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CANADA

The Debates of the Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 12, 1931.

The Parliament of Canada having been
summoned by Proclamation of the Admin-
istrator of the Government of Canada to
meet this day for the despatch of business:

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

OPENING OF THE SESSION

The Hon. the Speaker informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Acting Secretary to the Administra-
tor informing him that His Excellency the
Administrator would proceed to the Senate
Chamber to open the session of the Dominion
Parliament this day at 3 o’clock.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE

At three o’clock His Excellency the
Administrator proceeded to the Senate Cham-
ber 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 toopen the
Second Session of the Seventeenth Parliament
of the Dominion of Canada with the following
speech:

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

I welcome you to your duties at a time when
the nations of the world are passing through
a period of great economic depression. Canada
has not escaped it. But the Canadian people
have met the trials of the moment with
patience and fortitude, and are facing the
future with the courage and faith which must
triumph over every difficulty. In prosperity
they were united. In adversity that union is
made still stronger by the spirit of co-operation
and mutual understanding which is the surest
bulwark of the nation’s welfare and happiness.

These attributes of Canadianism are national
assets of real value, and, upon their possession,
I do profoundly congratulate you.

It will be your privilege to consider certain
measures designed by my Ministers to ameliorate
existing conditions, to provide further means
by which our people may go forward to achieve
a prosperity heretofore unattained and to
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furnish them with all possible safeguards
against a recurrence of the present subordina-
tion to world forces.

The fact that+ in this period of universal
distress Canada has been spared the same acute
degree of hardship which many other nations
have been called upon to bear, will not, I know,
blind you to the fact that between this country
as it is and as it should be, there is a gulf
to be bridged by the industry and zeal of all
those who have the welfare of the nation in
their keeping. The problems which stand
between us and ultimate prosperity are mani-
fold and great. To be effectually met, they
must first be understood. Confusion between
cause and effect will but delay their solution.
My Government has explored the origins of
our difficulties and is firmly of the belief that
many of our problems do not arise out of world-
wide depression, but are antecedent to it; and
that domestic factors have also largely deter-
mined the degree of economic distress from
which this country is suffering. :

It was this belief which impelled my Min-
isters at the emergency session of Parliament
held in September last to remove one of the
root weaknesses in our industrial system by
effecting such then possible changes in the tariff
as would, in their opinion, provide substantial
security against harmful world competition.
Although in the interval world conditions have
changed but little for the better, this tariff
legislation has resulted in a marked improve-
ment in the domestic situation through the
strengthening of established industries, and in
addition many others, formerly exporters to
(Canada, have now become producers in Canada.

The operation of the Unemployment Relief
Act, 1930, has proved equally beneficial. While
the grant authorized by this Aect could not
immediately have checked unemployment aris-
ing from causes of which you have full knowl-
edge, yet its careful administration by my Min-
isters, ably aided by the provincial and muni-
cipal governments and the two great railway
syvstems, has resulted in the institution of a
nation wide program of public undertakings,
each one a unit in a scheme of national develop-
ment, which have collectively provided work for
the greatest number of men who have ever been
employed through the direct efforts of the
Federal Government.

Since the last session of Parliament four
of my Ministers attended the Imperial and
Imperial Economic Conferences in London.
Several constitutional questions, arising largely
out of the resolutions of the Imperial Confer-
ence of 1926, were fully discussed and, in prin-
ciple, approved. My Ministers, however, held
the view that before certain constitutional
changes embodied in these resolutions should be
made effective by a statute of the Parliament
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, the Provinces of Canada
should be given an opportunity of further con-
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sidering them and of satisfying themselves that
these propoaed changes do not in any way
restrict their constitutional rights. Unanimous
concurrence in this view having been given by
the representatives of Great Britain, the Irish
Free State and the other Dominions, my Min-
isters have called a Provincial Conference to
be held at Ottawa in the month of April for
the consideration of the proposed -changes.
Following the conference you will be asked to
take appropriate action.

Exhaustive consideration of the means most
likely to ensure a lasting and mutually advan-
tageous scheme of Empire economic co-operation
was also commenced at the Imperial Conference,
and many matters preliminary to a final con-
clusion were then disposed of. Searching in-
vestigation into the merits of alternative
schemes by the governments concerned is con-
tinuing, and it is confidently hoped that, at the
adjourned Conference to meet at Ottawa during
the ensuing summer, agreements will be con-
cluded for closer Empire trade, which will
strengthen still more the bonds of Empire and
bring to every part of it great and enduring
prosperity.

Pursuant to the fixed policy of my Govern-
ment to combat all influences which are inimical
to the social and economic welfare of this
Dominion, an Order in Council has been passed
prohibiting the importation of certain com-
modities into Canada from the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

My Ministers have completed the organiza-
tion approved by legislation at the last session
of the Sixteenth Parliament for administering
the Pension Act as amended, and have taken
steps to ensure that every care shall be exer-
cised to obtain the just and equitable satis-
faction of all legitimate claims.

My Ministers have had under anxious con-
sideration the means by which an orderly
marketing of the wheat crop of Waestern
Canada may. be assured, and have already
taken such effective action towards that end as
the circumstances appear to justify. My Min-
isters are aware that changing conditions in the
world’s markets may necessitate further inter-
vention by my Government, which is prepared
to render whatever additional assistance may
be deemed advisable in the national interest.
The present situation has emphasized the neces-
sity of effecting a reduction in the costs of
production and marketing of the wheat crop
and of providing more stable markets, as the
welfare of all parts of Canada is involved in
satisfactory returns being received by the grain
growers.

The broad outline of the general scheme of
national development undertaken by my Gov-
ernment, including provision for old age pen-
sions, aid to agriculture, technical education
and highway construction, has already been
made known. My Ministers are persuaded that
this general scheme cannot advantageously be
altered. Careful consideration has therefore
been given to the progressive stages by which
it will be carried out, and you will be asked
to consider measures sanctioning such action as
the current economic situation warrants, and
such as can be undertaken without undue
demands upon the national exchequer.

You will be asked to consider such further
revision of the tariff as may be carried out
with but incidental adjustments to the British
Preference Schedules now in: force.

You will have before you for consideration
a Bill to create a Tariff Board, the purposes

The Hon. the SPEAKER.

of which will be to ensure stability of trade,
opportunities for the development of our home
market by Canadian producers in fair competi-
tion with those of other nations, and the pro-
tection of our consumers from exploitation.
Amongst other measures to which your atten-
tion will be invited are Bills for the more
effective control of national finance; for the
revision of the existing provisions for Govern-
ment purchases; for amending the Naturaliza-
tion Act; and for amending the Copyright Act,
The reference to the Supréme Court of
Canada of the respective jurisdictions of the
Dominion and Provinces over radio broadcast-
ing necessarily postpones any definite legls-
lative action bcmg taken until the opinion of
the Court of last resort has been obtained.

Members of the House of Commons:

The public accounts for the last fiscal year
and the estimates for the coming year will be
submitted at an early date. The estimates will
manifest my Ministers’ resolve that, until the
revenues of the country reflect a definite
improvement in the economic situation, every
economy compatible with the proper admin-
istration of the State will be exercised.
Honourable Members of the Senate:

Members of the House of Commons:

The policies and measures I have outlined
are based upon the firm belief of my Govern-
ment that this country is soon to enter upon
a new era of prosperity, and that the proper
development of its vast resources by a people
pledged to unity and co-operation, and endowed
with courage and industry, will ensure to
Canada a le'uhnrr place among the nations. I
pray that Divine Providence, which has made
you citizens of this favoured land, may guide
and bless your deliberations.

His Excellency the Administrator was
pleased to retire, and the House of Commons

withdrew.
The sitting of the Senate was resumed.
Prayers.
RAILWAY BILL
FIRST READING

Bill —, an Act relating to railways.—Hon.
Mr. Robertson.

CONSIDERATION OF
HIS EXCELLENCY’S SPEECH

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, it was
ordered that the speech of His Excellency the
Administrator be taken into consideration on
Tuesday next.

COMMITTEE ON
ORDERS AND PRIVILEGES

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY 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.
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COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved:

That the following senators be appointed a
Committee of Selection to nominate senators to
serve on the several standing committees during
the present session: the Honourable Messieurs
Belcourt, Buchanan, Dandurand, Daniel,
Graham, Robertson, Sharpe, Tanner and the
mover.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is that the
same committee that was appointed last year?

~ Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The same com-
mittee, exactly.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, March
17, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 17, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate proceeded to the consideration
of His Excellency the Administrator’s speech
at the opening of the session.

Hon. F. L. SCHAFFNER moved:

That the following Address be presented to
His Excellency the Administrator to offer the
humble thanks of this House to His Excel-
lency for the gracious Speech which he has
been pleased to make to both Houses of Parlia-
ment; namely:

To His Excellency the Right Honourable
Lyman Poore Duff, Administrator of the Gov-
ernment.

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, on rising
to move the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne, I say at once that if this
honour were to be confined to myself I should
have wished that it had been given to some
other honourable member, who would have
discharged the duty with greater credit than
I fear it is possible for me to do. Recogniz-
ing, however, that the honour is not merely
personal, but has been bestowed principally
upon the splendid Province of Manitoba, which
has. been. my home for many years, I wish
to express my appreciation to the Right
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Honourable the Prime Minister and the
Honourable the Minister of Labour, who, I
am pleased to say, is a highly esteemed
member of this Chamber. It is a matter of
particular pride that this is the second time
my province has been so honoured.

The march of time has brought with it the
periodic change in the viceregal government
of our Dominion, a change which in the
latest instance was hastened somewhat by the
choice of our late Governor General for im-
portant service in another part of the Empire.
Earl Willingdon, closely following the record
of his predecessors, gave to Canada most wil-
ling and useful service, in which he was
loyally and efficiently seconded by Lady
Willingdon. Both bear with them the grate-
ful recognition and thanks of the Canadian
people, and our equally sympathetic and
hearty good wishes for abundant success in
the onerous duties awaiting them in their new
sphere of action. The selection by the King
of Lord Bessborough to represent His Majesty
in succession to Earl Willingdon will com-
mand the hearty and universal approval of
the Canadian people, both because of the high
personal and business qualifications of the
viceroy himself, and the happy racial relation-
ship of Lady Bessborough to the early
founders of Canada, whose descendants form
a large part of our population and constitute
so important a factor in our progress and
development. The new Governor General and
his estimable lady will be sure of a warm
welcome to our shores, and of loyal and
sympathetic sufport during their term of
service.

Honourable senators, we are assembled in
the Parliament of this great Dominion to
deal with the most tense financial and eco-
nomic conditions, which are world-wide and
causing concern to legislators of every
country. Though our financial and economic
position to-day is such as to give ground for
anxiety and very serious thought to this Par-
liament, and especially to the great leader
who sits in the Prime Minister’s chair in
another place, and the loyal men who sur-
round him as advisers, and though depression
may exist in all countries in the world, Can-
ada will be at least one of the first to emerge
again at its normal level. Our country abounds
in resources over which, as has been said,
the ground has been merely scratched: it is
a comparatively new country, mot pressed
down with such crushing burdens as those
with which the older parts of the world are
laden. I think it is a fair statement that this
Dominion is the most prosperous place in
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civilization, excepting perhaps France. The
way may look somewhat dark, and, according
to rumour, it may be stormy for a while; but
as with nature, after the storm the sun will
shine, and with the co-operation of Parlia-
ment and the people, this country will arise
greater and stronger than ever.

The Prince of Wales once said, “ Canada is
one of the most astonishing examples of ex-
pansion and development the world has ever
known.” That is a fairly broad expression,
but who can say that the truth is overstated?
Once the policy of this Government for the
development of home industries is put fully
into practice, with the energetic co-operation
of our people, the wonderful resources of the
Dominion will be instrumental in creating an
enviable position for this country in the not
far distant future.

Many times, in many places, public men
of this country have referred to our great re-
sources, such as agriculture, fisheries, minerals,
water-power, lumber, and so on. May I call
your attention to some of the most important
which have brought Canada to the favourable
position it occupies to-day?

The mineral products of this country in
1900 were valued at $64,000,000; in 1928, $260,-
000,000. Ninety per cent of the world’s nickel,
76 per cent of its asbestos, and 25 per cent of
its cobalt come from Canada, and our pro-
duction of gold and silver ranks high.

The late Minister of the Interior issued a
statement showing the relation between the
mineral industry and water-power. Two sig-
nificant points were broughteout. In addition
to the ore reserve that has already been
blanketed, and the discoveries that have al-
ready been made, there is an area of more
than 3,000,000 square miles, being eighty per
cent of the total area of the Dominion, which
forms a prospective mineral field. The other
point was in regard to the extent of the water-
power resources of the Dominion. The water-
power at present recorded is some forty mil-
lion horse-power, of which only about eight
million horse-power has as yet been utilized.

Another great industry of Canada might be
mentioned—life insurance, which, up to De-
cember 31, 1929, amounted to six billions.
Again, our investments indicate confidence in
our country by its own citizens. Out of an
aggregate of about eighteen billions only one-
third is foreign. True, other countries have
investments in this Dominion. It has been
stated in this country and in Great Britain
that the United States is gaining economic
control of Canada. Is there any authority
for such a sweeping statement? To repeat, of
eighteen billions of dollars invested here only

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER.

one-third is foreign capital. Can we not take
an optimistic view of the situation? The United
States has, undoubtedly, large investments in
Canada; but has it not been asserted that
capital is usually followed by its owners into
the country of investment, and that eventually
capital is nationalized? The present levels of
Canadian securities, and the dividends paid,
show that investments made in past years
have brought substantial returns. Again, in
the last quarter of a century the productive
capacity of industries has increased from
$4,000,000 to $3,500,000,000.

However important and profitable are the
various other industries of the country, I have
no doubt that the greatest industry of all in
Canada is yet, and will be in the future, the
agricultural industry. Our gross agricultural
wealth in 1929 was practically eight billions
of dollars. The total agricultural revenue in
1929 was something over a billion and a half.
The total area sown to field crops was sixty
million acres. The acreage of wheat in Canada
is twenty-four and a half millions, of which
the Prairie Provinces provide about twenty-
four millions.

Not only does the agricultural production
of this country aid the rural districts, but it
aids probably more than does any other
industry the great harbours of Canada, the
harbours of Montreal, Vancouver, Quebec,
Halifax, Saint John, Churchill, Fort William,
and other ports.

We will all admit that the great aid to the
return of prosperity will be the increased pur-
chasing power of the people, and it does seem
to me, rightly or wrongly, that if we can
increase the purchasing power of the people
engaged in the agricultural industry of this
country, it will do more than any other factor
in restoring prosperity.

A fair criticism of the speeches from the
Throne in the past has been they were more
notable for what they omitted than for what
they contained. Such criticism cannot be ap-
plied to the speech presented by His Excel-
lency the Administrator in this Chamber on
Thursday last, so much is portended in that
speech on so many important items, such as,
tc mention them briefly, further tariff re-
vision, a Bill to create a Tariff Board, radio
legislation, old age pensions, and of very great
importance, the cutting down of the Estimates.
The following announcement, contained in the
speech, is noted with pleasure:

The present situation has emphasized the
necessity of effecting a reduction in the costs
of production and marketing of the wheat crop
and of providing more stable markets, as the
welfare of all parts of Canada is involved in
satisfactory returns being received by the grain
growers.
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The speech also says:

My ministers have had under anxious con-
sideration the means by which an orderly
marketing of the wheat crop of Western
Canada may be assured, and have already
taken such effective action towards that end
as the circumstances appear to justify. My
ministers are aware that changing conditions
in the world’s markets may necessitate further
intervention by my Government, which is pre-
pared to render whatever additional assist-
ance may be deemed advisable in the national
interest.

Before concluding my brief reference to
the extension of our markets I wish to say a
word as to our trade commissioners, and the
ministers plenipotentiary, such as we have at
Washington, Paris and Tokio. Our ministers
plenipotentiary are possibly essential, but I
am confident that trade agents and trade
commissioners, granted that they are men of
energy, industry and experience, are the
soundest means of extending our trade with
foreign countries. It has been my privilege
to come into contact with our trade commis-
sioners in several foreign countries, and it
has ever been my belief that the man who is
in close touch with the people of any of
these foreign countries can do more for the
extension of our trade than the so-called
ministers plenipotentiary, who, however good
they may be, do not come into contact with
the “man on the street” as do the trade com-
missioners.

I wish to refer briefly to the onerous task
that has been placed upon the present Min-
ister of Labour, who is a member of this
House (Hon. Mr. Robertson), and to express
my appreciation of that honourable gentle-
man. He has been charged with perhaps the
most difficult duties that have ever fallen
to the lot of any cabinet minister other than
the Prime Minister. Surely there is not a
member on either side of this House who will
not affirm that the Minister of Labour has
exhibited great tact, and given evidence that
not only is he well-informed, but he also
possesses to a great degree those qualities
which are so necessary in administering the
twenty millions given by this Parliament at
the 1930 session for the relief of the great
number of unemployed. According to in-
formation which I have been able to obtain,
228,351 have been given employment and
about four million man-days’ work has been
supplied from the commencement of opera-
tions up to the end of last month. Direct
relief has been given to 11,138 families, and
to 86,164 individuals. The co-operation of
the provincial governments, the municipali-

ties and our two great railway systems was,
I may say, all that could be desired. Further,
the policy propounded by the present Gov-

ernment for the protection of home indus-
tries, and embodied in legislation placed in
the Statutes of Canada at the special session
has, though the time has been short, given
very favourable results in securing the estab-
lishment of foreign industries in this coun-
try and the reopening of industries that for
many years had been closed. Some of these
may be mentioned.

The Herbert Hosiery Company have estab-
lished at Toronto.

The Joseph Dixon Crucible Company, of
Jersey City, have taken over the Cane Pen-
cil Company at Newmarket.

Eastern Power Devices, Limited, of Greens-
burg, Pa., have established at Toronto.

Western Canadian Silks, Limited, at Port
Moody, B.C.

Everett & Barron Company, of Providence,
R.I., established a branch at Toronto under
the name of Everett & Barron of Canada,
Limited, to manufacture shoe dressings,
leather -dyes, ete.

Hield Brothers, Limited, of Crossmills,
England, are establishing here, very probably
at Kingston.

Steadfast Rubber Company, an American
firm, have established at Granby, P.Q.

The Esmond Mills, of Esmond, R.I., have
established a plant at Granby, P.Q. where
they will manufacture their famous make of
blankets.

Messrs. Hiram, Leach & Company, Limited,
English woollen manufacturers, are establish-
ing a branch factory at Huntingdon, P.Q.

Campbell Soup Company have established
in Canada at New Toronto, as Canadian
Campbell Soup, Limited.

Anaconda American Brass Company have
also established at New Toronto.

Four TUnited States manufacturers of
electrical equipment have established in this
country, namely, the Curtis Lighting Com-
pany, the Wheeler Reflector Company, the
Dennison Electric Company, the Packard
Cable Company, of Warren, Ohio.

The Bundy Incubator Company have estab-
lished at Oshawa, and the Shaeffer-Ross Com-
pany, of New York, the Newton Products,
Limited, the Everlastic Rubber Company,
and the Lynn Canadian Company, manu-
facturers of oil-burning equipment, have all
established in Canada.

A. W. Higgins Company, of Presque Ile,
Maine, have established a fertilizing plant
at West St. John, N.B., which is only one of
many fertilizing plants which have either re-
opened or been established since the tariff
changes of August last.
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The Smith Agricultural Chemical Company,
of Indianapolis, Indiana, propose to erect a
plant in Canada, Toronto being suggested
as the proposed site.

Crucible Steel Inc., of Pittsburg and Mid-
land, Pa., Harrison and Jersey City, N.J,
Syracuse and Auburn, N.Y. contemplate
establishing a branch near Hamilton.

Kellogg & Company, of Battle Creek, Mich.,
manufacturers of breakfast foods, are estab-
lishing at London, Ontario, as Kellogg Com-
pany of Canada.

