for Inkerman (Hon. Mr. Hugessen). Do
not forget that during the last war Britain
sold $4-5 billion of her citizens’ foreign
investments for the purpose of financing that
colossal conflict, and that of course she has
lost the interest and the dividends on that
very considerable sum. Britain’s net income
from this source ran about £203 million per
year in the period 1936-38. Last year it was
running at the rate of about £50 million.
Further—and I again refer to an item men-
tioned by the previous speaker—Britain lost
a large portion of her merchant shipping dur-
ing the war, through sinkings and other cas-
ualties, so that her revenue from that source,
which in 1936-38 was running about £105
million annually, fell to £60 million last
year.

In addition to these reduced credits there
are on the other side of the books important
increased debits. For instance, Great Britain
has added to her external indebtedness since
the declaration of war about $11-6 billion,
and as that item is so expressed in the rate
of currency before the recent reduction, I
ought to add about 30 per cent. Remember,
that indebtedness too was incurred for the
purpose of carrying on the war. Whatever
its purpose, it is now a fact. That huge
amount Great Britain is now called upon to
service and in some degree, no doubt, to
repay.

Then there are other increases. Great
Britain has very largely increased her over-
seas expenditures for military purposes. I
suppose we could discuss the necessity for
those increases, but that would be hardly
within our province, within our capabilities,
or apropos of this discussion. It is a fact that
she has increased her overseas expenditures,
largely for military purposes, from £7 mil-
lion before the war to £109 million in 1948.
These reductions in credits and increases in
‘expenditures are in amounts much too large,
my honourable friends, to brush aside or
laugh off.

As against all this, in 1948 Great Britain
received $752 million in cash—not promises
but cash—from the TUnited States and
Canada. This, together with her bettered
balance on trading account, very clearly
balanced her external accounts, and would
have made it unnecessary for her to call
seriously upon her reserves had it not been
for two things, which, if I may take the time,
I shall enlarge upon.

The first—and incidentally this was referred
to in part last night by the honourable sena-
tor from Inkerman—there was a deficit of
$316 million in the sterling areas outside of
Great Britain; I refer to those places for
which Great Britain acts as banker, and to
amounts which were her debit because of
their failure to pay. Second, as was pointed
out in a very excellent address made a month
or so ago to the Halifax Rotary Club by the
honourable senator for Shelburne (Hon. Mr.
Robertson), who I regret is not with us today,
there has been a transition in world trading
conditions from a sellers’ market to a buyers’
market. As he said, the accent has shifted
to price, and as a result, Britain’s exports
to both the United States and Canada has
experienced a serious decline. According to
Harold Wilson, President of the British Board
of Trade, Britain’s exports to Canada were
¢1 million less in August than they were in
July of this year; and her total exp9rts for
August were £4-5 million less than in July.
These are figures which neither businessman
nor an informed legislature can sweep aside
with indifference.

Britain must sell if she would continue to
buy and to exist, and it is for the purpose of
lowering the prices of British goods in foreign
markets, and thus reviving sales, that she has
recently devalued her pound from $4.03 to
$2.80, measured in United States money. We
followed suit by devaluing our dollar by ten
per cent, for the express purpose of increasing
our exports to the United States and decreas-
ing our imports—or, at least, to establish that
tendency—and thereby improve our balance
position with our great neighbour to the
south. Honourable senators, in my judgment
that medicine will probably work, at least
temporarily; but I gravely doubt whether it
is the proper, sufficient, or permanent remedy
for the evil that exists. Certainly, increased
or even continued gifts of money by Canada
or the United States is not the answer to
Britain’s trade problem.

The permanent solution lies in the increase
on a normal permanent basis, of Britain’s
sales abroad, chiefly in the United States and
Canada. According to my analysis, which I
humbly tender with diffidence, there are two
factors: one is in Britain, and the other is
here. I submit that Canada and the United



States can greatly assist in the promotion of
United Kingdom exports by simply getting
out of their way, by removing or substan-
tially lessening the obstructions which we
and our neighbours have deliberately placed
in the channels of British trade. I refer of
course, as you must know, to our sky-high
tariffs, to our quotas and prohibitions, and to
the administrative bog holes which we main-
tain against imports from Britain at the
instance of pressure groups within our own
countries who quite naturally would avoid
the effort necessary to meet British competi-
tion.

In the wordy joint communique of the
Anglo-American-Canadian conference, issued
in Washington on the 12th instant, there
appears this paragraph:

Canadian representatives stated that the Canadian
government would undertake a further review of
the administrative operation of its Customs Act in
the light of these discussions. As to tariff rates, it
was noted that high tariffs were clearly inconsis-
tent with the position of credit countries.

“The administrative operation” of the Cus-
toms Act is the tangle-foot with which
officialdom is able to bedevil foreign trade
enterprise at the instance of pressure groups
within our own borders, and I am glad to
see that its existence is admitted and that
there is some suggestion of amelioration. But
I note with regret that there is not even
a suggestion of trade or tariff concessions
for the purpose of keeping alive a British
trade which is vital to our own economy and
to our progress as a nation—almost as vital
to us as it is to Britain—although the com-
munique does acknowledge, as I have already
observed, that high tariffs are inconsistent
with the position of credit countries.

Well, honourable senators, both houses of
parliament are now in session, and the bud-
get, I presume, is being prepared. The
sincerity of Canada’s desire for the solution
of Britain’s trade difficulties may, I submit,
be judged by how substantially we ease our
tariff barriers against British imports. That
is all I will say about our own ability to
increase the trade by taking barriers out of
its way. The other solution, which I said
lay in the hands of Britain rather than of
Canada, is in the matter of competitive price.

Hon. Mr. Lesage: Before my honourable
friend goes on to that second point, may I
ask a question? My impression is that we
could increase importations from Britain if
we bought British coal. About twenty-five
or thirty years ago we used to purchase large
quantities of British coal in this country, but
now we do not get any. I remember reading
in the papers last winter that even the
English people themselves were running short
of coal, because the miners did not want to
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work. I do not know whether that state-
ment about the miners is true, and in any
event I am not blaming them, but am simply
referring to a statement that I read.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I thank the honourable
gentleman for bringing up that point. It is
very true that our importations of British
coal have greatly declined. I do not wish
to detain the house too long in a discussion
which, of course, could go on for hours, and
I will answer the question as the senator
from Inkerman replied to a somewhat simi-
lar point last night: I am not an expert in
picayune points of trade—and by ‘“picayune”
I do not mean unimportant. No member of
this chamber attempts to bring here a
memorized list of the prohibitions to be
found in the tariff schedules, but that does
not prevent us from dealing in general terms
with the principles involved. It may be that,
when the schedules are under review, a per-
centage of decrease in tariffs would be the
wiser method of dealing with the problem.
Perhaps there should be a percentage of
decrease all across the board with respect
to imports from Britain, or it may be that
the decrease in rates should be greater on
some items than on others. Personally, I
am in philosophy a free trader. The senator
from Inkerman said last night that some-
thing must be done, even if somebody gets
hurt. I would say that something must be
done even though those special privileges
and advantages which we have extended to
certain individuals in the past have to be
decreased.

I was leaving that wing of my subject and
about to switch my thought to the control
which exists in Britain rather than here. By
way of preliminary observation I may say
that one hears continually of the expenses
of social services maintained by the present
government in Britain, where one can receive
spectacles free, if he needs them, and where
a doctor will look at your tongue without
charging you for it.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: If you wait long enough.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: If you wait long enough,
yes. Well, the net cost of those services does
not appear to me to be very important.
Although I am not socialistically inclined, as
honourable senators know, I am in favour
of many social services which are maintained
in this country, as well as in Britain, and
which are necessary to the well-being of
individual citizens.

However that may be, I want to call the
attention of my fellow members to the fact
that in our papers and discussions we never
find a single reference to the atrociously high
rents that prevail in the United Kingdom,
or to the curse of land monoply which blights
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industry in that tight little island. I am
speaking from knowledge of these things.
Nor do I ever see any reference to their out-
moded system of taxation, which fosters the
misuse of land while it increases the cost of
living and production.

I am told that land values in Britain have
doubled since 1938. Sir Stafford Cripps talks
smoothly, and no doubt very well, of austerity
for the masses of the people, while he per-
mits privilege to double its toll upon industry
and enterprise. I submit that the British
authorities should show good faith by adjust-
ing their own internal conditions to assist
in the solution of their international problems
before asking us to go too far. Great Britain
should reduce her taxes which, as they
increase the cost of production, fall upon
commodities and consumption and upon
industry and enterprise.

Hon. Mr. Horner: May I ask a question?
How can we expect England to encourage
enterprise when she has proceeded to nationa-
lize every industry in the country?

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: The British people are
not proceeding to nationalize every industry.
They picked only certain big ones which
had no friends. True, they have nationalized
the railways; and in my judgment they paid
the owners more than they were worth. The
coal mines also have been nationalized, now
that their productiveness is running out, and
the owners probably were paid more than
the mines were worth. They nationalized the
Bank of England, which was already nationa-
lized, in effect, before the present govern-
ment came into power. Now they are em-
barking on what may be a very disastrous
course, that of nationalizing the steel industry.
Other than that, the present government of
Great Britain has been most careful not to
tread upon the corns of the real owners in
that country—the landed gentry.

I do not wish to pursue that topic further,
though I could do so. My strongest criticism
of the labour government is that, while they
have nationalized certain industries, and
now propose to take over steel, they have
appeased in every possible way the land-
owners of that country, and have not amended
the obsolete taxation system to which I
have referred, which makes possible the
excessively high rents which are being
charged.

I return to my line of thought when the
question was asked. I was about to say that
Great Britain should make a levy upon land
values, as was proposed in the famous Lloyd
George budget, and later by Philip Snowden,
thus easing her land monopoly and forcing
her natural resources of town and country
into use, thereby lowering rents. I submit
that it is within the power of the British

Government to reduce the cost of production
without further degrading the standard of
living of the masses, and without basing its
commercial system on the starvation of
working people.

There is still another horn of this dilemma.
I refer to the manacles of finance which we
and other nations have forged upon the anvil
of Karl Marx. Until quite recently inter-
national trade balanced itself automatically.
In the multilateral trade of former times,
when a nation bought of its neighbours more
than it could pay for by return shipment, or
invisible credits—as Great Britain has
recently been doing—its money fell in value
in the foreign markets. Great Britain recently
has been buying in the markets of her neigh-
bours more than she has been able to pay
for by return shipments and invisible credits;
as a consequence, irrespective of what her
government may have said with regard to it,
her money fell on the markets of the world.

There have been times within the memory
of every honourable senator when the Cana-
dian dollar was lower in value in the United
States than it was at home; and when, if we
traded Canadian dollars for American dollars
we were charged a rate of exchange, and,
conversely, were credited with the exchange
when we traded the other way. The rate of
exchange varied from day to day, following
very closely the fluctuations of the financial
balance. During those periods when the
exchange rate was adverse, Canadian money
had a greater purchasing power in Canada
than it had in the United States; therefore, a
powerful incentive existed for Canadians to
buy at home rather than south of the border.
May I give a humble illustration? When for
one Canadian dollar we could buy twelve
eggs in Canada, and with the same dollar
could get only eleven eggs across the border,
we ate Canadian eggs—if we could get them.
In our factories, whenever possible, we used
Canadian parts and materials to make our
finished products. In the United States the
tendency was reversed, but equally powerful.
When an American citizen could buy twelve
eggs in the United States for one American
dollar, and for the same dollar could get
thirteen eggs in the Canadian market, he
bought Canadian eggs whenever it was con-
venient to do so. The same tendency which
I have described was operative in factories.
The American manufacturer bought Canadian
parts and materials for the production of his
finished article, whenever it was convenient
or possible for him to do so. In other words,
when the rate of exchange was unfavourable,
it strongly discouraged importing and encour-
aged exporting, and the free market soon
corrected the disequilibrium in our inter-
national financial balances. It just naturally
happened.
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In the years preceding the last Great War,
in line with the Fascist and Nazi philosophy
which gripped the world at that time—and
still does—and in conformity with economic
nationalism, the nations of the world joined
in a movement to kill all international trade
by tariffs, quotas and prohibitions. When
the war broke out, most nations, including
our own, established a control over currency
as well as over commodities—as a war
measure of course. In accord with world
policy, Canada erected a Foreign Exchange
Control Board to which it gave a government
monopoly of foreign exchange in our country.
We arbitrarily fixed the rate of exchange,
or declared parity, which is the same thing,
irrespective of financial balances and in
defiance of the true or market value of our
money. The automatic corrections of a free
market were, in consequence, lost to wus.
Rigidity took their place. When the war
ended Canada had in the hands of her Foreign
Exchange Control Board $13 billion in
American currency and credits which she
had taken from our citizens in exchange for
our own money and the government had
determined and was maintaining a fixed rate
of exchange.

Honourable senators who were in this
chamber in 1946 will remember the vigorous
resistance which some of us presented to
those controls. I refer particularly, and with
my hat off, to the honourable member from
Vancouver-Burrard, the late lamented and
much-missed “Gerry” McGeer. I refer also
to the honourable member from Churchill
(Hon. Mr. Crerar); and there were others.
And I recollect myself expressing “my whole-
souled, deep-rooted opposition to the prin-
ciple of the bill.” The bill was carried on
division, and the Foreign Exchange Control
Board continued to maintain an artificial rate
of exchange, making good out of their
reserves the losses on each individual trans-
action. This foolish procedure continued
until $1 billion had gone down the sink—§1
billion of Canada’s resources. Then of course
there was a crisis. Some people in the
Department of Finance got up early in the
morning—

Hon. Mr. Haig: Or stayed up late at night.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: No, I think they got up
before their eyes were open; and overnight
we had a long list of prohibitions against
purchases in the United States, designed to
kill trade in order to save the remaining
half billion dollars of our reserves.

The matter came before this house again
in 1947, and I then declared that I would
abolish the Foreign Exchange Control Board,
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root and branch, and leave our foreign ex-
change, both United States and sterling, to
react to its natural normal equilibrium. I
closed at that time with this observation:

The Liberal policy should be the development of
a truly and genuinely free economy, in which we
may depend upon the genius of our people to
restore and maintain the well-being of the nation.

But a free economy is the last thing desired
by the bureaucrats of this or any other
country. The Marxian philosophy of a con-
trolled economy has prevailed. Canada,
Great Britain and all the rest have main-
tained fixed rates of exchange and have
endeavoured to beat the market by all sorts
of compulsions and restrictions, quotas,
tariffs and so on, which have harassed the
business world. For months we in Canada,
and the Crippses in England and elsewhere,
have been endeavouring, like old King
Canute, to sweep back the sea, until all of
us have got our feet wet, and some people
have been nearly drowned. The trade upon
which Great Britain depends for its existence,
instead of responding, as it always did in the
free markets of the past, has been nearly
ruined.

The market, gentlemen, has won in this
contest, as it always will win, irrespective of
the powers and the egotisms of governments
which propose to coerce it. Canada and the
United Kingdom have been forced to
acknowledge the real facts and to devaluate
their money. They have done so in the hope
that a nearer approach to the true situation
and the actual facts will revive a trade which
they themselves have nearly murdered. The
arbitrary rate of exchange which has now
been announced is nearer than was the past
rate to the true worth of the currencies, and
I hope it will have the effect that is antici-
pated; I expect that it will have, in some
degree. But I would point out to you, my
fellow members, that it is still an arbitrary,
inflexible rate of exchange, and that, like
the law of the Medes and the Persians, it
altereth not—at least until the Crippses say
it may. As a consequence you have lost once
again that correction which comes from an
unrigged market and those natural equili-
briums which are so valuable in the carrying
on of any business. The world seems to have
learned little by its experiences and, instead
of returning to the rule of natural law and
the impartial adjustments of an unrigged
market, it still tolerates its uncrowned
Caesars with their monkey-wrench on the
balance wheel, with a consequent permanent
state of disequilibrium.

Honourable senators, I have spoken a long
time, and you have been most patient in
hearing me, so in conclusion may I just sum-
marize as follows: I submit, first, that Canada
the United States and Great Britain should
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reduce their tariffs immediately and sub-
stantially; second, that Great Britain should
reduce her cost of production by shifting
some portion of her internal taxation to fall
upon land wvalues, and third, Canada—and
her two great associates as well—should
abolish foreign currency controls and allow
a free market to determine from time to time
the rate of exchange. Thus, by liberal poli-
cies, may Canada’s economy be saved from
disaster and Britain may recover the position
of leadership in the world of trade and
finance, which she occupied so honourably
in former years.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. A. B. Baird: Honourable senators, my
first duty today probably gives me the great-
est pleasure—that of joining with past
speakers in extending my heartiest congratu-
lations to the Speaker of this august body.
Some of us younger members have not had
the privilege of being associated with you
before, sir, but we have already been so
impressed by your dignity and tolerance that
we have certainly learned to respect you.

To previous speakers, for their many kind
references to us, who are junior members, I
should like to extend my profound gratitude,
and to one very far western member espe-
cially, who has been a “tower of strength”
in my hours of loneliness, I tender my most
sincere thanks. While he did bring me down
and show me the train of tomorrow, he also
kept me from taking it today. May I also
congratulate the mover and seconder of the
Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne. While I regret that I was unable
to follow the speech of the honourable sena-
tor from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Godbout),
owing to my limited knowledge of the French
language, still what I could follow was most
inspiring.

Honourable senators, as you know, I am a
newcomer to this Senate of Canada. That
being so, I feel that it is in order for me to
make a few brief remarks by way of intro-
ducing myself and the new province that I
have the honour to represent. As everyone
knows, it has taken Newfoundland’s repre-
sentatives a long time to get here; as a matter
of fact, we are some eighty years late. As to
their contribution to the future of this nation,
I can only tell you that in the past they met
the problems of existence with courage and
perseverance, and that now, being in the
wider field of opportunity that union affords,
they are looking to the future with new hope,
and a firm desire to pull their weight in this
federation of British communities.

In 1869, when the issue of Confederation
was first put before the Newfoundland people,

they decided to continue seeking their for-
tune alone rather than in partnership with
the rest of British North America. That
their decision was wise or otherwise is not
for me to say. I do not propose to pass
judgment upon them. I do suggest, how-
ever, that having chosen to go their way
alone, the record of their achievement in the
face of bitter odds is not one to be ashamed.

Although we may have lagged behind the
rest of North America, we have, when all
things are taken into account, made substan-
tial progress during the past eighty years. We
do feel proud that when we finally came into
the Canadian federation, we came as a
solvent community with worth-while things
to share. I refer to our fisheries, our forests,
and our developed and proven mineral
wealth. These and other resources of lesser
value make up our material contribution to
this partnership. But there is yet another
contribution—one which is no less important
for being abstract or spiritual; we bring to
this nation of Canada three hundred and
thirty thousand new citizens with a New-
foundland background of honesty and human
worth.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Baird: When I refer to the gains
that Canada has made by union with New-
foundland, I by no means lose sight of the
great social and economic benefits that have
come. to the Newfoundland people through
union with Canada. For them the clock of
social progress has gained perhaps fifty years
in one. Today the children of Newfoundland
have a better chance of developing into
healthy and useful citizens than they ever
had before; today old age is secure in New-
foundland rather than a nightmare of
poverty, as it so often was for many of our
people; today we have a more equitable sys-
tem of taxation, and above all, we have a
justified confidence in our future progress
and development.

As I have said, it has taken Newfound-
land’s representatives a long time to get here,
and the argument over their coming has been
long-drawn out and bitter. The most potent
argument used against confederation was that
by uniting with a larger country we would
lose our national identity, and it has long
been said in Newfoundland that if a man is
not national he is not anything. This feeling
of independence and national pride is under-
standable in a people who were masters of
their own destiny for almost a century.
Besides, in our case our very way of life
tended to develop a spirit of independence,
for no man is more the master of his own
destiny than the hand trawler on the Grand
Banks or the hook and line man on the coast
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of Labrador. However, in spite of all this
we decided by the democratic process to join
the Canadian confederation and now that we
have joined we want to be good Canadians—
and we do appreciate the ready way you
opened your door to us, the stray sheep of the
British North American flock.

For myself, I have always realized the
futility of standing alone and trying to com-
pete with the other British communities that
had pooled their resources for the common
good. But my interest in the confederate
idea goes much deeper than that, because I
happen to be married to the granddaughter
of one of the Fathers of Confederation, the
late Sir Frederick Carter, who with the late
Sir Ambrose Shea represented Newfoundland
at that historic meeting of provincial leaders
out of which confederation was born. You
can see them in the background of that
famous painting of the Fathers of Confedera-
tion that hangs in this building. My family
is proud of its association with the birth of
this nation. It is true that when Sir Frederick
put the idea of Confederation before the New-
foundland people in the election of 1869, they
saw fit to reject it. His failure in that respect,
though, was in no way due to lack of political
skill in the presentation of his case, but
rather to the fact that as a statesman he was
about eighty years ahead of his time. I might
add that his failure to bring Newfoundland
into confederation perceptibly shortened his
days. He died a bitterly disappointed man.

Although I am a newcomer to this Senate,
I am by no means a newcomer to Canada. In
my day I have visited nearly every province
in the dominion, and I have thus had the
advantage of seeing this country and its
people through the unbiased eyes of a
stranger. What I have seen has convinced
me that here in this vast and bountiful land
lies the future of our British kind. I realize
that in a world torn apart by strange isms
Canada needs men of tolerance and social
vision to guide her through the period of
upheaval. I am convinced that today Canada

has men of such calibre at the head of the
state; and I might say, if you will allow me,
that the Right Honourable the Prime Minister
has gained the respect and confidence of free
men everywhere.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Baird: I have heard that here in
Canada, as in most countries, there are groups
of persons who have fallen so low as to obey
the orders of the head of a foreign state, who
would tear apart the very foundation of our
western civilization and supplant it with
paganism and a new form of human slavery
whereby the individual must surrender to the
state all the personal rights and liberties that
have accrued to him through a thousand years
of social evolution. - I have every confidence
that the good sense of the Canadian people
will enable them to hold fast to the sheet
anchor of their Christianity, and maintain
their confidence in an economic system that
returns to each a fair share of the wealth
produced and allows all men to be free
within the limits of civilized conduct.

I assure you that there are no communists
in Newfoundland. At least, I have never met
any. Furthermore, I do not believe that there
ever will be one. When our forefathers came
to our island and built a nest in the rock,
they were rich in their belief in Divine Provi-
dence. They had very little else to sustain
them in their battle for survival. But they
did survive, and we who have inherited their
stony acres have also fallen heir to their
simple faith in God and their desire to be
free men in a free land.

These, honourable senators, are the quali-
ties of mind which our forefathers brought
with them across the sea, and which make up
our spiritual contribution to the life of this
nation of Canada.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Burchill the debate
was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3'p.m.
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THE SENATE

Thursday, September 29, 1949.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday, the
consideration of His Excellency the Gov-
ernor General’s Speech at the opening of
the session, and the motion of Hon. Mr.
Godbout for an Address in reply thereto.

Hon. G. P. Burchill: Honourable senators,
I shall not detain the house at any great
length, but in view of the impact of recent
events in trade and currency on that section
of the country which I represent, I should
just like to make a few observations.

First of all, I wish to convey to you, Mr.
Speaker, my very cordial congratulations on
your selection as presiding officer of this
chamber. Your selection as Speaker shows
that your abilities have been recognized, and
I can assure you, sir, that the respect in
which we all hold you, and the contribution
which you have made since first entering this
house, make us all feel happy about your
appointment. I wish you a most pleasant
and interesting term of office.

I should also like to say how much honour-
able senators were delighted with the
speeches of the mover (Hon. Mr. Godbout)
and the seconder (Hon. Mr. Petten) of the
Address. The mover, by his eloquent speech,
made it quite plain that he will be a distinct
addition to the debating talent of this house.
The seconder, by his most interesting and
informative speech on Newfoundland and its
people, made an excellent impression in his
maiden effort.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: I should also like to join
with previous speakers in welcoming to the
Senate the newly-appointed members. As
one who comes from the Maritime Provinces,
I particularly welcome the honourable sena-
tors from our new province of Newfoundland.
This session of parliament is an historic one,
inasmuch as it is the first to be held since
Newfoundlahad has become part of Canada
and representatives from that province have
taken their places in both houses of parlia-
ment. I can assure the honourable senators
from Newfoundland that among their col-
leagues in this chamber they will find, as I
found when I entered as a new senator, a
friendly consideration and courtesy on the

part of all. I know that, as they become
more familiar with their surroundings, they
will enjoy the associations that this chamber
will bring to them, and will appreciate its
work and functions.

As a representative of New Brunswick, let
me say that the three Maritime Provinces
were delighted to know that Newfoundland,
after more than eighty years, had decided to
become one of them-—a fourth partner. A
friend of mine from Saint John, just after
the union had taken place, was asked at a
meeting in Montreal by a very prominent
citizen of that city why there was so much
rejoicing in the Maritime Provinces over the
union with Newfoundland. It was pointed
out to him that union, at the outset at least,
was going to cost Canada a heap of money.
My friend replied that the only answer he
could give was that misery likes company.

I can say to my colleagues from New-
foundland that the traditions, culture and
outlook of the people of their sister provinces
by the sea are not unlike those of the people
of Newfoundland; nor do their political phil-
osophies differ. Honourable senators will
find in the Maritime Provinces and in the
other provinces, a community of interest
which will ensure close co-operation in sup-
port of legislation which will build a Cana-
dian nation worthy of the pioneers who laid
the foundation, the statesmen who planned
it, and the warriors who fought and died for
it, and at the same time will safeguard the
interests and the aspirations of the people
who live in the provinces by the sea.

Of course, in a country with such diversi-
fied interests as we have in Canada, every
section has its own problems. Our new
senators will discover, as I discovered when
I came here, that wheat is grown in some
of the western provinces—

Hon. Mr. Horner: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: —and that in late years,
especially, there have been some differences
of opinion as to the best marketing possi-
pilities for that wheat.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Where does margarine
grow?

Hon. Mr. Burchill: Those of us who come
from the East have, of course, to be guided
as to western opinion by senators from the
West, and during the last few years I have
been almost persuaded, particularly by
utterances of the honourable leader of the
opposition (Hon. Mr. Haig) and the honour-
able gentleman from Blaine Lake (Hon. Mr.
Horner), that the farmers of Western Canada
thought the government’s policy with respect
to wheat marketing was very unfair to the
farmers and unpopular. But in view of the
turn political events in this country since we
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last met, I feel that our honourable friends
from the West will have to allow us Eastern-
ers to infer at least that the majority of
western farmers are satisfied with govern-
ment marketing of wheat and other farm
products.

Hon. Mr. Howard: No doubt about it.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: I mention this because,
at this moment, as a result of the lack of
United Kingdom markets—a matter very
admirably dealt with a couple of days ago
by the honourable gentleman from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen)—we in the Maritimes
have a real marketing problem on our hands.

Hon. Mr. Haig: No, no.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: We are a practical
example of what the lack of United Kingdom
markets can do to Canada. In our section
of the country it can affect the standard of
living of virtually every citizen in the com-
munity, and therefore I can endorse in a
very real sense everything said by the
honourable senator from Inkerman about the
importance of United Kingdom trade to
Canada. In my province of New Brunswick,
and in Nova Scotia, the business of shipping
spruce lumber to the United Kingdom is
older than the Dominion itself. TUnbroken
business connections with British importers
—in many cases with the same firm—have
been maintained for generations. In short,
honourable senators, the business is an integ-
ral part of the whole economy of the
provinces.

During the war years the industry res-
ponded in splendid fashion to the demand
for wood and more wood, and exported to
Britain every foot of timber that vessels
could be found to lift. In the year 1940
exports to Britain reached 400 million super-
ficial feet, and last year nearly 130 million
superficial feet were shipped. The industry
is geared to supply the sizes and specifications
required over there.

Nor is that the whole story. When war
broke out our people were asked to supply
pit-props, so vital to the British coal industry,
as these were no longer available from
Scandinavian sources. A purchasing com-
mission was set up by the United Kingdom
government at Moncton, and our woodsmen
were taught the technique of producing and
preparing these props. Since 1940 this busi-
ness has been most active, and in its various
branches in certain sections of the province
has employed many hundreds of men and
trucks. The work of loading and shipping in
itself provides and circulates a great deal
of money. Last season about 300,000 cords
were shipped from Maritime ports on about
150 ocean tramp steamers.

Now we are advised that, because of the
dollar shortage and the drop in prices of
pulpwood on the continent, Great Britain’s
pit-prop requirements will be obtained from
Finland and other Scandinavian countries—

Hon. Mr. Horner: And Russia.

Hon. Mr. Burchill: —and that Canadian
dollars will be conserved for other commodi-
ties not obtained in the dollar areas. Honour-
able senators will readily see what this will
mean to the people of my province, when
the means of livelihood of a great many
workers disappear overnight.

I would be the last person to criticize the
British people or their government, who
through the years have endured and spent
their accumulations on a war in which every-
thing was at stake for all of us. With all
respect for what my friend from Toronto-
Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) said yesterday,
I may say that I heard the Archbishop of
York, who spoke in Halifax the other day,
describe the Britishers as a tired people—
tired of bombs and rockets—who, while
getting enough to eat, are certainly not
enjoying the nourishing food that is served
on the tables of our Canadian homes.

Honourable senators, international trade
is a two-way street, and it is clear that if
we want to sell we must find a way to buy.
How badly trade is out of balance was indi-
cated by the figures of 1948, which showed
that Great Britain bought $1,600 million
worth of goods and sold only $600 million
worth to the dollar areas.

In the Maritimes section of this couniry,
where United Kingdom sales mean so much,
we would be glad to use more British-made
goods. I can see little objection to a quid pro
quo, if such were possible to arrange. Un-
fortunately, it is not. We buy most of our
goods from Ontario and Quebec; but those
provinces buy little, if anything, from us.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Shame!

Hon. Mr. Burchill: With the best will in
the world to increase the buying of British
goods in the dollar areas, I submit that there
are three factors which enter into the picture.
The first is price; the second, exchange rate
stability, and the third, tariff. On the ques-
tion of tariff I am prepared to go a long way
with the honourable senator from Toronto-
Trinity (Hon. Mr Roebuck); but as stability
of exchange is essential for the day to day
business of trading, I am wondering if we
have yeu reached a sufficiently normal trading
period to allow currencies to find their own
levels. At the moment I am concerned chiefly
with the factor of price.

I think most honourable senators will agree
that the chief reason for the decline of pur-
chases from Great Britain when indications
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of a buyers’ market appeared, was the failure
of the British goods to compete in price with
comparable TUnited States and Canadian
goods. I can give many instances of Cana-
dian firms who were anxious to buy British
goods having submitted their inquiries to
English manufacturers only to find, to their
dismay, that the price quoted was much
higher than that at which the same goods
could be purchased from the United States.
Many of the British goods on display in the
stores of Canadian cities have borne price
tags which did not interest the ordinary
buyer. While in New York last spring I was
informed by the buyer of a large importing
house that he had just returned from a buy-
ing trip to England almost empty-handed,
because he could not pay the asking price
and offer the goods for sale in New York
in competition with American-made articles.

My honourable friend from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen) has said that there is
no evidence to support the charge that the
cost of social services and of maintaining
what is known as the “welfare state,” which
England has undertaken, has much to do,
if anything, with the cost of production.
Accepting that theory for the moment, I am
not satisfied that there are not factors in
such a state which overload the cost figures.
There may be psychological factors, and these
do not always appear in the balance sheet.

Accepting for the moment, as I have said,
the theory of my honourable friend, I want
to point out to the house that there is much
to justify the argument that unilateral trade
is one of the big factors in keeping up costs.
Under present circumstances, as you know,
England has been obliged to resort to trading
on a barter basis with other nations in the
sterling area. To convert raw materials so
obtained from non-competitive sources into
manufactured articles and sell the products
in competitive dollar areas is putting too great
a strain upon machinery. For that reason the
manufacturers for the most part sell in the
_“erling areas. They are unable to meet the
competition of the dollar area countries. It
is difficult to see how bilateral and unilateral
trading can work together if we envisage a
system of world trading.