Five mew industries have located recently
at Oshawa, but I am unaware of the names
of the firms, or the nature of the goods manu-
factured, except that I understand one is a
canning factory.

The AB.C. Washer Company, of Peoria,
11, is e§tablishing in Granby, P.Q.

The Bridgeford Coach Lace Company, of
Bridgeford and Melford, Conn., and Chelsea,
Mass., is establishing at St. Hyacinthe, P.Q.

A. 8. Donahue Company, of Chelsea, Mass.,
is establishing dan elastic web and garter plant
at St. Hyacinthe, P.Q.

Tallman Brass and Metal, Limited, at
Hamilton, are manufacturing bronze and
aluminium castings, babbit metal, ete.

Barry & Staines, established at Farnham,
P.Q., to manufacture linoleum.

Metal Textile Corporation, Limited, at
Hamilton, is a branch of the Metal Textile
Corporation of Orange, N.J.

This, honourable senators, is not a com-
plete list, and it may be a surprise to some
who have not given attention to what has
been accomplished to learn that since last
August, when the policy of this Government
was announced to the country, the following
mills, which for years had been closed, have
been reopened, some with Canadian capital,
others with foreign capital:

Renfrew Woollen Mills, which had been
closed for four years, have been reopened by
M. J. O’Brien & Company.

Hespeler Woollen Mills, closed for several
yvears, have been reopened by the Dominion
Woollens & Worsteds, Ltd.

Rockwood Woollen Mills, closed since 1929,
reopened last fall.

The Hawthorne Mills at Carleton Place,
closed for several years, have been purchased
by the George Hurst, of Batley, England, who
are investing one-half million dollars in the
new plant.

Pembroke Woollen Mills, which for some
yvears have been used as a market place, have
been reopened.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: May I ask the
honourable gentleman a question?

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Can the honour-
able gentleman tell me if it is true that the
plant of the Canadian Cotton Mills in New
Brunswick has been dismantled?

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: That is not on

my list. I do not refer to any that is dis-
mantled.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: It is not in
the book.

Hon. Mr. CHAPAIS: Why should it be?

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: The Speech from
the Throne—

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
-——must leave something for my honourable
friends.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: The Speech from
the Throne was the longest and most specific
document of its kind that Parliament has had
for many a day. The Prime Minister has
told Parliament and the country that he is
doing, and intends to continue doing, what he
promised the country he would do.

Once again, as in previous years, the people
of Canada have turned in their distress to the
Conservative Party, believing that the policy
of this party will start Canada once again on
the trail of progress and prosperity. History
repeats itself, and we earnestly hope it will
be with similar results. It is a policy which,
upon the whole, is very similar in ideals to
the policy inaugurated by that great leader
Sir John A. Macdonald; changed in degree.
to be sure, owing to changed conditions, but
never losing sight of the great national prin-
ciple, “Canada for Canadians.”

In closing, I wish to appeal to this Parlia-
ment and to the people of Canada for co-
operation and unity of purpose in this na-
tional crisis. I ask that we forget, for a time
at least, that there is an East and a West.
The West needs the East, and I am sure the
East needs the West.

Hon, T. J. BOURQUE (Translation):
Honourable gentlemen, my first duty is to
thank the Government for having done me
the honour of asking me to second the
Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne. I recognize that the principal reason
for this was the desire to honour the Acadian
race, of which I am one of the representatives
in this Chamber. The Acadians, who are
rapidly growing in numbers and influence in
the Maritime Provinces, are always happy to
take pant in the country’s affairs and to fulfil
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generously and loyally their duties as citizens
of Canada, their native land, to which they
are deeply attached.

For the first time in the history of this
country the Canadian Parliament has been
opened by a Canadian. This is an extra-
ordinary incident in our national life. It
arises from the fact that Canada has just
lost its Governor General, who during his
sojourn in our midst has won the esteem of
all Canadians, and whose remarkable talent
for diplomacy will in future be exercised in
a country: now confronted with difficult and
important problems.

Lord Willingdon’s successor is a statesman
of long experience who has distinguished him-
self also on the field of battle, in the Great
War, and his coming to Canada will be
welcomed with joy and with the respect and
loyalty that we owe to the British Crown, of
which he is the representative.

The Speech from the Throne mentions the
general depression that has prevailed for
some time in all countries of the world, and
the wise and vigorous measures that have
been taken in Canada to relieve distress,
stimulate industry, give employment to work-
people and overcome the financial crisis that
we are at present encountering. The Gov-
ernment is to be congratulated upon the
ability and courage with which it has met
an extremely difficult and threatening situa-
tion. I am happy to say that owing to the
wise policy pursued by the Government, the
Province of New Brunswick up to the present
time has passed through the crisis without
undue suffering. The works undertaken on
the iniative of the Federal Government, with
the co-operation of the Province and muni-
cipalities, have been of great assistance in
improving the situation and lessening unem-
ployment, which has prevailed less among us
than anywhere else in Canada.

Agriculture, lumbering and the fisheries
are the chief industries of my province. All
these occupations have been seriously affected
by the economic depression. The new tariff
imposed by Cuba against Canadian potatoes
is a severe blow to us, especially in New
Brunswick and Prince Edward Island, where
potatoes are grown on an extensive scale. It
is to be hoped that some remedy may be
found for the present deplorable state of
affairs.

The fisheries are of primary importance in
the Maritime Provinces—of the same relative
importance to the Maritime Provinces as
wheat growing is to the West. They provide
employment for large numbers of people and
are an abundant source of revenue. It is

incumbent upon the Fisheries Department to
give particular attention to this industry in
order to maintain and develop it.  The
products of our Atlantic coast fisheries are
unsurpassed. Our fish are noted for their
choice, exquisite quality. Need I mention
our oysters, known everywhere for their
excellence; our lobsters, expornted to the four
corners of the world; our salmon, fresh and
frozen, which has now entered the Old
Country markets; our mackerel, smelts, cod
and other varieties of fish which abound
along our coasts? In the last few years
especially this industry has been given a
remarkable impetus, and it is the duty of
the authorities to encourage and protect the
fishermen who engage in it, oftentimes at
great risk.

The Government’s attitude towards old
age pensions has been approved by the
people, and I am glad to observe in the
Speech from the Throne that the Govern-
ment intends to take the necessary steps to
give effect to the policy it has advocated in
this respect.

The Government has devoted special atten-
tion to the question of the tariff. It is
apparent that the measures it has taken have
exercised a salutary influence on industry
and trade in Canada, which in general have
heen stimulated by the protection afforded
them, and are consequently providing more
employment for the workers in this country.

It is to be hoped that the Imperial Con-
ference, whose meetings have been adjourned
until next autumn, and which will resume its
labours in Ottawa, will be carried to a
successful conclusion and will have beneficial
results, both for our country and for the
British Empire as a whole. It is a matter
of pride for us to note that the Prime Min-
ister and his colleagues who represented
Canada at this Conference have upheld the
great iraditions of the past.

Before resuming my seat I desire to take
advantage of this opportunity to congratulate
you, Mr. Speaker, upon being appointed to
preside over this august assembly. You
possess in a high degree all the qualities that
are necessary for the honourable, impartial
and fair performance of the duties of Speaker
of this honourable body.

Honourable senators, I thank you for the
kind attention that you have given me, and
I am sure that our deliberations at this
session will be characterized by harmony,
good understanding and such happy results
as have attended them in the past.



SENATE

(Text) Honourable senators, I am well
aware that many of you have not been able
to follow me in the few remarks that I have
just concluded in the French language, my
mother tongue. Nevertheless, I thank you
sincerely for the attention you have given
me. I appreciate deeply the honour that was
conferred upon me in the invitation to second
the Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne. I realize that the honour was
especially intended for the race whom it is
my privilege to represent in Parliament.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honour-
able senators, I am sure that all honourable
members of this Chamber will agree with
me that the Government made an excellent
choice in asking the honourable senator from
Boissevain® (Hon. Mr. Schaffner) and the
honourable senator from Richibucto (Hon.
Mr. Bourque) to move and second the Ad-
dress. There was nothing in the matter nor
in the form of the honourable gentlemen’s
speeches to which anyone could object. We
should hear these honourable gentlemen
oftener. They are, I will confess, near to
my heart, and the more we hear from them
the wiser we shall be.

The Speech from the Throne does not refer
to the departure of Lord Willingdon nor the
appointment of his successor. We enjoyed
the presence of Lord and Lady Willingdon
in Canada. They were able representatives
of His Majesty the King, as I am sure their
successors will be. It seems to me that per-
haps the last Imperial Conference would have
been an opportune occasion for considering
an alteration in the title which we give to
the representative of the Crown in this
country. The title Governor General is a
very old one, and for a great many years it
was a fitting one. Just as in olden days the
King governed in England, so the Governor
did in facet govern in the colony to which he
was sent. But Governors General of a
Dominion no longer govern; they are simply
direct representatives of the King, who like-
wise no longer governs in Great Britain.
Therefore it seems to me logical—though
perhaps that is because of my Latin mind—
that, as I have suggested before in this
Chamber, we should have for His Majesty’s
representative a new title, that of Viceroy.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: He is the Com:-
mander-in-Chief of our Army and Navy.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, but he
would still be that as Viceroy of Canada.

I have read the Government’s statement
which was delivered by His Excellency the
Administrator in this Chamber last week, and

Hon. Mr. BOURQUE.

I find that it deals mainly with the economic
situation in Canada. It is quite natural that
that should be so, for every Canadian is con-
cerned over that situation. In the Speech
from the Throne it is admitted that world-
wide conditions are a factor in the depression
that we are experiencing, but it is also stated
that conditions anterior to the world ecrisis
have accentuated our domestic distress. Taken
with its context, this means that until last
vear our tariff was too low, and with this
point of view I desire to take issue. My
honourable friend from Boissevain (Hon. Mr.
Schaffner) said that the people have turned,
as they did in former periods of distress, to
the Conservative Party. I would remind him
that we were in a state of deep depression in
1921, when the then Government appealed
to the country, and the people, as usual,
turned towards the Liberal Party for relief.
As honourable members know, from 1922 to
1930 we had a fairly high tariff, for it was, on
the whole, rather above 25 per cent. If my
honourable friends opposite would compare
that with the tariff of the countries with which
we deal, they would agree with me that our
tariff was high. But it was tempered by the
British preference, which the Liberal Govern-
ment had established in 1897, and it was
tempered also to a large extent by our many
commercial treaties.

What happened under those conditions?
Nobody will deny that during 1923 and the
years that followed, up to 1929, this country
was very prosperous. The trade returns indi-
cate it. I will simply give the figures. The
exports of 1922 amounted to $753,900,000, and
those of 1929 to $1,388,800,000, or nearly
double. Industries throughout Canada were
thriving. :

My honourable friend has read a list of
new industries established, or industries re-
vived since September last. I will ask him
to look at the statistics, where he will find
that hundreds of new industries were estab-
lished, and as many enlarged, during the
period from 1922 to 1929. I have not the
official statistics at hand, but I have cited
them before. A rapidly taken census of the
new institutions that have opened or that are
intending to open will show that there is
no comparison either in number or in size with
what took place during the eight or nine years
preceding the incoming of the present Govern-
ment.

During those eight years from 1922 there
was considerable optimism throughout the
land, and industrial stocks were soaring—soar-
ing to such a point that people went mad.
Industrial stocks paying 6 per cent, with ac-
cumulated reserves and surplus dividends,
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mounted to $200. A speculator would say,
“It is true that this gives me a return of only
3 per cent, but think of the future develop-
ment of this country.” Such was the optimism
that the prices of stocks rose until the divi-
dend was no more than 2 per cent. Stocks
were divided, and profits given to the share-

holders. Stocks were “watered” on the basis
of reserves. That is what occurred up to
1929.

My honourable friend from Boissevain (Hon.
Mr. Schaffner) may very well say that no
other country ever ranked as high with the
outside world as Canada does. The position to
which my honourable friend has referred was
not established yesterday. Since 1923 I have
been crossing the ocean from year to year
and meeting representatives of many coun-
tries, some of whom, with long faces and de-
pressed spirits, have turned towards Canada
and said, “What a lucky country you are!”
That was the view which prevailed during
the eight years of the regime of the Liberal
Government. It may be said, “Well, that
was probably a fair policy in fair weather,
but it is 4 weak one in time of stress.” I
venture to say, honourable senators, that had
it not been for the wheat slump we should
have stood the test.

The Speech from the Throne says that
Canada has been spared in some degree the
hardships suffered by other nations. It has
been spared, and I say that but for our wheat
difficulties Canada would have gallantly ridden
the storm, because our purchasing power would
hardly have been affected. We have suffered
from depression to a lesser extent, I should
say, than the other countries of the world. To
meet that temporary condition the present
Government says, “The remedy is a higher
tariff wall.” If that were the true gospel, and
if it were recognized throughout the world
and generally applied, what would it mean?
It would mean that every nation would be
living within high tariff walls, and that outside
trade would be denied; there would be no ex-
change, for the higher the tariff walls the
greater would be the prosperity within those
walls.

The Prime Minister has announced a higher
tariff. T have stated what has been the average
tariff. My right honourable friend the junior
member for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George
E. Foster) has had a hand in the making and
administering of tariffs, and he knows what
kind of tariff we have had during his regime
and since: he knows that it was more than a
moderate tariff. Having announced a higher
tariff, the Prime Minister, as a logical sequence,
proposes the denunciation of commercial
treaties, because he has been asserting—and

we have heard it stated also in this Chamber—
that those treaties were lowering the customs
duties and reducing the protection to our
industries. A higher tariff and the denuncia-
tion of commercial treaties are the principles
for which my right honourable friend the
Prime Minister stands. I would ask my hon-
ourable friends who face me to bring us in-
formation as to the number of commercial
treaties that at this date have been denounced.
Such treaties, since September last, are sup-
posed to have been hurting the trade of Canada
if they have been lowering the duties and
running counter to the orthodox doctrine of
high tariff,

At the same time, almost in the same
breath, the right honourable gentleman says
that he will strive for wider markets. This
statement is to be found in the Speech from
the Throne, and it was made officially in
clear-cut terms by the right honourable gen-
tleman from his place in Parliament during
the short session of 1930. Surely the two
policies are inconsistent. One cannot blast
his way into foreign markets while refusing
to open his own markets. There are always
two parties to a bargain, and fair trade is
fair exchange. We may raise our tariff walls,
but in so doing we endanger—we may even
destroy—our export trade, which provides,
to a large extent, and has provided, em-
ployment for thousands and tens of thousands
of working men engaged in our industries.

Surely no one in this Chamber will claim
that we should be limited to our domestic
market. Many of our commodities we ex-
port, and must export. Take wheat for
example. We shall have to find export
markets for our wheat and many other things
that go to swell our volume of trade. Shall
we obtain any favours in foreign markets
without giving favours in return? We read
last week or the week before that France
had erected a tariff of $2.50 against Aus-
tralian wheat, because Australia had raised
its tariff wall so high that no French goods
could pass over it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
100 kilos.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Two dollars
and a half per quintal. France is protecting
itself against the importation of wheat from
Australia because Australia will not recipro-
cate.

When the Prime Minister came back from
Europe he stated, and I was very glad to
hear it, that the French Government would
buy some.of our wheat. But, I should like
to inquire, did he obtain that promise just
for the asking? What did he give in return?

That is $2.50 on
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There, as elsewhere, there must be give and
take. The present Government, or any Gov-
ernment, cannot escape the fundamental law
of commerce, which is exchange.

Let us take the case of the United States.
The United States has a varied climate and
varied production; that country is better
situated than any other country in the world
to attempt to live in isolation and to be
self-contained. Yet the United States have
not been content with only their domestic
market: they have built up an immense ex-
port trade, and in spite of their high tariff

they have imported to the extent of 67

per cent of the value of their total exports
of manufactured goods. In 1929 the United
States bought $1,600,000,000 worth of manu-
factured goods from outside countries. That
is a very interesting situation.

An American economist, bent upon finding
solutions for the economic problems of the
United States, attributes the development of
the economic crisis, which, he declares, started
in that country, to the decrease in their pur-
chasing power, which decrease prevented the
United States from buying from foreign coun-
tries whose markets were awaiting them. The
result was, he says, that in those countries
prices went down and industry was retarded;
their purchasing power was therefore materi-
ally reduced and they in turn had to reduce
their purchases from the United States. What
conclusion is to be drawn from that? The
United States were unable to buy because
of the reduction in their purchasing power
in the autumn of 1929, and could not sell be-
cause they had injuriously affected other coun-
tries from which they were in the habit of
buying. Here are his words:

Our diminished imports reacted unfavourably
upen them and contributed to the fall of prices,
resulting in a condition of distress, and as our
business from them has fallen off and their
purchasing power has been curtailed, their
ability to buy from us has been correspond-
ingly reduced.

You have there, honourable senators, the
action and the reaction, showing how inter-
locked are the nations economically

Now, to cure their passing ills the United
States, like Canada, have turned to the nos-
trum of a still higher tariff. Already, by re-
ducing their purchases, they had brought dis-
tress to their foreign clients, who, in the same
measure, ceased to buy from them; then the
situation was aggravated by a higher tariff.
The result has been most damaging to Europe
and to the United States as well. Imports and
exports between the United States and Europe
have gone down tremendously and on both
sides of the ocean unemployment has in«
creased.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

It is true that an increase .in the tariff may
benefit some producers, but it may be injuri- -
ously affecting the country as a whole. In-
creased employment may appear here and
there, but the health of the country may
seriously decline, and this will surely be the
case in a country to which foreign trade is an
absolute necessity.

There are two schools of thought in eco-
nomics—the Cobden school of free trade, and
the high protection school. The Liberal Party
of Canada has stood between the two extremes.
To a certain degree it has accepted com-
petition from outside; but it has maintained
a tariff such as I have described in order to
give a fair chance to the consumer and at
the same time to develop foreign trade.

We had a rather severe economic depres-
sion in 1920, 1921 and 1922. The Conservative
Party went down to defeat. The spirits of the
people were depressed. We had to face that
condition there just as my honourable friends
opposite have had to face the present con-
ditions. Did we resort to a higher tariff?
On the contrary, we simply did what the
Borden-Meighen Government had' done: we
tried to adjust ourselves to conditions by
maintaining a fair protection, at the same time
developing our industries and our foreign
trade. I do not recall in exactly what month
the Borden Government was replaced by the
Meighen Government, but at that time there
was an opportunity to resort to the remedy
that is now offered to us. Yet the Govern-
ment did nothing of the kind. On the con-
trary, they removed the seven per cent in-
crease which had been imposed at the begin-
ning of the war. I may be told that the
imposition of that seven per cent was a war
measure; nevertheless, when it was removed
we had just emerged from the war and had
still to face its consequences. Though we were
entering on a period of depression, the Gov-
ernment decided to bring the tariff back to
the average figure which I have given of 25
per cent or, it may be, 26 per cent. It was
at one fell blow reduced by seven per cent.
And, if T am not mistaken, the Meighen
Government reduced the duties on agricul-
tural implements. But the policy which the
late Government adhered to soon restored
the country to a high degree of prosperity.
In two or three years the national finances
were re-established on a sound basis, large
surpluses had accumulated, and there was a
reduction in the country’s debt and in taxa-
tion. That Government did not see fit to
resort to the measures which are being com-
mended by my honourable friends opposite.
But I wish them success, for I am a Cana-
dian first. I hope their policy will not
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impede the development and prosperity of
the country. If the present Government,
during this Parliament, do as much for
Canada as was done during the first Parlia-
ment of the late Government, I shall thank
Providence.

Hon. G. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Will the
honourable gentleman answer a question?
Did not the late Administration in the last
session in which they were in power raise
the tariff to a higher level than it had ever
before been at in the history of Canada?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my honour-
able friend will consider the Dunning modi-
fications, the Dunning Budget—

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No, I
mean the general tariff; I am not referring
to preference. Did they not raise the general
tariff against countries outside the Empire
to a higher level than it had ever been at
before?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: If my honour-
able friend is referring to the mean level of
the tariff, I answer his question in the nega-
tive. The late Government increased the
duties on steel. Bounties were given to iron
and steel producers in the FEast and the
West, and the tariff was increased on some
articless. I would remind my honourable
friend that a tariff is not like the laws of the
Medes; on the contrary, it can be modified
and readjusted occasionally as conditions
warrant. But there is a great difference
between a policy like that of the former
Administration and one which would result in
high protection on most of the items on the
tariff.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Do I
understand the honourable gentleman to agree
that they did raise the tariff to a higher level
than it ever had been at before?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, I cannot
say that.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I should
like to understand what the honourable gentle-
man does say.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I answer my
honourable friend in the negative, while ad-
mitting that we did raise the tariff on certain
items.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY :  Honourable
senators, for physical if for no other reasons,
1 have no intention of following the honour-
able leader on the other side in a discussion
on the tariff. My purpose in rising is to
express my compliments to the honourable
members who have moved and seconded the

‘to the people.

Address. I think it is a well established cus-
tom that the leaders on both sides of this
Chamber should congratulate the mover and
the seconder of the Address, but I desire to
do so now, not merely from a sense of duty,
but because it is a pleasure to do so. My
honourable friend who moved the Address
(Hon. Mr. Schaffner) is an old parliamen-
tarian. Coming from the West as I do, I
realize that it was only because he was an
able politician and highly esteemed by the
people that he was able to hold an agricul-
tural seat in Manitoba for the Conservatives
in the reciprocity election. He was possessed
of both attributes, ability and acceptability
I have had an opportunity
of observing some of the services that he
has rendered on committees of this House,
and I know of no honourable member who
is more regular in his attendance at committee
meetings and more efficient in his duties. In
common with most Anglo-Saxons, I have not
the good fortune to be a good bilinguist; but
I understood and greatly enjoyed the speech
of the honourable gentleman from Richibucto
(Hon. Mr. Bourque) when he spoke in his
mother tongue. I am sure I express the senti-
ments of all other honourable members when
I say that we should like to hear these two
honourable gentlemen oftener. Perhaps it
may not be out of place to remark here that
there are a number of honourable members
in this House who were formerly distinguished
members of another place and who speak to
us here too rarely. These honourable gentle-
men, who perhaps became tired of the
strenuous life in the other House, have a ripe
experience from which we should be glad to
profit. Then, too, there are a number of
honourable senators who had no political
experience prior to their appointment to this
Chamber, but who hold eminent positions
in the business and professional world, and
whose opinions we should like to hear ex-
pressed more frequently.

If no other honourable member has any-
thing to say, I would move that the House
adjourn.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Did my hon-
ourable friend adjourn the debate?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I have finished
what I have to say.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But if any
other honourable member has anything to
say—

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: All nght.
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Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: I move the
adjournment of the debate. I am not sure
that I shall have anything to say to-morrow,
but some other honourable gentlemen may
wish to speak.

The debate was adjourned.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 18, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

SELECT STANDING COMMITTEES
REPORT OF COMMITTEE OF SELECTION

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented, and
moved concurrence in, the report of the Com-
mittee of Selection.

He said: The names of the honourable
members appointed to the various commit-
tees are stated, but I shall not read them, as
the entire report will appear in the Minutes
of Proceedings.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There have
been very few changes made in the lists of
those committees as they stood last year.
It is somewhat difficult in organizing the
committees to bring new senators into them.
The impression prevails in the Senate that
appointment to a committee is for life.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
A matter of vested rights.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And that new-
comers are eligible only when vacancies
occur. It had been suggested—and this
morning we acted upon the suggestion to a
limited extent—that a senator who has been
a member of a committee and for two
sessions has not served on it should waive
his traditional right to continue on that com-
mittee, just as he would forfeit his right to
sit in the Senate if for two consecutive
sessions he failed to attend. My purpose in
mentioning this is that honourable members
may realize that their prolonged absence
from a committee will be an indication to

the striking committee of the fact that they

are not interested in the work.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, perhaps I can facili-
tate the action of the Chamber in respect
of what my honourable friend has said. For

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

some years now I have had a position upon
one of the committees of this House; I
think, the Committee on Commerce and
Trade Relations. The amount of work done
and the burden of responsibility have not
been very heavy. Perhaps under new con-
ditions more work may be given to that
committee. I should be very glad to bow to
the inevitable and to vacate the place that
I have unworthily held on that committee, in
favour of one of the younger scouts of this
Chamber.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Too late.

The report was concurred in,

PRINTING OF PARLIAMENT
APPOINTMENT OF COMMITTEE
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved:

That a message be sent to the House of
Commons by one of the Clerks at the Table,
to inform that House that the Hon. Senators
Aylesworth (Sir Allen), Buchanan, Chapais,
Donnelly, Farrell, Green, Hatfield, Horsey,
Legris, Iewis, McDonald, McLean, MclLennan,
Pope, Raymond, Robinson, Sharpe, Taylor,
Todd, White (Inkerman) and White (Pem-
broke) be appointed a committee to superin-
tend 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.

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX: Honour-
able members of the Senate, during the emer-
gency session of last year I received Hansard
of the previous session, but only the French
version. I sent for the English version, but
was denied it. At the opening of this ses-
sion, or shortly before, I received Hansard for
the emergency session, also in French. I value
greatly the document in French, but I have
always thought that members of either House
were entitled to both the English and the
French editions. I have made my complaint
to our esteemed Clerk, and I should like
the members of the Joint Committee to in-
form the Distribution Office that members
of the Senate—I think I am the spokesman
of all the French members of this House—
would like to have both versions.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I presume the
remarks of the honourable gentleman will
be formally brought to the attention of the
committee, although the members are present
here to-day, and that they will be in a posi-
tion to take such action in the matter as they
doem fitting.

The motion was agreed to.
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THE LATE SENATOR TURRIFF
TRIBUTES TO HIS MEMORY

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
senators, there devolves upon me as leader
of this House a duty which is not as pleasant
as the others I have had to discharge since
we have met in session, and that is to
allude to the death of Senator Turriff. Unfor-
tunately, at every session we have to mourn
the loss of one or more senators, to whom we
pay our tribute of respect, somewhat like
the ancient Romans who used to say to those
about to die, “We salute you.”

It was my privilege to know of Senator
Turriff for a long time before I met him.
I am a pioneer of Western Canada, but in
a lesser degree than Senator Turriff. He
was one of the very early settlers who took
part in the public life of the West. Long
before the formation of the provinces he was
a member of the old Assembly, having been
elected to that body three times. Those
were stirring days; even more stirring than
we have witnessed since. There was constant
strife between Ottawa, representing those in
charge of the administration, and a popula-
tion always demanding more rights and
powers than were accorded to them; not
wholly dissatisfied, but pressing on, and
chafing at any delay in securing the privileges
that were to be enjoyed under the British
North America Act in a full-fledged prov-
ince.

Senator Turriff then, as you know, entered
Dominion politics as the representative of
_the Assiniboia district. On three occasions
he was elected. Once he was defeated, but
only after making a most remarkable run
against the then Minister of the Interior.
The late senator was a born fighter. He
stripped for the fight, struck hard, and spared
not, nor did he ask for quarter from the other
side. Later, as older members of the House
will know, he became identified with the
administration, holding an official post at
Ottawa in the Department of the Interior.
He was a good executive officer. Those who
recall Sir Clifford Sifton as Minister of that
Department know that he was a great driving
force. There had been a time when the
administration of the West was not con-
ducted with as much despatch as the people
desired. Settlement was proceeding rapidly,
but progress in other lines was slow and
difficult. I remember one of the members in
another place, now on the Bench, saying that
he used to receive daily from twenty to
sixty letters with reference to homesteads
and matters pertaining to them. The admin-
istrative machinery of the Department of

the Interior was very much clogged up. Such
was the situation when Sir Clifford Sifton
took office. We did not all agree with his
policies, but it was due to his executive
ability and despatch, and to the assistance
of the late Senator Turriff, that conditions
were very much improved.

It will be remembered that Senator Turriff
was injured in a street railway accident. He
had been a fairly vigorous man, though not
particularly robust, and I am fairly certain
from my own knowledge—for I saw him quite
often during his illness—that his life was
shortened by that accident. The new senators
who did not know him in his more active
days, but saw him hobble into this Chamber,
a cripple, his life ebbing away, would not
realize what a vigorous character he had been.

We of the West are grateful to Senator
Turriff as a champion of the rights of those
who pioneered in that country, for he was
always willing to take up a challenge on behalf
of the people of the West. It may be that
the West was sometimes impatient. I think
it is typical of new countries that they are
impatient to get all the advantages of older
and more advanced civilization.

Senator Turriff was married twice. He is
survived by his wife and four children—three
daughters and one son. I am sure every hon-
ourable member will agree that, as I said at
the outset, such a duty as I am performing
now, which falls to the lot of the leader of
this House at the commencement of a session,
is a mournful one. I know that I voice the
feelings of all honourable members when I
say that the deepest sympathy of this House
is extended to the late Senator Turriff’s
widow.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable mem-
bers, I concur in every word that has been
said by the honourable leader of this House
in paying tribute to the memory of our late
lamented friend and colleague, Hon. Mr.
Turriff. I learned to appreciate his work
long before he came into this Chamber. That
was at a time when there were only two poli-
tical parties in Canada, when the Progressive
group were to be found mostly in the Liberal
ranks. Members of that group came from
the West, and naturally they understood
Western needs and interests better than their
colleagues who represented other parts of
the country. Mr. Turriff was at that time a
member of the other House, and I had oppor-
tunities of listening to him when I attended
some of the caucuses of the Liberal Party at
which the policy of the Laurier administration
was shaped. As all honourable members
know, the purpose of caucuses is to inquire

- 3
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into the different currents of opinion through-
out the country and try to direct them to-
wards a happy compromise; for politics is
the art of compromise. Mr. Turriff fought
hard in the interests of the West whenever
anything concerning that part of the country
was being considered at a caucus. I learned
to appreciate his vigour, his clear intellect,
his absolute sincerity. Realizing that it was
his duty to impress upon his colleagues the
views of the West, e always did his best to
fulfil that duty. After he became a member
of this Chamber we heard him championing
here the cause that was nearest to his heart.
In latter years we have seen him going down
the hill of life, and mellowing to a consider-
able degree. As I thought of him at times
it seemed to me that against the many dis-
advantages of age there is one advantage, that
as we draw near the end of the journey we
look upon men and affairs with a softened
eye, and a softened heart as well.

I join with the honourable leader of the
House in extending sympathy to the
bereaved family.

Hon. A. B. GILLIS: Honourable senators,
I should like to join briefly in the tribute
to the late Senator Turriff. He was one of
the first members of the old Legislature of
the Northwest Territories, and as such was
one of those who laid the foundation of our
laws, many of which are still in existence in
Saskatchewan and Alberta. It is a sad
thought that so many of the pioneers of the
West have passed away. The late Senator
Turriff was a man of considerable natural
ability. Despite our political difference, he
and I were always good friends, and I am
able to endorse what has already been said,
that he was always fighting in the interests
of the West. Both in this Chamber and in
another place, he could always be depended
upon to present the Western viewpoint
effectively. Not only the West, but the
country generally has suffered a great loss.

PARLIAMENT GROUNDS
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable sena-
tors, I wish to make a few remarks in re-
gard to automobile traffic in the Parliament
grounds. As I understand the regulation
passed at a recent session, cars coming in
through the east gate were obliged to turn
to the right and to go around the East
Block; they were forbidden to turn to the left.
That regulation appears to have been
dropped, for I noticed that as cars came
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through the East Gate to-day, some turned
to the right and some to the left. Now,
those of us who are getting old and are too
poor to ride in automobiles have to be very
careful to avoid being run down. Under the
existing conditions the likelihood of an acei-
dent occuring inside the gates is more than
twice as great as it was formerly, because,
now, when one sees a car coming one does
not know whether it is going to turn towards
him or in the opposite direction. I should
like to see the old regulation re-established,
and I would ask the honourable leader of
the House if he will see what can be done
in that respeet. I should also like to know
whether this meets with the approval of other
honourable members.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I shall confer
with the proper committee and see what, if
anything, can be done to remedy the situa-
tion, if a change from existing rules is neces-
sary. I shall inform the honourable gentle-
man later of the result of my interview with
the committee.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES:
tion into force again.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is your
objective, as I understand it.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Yes.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday con-
sideration of His Excellency the Administra-
tor’s speech at the opening of the session
and the motion of Hon. Mr. Schaffner for
an Address in reply thereto.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
senators, when I adjourned the debate last
night I was hoping that some other honour-
able member would be ready to proceed
to-day, because, I confess, I have had neither
the time nor the opportunity to make prepar-
ations for an extensive address to the House.
But perhaps it is incumbent upon me to say
something concerning the development that
has taken place in public affairs since the last
regular session of the House, in view of the
close connection that I have had with many
matters of interest to the country as a whole
during this time.

First I should like to express my sincere
congratulations to the mover and the seconder
of the Address in reply to the Speech from
the Throne. It is obvious that these hon-
ourable gentlemen devoted a great deal of
care to the preparation of their speeches, and
I am sure that all honourable members are
grateful to them. As I listened to the mover

Put the old regula-
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and the seconder last night, it occurred to me
that it was fitting that the choice fell upon
representatives of the provinces of Manitoba
and New Brunswick, for the people of these
provinces gave splendid support to the present
Government in the last election. However,
so far as I know, no such thought happened
to be in the minds of those who were respon-
sible for the selection of the honourable gen-
tlemen.

I feel, honourable senators, that much of
importance to Canada has occurred since
Parliament last met in regular session. The
expression of public opinion at the polis
resulted in a change in the personnel of the
administration. I am sure, though, that there
is no feeling of exultation on the part of the
Government because of their victory, but
rather there is a sincere and sober apprecia-
tion of the responsibility of carrying on the
public service during the period of depres-
sion through which our country, in common
with most countries of the world, is at present
passing.

I was sorry to hear a remark made the
other day, in another place, to the effect that
the Right Honourable the Prime Minister’s
principal objective in calling Parliament to-
gether in special session last fall was not to
have the unemployment situation dealt with,
but rather to have certain changes made in
the tariff. I think the right honourable gen-
tleman who made that observation would, on
more mature reflection, realize that it was not
a statement of fact, for there is no evidence
to justify his assertion. But it is a fact, as
I am sure all honourable members know, that
a year ago the unemployment situation was
extremely acute and was becoming worse week
by week, and although the administration of
that time were importuned by many respon-
sible authorities, including provincial and
municipal governments, to take some action
with a view to relieving the situation, they
did not see fit to act. I have always thought
that perhaps one explanation of the then Gov-
ernment’s failure to take action in this
respect was that they did not have a full
appreciation of the difficult conditions existing
and the urgent necessity for relief. During
the election campaign last summer the present
Prime Minister pledged his word to the people
that if his party were returned to power he
would summon Parliament as early as pos-
sible, to deal with the unemployment
problem. The people did return his party to
power, and as soon thereafter as possible
Parliament was convened.

Proposals were then made for authorizing
the Government to assist provinces and
municipalities in their endeavours to give

employment to our citizens who were.out of
work. The task of drafting a plan for the
achievement of the best results was a most
difficult one. While it was intended that all
who were entitled to relief should get it, it
was necessary to provide that there should be
no abuse in the administration of any plan
that might be decided upon. Basic principles
were laid down and submitted to the Gover-
nor in Council, who after careful consider-
ation approved them. It was recognized
that it is the constitutional obligation of the
municipalities throughout Canada to care for
their indigent and needy citizens, but if any
municipality was unable to carry out its
obligations in this respect, because of the
unusual conditions, then, as the municipality
was created by the province, the Provincial
Government should be appealed to for aid.
Never has it been considered that the Federal
Government are constitutionally obligated to
participate in unemployment relief, although
they did so participate after the war, in the
winter of 1920-21, and the practice was con-
tinued, to a lesser extent, so long as the
necessity seemed to continue, by the Govern-
ment that came into power ai the end of 1921.
But in 1930 the unemployment situation was
acute, not only in Canada but in many other
countries. It must be apparent to anyone
who has considered the question that a serious
unemployment situation existed in countries
that had a high tariff as well as in those
whose duties were low.

Certain regulations for the relief of the
situation in Canada having been approved
by the Governor in Council, the Govern-
ment of every province was immediately in-
vited to send representatives to Ottawa for
the negotiation of an agreement for the pur-
pose of co-operating in the carrying out of
the plan that was decided upon, the principle
being that the Federal Government should
assist the provinces and municipalities, but
in no way supersede them in their respective
jurisdictions and obligations.

Between the 1st and the 22nd of October
last agreements were negotiated with all the
provincial governments, and signed. In
principle they were the same throughout,
though some contained very minor alter-
ations to meet local necessities, because, as
you know, conditions vary somewhat in
different parts of Canada, and it was the in-
tention that the regulations and agreements
should be elastic enough to permit common
sense to prevail in every community rather
than that iron eclad rules should govern.

It was provided that certain sums of
money, out of the $20,000,000 voted by Parlia-
ment, should be equitably distributed, as far
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as possible. It was deemed important to
make provision so that where work was not
available people should be fed and kept
warm. Therefore $4,000,000 of the $20,000,-
000 was set aside for that specific purpose,
on the understanding that the provinces and
municipalities concerned would do their bit
on an equal basis. So it was provided in every
provincial agreement, as well as in the Federal
Government’s regulations, that wherever people
were found to be in need of municipal
assistance in order to secure food and to
keep warm, the municipality should have
full jurisdiction to render aid, and that upon
the presentation to the Provincial Govern-
ment of proof of the expenditure made, that
Government and the Federal Government
should each bear one-third of the cost.

The remainder of the $20,000,000 was
allocated for the purpose of creating employ-
ment opportunities. It is not my intention
to-day to go into the details of all that was
done, because another time, perhaps, will
be more opportune for the discussion of such
details. In order that honourable members
may have an idea of the intent and the
motives behind the plans laid down, however,
I shall deal with them briefly. An agreement
was reached with the provincial governments
as to the amount of money to be applied to
each province. We quickly found that while
many municipalities were very eager to carry
on public works to relieve their unemployed,
they were not so ready to pay any large pro-
portion of the cost. So it became necessary
to lay down some basic principle which should
govern. I remember that the Premier of the
first province to come in under the plan said
that there were municipalities in his province
that could not pay a cent for such purposes. I
said to him: “I am sorry, Mr. Premier, but
the Federal Government cannot agree to re-
lieve any municipality entirely of its con-
stitutional obligations; therefore some por-
tion of the cost of carrying on works to re-
lieve unemployment must be borne by the
municipality in-every instance, and the prin-
- ciple of the responsibility of the municipali-
ties towards their own citizens must be recog-
nized and maintained.” So, generally speak-
ing, all the provinces signed agreements to
that effect, and the municipalities were re-
quired to pay one-half of the cost of import-
ant municipal works within their own bound-
aries, such as sewers, sidewalks, or water
supply, and to carry on such work this winter
to give employment to those who otherwise
would have to be helped directly, work be-
ing universally recognized as preferable to
direct relief. We said: “You pay half the
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cost, and the Province and the Dominion
pledge themselves each to pay twenty-five
per cent.”

More than 1,600 tripartite agreements be-
tween municipalities and provincial govern-
ments and the Federal Government have
been entered into since October last, and in
consequence about $69,000,000 worth of em-
ployment opportunities have been placed
within the reach of the people of Canada
who were out of work and in need.