The problem is difficult, but I am convinced
that there is a solution, and that it can be
reached by men of good will, determined to
find it. If co-operative efforts under the com-
pulsion of war are capable of the amazing
feats which conquered a stubborn and power-
ful foe, surely the same genius in another
field can find a way to allow nations to
exchange goods in time of peace. I refuse to
believe that George Bernard Shaw was right

when he cynically declared that ‘“the other
planets are using our world for a lunatic
asylum?”.

Indeed, honourable senators, a solution
must be found, for there is no alternative; and
in our humble way we can assist in bringing
that solution nearer. As senators, as leaders
of public opinion, and as Canadians in our
own individual spheres of influence, in the
spirit of the Washington Conference we can
endeavour to help people understand that if
sacrifices such as tariff reductions are neces-
sary they will have to be made, and that only
by the United States and the British Common-
wealth of Nations marching together in
closest economic as well as political relations
can our hopes for our future, the future of our
children and the future of our grandchildren
be realized.

Hon. Mr. Horner: May I ask the honourable
gentleman what he thinks of the suggestion
of the honourable senator from Toronto-
Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) that there should
be a greater tax on timber limits and land
in this country?

Hon. Mr. Burchill: T understood the honour-
able senator to be discussing English, not
Canadian politics.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Well, it applies all round.

Hon. Iva C. Fallis: Honourable senators,
this is my fifteenth session as a member of
the Senate of Canada.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: I think I have participated
in some small measure in practically every
Throne Speech debate which has taken place
in that time so I had decided that I would
keep quiet this year and give the members
a rest. But I suppose the eternal feminine
desire to talk got the better of me, and there
is one piece of legislation forecast in the
Speech from the Throne upon which I should
like to make a few remarks.

Before doing so, I would join the speakers
who have preceded me in extending my
warmest congratulations to you, Mr. Speaker,
upon your well-deserved elevation to your
present position, and to the mover (Hon. Mr.
Godbout) and seconder (Hon. Mr. Petten) of
the Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne upon the eloquence of their presenta-
tions. I would also join those who have
preceded me in welcoming the new Senators.
But confidentially I must say something to
you. I had a few very bad moments the other
day when my leader (Hon. Mr. Haig) was
welcoming these newcomers. As he was
exhorting those of the opposite faith to mine to
forget that they were Liberals, I expected



SEPTEMBER 29, 1949 61

every moment that he would turn around and
convey similar advice to those of us who sit
behind him, and tell us to forget that we
were Conservatives. However, the danger
passed and I breathed freely once again. Not
that I intend today to make a political speech;
nobody would expect me to do that!

Before going on to discuss the piece of legis-
lation to which I have referred, I should
like to allude to a statement made by the
leader of our party in another place and by
the leader of the party in this house, in open-
ing their addresses, to the effect that they
would offer the fullest co-operation to the
government in putting through any legislation
which was for the good of the country. That
is a very noble sentiment, and one in which
I should very much like to be able to concur.
But this is my difficulty: when I think over
the events of the last few months, I am
puzzled to determine at just what point that
co-operation should begin.

For instance, take the question of the
devaluation of the dollar. Should we have
co-operated with the Minister of Finance last
March when he said, most emphatically, in
another place that the dollar would not be
devalued no matter what the calamity howlers
might say—or something to that effect?
Should we have co-operated with the Prime
Minister, the Minister of Trade and Com-
merce, and the Minister of Finance during the
election campaign when they sneered at and
derided anybody who said that a world crisis
in trade was approaching very rapidly and
that there would have to be a revaluation of
currency in this country, and when the Prime
Minister even went so far as to challenge
anyone to make that the only issue of the
campaign? Should I have co-operated then,
or should I co-operate now, when the dollar
has been devalued?

Take the question of the C.C.F. party in
this country. I recall very vividly a year or
so ago, when the C.C.F. won two or three
byelections in a row, what consternation there
was in certain quarters, and how many
Liberal senators, many members of the gov-
ernment, condemned the C.C.F. policy as being
a menace to this country. Is that the point at
which we should have co-operated? Or
should we co-operate when the Prime Minis-
ter says ‘“Well, after all the C.C.F. are only
Liberals in a hurry”, or when the member
for Spadina (Toronto) says that the C.C.F.
makes the promises and the Liberals carry
them out? I do not know at which point
I should co-operate.

Take the question of housing. Should we
have co-operated when the present Prime
Minister said last year: “Never so long as I
am a member of this government will I he

a party to subsidizing housing”? Or should
we co-operate now in the new policy intro-
duced in another place, which is certainly
subsidized housing.

I mention these in passing as a few
examples of the difficulty which I would find
in co-operating with a government which so
frequently and so completely reverses its
policies; and I am sure honourable senators
will understand my predicament.

However, the point upon which I really
rose to speak for a short time is the legisla-
tion forecast in the Speech from the Throne
concerning the abolition of appeals to the
Privy Council. I appreciate, of course, that
the proper time to register approval or dis-
approval and present arguments is when the
legislation in question is before the house;
but today I should like to discuss it in a
general way and from the viewpoint of a
woman, and particularly of a woman who is
a member of this house.

If my male colleagues in this chamber
would cast their minds back over the events
which led to the admission of women to the
Senate of Canada, they could not expect me
to greet this legislation with any wild
enthusiasm because, if it had not been that
the citizens of this country at that time had
the right to appeal to the Privy Council,
I would not today be occupying a seat in
this chamber. Perhaps some of you are
already saying that it is too bad this legisla-
tion had not been passed before, and that it
is coming to us twenty years too late. At the
time when women were granted the franchise,
an editorial appearing in an eastern news-
paper ran something like this: “Now that
women have been granted the franchise, the
House of Commons may as well be prepared
to admit them as members, but” the writer
went on to say, “fortunately that is a problem
which the Senate will never have to face”.
Well, apparently that writer was neither a
prophet nor the son of a prophet, because in
due time the problem arrived in this cham-
ber in the tangible form of my colleague, the
honourable senator from Rockcliffe (Hon. Mrs.
Wilson), to be followed five years later by
myself.

Many honourable senators will recall that
the question of whether women were to be
admitted to the Senate at the same time they
were admitted to the House of Commons was
referred to the Supreme Court for decision.
I think the clause in the British North
America Act which refers to the Senate—the
legal authorities in this chamber will know
better than I—reads something like this:
That any person thirty years of age or over,
possessed of certain qualifications, is eligible
for admission to the Senate. However, these
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distinguished and respected gentlemen of the
Supreme Court seriously declared with all
solemnity, that a woman was not ‘“a person”
under the meaning of the Act—

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.
Hon. Mr. MacLennan: Varmints.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: —and therefore was not
entitled to a seat in the Senate. That decision
was handed down in all seriousness by men
high in the esteem of this country. And we
call ourselves a progressive nation! But five
able and courageous women from the western
prairies, led by Judge Emily Murphy, who
up to this point had championed the admis-
sion of women to the Senate, were not to be
daunted by anything so trifling as the decision
by the Supreme Court. They carried their
case to the Privy Council, and that body
reversed the decision of the Supreme Court
and declared a woman to be a “person” under
the meaning of the Act. Consequently we
were permitted to come in and take a place
in the Red Chamber of Canada.

By the way, perhaps some of the new
members have not noticed a bronze plaque
bearing the names of those five women, which
is on the west wall of the ante-chamber of
the Senate. That plaque was placed there
by the Canadian Federation of Business and
Professional Women.

On the eve of making this momentous
change and of placing all power in the hands
of a Canadian court, I should like to remind
my colleagues of something they already
know. Sometimes, in order to get the proper
perspective of a good painting or picture, one
stands back at some distance so that the
little details will not interfere with the
beauty of the whole. I think it has been
that situation with regard to many decisions
of the Privy Council. The very fact that
they were far removed from the scene of
action where they were unhampered and
untrammelled by petty arguments and petty
influences which might intrude themselves
upon the scene here, has enabled them at
times to give better and more unbiased
decisions than they could have given if they
had been at closer range.

I am not intimating by these remarks that
I directly oppose this legislation. When my
leader (Hon. Mr. Haig) was speaking the
other day, he gave one or two very good
reasons why the change would be for the
better. I can see something of value on both
sides, but I definitely cannot see the argument
advanced in another place by the Minister of
Justice when he introduced the bill. He
hung his whole case on the fact that this
legislation needed to be passed at once in
order to bolster our national pride. I do
not like that. It smacks to me too much

of an inferiority complex, something with
which I have never been afflicted. My
national pride does not need any bolstering;
I have plenty of it without any assistance
from legislation of this kind. I do not like
this type of argument. There were argu-
ments put forward by the leader of this
side of the house the other day which I think
are quite wvalid. Nevertheless, I think it
quite in order for me to bring to the attention
of members of this chamber what the right
of appeal to the Privy Council has meant to
the women of Canada.

I sincerely hope that if and when the
change takes place and the Supreme Court
of Canada becomes the court of last resort in
matters of appeals, the men who exercise the
power of making the final decision may have
a broader vision than some of their prede-
CEessors.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Howard the debate
was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.
The sitting was resumed.

APPROPRIATION BILL NO. 5
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House
of Commons with Bill 11, an Act for granting
to His Majesty certain sums of money for
the public service of the financial year ending
the 31st March, 1950.

The bill was read the first time.

SECOND READING

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators,
when shall this bill be read the second time?

Hon. Mr. Haig: Honourable members, I
object to the bill being read a second time
now, and I will state the reason for my
objection. I was furnished this morning, as
of right, with a copy of the detailed estimates.
When we adjourned during pleasure I left
these papers on my desk here, but now, on
coming back, I find that my desk—and
apparently every other desk in the chamber—
has been cleared off. I have inquired where
my papers are, and cannot find out. On them
I had written some figures relating to ques-
tions that I wished to ask the acting leader of
the government (Hon. Mr. Copp). Those
figures in themselves are not important, but
I do want the details of the estimates in front
of me, and until I receive them I shall object
to any further proceedings on the bill.

Hon. Mr. Copp: Honourable senators, I
quite understand the point taken by my
honourable friend. I do not know who was
responsible for removing papers from his
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desk, but certainly one would think they
could be found and returned. Perhaps we
might postpone proceedings while awaiting
return of the papers.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Did the honourable gentle-
man look inside his desk?

Hon. Mr. Haig: I locked it before leaving
earlier this afternoon, and it is still locked.
All that I keep in there are some copies of
old speeches. I have just unlocked it again,
and it contains nothing but some of my
speeches in cold storage. I would suggest
that the Clerk of the House send an official
to the distribution office and get copies of the
bill and the estimates. Copies are available,
for they were sent to members by mail this
morning. The Clerk Assistant kindly sent
one to me, as I think he did to every other
member. The copy I got in that way was the
one that I left on my desk.

Hon. Mr. Copp: I think, honourable sen-
ators, that we might wait a few minutes to
see if my honourable friend’s papers cannot
be found.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Surely there is another copy
of the estimates.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Honourable senators, I
presume that there is before us a motion to
set aside the rules so that we may proceed
with second reading of the bill.

Hon. Mr. Haig: No. His Honour the
Speaker asked when the bill should be read
a second time, and I cobjected.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I think we ought to
have some explanation, if we are asked to
give second reading today.

Hon. Mr. Haig: If my friend had been
listening he would have heard my explana-
tion. I said that when we adjourned during
pleasure earlier this afternoon I left a copy
of the estimates on my desk, and when I
returned the papers were gone.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I quite understood what
my honourable friend said. My point is that
if we are to be asked to give second reading
to this bill today, we should have some good
explanation from the government benches.
I received a copy of the estimates, but I had
no idea that we were going to be asked to
put them through today. If there is any
real reason why we should do that, I think we
ought to hear it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Honourable senators, I
now have a copy of the bill, and I am satis-
fied to go on.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable senators,
when shall this bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. Copp: With leave, I move that
the bill be read a second time now.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Explain.

Hon. Mr. Copp: Honourable senators, this is
an interim supply bill, such as comes before
us from time to time every session. The
explanation that has been put into my hands
is along the following lines. On March 31
this year we passed an interim supply bill
which permitted the government to carry on
the business of the country until such time
as the estimates for the fiscal year 1949-1950
could be considered and a final supply bill
passed. Except for certain amounts, that
supply bill covered one-sixth of the items
set forth in the main estimates, or two months’
supply. Again on April 7 this house passed
anoiher supply bill. Its purpose was to vote
certain moneys for the extension of Dominion
Government services to Newfoundland, and
the amount voted was one-sixth of the
supplementary estimates with respect to New-
foundland as tabled in the Senate, or two
months’ supply. On April 30 of this year
we passed another supply bill. When the
Prime Minister announced the dissolution
of parliament it became evident that further
supply would be needed to meet the financial
needs of the country until a general election
was held and parliament was summoned
again. To this end we voted one-third of the
main estimates and of the supplementary
estimates (Newfoundland). From these three
supply bills it can be seen that we voted
approximately one-half of the main estimates
and of the supplementary estimates (New-
foundland). On a yearly basis this would
provide for a six-month period.

That six-months period will expire on
September 30 next, and the government is
now seeking further supply to carry the
country until such time as the estimates are
passed and final supply voted. The honour-
able Minister of Finance indicated yesterday
that he hoped this might be accomplished in
the other place about the middle of October.
With this in mind the government has pre-
sented the bill now before us, which, if
passed, would vote one-twelfth of the main
and supplementary estimates, with certain
additional sums. This would be approxi-
mately one month’s supply, and would carry
the business of the government to the end
of October.

Section 2 of the bill before us, with the
exception of items 43, 419 and 452 would
vote one-twelfth of the main estimates. Item
43 deals with western feed grains freight
assistance, and the sum mentioned in the
main estimates was fully voted. Items 419
and 452 are in the same category. Item 419
deals with the Canadian International Trade
Fair, and item 452 with the replacement of
materials and buildings destroyed in a fire
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at Canadian Arsenals Limited. The total
sum that would be voted under this section
is $114,516,603.83.

Section 3 would vote $2,613,651.00, or one-
twelfth of the supplementary estimates (New-
foundland). This is necessary because, as
has been mentioned, Newfoundland was not
provided for in the main estimates.

This afternoon I tabled certain further
supplementary estimates. As the business of
running the various departments of the gov-
ernment progresses throughout the year, it
becomes evident that certain estimates made
at the beginning of the year were too low
and that more money will be needed. In
certain cases it is found that the estimates
were too high, and that there will be a sur-
plus. It is not possible, however, to transfer
the surpluses from those departments that
possess them to those that anticipate deficits,
and the government must return to parlia-
ment to seek further votes to cover deficits.
In addition to these deficits, certain expendi-
tures have to be made which the gov-
ernment could in no way foresee at the
beginning of the year, and which are largely
caused by factors which it does not control.
This does not mean that the over-all budget-
ting of the government is bad, because sur-
pluses realized at the end of the year usually
more than balance the total deficits. To
cover these deficits and unanticipatedexpendi-
tures, the further supplementary estimates
have been placed before you. They cover
items either not sufficiently provided for in
the main estimates or not mentioned at all.

Section 4 of the bill would vote $5,876,758.33,
or one-twelfth of the further supplementary
estimates mentioned above.

Section 5 would vote $468,750, or five-
twelfths of the item shown in Schedule A
to the bill. This item covers the Dominion
Government’s share of the cost of works
already undertaken on the Fraser River Val-
ley, under the agreement of July 22, 1948.
This agreement was made with the province
of British Columbia to reconstruct and im-
prove the dykes on the Fraser River Valley.
This is Vote 907 in the further supplementary
estimates.

Section 6 is a borrowing section, and
authorizes the Governor in Council to bor-
row moneys that may be necessary for retir-
ing or servicing debts of the government
which fall due in the fiscal year ending
March 31, 1950. It in no way authorizes the
government to increase the debt of the
country.

The statement I have just read came to
me from the Department of Finance. Hon-
ourable senators know that the passing of
this bill in no way prejudices their right to
discuss its contents fully when the final

estimates come before this house. Ever since
I have been a member of the Senate it has
been the custom to pass the estimates in
this way, rapid though it may seem. The
other house has passed this bill and, when
it has received favourable consideration by
this house, the Deputy of His Excellency the
Governor General will come and assent to
this and another bill at 6 o’clock. For these
reasons, I move second reading of the bill.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable members,
I have always had a strange feeling when
bills for supplementary estimates have been
brought before this house. The honourable
leader of the government always makes the
statement, and it is of course true, that we
may discuss the whole problem when the
final estimates come before us. But for the
fifteen years in which I have been a member
of this house the final estimates have not
been considered until the last afternoon of
the session.

Now, honourable senators, I do not believe
that the Senate is making its proper con-
tribution to the discussion of budget matters.
I am not so much concerned about the details
of the financial business of the country as I
am about the general financial policy. I
think that the present way of voting supply
is a hopeless muddle.

During the past two days we have listened
to several speeches in this house: I refer
particularly to the remarks of the honourable
member from Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roe-
buck) and the honourable member from
Inkerman (Hon. Mr. Hugessen), both of whom
expressed themselves strongly on the present
financial situation. One does not need to be
a prophet or the son of a prophet to realize
that our country is facing a crisis. If the
honourable member from Northumberland
(Hon. Mr. Burchill) was correct this after-
noon, when he voiced concern for the
province of New Brunswick, it appears to
me that we shall have difficulty in selling
timber to Europe and the United Kingdom.
I have noticed the reports—I am not an
authority on the subject—that the Scandi-
navian countries have depreciated their
moneys 30 per cent. Great Britain is now
negotiating for newsprint and other timber
products from those countries, and with our
currency depreciated 10 per cent we cannot
hope to compete with them for this market.

I listened carefully to the speeches of both
the honourable member from Inkerman (Hon.
Mr. Hugessen) and the honourable member
from Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck).
I think I got more from the second speaker
than from the first. While I may disagree
in part with them, I am forced to the con-
clusion that the sterling countries are in a
very difficult position. United States and
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Canadian loans and Marshall Plan funds
have gone by the board, and Great Britain
is in greater difficulties now than ever before.
The leader of one of her political parties
has said that the field should be wide open
so that money can find its own value.

While I agree largely with my friend from
Toronto-Trinity, I fail to draw from his
remarks, or from those of the senator from
Inkerman, what is suggested in the way of
a solution. It is so easy to utter high-sound-
ing phrases about Great Britain, because of
her part in the war, her sacrifices and the
loss of her world investments, and to say that
therefore we, or the United States should get
behind her and put up the money.

Hon. Mr. Duff: Why not?

Hon. Mr. Haig: I am just stating what has
been said on the subject.

Hon. Mr. Duff: What is the solution?

Hon. Mr. Haig: If my honourable friend
will just have patience, he will hear what
I think about the solution.

Canada faces a grave problem. It affects
the western provinces and the Maritimes to
some extent, but Ontario and Quebec are
little affected. We in the West have one
primary product—wheat. Up to the present
time it has been largely sold on European
markets. My friend from Inkerman (Hon.
Mr. Hugessen) referred to the three-way
system of trading. Although he did not say
so, it would seem to follow from his argu-
ment, if one examines it closely, that what
Britain received from the United States was
used to pay us, and that we used that money
to meet our debts to the United States. What
he did not mention, though it is the fact, is
that for very many years part of the money
obtained by Great Britain from the United
States was by way of return from invest-
ments; and of course large sums came also
from investments in Canada. What I want
from honourable gentlemen opposite—for the
information of the farmers and fishermen
of my province, the lumbermen of British
Columbia and New Brunswick, the apple
growers of Nova Scotia, the potato growers
of Prince Edward Island, and other Canadian
producers—is a statement of what they pro-
pose as a solution of the problem we have
run into.

I have listened over the air to many
addresses and I have read the very able press
of my own city; prior to the 1st of May I
heard many discussions in this house and in
another place, and later I listened to the cam-
paign speeches of the parties; but as yet I
have never heard from the government
one suggestion as to how they are going to
meet this difficulty. What they say amounts
to this: “We have got through crises in the

past. Trust us to get through them again.”
And the people have done so. Now this crisis
is upon us, and I want to know how the
government are going to meet it.

As the honourable senator from Peter-
borough (Hon. Mrs. Fallis) said today, the
government told us on the platform, in the
press, over the radio and in the other place
that they would never devalue the money of
this country. My honourable friend from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck)—to
whom I give the most credit—followed very
closely by myself, criticized the government
for fixing our dollar at par in 1946. We told
them they should have ‘“held the line” at
90 cents. They pooh-poohed the idea; they
laughed at us. Well, within two and a half
months of the election they have depreciated
our currency 10 per cent, and I predict that
the bottom is not yet reached; they will have
to come down some more. That is our situation.
There is no point in using high-flown phrases
about what we are going to do for Great
Britain. We could spend our time more
profitably in trying to decide what we can do
for ourselves. That is the problem we have
to face.

I am not geing to formally object to any of
the estimates: it would not have any effect if
I did. I would only point out that the esti-
mates before us are on the same fine scale
of spending that has prevailed for the past
eight or nine years. While the world was a
buyer’s market and people had to have goods
and would pay any price for them, it was easy
to drift along.

This afternoon my honourable friend from
Northumberland (Hon. Mr. Burchill) ecriti-
cized the representatives of the West for
kicking about the wheat agreement. It may
be true that our farmers have done very well,
but they were entitled to do a lot better. I
realize that it is not necessary to warn the
Maritimes, Newfoundland, and the three
western provinces that we have got to find
some way to sell our primary products.
British Columbia, although in a rather dif-
ferent position, is also largely affected. The
people of Ontario and Quebec have had cheap
living at the expense of the rest of Canada.
They need a better understanding of the pro-
ducers’ problems, and the sooner they realize
that the better.

We are now faced with the imminent dis-
appearance of the principal markets for our
primary products. I protest most vehemently
against the attitude af a government who
assured us on May 21 that they will not depre-
ciate money and within six months proceed
to devalue it. In my judgment the end is not
yet. Something is wrong. The government
should have a long-term policy and tell the
people of Canada what it is.
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Recently our ministers went to Washing-
ton. One of them, the Minister of Finance,
announced, ‘“We shall listen to what the
British have to say as to what they want to
do.” What did the British say? I don’t know.
They used a lot of high-sounding words, and
suggested that we invest our money in the
sterling area. But who, if he had any sense,
would invest private capital in Britain today,
being unable to get it out and with the
prospect of having it stuck there forever?
Would you do that? Not if you had any
brains. Why should anybody invest in any of
these countries from which our money can-
not be withdrawn? We know that if some-
body in Great Britain wants to come to
Canada, or go to Australia or some other
overseas country, all he is allowed to take
with him is a pittance. I do not know the
exact amount which may be released per
year, but it is not very much.

This, in short, is the situation we in Canada
have to face. It is for the government to tell
us what their solution is. Some member of
this chamber may ask me, “What, Mr. Winni-
peg, is your suggestion?” Well, I did not get
the country into this mess. I had nothing to
do with it. It may be that the government
can provide a solution. For the last six or
seven years they have taken an astute course;
all they have said is, “Wait and see”. But I
think we are at the end of the waiting period.
As an honourable member pointed out this
afternoon, no longer can we sell our lumber
and timber in the old markets of Europe, and
after this year we shall not be able to sell
our wheat there, either. I saw an announce-
ment in today’s paper that the United States
have released $10 million to be spent in
Canada for flour. Why, in the wheat and flour
industry $10 million is nothing, compared
with the $280 million spent this year for 140
million bushels of our wheat, to say nothing
of purchases of bacon, eggs, cheese and other
products. As for fish, in the presence of the
honourable senator from Southern New
Brunswick (Hon. Mr. McLean) an expert on
this subject, I shall say very little. I do not
know half or a quarter as much about it as
he does. But I notice in the report tabled
here a few days ago that up to the end of
March $532,000—which is provided for in
this estimate—was spent on a small operation
in that product. I do not know how much
has been lost up to date. It was announced
yesterday that the government undertock to
advance a million and a half dollars towards
the purchase of apples, principally from Nova
Scotia and British Columbia. What about
Ontario and Quebec? They produce apples
too.

I trust that when the Minister of Finance
makes his budget speech he will outline

~only worth $2.80.

clearly what his policy is to be. I do not
want him to tell me that he is not going to
devalue money any further, for I shall not
believe him if he does. In that respect he
is in the Cripps class. Sir Stafford Cripps
asserted up to the night before he devalued
the British pound that he would never
devalue it. The British people credited him
with being a steadfast politician. He landed
in England on Saturday night, and on Monday
morning the pound was devalued. The same
kind of thing happened here. There was to
be no devaluation; yet now we have it. Are
we to have more of it? What is the policy
of the government with relation to primary
products? How are they going to meet the
problem of finding markets?

Incidentally, I wish that somebody in the
House of Commons would explain the system
which is being worked out to deal with
western Canada’s oats and barley. I cannot
understand the basis on which they are being
traded in on the Winnipeg market. If the
Winnipeg market means anything, it means
that when you sell goods you sell them to a
person who demands your product. Surely
a man on the Winnipeg market would not
put on the board quotations for the seling of
oats and barley unless he had some arrange-
ment with the Wheat Board to deliver the
commodities. However, this was not intended
to be. The idea was to absolutely wipe out
the Winnipeg Grain Exchange. The Minister
of Trade and Commerce should state publicly
what the government’s policy is with respect
to the Winnipeg Grain Exchange. If he can-
not do it, then the leader or deputy leader of
the government in this house should do so.

My friends from the rural parts of Manitoba
claimed that the elimination of the Winni-
peg Grain Exchange would be a great boon
to the farmers. But has the Grain Exchange
been wiped out? These are some of the
questions raised in a budget such as this, and
my province is most anxious to be informed
about these matiers. We want to know what
we are going to do with our wheat in
August, 1950. We are told that it will be
sold under the International Wheat Agree-
ment. Perhaps it will. My honourable
friend from Churchill (Hon. Mr. Crerar)
knows more about the buying and selling of
wheat than I do, so perhaps he can tell us
how thirty-nine FEuropean countries can be
forced to buy our wheat when they have no
money with which to pay for it. Countries
such as Italy, Greece and Turkey might pay
us with their money, but it may only be “a
scrap of paper.” Our money is certainly
slipping towards the same level. The man
who paid $4 for a British pound a month ago
must feel pretty sick now that the pound is
A month ago our dollar
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was on a par with the American dollar, but
today it is only worth ninety American cents.
What will our dollar be worth tomorrow?

When we come to the actual budget debate
I should like these questions to be answered
by the government leader in this house. I
am giving this notice now so that neither he
nor his deputy can say to me, “At this late
stage it is impossible to get the information”.
If T had my way we would adjourn for a
couple of weeks so that my honourable friends
would have ample time to gather the neces-
sary information. I think the deputy leader,
who is a pretty good parliamentarian, should
join with his leader in seeking from the
Minister of Trade and Commerce and the
Minister of Finance the answer to these
~questions.

Hon. T. A. Crerar: Honourable senators, the
honourable leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Haig)
has just delivered another of his vigorous
speeches. The only trouble is that it had
nothing whatsoever to do with the motion
before the house.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I object to my honourable
friend’s remarks. I was discussing matters
related to the estimates before us.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: I repeat that it had
nothing whatsoever to do with the motion
before the house.

My honourable friend was all for co-opera-
tion when he delivered his brief oration on
the motion to adopt the Address. I was
really touched by the remarks he directed to
the new senators, particularly to our friends
from Newfoundland. We were told that we
must forget partisanship in this house, and
forget that we are Liberals.

My honourable friend from Peterborough
(Hon. Mrs. Fallis) delivered a most interesting
address this afternoon, and as usual her
speech was excellent. One of the things she
sought light upon was the meaning of this
business of co-operation, but I scarcely
expected that her remarks would so quickly
produce an effect upon the leader of the
opposition. He criticized the government
here, there and everywhere and, although he
may be right in his criticism, he was talking
about matters entirely outside the bounds of
this motion. What is this motion? It is not
a budget debate.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I rise to a point of order.
This is a supply bill, and this is a budget
debate; therefore I am entitled to talk about
anything I like. I would ask for a ruling.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: It is not necessary to get
a ruling.

Hon. Mr. Haig: My honourable friend did
not challenge my right to speak before, but
he is doing so now. This is certainly a budget
debate.

Hon. Mr. King: You have made your speech.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: This is not a budget
debate. What is before us is not legislation
to increase or reduce taxation in any form.
It is a motion to vote supplies to His Majesty,
in order that the business of this country
may be carried on. That is what this is,
and my honourable friend would realize this
perfectly well if he would give the matter
his usual full reflection.

Honourable senators, I admit that at the
proper time there may be room for wide
debate on questions such as the marketing of
oats and barley. I agree, too, that our export
and import problems are vital, and I do not
particularly quarrel with the essence of what
my honourable friend stated so vigorously.
I agree with him that the government should
give more detailed information; but I say
that much of what the leader opposite has said
does not come within the motion before us.
As the deputy leader (Hon. Mr. Copp) ex-
plained, the motion is to grant one month’s
supply to His Majesty. This money is being
sought so that, among other things, salaries
can be paid, coal can be purchased for the
heating of government buildings, and the ex-
penses incidental to running the business of
this house can be paid. If these funds were
not voted, the money to pay the indemnity of
my honourable friend for the coming month
would not be available. It would be a sad
thing for me—though perhaps not for my
honourable friend—if the money were not
available to pay that portion of the indemnity
which is due us at the end of October.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Argument ad hominem.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: I might even have to go
to my honourable friend from Vancouver
South (Hon. Mr. Farris) to see if I could
raise a loan.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: I think it is important
that we keep our discussion as close as pos-
sible to the matter in hand. I had not the
slightest intention of rising to my feet, but
my honourable friend delivered a rather
heavy attack upon the government in rela-
tion to matters that have nothing to do
with this motion, and it is for this reason
that I have made these observations.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Honourable senators, I
am sorry to disagree with the last speaker.
I by no means concur in all that was said by
my honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr.
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Haig), but he made a mighty good speech, and
the more speeches of that kind we have in this
house the better.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

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

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. Copp: Honourable senators, with
leave of the Senate, I move that the bill be
read the third time now.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Honourable senators,
I am not going to object to the passage of
this measure today, because, as was said by
the senator from Churchill (Hon. Mr. Crerar),
we are required to vote the money in order
that His Majesty’s business may be carried on.
But I do agree with what was said by the
senator from Vancouver-South (Hon. Mr.
Farris). On a motion for second reading of
a supply biil, as I understand the rules, the
debate is unrestricted, and therefore the
leader of the opposition (Hon. Mr. Haig) was
entirely within his rights in roaming over the
government’s record and the general situation.
That is a purely academic point at the
moment, for the speech has been delivered.

But the matter is important, because there
are on the floor of the house others who might
have had something of a general nature to
communicate to their fellow members if we
had been given fair notice that the debate was
coming on this afternoon. It seems to me
that all the exigencies of the situation might
have been met, and a little more courtesy
shown to members of the house in arranging
matters. If, for instance, we had been noti-
fied this afternoon that the purpose of our re-
assembling at 5 o’clock was to pass a supply
bill, certain members might have been ready
to make an address on some general subject
of interest, as is permissible in the circum-
stances. The leader of the opposition says
that the present practice has been going on
for fifteen years. That does not justify it.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I did not say it did.
not trying to justify the practice.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I understand that. The
fact that the practice has been going on for
fifteen years is a very good reason why it
should cease. In future when it is necessary
to vote supply senators should have an oppor-
tunity to take advantage of the rule whereby
debate on all kinds of mattérs is permissible,
just as it is when we are debating the motion
for an Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne. With that admonition for the future
to the government benches, I am ready to
vote for this measure.

I was

Hon. Mr. Haig: Question.