In addition, the two great railway com-
panies were approached and consulted as to
whether or not they could assist in creating
employment opportunities that would be
helpful at this time. After a few days’ dis-
cussion, first with the Minister of Railways,
and then with myself, the railway companies
took the suggestions into consideration.
Shortly afterwards they came back and said:
“Here is a programme of work which it was
intended to commence within the next one,
two or three years, but we are prepared to
proceed now if the Federal Government will
compensate us to the extent of paying the
interest cost on the capital investment neces-
sary. Proposals were carefully discussed and
considered, and it was found that much work
could be done. It did not seem feasible
to attempt to build too much new line.
Although hundreds of miles of lines had
been authorized, it seemed advisable rather to
distribute the work as widely as possible,
among as many industries as possible. It
was found that the purchase of a couple of
hundred miles of new heavy steel rails would
furnish work for the coal miners and for the
men in the steel mills, and would extend
employment opportunities to a considerable
number of men who otherwise might not
have been reached. So in the aggregate a
very substantial quantity of work was out-
lined and is now under way.

Another useful work that was considered
in order to provide employment was the
elimination of grade crossings, which comes
under the jurisdiction of the Board of Rail-
way Commissioners. It was thought that
that work might be undertaken, with good
results, for two purposes—to reduce the
hazards of the travelling public, and to pro-
vide employment; and the substantial sum
of $500,000 was transferred to the Board of
Railway Commissioners, through whose in-
strumentality the work was to be carried on.

This is a brief outline of the plan that has
been pursued in co-operation with the pro-
vincial and municipal authorities through-
out Canada since October last. Early next
week there will be laid upon the tables of
both Houses a report giving by provinces a
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rather concise account of the matters that
I have outlined, and a great deal of detailed
information with which I will not now take
up the time of the House. When honourable
members receive that information they will
be in possession of all the details of the
plan and will see how it has worked out.

I want to say in passing that, as the Min-
ister in charge of the administration of the
Unemployment Relief Act, I am trying to
work it out on a basis that will be absolutely
equitable to all the people in all parts of
Canada, and I am gratified at the very hearty
and friendly co-operation that has been shown
by the provincial and municipal authorities
in this matter. Every government, munici-
pal, provincial and federal, regardless of its
political ~complexion, has manfully en-
deavoured to do the job, and, regardless of
whether it met with the approval of every-
body or not, has tried its best to relieve
distress through the medium of co-opera-
tion.

Another condition that existed shortly after
the new Government took office, and that I
think might properly be referred to at this
time, was this. It was obvious that there were
far more people in Canada than could be
usefully and gainfully employed, and that the
numbers of unemployed were rapidly in-
creasing; therefore, if a cure for unemploy-
ment was to be found, it was necessary that
the cause of .it, or one of the causes, should
be adjusted. It is patent now to everybody
who reads, that during the eighteen months
prior to the last general election, approxi-
mately 160,000 people came to Canada’s,
shores from other lands. At the same time,
the exodus of our own people, which had been
going on for a number of years—and to that
I am taking no exception, because it is a
man’s inalienable right to go to the place
where employment opportunities and prosper-
ity seem greatest—that outflow of popula-
tion, principally to the republic to the south
of us, slowed up and finally ceased because
of the growth of unemployment in that
country. For many months after most of
the emigration from Canada had ceased, the
tide of immigration continued, and even
grew; consequently Canada found herself
in the position of having to curtail the
inflow of new population until such time as
our own native sons and the people who had
come here in good faith from other lands to
establish themselves in this new country
should become self-supporting. So, on the
12th of August, as I recall it, within about a
week of the time when the Government took
office, steps were taken, of which some people
did not approve—especially those who wanted
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to get into Canada—to curtail immigration
into this country, and the figures now show
the results. That curtailment did much to
retard the growth of unemployment.

Other features also enter into the picture,
one of them being the fact that about one

million Canadians who had gone to the United

States during the previous decade, finding
themselves out of employment because of the
patural desire of the American employer to
give the preference to American nationals,
began drifting home. When Parliament last
September voted $20,000,000 to create em-
ployment opportunities in Canada, many
Canadians outside the boundaries of this
country felt that their opportunities of get-
ting something to do, in order to provide for
their dependents, were better in Canada than
elsewhere; consequently a substantial num-
ber returncd. This aggravated the Govern-
ment’s difficulty in coping with the unem-
ployment situation.

Conditions have gradually improved. The
improvement, it is true, has been slow; but,
notwithstanding statements that have been
made on political platforms, and elsewhere,
I do not think it was to be expected that un-
employment would be abolished within a cer-
tain number of days or weeks. The substan-
tial improvement in the situation is due not
only to the opportunities created by the co-
operative action of governments, federal, pro-
vincial and municipal, but also to the tariff
adjustments made during the special session
last fall, which will be fully discussed during
the present session and, need not be dilated

‘upon now.

There is in times of business depression, or
business stagnation, a tendency for the public
mind to become uneasy, then distressed, and
perhaps even openly rebellious. That has
oceurred before. I am thoroughly convinced
that had Parliament not met last September
and taken the steps it did to enable the Gov-
ernment to aid the provinces and munici-
palities in relieving distress, there would have
arisen in Canada ere this a situation that
would have been very difficult to control. Un-
employment is probably the darkest shadow
that hangs over the head of the wage earner
in any country, and the fear of unemploy-
ment is probably the greatest cause of gray
bair, in the heads of women particularly. So
it would appear to me highly desirable that
all governments should give more attention
to trying to find a permanent solution of the
problem than has been given to it by gov-
ernments in years gone by.

Many economists, many great teachers and
preachers, many labour leaders are in these
days turning their minds to this problem ;
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and the Government already has done a
little, it hopes, to help in reaching a solution
of the difficulties in the days that lie ahead.
It is not easy to devise a policy for the relief
of unemployment, or to create an unemploy-
ment insurance scheme or anything of that
sort as a panacea or cure, because Parliament,
or the Government, like the physician, must
ascertain the primary causes before it can
intelligently apply a remedy. The Govern-
ment has acted upon the suggestion made
last summer, that, inasmuch as 1931 is the
decennial census year, provision ought to be
made for taking a census of all the unem-
ployed in Canada and ascertaining their
former employment, their sex, their age, the
length of time they have been out of work,
and a number of other relevant facts, so that
when the census is completed there will be
concrete and reliable information to assist the
Government authorities, and the economists
who are doing research work, to form accurate
conclusions as to what can be done towards
discovering something to effect a permanent
cure.

Within the borders of our own country, as
well as in many other countries, I presume,
there are many citizens who feel that the
passing of a Bill will entirely remedy a griev-
ance. In many countries that sort of experi-
ment has been proved by experience to be
a serious hindrance rather than a help to
national welfare. One need only instance the
unemployment insurance legislation passed in
the Motherland. I was one of those who were
greatly pleased with® that scheme, as I be-
lieved it would operate successfully. For a
time it undoubtedly was a splendid . thing,
out as the years went on and unemployment
increased the plan was found to be entirely
inadequate; and, as all honourable members
know, the resuiting burden upon the British
Government and people has become a matter
of grave national concern. I think Canada
should endeavour to profit by the experi-
ments of other countries, and thereby avoid
schemes that experience has shown to be
inadvisable.

The Right Honourable the Prime Minister
has announced the Government’s intention to
put through a technical education Bill along
the lines of the legislation that was abandoned
in 1929. I was pleased, and indeed a little
surprised, to find that in 1927 the Govern-
ment of every province in Canada went on
record—as is disclosed in the files of the
Department of Labour—urging the continuance
of that legislation, The present Administra-
tion are satisfied that the results achieved
in the ten years that the Act was in force
justify the passage of another such measure
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for the promotion of technical education and
vocational training for the rising generation
throughout this Dominion,

The old age pension legislation is a more
difficult matter. The Prime Minister has in-
dicated the intention to deal with it, but no
decision has yet been made as to how far
the measure will be carried this session. The
question of jurisdiction between the provinces
and the Dominion will have to be carefully
considered before final action is taken.

The Speech from the Throne dealt with
other matters, which I shall not attempt to
discuss in detail at this time. Extended
reference has been made to them in another
place, and I commend to every honourable
member of this Chamber a careful perusal
of the statements made by the Right Hon-
ourable the Prime Minister yesterday. Dealing
with criticisms of some of his actions and
utterances at the Imperial Conference, he
declared that these were exactly in keeping
with the principles laid down, in discussions
with the British Government, by one of
Canada’s great statesmen of former days, the
Right Hon. Sir Wilfrid Laurier.

I submit, honourable senators, that my
honourable friend the leader on the other side
of this House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) in his
speech last night said very little that demands
a reply. He condemned only the Government’s
tariff policy, which he considered to be an
erroneous one. He quite frankly and properly
expressed his views on that subject, but I do
not intend to enter into a tariff debate at
this time. I should like to congratulate my

-honourable friend upon the manner in which

he addressed the House. I consider the theme
of his speech was a model of the way in which
subjects should be dealt with by honourable
members of this Chamber at all times, inas-
much as the underlying motive was the welfare
of Canada rather than political considerations.

In passing, may I remark that although I
do not profess to be a patriarch in this Cham-
ber, I have had the pleasure of sitting here for
some years, and I believe that some honour-
able members of the House have had such a
wide experience in and are so well informed
about public affairs and business and profess-
ional matters, that if they would take a more
active part in our discussions the Senate would
become even more useful than it now is.
There are numerous questions of- public in-
terest to which some honourable members,
from whom we hear all too infrequently, might
address themselves either in the House or in
committees, and I am sure that if they did so
good results would be felt throughout the
Dominion. Nothing is farther from my mind
than the criticism of any honourable member,
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and I know it will be understood that I am
speaking solely with the best interests of our
country at heart when I suggest that much
valuable service could be rendered to Canada
if there were as keen interest in work of the
kind that I have indicated as perhaps there
sometimes is in the date of adjournment. 1
believe that the people would greatly appre-
ciate a little wider activity by honourable
members of this House.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : I shall not impose
further upon the time of honourable members.
As I said at the outset, I had not prepared a
speech and I have not a note before me. I
sincerely trust that the debate will be con-
tinued by a number of honourable senators,
for I had no thought whatever of closing it.

Hon. R. FORKE: Honourable members,
1 was not sure that I ought to address the
Senate at this time, although I had prepared
a few notes, but after the remarks of the
honourable gentleman from Welland (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) I am encouraged to take
part in the debate. I trust you will bear with
me patiently while I discuss a few matters
that I think are of importance at the present
time.

May I, first, compliment the mover and the
seconder of the Address on the able manner
in which they expressed themselves. The
honourable member from Boissevain (Hon.
Mr. Schaffner) spoke in an optimistic vein,
and in that respect I think that all honourable
members will agree with him. Notwithstand-
ing the existing unemployment and other
problems that confront us, I feel, as does
every Canadian who believes in the future
of his country, that these will be solved in
the process of time.

Right Hon. SIR GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Will my honourable friend turn on a little
more power? :

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I will try to do so.
I listened with pleasure to the speech of the
seconder of the motion for the address (Hon.
Mr. Bourque), who spoke in two languages.
I was reminded, as I am every day that I
take part in parliamentary affairs—and, in-
deed, every day that I spend in the city of
Ottawa—of the disadvantage to those of us
who live in the West in not finding it con-
venient to acquire familiarity with the French
tongue. Perhaps some people will consider
this to be the voice of one crying in the
wilderness, but I believe that every child in
Canada should have an opportunity of learn-
ing to speak French as well as English.
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Hon. Mr. FORKE: I desire to compli-
ment the honourable senator from Welland
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) upon his interesting
address. But if he is surprised at criticisms
of the Government for their failure to carry
out certain promises made during the election
campaign, may I remind him that many
people did not know that some of the promises
were not to be taken seriously. Of course,
some of us who had knowledge of the true
state of affairs realized that a number of the
pledges were impossible of fulfilment, and
consequently we are not now as disappointed
as we otherwise might have been.

Since we have been going through this
economic depression, the opinion has often
been expressed that a period of prosperity
always has been and always will be followed
by one of depression. So-called experts have
undertaken to tell us why we cannot always
be prosperous. It has been contended by some
that the gold standard is wrong and has had
much to do with the bringing about of present
conditions; on the other hand, we are told
that our problems are largely psychological,
and if we practised more Couéism we should
soon convince ourselves that everything was
all right. I shall make no attempt to analyse
the cause of depressions, but I want to express
disagreement with the theory that prosperity
must inevitably be followed, sooner or later,
by depression.

Another school of thought holds that the
present state of affairs, economical and other,
is as perfect as it can be; that this is the best
of all possible worlds. I do not think that
people who disagree with that notion should
be classed as Reds or Socialists. Methods of
production have been developed to a high
state of perfection, so much so that there are
said to be too much food, too much clothing,
and more manufactured articles of every
description than can be efficiently distributed.
Yet there is world-wide distress, and in every
country many people are being inadequately
fed and clothed. Surely, honourable senators,
there ought to be some way of overcoming a
situation of this kind. Unemployment is a
serious matter not only for the individual but
for the country at large. When a man has
a job and is able to provide a home and
reasonable comforts for himself and his family,
the spirit of revolution has little chance of
breeding in him. Contented citizens are in
no danger of being wrought upon by Com-
munists or so-called Reds.

I am convinced that such conditions as
we are now experiencing will in time be per-

Hear, hear.
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manently done away with, I am 'sure that
there will come a time when no longer milliot}s
of men who are anxious to obtain work will
be unable to find it; and this is an end to-
wards which, I submit, the Government not
only of Canada but of every civilized country
should strive.

With the permission of the House I should
like to read a short extract from a spee-ph
made by Governor La Follette, of Wisconsin.
In his inaugural address he said:

As a state and nation we have astonished
the world—how to produce the necessities and
luxuries of life in sufficient quantities to supply
the needs of all our people—but in the midst
of abundance we have want and suffering.
Unless we can solve this problem of the dis-
tribution of abundance, unless we can stop
hunger and hardship in all of this plenty, we
shall be actors in the greatest tragedy of
history.

I should like to read also a statement that
was made by the Right Hon. Arthur Meighen
in the course of an address at Washington:

The world is not well organized for the pur-
pose of distributing amongst the population the

fruits of their toil by brain and hand, in
accordance with the contribution of each.

I think the Right Hon. Arthur Meighen struck
the nail squarely on the head when he said
that the present economic system falls short
in distributing the world’s wealth to those
who earn it. I have great admiration for
Mr. Meighen'’s ability and I wish that it could
be put at the service of the country just now.
Mr. Henry Wise Wood, of Alberta. in a speech
at the convention of the United Farmers of
Alberta, at Calgary, made a statement similar
to that of Mr. Meighen. There is a great
difference between Washington and Calgary
and between Hon. Mr. Meighen and Mr.
Wood; but they are both men of great ability,
and because of the thought that they have
given to public affairs their opinions carry
weight all over this country.

We often hear it said that all the people of
the world are neighbours, and that the means
of communication have been improved to
such an extent that distance has almost been
eliminated; that we in Canada to-day are as
close to Great Britain as the people of one
village in England were to those of another
pethaps one hundred years ago. But do
people really believe that? Do the actions of
governments indicate a belief in that? On the
contrary, is not every nation striving to erect
higher tariff barriers all the time and to make
more difficult the means of communication
with other nations? Trade commissioners
are sent all over the world for the purpose of
increasing international commerce, while the
governments in the various countries are all
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the time making the trade barriers more diffi-
cult to overcome. Perhaps I shall not live to
see it, but the day will surely come when the
interchange of commodities between nations
will be free and unrestricted. When that time
does come the nations will be blessed. I
know that this is not practical politics at
present, but in the meantime we must realize
that we cannot achieve true prosperity by
building trade‘barriers higher and higher.

However, I rose to speak not so much
along these lines as in regard to Western con-
ditions, about which I am perhaps as well
informed as any other honourable member in
this House. I happened to meet a gentle-
man who is prominently known in Canada,
but is not a member of Parliament, and he
asked me: “Who is right, the farmer, or Mr.
Beatty, or Mr. Black of the milling interests,
as to conditions in the West?” Who is right?
Well, if you ask the farmers they tell you
one.story, and if you ask Mr. Beatty you get
another. I have a great admiration for Mr.
Beatty, both as a private gentleman and as
president of a great railway, and I have no
doubt that he believes in the psychological
effect of telling the people that they are not
so badly off as they think they are. How-
ever, that is not a great deal of encourage-
ment to the person who is struggling under
difficult conditions. I want to state in plain
English that the farmers in Western Canada
to-day are in financial difficulties, and I do
not see why the fact should be disputed, or
why it should not be brought out. The con-
ditions existing in the West are the worst
that I have seen in my forty-nine years of
experience in that country. We have had
difficult times; we have had crop failures;
personally I have had disappointments of all
sorts that come to people engaged in agri-
culture; but there is something in the present
condition that has never existed before, and
that is a want of confidence in the future.

The average price of wheat in 1930 was 92
cents per bushel. What will the average price
be for 1931? Is anyone bold enough to say
that it will be over 60 cents a bushel? In
just what respect is the situation of the farmer
going to improve within the next twelve
months? I do not believe that any improve-
ment in agricultural conditions in Western
Canada is possible in less than one or two
years, or perhaps a longer period.

Just to make this point clear, I might men-
tion a few figures. In 1927-28 1,000 bushels
of wheat would liquidate a farmer’s liability
to the extent of $1,200; to-day it takes 3,000
bushels of wheat to do exactly the same
thing. The prices of farm products have
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dropped out of all relation to the prices of
the commodities which the farmer requires
to carry on business. Eighteen months ago
wheat was worth $1.40 at Fort William; to-
day it is worth 60 cents. Barley was worth
about 50 cents eighteen months ago; to-day
it is worth scarcely anything. It may not be
out of place to mention my own experience.
Last year I had a splendid crop of barley,
grading 3 C.W., which is about the best that
we grow in Western Canada. I shipped 2,000
bushels of that barley.and received 14 cents
a bushel for it. That was supposed to be the
top price paid for barley in Western Canada
last fall. I am happy to say that I have
still over 2,000 bushels in the granaries—and
it will not be sold for 14 cents, for I will feed
it to stock, if possible.

Nobody told the farmers in 1927-28 what
was going to happen. Who could have fore-
told two years ago that wheat would drop
from $1.40 to 60 cents a bushel? I do not
think that anything that has occurred in any
other business in the Dominion of Canada
will compare with the slump in wheat. We
know that in depressions agriculture receives
the first shock. But this is more than a
shock—it is a catastrophe, and the facts must
be stated. There will be casualties in West-
ern Canada. I do not see how they can be
avoided.

I have not lost faith in the West, for I
know too much about its capabilities, and
what it has done in the past, and will do in
the future; but the people ought to be told
and ought to understand the situation that
faces us. Banks, mortgage companies, and
other creditors of the farmers can do much
to help the situation at the present time. I
am not one of those who take a particular
pleasure in dwelling upon the iniquities of the
banks and mortgage companies. I am not one
of those who have complained that the banks
were too slow in lending money to the farmers.
My experience is that they were too quick;
I think they have lent money too freely, but
charged too high a rate of interest. If they
had acted a little more slowly, probably they
could have conducted their business more
safely and at a profit. Mortgage companies
have advanced too much money, and have not
a sufficient equity in the land to protect their
mortgages; so they, as well as the farmer him-
self, are in a difficult position. But what I
want to point out is that they can help at
the present time. If there is any attempt
made by creditors to secure their pound of
flesh at the present time there is going to be
a catastrophe; a great many farmers will fail,
and go out of business altogether; and what
will happen then I do not know.

Some system of amortization of debts might
help. We have a Debt Adjustment Bureau
in Manitoba, but I have not heard that it
is doing anything at the present time. If
something could be done to amortize the debts
of the farmers, spreading them over a period
of ten years at a low rate of interest, I think
many farmers would be set on their feet and
started off in business again with new courage.
Perhaps that plan is not practicable, but it
does seem to me that it would do something
to help in the present situation.

The farmer as a rule gets a great deal of
advice, and in these days of distress he is
getting more than usual. I think most of
that advice is well meant. Most of the people
who want to fell the farmer how to run his
business mean well, and think they are help-
ing in giving him the advice. A great deal
of criticism has been levelled at the farmers
of the West for growing wheat. “Wheat
miners” they have been called in another
place. Most of the farmers who went into
Western Canada had not much capital, and
as wheat was a one-year crop, which yielded
quicker and easier returns than any other
farm product, naturally they went into wheat
growing almost exclusively. The growing of
wheat is what has built up the West to a
very .great extent and has made possible the
physical development of that great inland
continent of the three Prairie Provinces. The
growing of wheat has produced a golden
stream that has flowed into the treasury of
the Dominion of Canada and helped to stimu-
late business of all kinds. A great deal that
has been done during the past three years
would have been impossible had it not been
for this tremendous quantity of wheat mov-
ing from Western Canada to the continent of
Europe, and yielding enormous returns for use
in the development of the Dominion.

I left Brandon in the month of August two
years ago and travelled west right through
to the Peace River district. Honourable mem-
bers of the Senate, I shall never forget the
sensations I experienced on that journey.
After travelling past millions of acres of
waving grain, and seeing the countless home-
steads, and passing through the great cities
of Regina, Saskatoon and Edmonton, I could
not but realize how much has been made pos-
sible just because Western Canada had been
a favourable place to grow wheat. So I think
we should be careful when we criticize the
growing -of wheat in that country. Wheat has
played a great part in the building up of the
West, and has been of great benefit to the
great centres of population not only in the
West but also in the East. Perhaps new
conditions have arisen—and new conditions
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require changed methods of procedure; never-
theless, wheat growing will continue for many
yvears to come, and wheat will be one of the
major crops in Western Canada; and it would
be a tragedy should anything happen to pre-
vent people from growing wheat in that
country.

The men and women of Western Canada
to-day are anxiously asking: “What of the
future?” We hear a great deal about diver-
sified farming. Last session I expressed my
views with regard to the future of Western
Canada and the system of farming that would
be found most profitable and most enduring.
I have not changed my ideas since then. I
still believe in the smaller unit; I still believe
in mixed farming where it is possible. I would
point out, however, that large sections of
Western Canada are not at all suitable for
mixed farming. There are large districts in
Manitoba and in the Province of Saskatche-
wan—] am not so well acquainted with Al-
berta—where it is impossible to find a water
supply, without which it would not be profit-
able to attempt to keep stock. I believe that
in the well watered sections mixed farming
will solve our problems; but unfortunately
such a solution cannot become effective before
a few years, because one cannot get inte the
business of raising live stock all at once.

A scheme to help the farmers of the West
has been inaugurated, and the credit for
bringing it to the attention of the public may
be given, perhaps, to Mr. Beatty, of the
Canadian Pacific Railway. No doubt most
of you have heard something about that
scheme. A corporation is to be formed with
a capital of $5,000,000. This money is to be
lent to the farmers for the purpose of enabling
them to go into live stock raising as a basis
for their mixed farming. I am not very sure
just how much is to be advanced to each
farmer, but I think that probably the average
will be about $200. This scheme is based on
what is known as the Minnesota plan. I
have the plan here. Some of you may have
received this pamphlet. A scheme of the
same kind has been in effect in Minnesota,
Montana, and the two Dakotas, and has
worked a revolution in those states. Where
previously there was scarcity or want of
prosperity, the farmers have entirely changed
their condition and are now doing well under
a system of mixed farming.

I have noted carefully, in reading this
pamphlet, that in the loaning of money great
precautions are taken to see that it is.proper-
ly spent, and that stock will be given only to
people who are in a position to care for it
and who understand something about it. I

Hon. Mr. FORKE.

have no hesitation in saying that unless the
whole scheme is carried through as a business
institution and in accordance with business
principles, it will surely fail. In Manitoba we
have had some experience in lending money
to farmers to purchase stock and implements,
improve their farms, and so on. The Mani-
toba senators who are present will know what
I am speaking about. We had what was
known as the Cow Scheme, whereby the
Provincial Government lent money to the
farmers to enable them to purchase cows,
and to assist them to go into mixed farming,
if you please. That scheme was tried. I do
not know whether the farmers benefited much
by the cows or not, but I do know that the
Government lost nearly all the money loaned
to buy the cows. We have had also a system
of rural credits which, on the face of it,
seemed to be a good scheme and one that
ought to work well. The Provincial Govern-
ment furnished money, to be loaned by a
local board on which the Government had a
representative. No amount of money was to
be loaned unless the assets of the farmer in
excess of his liabilities were sufficient to cover
the amount of the loan. Apparently the mat-
ter was gone into very carefully, and the
Provincial Government furnished a very large
sum of money; but, honourable members, in
that also they lost a very large amount that
they will never regain. Then we had the
Farm Loan Association, whereby the local
Sovernment was lending money to farmers
>n mortgages on their farms. I cannot tell
you what acreage the Provincial Government
>f Manitoba has to-day—I know that it is
very large—that came into their possession
ander foreclosed mortgages.

That is the history of three schemes to
improve conditions. 1 do not think ‘the
failure was due so much to the schemes as to
the fact that proper care was not taken to
see that the money was loaned to the right
kind of people. I think it is perfectly obvious
to those who are acquainted with public affairs
that when a government lends money it is
more difficult for it to get it back than it
would be for anybody else to do so. The
hope of this scheme, and its success, are
dependent on whether business principles are
observed, and upon seeing to it, before the
money is loaned, that the stock and the men
are of the right kind to make a success of
mixed farming. People who advocate mixed
farming, more especially city people—and I
say this in all kindness—do not understand,
perhaps, that it is much easier to grow wheat
than it is to raise stock. I know that the
immigration pamphlets that I used to send
out when I was Minister of Immigration told
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how some man coming from England, with
no experience at all, raised a splendid crop of
wheat. That is quite possible; but it is more
difficult to be a successful breeder of live
stock. If you have the soil and the climate,
and good seed properly sown, you can leave
the crop to the rain and the sun and the
gentle breezes of summer, and it will come to
fruition without any care on your part; but
live stock needs continual attention from the
day of its birth until it is sold for a profit.
Consequently you have to be more careful in
mixed farming than in the raising of grain.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And you have
to do more work.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: More work. Why do
farmers not like dairying? I do not know
anyone who is in the business because he
likes it. A dairy farmer has to attend to
his cows fourteen times a week, regularly;
there is a tremendous amount of work in-
volved in seeing that the cattle are properly
fed and cared for, and in the general running
of the industry. But, I am glad to say, you
will find milk cans at the railway stations all
over Manitoba to-day. In other parts of the
country many people do not seem to be aware
of the great amount of mixed farming that
is being carried on in that province, and of
the revenue derived there from other farm
products, which is equal to that from grain.
In this respect Manitoba is in a better position
than the other two prairie provinces. But
the great problem at the present time is
where to find markets. It may be possible
to raise better live stock, but what can be
done with it?

The present Government came into power
after promising to provide markets for farmers
in the West. I know that that promise was
made in the course of speeches in Western
Canada, but the Hon. the Minister of Labour
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) has told us that the
Government have not had time to do all they
said they would. I am not speaking in any
spirit of bitterness, but I want to say firmly
that the Government have not done any
single thing that will in any way help the
farmers of the West. On the contrary, I can
assure honourable senators that a great many
farmers look upon some of the things that
have been done as nothing more nor less than
a slap in the face. In making such a state-
ment I am not trying to play politics, but
I am thinking solely of the welfare of the
Western farmers.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Did the Government
not denounce the Australian and New Zealand
treaties and try to curtail the importation of
butter?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Butter is selling at 19
cents a pound in Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The honourable gentle-
man says he does not know of a single thing
that the Government have done that has
helped the farmers of the West. I am remind-
ing him of what was done about Australian
and New Zealand butter.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: But butter is selling at
19 cents a pound in Winnipeg now.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: .And the honourable
gentleman knows that there are millions of
pounds of Australian and New Zealand
butter in storage in Canada to-day.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I do not think there

are.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The figures show ‘that
there are about 380 million pounds of
Ausiralian and New Zealand butter in
Canada to-day.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I do not think the
farmers are worrying much about the com-
petition of Australian butter at the present
time.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: May I ask the
honourable gentleman a question?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Certainly.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: Is the honour-
able gentleman aware that since this Gov-
ernment put a duty of 8 cents a pound on
New Zealand butter, the dairy industry in
Alberta has increased 60 per cent?

Hon. Mr. TANNER:
about that.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: No, he never
heard about that, but it is a fact. Were the
Government not doing something for Western
Canada when they helped to increase the
dairy products of Alberta by 60 per cent?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: But the pricé
has not increased, and it is the price that
counts. -

Hon. Mr. FORKE: When wheat is selling
al. 60 cents a bushel and it is impossible to
get anything at all for barley, any farmer
who has a few cows will try to produce butter
if he can. Every time that the price for
wheat has dropped to any great extent there
has been a marked increase in dairy pro-
ducts, and it will always be so. But I can
assure the honourable senator from Boisse-
vain (Hon. Mr. Schaffner) that farmers are
going into dairying because it is the only
thing that will produce them any cash just
now. If it is permissible to refer to a con-
versation with a relative, I may say that a

He never heard
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few days ago, when I was home, my brother-
in-law told me that he was milking twenty-
five cows, and he said, “I do not know what
in the world we could have done if we had
not been milking cows.” But honourable
members are greatly mistaken if they
imagine for one moment that the farmers
are going to be helped by a duty on butter
or on eggs.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER:
already been helped.

Hon. Mr. FORKE:
evidence of it.

Hon, Mr. SCHAFFNER: The honour-
able gentleman may not have seen it, but
that does not make any difference. The
trouble is that he does not want to see it.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: “None are so blind as
those who will not see.”

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I think I know as much
about farming conditions in the West as any
other honourable member.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: But no more.
Hon. Mr. FORKE: No more, but no less.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: May I ask the honour-
able gentleman a question? He stated a
moment or so ago that some of the things the
Government have done are looked upon by
the farmers as a slap in the face. Will he
kindly tell us what particular actions he con-
siders to have been a slap in the face?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: That is my opinion.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: That is a statement.
Surely the honourable gentleman will back
up his statement.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: If the farmers of West-
ern Canada think that the Government have
helped them, then it will be all right for the
Government; if they think otherwise, then it
will not be all right. But one would find it
difficult to convince a farmer in the West
that his market for wheat had been improved
by any action that was taken at the recent
economic conference in Great Britain.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Certainly. No
would suggest such a thing.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Eggs are selling at 15
cents, in the little town where I live. The
merchant there says they are worth only 13
cents, but in trade he allows 15 cents for
them. I wonder if that will signify anything
to some honourable gentlemen opposite.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Are the Government
responsible for the prices of grain and eggs,
or anything else? :

Hon. Mr. FORKE.

They have

I have not seen any

one

Hon. Mr. FORKE: The Government came:
into power on the promise that they would
improve conditions.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: They have done that,
as far as possible.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: But there were definite
promises that these conditions were going to
be immediately remedied.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: No.
Hon. Mr. FORKE: Was the honourable

- gentleman present when the Winnipeg speech

was delivered? I checked that speech word
for word from a typed document, and I can
prove that the statement was made.

Hon. Mr. COPP: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: What is the difference
between a few days and a short time?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I repeat that there has
been no help to date.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Well, it is coming.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I am sincere in my
statements. I am anxious that the people in
Western Canada shall prosper.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Not any more anxious
than others are.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I do not say I am more
anxious, but I think honourable members will
credit me with sincerity of purpose. I know
families who have been in the West thirty
years and who to-day are in dire distress. Does
that strike a sympathetic chord in the breasts
of any honourable members? I know people
who cannot pay their taxes this year, and who
never before were in such a condition since
they have been living in Western Canada.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Similar conditions have
been going off and on for forty years.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I went there when
there was nothing but the bare prairies.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: I was there before my
honourable friend.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Maybe that is so, but
I think the honourable gentleman has for-
gotten something.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: No.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I do not see why there
should be so much heated ecriticism of my
remarks. The only reason I can see for it
is that I said the Government had not done
anything to help the Western farmers.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: The honourable gentle-
man went further than that. He said that
some of the actions of the Government were
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a slap in the face to the farmers, and he has
not explained what he meant.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I say that the Govern-
ment have not helped the farmers in Western
Canada to date; and that statement stands.
The people cannot be deluded very long by
promises that it is impossible to fulfil, be-
cause there must come a day of reckoning.
There is an emergent situation in Western
Canada, but after the Prime Minister had
gone through that part of the country he
stated at Regina that everything was all right
in the West; that there was no hardship.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: He did not say that.
Hon. Mr. FORKE: Well, he did not find

any cause for alarm.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I should like the
honourable gentleman to produce the re-
marks that he alleges were made by the
Prime Minister at Regina, to the effect that
there was no hardship in the West. That is
a statement that is unlikely, on the face of it.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Well, there does not
seem to be any use in continuing any further
in this way. I am surprised at the attitude
of honourable members from the West.

Hon. Mr. SHARPE: The honourable
gentleman should say “some of the honour-
able members from the West.” He should
not include us all. I have not said any-
thing.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I have no fear for the
future of Western Canada, but I am alarmed
over the future of some of the individuals
who are living there at the present time.
There is no doubt that prosperity will again
smile over Canada and the Empire. Nothing
can permanently retard the progress of the
West, but the people are suffering there right
now, and they will continue to suffer unless
economic conditions can be improved. I
recognize the difficulties that confront the
Government, but if candidates for office were
a little more modest in their promises dur-
ing the election campaign there would not
be the same resentment when promises are
not fulfilled. Of course, as I have already
said, those who knew the true circumstances
were aware that it was absolutely impossible
to bring about any great improvement in
conditions in Western Canada in one year or
in two years.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Well, they
were not misled.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But some were.
Hon. Mr. FORKE:

were.

Some simple people

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: But the honourable
gentleman cannot claim refuge under that
statement.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: No, I do not. But I
certainly say that men who are experienced
in affairs of government should not stand on
a public platform and make promises that
they know cannot be carried out. Some
people who did not know any better thought
that a change of government would bring
about a general change for the better. I do
not want to discuss politics, for I am con-
cerned only about conditions in the West.

Hon. G. V. WHITE: But the honourable
gentleman stepped right out.

Hon. Mr. SHARPE : The honourable gentle-
man must admit that the Bennett Government
have tried to do something for the West,
whereas the former Government made no
such attempt.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I do not want to discuss
politics, but I can tell the honourable gentle-
man that during the last election campaign I
did not hear anything said against the King
Government.

Hon. Mr. - SHARPE: It was not necessary
to say anything. People knew all about it

Hon. Mr. FORKE: The fact is that there
were hard times, and people in the West got
the idea that a change of government would
result in a change in economic conditions.

I should like to say a few words about
the mutterings that have come out of the
West in regard to secession. Some people
scem to think that Western farmers are a
difficult lot, but it seems to me that the truth
is simply that they are always alive and on
the job, and the rest of the country will hear
from them if they are not satisfied. I do not
pay any serious attention to talk about
secession. It is a symptom of discontent and
hard times, a sign that everything is not well,
and I do not think the Government and the
people would be justified in ignoring that
kind of symptom. But I am as sure as I am
that I am standing here that there will never
be secession on the part of the West; and we
shall hear no more talk about it when con-
ditions have improved.

The farmers in this country and all over
the world are going to have a hard time for
the next three or four years. Since the recent
slump began, agriculture has suffered a de-
pression to the exent of 60 or 70 per cent,
while there has been a falling off in the
textile business of only 13 per cent. I want
to tell honourable members opposite that
since last September textiles have even held
their own.




26 SENATE

I hope there will never be any division
between the East and the West, for I agree
with the honourable senator from Boisse-
vain (Hon. Mr. Schaffner) that each part of
the country needs the other. Up to the time
that I came to Parliament, ten years ago, I
had spent thirty years in the West, and my
mind was filled principally with Western
ideas. But no one can remain for long a
member of Parliament without having his
thoughts and sympathies broadened, and one
soon finds that it is necessary to give and
take. In each successive Parliament Western
members learn that they cannot expect to
have everything their own way, and that the
East, as well as the West, has its special
problems.

I heartily desire that Canada shall always
remain one big united Dominion. I believe
that there is a great future for this country
among the nations of the earth, not only in
a material sense, but because of the influence
that we as a people may exert towards the
betterment of the lot of humanity as a whole.
It is my hope and prayer that nothing may
interfere with the union of this great country,
from East to West, for all time.

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

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 19, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE PRINCESS ROYAL
RESOLUTION OF REGRET AND CONDOLENCE

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY moved:

That a humble Address be presented to
His Majesty to express the deep concern of
this House at the loss which His Majesty has
sustained by the death of Her Royal Highness,
the Princess Royal; and to condole with His
Majesty and to assure His Majesty that this
House participates with the most affectionate
and dutiful attachment in whatever concerns
the feelings and interests of His Majesty.

He said: My motion is that we concur in
shis address, which is a joint address with
the one already passed in another place. It
expresses my views and does not require any
amplification on my part.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honour-
able members, I need not add that the honour-
able the leader of the Government in this

Hon. Mr. FORKE,

Chamber was expressing the sentiment of
every member of the Senate in proposing the
resolution, in which we heartily concur.

The motion was agreed to.

SPEECH FROM THE THRONE
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday con-
sideration of His Excellency the Adminis-
trator's speech at the opening of the session,
and the motion of Hon. Mr. Schaffner for an
Address in reply thereto.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Horourable members of the Senate, I would
not if I could, and I could not if I would,
violate or evade the long established
traditional practice, never honoured in the
breach, but always in the observance, of
extending felicitations to the mover and the
seconder of the Address in reply to the Speech
from the Throne.

My mind goes back in somewhat reminis-
cent mood in the present instance, and I
almost arrogate to myself the position of a
well experienced judge a@s to the quality and
force of these addresses. On my entry into
Parliament, in 1883, I heard for the first time
the proposal and the seconding of the Address
in reply to the Speech from the Throne. I
was a new member then, full of ideals—and
raaybe full of illusions—and I remember quite
well the interest with which the speeches at
that time were heard. Young Tupper, as he
was called—afterwards Sir Charles Hibbert
Tupper—and Josiah Wood, of New Bruns-
wick, were respectively the proposer and the
seconder of that Address, and both of those
gentlemen lived to bear out in their subse-
quent distinguished careers the promise that
was shown at that time.

Since then I have attended forty-six open-
ings of Parliament, and have listened, conse-
quently, to twice that number of speeches
delivered by respective movers and seconders,
and I can confidently say that my two
colleagues stand excellently well in the long
historic procession. I have, moreover, been
struck with one peculiarity. In the first
addresses to which I listened, as in the latest
which I have heard in this House, I have
never heard an expression of eriticism of either
the personnel or the policy of the party in
power.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
That is a well established custom, the very
letter as well as the spirit of which has been
faithfully adhered to. Sometimes I wonder
what would happen if, in the jerky move-



MARCH 19, 1931 27

ments of the present age, the mover or the
seconder, or both of them, were to take’ it
into their heads to express what sometimes, I
fear, is in their hearts—their own honest
opinion of the policy and the personnel. T
shall not live to see that startling innovation,
nor is it likely that any of us at present in
this House will.

In undertaking to make a few observations
about the speech in hand, I am not going to
enter into details. My remarks will be gen-
eral and discursive, and whether or not they
will hang upon any consistent thread through-
out, I cannot at the present time make a
promise.

There is an atmosphere which surrounds the
action of a parliamentary body at any critical
stage of its history, and that atmosphere is
especially pronounced as surrounding  its
deliberations under the conditions as they
now present themselves to us. We live in a
changed and changing world. If a well
equipped and intelligent citizen of the world
had dropped to sleep about fifty years ago,
like another Rip van Winkle, and had
awakened, say, yesterday afternoon, what
would have been his state of mind in compar-
ing the world of his awaking with the world as
it was when he went to sleep? Imagine what
would be his astonishment, and how hard it
would be for him to adjust himself to the
changed conditions. Through research and
science, invention and mechanization, mass
production and the wonderful speeding up of
methods of communications and transport, the
world within half the time covered by our
memories has changed essentially, and this of
necessity calls for changes in manners and
methods of conduct; individual, social,
political, and international. So it is that
to-day the foundations of religious beliefs,
the canons of individual conduct, the con-
ventions which society has established for its
governance are all called into question and
subjected to rigorous examination. Different
conditions have demanded new attitudes and
methods of procedure, which inevitably and
necessarily tend to fashion the development
of the individual, of society and of the,state.