Hon. Mr. Copp: Honourable senators, the
remarks made by my honourable friend from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) are more
or less a reflection upon me for my failure
to give the house notice before we adjourned
during pleasure that the purpose of our meet-
ing again this afternoon was to consider the
interim supply bill. I intended to give that
notice, but when His Honour the Speaker
rose at the adjournment of the debate on the
Address, he had in his hand a paper which
I thought was the supply bill from another
place, and I intended to make a few remarks
after the first reading. Also, when we
adjourned during pleasure I took it for
granted that all senators knew the purpose
of our doing so; otherwise I certainly would
have a statement about it. I trust this
explanation will be satisfactory to my hon-
ourable friend from Toronto-Trinity.

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

THE ROYAL ASSENT

The Hon. the Speaker informed the
Senate that he had received communication
from the Assistant Secretary to the Gover-
nor General, acquainting him that the Right
Honourable Thibaudeau Rinfret, acting as
Deputy of His Excellency the Governor
General, would proceed to the Senate Cham-
ber this day at 6 o’clock for the purpose of
giving the Royal Assent to certain bills.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

THE ROYAL ASSENT

The Honourable Thibaudeau Rinfret, Chief
Justice of Canada, acting as Deputy of His
Excellency the Governor General, having
come and being seated at the foot of the
Throne, and the House of Commons being
come with their Speaker, the Honourable the
Deputy of the Governor General was pleased
to give the Royal Assent to the following
bills:

An Act to amend the Criminal Code.

An Act for granting to His Majesty certain sums
of money for the public service of the financial
year ending the 31st March, 1950.

The House of Commons withdrew.

The Honourable the Deputy of the Gover-
nor General was pleased to retire.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.

The Senate adjourned until
October 4, at 8 p.m.

Tuesday,
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THE SENATE

Tuesday, October 4, 1948

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

WEST COAST TRANSMISSION COMPANY
PETITION

Hon. J. W. de B. Farris: Honourable sena-
tors, I beg to present the petition of the
West Coast Transmission Company Limited,
praying that the Senate may be pleased to
refuse the petitions of certain parties named
herein to be incorporated to construct and
operate gas pipe lines in Canada.

Hon. Mr. Haig: May I ask my honourable
friend if that is in opposition to Bill E, an
Act to incorporate Alberta Natural Gas
Company?

Hon. Mr. Farris: Yes.

BRITISH NORTH AMERICA ACT
AMENDMENT

ADDRESS TO HIS MAJESTY—NOTICE
OF MOTION

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Honourable senators,
I beg to give notice that on a future date I
shall move that a humble address be pre-
sented to His Majesty the King in the
following words:

To the King's Most Excellent Majesty:
Most Gracious Sovereign:

We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal sub-
jects, the Senate of Canada in parliament
assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty, praying
that You may graciously be pleased to cause a
measure to be laid before the Parliament of the
United Kingdom to be expressed as follows:

An Act to amend the British North America Act,
1867, relating to the amendment of the Constitution
of Canada

Whereas the Senate and Commons of Canada in
Parliament assembled have submitted an Address to
His Majesty praying that His Majesty may graciously
be pleased to cause a measure to be laid before
the Parliament of the United Kingdom for the
enactment of the provisions hereinafter set forth:

Be it therefore enacted by the King’s Most Excel-
lent Majesty, by and with the advice and consent
of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons,
in this present Parliament assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:

1. Section ninety-one of the British North America
Act, 1867, is amended by renumbering Class 1
thereof as Class 1A and by inserting therein imme-
diately before that Class the following as Class 1:

“1. The amendment from time to time of the con-
stitution of Canada, except as regards matters com-
ing within the classes of subjects by this Act
assigned exclusively to the Legislatures of the
Provinces, or as regards rights or privileges by this
or any other constitutional Act granted or secured
to the Legislature or the Government of a Province,
or to any class of persons with respect to schools or
as regards the use of the English or the French
language.”

2. This Act may be cited as the British North
America Act, 1949 (No. 2), and the British North
America Acts, 1867-1949, and this Act may be cited
together as the British North America Acts, 1867-
1949 (No. 2).

It is in language similar to that of the
resolution which appears in the Votes and
Proceedings of another place, and I intend
to proceed with it some time next week.

DIVORCE COMMITTEE
ADDITION TO PERSONNEL

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved that the name
of the Honourable Senator Golding be added
to the list of Senators serving on the Standing
Committee on Divorce.

The motion was agreed to.

BANKRUPTCY BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison presented Bill F, an
Act respecting bankruptcy.

The bill was read the first time.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from Thursday,
September 29, consideration of His Excel-
lency the Governor General’s speech at the
opening of the session, and the motion of
Hon. Mr. Godbout for an Address in reply
thereto.

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, it is always a pleasure to welcome
new senators to this house, and I desire to
extend a hearty welcome to those honourable
gentlemen who have come here for the first
time this session. It is, I think, a matter of
gratification to us all that two of the new
senators assumed the responsibilities, respec-
tively, of moving and seconding the Address
in reply to the Speech from the Throne. I
desire to join with the speakers who have
preceded me in this debate in offering heart-
felt congratulations to the mover (Hon. Mr.
Godbout) and the seconder (Hon. Mr. Petten)
upon the excellent presentations they made.
The mover is well known as a distinguished
public man, one who in the past held the high
office of Premier of the province of Quebec.
With his wide experience in public affairs
and a keen appreciation of their importance
he combines great generosity of heart, and I
do not think anyone would deny that his
appointment is a great acquisition to this
house. The appointment of the seconder is
also a great acquisition to the Senate. He has
the distinction of representing Canada’s tenth
and newest province, Newfoundland. As I
listened to the mover and seconder I was
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reminded that one represents a province
wherein lives a large portion of the people of
one of our two great races which have lived
together in what is perhaps an unexampled
state of good will, and the other represents a
formerly separate country which, perhaps
naturally, relinquished with a certain amount
of regret a degree of its sovereignty to
become part of the Dominion of Canada for
the greater good of all concerned. Those two
individuals typify a great meeting of the
minds of men which will, through the years.
have a profound effect on civilization.

I welcome those honourable senators who
come to us from, if I may use the expression,
old Canada, and also those from the new
province of Newfoundland. I am sure the
people of Canada extend to you a welcome
hand. Coming as I do from the province of
Nova Scotia, where in the old days public
opinion did not take too kindly to confedera-
tion, I can perhaps extend a warmer welcome
to the members of Newfoundland. I hope
you have made no mistake in joining with us,
and I am sure we did not err in inviting you
to become our tenth province. As has been
so eloquently stated, it was the people of
Newfoundland and their outstanding charac-
teristics, and not her natural resources, that
brought us together. We wish you well, and
we know you will contribute much to this
great country.

I wish to say a word of appreciation to
the honourable leader opposite (Hon. Mr.
Haig) for his remarks concerning myself.
Our relations in this house have been very
happy. We all know that he enjoys a posi-
tion of prominence in the business and pro-
fessional life of his community, but some
honourable senators may not know that he
is a chief of the Sarcee Indian tribe. Also,
he is a famed curler. One is surprised that
a man of his many parts and qualifications
should sometimes fall by the way in political
matters. Nevertheless, his great contribution
as the leader of the other side of this house
strongly outweighs any possible failure on
his part to see clearly in political questions.
I wish to express publicly my appreciation
to him and to his deputy leader for the
special contribution they have made to the
work of this house in the carrying on of
a most arduous committee. At the commence-
ment of each session I am terrified by the
fear that these honourable gentlemen may,
as they very well might, wish to be relieved
of their responsibilities in that respect. Need-
less to say, when committee chairmen have
been appointed I breathe a sigh of relief.
For the information of honourable senators
I may say that at the opening of this session
the honourable leader opposite expressed, for
the first time, his wish to be relieved of his

heavy duties as a committee chairman. I had
no argument in answer to his protest, because
he has served faithfully and well. I did,
however, say that if he would continue for
this session I would do all I could to see
that he was relieved of these duties at the
end of the session. I express my apprecia-
tion of his co-operation, and I hope that some
solution of the problem will be found.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Make it clear that refer-
ence is to the divorce committee.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I recently had the
great pleasure of hearing a senior member
in the other house state that the government
is now prepared to provide the Prime Minis-
ter of this country with an official residence.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I referred in this house
once before, I believe, to this very matter. I
have always felt very keenly about it. I
believe that most people thought long ago that
such provision should have been made,
although it may be that formerly it was less
urgent. But no matter who is Prime Minister
of Canada, the great and honourable position
he occupies should be fittingly recognized.
More and more, people of prominence in other
lands are visiting this country. While wealth
is no bar to being Prime Minister of Canada,
broad and long, down through the years our
Prime Ministers have not been men possessed
of ample means; and to my mind it is grossly
unfair that a man who, perhaps at much
sacrifice, has accepted the call to assume these
great responsibilities, should also be burdened
with the necessity of providing himself and
his family with a home here for whatever
period he may be in office. I believe I can say
without political bias that this consideration
applies particularly to the present incumbent,
the Right Hon. Mr. St. Laurent. At his time
of life he might well have declined the respon-
sibility of leadership and returned to the
practice of a very lucrative profession; but at
the request of his party he continued in
political life as leader. I am most hopeful
that this provision will be made in the very
near future.

I want to thank the leader of the opposition
(Hon. Mr. Haig) for agreeing that I should
continue the debate at this time, following
my unavoidable absence a week ago. Had I,
as is the custom, risen to speak immediately
after the speech of the leader opposite, I
should have devoted quite a little time to the
subject of the trade crisis, which is sometimes,
though improperly, called the British trade
crisis, because its scope is wider and affects
us all. However, after reading in Hansard
the excellent speeches on this subject which
were delivered in this chamber by wvarious
honourable senators, and having observed the



OCTOBER 4,

points they made the completeness with which
they dealt with it, I feel that there is little
that I can say without going over the ground
already covered. All I wish to do is to
emphasize one or two points which occurred
to me in reading their respective speeches,
and then to say a word or two on the
question of devaluation.

I am glad the honourable senator from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) is in his
seat, because, in dealing with what he said
about the crisis, and attaching to his words—
which I shall quote—the interpretation they
seem to bear, I realize that they may not
express exactly what he meant. He is here
to correct me if I am wrong. The house will
recall the excellent presentation he made.
The point to which I propose to allude is of
vital importance in connection with this very
serious predicament in which we, in common
with the other great trading nations of the
world, now find ourselves. On September 28
the honourable senator from Toronto-Trinity,
in referring to the seriousness of the situa-
tion said, in part, as reported on page 51 of
Hansard:

It is peculiarly a disaster to Canada because, in
the three-cornered trading system of the past, Cana-
dians have paid the net debit for the many com-
modities purchased by us in the United States by
our sales in the British market, and the United
Kingdom squared her account with us—and inci-
dentally ours with the United States—by the excess
of her exports over imports in her dealings with the
United States.

As I see it, the honourable senator from
Toronto-Trinity would be quite correct if he
included the exports of the whole sterling
area as well as those of the United Kingdom.
We always sold more to Britain than we
bought from Britain, and we always sold less
to the United States than we bought from the
United States; and the trade was balanced
by an excess of exports from all sources in
the sterling area over imports from the
United States. It is important to draw this
distinction because, if my honourable friend
was merely referring to the United Kingdom,
1 would point out that year in and year out
Britain’s exports to the United States have
never exceeded her imports from that coun-
try. Actually, Canada’s trading position with
the United Kingdom has been exactly the
same as that of the United States. Perhaps
there has been a degree of difference, but
always there has been a deficit. This is not
a vital matter but I wanted to clear up the
point, because there is the implied suggestion
that if, before the war, it were purely a
matter of Britain’s exports to the United
States exceeding her imports from that coun-
try, our position would be the same as it
formerly was just as soon as pre-war condi-
tions of trade return between the United
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States and the United Kingdom. The distinc-
tion is definite, and was dealt with quite
clearly by my honourable friend from Inker-
man (Hon. Mr. Hugessen) and I refer to it
because it has some bearing on what I intend
to say later. As honourable senators know,
Great Britain has practically been the banker
for the whole sterling area. In addition to
her own exports to the United States as a
source of dollars, she has had the inestimable
advantage of having three other sources
which she utilized in paying the deficit to the
United States as well as to ourselves.

I read now from the remarks of the honour-
able senator from Inkerman (Hon. Mr. Huges-
sen), which appear at page 47 in Senate
Hansard.

Before the war India and other countries of the
Near and Far East which are comprised in the
sterling area imported very little from this con-
tinent.

That is to say, from the dollar area.

In fact they sold a great deal more to this con-
tinent than they bought from it. In other words,
as members of the sterling area they had a large
dollar balance in their favour, and that dollar bal-
ance was in fact so large that it is said to have
made up for Great Britain’s own dollar deficit.
But since the war that condition has completely
changed. India and the other countries of the Near
and Far East now demand the goods of this con-
tinent. They import today a great deal more from
this continent than they export to it, and instead
of helping to make up Great Britain's deficit of
dollars they account on their own for an additional
deficit estimated at about £100 million a year.

I am sure my honourable friend from
Inkerman is correct. Honourable senators
probably received a copy of addresses made
by the Right Honourable Harold Wilson,
President of the United Kingdom Board of
Trade, who visited this country on behalf of
British trade. In speaking to the Institute of
Export on his return to the United Kingdom,
he corroborated this point. I quote from his
remarks:

We are in fact today paying for a far higher
proportion of our dollar imports by our own exports
and re-exports than we were before the war, but
other means of financing the deficit we had then,
the income on our dollar investments and the vast
proceeds of sales of sterling area produce, are not
able to make their pre-war contribution in the
post-war world. Before the war our sales of sterling
area produce to the United States were enough,
taken together with our investment income and
other invisibles, not merely to bridge the whole of
our trading deficit with the United States but also
to provide a large surplus of United States dollars
with which to bridge our gap with Canada. But
one essential prop of that pre-war quadrilateral
system, sterling area sales to the United States,
has been virtually knocked away.

Honourable senators, what I mean to sug-
gest is that two of the major sources which
were at Britain’s command in pre-war days,
and which enabled her to adjust her trade
deficits with ourselves and the United States,
have disappeared, and probably will not
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reappear for a long time—indeed, probably
not during the lifetime of any honourable
senator here. There is no escaping the fact
that if, in the future trade economy of
Canada, it is deemed desirable to continue
to sell a considerable amount of our surplus
to the United Kingdom, we cannot expect
to return to conditions prior to the war,
when we did not have to take a considerable
amount of British goods. However painful
it may be, we must recognize this fact,
because trade habits established over a long
span of years are not easily altered. Trade
habits are not changed as far as the producers,
who have been used to selling in other
markets, are concerned; they are not changed
as far as the buyers are concerned; and it
becomes a painful process to the buyers if
they have to take an additional one, two or
three hundred million dollars’ worth of goods
from the United Kingdom in order that we
may maintain. even our present level of
exports to that country.

As the senator from Inkerman (Hon. Mr.
Hugessen) summed it up, devaluation is only
a start on a very long and tedious road. I
can already see signs of difficulties that will
arise. My honourable friend from Northum-
berland (Hon. Mr. Burchill), in an excellent
speech, pointed out that already there are
difficulties in the Maritime provinces, where
we have almost completely lost our market
for apples and for lumber, and said that we
would buy British goods if the British kept
their prices down. I do not know that I am
quite so optimistic.

Hon. Mr. Haig: You had better not be.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I could point to
instances right in my own city of Halifax,
and the city of Saint John, where British
goods of certain types are offered at a much
lower figure than they can be produced in
this country; and yet our economic policy
requires that they be manufactured here.
The simple theory which has dominated a
great deal of the thinking on this continent—
Let us manufacture goods here, so that we
will have the resulting employment—is very
easy to grasp and hard to refute, on the face
of it. In the past we have enjoyed a rela-
tively good time in this country, in that we
have had a ready market for our surplus
and at the same time have been able to
develop a great deal of production here and
have our deficit made up, from sources which
are no longer available. We are now brought
face to face with the fact that if we are to
continue selling to the United Kingdom we
must buy from her to a much larger extent
than in the past. I do not think there is any
escape fiom that.

Now I turn for a few moments to the
question of exchange control and devalua-
tion, which was referred to by various
speakers in this debate. Honourable sena-
tors will recall that immediately on the out-
break of war our exchange was placed under
control, by virtue of the War Measures Act.
The British pound was devalued to, I think,
$4.04 in terms of the American dollar, a dis-
count of about 20 per cent, and our own
dollar was devalued about 10 per cent, to a
rate which was maintained during the whole
period of the war. Early in 1946 a bill was
passed giving statutory form to foreign
exchange control. There was a good deal of
discussion and difference of opinion about it,
but the measure became law, subject, I think,
to a three-year limitation imposed by the
Senate. This Act was extended last spring.
Several speakers in the debate have sug-
gested that the controlling of our exchange
was an entirely wrong policy for the govern-
ment to have adopted, but I have not heard
anyone who takes that position explain how,
in the light of our general participation in
world affairs and of our search for a stable
recovery, the government could have done
otherwise. It will be recalled that just before
the end of the war, or soon afterwards, the
thirty or forty nations with which we were
allied, led by the United States and Great
Britain, realizing or believing that in the
period of transition after the war there might
well develop a chaotic condition with respect
to exchange, sent delegates to a meeting and
agreed, after a great deal of discussion, to
become members of an international mone-
tary fund. The powers given to the organiza-
tion were very wide; but its main purpose
was, within reasonable limits, to stabilize
world currencies. A few countries did not
co-operate in the setting up of the fund, and
I suppose Canada could have refused to do
so; but I find it difficult to believe that a
country occupying our position in world
affairs, and particularly in world trade, would
not give its wholehearted support to any
such movement designed to stabilize curren-
cies. However, whether rightly or wrongly,
Canada’s representatives participated in the
discussions leading to the formation of the
International Monetary Fund and subse-
quently, with the authority of parliament,
Canada became a member of the fund. I
shall not go into details now. Honourable
senators will recall that the fund fixed the
rates of exchange, which the countries con-
cerned had a right to increase or decrease
up to 10 per cent without the consent of the
fund. It was provided that if any country
was faced with a certain condition—I think
the term was “a fundamental disequilibrium?”
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—it could apply to the International Mone-
tary Fund for approval of a change in the
rate of exchange from that set by the fund,
and any such application could be granted
or rejected.

At the moment these details are not very
important. But honourable senators will
recall that complementary to the establish-
ment of the International Monetary Fund
there was another great effort made, at the
Geneva Conference, to get the wheels of
international trade moving. At that gather-
ing, despite a good many restrictions of one
kind and another, there was worked out a
system of tariff reductions, through which
we received conceivably important conces-
sions in the American market. The general
agreement on tariffs and trade reached at
the Geneva Conference set up the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund as the regulating body
in matters of foreign exchange. It must be
quite obvious to honourable senators that if
Canada or the United States or any other
great trading country reduced its tariffs in
favour of another country to a degree greater
than that which could be made without the
consent of the International Monetary Fund,
the question would at once arise whether the
benefits so created in favour of any country
would not be immediately nullified in the
event of a severe currency depreciation. So
it was part and parcel of the agreement with
regard to reduction of tariffs that there should
be control of exchange within certain limits;
and, as I said a moment ago, the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund was set up as the
regulating body. Now, it is possible to
become a party to the tariff agreement with-
out being a member of the monetary fund,
but in such case article XV, section 6, of the
tariff agreement says that a party not a
member of the monetary fund must enter into
special foreign exchange agreements with
any:party with which it wishes to contract.
The same section further provides that any
signatory to the tariff agreement who ceases
to be a member of the monetary fund shall
immediately enter into foreign exchange
agreements with any parties it contracts with.
These exchange agreements must set a rate
of exchange for the currencies involved.
Once this rate is set and the exchange agree-
ment concluded, section 6(b) of Article II of
the tariff agreement becomes operative. It
provides that once such an agreement is made
to set the rate of exchange between cur-
rencies, then any changes in such rate of
exchange shall be governed by the same
rules that apply to changes in the rates of
exchange of members of the monetary fund.
Thus, once the exchange rates are set by
agreement, the parties are, for all practical

purposes, members of the monetary fund,
with the one important exception that they
have no voice in the regulation of the fund.

In other words, honourable senators, should
we elect to withdraw from the International
Monetary Fund, and at the same time wish
to enjoy certain advantages in the United
States market, it is quite within the power
of the fund to require us to act in the same
way as if we were members. Of course if
we choose to play the part of the lone wolf,
and be entirely indifferent to tariff regula-
tions of other countries, that would be a
different matter.

Hon. Mr. Farris: May I ask if the Inter-
national Monetary Fund consented to the
reduction by 10 per cent of the Canadian
dollar?

Hon. Mr. Roberison: No consent is required
for a devaluation of 10 per cent. Of course
the devaluation of British currency by 30 per
cent obviously requires consent.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Did the fund consent to
the reduction of 30 per cent in the case of
the British currency?

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Yes, it consented.
Indeed, in the report of the fund, issued a
few days previous to the devaluation it urged
Great Britain to devalue. I do not say that
she was urged to devalue by 30 per cent, but
she was certainly requested to devalue to
some extent. Inasmuch as the request was
made, I fancy that the directors had been
considering the case for some time, and con-
sent was quickly given.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Was the procedure the
same with regard to the other countries
which devalued their currencies much more
than 10 per cent?

Hon. Mr. Haig: If they belonged to the
fund, the procedure would be the same.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Yes; they all asked for
authority.

Hon. Mr. Euler: For instance, Argentina’s
currency went down 40 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I do not know that
she was a member of the International Mone-
tary Fund. I am not sufficiently versed in
the law in that respect to know all the
intricacies of the agreements and regulations
surrounding the fund.

I have been interested in one point for
which I have not been able to find the com-
plete answer. It is this: If Britain asked for
and obtained the consent of the fund to
devalue her pound by 30 per cent, and her
exports to the United States were substan-
tially increased, would the fact that the fund
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agreed to the devaluation remove the possi-
bility of the United States taking dumping
action aaginst such an extreme devaluation?
As I say, I have not been able to find the
answer, but from my reading I am inclined
to think that in the case of any devaluation
in excess of 20 per cent—

Hon. Mr. Haig: In excess of 10 per cent.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I am speaking of
devaluation of over 20 per cent. I under-
stand that even with the consent of the fund,
should the United States, for instance, pro-
test that the price at which goods were being
shipped to her constituted dumping, she
would be entitled to ask for and make new
agreements with respect to the devaluation
of more than 20 per cent. I do not express
that as a final opinion on the matter; I merely
call the attention of honourable senators to
the fact that the whole Geneva Trade Agree-
ment contemplates some control of currencies,
either through the medium of the Interna-
tional Monetary Fund or by separate agree-
ment.

It may interest honourable senators to
know that at the moment there are 46 coun-
tries represented in the fund. I know of only
three countries which currently are not
members—Burma, New Zealand and Southern
Rhodesia. The fund has a large membership,
and apparently contributes to a general world
currency stabilization.

Concerning the question of whether or not
we should control our foreign exchange, I
would say that under the extraordinary con-
ditions which we faced following the recent
war, and which we may now face, the collec-
tive opinion of a great many countries seems
to favour control.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Is it true that if Canada
withdrew her support from the Canadian
dollar, she would either have to withdraw
from the International Monetary Fund or get
its consent?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Yes. I think the
actual agreement covers capital movement
and not moneys used currently. There are
one or two alternatives open to Canada. If
she remains a member of the International
Monetary Fund she must undertake to con-
trol her foreign exchange. Should she with-
draw from the fund, and wish to enjoy
certain benefits extended by other countries,
she must enter into agreements which require
her to do practically the same as if she were
a member of the fund.

Hon. Mr. Haig: As I understand it, South
Africa belongs to the monetary fund?

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I think so.

Hon. Mr. Haig: And she is now selling gold
at very much above the average price. The
United States, I understand, wants her to stop
doing so, but South Africa refuses to change
her policy in this respect. Is any machinery
provided for taking action in such a situation?

Hon. Mr. Roberitson: I thank my honour-
able friend for the question, because by it he
gives me credit for knowing a great deal
more about this complicated question than
I actually do know.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I was not trying to catch
my friend.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I do not know the
answer. I would point out that this whole
question and its related subjects are of tre-
mendous importance, and could very well
provide an excellent ground of activity for
one of our committees.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I am reluctant to ask a
question which the honourable leader might
not be reasonably expected to answer. Of
course it is quite all right if that is the case.
I would refer again to what the honourable
senator from Vancouver South (Hon. Mr.
Farris) said. As England has devalued 30
per cent, and Canada 10 per cent, the Britisher
gets an advantage of 20 per cent in the
Canadian market. May Canada, if she so
desires, compensate herself for that differ-
ential by an increased tariff?

While I am on my feet I might also ask
another question. I am informed that Britain
subsidizes some exports to this country. One
of these products is leather; there may be
others. Could we under these circumstances
provide for a dumping duty? Or, as I have
said, can the tariff be increased to com-
pensate for that difference of 20 per cent?

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Realizing my responsi-
bility for what I say in answering the
honourable senator’s question, I should like
to make it clear, that I am giving only my
own interpretation of the provisions.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Perhaps I should not have
asked.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I am loath to give toc
positive an opinion because, as anyone who
reads them will find, the provisions are very
involved. But as I understand them, the
right under the agreement to take action
arises only when the difference is over 20 per
cent, and therefore, since we devalued 10 per
cent and Britain 30 per cent, it would not
apply in the case my honourable friend refers
to.

Hon. Mr. Euler: But would it not apply
if the British manufacturers receive a
subsidy?
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Hon. Mr. Roberison: Apparently the spirit
of the thing is that the permission to devalue
at a higher rate than 10 per cent represents
an attempt to adjust a fundamental disequi-
librium. As a matter of fact, United States
monetary authorities, as well as a great many
people in this country, were saying to Britain
“You must devalue” As I understand it,
according to the spirit of the agreement, if the
United States or Canada could show that the
price at which an imported article was being
offered for sale in those countries clearly
amounted to dumping as defined in the tariff
Acts, they would have the right to approach
the exporting country and ask for a new
arrangement with regard to that particular
item.

Hon. Mr. Euler: But they could not apply
a dumping duty?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I would not undertake
to answer that question, because I do not
know.

Hon. Mr. Baird: I have noticed in looking
over items in price lists which have been
received from English exporters since devalu-
ation, that the prices are just in line with
those of Canada. Previously they were very
much out of line; and it is evident that the
British do not want to get down to a basis
of dumping, they merely want to enter on a
fair footing. As regards the three or four
different items in which I happen to be inter-
ested, they are quoting Canadian prices.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Probably there is a
great deal in what my honourable friend says.
It is commonly known that one of the great
difficulties encountered in getting the British
manufacturer to ship to the dollar area was
that either he lost money by doing so or his
margin of profit was very much lower than it
was within the sterling area. Of course, to
the ordinary British manufacturer, his
country’s need of dollars is an abstract ques-
tion. He will never see the dollars; all he
sees is sterling; and business is business. The
price may be the same as ours, as my hon-
ourable friend from St. John’s (Hon. Mr. Baird)
has said, but the British manufacturer may
have to ship with prospects of a smaller profit
than he can get elsewhere.

I wish now to refer briefly to the question
of whether the government was right or
wrong in restoring the dollar to par some
months after statutory control of exchange
was obtained. In matters of this kind there
is always room for argument, but, as a mem-
ber of the government which took the action,
I am confident that, all things considered, it
was a wise course at that time.

Now I would deal with the present devalu-
ation. Let me suggest what benefits have
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accrued to us. First, in the intervening
period very considerable quantities of goods
have been acquired to replenish the capital
equipment of this country: also, large
amounts of consumer goods have been pur-
chased. May I remind honourable senators
that one effect of changing the value of the
dollar from 90 cents to par was to reduce
the tariff 10 per cent. I am bound to admit
that what has taken place recently has had
the reverse effect. But in the intervening
period capital equipment required in this
country, amounting to many hundred of
millions of dollars, was obtained for 10 per
cent less than would otherwise have been
the case. So much from the importation
point of view. From the standpoint of ex-
ports, I doubt whether the effect was
materially adverse. Theoretically it became
more difficult for our exporters to do
business. Honourable senators will remember
that as regards one of our most important
exports, namely pulp and paper, it was so
much a sellers’ market that almost auto-
matically our producers secured from
American customers an increase in the price
of newsprint corresponding to the loss result-
ing from the alteration in the exchange value
of the dollar. I presume this increase would
not have been obtained if the dollar had been
left where it was. Of course certain gold
interests were injuriously affected, but some
of them were compensated by subsidy to
practically the extent of their losses. Had
the dollar remained where it was, I do not
believe that our exports to the United States
would have been much increased. Remember,
during the greater part of that period we
had very little to sell. Rightly or wrongly,
our great surpluses were involved in the
food contracts with Great Britain.

Again, had the dollar remained at a 90
cent value, it would have been incorporated
in our economy in the intervening period
upon that basis, and when the crisis arose
upon the devaluation of the pound, the urge
to devalue the dollar would probably have
been as great as has occurred with the dollar
at par. I do not deny that there are argu-
ments the other way; but thinking upon the
action which has been taken and its possible
effects, good or ill, and realizing that it is
only one factor bearing upon the general
business of this country, I believe that if
bringing the dollar back to par did not do
this country any great good, neither did it
do any great harm.

Almost four years ago I was first entrusted
with the responsibility of being government
leader in this house. I remember the occasion
as well as if it were yesterday. When I first
appeared here in that capacity I had already
attended a few government meetings, and
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was impressed by the serious problems with
which this country was bound to be faced
in the ensuing four years. Had I then
prophesied to this house anything that has
happened in the intervening period, I should
have thought that I was a very rash prophet.
But I want honourable senators to remember
that in the intervening period one and three-
quarter million people have been absorbed
into peacetime activities. There have been
more jobs than workers, and we have brought
into Canada hundreds of thousands of immi-
grants. Business has been better than ever
before. The cash income to farmers last
year was four times what it was in 1938.
Our finances, private and public, are in
excellent shape. Our people have been able
to save money, and at present there are
7 million bank accounts, 2} million more than
ten years ago, and there are $2} billion more
in these accounts. Last year we bought three
times as much life insurance as we did ten
years ago. There has been a tremendous
decrease in the mortgage indebtedness of our
agricultural communities, and a relatively
increased income for our primary producers.
We are well abreast of the most-favoured
nations of the earth in the enactment of
social legislation. Our government’s financial
position is sound, and it has been possible
to assist the various provincial governments,
particularly in the less favourably placed
areas. They are in a more advantageous
position than ever before. While govern-
ment expenditure has increased greatly as
compared with the pre-war expenditure, in
1949 we were able to return to pre-war
income tax exemptions.

I should like to refer now to the recent
action of the government in devaluing the
dollar. I noticed that one or two members of
the opposition could not resist the temptation
to refer to the sudden change of mind which
has been attributed to Sir Stafford Cripps in
regard to the devaluation of the English
pound sterling. Somebody has mentioned that
during the last session our Minister of Fin-
ance said in definite terms that he would
never devalue the dollar, or words to that
effect. Honourable senators, I have carefully
read the debates of another place, and I have
seen little, if anything, to support that sug-
gestion. Throughout his speech, the Honour-
able Mr. Abbott was careful to insist that in
the face of changing conditions he was mak-
ing no predictions as to the future attitude
of the government. At page 1759 of last
session’s House of Commons Hansard, he
said:

I certainly have no intention of stating what gov-

ernment policy might be under contingencies as yet
undeveloped.
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Again, at page 1568 of the same Hansard he
said:

The last thing the government wants to do is to
take a rigid attitude to exchange rate questions.

On the assumption that the prevailing rates
of foreign exchange would continue in the
countries with which Canada is concerned,
the Honourable Mr. Abbott confined his
desire to keep the Canadian dollar at par for
a further period. At page 1573 of the House
of Commons Hansard for 1948-49, he said:

I have tried to examine, as carefully as I could,
all the grounds which I have seen put forward for
dissatisfaction with the present rates, and in the
present circumstances I can find no basis for believ-
ing that the present rate is unrealistic or that it
should be altered.