The same is true of methods of production
and distribution and commercial, banking and
financial operations. In every line of enter-
prise and activity conditions have arisen
which necessitate different methods of policy
and action.

I mention this simply to show that methods
and policies well adapted to deal with con-
ditions long ago existent in matters political,
national and international, call for revision
in these later days of entirely different con-
ditions, and that there is no unchangeable

principle to which we must rigidly adhere.
Difference of conditions requires a different
attitude of approach for their solution.

My next observation relates to the pressing
gravity of the present situation. I wonder if
we really are sufficiently impressed with the
particular difficulties that we face at the
present time, and whether we really do give
ourselves to the task of considering carefully
the situation which has developed, and our
attitude with reference thereto. I do not need
to make an extended list of all that enters
into the situation of to-day. In the falling
off of our transport returns, in our decreasing
revenues and rising expenditures, the burden
of our debts, national and international, in
out heavy taxation and in the drop in values
of our natural products, the situation which
confronts the Government and Parliament is
to-day one of special menace and gravity.
That, I think, we must acknowledge; and I

. hold that a very considerable portion of the

responsibility for finding a solution rests upon
both branches of the legislative body. We are
too apt to throw the entire responsibility upon
the Government. That, however, is neither
fair nor just. In both Houses of Parliament
we, as legislators, have our responsibilities. We
are called together to seek a solution of the
serious questions which are to-day confronting
the Canadian people. I am not one who
believes that the whole remedy lies by any
means in legislative enactments. I hold that
now largely, and more and more as the
years go by, we must look elsewhere for
relief. The great questions of production, of
distribution, of economic and commercial
exchange, will be solved less and less by
legislative enactment and more and more
through the expert co-operation and agency
of business men and scientific advisers, who in
future will play a more conspicuous part than
they do now. But with reference to its own
nation and matters of international concern,
the legislature has duties which it must be
prepared to carry out.

Let me make brief reference to the spirit in
which we as members of the Senate, and our
confreres in the other House, can best ap-
proach the present problems. I shall exercise
my imagination for a moment or two.
Suppose that we should read in the even-
ing journals that the Prime Minister and
the leaders of the Opposition have had a
protracted conference to-day with reference
to handling the existing situation, and that it
is . confidently expected that an important
agreement will be announced later. What
interest that would cause in the two halls
of our national legislature! What a buzz
would go through the clubs and business
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circles in this city, and quickly traverse
the whole country! And suppose further
that to-morrow morning it were to he
announced that these leaders had come to
a decision to lay aside for the moment all
their war paint, all their implements of
party offence and defence, all their subtle
plans for party scrimmages and campaigns,
and that all the members of Parliament
would be asked to meet for the next four,
five, six or more weeks in committee of
the whole and devote themselves to an un-
biased consideration of conecrete proposals
designed to cope with the knotty questions
with which we are faced. I imagine that such
an announcement would be greeted through-
out the length and breadth of this Dominion
with a loud p@an of praise, an expression of
national satisfaction that the solution of the
present grave and menacing problems would
no longer be delayed for months by par-
liamentary contests with respect to mere
theories and to the personalities and incidenss
that are commonly associated with party
politics. That indicates my view of the spirit
which should animate Parliament when great
crises arise.

I am proud to see that optimism prevails
throughout the Dominion. I do not think
that the spirit of Canada has been broken or
nearly broken by the grave situation which
has existed for some time and which seems
likely to continue, to a greater or less extent,
for an indefinite period. It is true that there
is some pessimism in some quarters, but I
think I am right in saying that on the whole
a reasoned optimism is decidedly uppermost.

In order to deal effectively with these prob-
lems it seems to me that the first thing we
need to do is to try to apprehend the causes
for the present situation. The first duty of a
doctor in attending a patient is to diagnose the
case, and the subsequent success or failure of
the treatment depends greatly upon whether
the diagnosis is accurate or not. And
in our national affairs we need to understand
what has brought about the present condition,
and what is responsible for the prospect of a
continuation of that condition.

If we examine into these causes we find that
paramount amongst them, absolutely basie,
are the effects of the old methods of applying
war to the settlement of international disputes.
That is a fact which ought not to be ignored
in the attempt to arrive at an explanation of
our difficulties. We should impress upon the
present and future generations the necessity
of ever keeping in mind the evil effects that
have flowed from the Great War, and do
our utmost to make sure that the citizens of
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Canada in the years to come will enroll them-
selves in the army of active opponents to
war and supporters of internaticnal veace.
At the basis of the smallest individual burden
as well as of the greatest of world problems
will be found some after effects of the last
great conflict between the nations. Let us,
therefore, enroll as defenders and supporters
of the great organisation which has brought
about whatever co-operation, goodwill and
international confidence exist at the present
time. Undoubtedly it will be a long time
before the ideal is attained, but step by step,
march by march, year by year, over larger
and larger areas of private sentiment and
convietion, and of public morale and world
faith, there are advancing the forces that will
make war impossible in the future and will
ultimately establish permanent peace among
the nations.

I am not one of those, nor do I think there
are within the range of my voice any of
those, who feel that Canada is down and
out. There is no reason why we should lose
courage and initiative and hope. We who
take this stand do so because of our faith
in Canada and Canadian people, a faith that
is based upon a knowledge of what has
happened in the past, as well as some under-
standing of the present and the prospect for
the future. In the solution of our difficulties
there need be no excuse of sectional dif-
ferences, for in this matter what affects one
part of the country affects us all. If an
eruption broke out on my arm, would I say:
“Arm, heal thyself. This is something which
does not concern the rest of my body”? No.
Every section of my anatomy would be af-
fected, and would suffer so long as the cure
were postponed. So it is with Canada. If
one section of our country is suffering more
severely than others from economic ills, we
are not justified in demanding that the rest
should stand aside while the most seriously
afflicted portion is attempting to heal itself.
Canada is an entity, whole and integral. The
East cannot ignore the hurt of the West, and
vice versa. I am heartily in accord with the
sentiment that has been expressed here in the
last day or two, that we stand as a united
country. He would be a daring man who
would preach sectionalism in any part of
Canada to-day. Experience and observation
teach us that as a nation we possess great
resources.

After all, there is only one of our enter-
prises that has really been hit hard. Perhaps
depressions will come and go in the future as
in the past, but I think it cannot be denied
that in comparison with other countries the
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Dominion of Canada is coming through her
economic crises exceptionally well. Farming
is the one industry which has borne the main
brunt of the present distress. I listened with
great care to the plain tale of my honourable
friend from Brandon (Hon. Mr. Forke), and
found no fault with his exposition of the
farmers’ point of view. But there are farmers
and farmers in the West; there are farming
sections and farming sections. We must not
forget that all Western farmers have not found
it equally difficult to carry on; some of them
are abundantly able to take care of them-
selves, and have sufficient resources to do so
even if the depression continues.

We are living under a demoecratic system
of government, a system that I do not think
will ever be superseded in any country where
it has been able to obtain a secure foothold,
though it may be very much improved in all
countries. In the course of operations of that
system the governments are often appealed to
for the financial relief of citizens. Generally
speaking, a government that makes loans to
the members of the body politic will have to
pay the losses that result, for these will not
fall upon the recipients of the advances. That
will come about as part of the subtle and
pervasive influences of the system. But I
think that some practical method should be
arrived at whereby the Dominion could give
financial assistance to worthy members of
farming communities where the need is pres-
sing. Of course, certain conditions would have
to be fulfilled, but those are details capable
of being effectively carried out. That is for
the benefit of both East and West, and of
every section of the country, and to that end
not only the Government of the country, but
also the corporations of the country, may
well give their hearty and self-sacrificing sup-
port—and I am quite certain that those great
corporations are keeping that in mind. Take
the Canadian Pacific Railway. Is there any
reason in the world why that great corpora-
tion should not be sympathetically and vitally
interested in sustaining every branch of in-
dustry in the great areas of country through
which its lines pass? And is it not particularly
concerned that no farmer who is at present
established as a present and prospective
customer of that road should be allowed to
-go to the wall, or his industry to lapse, and
the place he occupies to become a vacancy
in the future? For equally good reasons we
have an intelligent and sympathetic interest
on the part of banks, loan companies and other
great corporations, and what I have said of
the railways as to interest and co-operation
applies to these. Their interests are pegged
down in this country to a great extent, and

can be best subserved by sympathetic aid in
this period of difficulty and stress, which
threaten to overwhelm them. To all these
sources we may look with hope and confidence
for aid in the solution of the common prob-
lem. All that is needed is intelligent and
efficient organization.

Our resources, happily, have been so far
explored that we no longer distrust them. The
period of prospective wealth in the great re-
sources of the Dominion—imaginary wealth, it
might have been called—which gave so much
confidence to the Fathers of Confederation
and the early legislators and business men of
this country, has gone by. Experimental re-
search and actual examination and develop-
ment have resulted in placing the resources of
this country in a position of wundoubted
strength. Those resources have mnot been
diminished in the least by any wave of de-
pression that has passed over the country.
There they are, and there they will remain,
‘and from trial and experience of the capacity
of Canadians—intellectual, physical, and busi-
nesslike—we have gained faith in the belief
that in addition to our vast wealth of re-
sources ~already developed there are even
greater cpportunities still in prospect, and the
aspect of Canada “down and out” fades from
the picture and has no place in fact and very
little in faney.

It appears clear to me that, in so far as
possible, we ought to postpone the discussion
of theories and get down to an examination
of concrete plans; and the sooner that is
done the better it will be for our own reputa-
tion and for the good of the country. The
present situation in Canada, which undeniably
is one of depression, but which is being placed
before the public in a somewhat exaggerated
way, requires that a solution be quickly found
and applied. Is it wise or proper for members
of either House to delay the solution of our
problems by interposing a period of extended
discussion on theory, and on various extraneous
subjects, which I will not detail? 1Is it not
advisable, rather, and more effective, to begin
immediately an examination of concrete plans
and proposals? The theories on which we might
spend weeks of discussion will necessarily be
brought forward, to some extent, when we
come to consider these concrete plans. Is it
not, therefore, reaily the duty of the parlia-
mentary bodies of Canada to-day—and I am

‘not presuming to lecture or be dogmatic; this

is simply my idea of the common-sense
method—to get together at once on these
proposals?

The Speech from the Throne has been
criticized in different ways. To my mind it
is fairly suggestive. It is full of the promise
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of plans and proposals which the Government
is eager to present to the members of Parlia-
in org{is_g:‘ that they may examine them,
, if need be, and put them into
; «. Why not facilitate to the greatest
degpeepossible the examination of the pro-
posaisias they are presented to us in concrete
form? After all, what is a government? A
government is a committee of - the nation,
elected and established according to our con-
stitutional forms, upon which we throw the
onerous duty of making a thorough examina-
tion into the conditions of the country and of
coming to reasoned conclusions and submitt-
ing plans and policies to the two Houses in
order to give them effect and put them into
operation. Now, the Government has done
that. It has told us in the Speech from the
Throne that it has given special consideration
to certain subjects, and that it has evolved
certain concrete proposals and plans which it
is anxious to put before Parliament for
examination, amendment, if necessary, and
approval, so that ultimately they may
become effective. Let us, then, get to those
proposals as quickly as possible. That, I think,
would relieve us very largely of our responsi-
bility to the pecple, who look to us as their
representatives for a speedy and effective
solution of the difficulties that present them-
selves. What are these measures? They are
measures to ameliorate present pressing con-
ditions; they are measures to facilitate and
further the future development of Canada,
and to safeguard the country, as far as pos-
sible, against recurring periods of depression.
There is a selection which may well engage
the powers and the experience of this body
and of the House of Commons. Unemploy-
ment relief has been undertaken, and provision
made therefor. What has been done? How
has it been done? What more is necessary,
and, if anything, what form should it take?
As to agricultural relief, what has been done
and what is it proposed to do? What about
production—its direction and control; and
distribution—as to transport and marketing.
And what, too, about wages and profits, out
of which comes the much desired purchasing
power?

Just upon that point let me say a word.
How often do we hear the plea that wages
must not be diminished, because it is ths
amount of wages given that provides, in the
hands of those who receive the wages, the
purchasing power, and that it is the wage
eamers of the country who, in combination
with capital, make possible all the processes
of production. But is there not another
method by which their purchasing power can
be made greater, and without increasing the
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cost of production? I think we have reached
the point, and the world is coming to it, where
we should give this matter some special con-
sideration, and I believe that along that line
there will be a great movement in the world
of nations. I take an example. Not long ago
there was a celebrated law suit in the United
States of America. The Bethlehem Steel
Company was proposing to absorb another
large industry, and the directors of the two
companies had come to an agreement and
arranged a plan, but a minority of the share-
holders took exception to the plan, and a law
suit ensued. I followed the progress of that
law suit carefully, and these facts came out
before the judges: that the president of the
Bethlehem Steel Company, in addition to the
salary which was voted to him by the directors
and approved by the shareholders, drew the
sum of $1,262,000 as a bonus on one year's
operation; and, more astounding still, four
of the higher officials of the Bethlehem Steel
Company had, together with the president,
drawn out a little more than four and a half
million dollars before any return was made
to the shareholders in any shape or form. Yes-
terday I took up a United States newspaper
and found that the president of a tobacco
company had received in the last year of h}s
incumbency $1,220,000 in addition to his
salary, and that five vice-presidents took out
about $500,000 divided as bonus amongst
themselves.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Was that with
the consent of the shareholders or not?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I shall just give my version of the matter
and leave it for others to comment upon it.

Now, that fact, it strikes me, is no credit
to the capitalistic system as it exists at the
present time. I do not believe that in the
future this or any other nation will permit
such an uneven division of profits to be
made; and somehow or other, I think, a
system will be found by which, above and
beyond the wages due and paid to the
labourers, there will also be a division of the
profits on a more equitable basis than exists
to-day. For capital is absolutely powerless
unless labour is joined with it, and labour
can do little, even with mountains of re-
sources, unless capital is joined with it; and
both necessary partners should have a fair
division of surplus profits; and there ought
to be some means of insuring a fair division
of wealth among those who produce it.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES:

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
The achievement of those means is some-

Hear, hear
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thing which might advantageously occupy
the attention of our publicists and legislators.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Would the right
honourable gentleman tell us what salaries
the men he mentioned were paid in addition
to the bonuses?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
The salaries, I believe, are comparatively
nominal; probably from $12,000 to $20,000.

Perhaps also we may be able to throw
some light on the general situation by referr-
ing to the difficulties that beset some par-
ticular industry. Let us take for example
the newsprint and pulpwood industry in Can-
ada. Why is it not flourishing? Is the rea-
son not to be found in the lack of harmon-
ious relation between production and con-
sumption? Is it not a fact that the produc-
tive capacity has been increased out of all
proportion to the demands of the market?
It seems tc me that we must devise some
system for maintaining in every industry
something like an even balance between pro-
duction and the consumption markets. The
task of establishing such proportionate rela-
tion would be a difficult one, but it seems
to me that it should not be impossible, and
all the more so as we are able, thanks to
improved means of communication. to keep
constantly in touch with conditions in every
part of the world.

Now, I hope honourable senators will not
think I am going to give a temperance lec-
ture,—

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Oh, no.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
—although I will not admit that a temperance
lecture might not do some good even here.
But my remarks have been discursive, and
presently I shall have something to say about
“the trade,” as it is euphemistically ecalled.
The honourable the Minister of Labour (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) in dealing yesterday with the
Government’s contribution of $20,000,000 to-
wards the relief of unemployment told us that
the total sum that had been allotted by the
federal, provincial and municipal authorities
in providing work and other relief was about
$90,000,000. Honourable gentlemen opposite,
as well as those on this side of the House,
were delighted to learn that such a large sum
had been put into circulation in an attempt
to provide some remedy in the present
emergency. But what shall we say about the
huge amount that was passed over the counters
last year as a result of that singular partner-
ship between the brewers and distillers, on the
one hand, and provincial governments on the
other? In eight of our provinces last year a

total of $200,000,000 was collected and swept
into the tills of the Government liquors
dors. Now, whether we be temperance fan
or as wet as the Pacific Ocean, we cann
the feeling that if there were a cul
of the expenditure in that direction
greatly improve general conditions.

not tell, if that $200,000,000 had not gone over
the counters of the liquor shops, just what
proportion would have found its way into the
pockets of those engaged in legitimate trades—

Hon. Mr. POPE: Or illegitimate.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I mean, the naturally legitimate trades—

Hon. Mr. POPE: Or illegitimate.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Certainly a large proportion would have gone
to the support of such trades.

Hon. Mr. POPE: And of bootleggers.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
And what an impulse would have been given
to the general business and trade of the
country if a large proportion of that huge
sum had been diverted to channels of wuse-
ful trades. Now, as I have already said, the
partnership between the brewers and dis-
tillers and the provincial governments is a
singular one. I read the other day that an
international commission had made an award
against the Consolidated Mining and Smelting
Company of $350,000 in favour of certain
persons in the State of Washington whose
gardens, lawns, orchards, tillable fields and
forests had been damaged by fumes created
by the operations of the company. That
caused me to reflect. Is it or is it not a
principle of law that a company which is
chartered to do business will be protected in
its operations so long as these do not cause
injury to private persons and property, but
if such injury is caused then compensation
must be paid? For example, Parliament has
granted a charter to the Canadian Pacific
Railway, and our laws protect that company
with respect to its rights, but if the com-
pany’s servants negligently or otherwise
destroy a farmer’s cattle, the farmer must be
compensated. But this partnership between
the brewers and distillers and provingial gov-
ernments, for what is called the control of

“the sales of liquor and the promotion of true

temperance, is not subject to that principle.
Certainly the distillers and brewers do not
pay any compensation to the victims of their
traffic. When a family is deprived of its
breadwinner, as hundreds and thousands of
families have been, and are being deprived,
in order that the liquor traffic may flourish,
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who compensates the family? Not the
brewer. Not the distiller. 3

If it be claimed that governments derive
a revenue from the sale of liquor, I ask who
pays that revenue? Not the brewer. Not
the distiller. The wvictim pays. And who
cares for the resultant human rubbish? And
who tries to ease the suffering that follows
wherever the traffic flourishes? Not the
brewer. Not the distiller. The other party,
the provincial government, is the active part-
ner who buys the product, who puts up the
shops and delivers the goods in a seemingly
respectable guise. Every provincial govern-
ment makes a profit from the partnership,
and discloses it in its annual budget state-
ment. Ontario takes in $53,000,000 over the
counters of the liquor shops and makes a
profit of $7,000,000. But the Ontario Gov-
ernment does not compensate wives and
families whose breadwinners have become
victims of the traffic; nor does it make any
compensation to society for the loss of man-
hood and womanhood that results. I think

that this whole matter might well be the
© subject of investigation and remedial legis-
lation.

In concluding my disconnected remarks, I
express the hope that our people will not be
deluded into thinking that it is possible to
provide a plan of relief from our present bur-
dens over-night. There is no royal road to-
wards a thorough solution of our problems.
Time and patience will be required, as well
efficiency of the highest order, before we are
able to rise entirely out of the present de-
presston. I am certain that we shall rise out
of it, chastened but strengthened and better
equipped than ever for the march forward.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM: Hon-
ourable senators, as the honourable leader of
the House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) and the
honourable the Minister of Labour (Hon. Mr.
Robertson) have suggested that there should
be a more general participation in the debates
in this Chamber, and as the right honourable
the junior senator for Ottawa (Right Hon.
Sir George E. Foster) has acted on the sug-
gestion, I feel that I, another member of
the reserve force, should get into the front
lines for a short time.

We have made history this session. For the
first time our Parliament was opened by an
Administrator who is a native Canadian, and
he performed his duties well. I wish to ex-
press my regret that His Excellency has since
become ill. I am sure we all hope he will
have a speedy recovery and resume his place
on the bench which he so highly adorned.
Our present viceregal situation is a peculiar
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‘one. It is a mistake to say that we are with-
out a Governor General, for Earl Willingdon
still holds office; he is not actually the Viceroy
of India yet. Practice forbids that we say
much about our Governor General, but as an
ocean is between us, perhaps I may be per-
mitted to remark that Earl Willingdon per-
formed yeoman service for the Dominion of
Canada, and he was ably assisted by his good
wife. It is my opinion that if these two
excellent representatives of royalty are unable
to launch India on its new constitutional pro-
gram, then one might almost despair that the
task will ever be accomplished. The gentle-
man who has been named to come to us as our
next Governor General has a warm spot in my
regard. He is Irish, and once again, after
many years, we shall have an Irish representa-
tive of the Crown. That pleases me, because
in some respects I am as clannish as the
Scoteh; and when I shake hands with the
Governor General and say I am a fellow
Trishman, I shall perhaps feel quite at home.
His consort is a Parisian, and she too will
find warm hearts here among Canadians who
speak her native language, and among the rest
of our people as well. Altogether it is a great
combination, and the Bonne Entente organiza-
tion in Canada will swell with pride, for we
shall have the French and the Irish at Govern-
ment House. Now, if the French and Irish
people in Canada can live in harmony, then
we ought to be happy in this country, because
the rest of us can go along quietly.

I must not omit an expression of congratula-
tion to the mover and the seconder of the
Address in reply to the Speech from the
Throne. The mover (Hon. Mr. Schaffner)
has had long experience in making addresses
in this House and elsewhere, and therefore I
presume the duty that fell to him was not
such an ordeal as it would have been to some
honourable members who do not take so
active a part in parliamentary affairs. I never
moved an address in my life; so I do not
know what it feels like to do so. I think
perhaps the right honourable the junior mem-
ber for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) gave a clue to the reason why I never
was asked to perform such a duty, and that
is that the Government probably felt that in
my rough way I might make some embarrass-
ing statement. The fear that I might in my
jerky way say something against the Govern-
ment may be the reason. I congratulate the
mover of the Address (Hon. Mr. Schaffner)
on his speech. There is always meat in his
remarks, and he expresses himself so that
every person can understand him. I was
delighted to hear the seconder of the Address
(Hon. Mr. Bourque) speak in French, and my
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admiration of his abiiity to speak the two
languages was equalled only by the shame
I felt because T could speak only one. All of us
here who call ourselves representatives and
who speak only one language ought to be
ashamed.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Why do you not learn?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Well, twenty-
five years ago I could speak fairly good
French, but my French, like my shorthand,
got away from me, and I became so stupidly
ignorant about it and made so many blunders
that the eloquence of my friends shamed me
out of trying to speak it.

One feature has come to my mind from
which I think we can extract comfort. I have
reall somewhere that the hard times in
Canada were caused by some lack of govern-
mental action, or something of that kind;
but now we are all agreed that the depression
is world-wide, and that it is not as bad in
Canada as elsewhere. I take it that credit
rather than blame attaches to the late Govern-
ment for having prevented conditions in
Canada from becoming as bad as they are in
other countries.

Now I am going to say just a word or two in
reference to the work of the Prime Minister
—and what I say will be said more in love
than in anger. The Prime Minister cannot
continue to carry on the work of the various
departments and sub-departments, as he is now
attempting to do, without injury to himself.
I speak as one who for a good many years
went through the mill. His health, no matter
how robust he may be, will eventually break
down from this overburden of work. While
it may not be convenient, as he ‘points out,
to unload some of this work at this time, as
a personal friend and one who has oftentimes
tried to do three or four men’s work, I warn
him against undertaking too much and expect-
ing to retain his health and vigour.

I do not find so many specific things in
the Speech from the Throne as my right
honourable friend from Ottawa (Right Hon.
Sir George E. Foster) did. There is mention
of certain subjects, but their trail does not
lead us very far. We are told that the Gov-
ernment is going to do this or that, but we
are not given any idea as to how these things
are to be done. I agree with the right honour-
able member from Ottawa, to whom I always
listen with great delight, that it is the duty
of Parliament to get down to detail if any
benefits are to be reaped from its labours.

This Speech from the Throne is like all
other Speeches from the Throne. My right
honourable friend from Ottawa has helped to
prepare them, my honourable friend by my
side (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) has helped to
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prepare them, and I have been guilty of the
same thing myself; so we have a working
acquaintance with the procedure of devising
Speeches from the Throne. I would go so
far as to say that this Speech from the Throne
is no better or no worse than others. Like
most of them, it says too much and yet does
not say enough. What I mean is that it
contains so much language that it is difficult
for us to ascertain what we really want to
know. It is not peculiar in this respect. I
know the difficulties of drafting a Speech
from the Throne, because so many of the
members of the Cabinet want “favoured
nation” treatment when it is being prepared.
I put this speech on a plane with other
speeches, in the preparation of which I have
had a hand.

Nothing has been said during the debate, I
think, about the Tariff Board, although it
was mentioned in the Speech from the Throne,
I had the honour of organizing the Tariff
Board, and I am more than pleased that
repentance has come so quickly to the Gov-
ernment for having abolished that Board.
Any member of a government who sits down
and endeavours to give an intelligent hearing
to the requests or complaints of deputations
or business men knows how futile is the
attempt. No minister of the Crown can
devote hours to listening to deputations whose
members desire an increase or a decrease in
the tariff. No minister has the time to do
that, Furthermore, a minister has other
things to think of. Honourable members
know from the experience of the past few
weeks that the deputations that came here
could not possibly be heard. As a matter of
fact, days and days might be occupied in
presenting data concerning certain industries,
and months, possibly, have been consumed in
preparation. The theory of a Tariff Board
is absolutely sound, and the practice is just
as sound. I am not criticizing the Prime
Minister for abolishing the old Tariff Board,
if he so desired, and I congratulate him on so
quickly providing for another. It will not be
the same, but I am not so particular whether
it is or not. Nevertheless, the public and
business interests demand that there shall be
some forum in which they may appear, either
personally or through counsel, and some body
that will investigate their complaints,

When we inaugurated a Tariff Board and
built up an organization around it, it was
an experiment. I went to Washington and
saw how the Tariff Commission worked there.
And here may I give just a little word of
warning? It may be wise to have a Tariff
Board established by statute, and to have its
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powers set out in the statute; but I warn
the Government to be careful what those
powers are. The people of Canada would not,
I think, tolerate the idea of giving to any
board which was not responsible to them the
right to make a tariff. That is our prerogative,
the prerogative of the people. So, if the
powers of the Tariff Board are to be conferred
by statute, none of them should be granted
without careful study. I say without fear
of contradiction that the Tariff Commission
in the United States does not work smoothly;
there is frequent difficulty; and Congress time
and again has rebelled against things that the
Commission has done without the consent of
Congress. Under the United States statute,
the Tariff Commission has power to in-
vestigate thoroughly, and, if it finds that the
cost of production of a commodity in some

other country is such as to permit it to come.

into undue competition with goods manufac-
tured or produced in the United States, it can
recommend to the President that the tariff be
changed, either up or down, to meet the con-
ditions, provided that the change does not
exceed 50 per cent; and the President there-
upon can change the tariff without any
reference to Congress. We cannot go very
far in this country along the line of giving
anybody the power to change the tariff with-
out letting Parliament know about it. Parlia-
ment has given certain powers to the Govern-
ment to prevent, by Order in Council, any
man, or group of men, from imposing extra
prices on the people. The warning may not
be necessary, but I would remind honourable
gentlemen that the Canadian people are very
sensitive about their right to have some voice
in matters of taxation. It may be all right
to give the Tarifi Board certain powers by
statute. Whether that is workable or not
depends on how extensive those powers are.
In the Tariff Board organization there was a
clerical staff that had become pretty well
accustomed to securing the required data, and
I would suggest—I may be wrong—that if
those people are still available they should
again be put at that work, because it will
take months, perhaps a year, to gather
together a new staff that will be capable of
doing the work in as efficient a manner.
There is one thing that is missing from the
Speech from the Throne, and because it is
not there I am not going to dilate upon it.
I refer to the St. Lawrence waterways. A
very responsible gentleman made the promise
somewhere, I think, that construction would
be proceeded with at an early date. I do not
see any mention of that in the Speech from
the Throne. That, of course, does not mean
that the work cannot be done; but if it had
Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM.

been mentioned it would have given us the
“lead” which has been referred to by my right
honourable friend from Ottawa (Right Hon.
Sir George E. Foster).

On this side of the international boundary
there has been a good deal of discussion in
reference to the St. Lawrence waterways be-
tween the provincial and the federal authori-
ties, and matters have been pretty well ad-
justed; but in the United States, the Governor
of New York State has introduced a new
plank into his platform—the plank of gov-
ernment ownership—and has had a commis-
sion report on the advisability of the State
of New York developing power on the St.
Lawrence river. The only way to straighten
out the difficulty would be to have a con-
ference between those interested. It has been
said again and again that no power other than
the federal power has any right to place a
stick of timber in an international stream,
or any navigable stream, without the consent
of the federal power; so perhaps there is
some reason for the St. Lawrence waterways
not being mentioned in the Speech from the
Throne. It is a bigger question now than
it was a few months ago.

I am not at all sorry that my right honour-
able friend gave us the magnificent address
that he did. It struck me that perhaps an
occasional depression was not a bad thing.
We know that in our own businesses we
occasionally have to come to a halt, and take
stock, in order to find out where we are
going; and while the depression at this time
is a serious matter to a great many people,
T think, on the whole, that perhaps the coun-
try will emerge from it with new determina-
tion and new vision and will be better equipped
to face or prevent similar difficulties in the
future.

Now, may I say just a word about the
economic situation. I admit that I cannot
tell the farmer how to farm.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: That is remarkable.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Almost every-
body that I have ever met can tell a man
how to run a newspaper; but, after all, the
advice is not always good. If we have always
told the farmers how to farm, I am not going
to do it now. One thing I will say, however,
and that is that unless an export market can
be found for the farmer’s produce, he might
almost as well go out of business. You may
say we have the home market. That is true,
but it cannot take all of our own products.
We are 10,000,000 people, and we cannot use
all of the products of the farmers of the
West, to mention nothing else; and if every
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pound of goods and every machine from a
foreign country were shut out of Canada,
even though we had the home market to
ourselves, the improvement in conditions,
if there were any, would be very slight.

We are told that we must not have any
more immigration. Perhaps that is right. I
am not quarreling with that.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Who said that?

Right Hon. GRAHAM: There were orders
to shut out immigration.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It was never
suggested that that should be permanent.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: For the pres-
ent, at all events, we cannot look to immi-
gration to increase the number of our con-
sumers. So what is the use of telling the
farmers of the West to produce more when
they cannot sell what they have? What is
the use of urging the manufacturers to pro-
duce more goods, or bringing in manufacturers
from outside, when we have nobody to buy
such goods? We have to go in another
direction and find customers who can buy
them. After all, whatever the reason of it is,
the real difficulty in Canada to-day is, not
bad crops, or inability to raise wheat or pro-
duce machinery, but the scarcity of money
with which to buy.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Is that
not always what makes hard times?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I should not
be surprised. It would with me. But when
we have not a market at home, and cannot
have until we have more people, we must
either cut down on production or find
markets elsewhere. Can we, by carrying on
a tariff war, find a market outside of this
country? We produce more goods than we
can sell or consume here; we must sell our
surplus goods to somebody; so the question
is, to whom can we sell them. We can sell
them only to the people from whom we buy.
That is an ordinary business axiom. Now, if
we put up our tariff walls so high that other
people cannot get their goods in here, and
they put their tariff walls up so high that
we cannot send anything to them, we shall
have no export market. I believe in a tariff,
but I am strongly of the opinion that this
war of tariffs is going to extremes, and that
while we are doing so much talking about
the tariff we are forgetting that what we
need is some place to sell the goods that we
produce.

There is another thing. Even if we could
sell for cash, on the other side of the ocean,
all the goods we produce in Canada, we could
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not compete with other countries, because
with a very high tariff there would be no
return cargoes.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Does not
the honourable gentleman know that we have
an enormous trade with St. Pierre, and that
we do not bring back anything at all?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: The right
honourable gentleman from Ottawa (Right
Hon. Sir George E. I'oster) says that is a
curse—and perhaps it is.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON:
there it is.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I am just try-
ing to make the general statement that this
country cannot do for herself alone; she
can do her share; but the nations of the
world must come to some understanding as
to how they are going to trade if there is
to be prosperity throughout the world. One
country cannot succeed alone, no matter what
its raw materials or products may be. That
cannot be done. We shall have to make
some arrangement whereby the nations will
be able to trade more freely with one another
and in such a way that they all will profit.

Some reference has been made to treaties.
Now, treaties are designed for the benefit of
the countries concerned, and the negotiations
must be conducted with that fact in mind.
But whenever Canada makes a treaty, re-
gardless of what government is in power and
with what country the pact is made, some
newspapers express strong ecriticism because
certain concessions have been granted. These
critics overlook the fact that a treaty is a
bargain between two or more parties and
cannot be one-sided. If we refused to work
on the principle of give and take in our deal-
ings with other countries, we should not be
able to make any more trade agreements
abroad, and those now in existence would
not be renewed. Let that state of affairs con-
tinue for but a short time, then there would
be no market for Clanadian goods outside our
own boundaries. Our great need is more
foreign markets, but we cannot expect to get
them if we will not take some goods from
other parts of the world.

I think the honourable gentleman from
Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson) said yesterday
that the proposal made to Great Britain by
the Prime Minister, at the recent Impenial
and Economic Conferences, was identical with
the offer made by Sir Wilfrid Laurier in 1902.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: In 1897.
Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: In 1902.

But
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Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: In 1902. But,
as the right honourable the junior senator for
Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster)
pointed out, times have changed. The fact
that a thing was good in 1902 is no proof that
it is good to-day.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON:
not?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Because con-
ditions have changed.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Changed
in what way?

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: The honour-
able member should have listened as carefully
as I did to the right honourable the junior
senator for Ottawa. Conditions have changed
and we must deal with the situation as it
exists to-day. I have attended economic con-
ferences and I know something of how they
are conducted. Just as in Parliament, the real
work of such conferences is done by commit-
tees and informal groups. As every honour-
able member knows, the speeches that are
made on the floor of this Chamber, for exam-
ple, do not have much effect upon the way
we vote. When a member of any parliamen-
tary body, or of an economic conference, wishes
to press a certain matter forward to success,
bhe will usually take it up with a number of
other members and lay his cards on the table.
It is impossible to obtain a knowledge of what
takes place at an economic conference from
the speeches that are delivered there. For
example, at the Economic Conference of 1923,
which I attended, all the proposed changes
with respect to preference were decided upon
by representatives of the British and overseas
governments before the matters were formally
brought up for discussion. I shall not quote
any of the remarks that I made at that
gathering, although I have them before me.
On behalf of Canada it was pointed out that
we had no desire to interfere in the fiscal
policy of the British Government, but if they
decided to change their policy we should be
glad to tell them how they could do so in the
best interests of this Dominion. After con-
clusions had been reached by the Prime Min-
ister and his confreres, the late Sir Lomer
Gouin and myself, the Prime Minister wrote
a letter, a copy of which is on record, to
members of the British Government, suggest-
ing certain things that would prove beneficial
to Canada if they decided to make a change
in their fiscal policy. At the top of the list
we recommended preferential treatment for
Canadian wheat. But no British Government
has so far seen fit to follow that recommend-
ation. - However, at that conference we got

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER.

Why

a promise, as definite as could be made by
the British delegates, that preference would
be given to a long list of our goods, includ-
ing fruits and fish. There was amnother edition
of that list later, and it was a little better for
us. But unfortunately for Canada a new gov-
ernment came into power in the Old Country
before the proposals were put into effect, and
most of our objectives were not achieved.

Now, I want to point out a great differ-
ence between the proposal that was made to
the British Government by the present Prime
Minister and that made in 1902 by Sir Wilfrid
Laurier. Sir Wilfrid Laurier went to London
with an olive branch in his hand. His Gov-
ernment had passed a measure of preference
to Great Britain before he left this country.
He did not go with the object of driving a
bargain. As an expression of good-will to-
wards Great Britain, and of appreciation of
the fact that that country for some years
had allowed the free entry of our products
to her markets, Canada made a gesture. Sir
Wilfrid therefore was able to point out what
already had been done, and to add that
Canada would be very pleased if the Mother
Country would grant certain preferences in
return. But before the present Prime Min-
ister left for Great Britain he erected a trade
barrier against that country. Obviously the
situations are not at all identical, for in the
first instance Canada’s representatives bore an
olive branch, while on the last occasion they
went with a hickory club. The present Gov-
ernment raised, the duties on British goods
and then at the conference Canada’s repre-
sentatives said to Great Britain, “We will
make the duty 10 per cent higher on goods
from other countries, if you will do certain
things for us.”

I do not desire to say anything further
about the tariffs. I know as much about tariffs
as some people, and not as much as some
others. We could discuss tariffs for years
without getting any nearer to a solution of
our present difficulties than we now are. This
country has been prosperous under Conserva-
tive governments. I admit that frankly, al-
though at one time I did not think such a
thing was possible. But under Liberal admin-
istrations the country has had the most pros-
perous periods in its history. Experience indi-
cates that our trade is not affected to such a
great extent as we sometimes imagine it is
by fluctuations in the tariff.

I have great faith in Canada. I believe
that it is sound, that our people are sound,
and that we can stand a depression of this
kind better than any other country in the
world. If I did not think that Canada was
a good place to live in I would not be advis-
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ing young men and women to come to it and
to stay in it. But we need to proceed care-
fully; we should learn a lesson from our
experiences during this depression, and be
better prepared if and when there is a recur-
rence of economic stress in the future.

As a final remark, I wish to emphasize that
an absolutely essential step towards the per-
manent prosperity of Canada is the devising
of a system whereby we can trade more freely
and to a larger extent with all the countries
of the world than we now do.

Hon. J. LEWIS: Honourable senators, I
desire simply to make a few remarks with
regard to the alleged analogy between the
position that was taken by the Prime Minister
at the latest Economic Conference and that
which was taken by Sir Wilfrid Laurier at
the conference of 1902. Perhaps it is not
generally remembered that in Great Britain
in 1902 there was a duty of one shilling a
quarter, or three cents a bushel, on wheat.
That duty was imposed, not for protection,
but as a tax to help defray the cost of the
South African War. The Cuanadian Govern-
ment asked that the imports of wheat from
this country should be exempt from that tax.
Instead of demanding that food taxes be im-
posed for the benefit of Canada, our Govern-
ment suggested that the people of Great
Britain be exempted from a food tax, so far
as imports from the Dominion were concerned.
So it is clear that the position was diamet-
rically opposite to that taken by the present
Prime Minister of Canada last fall.

The Address was adopted.

The Senate adjourned until Wednesday,
March 25, at 3 o’clock p.m.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 25, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

TAX FREE GOVERNMENT BONDS
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. HUGHES inquired of the Gov-
ernment:

1. What was the amount of the tax free
bonds issued during the war?

2. What is the amount of such bonds still
outstanding and by how many persons are they
being held?

3. What is the date of maturity of these
bonds?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The answer to

the hohourable gentleman’s inquiry is as
follows:
1. $1,382,066,550.
2 and 3.
Amount
Maturity Date Outstanding
October 1, 1931. .. .. .. ..$ 52,929,600
November 1, 1933.. 446,659,950
March 1, 1937.. 90,166,900
December 1, 1937.. 236,299,800
$ 826,056,250
Various matured loans.. .. . 269,450
$ 826,325,700

The number of individual holders is not
known.