Whether the Canadian dollar should have
been devalued following the drastic devalua-
tion of the English pound, is a matter that is
open to discussion. As far as I am able to
determine, there has been little commenda-
tion or criticism throughout the country. I
think this is probably so because of the
immense problem involved and the great
uncertainty as to what the future holds. If
I were a member of the opposition I think I
could make a pretty fair argument that it
would have been better to have stood our
ground and held our dollar at par. How-
ever, in the great uncertainty that lies ahead,
no one really knows. Conditions are not
unlike those which faced us at the outbreak
of war. We were a debtor country to the
United States and a creditor country to
Great Britain, and we were uncertain as to
what course we should follow. At the out-
break of war we immediately took up a posi-
tion half way between, and it will remain to
be seen whether we have done the wise thing
this time. It is an important matter, and it
must be remembered that whatever “shot in
the arm” devaluation gives to business now,
it may prove serious later on. When devalua-
tion was announced, there was activity in
South African gold mining stocks in London;
but recently I read that the labourers in the
South African mines were demanding a 30
per cent increase in wages. Therefore, if
mining costs become inflated, we will find
that our present benefits are temporary in
nature.

Honourable senators, I have no particular
knowledge as to whether or not the govern-
ment has done the wise thing, but I think
the consensus of opinion is that it has. Those
who are best informed on public financial
affairs are the most hesitant about expressing
an opinion as to the possible future results
of this drastic change. However, I think
we have got to pin our faith to this policy.
Canada is a great country, with a wealth
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of natural resources. Our business structure
has probably never been more sound. Our
agricultural situation also is sound, and the
experience of the past has led our farmers
to pay for their agricultural indebtedness.
Canada has discovered and developed great
natural resources. But there is one lesson
we should learn: we must have freer world
trade. Sometimes we accuse our Conserva-
tive friends of opposing it; and while we
Liberals pay lip service to it, we sometimes
do not practise it. We come back to it now
because the tragic forces of events are bring-
ing us to it. My honourable friend, the leader
opposite, said he would like me to take time
off to find out the future policy of the govern-
ment. I do not think it would be difficult
to lay it down in black and white. I promise
him that, as far as possible, we shall give
to this country the same courageous and far-
sighted administration in dealing with the
problems that lie ahead in the next four
years as we did to the problems which faced
us at the end of the war in 1945. I do not
think the severest critic doubts that the
government, supported by the efforts of the
Canadian people, will meet whatever obstacle
arises and deal with it wisely.

In closing I should like to quote a sentence
uttered by President Truman in an address
to the fourth annual conference of the World
Bank and International Monetary Fund. In
suggesting a formula for expanding world
trade he said:

We would like you to buy the things we make
best, and we should buy the things you make best.

That is a very simple doctrine and we
all pay lip service to it, but in actual prac-
tice we on this continent have gone a long
way from it. I suspect, though, that the force
of circumstances will drive us back to it for
sheer self-preservation.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: May I ask the honour-
able leader a question? Did he observe that
on the same day on which I addressed the
Senate on this subject Mr. Churchill, leader
of a great party in England, advocated a
return to the free market in finance?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I heard that. I also
read that he was careful not to commit his
party.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Did the honourable
gentleman read the leading editorial in the
current issue of the Saturday Evening Post,
in which it is reasoned that we should get
back to free and uncontrolled finance?

Hon. Mr. Roberison: I would not argue
with my honourable friend on a subject that
he has so capably dealt with in this house
on many occasions, and to which I have

referred so falteringly this evening.
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Hon. Mr. Roebuck:
nothing faltering about my honourable
friend’s remarks. It was an excellent speech,
and I listened to it with deep interest. I
only wonder if I am right in the summary
of it that I have in my mind: that he was
expressing the reasonableness of the action
taken by the government to control currency,
rather than attempting to justify the general
principles involved.

Oh, no, there was

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

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. J. G. Turgeon moved the second
reading of Bill E, an Act to incorporate
Alberta Natural Gas Company.

He said: Honourable senators, it is not my
intention to make any extended speech on
this motion. The bill is the same as one
that was passed by the Senate last session,
but did not become law for the simple reason
that it was not passed by the House of Com-
mons before prorogation. The bill gives to
the company a charter similar in effect to a
charter that a group or company might secure
from the Secretary of State or from a pro-
vincial government. By that I mean that the
passing of this bill would not entitle the
company to carry on the works that are set
out in the bill. It would simply give the
company the right to make application to
the Board of Transport Commissioners for
authority to build a pipe line from a certain
place in one province to a place or places in
another province or across the international
boundary into the United States.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Is this bill exactly the
same as the one we passed last year?

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: Exactly the same.
Hon. Mr. Euler: No changes?

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: No changes, except in
personnel.

Hon. Mr. Quinn: Was the bill given three
readings*in the Senate last session?

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: Yes. It was passed in
the Senate unanimously, as were all the pipe
line bills. When they were sent over to the
other house there was such a brief time
remaining before prorogation that they could
get second reading and be referred to com-
mittee only by unanimous consent, which
was given with respect to the others, but not
to this one. That is why it is before us
again, and I am once more sponsoring the
bill here.
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Frankly, there is opposition to the bill. I
understand that the petition presented this
evening by the honourable gentleman from
Vancouver South (Hon. Mr. Farris) outlines
some of this opposition. If the motion for
second reading is passed, I shall immediately
move for reference to the Committee on
Transport and Communications, where I
assume that all who are opposed to the bill
will have ample opportunity to make them-
selves heard. Any questions that honourable
senators may have about the bill or the gen-
eral subject of the piping of gas, whether
from one province to another or to the United
States, may also be dealt with in committee.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Does the petition oppose
the principle of the bill?

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: The petition was pre-
sented only this evening, and I have not
read it.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Ordinarily when we give
second reading to a bill we approve of the
principle of the bill.

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: Yes, and ordinarily the
bill is then sent on to committee, which I
assume will be done in this case. As the
mover of the motion I shall have the right
to speak later, if the motion is seriously
opposed, but I think it will not be necessary
to go into details in the Senate this evening.
I suggest that the whole matter could be
considered in detail by the committee.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: This bill contemplates
the exportation of gas from Canada?

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: Yes.

Hon. J. W. de B. Farris: Honourable sena-
tors, I wish to say a few words on this bill
at the present time. As I am presently
advised, I am opposing the bill.

I agree with my honourable friend from
Cariboo (Hon. Mr. Turgeon), that the final
decision of any member of the Senate should
be reserved until the facts are fully disclosed
in the inquiry which takes place before the
Transport and Communications Committee.
There are, however, one or two features which
I wish to clear up. In the first place, I want
to make my own position clear.

Some honourable senators may have
noticed that the West Coast Transmission
Company, which has filed a petition here in
opposition, made an application before the
Board of Transport Commissioners last week,
which, after partial consideration, was
adjourned until December 12. I appeared
before the Board as counsel for the company,
and the western papers reported that I was
a director of the company and appeared
in that capacity. This was not correct. I am
not a director of this company; I am not

even a shareholder; and I have no interest
whatever, of a financial nature. That is by
way of a personal explanation.

Before I proceed to discuss the conflict
between the two companies concerned, and
to answer the question of my honourable
friend from Waterloo (Hon. Mr. Euler), may
I say that I have been reading Beauchesne,
and have improved my mind to some extent.
I believe we senators sometimes are lax in
the attention we pay to the rules. According
to Beauchesne’s handbook, the second read-
ing of private bills differs from the second
reading of public bills, in that the assent on
second reading is only a conditional assent.
I interpret that to mean that after the issue
of the facts that necessarily arise out of a
controversy of this kind has been threshed
out before a committee, the house is at liberty
to either confirm the conditional consent or
to refuse it.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Of course one can always
vote against a bill on third reading.

Hon. Mr. Farris: That is true. It is on that
interpretation of the rules that I have
refrained from asking for a vote at this time
but I do feel, honourable senators, that some
brief outline of the points in controversy
should be brought to the attention of the
members of the house.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: In that way honourable
senators may get a more intelligent under-
standing of what is going on.

It is proposed to transport gas from Alberta
to the Pacific Coast, serving the cities of
Vancouver, Seattle, Tacoma and Portland.
That of course means export outside of Can-
ada. I think my honourable friend from
Cariboo (Hon. Mr. Turgeon) will agree that
the Canadian market on the Pacific coast
is not adequate to justify the construction of
a pipe line. It is a fortunate circumstance
that there happen to be adjacent to Van-
couver, Westminster and the other cities of
the lower mainland of British Columbia,
some American cities of considerable size
that are not now being supplied with gas.
With the added advantage of supplying gas
to these cities, it is possible to support, from
a financial standpoint, a pipe line from
Alberta to the western coast of British
Columbia.

The proposed construction is a tremendous
one. I am not qualified to give an exact
statement on cost, but I have seen estimates
of $75,000 a mile and $100,000 a mile. I
think we may assume that the cost of con-
structing this pipe line will be somewhere
between $75 million and $100 to $125 million.
Honourable senators will see that the amount
involved is about one-third of the cost of




constructing the Canadian Pacific Railway.
A great project of this kind is almost com-
parable in importance to the construction
of the national railways in the earlier period
of our history; it therefore throws on the
Senate a great responsibility to make sure
that the right action is taken.

My honourable friend said that this bill
was before the house last year and was
passed unanimously. The natural inference
from what he said is that there is no reason
why it should not go through this house the
same way this session. Well, honourable
senators, I do not want to present an argu-
ment on that point now, but I do wish to
draw your attention that there is room for
only one pipe line.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Farris: My honourable friend
from Cariboo, and all other honourable sena-
tors who have a full appreciation of the facts,
know that the traffic will support only one
pipe line.

Since last session, and as a result of action
by parliament, one company—the West Coast
Transmission Company—has gone into this
field. As I am partly instructed, and as will
be revealed in the committee, there has been
very active enterprise carried on by that
company to the end of having a pipe line
constructed under its auspices.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Has the company started
construction?

Hon. Mr. Farris: No. No company is in a
position to start construction. I want to keep
away from too much controversy on this
point, but I wish to bring out some of the
problems which are involved in this proposed
legislation.

There is a fundamental difference between
the production of oil and the production of
gas. The basic distinction is that a company
may go into any section of Alberta or North-
ern British Columbia and drill for and get
oil. May I just interject that the government
of British Columbia is very much interested
in the activities of this company, and the
attorney-general of that province, when
appearing before the Transport Board
recently, presented a strong statement of its
views on the whole subject. As soon as oil
is struck there is a ready market for it; no
pipe line is necessary, because there are
various ways of getting the product to the
market. With gas it is a different matter;
there is no market for it without a pipe line.
There is, therefore, no inducement to develop
gas wells, or to conserve gas, until there is
definite prospect of the construction of a pipe
line.

I had occasion to say before the Transport
Board that there was more or less of a vicious
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circle. I am told, and I think my honourable
friend from Cariboo will agree with me, that
it is easy to finance a pipeline provided, first,
you have your proved certified areas of gas;
second, you have a definite market available
for that gas; third, a clearance from all the
government bodies that control the gas that
you can use it in the way desired. This is
where the vicious circle comes in. You must
have each of these conditions provided for
before you get any of the others. I told the
board that the situation reminded me of a
story I heard about a statute which was
passed in one of the western states many
years ago. It provided that “where two
trains approach an intersection, both shall
stop, and neither shall start until the other
has passed”. Honourable senators can figure
that out!

The roundabout answer I have given my
honourable friend from Waterloo amounts to
this. It will be necessary to obtain several
millions of dollars for the drilling of gas wells.
But such money will not be invested in the
development of gas as distinguished from oil
—by the drilling of gas wells in a proved area
until you have very definite indications that
a pipeline will be put through. On the other
hand, you cannot be assured of the money for
a pipeline until the other complications are
out of the road. So far as I know there is no
company—my honourable friend’s, if it is
incorporated, or the one which has already
been incorporated—

Hon. Mr. Euler. Which started first?

Hon. Mr. Farris: Which started first? Well,
the West Coast Transmission Company has
had nearly a year’s start.

I think the issue I have presented will need
to be considered. I am not asking honourable
senators to come to any conclusions here. All
I am trying to do is to put the issues before
the minds of those who will have to consider
them. One of those issues is that there is
room for only one pipeline. Serious compli-
cations may result if you draw into the field
too many competing companies: it may head
off the financiers. That is one of the things
the committee will have to seriously investi-
gate. The committee will have to determine
whether the company which is in the field
has been going ahead with the preliminaries
in a rational way, up to a certain stage, with
prospects of future success. If it has, all
right.

Now, regarding the company which my
honourable friend is seeking to incorporate,
what are its prospects? Mark you, honour-
able senators, besides this company there is
a third company on the docket. It has not
progressed as far as the others; it has not yet
got quite to the crossing; but a petition has
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been presented under the name, “The Prairie
Pipelines.” I understand that the bill will be
sponsored by my honourable friend from
Toronto (Hon. Mr. Campbell).

Hon. Mr. Euler: There are no prairies in
British Columbia, are there?

Hon. Mr. Farris: No, but what there is on
the prairies goes out to British Columbia—
including sometimes its cold weather.

I understand that the route specified in the
bill proposed by the honourable senator from
Toronto is identical with that in the bill
before us. So we have three competing inter-
ests. What is going to happen? Two of them
will be unsuccessful.

Hon. Mr. Dupuis: Are they gas companies?

Hon. Mr. Farris: All gas companies, yes.
Two of them cannot survive, and it is quite
possible that, in the melée which will follow,
none of them will survive.

Hon. Mr. Fogo: Do the bills themselves
specify the route?

Hon. Mr. Farris: It is specified in the bill
to be brought in by my honourable friend the
senator from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Campbell).

The Alberta Natural Gas Company or group
have already been before the Dinning Com-
mission in Alberta and the Federal Power
Commission in the United States. My infor-
mation is that in both instances they have
indicated a route almost identical with that
proposed by the so-called Prairie Pipeline
Company, though there are some variations.
I believe indications to that effect were given
last year, although I was not here when the
matter came up.

These are questions which the Chairman of
the Committee on Transport, who sits in front
of me (Hon. Mr. Copp) and the members of
his committee will have to consider. I am
told that the case is no different than if one
went to the Secretary of State and in routine
fashion under the Companies Act obtained a
charter; but from the standpoint of the men
in New York from whom the money has to be
obtained, the situation is very different, in
face of the fact that last year one company
alone was given a mandate—it is immaterial
for what reasons—and the others were not.
The fact that the company which was incor-
porated-has spent its money legitimately does
not necessarily vest it with any rights unless
the enterprise is in the interests of the
country. That is the only point that can, in the
nature of things, be considered.

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: I notice that on a couple
of occasions the honourable senator, uninten-
tionally, said “last year”. It was last session,
not last year.

Hon. Mr. Farris: Well, last session. So much
has happened since last session that one
almost unconsciously refers to it as last year.
But it was last session.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: It is a year off my life,
anyway!

Hon. Mr. Farris: The consideration there-
fore arises, what the effect may be on the
financial activities of any company now in
the field if parliament—not merely the Secre-
tary of State, but parliament—says “We are
going to throw two more companies in the
field and let them scrap it out.” It may be
that that is the wise thing to do. I have no
definite suggestion to make about that at this
time.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: What would happen if
the Board of Transport Commissioners should
refuse to grant the permit?

Hon. Mr. Farris: That is another question
which comes up—the granting of permits.
The Board of Transport Commissioners is
meeting again on December 12. It is quite
possible that it might not grant a permit to
any one company to construct a pipe line.
I think this may be said without any qualifica-
tion, that if the company which is now
applying does not get a permit, there is not
a chance in the world that any other com-
pany of that kind can get it; because Mr.
Maynard, Attorney General of Alberta,
attended the meeting of the Board of Trans-
port Commissioners and, as far as the
southern area of Alberta was concerned—
which is the area from which, I understand
my honourable friend’s company proposes to
take its gas—he made a very definite state-
ment as to the policy of his government.
Honourable senators will recall that at a
special session of the Alberta legislature held
last July an Act was passed giving quite
drastic powers to the government of the
province and to the Petroleum and Natural
Gas Conservation Board, which is more or
less controlled by the government, in con-
nection with the export from the province of
gas either to another province or to the
United States.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Could the honourable
senator say whether any approach has been
made to any one or more of the states to
which this gas is supposed to be transported,
or whether the company have been given a
charter or some form of authorization?

Hon. Mr. Farris: I do not know that they
have, but that will come in due course. I am
told that the matter of obtaining a licence to
take a natural commodity out of the province
is largely routine, and that it is not difficult to
obtain the licence.
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Hon. Mr. Euler: I understand that, but does
not the state itself have to give authority for
the placing of the line within its boundaries?

Hon. Mr. Farris: That is so. You must get
permission to build a highway or anything
else; but I do not think that any serious
difficulty is anticipated in that connection
when it is proposed to give light, heat and
power to the citizens of that state.

In answer to my honourable friend from
Provencher (Hon. Mr. Beaubien), as far as
any company getting a permit at this time
is concerned, the declared policy of the
Board of Transport Commissioners is not
to give a permit to construct unless and
until the province of Alberta has signified
its approval and willingness to grant a permit
to export gas from that province. There is
no question of the jurisdiction of the province.
It has the same jurisdiction that I would
have as a private individual if I owned
property in Alberta. For instance, I could
say to anybody who intended to purchase
the hay off my farm, “I shall sell hay to you
if you will not take it outside the county”.
If I made a bargain of that kind it would, of
course, be a good bargain. Alberta, either
by bargaining or by legislation, has the same
jurisdiction as an individual in regard to an
asset. In recent years in cases of leases
granted in areas where gas has been found
in large amounts, provisions have been made
to the effect that a lessee cannot export gas
unless the province gives its sanction. If the
province has alienated the gas rights, it
cannot impose restrictions on the export of
gas, because such restriction would not be
a matter of the exercise of property rights,
but restriction on the right of trade and
commerce. Honourable senators who are
lawyers will recall that British Columbia
once tried to make such a restriction. It was
in the well-known case of McDonald v.
Murphy. The government of British Colum-
bia tried to stop the export of timber which
was owned by private citizens. It was found
that the province did not have the juris-
diction, although the judgment of the Privy
Council inferred that the province did have
jurisdiction in regard to its own property.

But to return to the question asked by my
honourable friend from Provencher: Mr.
Maynard stated that the oil in the Turner
Valley area, which is supplying Calgary, was
being rapidly: depleted and that inside ten
years the supply would be exhausted. There-
fore, he said, the primary policy of the
government of Alberta was to preserve the
natural gas in Southern Alberta for Calgary,
Medicine Hat and the other communities in
that part of the province. Secondly, he said,

the policy would be to encourage and permit
the export of gas to Winnipeg and other

Canadian centres east of Alberta. If the
honourable senators will read the transcript
of what Mr. Maynard said, they will arrive
at the conclusion, as I have, that it is plain
that there is no chance whatever of the
Alberta Natural Gas Company or any other
company obtaining in the immediate future
a permit to export gas from Southern Alberta.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: May I ask a question?
What the honourable senator is telling us is
extremely interesting, but the difficulty I
have in following him is that the bill now
before us does not give any indication of
where this line is to be laid. Is parliament
or is our Transport Committee to deal with
the matter on the theory that this line is going
to be constructed to British Columbia? That
is not what the bill states. I would have
thought that in the case of a conflict between
two or three companies wanting to build in
the same area, the question would be one
for the Transport Board. Parliament is not
called upon to deal with it. All we are asked
to do here is to sanction a bill allowing a
company to build a pipe line within or
without Canada.

Hon. Mr. Farris: I would point out to my
honourable friend that parliament should not
shut its eyes to realities, and the realities
will appear before the committee. I am
merely indicating from my information what
I believe the facts to be. I know that the bill
of the honourable senator from Toronto (Hon.
Mr. Campbell) specifically describes a line
in Southern Alberta from Blairmore through
the Kootenays to Kingsgate, and into the
United States and westward to the Pacific
Coast. There is no doubt about that.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: Yes, but I am referring
to this bill.

Hon. Mr. Farris: This bill has not been
that specific. I think what I have said is
a reasonable prediction of what the company
would say, if it becomes such, or what the
promoters would say if at this stage they
should be required to indicate to the Trans-
port Committee what it is they propose to
do when they get this charter. It is not just
something they have no plans about. If it
is, why should it be left up in the air as a
menace to companies? If, on the other hand,
they have some definite proposals, they should
be stated. Then it would come back to the
Senate and honourable senators would know
exactly what is going on.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I think my honourable
friend is quite right there. I was just wonder-
ing whether the bills we passed last year
specifically stated the particular area in
which the companies intended to build.

Hon. Mr, Farris: I do not think so.
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Hon. Mr. Hugessen: I think in the future
that parliament should take care to see that
this is done.

Hon. Mr. Hayden: Correct me if I am
wrong. I think the general Act requires that
plans for the particular course of the pipe
line must be approved by the Board of Trans-
port. Commissioners.

Hon. Mr. Farris: That is true, but that does
not come in until after the permit to construct
has been granted. The train has got to be
allowed to start before it can reach the inter-
section. One of the facts to be kept in mind
by honourable senators is that the develop-
ment of gas is the basis for the construction
of a gas pipe line, and is quite a different
problem from that of the development of oil.
You can get untold hundreds of millions of
dollars invested in drilling for oil, regardless
of whether you have a pipe line or not. But
you cannot get companies to drill for gas
unless there is some assurance of a market,
and you cannot develop any market until you
know you are going to be able to obtain a pipe
line.

Hon. Mr. Euler: What is the use of issuing
charters to any of these three companies if
it is the policy of the government of Alberta
not to permit the exportation of gas?

Hon. Mr. Farris: I am glad that my honour-
able friend has asked that question, because
it shows that I have not been lucid in my
statement. The government of Alberta may
change its mind at a later date with regard
to the exportation of gas from the southern
area. But as to the area north of Edmonton,
Mr. Maynard said that there are no cities or
large centers there, and the government
would only expect a company to supply
domestic needs along the route of its pipe
line. He also said that the engineers who
had interviewed the government, including
the engineers for the line that was incor-
porated last year to run from the vicinity of
Calgary to Winnipeg, did not think it was
feasible to take gas from north of Edmonton
into the Winnipeg area. Mr. Maynard also
said, in effect, that while his government was
not prepared at this time to commit itself to
anything definite, it was not opposing the
application of the Westcoast Transmission
Company to the Board of Transport Com-
missioners for a permit to construct a line
from the northern area of Alberta. It is the
opinion of the government of Alberta and
of the government of British Columbia that
the logical outlet for gas from northern
Alberta and northern British Columbia is
the west coast of British Columbia and the
adjacent American cities. The object of the
Westcoast Transmission Company is to fulfil
this purpose.

My honourable friend from Cariboo has
read the statement made by Mr. Wismer,
Attorney General of British Columbia, who
stated, without any qualification, that his
government stood strongly in favour of a
line from the northern parts of Alberta and
British Columbia. He gave this reason. He
said you cannot get the northern country
developed unless you have a pipe line, and
if you ever have a pipe line running from
southern Alberta into the coastal cities there
will not be a chance of obtaining a second
pipe line from the north, with the result that
that north country will never be developed.
Mr. Wismer, Mr. Maynard and others should
be asked to appear before our committee,
unless the committee would be satisfied with
a transcript of what they said before the
Board of Transport Commissioners.

So far as the northern area is concerned,
I am told—and again I am speaking only
from information—that Dr. Hume the Domin-
ion Geologist, and other geologists will, if
called before the committee, state their
unqualified opinion that in that north
country there are unlimited known areas—
I mean known in the geological sense, not in
the financial sense that would enable anyone
to get money on the barrel-head—containing
trillions of cubic feet of gas. If that opinion
is expressed before the committee the sug-
gestion will be made, as it was made before
the Transport Board, that men who are inter-
ested in the development of gas in the
northern areas of Alberta and British Col-
umbia are prepared to put up some millions
of dollars in proving up the northern areas,
provided they have an assurance of a pipe
line. But the situation would be quite differ-
ent if parliament were to permit the incor-
poration of other companies which may or
may not be able to get pipe lines from the
south—and whether they will be able to get
them is one of the things that the committee
will have to investigate.

In the light of all the information obtain-
able it will be for honourable senators to
decide whether it is in the public interest to
give some protection to the one company
which is interested in that northern section
and which, if given some protection, is pre-
pared to spend large sums of money in
proving the area.

My honourable friend from Cariboo (Hon.
Mr. Turgeon), and I had a discussion about
this matter and I told him I expected to speak
on his motion for about five minutes. How-
ever, one can become long-winded in the
Senate as well as in the courts, and I am
afraid that those honourable members who
have asked questions will have to share part
of the blame for the lengthy statement 1 have
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made.
tunity to state my views, but I did not intend
to say so much, for I do not wish to appear
in the role of an advocate or as urging that

I am glad to have had the oppor-

any particular action be taken. I understand
the general desire is to have the bill sent to
our committee on Transportation and Com-
munications as soon as possible, in order that
we may all have a full opportunity to get to
the bottom of this question. That is certainly
my desire, for I believe every senator will
agree with me that this is one of the most
important measures that will come before us
this session.

Hon. John T. Haig: Honourable senators,
I agree with the suggestion that the bill
should be referred to committee, but I am
not sure that I agree with my honourable
friend’s arguments on Beauchesne’s Parlia-
mentary Rules. I think that when we give a
bill second reading—

Hon. Mr. Euler: That signifies approval of
the principle.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes. We can protect our-
selves by saying that we are not approving
the principle at all but are giving second
reading only in order to have the bill con-
sidered in committee, and reserve the right
to vote against the bill on the motion to adopt
the report of the committee or on the motion
for third reading.

Hon. Mr. Farris: It comes to practically the
same thing.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, but I have expressed
my understanding of the rule as we have fol-
lowed it during the time that I have been a
member of the Senate.

My province is interested in this bill, and
especially my city of Winnipeg. The senator
from Churchill (Hon. Mr. Crerar) was sponsor
of a bill that was passed last session, and
I am as interested as is the senator from Van-
couver South (Hon. Mr. Farris) in getting the
facts.

I want to point out one thing that has not
been mentioned so far. Alberta has very
great natural resources in oil and gas, and we
should be very careful in dealing with these,
because a large part of the money for the
major developments must come from the
United States. This business is one in which
there will be invested, not merely a few
thousand or million dollars, but hundreds of
millions. An oil pipe line is now being built
from Alberta through Saskatchewan, through

Manitoba, down through Gretna, on to Lake
Superior, and then by barges over to Sault
Ste. Marie.

Hon. Mr. Farris: That is for oil.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Yes, as I said. My point is
that we must be careful in dealing with these
matters, so as not to have too many wild-cat
companies. I use that expression without any
offence to my honourable friend from Cariboo
(Hon. Mr. Turgeon). Such companies would
seriously damage the reputation of our
western oil fields as good risks for invest-
ment. Some honourable members within my
hearing have suggested that the Board of
Transport Commissioners will be able to
exercise sufficient control over the companies,
but in my opinion that we, as members of
parliament, have a responsibility not to incor-
porate companies for dealing with these
tremendous resources unless we provide
every reasonable safeguard for the investor,
so that if he does not become rich through
the purchase of shares in the companies, he
will at least get a run for his money. As the
honourable leader of the government (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) said a few days ago—whether
in private conversation or on the floor of the
house, I do not remember—our immense
resources of oil and gas in that country could
attract millions of American dollars, which
we so sorely need. When the bill is in com-
mittee I am going to stress the point that we
must be careful not to incorporate too many
companies.

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

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Turgeon: Honourable senators,
I move that this bill be referred to the
Standing Committee on Transport and
Communications.

The motion was agreed to.

PARLIAMENTARY FEES

Hon. Mr. Turgeon, with leave of the Senate,
moved:

That the Parliamentary fees, less printing and
translation costs, paid during the last session upon
Bill C-8, an Act to incorporate Alberta Natural Gas
Company, apply to Bill E, of the present session.
an act to incorporate Alberta Natural Gas Company.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 p.m.
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, October 5, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. W. M. Aseltine, Chairman of the
Standing Committee on Divorce, presented
the following bills:

Bill G, an Act for the relief of John Hen-
niker Torrance.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Edith Harriet
Black Hambly.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Reid O’Connell.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Alton Charles
Bray.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Gertrude Macartney Dorken.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Louis de
Forest MacAlpine.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Jessie
Fraser Blaiklock Stewart.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Alice Lafond
Burnham.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Muriel
Annie Elizabeth Hicks Kurtzman.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Robert
Walsham Herring.

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Leta Helen
Butler Waller.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Violet Blod-
wyn Young Murdoch.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Joseph
Tannenbaum.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Isabel
Christine MacLean Robinson.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Marie
Annette Vallieres Handfield.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Nicholas
Kouri.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Viateur
Fortier.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Lois Eliz-
abeth Rolph.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Madeleine
Dunn Landry.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Arthur
Joseph D’Avignon.

Bill A-1, an Act for the relief of Jessie
Gwendolyn Paul Giroux.

Bill B-1, an Act for the relief of Celia
Maria Gabrielle de Costa Baxter.

Bill C-1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Amelia Beattie Harrison.

Bill D-1, an Act for the relief of Rosaline
Laham Anber.

Bill E-1, an Act for the relief of Anna
Starzynski Sztafirny.

Bill F-1, an Act for the relief of Marjorie
Claire Dickison LeMieux.

Bill G-1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Ruth Brown Bailey.

Bill H-1, an Act for the relief of Lorne
Bradbury Ashton.

Bill I-1, an Act for the relief of Harry
James Seaban.

Bill J-1, an Act for the relief of Julia
Seram Odenick.

Bill K-1, an Act for the relief of Myrtle
Elizabeth Howat Brammall.

Bill L-1, an Act for the relief of Francis
Gilmer Tempest Dawson.

Bill M-1, an Act for the relief of Imelda
Poirier Tremblay.

The bills were read the first time.

SECOND READINGS

With leave of the Senate, the bills were
read the second time.

WORLD SERIES
RADIO BROADCASTS
On the Orders of the Day:

Hon. W. M. Aseltine: Honourable senators,
before the Orders of the Day are called, I
should like to draw the attention of the
honourable leader of the government to the
fact that the World Series baseball games are
now in progress, and that they are being
broadcast over the air each afternoon. Many
of us who follow these games throughout the
season would like to hear these broadcasts,
and I would therefore suggest that future
sittings of the Senate be called for 4 o’clock
in the afternoon instead of 3 o’clock. We
would be glad to sit an hour later, in order
to make that arrangement possible.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Are the games over by
4 o’clock?

Hon. Mr. Leger: Let us amend the rules.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: The best I can say in
answer to my friend is that I will take the
matter under consideration.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.
Hon. Mr. Haig: That means it is a dead
issue.
SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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



Hon. R. B. Horner: Honourable senators,
the older members of this chamber will not
be surprised to see me rise to take part in
this debate, but I am sure the newer mem-
bers will wonder why I do not leave the
speech-making to those who are better able
to do it than I am.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: There are none.

Hon. Mr. Horner: I wish, first, to con-
gratulate you, Mr. Speaker, on your appoint-
ment as presiding officer in this chamber.
I regret that the mover of the Address (Hon.
Mr. Godbout) is not present, for I wish to
compliment him on his remarks. I may say
that I have known his brother in western
Canada for some thirty years. To the seconder
(Hon. Mr. Petten), who comes from New-
foundland, and to the other senators from
that province, I may say that in my humble
way I am pleased to extend to you a welcome
to the Senate of Canada.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Horner: May I add that our little
group on this side of the house is looking
forward to an addition of three members from
your fine province? I hope justice will be
meted out to us in this way. It was intended
by the founders of our confederation that
each party should have proper representa-
tion in this house; therefore I look forward to
the appointment of three members from your
province to this side of the chamber.

Hon. Mr. Nicol: I hope you will not be
disappointed.

Hon. Mr. Horner: I might well have fore-
gone the opportunity of speaking in this
debate but for the fact that our honourable
leader never holds a caucus. When he
expressed himself as being in favour of
abolishing appeals to the Privy Council, he
said he spoke for his party in this house. Had
he held a caucus, he would have known that
I for one do not share all of his views. The
point has been quite well covered by the
honourable lady senator from Peterborough
(Hon. Mrs. Fallis) with, as the legal men say,
“a proper clincher.”

Perhaps I am different from some honour-
able senators, but I think I represent a cross-
section of the people of Western Canada.
When the government says that the time has
come to abolish the right of appeal to the
Privy Council, I disagree. In all my lifetime
it never occurred to me that my right to
appeal to a tribunal outside Canada in any
way interfered with our position as a nation,
or that it made us more colonial. The honour-
able senator from Peterborough pointed, as
an example, to the ridiculous decision of the
Supreme Court of Canada on the question of
whether or not a woman is “a person”.
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I should like at this time to refer to the
late Nellie McClung, and to mention the
privilege I had of hearing her speak. It
was many years ago, when I was in my teens
and used to ship horses west. It took some
fourteen to sixteen days to make the trip,
and as horses were very valuable I used
to watch them fairly closely. At Winnipeg
I decided to go on to Dauphin and spend
the night. When I arrived there someone
said “You had better go and hear Nellie
McClung: she is giving a reading.” So I
went, and never in all my life have I enjoyed
an evening more. I thought then, and I
think now, what a pity that a woman of her
calibre had not the opportunity of becoming
a member of either house of this parliament.
The story she told, the reading she gave
remains imprinted on my mind to this day.
I thought it was a grand story. I may add
that at the time I was a bachelor. The tale
was about some folks who moved to Calgary
and became wealthy. Later the grandmother
joined them. She wanted to do a certain
amount of work around the house, but that
could not be allowed, for they were rich and
they had to have a maid. So the grand-
mother, being unable to content herself in
idleness, answered an advertisement for a
housekeeper for a homesteader. Mrs. Mc-
Clung depicted the incident so vividly that
I could almost see the station, the road, and
the shack of the bachelor, with his trunkful
of dirty shirts and collars, and how the old
lady went to the bottom of everything and
straightened up the place. The happy ending
was that a granddaughter came along eventu-
ally and married the bachelor farmer. Such
was the ability of that great woman Nellie
McClung, that I still remember practically
the entire story.

But there are other reasons why I am
concerned about this legislation. One is
expressed in the following extract from the
Telegraph-Journal of Saint John, New
Brunswick:

Citizens of New Brunswick and other Maritime
Provinces have long cherished the opportunity to
appeal to Britain’s Privy Council. They have felt
it was one of their surest constitutional safeguards
against the possibility that the larger and wealthier
provinces, or the nation as a whole, might ride
roughshod over the rights they enjoy as equal part-
ners in the Confederation agreement.

Thinking people in these seaside provinces have
been a little uneasy over the new moves to elim-
inate the “badge of colonialism” from Canada. The
way they look at it is that they have very little if
anything to gain, and possibly much to lose.

Though I come from Western Canada,
honourable senators, that is my view. I
cannot see that we have anything to gain,
and possibly we have very much to lose.

Let us imagine one or two possibilities. I
am sure all honourable senators remember
that the leader of this side was brought to
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task for expressing any doubt that the British
Government would fully live up to their
agreement with us; it was declared that
although they were getting our wheat for
as much as 70 or 80 cents less than the world
price, they would make a cash adjustment;
and doubters on this side were told that they
were doubting the word of England. Now,
because of price limitations and other reasons
we have lost nearly a billion dollars. Suppose
the wheat growers decided to go to court
for a settlement. I am not to be understood
as criticizing the decision to help England;
what I am objecting to is that Western
Canada has had to carry the whole burden.
But suppose we were to take the matter to
court with a view of securing some adjust-
ment to be borne by Canada as a whole,
what might we expect from a Supreme Court
consisting for the most part of judges from
the provinces which have received particular
benefits from the cheap wheat and flour
supplied by Western Canada, the provinces
where large population centres have benefited
from the low prices established for Western
Canada’s one vital commodity? Further, I
would draw attention to the increased freight
rates in Western Canada. Not having the
competitive water rates to be found in
Eastern Canada, what will be left for the
western provinces if the price of grain is
lowered? The minister in another place said
recently that he did not think the govern-
ment could interfere with the Board of
Transport Commissioners. I have had some
experience in these matters and I do not
agree with that statement. The Board of
Transport Commissioners is merely something
to which the government can “pass the buck”;
and it is my firm belief that it did exactly
as the government wanted it to do in this
case, and the result has fallen most heavily
on Western Canada.

Hon. Mr. Vien: Mr. Speaker, I must rise to
a point of order. The Board of Transport
Commissioners is one of our high courts of
justice in Canada, as well as an administra-
tive board, and it is not permissible under
our rules to say that it is just something
which the government or the railway com-
panies can pass things to.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: The honourable senator
from De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Vien) is out of
order. He is making a speech.

Hon. Mr. Vien: I am not making a speech.
I am stating my point of order. I am saying
that under the rules of this house it is not
permissible to use disparaging language in
reference to a high tribunal of this country,
and the Board of Transport Commissioners is
such a body.

The Hon. the Speaker: Honourable sena-
tors, I would suggest that the honourable
member from Blaine Lake (Hon. Mr. Horner)
had no intention of making offensive remarks
with respect to the board of which he was
speaking at the time.

Hon. Mr. Haig: That is right.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Well, at any rate that is
my opinion from my experience with that
board.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. Vien: I must again rise to a point
of order. I believe that the last words of the
honourable senator from Blaine Lake would
tend to refute the assumption of His Honour
the Speaker that the member did not intend
to make disparaging remarks about the
Board.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I, too, rise to a point of
order. I do not intend to allow the remarks
of my honourable friend from De Lorimier
(Hon. Mr. Vien) to get by. Anyone can speak
in this house on a judgment already given
by the board. If that cannot be done, when
will we ever get anywhere in this house? My
honourable friend from Blaine Lake was not
speaking disparagingly of the Board. He was
speaking of the judgment that was delivered
by it.

Hon. Mr. Vien: I again rise to a point of
order. The honourable senator from Blaine
Lake did not discuss the judgment at all; he
referred to the Board of Transport Commis-
sioners as something to which the govern-
ment and railways were “passing the buck”.

The Hon. the Speaker: The points of order
raised on both sides have not tended to set-
tle anything, and I would ask the honourable
member to continue his speech with due
regard to the respect to which the Board is
entitled.

Hon. Mr. Horner: We in Western Canada
claim, and I think justly so, that we have
never received fair play on another matter,
and that is the Hudson Bay Railway. I under-
stand that this year even the Star-Phoenix, a
newspaper that so far as I know has never
favoured the party to which I belong, com-
mented on the ridiculous fact that wheat
going to Hudson Bay was charged an extra
3 cents for storage at Fort William and Port
Arthur. It reminds me of the early days in
the lumber camps, when a van and stores
were taken a long piece in the woods to serve
the men. One spring a certain poor chap
found that he was charged about $40 for
tobacco. He said “There must be some mis-
take, because I do not smoke or use tobacco
at all.” The reply was: “That does not
matter. The tobacco was there and you
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could have had it if you wanted it.” Simi-
larly, I suppose it can be said that the
facilities were at Port Arthur and we could
have had them if we wanted them.

I candidly think that ships equipped with
radar and other modern devices could use the
Hudson Bay route for not merely two months
every year, but ten months. The straits are
possibly freer of ice in winter than in the
summer, and if some of the money spent on
dredging the St. Lawrence were used to
improve the Hudson Bay route, the insurance
rate would possibly be as low on shipments
from Hudson Bay as via the St. Lawrence.
This matter is of tremendous importance,
especially now that the railways have
increased their freight rates. The Hudson
Bay route is, I claim, another case in which
a province small in population and weak in
political influence has not received justice at
the hands of the country generally.

I would also like to remind the govern-
ment that a number of people in our prov-
ince wish to import some livestock from the
Old Country. As the stockyards that were
at Churchill have been demolished, we think
that the Pas, where there are yards available
for testing imported cattle, should be made
a quarantine base. There is plenty of feed
available for this purpose at the Pas.

Now I wish to refer to one or two matters
dealt with by the senator from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen) and the senator from
Toronto-Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck). I love
to listen to both of them, and only wish I
could express myself in as able a manner.
But the honourable gentleman from Inker-
man is much tainted with socialism, and the
honourable gentleman from Toronto-Trinity
—well, much as I enjoy his speeches, I can
hardly place him. He is sometimes a Con-
servative, tainted with communism and
socialism. A year ago, when speaking of all
the regulations that we still have in force, he
said that Canada cannot exist half bound and
half free. That is exactly my view.

I remember that some years ago the hon-
ourable gentleman from Inkerman was in
close touch with and a great admirer of Dr.
Marsh, who I believe used to be Professor of
Economics at McGill University. Dr. Marsh
was once present for two hours at a Senate
committee, and I thought he was the very
man who could answer a question that I put
to him. He did give me an answer, but I
could not understand it, and in fact I doubt
whether he was capable of answering the
question. When the honourable gentleman
from Inkerman was such a strong admirer
of Professor Marsh I do not think he knew
that the professor was the author of the
C.C.F. handbook. The fact is, though, that
the professor drew up a socialist plan for
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Canada, and part of it was adopted by the
Liberal government. The honourable senator
quoted some lines from Oliver Goldsmith. I
wish to add to the quotation:

Princes and lords may flourish or may fade;

A breath can make them, as a breath has made;

But a bold peasantry, their country’s pride,

When once destroyed, can never be supplied.

I hold in my hand a pamphlet sent to me,
as no doubt to all other senators, from the
Dairy Council of Canada. If the senator from
Waterloo (Hon. Mr. Euler) has not already
read it, I would suggest that he read it over
twice.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I saw it.

Hon. Mr.
part of it:

There are nearly four hundred thousand farms
in Canada where milk is produced, in large and
small quantities. Remember each farmer has a
family, often one or more hired hands who also
have families. There are more than four thousand
plants across Canada where milk is handled or
processed, ranging all the way from the cross-roads
cheese factory, employing one or two men, to great
city plants where hundreds work. Then there are
the many industrial plants where supplies, boxes,
bottles, and cartons, intricate machinery and equip-
ment for the whole industry, and hundreds of other
required products are made. There are the
thousands of men who distribute dairy products at
the wholesale and retail level, those who work in
almost every store selling these products, those
who make trucks and work on the railroads and
ships.

Add it all up, and you have a large segment of
our population engaged directly or indirectly in
the dairy industry.

These are the four hundred thousand people
—the “bold peasantry,” if you like—who
are going to be destroyed if we continue to
allow the manufacture and importation of
margarine.

Hon. Mr. Euler: You do not believe that?

Hon. Mr. Horner: I do believe it. And
may I tell the senator from Waterloo that
the sale of margarine has resulted already
in the disposal of perhaps one hundred dairy
herds in this country. Faced with competition
from margarine, many dairy farmers have
lost hope for the future.

Horner: I will quote a short

Hon. Mr. Euler: You said that the manu-
facture and importation of margarine would
destroy four hundred thousand farmers. That
is nonsense.

Hon. Mr. Horner: It will certainly lower
their standard of living. And those people,
as I have pointed out before, never received
wages. They operated what might be called
family factories, and often the children
worked in bare feet. I can remember going
for the cows when white frost was on the
field, and to warm my toes I was glad to stand
on the places where cows had lain in the
night.
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The way in which the margarine question
was dealt with is one of the reasons why
I am as strongly opposed as I can be to
abolition of appeals to the privy council.
As I have previously said, I never felt that
Canadians were in any inferior position
because they could appeal to the privy coun-
cil from decisions of the Supreme Court of
Canada. I realize that I am only a layman,
but I make bold to express my views on
this question.

I am greatly amused when my honourable
friend from Toronto-Trinity and other sena-
tors talk about their Liberal free trade.
After all, you cannot make water run up
hill, and no political party would dare con-
tinue for any length of time a policy that
would ruin this country. The honourable
leader on this side (Hon. Mr. Haig) said we
have to be careful in dealing with some
industries. I will tell you what happens.
When the tariff is lowered the price of the
imported article is raised, so that the cost
to the consumer is the same as before. As
a Conservative, I am in favour of free trade
and quite prepared to have it put into effect
as widely as possible. But let me read some-
thing that the Calgary Herald said:

Under the title “The Basic Fallacy of
Liberalism”:

Rt. Hon. C. D. Howe remarked in Ottawa last
week that the Canadian government had pegged the
Canadian dollar at a 10-cent discount, rather than
allowing it to move freely and find its own value,
because ‘“‘no country dares to have a free currency—
free for every speculator to shoot at.”

Our correspondent, John Bird, comments that
Mr. Howe made this remark ‘“sadly.” He should
have made it shamefacedly, for it is frankly untrue.
The United States dollar is not pegged or con-
trolled; neither is the Swiss franc; neither, since
last Tuesday, is the French franc.

Now Mr. Howe and his colleagues in the Cabinet
may argue that the U.S. can afford to allow the
American dollar to be bought and sold freely, with-
out restriction of any kind, because the U.S. is in
such a commanding economic position. But we do
not see how he can argue that the Swiss economy,
much less the French economy, is so much stronger
than the Canadian economy that Switzerland or
France can afford to have a free currency while
Canada cannot.

The government evidently fears that if the Cana-
dian dollar were set free, all of the $1,000,000,000
which the Bank of Canada now holds in its reserves
of gold and American dollars would promptly flee
from Ottawa, to take refuge either in Washington
or at Fort Knox, Ky. We believe this to be arrant
nonsense; next to the United States itself, Canada
is in a stronger economic position than any other
nation in the world, and if the federal government
has so little faith in this country’s future that it is
afraid to let the Canadian dollar stand on its own
feet, then it is scarcely worth the name of govern-
ment at all.

It has set a new arbitrary value on the Canadian
dollar, declaring it to be worth exactly 90 cents
instead of 100. All the controls and irritating
regulations governing the spending of Canadian
dollars outside Canada remain; the only effect of
devaluation has been to make American imports

10 per cent dearer and to allow American tourists
to get $1.10 for every American dollar they bring
here.

We hoped that Mr. Abbott would promise that
devaluation would permit a gradual relaxation of
controls, but he has made no such promise. Indeed,
to judge from the remarks of Mr. Howe, the gov-
ernment isn’t sure that devaluation will have any
real effect at all.

The truth of the matter is that the Liberal party,
belying the great name and the great tradition to
which it is heir, is afraid of a free market. Its long
years of power have made it so arrogant that it
believes that the predictions and estimates, the
graphs and charts and tables of a few experts on
Parliament Hill, can produce more wisdom than
the composite actions of free men going about their
business and making millions of separate calcula-
tions every day. This is the basic fallacy of Social-
ism, and in Canada it is the basic fallacy of Liberal-
ism as well.

That article expresses my views very well.
This idea of regulating and planning is sim-
ply copying the policies of the C.C.F., and of
the Communists. I may say to my honour-
able friends, if it is any comfort to them,
that during the recent election many candi-
dates were elected by the Communist vote.
So the Liberals must be satisfying that group.
A recent article in the Ottawa Journal
attempts to show how the C.C.F. party would
plan the whole world. I say the policy of
the present government is the way to accom-
plish the same result.

The honourable .member from Toronto-
Trinity (Hon. Mr. Roebuck) complained in
his speech that the taxation on land in the
Old Country was not sufficiently high. I see
by the press that some of the landowners of
that country have had to set up little stalls
by the roadside and sell vegetables in order
to gain a livelihood. That situation reminds
me of the story of the man who believed in
socialism, and asked an Irish hog producer
to give him one of his pigs because he had
none. There are certain classes of people
who choose to make their money without
owning land, and they always want the land-
owner to pay more taxes. For my part, I
believe the best citizen is the fellow who
owns a little piece of the earth. We in the
province of Saskatchewan are having a taste
of this taxation problem. In England they
adopt harsher methods. Beverley Baxter
said, in an article recently published in
Maclean’s magazine, that when the land-
owners refuse to co-operate with the social-
ists’ request to give up their properties they
will be regarded as beasts, and anyone who
shoots one of them is not liable to be pun-
ished. That is the ultimate in socialism.

The honourable member from Northum-
berland (Hon. Mr. Burchill) twitted me rather
good naturedly concerning the prospects of
gain in Western Canada by the party to
which I belong. I am sorry my friend is not
in the chamber at the moment, because I
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intend to answer him in my own way. Evi-
dently the Toronto Star had somewhat the
same fears as my friend had concerning the
western vote. As almost everyone knows, the
Toronto Star is the most rabid Liberal paper
in Canada. Apparently it suffered some fears
because of my remarks in this house last
session. Someone sent me a clipping of an
article from that paper which undertook to
deal with me and to offset any influence
I might have. The Star pointed out that I
had been defeated twice in my attempt to
gain a seat in the Saskatchewan legislature.
May I tell that paper of the propaganda used
by the Liberal party at that time—I hope
it is proud of it. The slogan was: “A vote
for Horner is a vote for conscription and a
vote for war”. This slogan served to upset
badly the minds of the people in that area.
For instance, a big man weighing about 260
pounds, but unable to read English, went into
the polling booth, and by mistake he voted
for me. When he came out of the booth he
asked where the names were on the ballot,
and when he learned that he had voted for
me he stood up against the schoolhouse wall
and the tears flowed down his face; he broke
down completely and prayed to his Saviour
to forgive him for voting for a man who
would make war. In its article the Star
chose not to mention the fact that I was for
four years reeve of the municipality in which
I lived, consisting of nine townships. I was
a young man in those days, and I was faced
with a propaganda campaign of the kind
I have mentioned. Evidently the forces
opposed to me feared that I might get into
public life. Those elections in Saskatchewan
remind me of the recent article appearing in
the Saturday Evening Post on a play of the
late W. C. Fields, the rowdy king of comedy.
His slogan was “Never give a sucker an even
break.” That is the way the people were
treated in Western Canada.

I had an amusing experience many years
ago, and as it reflects on myself, I will take
the liberty of telling it here. In the 1914
election for reeve of our municipality, which
was very keenly contested, the candidates
were Anton Krisnoyski, Alex. Vernhagin and
myself. There was one far-away poll which
I had not visited, where the poll box, when
opened, showed 35 votes for Krisnoyski, 35
votes for Vernhagin and one for Horner.
After the election was over, I met Peter
Dobellgraff, who had been the local returning
officer. I said, “Well, Pete do I have to blame
you for voting for me?” He said, “No, Mr.
Horner, I no vote for you.” I said, “Then
I guess it was Pete Podoski.” ‘“No,” he said,
“Pete no come to vote at all.” “Then who
in the world was it?” I asked. “Oh,” he said,

“it was Metro Hunchuck.” “Well,” I said,
“what’s the matter with him?” “Oh,” says
Pete, “he a little bit crazy.”

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. Horner: However, at the next
election for reeve that poll gave me 90 votes.

I notice in the Speech from the Throne that
housing is to be the subject of another legis-
lative drive. My personal belief is that we
would have been better off today if govern-
ments had left housing and rent control and
everything pertaining thereto strictly alone.
Some of these housing enterprises will result
in huge losses to the taxpayers of this country.
Houses constructed with government guaran-
tees and financial assistance are even now
falling apart: many of them were built with
green lumber and, I think, will be a dead loss.

While upon the subject of housing, I feel
that as a duty and, indeed, as a kindness to
the government, I should make some allusion
to the proposal to spend a quarter of a million
dollars upon a home for the Prime Minister.
I am very much opposed to it. As to the
argument that the people favour the idea,
I might point out that you can get people to
sign petitions for anything. I may be
regarded in Ottawa as a “bad boy”, but my
motive is a kindly one. I invite those of you
who have raised families to reflect on the
position in which you are asked to place the
Prime Minister and his good lady. Since when
has a Prime Minister of Canada been expected
to do entertaining, and what time will he have
for it? Suppose you hire twenty servants to
staff this house, who will have to supervise
them but the lady who, having raised her
family, is entitled to enjoy a quiet time in her
home. To me the project is simply ridiculous.
The parallel which has been suggested in
another place between our Prime Minister
and the occupant of the White House is not
parallel at all. The two cases are entirely
different. We have a Government House. As
all honourable senators know who have been
here any length of time, Government House
is a pleasant and lively place where we can
meet and get acquainted, and where the
Prime Minister himself can be entertained
and meet ambassadors and other important
officials. I say that the Prime Minister of this
great country has not the time to undertake
large-scale entertaining. On this point
although the present Prime Minister’s pre-
decessor held office longer than any other
Prime Minister in the British Empire, I never
heard of him entertaining anybody—and he
is living in a house which the people of
Canada had understood was to be the home
of Liberal Prime Ministers. However, that
is by the way. I would warn the Liberal
party in a friendly spirit that if they persist
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in this proposal it will arouse a great com-
motion among people who need houses, and
who will point out that, for the amount of
money proposed to be spent on this project,
a hundred ordinary houses could be built.
I advise the government to go very slowly.

I always enjoy the speeches of the honour-
able senator from Medicine Hat. (Hon. Mr.
Gershaw), who spoke of irrigation. I know
something about his province.

Irrigation, of course, plays an important
part in the production of food. The honour-
able senator from Medicine Hat did not men-
tion the Red River scheme, one of the big-
gest irrigation projects in western Canada. A
large dam was built there a year ago, but
since the winter snowfall there has been no
moisture, so there is not a drop of water in
the dam.

How many senators, I wonder, have been
in the great Pace River country, north of
Edmonton? Perhaps some of you have heard
or read in the papers about the huge break-
ing scheme, involving 100,000 acres of virgin
soil means. I went all through that country
this summer. For miles and miles on either
side of the track, as far as one can see, that
beautiful land is empty. It could maintain, I
believe, a good part of the whole population
of Canada. It contains coal and oil and gas.
I never before realized that so large an area
of British Columbia is comprised in that
agricultural belt. At Dawson Creek there are
eight elevators, all but one having huge
annexes, each capable of holding 30,000
bushels. Grain is drawn there from distances
up to 75 miles. An outlet to the Pacific coast
for that great country is absolutely necessary.

In planning for food production and regu-
lating supplies, let us not overlook our obliga-
tion to allow larger numbers of people to
enter this country. I believe that such a
course will be to our great advantage.
Honourable senators know of the difficulty in
which Allied-controlled Germany is placed
through the arrival of innumerable refugees
from the Russian zone. There is no room for
them in their own country, and many of
these people would make the finest possible
settlers. But no! Supposedly there is some
obstacle. Either we are told that peace has
not been concluded, or some other objection is
made.

Well, there are no objections on my part.
[ know of no surer way to avoid the inroads
of that great world calamity, communism,
than to admit to this country a million or so
of healthy displaced persons, including Ger-
mans. It makes me ashamed to be a Canadian
when I read of our attitude towards those
four hundred brave people who, evading gun-
boats by leaving at night because Sweden
had been ordered by Russia to return them

to that country crossed the Atlantic in a ship
which would properly accommodate no more
than fifty in the hope of finding a place in a
free world. The press says the government
may not admit them and they may be dis-
appointed when they arrive in Halifax. As
a Canadian citizen I am ashamed that we do
not say, “You are welcome to this country”.

Because of the present tangled currency
situation, I have little hope that we are going
to be able to do much exporting, and so we
shall need these people to increase our home
consumption. The United States became a
great country by allowing such people to
come within their boundaries. That nation
now has an immense consumption, and that
is the very thing which eventually will be
Canada’s salvation. We need more people to
consume, and more farms to produce. At the
present time the number of our farms is
dwindling instead of increasing, and this state
of affairs is calamitous.

Again as last year, the main boast of the
leader of the government (Hon. Mr. Robert-
son) is the prosperity of our country, and the
millions of dollars in our banks. He does not
tell us, though, that our debt has increased
to about $14 billion, and that whereas each
person’s share of the national debt was $200
ten years ago, it is now $1400. It is a straight
case of each family now having a large
mortgage on its future and on its property. I
repeat that we should start to pay off this
debt and not increase it. The men who can
best afford to pay it off are those who are
drawing the interest, while the men who can
least afford it are those who are going to
have to pay it.

When the Liberals boast about the present
prosperity of the country, but the truth of the
matter is that it is a war prosperity. As a
result of the war we have manufactured
great quantities of merchandise and machin-
ery; there has been a market for all of our
food commodities; there has been no labour
problem. This is the prosperity we have
been enjoying. I am sure, however, that the
government does not claim to have instigated
the war; and if they did not do so how can
they take credit for the billions of dollars
that now lie in our banks?

Honourable senators, we have to face the
facts in order to save our country. In rais-
ing my objections today I have not intended
that honourable senators should think that I
wish to be unkind. I have simply done what
I feel to be my duty as a member of the
Senate, and I thank honourable senators for
their kind attention.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Honourable senators,
may I rise to a point of personal privilege.



I have listened with much interest and amuse-
ment to the remarks of the honourable sen-
ator from Blaine Lake (Hon. Mr. Horner).
However, he made one reference in the early
stages of his speech that I think I should ask
him to withdraw. They say sticks and stones
will break your bones, but names will never
hurt you. That, of course, is the axiom we
follow. Nevertheless, even though we in
this chamber often disagree we should be
careful about the names we use in referring
to one another. My honourable friend from
Blaine Lake, in referring to me personally,
associated me with the terms Conservative,
socialist and communist. I have no objec-
tion to the term Conservative—because I am
conservative in some respects—so long as I
am not called a Tory.

Some Hon. Senators: Oh, oh.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: The word “socialism”
means so much in so many ways that no one
should object too much to it. However, there
are connotations of the word communist
which I feel should not be allowed to pass
without comment. Therefore, I would ask
my honourable friend from Blaine Lake
(Hon. Mr. Horner) to kindly withdraw that
portion of his remark.

Hon. Mr. Horner: All right, I shall with-
draw that reference. The word socialist will
do for the time being.

Hon. W. D. Euler: Honourable senators, like
those who have preceded me, I should like
to compliment His Honour the Speaker upon
his selection as the presiding officer of the
Senate. I am sure all of us feel that he will
perform his duties with dignity, impartiality
and efficiency. I should also like to con-
gratulate the mover (Hon. Mr. Godbout) and
the seconder (Hon. Mr. Petten) of the Address.
I regret exceedingly that I could not follow
the speech of the mover because, unfortu-
nately, I do not understand the French
language. If there is one thing I regret
keenly it is that in my parliamentary ex-
perience of thirty-two years I did not make
some attempt to acquire at least a working
knowledge of the French language. I will
make the promise that if I am here for
another thirty-two years, as I feel I may be,
I shall do my best to correct that fault.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I should like personally
to congratulate the seconder of the Address
(Hon. Mr. Petten) on his interesting and
informative speech. He said that if a refer-
endum on the question of confederation were
taken in Newfoundland today, the vote would
show 80 per cent of the electorate was for
union. I would like to say to him' and to
the people of Newfoundland that practically
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100 per cent of the Canadian people were
in favour of Newfoundland joining this
Confederation.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Euler: In fact, I should like to
suggest that the members of this house make
it a point to visit Newfoundland next sum-
mer for the purpose of coming into personal
contact with the excellent people of that
province and learning at first hand something
about the wonderful resources they possess.

The leader of the opposition (Hon. Mr.
Haig) made a few remarks in his speech to
which I should like to refer. He mentioned
one thing that I have already advocated in
this house, although perhaps not quite to
the same extent. He made the suggestion—
I suppose because there is such a preponder-
antly large Liberal representation here—that
the Liberals should forget that they are
Liberals. I am quite sure that it was merely
forgetfulness that he neglected to say to the
supporters who sit behind him that they
should forget they are Conservatives. I am
equally certain that if there were a big
majority behind him he would still say the
same thing.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I had the honour of saying
that in 1946.

Hon. Mr. Euler: I do not remember that.
I would remind my honourable friend that
I have said the same thing, although perhaps
not in the same words. I have always believed
that the greatest usefulness of the Senate can
only be attained if the members of this
body exercise a spirit of independence in the
widest possible degree, and decide questions
on their merits. By that I do not mean
that the Senate has any right deliberately
to obstruct measures coming from the other
house. I have expressed the opinion before
that the Senate is an undemocratic body.
We are not elected, and I think that we
should not set our faces against measures
passed by the elected house, especially at
the first session after a general election.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Does that include all legis-
lative measures coming from the Commons,
or only those proposed by the government
during the election campaign?

Hon. Mr. Euler: The people of the country
elect the members of the House of Commons
for a period of four or five years, and I think
that thereby the members of that house are
given a mandate to deal with legislation
according to their convictions. I have always
said that our Senate is quite unrepresenta-
tive, and I think it would be fair to have in
this country some such provision as they
have in England for curbing the powers of
the House of Lords. I am not strongly in
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favour of aping others or of following prece-
dents, but I do believe it might be well if
in Canada we had a provision that a measure
once—or, if preferred, twice—passed by the
Commons and rejected by the Senate would,
if passed again by the Commons, become
law, even though the Senate again rejected
it. I think that would be responsible gov-
ernment and democratic government. That
is my opinion, but I quite realize that some
senators will not agree with me.

Hon. Mr. Horner: Would my honourable
friend allow me to interrupt? His sugges-
tion that the Senate should endorse all
measures that have been passed on two sep-
arate occasions by the Commons seems to me
to be too sweeping. I understood that the
purpose of the Senate was to prevent the
passage of hasty legislation originating in
the chamber elected by popular vote.

Hon. Mr. Euler: To prevent the passage of
hasty legislation, yes; but I should think that
after the House of Commons has considered
and passed a bill twice, that bill should be-
come law. We have made some very impor-
tant and valuable amendments to measures
that have come before us; but the House of
Commons represents the people, and in the
final analysis should stand supreme in
parliament.

I propose to deal briefly with one or two
other subjects, but first I want to disabuse
the minds of members that I am going to
make a long speech on margarine. Of course,
I do not agree with my friend from Blaine
Lake (Hon. Mr. Horner). I cannot for one
moment believe that the dairy farmers of
Canada are being ruined by margarine. As
a matter of fact, I know that a good many
are themselves buying margarine and selling
their butter, and they probably never had
larger incomes than they have received in
recent years. I certainly have no prejudice
against dairymen or any other class of
farmers, but I must admit that it is very
gratifying to me to know that because of the
Supreme Court’s decision millions of Cana-
dians—not merely four hundred thousand,
but millions—are benefitting through the use
of that excellent and comparatively inexpen-
sive food, margarine.

I am only sorry that some of the provinces
have enacted reactionary legislation which,
though permitting the manufacture and sale
of margarine, compels the busy housewife to
colour the product in her kitchen, when it
might as well have come to her already
coloured by the manufacturer. Indeed, the
province of Quebec and Prince Edward
Island have gone so far as to prohibit entirely
the manufacture and sale of margarine. I
regret also that the Federation of Agriculture

has seen fit to appeal from the decision of
the Supreme Court of Canada to the Privy
Council. In the end the opponents of mar-
garine must lose their fight.

Let me conclude my remarks on this sub-
ject by saying that in the very unlikely
event of the Privy Council reversing the
decision of the Supreme Court of Canada and
declaring that the federal law prohibiting the
sale, manufacture and importation of mar-
garine is constitutional, it will become my
duty to introduce a fourth bill, or as many
more as may be necessary, to repeal that
prohibitory legislation.

Now I wish to pass on to a subject of
infinitely greater importance to Canada and
the world. I desire to make a suggestion
which members may regard as highly
idealistic, and not to be expected from a
man who regards himself, and who perhaps
is regarded also by others, as being of a
practical turn of mind. But I believe the sug-
gestion is essentially entirely realistic. My
remarks will not follow along the lines of the
excellent addresses made by the leader of
the government (Hon. Mr. Robertson) and
the senator from Inkerman (Hon. Mr.
Hugessen). I do not pretend to say whether
the devaluation of the dollar or of the pound
was wise or otherwise, although I admit in
passing that I should be very glad if we
could soon get rid of all these controls.

I believe most members will admit that
while the measures taken by the government
may be immediately necessary they do not,
in the long view, provide a complete solution
of the problems of Canada and the western
democracies. I believe that the remedy is
and must be of a much more drastic nature.
Today we feel that our chief problem arises
from two very destructive wars, and now
particularly out of the clash of the two great
ideologies, democracy and communism.

Britain’s financial difficulties are enhanced
by the necessity of spending hundreds of
millions of pounds in preparation for defence
against a possible enemy in another war.
Even in Canada, I believe, the present year’s
estimates for military or defence purposes
are something like $400 million, an amount
almost as great as we spent annually for
all purposes prior to the last war, and nearly
three times our national debt before the
First Great War. It is also about three times
as much as we paid out every year for
carrying on all the public services of Canada
prior to the First Great War. Yet, costly as
they are, and probably quite necessary, these
immediate remedies give us no real hope of
relief from our difficulties during the lifetime
of any of us here.

Now it seems to me that there are really
only two possible solutions of these difficulties.




Une is a moral, religious or spiritual revival
among all the peoples of the world, with a
real appreciation of the brotherhood of man
and the need for living together in peace and
harmony. I admit that I am not optimistic
that this will occur.

The second solution is, in my opinion, com-
plete world federation or union—or perhaps
I should say a half-world union. In the
Atlantic pact, which is a union for defence
purposes, we have a recognition of the fact
that in union is strength. Would not that
union be infinitely stronger if it were enlarged
to commercial and, yes, even political union?
Perhaps that is a vision or a dream; but in
view of the tremendous changes that have
taken place in this country and all over the
world during the last few years who will
say that that dream or vision may not by
force of circumstances become a reality?

The history of the world shows that from
the earliest days there has been a develop-
ment of the spirit of union—first the family,
then the clan, then the tribe, then the prin-
cipality, and finally the united nation. We
see that situation in the countries of Europe.
Italy, for instance, at one time was a mere
hodge-podge of duchies and principalities;
then—perhaps through the ambition of cer-
tain men, and the patriotic action of others—
she emerged as a united country. The same
thing took place in France, Germany and
Great Britain. At one time there were the
separate countries of England, Ireland, Scot-
land and Wales. Now, except for southern
Ireland, they are one country. We have an
outstanding example in modern Russia, that
great combination of fifty or sixty republics
united in the TUnion of Socialist Soviet
Republics. I am speaking now of the histori-
cal trend of countries uniting, usually for
the benefit of those who unite. Perhaps the
greatest example of all is the United States
of America. These forty-eight states, all,
with a few minor exceptions, countries in
themselves, are bound together in one great
federation which has made it the greatest
country in the world. That country con-
stantly claims that it has the highest standard
of living in the world. Well, I have been
in the southern states, and if what I saw
there was a sample of their high standard of
living, we do not want it in Canada. By and
large, taking into consideration the real
values in life, I think the Canadian standard
of living is just as high as that in the United
States.

To come down to more recent days, we
have the countries of the Cape Colony, the
Orange Free State, the Transvaal, Rhodesia
and Natal, all combining to form the great
Union of South Africa. Australia has fol-
lowed the same plan.
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Coming to the history of our present day,
we all remember that after the disaster of
Dunkirk, Winston Churchill, then Prime
Minister of Great Britain, offered a complete
union between Britain and France. It was
not accepted. The countries of Holland,
Belgium and Luxemburg have formed the
Benelux commercial union. At this very
moment meetings are taking place among
delegates of the western European demo-
cracies, with a view to forming complete
federation for purposes which those demo-
cracies think necessary in order to give them
strength.

The old proverb still stands: In union is
strength. I am tempted to say that if we do
not hang together we will hang separately.

In the early days the New England States
had a rather loose sort of federation, which
did not work out very well and the States
were bankrupt. Through some plan—I think
it was called the Alexander Hamilton plan—
a closer union was formed, and as we know, it
later became one of the strongest federations
in the world.

Now the United States, Canada and Great
Britain, along with the other members of the
Commonwealth, might well join with France,
Switzerland, the Netherlands, Western Ger-
many and other democracies in one federation.
In such a union as I suggest I would favour
the inclusion of all democracies. Such a great
federation would be founded on the theory
that the stronger we make the democracies
the better they will be able to defend them-
selves against that other great ideology found
east of what is generally known as the Iron
Curtain.

- We have already proceeded in this direction
by the adoption of the Atlantic Pact. Not all
of the democracies are in it, but a good many
are. If, in order to resist agression a military
union is a good thing for us, surely a com-
mercial federation, or a union for other pur-
poses, would make us all the more strong.
I believe that ultimately circumstances will
force us into a union of that nature. It is not
a new idea.

I think all senators receive the publication
called “Freedom & Union” and are familiar
with the fact that there is now before the
Senate of the United States a resolution along
the line of my suggestion. In fact, there are
now two resolutions before the Senate and
the House of Representatives in the United
States. Some twenty very prominent sena-

) tors have sponsored the resolution before the

Senate, and the proponents of the resolution
before the House of Representatives claim to
have the support of 101 members of that
chamber.

Resolution No. 56, sponsored by Senator
Tobey and co-sponsored by 18 other senators,
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calls on Congress to make it a fundamental
objective of U.S. foreign policy to strengthen
the United Nations and seek its development
into a world federation of all nations. That
at the moment is a matter of United States
policy and does not particularly concern us.
Another resolution was moved by one of the
new members, Senator Kefauver, a Democrat
from Tennessee. I shall not read the pre-
amble, but the resolution itself is as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Represen-
tatives concurring), That the President is requested
to invite the democracies which sponsored the North
Atlantic Treaty to name delegates, representing
their principal political parties, to meet with dele-
gates of the United States in a Federal Convention
to explore how far their peoples, and the peoples
of such other democracies as the convention may
invite to send delegates, can apply among them,
within the framework of the United Nations, the
principles of free federal union.

As I say, the thought is not a new one. It
has fairly strong support in both houses in
the United States. The resolutions probably
will not carry, but the support is strong
enough to arouse some thought and considera-
tion on the part of the American people which
may ultimately result in what Senator
Kefauver—and I, in all modesty—believe will
come to pass.

I regret that I have not the eloquence to
place this subject properly before this cham-
ber. Perhaps the senators will pardon me if
I read some extracts which present my
thoughts in better form than I could express
them. A paragraph on the attitude of Senator
Hill reads as follows:

Senator Hill saw the need to deal with broader
problems than just the military. He said:
“I think I can say that we all feel that the actions

in the past do not hold the promise of a permanent.

or lasting peace. Some other action must be taken.
The Atlantic Union Resolution is a step toward
bringing together the peace-loving and democratic
nations for our peace and for the peace of the
world. We cannot deal only with military problems.
We must also attack the basic economic problems
which are the causes of war. This resolution sug-
gests a method of accomplishing this.

This is from Senator Kefauver himself;

The fact is that we Americans face in the North
Atlantic area with Canada, Britain, France and
Benelux, not one problem but a complex of prob-
lems—economic, political, military, monetary,
atomie, and, I would add, moral and spiritual. We
have been trying to solve these problems separ-
ately, piecemeal, by the European Recovery Pro-
gram on the economic side, and when that proved
insufficient, by the North Atlantic Treaty on the
political side; and already we are asked to supple-
ment this with a rearmament program on the mili-
tary side. Meanwhile a new monetary make-shift
is looming ahead, and there are whispers of a new
atomic enigma to be solved.

Not only are we still relying on the piecemeal
technique which Secretary Marshall justly con-
demned in his celebrated speech, but we are con-
fining our efforts to the diplomatic, or government-
to-government approach. We approached this com-
plex of problems first on a universal government-to-
government basis, through Bretton Woods, the
International Bank and Fund, the United Nations,

the International Trade Organization, the Baruch
plan. When that approach didn’t work, we got
down to the heart of the problem in the North
Atlantic area—but still we tackled each side of it
separately on this government-to-government diplo-
matic basis, in the Marshall Plan, the North
Atlantic Treaty, the rearmament program.
The Atlantic Union resolution—

‘Which I have read,

—would not, I repeat, prevent continued efforts
along these lines, or any of the variations of them
that have been proposed in other Resolutions. But
it would permit us to try also to solve this complex
of problems by tackling them (1) as a whole; (2) in
company with the Canadian, British, French and
Benelux democracies with whom we share most
closely these economic, military, monetary, and
atomic problems, and who sponsored with us the
North Atlantic Pact; and (3) on the man-to-man
federal union basis of our own U.S. Constitution.
Surely this practical, 100 per cent American
approach should not be the one approach to the
problem that we should refuse even to try.

Honourable senators will observe that what
I am saying is merely a suggestion that the
Canadian people and the Canadian Parlia-
ment should think over the suggestion made
by our American friends, supported by other
democracies. We would not be committed
to anything, but I should hope that if such
a convention or conference is ever called,
Canada would not refrain from attending it.

I do not wish to read a great deal more. I
know that quotations are not interesting—

Some Hon. Senators: Go on.

Hon. Mr. Euler: —but I should like to put
on record one or two comments upon this
proposal. It is stated that:

Several newspapers commented on the first major
statement on foreign policy made by Senator Estes
Kefauver in the Senate July 13. Senator Kefauver
strongly advocated passage of the North Atlantic
Pact primarily as a device to give the free peoples
of the North Atlantic area time to work out a union.
An editorial in the Chattanooga Times (which was
reprinted in the Congressional Record) said that
Kefauver had ‘“made a persuasive appeal for an
Atlantic union . . . his Senate address provides the
Nation with a thought-provoking thesis worthy of
closest consideration.”

That is all I ask today.

The Washington Post wrote:

It is a concept to which one returns irresistably
in contemplating the true inwardness of the British
crisis. . . . If the real solvent of the British crisis
is, as we feel it, on the political level, then the
nature of that solvent is obvious. It lies in . . .
union.”

Like many another newspaper—

This magazine goes on.

—the Post felt the AUC resolution should have
official hearings. It wrote: ‘Senator Kefauver
seems to think that a call for a constitutional con-
vention of the democracies would find a response.
It is, it seems to us, worth exploring with our Cana-
dian neighbours now with the Atlantic Pact (which
is a military recognition of the oneness of the
Atlantic community) is out of the way, and worthy
of hearings in the Foreign Relations Committee.”
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I will read just one other quotation, taken
from an English newspaper, the London
Observer: :

The London Observer thought it curious that “in
international politics the greatest and boldest ideas
make the least immediate impact on public
opinion.” Then, describing the introduction of the
resolution, it went on to say, “So far there has
been hardly any comment anywhere on this revolu-
tionary idea: and yet the motion . . . confronts us
with the greatest issue of our time.” Highly in
favour of the project, the Observer remarked that
‘“all the difficulties and worries of the day press in
the direction of an Atlantic Federation. Whether
we think of the security of Western Europe, of the
dollar crisis, or of the British-American dispute
about the atom-bomb, there is no permanent and
wholly satisfactory solution to any of these prob-
lems except in the context of an Atlantic State.

“We are at present trying to achieve for the
Atlantic community of nations the stability, the
security, and the economic unity which are the
normal attributes of a State, without daring to
make an Atlantic State. ... It is not only grander
and more inspiring, but far easier and more sensible
to face the fact that the common permanent
interests of the Atlantic nations demand a common
federal state.”

I might also give citations from the French
Press.

All the comments I have read favour the
idea. I daresay there are editorial opinions
which oppose it, though I have none such
before me. I realize that in Canada it might
create objections. Some may come from our
industrialists; I do not know. I do not believe
there would be any objections from the Mari-
times, Newfoundland or the prairies. The
honourable senator who has just spoken
remarked that he was in favour of free trade.

Hon. Mr. Aseltine: For the prairies!

Hon. Mr. Euler: I have been wrongly tagged
in some quarters as a high protectionist. It
might be well that I should amplify at this
point what I said was my attitude with regard
to tariffs when I was a member of the House
of Commons. My position was this: so long
as the United States keeps its markets closed
to Canadian goods, so long I believe should
the Canadian producer—if you like, the Cana-
dian manufacturer—have some preference in
his own home market.

I realize that the birth-pangs attending a
union of this kind might be somewhat dis-
turbing, but I am taking the long, over-all
view. During the last war the Canadian held
his own with the American producer. We
know that in the United States any number of
smaller producers, including manufacturers,

can compete with the great industries of that
country and survive; and if the Canadian
were assured of the permanency of that great
American market of 150 million people, I
think he could hold his own, that he would
adapt himself, and that in the long run he
might be better off than he is now.

I am not by any means making a free trade
speech. I would say again that my sole pur-
pose in what I am saying here today is to give
rise if possible—even though the stimulus
comes from a senator—to some thought and
some discussion. It is true that much of what
is said here receives very little attention in
the press of Canada. I do not ask any special
treatment in this regard. Perhaps I might add
that what we say here does not always receive
a great deal of attention from the government
itself. But this subject is worthy of considera-
tion and discussion. I realize that the action
I have suggested would mean the coming of
a new era. I bring the matter forward in the
hope that it will give food for careful thought
and discussion; and if ultimately the two half
worlds, the federated democratic half, on the
one hand, and the communistic half led by
the Soviets, on the other, were to come
together, certainly that would be “a con-
summation devoutly to be wish’d”, and the
development of fission of the atom would be
continued for the benefit of all mankind
rather than for its destruction.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I would ask the honour-
able senator from Waterloo (Hon. Mr. Euler)
if he has read Mr. Streit’s remarkable book
entitled Union Now?

Hon. Mr. Euler: Yes.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: It is an authoritative
piece of work.

Hon. Mr. Euler: As a matter of fact, Mr.
Streit has a great deal to do with the
publication that I have before me.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: I would recommend the
perusal of those pages to any honourable
senator who has listened, with the same
interest as I have, to the address which has
just been delivered by the honourable senator
from Waterloo (Hon. Mr. Euler).

On motion of Hon. Mr. Vaillancourt the
debate was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 pm.
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THE SENATE

Thursday., October 6, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Lambert presented Bill N-1, an
Act to incorporate the Prairie Pipelines
Limited.

The bill was read the first time.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Honourable senators,
before the Orders of the Day are proceeded
with, may I briefly indicate for your informa-
tion my proposals as to future sittings. Some
little time ago I stated that it was my hope
to be able to present for the consideration
of the Senate sufficient legislation and other
business to keep us in session each week
until at least the end of October. Unfortun-
ately the progress made in the other place
with important legislation has not been such
as to confirm that hope, and later this after-
noon I intend to ask the house to consider
a motion that when we adjourn we stand
adjourned until Monday, the 17th day of
October, at 8 p.m., when I trust there will be
a considerable amount of business before
both this house and its committees.

In order to facilitate hearings on the pipe-
lines legislation, the chairman of the com-
mittee concerned has arranged that a meet-
ing of the committee be held on Tuesday
morning next at 11 o’clock. When the
Bankruptcy Bill receives second reading here,
it will be referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Commerce, and I shall endeavour to
arrange a meeting of that committee so that
any interested parties will have an oppor-
tunity to make representations. In the mean-
time I have no alternative but to move as
I have indicated.

Hon. Mr. Haig: I have received requests,
verbal and otherwise, for copies of this bill,
and I understand it is not the practice to
give copies of bills to the public until they
have been read a second time.

Hon. Mr. Roberison: The bills may go to
the public at any time. However, the Bank-
ruptcy Bill is up for second reading today,
and the progress we make in that regard is
up to the house.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: May I ask the honourable
leader if it is intended to have meetings of

the Standing Committees on Transport and
Communications, and Banking and Com-
merce next week?

Hon. Mr. Robertson: They will be held on
October 18 and 19.

Hon. Mr. Crerar: Thank you. I was not
clear on that point.

DIVORCE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

Hon. Mr. Haig, Deputy Chairman of the
Standing Committee on Divorce, moved the
third reading of the following bills:

Bill G, an Act for the relief of John Hen-
niker Torrance.

Bill H, an Act for the relief of Edith Harriet
Black Hambly.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Reid O’Connell.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Alton Charles
Bray.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Kathleen
Gertrude Macartney Dorken.

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Louis de
Forest MacAlpine.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Jessie
Fraser Blaiklock Stewart.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Alice Lafond
Burnham.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Muriel
Annie Elizabeth Hicks Kurtzman.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Robert
Walsham Herring.

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Leta Helen
Butler Waller.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Violet Blod-
wyn Young Murdoch.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Joseph
Tannenbaum.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Isabel
Christine MacLean Robinson.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Marie
Annette Vallieres Handfield.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Nicholas
Kouri.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Viateur
Fortier.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Lois Eliza-
beth Rolph.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Madeleine
Dunn Landry.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Arthur
Joseph D’Avignon.

Bill A-1, an Act for the relief of Jessie
Gwendolyn Paul Giroux.

Bill B-1, an Act for the relief of Celia
Maria Gabrielle de Costa Baxter.

Bill C-1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Amelia Beattie Harrison.

Bill D-1, an Act for the relief of Rosaline
Laham Anber.
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Bill E-1, an Act for the relief of Anna
Starzynski Sztafirny.

Bill F-1, an Act for the relief of Marjorie
Claire Dickison LeMieux.

Bill G-1, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Ruth Brown Bailey.

Bill H-1, an Act for the relief of Lorne
Bradbury Ashton.

Bill I-1, an Act for the relief of Harry
James Seaban.

Bill J-1, an Act for the relief of Julia Seram
Odenick.

Bill K-1, an Act for the relief of Myrtle
Elizabeth Howat Brammall.

Bill L.-1, an Act for the relief of Francis
Gilmer Tempest Dawson.

Bill M-1, an Act for the relief of Imelda
Poirier Tremblay.

The motion was agreed to, and the bills
were read the third time, and passed, on
division.

BANKRUPTCY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved the second read-
ing of bill F, an Act respecting bankruptcy.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable senator from Carleton to
explain this bill.

Hon. J. Gordon Fogo: Honourable senators,
it has sometimes been said that legislation
in Canada is passed hastily and that those
interested and the public in general are not
given an opportunity to study its provisions.
I do not think that can be said of this Bill F,
which appears to have had a rather checkered
career. This, I believe, is the fourth time
that the bill has been introduced in this
honourable house. It was first brought down
in the year 1946, in a somewhat different
form from the present measure, and was laid
over for study for a period during which
representations concerning it were made.
Subsequently, in 1948, it came up again in
a revised form. And, as most honourable
senators will remember, it was introduced for
a third time at the first session of this year,
but unfortunately, owing to early dissolution,
consideration of it was not completed. The
present bill, I am informed, with very few
exceptions is practically identical with the
bill that was before the Senate last session.

Generally speaking this bill, like any bank-
ruptcy legislation, is designed to provide
machinery for liquidation and distribution in
an equitable manner of the estates of insol-
vent persons. It applies to all business and
commercial concerns, and also to wage
earners earning more than $2,500 a year. It
does not apply to people carrying on the
business of farming, who are covered in turn
by special legislation.
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I am going to take a minute or two to
review the history of Canadian bankruptcy
legislation generally, which, strangely enough,
like that of the present bill, has been some-
what checkered. Before confederation there
were insolvency Acts in the various provinces.
The first dominion legislation on the subject
was passed in 1869. That was known as the
Insolvency Act, and applied to traders only.
In 1875 that statute was revised and con-
solidated, but the administration did not prove
to be satisfactory and the Act was repealed
in 1880. In the interval between 1880 and
1919, almost forty years, there was no
dominion bankruptcy legislation. Some of
the provinces, of course, had insolvency Acts
and provisions for assignments and insolv-
ency. After the hiatus of nearly forty years,
the present Bankruptcy Act was passed in
1919. It was then a completely new code,
modelled upon the English Statute of 1914.
Some amendments were made in 1931, and in
1932 there were substantial amendments,
providing, among other things, for the
appointment of an officer known as the
Superintendent of Bankruptcy, to supervise
the administration of estates under the Act.

The volume of estates in bankruptcy in
Canada has varied over the years very sub-
stantially. The highest number was in 1933,
when there were 2,600 estates under adminis-
tration; in 1936 there were 1,100, and the
low ebb was reached in 1945 with 265. I
have not before me the exact figures as to
the number of estates in bankruptcy since
1945, but my recollection is that last year
there were about 700.

The general procedure under the bill before
us, which I shall explain briefly, is as follows:
A debtor who becomes insolvent may become
a bankrupt either by his own act of making
a voluntary assignment or by the act of one
or more of his creditors who have claims
against him aggregating $1,000. TUnder the
present Act the claims need only aggregate
$500. Whether he becomes a bankrupt by
his own act, the functionary with whom he
deals is known as an official receiver. There
are several of these officials, appointed for
the purpose, in various parts of the country.
The official receiver then calls a meeting of
creditors at which a trustee of the estate is
appointed; the creditors then appoint inspec-
tors. With the assistance and advice of the
inspectors, the assets of the estate are then
realized on and distributed in accordance
with the regulations provided for that pur-
pose. This operation is carried on under the
general supervision of the superintendent
and the court.

I should point out that under the Act now
in force the first functionary appointed is
known as the custodian, who carries on until
such time as a meeting of creditors is called
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and a trustee appointed. Under this bill the
office of the custodian is eliminated, and the
Official Receiver appoints a trustee licensed
by the Superintendent of Bankruptcy with
the approval of the minister. At their first
meeting the creditors may, if they wish,
carry on with the trustee appointed by the
Official Receiver, or they may appoint a new
trustee.

The bankruptcy bill is a voluminous one,
and it would not be proper for me at this
time to discuss its many sections. I have
found, and many honourable senators know,
that the late Mr. Reilley, Superintendent of
Bankruptey, and his successor, Judge For-
syth, received many compliments from the
committee of this house which studied the
bill, and from those who made representa-
tions before that committee.

The bill provides a more orderly arrange-
ment of subjects and the language in many
sections of the Act has been simplified. One
or two of the more notable changes should
be mentioned. The bill reinstates a provision
which was in the Bankruptcy Act of 1919.
During the period from 1919 to 1923 the
Act contained a provision whereby an insol-
vent person could make a proposal! to his
creditors without making an assignment or
having a receiving order made against him,
and thereby suffering the stigma of bank-
ruptcy. The bill now provides that an insol-
vent person may make such a proposal with-
out going through the procedure of
bankruptcy.

A further change which has been generally
accepted as an improvement, is a code for
the administration of small estates in an
economical and inexpensive manner. This
section of the bill covers estates with assets
of $500 or less, and provides a simplified
procedure for their administration. A sub-
ject which will be dealt with by the com-
mittee is the “Scheme of Distribution”, which
is covered by section 95 of the bill. This
section lays down the order of priority in
which claims shall be dealt with. Difficult
and vexing problems in years gone by, con-
cerning which creditors should be paid first,
give rise to this change. I think the section
will clarify the situation and avoid some
of the confusion which has existed in the
past.

Section 64 of the bill, which deals with
fraudulent preferences, contains quite sub-
stantial changes. An endeavour has been
made to avoid the many instances of litigation
arising out of administration of estates. Per-
haps I should read section 64 (1). It is as
follows:

Every transaction, whether or not entered into
voluntarily or under pressure, by an insolvent per-
son who becomes bankrupt within six months there-

after and resulting in any person or any creditor
or any person in trust for such creditor or any

surety or guarantor for the debt due to such
creditor obtaining a preference, advantage or bene-
fit over the creditors or any of them, is void against
the trustee.

The new words of significance are “resulting
in any person getting a preference”. The
previous section, also numbered 64, was
somewhat differently worded, but the opera-
tive words to which I direct your attention
in the old section read, “with a view of giving
such creditor a preference”. This new sec-
tion, therefore, appears to have removed the
necessity for determining the intent of the
bankrupt, and, as was the law in certain
provinces, of the creditor concerned. Some
differences had arisen in the jurisprudence
as between provinces. In some provinces the
doctrine of concurrent intent was developed
and the courts were inclined to look not only
at the intent of the insolvent but also at the
intent of the creditor who got the preference.
No doubt this new section 64 will be discussed
in committee. Obviously the intention is to
remove the uncertainty which everyone
familiar with bankruptcy laws knows existed
under the former section. It has been argued,
and no doubt will be argued again, that where
a body of law has been built up around the
old section 64, and some people at least know
what they think the law is, it ought not to be
changed even though the new Act may be
admitted to be an improvement.

One other notable innovation of this bill is
found in sections 127 to 129, which deal with
the discharge of bankrupts. Under the exist-
ing legislation it has been necessary for a
bankrupt, after the administration was com-
pleted, to apply to get his discharge. For
various reasons, whether because the debtor
did not know he was entitled to do this, or
for other reasons, it was not customary for
bankrupts to apply for their discharge. Fol-
lowing legislation in other countries—I think
in the United States, and perhaps in Australia
—this bill incorporates what might be
regarded as an automatic application for dis-
charge, because the occurring of the bank-
ruptey through assignment or receiving order
in the first instance is also treated as an
application for discharge. The debtor of
course has to satisfy the court that he quali-
fies before he gets his discharge, and the con-
ditions are laid down.

To move on quickly and in a very summary
way: there are other miscellaneous provisions
which might be mentioned. The new bill
vests a greater measure of control in the
creditors and inspectors. The powers of the
superintendent have been made more explicit.
As I have said, the superintendent, with the
approval of the minister, licenses trustees.
A creditor may now proceed in his own name
where the trustee neglects or refuses to act



in a given case. The remuneration of trustees
has been increased; that is, the maximum
remuneration has been enlarged from 5 to 73
per cent. The estate of a deceased debtor
may now be administered. The duties and
fees of inspectors have been increased. Pro-
vision is made for the proving of all claims,
whereas formerly certain claims were not
covered. The duties of the bankrupt have
been clarified and extended. The courts of
Newfoundland and the Northwest Territories
have been vested with the necessary jurisdic-
tion. The powers of the registrar have been
extended and clarified. The provisions re
legal costs have been revised. Bankruptcy
offences have been revised and, in most
cases, made triable by summary conviction.
All provisions of the bill have been made
applicable to the Crown. This would probably
not affect the Crown as a debtor but, at any
rate in most cases, as a creditor; and in
respect of a composition or proposal the
Crown would be bound as the others.

As I have said, the intention of the bill is
to clarify and simplify the legislation. There
will be ample opportunity in the committee
to examine the particular provisions which
I have mentioned and to hear representations
in respect of them.

The bill was read the second time.

REFERRED TQO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. Robertson moved that the bill be
referred to the Standing Committee on
Banking and Commerce.

The motion was agreed to.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

(Translation) :

Hon. Cyrille Vaillancouri: Honourable
senators, I am happy to join with several of
my friends who have spoken before me in
presenting to our distinguished Speaker my
congratulations and my very best wishes. I
have known him for several years, and I am
convinced that the great dignity which he
has shown in his public and in his private
life will leave their mark upon the speaker-
ship of this Chamber. I am sure, therefore,
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that if tempers flare up during our discussions,
one look from him will restore calm and
order.

The mover of the address in reply (Hon.
Mr. Godbout), who is a good friend of mine,
has performed his task with the poise and
brilliance which he has always shown
throughout his career. Those of us who
could follow his speech in French were in a
position to appreciate his impeccable langu-
age and diction, which were worthy of a
scholar.

I fully appreciated the story of Newfound-
land told by our good friend, the seconder
of the Address (Hon. Mr. Petten). His prov-
ince is the oldest part of Canada, having been
discovered even before Quebec. In the
French language we call his island province
“Terre-Neuve”, which might be translated as
meaning “Young Land”, and the contribution
it will make to confederation may well place
our country in a state of prosperity.

Honourable senators, I do not intend to
speak for very long, but I am afraid that the
two points I wish to discuss will place me in
the same position that my honourable col-
league from Waterloo (Hon. Mr. Euler) occu-
pied yesterday, when he apparently spoke,
as it were, in the desert. In New York City
today thousands of people are watching a
world series baseball game, and millions
more are listening to the broadcast of the
game over their radios. In recent days the
people of our nation have been reading news-
paper accounts of a terrible murder that took
place in our country, but, honourable gentle-
men, these events which are given such
prominence in our press will not save the
world. We speak of the devaluation of vari-
ous world currencies, but we should pay more
attention to the devaluation of the moral
standard of the press.

In the first place, I wish to deal with
housing, a matter which I think is of the
utmost importance. If we want to fight
communism, the most effective way is to make
each householder master in his own home by
giving everyone the opportunity of owning
a house where he may live, love and even
die happily. What a beautiful dream! Can
it come true? The housing problem is a
national problem which concerns not only the
federal authorities but also the provinces and
municipalities. Those most affected by the
housing problem are the workers earning
from forty to fifty dollars a week. There is
no use asking those people to make a down
payment of $1,200, $1,500 or $2,000. According
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of fifty dollars a week is required to maintain
a decent standard of living and a minimum
level of health in a family of five paying forty
dollars’ rent monthly. This finding was
arrived at by the Council after a six-month
survey of the essential needs of such a family.
Do you wish to know the weekly distribution
of those fifty dollars? In the opinion of the
Council, a family of five should spend $82.98
per month on food; $34.68 on clothing; $3.54 on
repairs to clothing; $4.24 for transportation;
$15.64 for recreation, personal allowances and
religious services. Household furniture
should take $2.50; laundry, $2.10; electricity
and gas, $2.02; medicine, 20 cents; newspapers,
92 cents; recreational programs in the home,
$1.33; cleaning, 68 cents; heating, $8.65; hot
water, $2.82. Yearly savings would thus
amount to $24.00. It would, therefore, take
some forty years for a family to put aside
$1,000, provided the $24 savings were
deposited in the bank at 13 per cent interest.
Under the circumstances, I am afraid not
many of our workers will ever become home
owners.

Under the new Housing Act, could not a
solution be found to the problem of workers
earning an income such as I have just men-
tioned, so that by paying a reasonable rent
they may some day become masters in their
own houses? We are given to understand
that there is an act under which the federal
government is ready to advance 75 per cent
of the cost of a multiple-dwelling house, pro-
vided the province supplies the remaining
25 per cent. Could we not do the same thing
for housing co-operatives? I admit that the
extension of such facilities to each individual
may lead to abuses. In the case of housing
co-operatives, however, almost all such
abuses can be prevented, because their
members are carefully selected. The selection
of a new member is first based on his moral
character and integrity, and such moral
qualities, after all, do mean something and
are even more valuable than many promissory
notes.

In the province of Quebec, on a loan of
$6,000 the government pays the interest up
to a maximum of 3 per cent. Now, if the
loans granted by housing co-operatives were
to be guaranteed by both governments, lend-
ing companies could reduce somewhat their
rate of interest. A loan of $6,000 at 4% per
cent, repayable in twenty years, requires a
monthly outlay of only $37.96; and again a
$7,000 loan at 4} per cent, repayable in
twenty-five years, means a monthly instal-
ment of $38.91. Some may say that a $6,000

SENATE

or a $7,000 home is not a mansion. I agree.
However we do not want to build mansions,
we want to build homes.

Reverting to housing co-operatives, each
member of those which I have seen in opera-
tion did part of the inside work on their
homes, such as painting, carpentry and plumb-
ing. All this means a saving in the building
costs and, at the same time, a better guaran-
tee for the money-lenders. Indeed, a man
who has worked himself on his own home is
much more attached to it and more anxious
to keep it in good shape.

Municipalities could also contribute, with-
out making outright gifts to home-builders.
For example, in the case of housing co-opera-
tives, municipal authorities could have the
lots prepared and levelled, and perhaps the
cellar excavated; this while not costing them
very much would mean a great deal to each
member of such co-operatives. It would also
help to promote town-planning. You have
no idea how constructive and inspiring is this
spirit of co-operation!

The second point which I want to discuss
with you, honourable senators, is the devalu-
ation of currency.

Last week, I followed closely the excellent
acount of our friend from Inkerman (Hon.
Mr. Hugessen), and I would like to add my
views to his. I fear, however, as our friend
from Waterloo put it, that what I may say will
fall upon deaf ears. Nevertheless, if I repeat
as often as possible and indicate the danger
which is upon us, there may be a few here
and there, who will be willing to take heed and
try to apply these principles. Who knows?
The mustard seed may yet become a large
tree.

Devaluation of currency can only be a
temporary remedy, a remedy which may well
cease to be effective if all countries, as seems
to be the case, resort to it. We are then
exactly where we were before. If we were
willing to try it, there is however another
means of obtaining the results we are seeking,
not by using depreciated currency but by
using a currency which has always had
the same value and will retain it to the end
of time,—the value of work.

We want to sell cheaper in order to lay
our hands on other countries’ markets. Let
us organize in such a way that we may be
able to produce more cheaply and more
rapidly. Let us take the means to manu-
facture in half an hour the goods it took
us an hour to make yesterday. Apparently,
to the National Welfare Council, an income
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mechanical achievement has now reached
the point where workers hardly have to work
at all. We have the 36, the 32 and 30 hour
week, and the 20-hour week is probably not
very far off. The rest of the time will be
the week of leisure. How can we hope to
produce more cheaply under such conditions?

Idleness is the root of all evil. I am not
in favour of returning to the 60-hour week,
or to the sweatshop, but between the two
there is a margin. Goods which it took us
an hour to manufacture yesterday, might just
as well take two hours. Currency is devalued,
but in the end there is no change, because
the prices have not budged. It took two or
three months formerly to build a house;
today it takes twice as long, and the work
is not as well done.

Here is a more concrete example:
summer we have the so-called daylight
saving time. Under the law, municipalities
are allowed to push the clock one hour ahead,
thereby saving light, electricity and some
heating. But if the Maker of light were
to say: “Men want to get ahead of me. Very
well, henceforward, the sun will give forth
its light for one hour less, and I will advance
daybreak by one hour,” what would happen?
The problem would remain unchanged.

Every

That is about what we are doing: currency
is devalued and work decreased, which
gives a negative result. Let us work better,
more cheaply, more carefully, in order to
produce more cheaply. That is the only
way to reduce the cost of production.

But who, in a democratic country, is willing
to enforce this universal law of work, which
has been in existence since our first parents
were put out of the Garden of Eden? Too
many people still hope for heaven on earth.

Indeed, the salvation of the world lies in
the law of work, which is a law of stability,
provided it is properly applied.

There are other moral values—stable, per-
petual and even eternal—which could lead
the world to the true and durable peace that
all of us ardently desire. Our friend from
Waterloo touched upon these yesterday. As
the two points he raised concerned moral
values, I will conclude with this point.

‘We resort to material means only, in order
to solve all our economic problems. Peace
is an issue which transcends matter. If you
really want peace, you must look for it in
the human soul and heart. To secure this
peace, it will therefore be necessary to use
remedies which go beyond matter and, if we
want to reach our goal, we will have to
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develop the moral and spiritual values which
are latent in man but which we too often
ignore, or want to ignore.

Our friend from Waterloo spoke of a world
federation of states. How beautiful, how
marvelous this plan would be if each one of
us were willing to contribute good will, love
and a spirit of co-operation, instead of a mere
veto. To reach this goal, we must rely on a
value much greater than ourselves, a value
which may well place us in separate camps
when difficulties arise. This moral value
which transcends us is God himself. It was
dinned into our ears that the object of the
last war was to save “Christian” civilization
from the atheistic way of thinking. Is that
word a misnomer? How does this Christian
civilization work? What makes Christians
out of us? That is what we too often forget,
or rather what we do not stop to think of.
Christian civilization is a civilization not of
pride, but of love. If only we in this con-
federation of peoples, the United Nations,
could develop these moral, immutable and
ever victorious values of belief in God and
love of neighbour, plus that other wvalue,
“work”, the world would tomorrow be a
better place to live in. But to attain this goal,
we would first have to practise these things
ourselves before they could have any effect on
others. The world of tomorrow would then be
better than the world of today, because each
one of us would have become a better man.

To conclude, let us help our people to be-
come home owners as much as we can and we
will have done a great deal towards making
better citizens out of them and strengthening
their ties to country and home. But let us not
persist in trying to settle all the big social
problems with physical solutions alone.
Rather, let us convince ourselves that it is
through constant, persevering and hard work
that we will better cur lot. Let us place on
as high a plane as possible the moral and
spiritual values, which remain unchanged,
and which man cannot devalue; so that
through our way of living, of thinking and of
appreciating things, these moral and spiritual
values may grow in us and thus ensure the
peace which we so ardently desire.

(Text):

Hon. A. N. McLean: Mr. Speaker, on rising
may I join honourable senators who have
preceded me in congratulating you, sir, upon
your elevation to the position of presiding
officer of this honourable chamber.

Honourable senators, I wish also to join
in congratulating the mover (Hon. Mr.
Godbout) and the seconder (Hon. Mr. Petten)
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of the Address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne, and in welcoming the new mem-
bers who recently have joined us in this
chamber.

I have listened with keen interest to those
who have already spoken in this debate;
and while I do not intend to make a lengthy
speech, I should like to discuss a few points
with regard to world trade. Devaluation of
the pound has not solved the trade problems
of the democracies or the English-speaking
world by any means. It is only a start. It
seems to me that devaluation deals with an
effect, not with a cause. The difficulties that
confront both international and empire trad-
ing are many, but they are all really man-
made, and what man does as far as trade
goes he can undo.

Take the position of the United Kingdom,
our best customer. England has outstanding
more than 13 billion pounds in short term
debts which she owes to many nations. Most
of this debt was incurred during the last
world war, the money being spent on the
endeavour to preserve the democratic way of
life, which we in America so much enjoy
today.

Something has to be done to reduce and
refund this debt; and to a great extent this
is the responsibility of the democratic world.
A large percentage of British exports today
are “dead horse,” for they go to pay interest
and principal on foreign war debts. Since
the recent war England has given to conti-
nental Europe more than 900 million pounds
of unrequited exports, and hundreds of
millions of pounds go annually to Asia and
Africa, where England has large obligations.
These are so large that they are almost
unbearable, and they hang like a hopeless,
dark cloud over Empire trading. Much has
been written about the dollar crisis, as though
it were a Commonwealth problem. The fact
that the United States has an annual favour-
able trade balance of around $7 billion seems
to have been somewhat overlooked. Of this
amount the sterling area gap accounts for
only about $1,600 million. It is generally
agreed that if Great Britain did manage to
export another $200 million worth of goods
to the United States it would be quite an
achievement. England has little, if anything,
to export in the way of raw materials; there-
fore any additional exports would have to
consist of manufactured goods.

An examination of the figures in an effort
to find a solution, indicates that it does not
greatly matter whether the sterling deficit
is $1,400 million or $1,600 million, for even
if Britain could perform a miracle, and square
her annual trade deficit with the United
States, the rest of the world would still have
a trade deficit with that country of $5,600
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million. It can pretty well be taken for
granted that without serious internal re-
adjustment, the United States economic set-
up at the moment is such that she cannot
take enough imports to balance her exports.
Considering the serious economic situation
which exists, one can see that little was
accomplished at the meetings in Washington
to really solve the fundamental problem of
getting international trade in balance.

After many years of trading with most
nations of the world, one thing I am sure
of is that the exporting nations must
ultimately take back imports for what they
send abroad. Otherwise they will, in time,
have to make a present to the debtor nations.
All that any nation has with which to pay
her bills is the return she gets from what
she produces.

Conditions being what they are today,
Canada cannot sit on the sidelines. Our
dependence on foreign trade is around 25
per cent of our total trade, that of the United
States is less than 7 per cent, and that of
England is about 17 per cent. The position
of this country in the matter of dependence
on international trade is self-evident. Further,
Canada cannot sit by and see the globe
divided into three economic worlds—the
totalitarian states, the dollar area, and the
sterling area. Such an economic division
would be fatal, for we would find it impos-
sible to survive against the competition of
dictator states. The democracies must have
a united front, and must work vigorously to
survive and prosper.

The British Empire could be the greatest
territorial trading unit of the world, for it
possesses more raw materials for the purpose
of foreign trade than either the United States
or Russia. Other parts of the Commonwealth
are looking to Canada for leadership. True,
we led them into the Bretton Woods agree-
ment—and what a dense jungle it turned out
to be. I cannot see that the world bank or
the monetary fund has done anything for
the Commonwealth except to take its money
by the billions of dollars. As the Finance
Minister of Australia said, the only trans-
action that country ever had with the world
monetary fund was when it collected a deposit
of over $400 million.

I think the nations, including our own,
should get rid of the controls as soon as
possible, and let each of the respective
mediums of exchange find its own level
In that way we would soon get exchange-
ability and convertibility at some level. These
are things we have not got today.

A clearing house for money is absolutely
essential for the carrying on of world trade.
Controls served us very well in wartime, but
the war has now been over for four years.
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We are allowing too many people, members
of boards and so-called experts, to do our
thinking for us. This country was built up
by pioneers who did their own thinking, and
I certainly choose to do my own when I can.
International money systems should be
handed back to private enterprise. When
that is done, private traders who are now
sitting on the sidelines will get busy with
their venture capital. International traders
will risk their money in competition with one
another, but not in competition with govern-
ments who can change the rules of the game,
including values, overnight. During wartime
it may have been necessary to fix prices, but,
as said previously, the war has now been
over for several years, and we should get
away from the things that are false and
unreal, and return to the things that are true
and sound. The true value of money is what
it is worth in the markets of the world, with-
out artificial interference.

We find fault with the dictator states, and
the way their governments have of fixing the
prices of commodities. Anyone who lives
behind the Iron Curtain and goes into a
government store to make a purchase of goods
finds that the prices have been fixed—and
he can pay the fixed price or else. All trade
consists of transactions. Half of the trans-
action is the exchange of real wealth, such
as lumber, fish, farm products and so forth,
and the other half is the exchange of money.
Now, it is just about as bad for governments
to fix the value of money as it is to fix the
price of goods. Each is equally important
and plays an equal part in our trading trans-
actions. Almost all of our income as a nation
comes from trade. We take the raw materials
from the land and the sea, and from them we
prepare commodities for markets either at
home or abroad.

As has been stated, export trade is
extremely important to Canada. In these
circumstances we should pay greater atten-
tion to our fellow members of the British Com-
monwealth. They are looking to us to show
the way. Great Britain has enormous real
wealth, but it is encountering very serious
economic troubles of a temporary nature
because of two world wars. We have a
surplus of goods, and it would indeed be a
far-sighted policy in this time of emergency
to extend a helping hand to our sister nations
of the Commonwealth. Such nations as South
Africa, Australia and New Zealand have an
abundance of natural resources, and there is
no question but that in due course they will
be able to return value for any goods and
services that we extend to them at this time
of trade crisis.

It has been asked many times what is the
remedy for the world trade crisis. I have
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studied the situation hours on end, and read
practically all available material on this sub-
ject, but the only real solution I can find is
in the proposals adopted by the Federated
Chambers of Commerce of the British
Empire, which met at Johannesburg, South
Africa last year. These proposals were for-
warded to this country for consideration but
nothing was done about them. Some of the
best brains of the Empire met at this confer-
ence. Many of the delegates had spent their
lives in world trade and understood trade
problems, I think, thoroughly from a prac-
tical standpoint. The report of this important
congress and the detailed proposals they
sponsored and asked us to consider with a
view of adoption are available to honourable
senators.

To put the proposals in short form: nations
were asked to fully recognize the funda-
mental fact that exports must be paid for by
imports, and that debtor nations have no
other way to make international payments
except by their own production of goods and
services. Any creditor nations not desiring
to take imports at once, either directly or
multilaterally, from a nation in their debt,
would accept a credit from such debtor
nation. It would be like a bank account held
within the debtor nation or by central banks,
but at the disposal of creditor nations, to be
used bilaterally or multilaterally, and the
creditor nation would be allowed seven years
within which to exercise the credit or dis-
pose of it to another nation. After that period
the Statute of Limitation would apply in the
same manner as it does to internal debt. In
this way a creditor nation would be able to
control its imports according to need over a
seven year period. What I mean by that is it
could take more in some years and less in
others, but it would have to square the
account in seven years or lose out. At
present, nations have no guarantee that a
willing seller to the world is a willing buyer
from it. So long as this is so, imports may
result in the buying nations finding them-
selves with an unpayable debt, since the sell-
ing nation may refuse to take payment in the
only possible manner, namely, in imports,
whether directly or through a third country.
The chambers of commerce of the Empire
feel, and I agree with them, that a system
whereby the credits of any nation on the rest
of the world, arising from exports and not
cleared by imports, become proscribed, would
be a powerful inducement to countries with
export surpluses to take energetic action with
a view of bringing up the total value of their
imports to figures that would roughly corre-
spond with the value of their exports over,
say a seven year period.
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In the old days nations having an inter-
national trade deficit were generally able
to float a loan and keep going; but the debt
system is all played out. The world is now
piled sky-high with debts; they have reached
unheard-of heights. A very large portion of
them is unconverted and non-convertible.
The increase between 1939 and 1946 was ten
times all the debts accumulated from the time
of Adam until 1939. Anyway unpaid debts
only put off the evil day of settlement, and
interest compounds in the meantime.

Now the only possible thing to do is to
make trade a two-way street in every sense
of the word, and I am satisfied that the Fed-
erated Chambers of Commerce of the British
Empire have shown us the way.

I would like to say a word here about our
trade with the United States.

The United States market is at our door.
Congress recently extended for another year
President Truman’s power to slash tariffs
fifty per cent; and I believe that if this
country would put forth exhaustive efforts
we could suceed in getting a reduction of
one-half on many commodities shipped to the
United States. I have before me a copy of
the well-known publication The Wall Street
Journal, under date of September 29, with
the following headlines:

President Truman will breach tariff wall on 250
items now and many more later.

Forty nations, duty-slashing session planned for
1950.

The article continues:

About October 10 Mr. Truman will announce a
slash in import duties for around 250 commodities
and manufactured goods ... You can expect United
States concessions on a great variety of important
and unimportant goods—some dairy products, tex-
tiles, laces, hardware, table utensils, leather goods,
wood products, cordials, jellies, jams, candied fruits,
rum fruits, musical instruments, seeds, machinery
of a certain type, molasses, granite, light hand
lenses, etc. The October pact will only be the
beginning. State Department experts are already
preparing for a 1950 tariff-trimming session on a
grander scale with 40 nations. The idea is that
American negotiators at the next World Conference
would agree to reduce many more United States
duties as far as the present law allows, i.e. 50 per
cent below the rates of 1945. Congress does not
have to be consulted on either the 1949 or the
projected 1950 assault on the tariff wall. It has
already granted President Truman blanket auth-
ority which lasts until mid-year 1951. The ten
nations which agreed at Annecy, France, a few
months ago to make equivalent tariff reductions
were Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Italy, Greece,
Liberia, Haiti, The Dominican Republic, Nicaragua
and Uruguay.

Although we had delegates at the confer-
ence, nothing is stated in the article about
Canada; yet we are the largest customer of
the United States. The American hope is to
bring American imports into better balance
with exports, which are now largely sustained
by the Marshall Plan. The British, in par-
ticular, are pushing for lower duties on goods
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they want to sell in the United States. The
French also are working for United States
tariff cuts: they have presented a list of over
two hundred commodities on which they want
reductions.

The opportunity is ours! President Truman
is holding out the olive branch in the direc-
tion of tariff reduction. We are nearest to
the United States and, as I have said, their
largest customers. President Truman, I think,
realizes that nations can only pay for their
imports by what they can produce for export,
and that a creditor nation should not ask for
payment and then put all kinds of impedi-
ments, such as high tariffs, in the way of
payment by the debtor nation. In these times
it is useless for nations to bar imports by
means of high tariffs and then ask for pay-
ment in their own respective currencies, over
which a debtor nation has no control what-
soever. What control have other nations over
Canadian money? What control have we over
United States money? Yet, when we sell
abroad, we tell our customers “You must pay
us in our own currency.” I know of a lot of
items produced by the fish industry that
would have a much larger sale in the United
States if the duty were reduced. Some of
these brands of fish are not produced in the
United States. The effect of the present
United States tariff is simply to put up the
cost of living at the expense of the working
man across the border; and this, I would
think is contrary to the policy of a democracy.
I know that many other Canadian industries
besides fisheries could point to numerous
items on which the United States tariff could
well be substantially reduced to help bring
our trade accounts into balance.

The policy now in force across the border,
as I have stated, is to help other countries to
close the gap, so that each country’s imports
will be balanced by her exports; and Canada
should be up and doing, and should seize
every opportunity to bring into balance our
account with the United States. It is only
common sense on the part of the United
States to try and do what it can to balance
its trade with the world. Normal trade is
carried on by individual traders.

If two farmers live side by side, one
raising beef cattle and the other coarse grains,
they can do a profitable business together
as long as their trade balances. We shall
say that the farmer who raises coarse grains
supplies feed to the farmer who raises beef
cattle. All will be fine as long as the coarse-
grain farmer takes back enough beef cattle,
directly or indirectly, to pay for the feed
grain; but trouble will begin as soon as he
loses interest in the beef market and
endeavours to put the beef cattle farmer in
debt. He will soon be taking a mortgage
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or a bill of sale, and he will lose a customer
as the debt grows. The traders of the world
are the farmers, fishermen, lumbermen,
miners, manufacturers and so on, or those
who act for them.

Honourable senators, I spoke earlier of
the Commonwealth being the greatest poten-
tial trading unit of the globe, and stated
that other parts of the Commonwealth are
looking to Canada for leadership- in this
time of trade crisis. Well, I do not know
of a time in the last thirty years when trade
within the Commonwealth has been so help-
lessly disorganized. More than ever in our
history we have the goods, or real wealth.
If the British Commonwealth had suddenly
been turned into a Sahara desert we would
have had a real excuse for a trade crisis,
but a wise Creator has been most kind to us.
We can produce all kinds of real wealth, but
we cannot distribute it properly among our-
selves. The other great trading territorial
units of the world are the United States
and Soviet Russia. What would you think
of the State of Texas not being able to ship
goods to New York because that city has
the wrong kind of money; or the State of
Georgia in Russia not being able to ship
commodities to Moscow because of exchange
difficulties? Such a condition would be fan-
tastic and unheard of; but we in the British
Commonwealth are unable to exchange our
goods just because we are bedevilled with
many different kinds of money. It reminds
one of the Tower of Babel; instead of being
cursed with a multiplicity of different
languages, our downfall is caused by a score
or more of different mediums of exchange,
few of which are interchangeable. I know
that many former large customers of this
country in other parts of the Commonwealth,
although they are rated by Dun and Brad-
street’s in the millions, cannot today buy a
$10 case of fish here.

In these circumstances how is the Com-
monwealth going to compete with other
great trading nations? This is a time when
Canada can give leadership in helping to
straighten out this trade mess. There are
many experienced members in this honour-
able body who could give a helping hand
if called upon—

Hon. Mr, Duff: We are never asked.

Hon. Mr. McLean: —That is right. We
are seldom, if ever, asked to do so. Many
of our powers have been handed over to
various boards—theoretical experts who,
whether they have had trade experience or
not, are doing a lot of our thinking for us
in these all-important trade matters. Until
the system is changed, I suppose we shall
have to abide by their decisions, whether
they involve a step in the dark or not.
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Honourable senators, I thank you for hav-
ing had the patience to listen to me for so
long. I have simply tried to place on the
record the benefit of any experience I may
have had during the last thirty years in deal-
ing in the foreign markets of the world.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien: Honourable senators,
in the unavoidable absence of the honourable
senator from Churchill (Hon. Mr. Crerar), on
his behalf I move the adjournment of the
debate.

The motion was agreed to.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. Horner (for Hon. Mr. Aseltine,
Chairman of the Standing Committee on
Divorce) presented the following bills:

Bill O-1, an Act for the relief of Joseph
Charles Paul Emile Chales.

Bill P-1, an Act for the relief of Robert
Mason Watson. ;

Bill Q-1, an Act for the relief of Catherine
Alexandra Mackenzie Mitchell.

Bill R-1, an Act for the relief of Irene
Filion Primeau. t

Bill S-1, an Act for the relief of Mary Jean
Strachan Taylor.

Bill T-1, an Act for the relief of Edna Kate
Folley Dickenson. ;

Bill U-1, an Act for the relief of Gerald
Geoffrey Racine.

Bill V-1, an Act for the relief of Yvonne
Marshall Balfry Corbin.

Bill W-1, an Act for the relief of Colleen
Ethel Thornhill Clark. ; :

Bill X-1, an Act for the relief of Leith
Albert Anderson Baldwin. .

Bill Y-1, an Act for the relief of Marie
Jeanne Martin. :

Bill Z-1, an Act for the relief of Irene Emily
Katerelos Stones.

The bills were read the first time.

SECOND READINGS
Hon. Mr. Horner: Honourable senators,
with leave, I move that these bills be now
read the second time.
The motion was agreed to, and the bills
were read the second time, on division.

THIRD READINGS

Hon. Mr. Horner: With leave of the Senate,
I move the third reading of these bills.

The motion was agreed to, and the bills
were read the third time, and passed, on
division.

The Senate adjourned until
October 17, at 8 p.m.

Monday,
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THE SENATE

BRITISH NORTH AMERICA ACT
AMENDMENT

Monday, October 17, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

SUPREME COURT BILL
FIRST READING

A message was received from the House
of Commons with Bill 2, an Act to amend
the Supreme Court Act.

The bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the Speaker: When shall this bill
be read the second time?

Hon. Mr. Robertson:
Senate, tomorrow.

With leave of the

TARIFFS AND TRADE
DOCUMENTS TABLED

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison: Honourable
senators, I beg to lay on the table certain
documents. I shall not read the list unless
requested to do so, because it will appear
in the Minutes of the Proceedings of the
Senate. I would point out, however, that the
list includes such important documents as
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
of October 30, 1947, as amended by protocols
signed at Havana, March 24, 1948, and at
Geneva, September 14, 1948, and related
documents (Treaty Series 1948, No. 31). There
are also other documents of like nature, in
which honourable senators may be interested.
There is no automatic distribution of these
documents, but any of them are available
upon request.

LIVESTOCK PEDIGREE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. Roberison presented Bill A-2, an
Act respecting the incorporation of Pure-Bred
Live Stock Record Associations.

The bill was read the first time.

ADDRESS TO HIS MAJESTY

On the Motion:

That an humble address be presented to His
Majesty the King in the following words:

To the King’'s Most Excellent Majesty:
Most Gracious Sovereign:

We, Your Majesty’s most dutiful and loyal sub-
jects, the Senate of Canada in parliament
assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty, praying
that You may graciously be pleased to cause a
measure to be laid before the Parliament of the
United Kingdom to be expressed as follows:

An Act to amend the British North America Act,
1867, relating to the amendment of the Constitution
of Canada

Whereas the Senate and Commons of Canada in
Parliament assembled have submitted an Address to
His Majesty praying that His Majesty may graciously
be pleased to cause a measure to be laid before
the Parliament of the United Kingdom for the
enactment of the provisions hereinafter set forth:

Be it therefore enacted by the King’s Most Excel-
lent Majesty, by and with the advice and consent
of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, and Commons,
in this present Parliament assembled, and by the
authority of the same, as follows:

1. Section ninety-one of the British North America
Act, 1867, is amended by renumbering Class 1
thereof as Class 1A and by inserting therein imme-
diately before that Class the following as Class 1:

“l. The amendment from time to time of the con-
stitution of Canada, except as regards matters com-
ing within the classes of subjects by this Act
assigned exclusively to the Legislatures of the
Provinces, or as regards rights or privileges by this
or any other constitutional Act granted or secured
to the Legislature or the Government of a Province,
or to any class of persons with respect to schools or
as regards the use of the English or the French
language.”

2. This Act may be cited as the British North
America Act, 1949 (No. 2), and the British North
America Acts, 1867-1949, and this Act may be cited
together as the British North America Acts, 1867-
1949 (No. 2).

Hon. Mr. Roberison: Stand.

Hon. Mr. Haig: Honourable members.
before the motion stands I wish to ask the
leader of the government (Hon. Mr. Robert-
son) if he would lay on the table of this house
the letter written by the Prime Minister to
the provincial premiers and the replies
received. I happen to know that this corre-
spondence was laid on the table of the House
of Commons this afternoon and will be
printed as an appendix to today’s Hansard of
that house. I can read the correspondence
there, but I think we ought to have it in our
own records.

Hon. Mr. Robertson: I undertake to secure
the information asked for by the leader of
the opposition (Hon. Mr. Haig).

The Senate adjourned until tomorrow at
3 p.m.
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THE SENATE

Tuesday. October 18, 1949

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. Haig (for Hon. Mr. Aseltine,
Chairman of the Standing Committee on
Divorce) presented the following bills:

Bill B-2, an Act for the relief of Margaret
Helen Milne Ward.

Bill C-2, an Act for the relief of Lizzie
Brogden Hibberd.

Bill D-2, an Act for the relief of Eric Jeffery
Burn.

Bill E-2, an Act for the relief of Agnes
McIntosh McKillop McBride.

Bill F-2, an Act for the relief of Elizabeth
Audrey Beauclerk Quinlan.

Bill G-2, an Act for the relief of Thelma
Blanche Collins Geick.

Bill H-2, an Act for the relief of Thora
Beckingham Lock.

Bill I-2, an Act for the relief of Hugh
Willliam Lloyd.

Bill J-2, an Act for the relief of Linda
Emilia Wilen Robitaille.

Bill K-2, an Act for the relief of Brina
Paskin Warshaw.

Bill L-2, an Act for the relief of Thomas
Hanusiak.

Bill M-2, an Act for the relief of Loretta
Waugh O’Dell.

Bill N-2, an Act for the relief of Marie Rita
Plante Boyer.

Bill O-2, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Waxman Sherman.

Bill P-2, an Act for the relief of Laura
Cohen Kaminsky.

Bill Q-2, an Act for the relief of Annie
Marion Lesnichuk KXrushelniski, otherwise
known as Annie Marion Lesnichuk Krush.

Bill R-2, an Act for the relief of Marjorie
May Smart Birmingham.

Bill S-2, an Act for the relief of Anna Sand-
berg Goldbloom, otherwise known as Anna
Sandberg Gold.

Bill T-2, an Act for the relief of Olive
Frances Harper Morrison.

Bill U-2, an Act for the relief of Delphis
Brousseau.

Bill V-2, an Act for the relief of Gladys
McCarrick Bonnemer.
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Bill W-2, an Act for the relief of Bernice
Beverly Corry Cohen.

Bill X-2, and Act for the relief of Bessie
Zinman.

The bills were read the first time.

The Honourable the Speaker: When shall
these bills be read the second time?

Hon. Mr. Haig: With leave of the Senate,
next sitting.

BRITISH NORTH AMERICA ACT
AMENDMENT

CORRESPONDENCE TABLED

Hon. Mr. Robertson: Honourable members,
I beg to lay on the table copies of correspond-
ence between the Prime Minister of Canada
and the premiers of the various provinces
with respect to amending the British North
America Act so that the constitution of
Canada may be amended by the Parliament
of Canada. These copies are in English and
French. I now move, with the unanimous
consent of the Senate, that this correspond-
ence be printed as an appendix to the Debates
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.
(See Appendix at end of today’s report.)

SUPREME COURT BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Wishart McL. Roberison moved the
second reading of Bill 2, an Act to amend
the Supreme Court Act.

He said: Honourable senators, I have asked
the honourable gentleman from Inkerman
(Hon. Mr. Hugessen), to explain this bill.

Hon. A. K. Hugessen: Honourable senators,
I feel that a considerable weight of respon-
sibility rests upon my shoulders in attempting
to explain this bill to the house, because of
the very important principle which it
involves. Its name is “An Act to amend the
Supreme Court Act”, but it covers a good
deal more ground than its title would lead
one to believe. The basic proposal of the
bill before us is to abolish appeals in civil
cases from our Canadian Courts to the
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council in
London, and to make of our Supreme Court
of Canada a supreme court in fact as well as
in name. Incidental to that basic principle
the bill proposes certain structural altera-
tions in the composition of the Supreme Court
—an increase of its members by two—and
various consequential changes in the Supreme
Court Act.

I intend to confine my remarks this after-
noon to the consideration of the principle
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which I mentioned a moment ago, leaving
the details of the bill to be considered in
committee in the careful way in which this
chamber always considers measures of this
kind.

I have said that the purpose of the bill is
to abolish appeals in civil cases to the Judicial
Committee of the Privy Council. I should
perhaps remind honourable senators that
appeals in criminal cases were abolished some
years ago, and that the right of this parlia-
ment to abolish criminal appeals was finally
decided by the Privy Council in the judgment
which it gave in the British Coal Corporation
case in 1935.

May I begin with a brief and necessarily
sketchy historical review of the subject?
From time immemorial it has been the
recognized right of British subjects, as a
final resort, to appeal to the Sovereign for
justice; and the Sovereign has accorded
justice in the exercise of the Royal preroga-
tive. That right has extended to British sub-
jects resident in the colonies, as those colonies
were established in different parts of the
world. In the old days this right was exer-
cised, I understand, through the governors
of the colonies concerned.

In the year 1833 the British Parliament, of
which my grandfather was a member, enacted
a statute regulating the manner in which such
appeals to the Crown should be dealt with,
and provided that they be heard by a judicial
committee of the Privy Council, to advise the
Crown as to how the cases which came before
it should be disposed of. The title of the body
is, as I said, the Judicial Committee of the
Privy Council; but for purposes of brevity,
during the remainder of my remarks I shall
simply refer to it by its ordinary name, the
Privy Council.

As all members of this chamber who are
lawyers know, the Judicial Committee does
not render judgments; its function is to
advise the Sovereign. All the decisions of the
Privy Council end with these words: “Their
Lordships will therefore humbly advise His
Majesty accordingly.” That was the position
when the British North America Act was
enacted by the British Parliament in 1867.
By section 129 of the Act all the courts in
existence in the various provinces at con-
federation continued to function as before,
and the right of appeal from those courts to
the Privy Council, where it existed, remained
unaffected. Section 101 of the British North
America Act authorized the Parliament of
Canada, as and when it might see fit, to set
up a general court of appeal for Canada. This
is the wording of section 101:

The Parliament of Canada may, notwithstanding
anything in this Act, from time to time provide for
the constitution. maintenance and organization of
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a general court of appeal for Canada, and for the
establishment of any additional courts for the better
administration of the laws of Canada.

Now, the setting up of the Supreme
Court wunder this section in the few
years immediately following Confederation
appears to have been attended with consider-
able difficulty. In the year 1870 the adminis-
tration of Sir John A. Macdonald introduced
a bill to create a supreme court; but the bill
was withdrawn. Again in the year 1871 a bill
to constitute a supreme court was introduced,
but was again withdrawn. Finally, in the
session of 1875, the Mackenzie government
introduced a similar bill. That bill was sub-
mitted to the House of Commons by the
Honourable Mr. Fournier, at that time
Minister of Justice in the Mackenzie adminis-
tration. As originally introduced, that bill
made no reference to appeals to the Privy
Council. But in the course of the discussion
in the other chamber, the Minister of Justice
invited the house to express its opinion as to
whether the bill should not contain a clause
making the decisions of the new Supreme
Court final, and abolishing appeals to the
Privy Council. Following upon that sug-
gestion, the insertion of a new clause in the
bill for that purpose was moved by Mr.
Irving, the member for Hamilton, and upon
a vote of 112 to 40 that clause was inserted
in the bill. The text of that new section,
which was section 47 of the Supreme Court
Bill, is this:

47. The judgment of the Supreme Court shall in
all cases be final and conclusive, and no appeal shall
be brought from any judgment or order of the
Supreme Court to any Court of Appeal established
by the Parliament of Great Britain and Ireland,
by which appeals or petitions to Her Majesty in
Council may be ordered to be heard: saving any
right which Her Majesty may be graciously pleased
to exercise by virtue of Her Royal Prerogative.

It is abundantly clear from the discussions
on this bill in the other house that the mem-
bers thought that by inserting section 47 in
the bill they were effectually abolishing
appeals to the Privy Council. It was in that
form that the bill came to the Senate.

I have looked up the Debates of the Senate
for 1875, and with the permission of honour-
able senators I propose to take a few minutes
to describe the proceedings on the bill in
this chamber. As was the case in the House
of Commons, it was manifestly clear that the
Senate believed that appeals to the Privy
Council were being abolished, and indeed
much of the discussion ranged around that
very subject. It is also clear from the dis-
cussions that this house believed that one
of the principal functions of the new Supreme
Court would be finally to adjudicate on con-
stitutional disputes, which even at that day
were arising between the dominion and the
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provinces as to their respective powers of
legislation under sections 91 and 92 of the
British North America Act.

I should like to refer in detail to the
report of the Senate Debates of 1875, and I
would remind honourable senators that in
those days the speeches for the most part
were not reported verbatim as they are today.
However, the substance of what the speakers
said was given in the third person.

The second reading of the bill was moved
on April 5, 1875, by the Honourable Mr.
Letellier de St. Just, Minister of Agriculture
in the Mackenzie government, and afterwards
Lieutenant-Governor of the province of
Quebec. Mr. Letellier started out by referring
to the constitution of the new court which,
he said, was to consist of six judges, two of
whom would be members of the Bar of the
province of Quebec. He then immediately
proceeded to consider the question of the
abolition of appeals to the Privy Council. He
supported this on a ground which is novel to
me, but which I am sure will interest honour-
able senators from the province of Quebec.
He said:

They had found with Her Majesty’s Privy
Council much learning, ability, and a strong desire
to determine justly the cases from Lower Canada
and the rest of this country, but though these
honourable judges were well versed in English
statutory law and in French law, they exercised a
certain discrimination in the application of the
French law in cases from Lower Canada, because,
since the adoption of the Code Napoleon, many of
the laws of France differed from the Coutume de
Paris observed in Quebec. The English judges
learned in the present and recent French law, but
not in the Coutume, had not been able to make
the necessary distinction, or apply the Coutume, in
many instances desirable in cases from Lower
Canada. In many instances errors had resulted.
The two Quebec judges would be associated with
gentlemen versed in English and Canadian law,
and better acquainted with the manner of its
interpretation than members of the Privy Council
could be. Without derogating from this respected
tribunal, the Canadian court would offer more
security to us, afford greater facilities for the
settlement of appeals, and prove far less expensive
to suitors.

The next speaker was the Honourable Mr.
Campbell, from Ontario. He gave a very
balanced and impartial speech, and said that
although he fully appreciated that a young
country like Canada should wish to establish
a final Court of Appeal of its own, for his
part, as an old man he would prefer to remain
with the system with which he had grown
up—that of allowing appeals to the judges
in England. I rather wonder whether the
honourable senator from Toronto who bears
the same name, and who succeeds the honour-
able senator of 1875, would express the same
opinion today. The Honourable Mr. Trudel
and the Honourable Mr. Allan questioned
whether the Dominion Parliament had the
constitutional right to abolish appeals to the
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Privy Council. As an alternative to the
Supreme Court, Mr. Trudel made a suggestion
which at least had the merit of novelty.
This is what he suggested:

For his part he thought this Senate itself should
be the highest court of appeal for the people of the
dominion, just as the English House of Lords was
the highest tribunal in the British Empire. He
saw nothing in our constitution which would pre-
vent the government from naming seven or eight
members of this Senate as a Judicial Committee
which might be vested with appellate jurisdiction.

The Honourable Mr. Bureau, from Quebec,
said that on the whole he would prefer to
trust the rights of French Canadians to the
proposed Supreme Court rather than to the
Privy Council. The Honourable Mr. Scott,
from Ontario, remarked that as there had
been only one appeal from that province to
the Privy Council in six years, the depriva-
tion of the right of appeal to that body could
not be a very serious matter. The bill was
read a second time, without a division, and
was referred to the Committee of the Whole
for the following day, and on April 6 the
bill was considered in the Committee of the
Whole, the report of that stage being very
sketchy indeed.

The real discussion came upon the motion
for third reading. At that time the Senate
really came to grips with the question of the
abolition of appeals to the Privy Council.
On the motion for third reading a number
of amendments were moved. The first amend-
ment was that the bill be read ‘“this day
three months”. This was defeated by a vote
of thirty-one to twenty-seven. The second
amendment was that clause 47—that is the
clause which I have been mentioning, for
the abolition of appeals to the Privy Coun-
cil—be struck out of the bill. The Senate
vote on that motion resulted in a tie, twenty-
nine senators voting in favour and twenty-
nine senators voting against. The motion
was therefore lost, and clause 47 remained
in the bill. There were several other amend-
ments, all of which were defeated, and the
bill finally received third reading without
amendment.

It is interesting and indeed rather amusing
to read the arguments for and against that
were advanced on this matter in the Senate
of 1875; the same arguments almost word
for word as used in the discussion today.
Let me give an example. On the one side
there was the argument that this country
should not deprive itself of the right to go
to the extremely high judicial authorities
in Great Britain. There was also what they
called the sentimental argument, what one
honourable senator referred to as “the break-
ing of the silken tie” which bound Canada
to Great Britain. On the other side there
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were such arguments as these: The Honour-
able Mr. Letellier de St. Just said that “If
this country was not able to find among its
own men those qualified to be the judges in
the last resort on cases affecting our civil
rights, we would have reason to despair of
our country”, and the Honourable Mr. Scott,
from Ontario, remarked that “the people of
Ontario were almost unanimously against
appeal to England, as being altogether
unnecessary’”’. He said “they felt that the
judges we were likely to have on that tri-
bunal would be quite as equal in point of
ability, to give intelligent expression to our
laws, as the judges in England. Her Majesty
was quite as much represented on the
judiciary of this country as on the Supreme
Court in the city of London”.

Over the intervening span of years I
salute those wise words from Mr. Letellier
de St. Just, of Quebec, and from Mr. Scott
of Ontario. I can only hope that some day
in the distant future I may be dealt with
as I have today dealt with them, and that
perhaps, let us say, in the year 2025, some
honourable senator, rising in his place in
this chamber, may quote from the Senate
debates of 1949, some pearl of wisdom from
the remarks of the former senator from
Inkerman.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: As I said, the parlia-
ment of 1875 fully believed that it had
abolished appeals to the Privy Council,
though I must say that it was somewhat
doubtful until the Statute of Westminster of
1931 whether our parliament had power to
abolish those appeals.

When the Act was sent over to England for
royal sanction, great exception was taken to
section 47 by the Lord Chancellor and the
legal advisers of the Crown, and also by Lord
Carnarvon, who at that time was Colonial
Secretary in the Conservative administration
of Mr. Disraeli. Lord Carnarvon threatened
that unless section 47 was removed, the bill
would be disallowed in its entirety. There
ensued some acrimonious correspondence
between him and Mr. Edward Blake, who by
that time had succeeded Mr. Fournier as
Minister of Justice in the Canadian cabinet.
One of the arguments advanced by Lord
Carnarvon sounds rather peculiarly to our
ears today. He said that a large number of
English people had invested important sums of
money in Canada, and that for the protection
of those investments they should have the
right of final appeal to the court in England.
To that argument Mr. Blake replied, very
properly, that this was casting an
unwarranted reflection upon the honesty of
Canadian judges.
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The matter was finally settled in this way.
It was discovered that there was a flaw in
section 47. It will be remembered that that
section, as I read it to the house, says that
there shall be no appeal from the Supreme
Court of Canada to ‘“any court of appeal
established by the Parliament of Great
Britain.”

The Judicial Committee of the Privy
Council is not a court of appeal; it is a body
of men appointed by the Crown to advise the
Crown on matters of law; it is not a court of
law but a court of prerogative. Section 47
therefore did not apply. The situation was
saved for English investors in Canada, and
appeals to the Privy Council continued as
before.

Section 47 still remains in our statutes. It is
now section 54 of our Supreme Court Act, and
it stands as a melancholy monument to an
attempt by this parliament in 1875 which
failed of its purpose. I cannot refrain from
expressing the view that it would have been
far better in every way if section 47 had
become effective and if our Supreme Court
had been from the very beginning the final
court of appeal for Canada.

Hon. Mr. Euler: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: What this house is
doing today is taking up the consideration of
this matter where it was left off on the 6th
of April, 1875. If honourable senators will
look at the bill now before them they will
see that its principal purpose is to amend
section 54—formerly section 47—of the
Supreme Court Act in such a way as to make
it abundantly clear that any kind of appeal
from Canada to any court of England is now
abolished.

Now let me come to the more recent history
of this matter. It involves a leap of more
than sixty years, and brings us to the year
1938. With that period the name of one man
is inextricably associated. That man was the
late C. H. Cahan. As many honourable sena-
tors know, Mr. Cahan was a very distin-
guished lawyer. He had practiced both before
the Bar of his native province of Nova Scotia
and the Bar of Quebec; he had been elected
Conservative member of parliament from
the St. Lawrence-St. George division of
Montreal in 1925, and from 1930 to 1935 was
Secretary of State in the Conservative
administration headed by Mr. Bennett. In
the year 1938 Mr. Cahan was an old man. In
his young days at Halifax, in his native
province, he had known the Fathers of Con-
federation from that province.

May I be allowed to interject a personal
note here? At the general election of 1935
I was a candidate against Mr. Cahan for the
House of Commons constituency of St.
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Lawrence-St. George. I think I gave him a
good fight—in any event I succeeded in con-
siderably reducing his majority—but the
electors returned him. I think they felt that
here was an old man who had done consider-
able work for his country and deserved well
of his fellow Canadians and was therefore
entitled to another term in the House of Com-
mons. And viewing the matter at this period,
and after the lapse of these years, I cannot
find it in my heart to say that they were
wrong.

In the session of 1938 Mr. Cahan introduced
in the House of Commons a bill to abolish
appeals to the Privy Council. It was of
course a private member’s bill—he being a
member of the opposition—and it did not get
very far; but upon the motion for second
reading there was a most interesting dis-
cussion, to which I want to refer in more
detail a little later on. The then Minister
of Justice, Mr. Lapointe, expressed strong
approval of the bill, but he voiced some slight
doubt as to the power of the federal parlia-
ment to enact legislation abolishing appeals
to the Privy Council. The same doubt, hon-
ourable senators will recall, had been
expressed in the debate in this chamber in
1875.

At the following session, in 1939, Mr. Cahan
again introduced a bill for the same purpose,
in slightly modified form. In the debate on
second reading Mr. Lapointe announced that
the government had decided to submit the
question to the Supreme Court for its opinion.
The bill was then dropped, awaiting the
Supreme Court’s decision. The question was
duly submitted to the court, which in 1940
gave judgment that the Parliament of Canada
had the constitutional power to enact this
legislation. That judgment was appealed to
the Privy Council, but on account of the war
the hearing by the Privy Council was delayed.
Finally, in January 1947, the Privy Council
gave its decision, upholding the judgment of
the Supreme Court. So, in considering the
bill now before them, honourable senators
can rest perfectly satisfied that it is within
the competence of the Parliament of Canada
to enact this legislation.

To carry the story a little further: In the
sessions of 1947 and 1948 this matter was again
discussed in another place upon a motion
introduced by one of the members from
Saskatchewan. Early in the present year a
bill similar to this one was printed and circu-
lated, but was not proceeded with owing to
the dissolution of parliament. The bill now
before us is its successor.

Honourable senators, I have spent some
time sketching the previous history of this
matter, partly because of its intrinsic inter-
est, partly because it seems to me to form a
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necessary background for the discussion of
the problem now before us, and partly also
because it throws an interesting and, I sug-
gest, rather amusing light on the argument
which we hear today that this bill should not
now be proceeded with, that the public is
not ready for it, and that there should be a
further delay. Well, good heavens! how much
more delay do we want? As I have said,
all the arguments for and against were made
use of in the parliament of 1875. The ques-
tion has been actively before the public mind
since 1938. A bill similar in all respects to
the bill now before us was introduced by the
present government last February. It was
known and was proclaimed to be a matter
of government policy. In the general elec-
tion of last June that government was
returned to office by the largest majority in
the history of this country. In the light of
these facts, I say that the argument for fur-
ther delay is not only specious but absurd on
its very face.

Let me refer as briefly as I can to the
debate on the second reading of the Cahan
bill in the House of Commons in 1938. The
discussion centred very largely on the con-
stitutional decisions given by the Privy
Council over a long period of years, and the
effect of those decisions on the respective
rights and powers of the dominion and the
provinces as laid down in sections 91 and 92
of the British North America Act. Mr.
Cahan made a most powerful speech—a
speech which, I suggest, would repay re-read-
ing today. He claimed that the Privy Council,
in a series of decisions over a long period,
had so whittled away and cut down the
powers which the fathers of confederation
had intended to confer, and had indeed con-
ferred, upon the Dominion parliament, as to
leave us with a constitution in which the
division of powers between the federal and
provincial authorities was completely differ-
ent from that which had been agreed upon
in 1867. He charged that the Privy Council
had done this deliberately and as a matter
of policy.

The real nub and core of his complaint
against the Privy Council was that it had not,
as it should have done, confined itself as a
court of law to the interpretation of the
British North America Act as it found it;
rather, it had deliberately modified that Act
to suit what it thought the proper division of
powers between dominion and provinces
ought to be. In other words, it had acted not
as a court, but as a legislature for Canada.

In the debate that followed, the then mem-
ber for Selkirk, Mr. Thorson—now Mr. Justice
Thorson, President of the Exchequer Court—
from the Liberal benches strongly supported
the Cahan bill. He repeated the charge that
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the Privy Council had gone beyond its powers
as a court, and under the guise of interpreting
the principles of the British North America
Act had, in fact, altered that Act and frus-
trated the intention of the fathers of
confederation.

I think I ought to remind the Senate that
in the following year, 1939, the former Law
Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel of this
house, Mr. W. F. O’Connor, K.C., pursuant
to a resolution of this house, made a report
to the Senate on the whole subject. That
report, which was printed and circulated to
all honourable senators at that time, is
entitled thus: “Report, Pursuant to the resolu-
tion of the Senate, to the honourable the
Speaker by The Parliamentary Counsel,
relating to the enactment of the British North
America Act, 1867, any lack of consonance
between its terms and judicial construction
of them and cognate matters”. That was a
very detailed and voluminous report. The
important point about it is that in that report
the former Parliamentary Counsel of this
body reached exactly the same conclusion as
had been reached by Mr. Cahan and by the
present Judge Thorson. May I quote just
one short paragraph from page 13 of the
report? The Parliamentary Counsel is of
course discussing the British North America
Act, and this is what he says:

For over twenty years the legislative machinery

of the Act worked well. Then it began to experience
judicial disinclination to apply its precise terms.
Ultimately, in 1896 it was repealed by judicial legis-
lation and different legislative machinery was sub-
stituted. In these circumstances I think that not
amendment of the Act, but enforced observance of
its terms is the proper remedy.
The parliamentary counsel to the Senate
leaves no doubt at all as to whom he is
referring when he talks about “judicial legis-
lation”. He is pointing the finger at the
Privy Council, and he places the responsi-
bility squarely upon Lord Watson, a well-
known member of the Privy Council, starting
with a judgment which that noble lord
delivered on behalf of the Judicial Committee
in the Prohibition case in 1896.

These statements of Mr. Cahan, Mr. Justice
Thorson and the Law Clerk do not stand
alone. They are confirmed from a rather
surprising source—from within the Judicial
Committee itself. Honourable senators have
all heard of Lord Haldane. He was perhaps
one of the best known judges ever to sit in
the Privy Council. A former Lord Chancellor,
he sat with the Privy Council from 1910 for
nearly twenty years. He is perhaps best
remembered in this country for his decision
in the Snyder case in 1925, holding that the
Industrial Disputes Investigation Act for the
peaceful settlement of industrial disputes—
commonly known as the Lemieux Act, which
has been in successful operation since 1907—
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was ultra vires of the Dominion Parliament.
In 1899 Lord Haldane, at that time still Mr.
Haldane, Q.C., wrote an article for an English
law journal. In that article, which subse-
quently received considerable notoriety, he
was writing about Lord Watson, his pre-
decessor, whom I mentioned a few minutes
ago. He discussed at some length Lord Wat-
son’s numerous judgments interpreting the
British North America Act. What Lord
Haldane had to say about Lord Watson is so
important that I crave the indulgence of the
Senate while I quote a few paragraphs from
it. This is what he says:

Lord Watson was an imperial judge of the first
order. The function of such a judge, sitting in
the supreme tribunal of the empire, is to do more
than decide what abstract and familiar legal con-
ceptions should be applied to particular cases. His
function is to be a statesman as well as a jurist,
to fill in the gaps which parliament has deliberately
left in the skeleton constitutions and laws that it
has provided for the British colonies. The imperial
legislature has taken the view that these constitu-
tions and laws must, if they are to be acceptable,
be in a large measure unwritten, elastic, and cap-
able of being silently developed and even altered
as the colony develops and alters. This imposes a
task of immense importance and difficulty upon the
privy council judges, and it was this task which
Lord Watson had to face when some fifteen years
ago he found himself face to face with what
threatened to be a critical period in the history of
Canada.

What “critical period” Lord Haldane is
referring to I am unaware of.

He goes on:

Two views were being contended for. The one
was that, excepting in such cases as were spe-
cially provided for, a general principle ought to be
recognized which would tend to make the gov-
ernment at Ottawa paramount, and the govern-
ments of the provinces subordinate. The other
was that of federalism through and through, in
executive as well as legislative concerns, whenever
the contrary had not been expressly said by the
imperial parliament.

The provincial governments naturally pressed
this latter view very strongly. The supreme court
of Canada, however, which had been established
under the Confederation Act, and was originally
intended by all parties to be the practically final
court of appeal for Canada, took the other view.
Great unrest was the result, followed by a series
of appeals to the privy council, which it was dis-
covered still had power to give special leave for
them.

Now I suggest that when he talks about
“great unrest in Canada” Lord Haldane is
calling upon a very vivid imagination.

Then he goes on thus:

Lord Watson made the business of laying down
the new law, that was necessary, his own. He
completely altered the tendency of the decisions
of the supreme court, and established in the first
place the sovereignty (subject to the power to
interfere of the imperial parliament alone) of the
legislatures of Ontario, Quebec and the other prov-
inces. He then worked out as a principle the
direct relation, in point of exercise of the preroga-
tive, of the lieutenant-governors to the crown. In
a series of masterly judgments he expounded and
established the real constitution of Canada.
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Now, honourable senators, what does this
quotation mean? Lord Haldane is telling
us quite clearly that Lord Watson reinter-
preted the British North America Act to
suit his own ideas of what conditions in
Canada happened to require at the time;
and Lord Haldane not only tells us that
but he speaks of it as an admirable and
meritorious performance by Lord Watson.
There is indeed little reason to doubt that
Lord Haldane, in his own decisions in the
Privy Council interpreting the British North
America Act, followed the same practice
which he had found so admirable in Lord
Watson.

Now if this is so, we are faced with this
situation. At the present time the court of
final resort by which questions of interpre-
tation of the British North America Act are
ultimately decided is a body of men sitting
in London, England, who claim the right to
reinterpret and, in effect, to revise our con-
stitution in the light of what they believe
conditions in Canada may from time to time
require. These men are no doubt actuated
by the very highest of motives; but many of
them have never been in Canada in their
lives, they have no personal knowledge of
conditions in this country, and they are in
no way responsible to the people of this
dominion, or to our parliament which has no
voice in selecting them. I say that if that
is indeed the case, it is an intolerable con-
dition of affairs, and the sooner it is ended
the better.

Now I want to be eminently fair. I know
very well that the point of view expressed
by Mr. Cahan and the others whom I have
mentioned, though very widely held, is not
held universally. There are those who believe
that the Privy Council throughout the years
has interpreted the British North America
Act strictly as it ought to be interpreted.
But whatever view one may happen to hold,
is there not this much common ground
between us? Mr. Cahan may have been
wrong, Judge Thorson may have been wrong,
our parliamentary counsel may have been
wrong, Lord Haldane may have been sadly
misunderstood in the quotation that I read
a few moments ago; nevertheless is it not
unavoidable, is it not inherent in a situation
where you have a court in one country
charged with the duty of interpreting the
highly contentious provisions of the con-
stitution of another country thousands of
miles away, that doubt and suspicion and
recrimination are bound to arise? That these
doubts, these recriminations and these suspi-
cions do exist, it would be idle to deny. So
far from being a link between Canada and
Great Britain, as some assert, the Privy
Council has in my view become a sore spot
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and a source of dissatisfaction. I blame no
individual. No individual can be blamed.
It is the system itself that is at fault. On
that I think we can all reach common ground
of agreement. It is this defective system that
the bill now before us seeks to remove.

Now I want to refer in some little detail
to one special case which illustrates a little
further the tendency of the Privy Council to
legislate for Canada: a case first heard by
the Supreme Court and then by the Privy
Council. I think that when closely examined
it illustrates very clearly the disadvantages
and even the dangers of the present system.
It is a case of particular interest to the
Senate, because it has affected the member-
ship of this body. I refer to the case of the
admission of women to membership of the
Senate. I refer to it also for another reason,
because it was mentioned by the honourable
lady from Peterborough (Hon. Mrs. Fallis)
in her speech on the Address in this house
a few weeks ago.

At the outset, of course, I need hardly say
that I do not question, nor is anybody in this
house questioning, the advisability of having
women in the Senate.

Hon. Mr. McLennan: I am.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: The two honourable
ladies who serve in this body now are among
our most distinguished and hard-working
members, and my only complaint is that there
are not more of them.

In the year 1928 the government of the
day submitted to the Supreme Court the
question whether women were eligible to be
summoned to the Senate under the relevant
provisions of the British North America Act.
Those sections are 23 and 24, extracts of
which I will quote.

23. The qualifications of a Senator shall be as
follows:

(1) He shall be of the full age of thirty years;

(2) He shall be either a natural-born sub)ect of
the Queen, or a subject . . . naturalized .

(3) He shall be legally or equitably selsed as of
freehold for his own use and benefit of lands . . .
of the value of four thousand dollars, over and
above all . . . incumbrances . . .;

(4) His real and personal property shall be
together worth four thousand dollars over and above
his debts and liabilities;

(5) He shall be resident in the province for which
he is appointed;

(6) In the case of Quebec he shall have his real
property qualification in the . . .

district that he represents.

24. The Governor General shall from time to time,
in the Queen’s name, by instrument under the Great
Seal of Canada, summon qualified persons to the
Senate; and, subject to the provisions of this Act,
every person so summoned shall become and be a
Member of the Senate and a Senator.
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Now the question that was submitted for
the Supreme Court was whether, under sec-
tion 24 of that Act, women were qualified
persons for admission to the Senate. The
court was a very strong one, consisting of
Chief Justice Anglin and Justices Duff, Mig-
nault, Lamont and Smith. It decided unani-
mously in the negative. In a powerful judg-
ment Chief Justice Anglin gave the court’s
reasons for its decision. He said that by no
conceivable stretch of the imagination could
the Fathers of Confederation—when they
inserted the words “qualified persons” in
section 24; or the British Parliament when it
enacted the Act—have been supposed to
include women in the category of qualified
persons.

Hon. Mrs. Fallis: Why not?

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: He pointed out that in
1867 women were debarred by the Common
Law of England from holding any public
office, even down to that of church warden.
Not only could they not sit in parliament, but
they were not entitled to vote for members of
parliament. In fact, in those days many men
were deprived of the right to vote. The
right to vote was considered to be an attri-
bute of property. The Chief Justice pointed
out that a married woman at that time could
not conceivably fulfil the property require-
ment of section 23, because, prior to the
enactment of the Married Women’s Property
Act, a woman’s property fell into the control
of her husband upon her marriage. He said
finally, and it seems to me to be the strongest
argument of all, that if the Fathers of Con-
federation had intended to make so radical,
so unknown a departure from a precedent as
to admit women to membership of the Senate,
they would have done it in a far different
way than by merely inserting two equivocal
words in section 24. Honourable senators, as
I have said, the decision of this strong
Supreme Court was unanimous, and I have
no hesitation in asserting that as a matter
of law, and considered solely as a matter of
strict interpretation of the British North
America Act, the Supreme Court decision was
absolutely right.

The case then went to the Privy Council,
and in 1930 the Privy Council reversed the
decision of the Supreme Court. Here again I
have no hesitation in saying that the decision
of the Privy Council was a political decision,
actuated by political motives. I use the word
“political” in its broadest sense. One can only
assume that following the precedent set by
Lord Watson and by Lord Haldane, the Privy
Council did not feel itself bound to a strict
interpretation of the British North America
Act. One can only assume that the Privy
Council decided—correctly as it turned out—
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that public opinion in Canada would welcome
the admission of women to the Senate, and
was determined to torture the meaning of
the British North America Act to achieve
that end. In other words, the Privy Counecil
made a guess and it turned out very happily
that their guess was right. I would suggest,
however, that on other occasions they might
not guess quite so fortunately. Though we all
applaud the result, I say that the method by
which that result was achieved was most
improper. That is no way to amend the con-
stitution of Canada.

There is a right and a proper way to
amend the British North America Act: it is
by joint address of both houses of parliament
to the British Parliament, after full and open
discussion in our parliament and in our press.
But to have it done by the Privy Council
sitting in London, which with its necessarily
limited knowledge must first decide what is
the public opinion of this country, and then
pervert the meaning of the British North
America Act to achieve the desired result. is
a wrong way and an improper way.

In seeking to justify their action in reversing
the unanimous decision of our Supreme Court,
their lordships of the Privy Council intro-
duced an entirely new doctrine for the inter-
pretation of the British North America Act. It
is a most interesting one, called “the doctrine
of the living tree”. Let me quote from the
words of Lord Sankey, the Lord Chancellor,
when giving the decision of the Privy Council
in that case. This is what he said:

The British North America Act planted in Canada
a living tree capable of growth and expansion
within its natural limits. Like all written consti-
tutions it has been subject to development through
usage and convention ... The Privy Council,
indeed, has laid down that courts of law must
treat the provisions of the British North America
Act by the same methods of construction and
exposition which have applied to other statutes.
But there are statutes and statutes. and the strict
construction deemed proper in the case, for exam-
ple, of a penal or taxing statute, or one passed to
regulate the affairs of an English parish, would
be often subversive to Parliament’s real intent if
applied to an Act passed to ensure the peace,
order and good government of a British colony.
That is the doctrine of the living tree, and
it is quite important because the very same
idea was expressed in other words as late as
1947 by the present Lord Chancellor of Eng-
land, Lord Jowitt, in the decision which the
Privy Council gave in the case to which
I referred to a few minutes ago about the
abolition of appeals. Lord Jowitt said:

To such an organic statute as the British North
America Act the flexible interpretation must be
given that changing circumstances require.

Honourable senators, that is very good; it
is quite an attractive doctrine, and I am
bound to say that it seems to be the basis
upon which, say, the United States Supreme




OCTOBER 18, 1949

Court construes the constitution of that
country, which of course is nearly twice as
old as our own. But taking Lord Jowitt’s own
words, the question at once arises: Who is
to be the judge of changing circumstances?
Perhaps I may be permitted to go back for
a moment to Lord Sankey’s metaphor of the
living tree, and carry it a step further. If
you have a tree growing in your garden, what
sort of an expert do you consult? Do you
consult an expert living thousands of miles
away, who has never seen the tree and who
knows nothing of the soil in which it grows
or the climatic conditions which it will have
to face? 1 suggest that that question answers
itself. I maintain that if our constitution is
to be judicially varied to suit changing
circumstances in Canada, those changing cir-
cumstances must be judged in Canada and
nowhere else in the whole wide world.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Huguessen: Honourable senators,
I should now like to discuss the judgment of
the Privy Council in the matter of women
in the Senate from another angle, and to
illustrate the disadvantage of the present
system. As I have said, the Privy Council
reversed the unanimous judgment of the
Supreme Court, and thereby subjected our
Supreme Court to a great deal of unjustified
and uninformed criticism, and even derision.
It would almost seem as though in giving the
judgment of the Privy Council, Lord Sankey
went out of his way to discredit our Supreme
Court. This is what he said:

Their lordships are of opinion that the word
“persons” in Section 24 does include women, and
that women are eligible to be summoned to and
become members of the Senate of Canada.
Well, that is begging the question.

The question was, not whether women were
persons, but whether women were qualified
‘persons within the meaning of section 24 to
be summoned to the Senate. The form in
which the Privy Council gave its decision, as
I say, resulted in some uninformed criticism
of our Supreme Court, and I am bound to
cite as an example of that uninformed
criticism the remarks made by the honourable
lady from Peterborough (Hon. Mrs. Fallis) a
few weeks ago in the debate on the Address.

Let me ask honourable senators to place
themselves in the position in which the
Supreme Court found itself as a result of this
decision of the Privy Council. After most
careful deliberation the court had wunani-
moulsy decided on what it thought was the
correct interpretation of certain sections of
the British North America Act in a very
important case. It was reversed by the Privy
Council through the application by that body
of a new rule of interpretation which the
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court had never heard of before, and as a
result the court was held up to public
criticism and derision in this country.

I say that placed our Supreme Court in an
intolerable position. A system which allows
such an intolerable position to develop, as it
did less than twenty years ago, is a system
that to my mind is inherently bad, and the
sooner it is changed the better. We have now
provided for our Supreme Court, in a physical
sense, in the beautiful and dignified new
building which it at present occupies, a few
minutes’ walk away from this chamber. I
suggest it is now our duty to provide the
judges of that court with the mental and
psychological surroundings in which they
can do their best work. That is what this bill
seeks to achieve, to make of our Supreme
Court a court supreme in fact as well as in
name, a court possessing a dignity and
authority equal to the dignity and authority
of the court of highest jurisdiction in any
country in the world.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: Now I want to deal
for a moment, and only for a moment, with
the sentimental argument that was advanced
in 1875, and is now advanced again today.
We are told that abolition of appeals to the
Privy Council will be breaking a link of
empire. Well, a link is part of a chain, and
a chain is apt to become galling to the wearer
of it. That in my view is the position which
this so-called link has reached. I have
already expressed the opinion, and I now
repeat it, that appeals to the Privy Council
have long since ceased to be a bond of union
between the two countries, and have
developed into a source of bitterness, sus-
picion and misunderstanding which it would
be best in the interest of both countries to
remove.

But I want to deal with the matter on a
wider basis than that. Let me ask the house:
What is the real tie that binds Canada and
Great Britain, or indeed that binds any mem-
ber of the commonwealth to any other
member of the commonwealth? I suggest
that it has nothing to do with mere questions
of governmental machinery or mechanical
contrivances such as the use by one country
of the courts of another. The real tie that
binds the members of the commonwealth
together is one of sentiment, of common
feeling, of common beliefs, of common forms
of government, of common loyalty to the
Crown. And, to carry on the argument from
the place where it was when this house last
discussed the subject in 1875, how immensely
strong those ties have since proved to be! In
your lifetime and in mine, honourable sena-
tors, we have had the two greatest wars that
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the world has ever seen. In each of these
wars, though Britain was the first to be
involved, Canada stood by Britain’s side and
bore her full share in the long and bitter
struggle to final victory. Yes, the true nature
of the tie between members of the common-
wealth is a belief in the same ideals and the
same aspirations. It has little—I suggest it has
nothing—to do with mere mechanical pro-
cesses of government such as we are dis-
cussing today. Indeed, I would be willing to
go further than that. I suggest to you that
the fewer of these mechanical ties that we
have between members of the commonwealth
the better will be the relations between them.

Hon. Mr. Roebuck: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. Hugessen: We have had a very
striking example of that very recently in the
case of India. India was for many years
bound to Britain by ties which she came to
regard as a badge of servitude. As Indians
reached political maturity their protests
became more and more vigorous and even-
tually reached a condition bordering on
rebel