EXTINGUISHMENT OF INDIAN TITLES
MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. HUGHES moved for a return
showing: :

What has it cost up to date to extinguish
the Indian titles in the several provinces in
which they have been extinguished, and what
is the yearly sum paid to the Indians for such
extinguishment, and how long will these pay-
ments continue?

The motion was agreed to.

UNEMPLOYMENT RELIEF ACT, 1930
~ REPORT OF DOMINION DIRECTOR

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
senators, I lay upon the Table a report aris-
ing out of the legislation passed at the short
session last fall. It has been felt that this
report, which, under the Act, was to be laid
on the Table within fifteen days of the com-
mencement of the present session, would be

‘of interest to all honourable members of

both houses; therefore a copy for each mem-
ber will be placed in the post office to-day.
The report contains a great deal of informa-
tion in regard to the administration of the
unemployment fund, in co-operation with pro-
vincial and municipal authorities; the prov-
inces in which the money has been spent;
the percentage of the cost of works borne
by the municipalities, the provinces, and the
Dominion, and many other relevant details.
Copies of the agreements entered into with
the various provincial governments .are
appended to the report. Should any honour-
able gentleman desire further information, it
will be our pleasure to obtain it for him.

The Senate adjourned until Monday, March
30, at 4 pm.
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THE SENATE

Monday, March 30, 1931.

The Senate met at 4 p.m., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

FEDERAL DISTRICT COMMISSION—
ADVANCES AND LOANS

MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. HARMER moved:
That an Order of the House do issue for a
return showing:—

1. The amount of money advanced by the
Dominion Government to the Federal District
Commission or its predecessor.

_ 2. The amount of bonds, debentures, etc.,
issued by the Governments of Canada, the
proceeds of which were used for Federal Dis-
trict improvements or maintenance.

The motion was agreed to.

HARBOURS—ADVANCES, GUARANTEES
AND EXPENDITURES

MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. HARMER moved:
That an Order of the House do issue for a
return showing:—

1. The amounts of moneys advanced to each

Harbour Board or Harbour Commission in
Canada, and the date of said advances.
. 2. The amount of bonds, debentures, etc.,
issued by each of the Harbour Boards or
Harbour Commissions, bearing the guarantee
of the Dominion Government, giving the date
of issue, term of years each issue made for,
and the rate of interest each issue bears.

3. The amount of money expended by the
Dominion Government upon the Harbours now
under Harbour Boards or Commissions, pre-
vious to those harbours being so administered.

The motion was agreed to.

GOVERNMENT LEASES IN OTTAWA
MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. Mr. HARMER moved:
That an Order of the House do issue for a
return showing:—

. L. Location or description of all properties
in the City of Ottawa, leased by the Dominion
Government.

2. The square feet of floor space of each.

* 3. The annual, or monthly, rental of each
lease.

4. Date of lease.

5. Date of expiration.

6. Where any leases include janitor services
or other perquisites, the same to be given.

7. Where any leases exempt the owner from
municipal taxes, the same to be shown.

The motion was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON moved that the
Senate adjourn during pleasure.

He said: Honourable members, the Supple-
mentary Supply Bill is under consideration
in another place at the present time. It is
expected that it will be here before evening.
It may reach us by five o’clock, and in that
case the Acting Administrator will be present
and will give the Royal Assent. It is in-
tended afterwards to adjourn until the 13th of
April. Last Wednesday, when we met, it
was felt, I think, that we should adjourn for
one week longer than the House of Commons,
namely, to the 20th of April; but honour-
able members will appreciate the necessity
of this House reconvening on the 13th of
April, in order that a Supply Bill may be
passed before the 15th of the month.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate
adjourned during pleasure.

After some time the sitting was resumed.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
senators, the Supplementary Supply Bill is
still under consideration in the other House.

At six o’clock the Senate took recess.

The Senate resumed at eight o’clock.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, the business for which the Senate
is waiting is likely to reach us to-night, but
at what hour I am unable to say. I there-
fore suggest that we again adjourn during
pleasure.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

After some time the sitting was resumed.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow
at 3 pm.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 31, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved that the
Senate adjourn during pleasure,

He said: Honourable members, I desire
simply to report the latest news from the
scene of war, brought to me by my desk mate
(Hon. Mr. Robertson). There is a possibility
that we may have the Supplementary Supply
Bill over from the other House by half-past
four. In the meantime, I hope honourable
members will keep within call of the bell.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate
adjourned during pleasure.

After some time the sitting was resumed.
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Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members, I have nothing further in the way
of encouraging news to give you. All we
can do is to report progress. Some of you
know as well as I do what progress has been
made. The question is for how long we
should adjourn.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: Until after Easter.

Hon. Mr, WILLOUGHBY : The fact is, as
you know, the time covered by the supple-
mentaries will lapse to-day. If we meet at
half-past eight and have a quorum, everything
may turn out right. Although there has been
some delay, there is no organized attempt
to block supply. In any event, the best
suggestion I can offer is that we should now
call it six o’clock, and should meet again at
half-past eight.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : Before the motion
is put, may I suggest to all concerned that it
is important that there be a quorum here
to-night when the House reassembles, be-
cause the supplementary estimates now being
considered in the other House must be passed
on the 31st of March, or there will be some
difficulty with respect to the various items.
Therefore I urge every member here to be
present to-night, and to ask others to whom
he may speak to be present also.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: Would it not be
better to meet at nine o’clock?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I have been here a
long time, and it is my experience that His
Honour the Speaker can always see a quorum
when necessary, because those whose names
appear on the list of the members convened
are considered present, though they may be
in the corridors, or in the Library, studying
affairs of state or preparing speeches to be
delivered. So there need be no fear about a
quorum,

I really believe I was right the other day
when I said it was cutting too close—

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Why remind us
of that?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: —to meet at four
o’clock on Monday for the purpose of dealing
with matters that were to be taken into con-
sideration elsewhere at three o’clock the same
day. I believe that in future it would be
better to leave a longer interval, and not give
those in another place the satisfaction of
keeping us waiting.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Does not the honourable
member appreciate that he is getting $4,000
a year for coming here, and never does any-
thing to earn it? Is he dead or alive to that

issue? The people of Canada are not deaa
to it. Let the honourable gentleman not
forget that.

Hon., Mr. CASGRAIN: If the honourable
gentleman is asking a question—

Hon, Mr, POPE: I am not asking a
question.

Hon, Mr. CASGRAIN: I am quite willing
to let my record on Hansard determine what
my contribution has been during the thirty-
one years that I have been in the Senate, and
whether or not it has been as great as that of
other honourable members. I have spoken,
sometimes, even at the request of the leader
of the other side, the late Hon. Sir James
Lougheed. I leave that for my honourable
friend’s consideration, :

Hon, Mr. POPE: I quite agree that the
honourable gentleman’s record on Hansard
has cost a lot of money.

Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : I should like to point
out that the Bill that is to come before us
is a money Bill. His Honour the Speaker,
I know, has great vision, and would see a
quorum; but some unrepentant sinner might
call attention.to the fact that his vision was
not accurate, and then we should be in a
dilemma. I suggest that we should make
sure of having a quorum present.

At six o'clock the Senate took recess.

The Senate resumed at 8.30 p.m.

Hon, Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved that the
Senate adjourn during pleasure.

He said: Honourable senators, I regret that
I am still unable to say when we may expect
to receive the Supplementary Supply Bill.
I am not a mind-reader; so I cannot tell
what may happen in another place to-night.
As all honourable members realize the desir-
ability of having the supply voted to-night,
if possible, I suggest that we adjourn for the
time being, and hold ourselves in readiness to
resume at the call of His Honour the Speaker.
Honourable senators on both sides of the
House have readily attended the recent
irregular sittings, even though sometimes it
must have been inconvenient for them to do
so, and once again I crave their indulgence.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate
adjourned during pleasure.

After some time the sitting was resumed.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
senators will recognize that although we have
not made progress to-day, we have at least
held ourselves in readiness to facilitate the
business of the country, and for this purpose
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have been assembling from time to time.
But after meeting and adjourning several
times, it has at last become apparent to us,
I regret to say, that the other House will not
complete its labours on the Bill in time to
send it to us to-night. I have to move,
therefore, that the Senate adjourn until to-
morrow. In so doing I wish to thank honour-
able members opposite who have so generously
responded to the request to maintain a
quorum. Some honourable members have
gone away to-night. As it is absolutely neces-
sary to have a quorum in order to deal with
the Bill, I would ask all present to be good
enough to be here again to-morrow.

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

—_—

THE SENATE

Wednesday, April 1, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, the
Senate adjourned during pleasure.

After some time the sitting was resumed.

APPROPRIATION BILL No. 1
FIRST READING

Bill 17, an Act for granting to His Majesty
certain sums of money for the public service
of the financial year ending the 31st March,
1931.—Hon. Mr. Robertson.

SECOND READING

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON moved the second
reading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable members, this Bill
covers supplementary estimates for the fiscal
year ending March 31, 1931, and provides for
the granting of moneys to pay for liabilities
that have been incurred for the purposes of
carrying on government, and that were not
foreseen when the main estimates for the year
were passed. There are numerous details in
the sixty odd items, which represent a total
of $19,842,664.22. I fancy that it is not neces-
sary for me to make a detailed explanation
of the Bill, on the motion for second reading,
at any rate. Most honourable senators, I
presume, have familiarized themselves with
the discussion that occurred in another place,
where the estimates were dealt with in detail.

Right Hon. G. P. GRAHAM: Honourable
members, I presume it will not be out of
place to stipulate as is usually done, that the

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

passing of supply with virtually no discussion
is not to preclude honourable senators from
discussing any items of the Bill when we are
considering supply in the future. I prefer to
call estimates of this kind supplemental
appropriations, by way of distinguishing them
from the regular supplementary estimates.
At every session we have the main estimates,
and invariably before prorogation there are
supplementaries. In those two instances
supply is granted for money to be spent,
but a supply Bill brought in at the end
of a fiscal year is intended to cover liabilities
already incurred, for which no money was
voted. To borrow a term used by the bankers,
the purpose of the present Bill is to cover up
—I do not mean it is to hide—what we might
call an overdraft. I presume that not much,
if any, of the money referred to here has
actually been expended, but the liabilities
have been incurred. With the stipulation that
I have made, I have no objection to the
second reading.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I may say to
my right honourable friend that the term
“supplementary,” which I used, appears on
the Bill itself.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM:
does.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am perfectly
willing to agree that perhaps the other word
might be just as appropriate, but “supple-
mentary” is used on the Bill that we have
before us.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: That is what
we have to pass.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I have no objec-
tion, and I do not think the Government
would have any, to honourable senators dis-
cussing any of the items in this Bill when the
main estimates are under consideration.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is per-
fectly agreeable.

I know it

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

THIRD READING

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

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

THE ROYAL ASSENT

The Hon. the SPEAKER informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Assistant Secretary to the Governor
General, acquainting him that the Hon.
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Edmund L. Newcombe, Deputy Administrator
of the Government of Canada, would proceed
to the Senate Chamber this day at 3.30 p.m.
for the purpose of giving the Royal Assent
to the Supplementary Supply Bill.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

The Honourable Edmund L. Newcombe,
Deputy Administrator, having come and be-
ing seated at the foot of the Throne, and the
House of Commons having been summoned,
and being come with their Speaker, the Hon-
ourable the Deputy Administrator was pleased
to give the Royal Assent to the following Bill:

An Act for granting to His Majesty a certain
sum of money for the public service of the
financial year ending the 31st of March, 1931.

The House of Commons withdrew.

The Honourable the Deputy Administrator
was pleased to retire.

The sitting was resumed.

The Senate adjourned until Monday, April
13, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Monday, April 13, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

NEW SENATOR INTRODUCED

Hon. Lawrence Alexander Wilson, of Ri-
gaud, Quebec, introduced by Right Hon. G.
P. Graham and Hon. J. P. B. Casgrain.

THE LATE SENATOR LESSARD
TRIBUTE TO HIS MEMORY

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
senators, perhaps this would be an opportune
time to refer to the passing of one of our
members, which has occurred since we ad-
journed before Easter. I refer to the Hon.
Mr. Lessard, of Alberta. He was an ornament
to this House. He knew Canada well. Born
in the Province of Quebec fifty-seven years
ago, he werlt west in early life and was one
of the pioneers in the settlement of the Prov-
ince of Alberta. He played an active part
in the development of that province, and was
particularly interested in the welfare of the
people of his own race. It is fitting that at
this time we should remember his life and
work and pay tribute to his memory.

Senator Lessard was a delightful friend and
polished gentleman. It was my privilege to
meet him in his own province on a number

of occasions, two of which I recall particularly
well at the moment. One of those meetings
with him was in the city of Edmonton, and
1 was greatly impressed with the high regard
in which he seemed to be held by the citizens
of his own community; and the last time
that I remember dining with him was in the
company of half a dozen other gentlemen,
all of whom obviously were his close per-
sonal friends and admirers. I am sure I voice
the feelings of the honourable the leader of
the Government in the House (Hon. Mr.
Willoughby), who is absent to-night, as well
as the feelings of all honourable members on
this side, in rendering a tribute of respect to
the memory of the late Senator Lessard and in
extending condolence to his bereaved family.
The life and work of our late friend will, I
am sure, be long remembered in Western
Canada.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable sen-
ators, I desire to join in the tribute that has
just been paid to the memory of the late
lamented Senator Lessard. It was not my
privilege to be closely associated with him,
but of his work and reputation I heard much.
I was particularly impressed by our late
friend’s courage and energy. Indeed, I have
a high admiration for any man who, in an
effort to improve his position in life, leaves
his native home, his friends and relatives, and,
moving far away, endeavours to work out a
career in a new environment. . At the age of
twenty-five Mr. Lessard left his native prov-
ince of Quebec and went to Edmonton. In a
short space of time he became engaged in a
wide range of activities, and one need but
look at the short biographical sketch of him
which is available to realize the great strides
he made and the diversity of interests to
which he successfully devoted himself. Not
only was he active in commercial ventures,
but he played a prominent part in social,
military and political affairs in Alberta. As
my honourable friend has just said, the late
Senator was one of the Western pioneers. He
was a robust and strong citizen, who became
highly popular and respected in his own com-
munity. He was elected to the Alberta Legis-
lature a few years after his arrival in the
West, and was favoured with the support of
his constituents from 1909 to 1921. Still a
young man when called to the Senate, he
gave promise of a splendid career in this
Chamber. No longer shall we be able to

avail ourselves of his advice, from which we
often benefited when questions of particular
interest to Alberta and other western prov-
inces were being considered here.

Ordinarily we expect the old to die before
the young, but we have learned from experi-
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ence that sometimes the young are the first
to be called away. Thus we are reminded
of the uncertainty of existence. Our days are
numbered, but no one knows how far he will
travel along the road of life. A departed
friend, a former leader of mine in this Cham-
ber, Hon. Mr. Scott, used to say: “What
shadows we are! What shadows we pursue!”
But we must carry on and not falter, doing
day by day and year by year the work that
falls to our lot, so that when our time comes
to pass on each of us will leave behind the
record of a life’s work well done.

On behalf of members on this side of the
House, I join with the honourable gentle-
man in extending to the family of the late
Senator Lessard our deepest sympathy.

Hon. G. LACASSE: Honourable senators,
may I, as one of the younger members of this
Chamber, be permitted to add a few words
to the appropriate remarks just made by my
older colleagues. I am one of a little group
of men who were born in the old province of
Quebee, who moved to other parts of the
Dominion to establish a business or open
professional offices, and who eventually were
chosen to represent minority elements of their
adopted provinces in the councils of the

nation. My honourable friend from Glouces-
ter (Hon. Mr. Turgeon) belongs to that
group, as does the honourable gentleman

from St. Boniface (Hon. Mr. Bénard). To
that group also belonged Prosper Edmond
Lessard. So perhaps I may be allowed to ex-
press particularly on behalf of the remaining
members of that group our regret at the
sudden passing of the honourable senator
from St. Paul, and to extend to his bereaved
family our heartfelt sympathy.

The Angel of Death knocks at the door of
this Chamber at irregular intervals, and no
one knows on whom the next summons will
be served. Normally we should expect that
our older colleagues would be called first;
but Providence reigns supreme in matters of
life and death, as in everything that concerns
mankind, and, with respect and humility, we
must abide by its mysterious decrees. The
latest summons has caused a great sorrow in
the home of what was a happy family in
distant Alberta; and the city of Edmonton
mourns the passing of one of its most dis-
tinguished citizens. Never again shall we see
the smiling and sympathetic face of Prosper
Edmond Lessard; no longer shall we be able
to appreciate his genial and affable personal-
ity. Our friend has passed to the Great
Beyond whence no one ever returns. We
shall sadly miss his’ companionship and wise
advice, and particularly so at this crucial

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND

time, when Canada needs her truest hearts
and her best brains to deal with the huge and
exceptionally difficult problems that now face
her public men. Let us cherish the hope
that the example of his life, full of devotion
and earnestness in the accomplishment of his
many duties, will be an inspiration for the
youth of this country, and let us hope also
that the man who is selected by the Govern-
ment to occupy his vacant chair will live
up to the same high ideal that inspired the
life of our kind-hearted friend. We shall
always remember Senator Lessard as a good
citizen, a good father, a true Christian, a
most sociable man, a conscientious and able
legislator, and a true friend.

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, it is anticipated that to-morrow an
interim Supply Bill will be brought down in
another place, and it is confidently expected
that we shall be called upon to deal with it
on Wednesday. It will not be necessary for
the Senate to meet to-morrow, and with the
consent of the House I would move that
when the Senate adjourns to-night it do
stand adjourned until Wednesday next at
three o’clock in the afternoon.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until Wednesday,
April 15, at 3 p.m.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, April 15, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON moved that the
Senate adjourn during pleasure.

He said: Honourable members, it is
expected that an Interim Supply Bill will be
received from the House of Commons this
afternoon, and I believe arrangements have
been made for His Excellency %o come to
the Senate to give Royal Assent to the Bill.
In moving that the House adjourn during
pleasure, I therefore suggest that honourable
members remain within call of the bell, which
will be rung as soon as the measure is sent
over from the other Chamber.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate
adjourned during pleasure.

After some time the sitting was resumed.
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Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, word has just been received that it
is not probable that the Supply Bill will be
passed in the other House in time to be
dealt with here to-day. I have therefore no
other course to pursue than to move that
the House adjourn until to-morrow at 3
©o’clock.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm.

THE SENATE

Thursday, April 16, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

APPROPRIATION BILL No. 2
FIRST READING

Bill 25, an Act for granting to His Majesty
certain sums of money for the public service
of the financial year ending the 31st March,
1932—Hon. Mr. Robertson.

SECOND READING

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON moved the
second reading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable members, in moving
the second reading of this Bill, may I in a
few sentences explain its purposes, which are
two. The first is to provide for the granting
of one-sixth of the amount shown in the
main estimates, in order that the publie
business may be carried on during the next
sixty days, it being anticipated that during
that period there will be opportunity to
analyze and discuss the estimates in detail
in another place. The amount asked for
under this section of the Bill is $40,199,44743,
and is for civil government. The second
purpose of the Bill is to provide for the
carrying on of certain services that have to
do with the Canadian National Steamships
and the Maritime Freight Rates Act. For
this purpose there is required a total for the
yvear of $11,325988, one-sixth of which is
$1,887,664.67, the amount we are now asked
to0 pass.

Unless there are other details or further in-
formation desired, I will not add to these
brief remarks in moving the second reading of
the BIill.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM: Hon-
ourable members, this being what might be
called the usual Interim Supply Bill, I see no
advantage in detaining the House at the
present time to discuss details or justify the

estimates, as when the remainder of the main
estimates are placed before the House we shall
have full opportunity to discuss all the items
contained in them, including these. I have
no objection to the passing of the Bill.

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

THIRD READING

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

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

ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : Honourable mem-
bers, may I at this time move that when
the Senate adjourns to-day it do stand
adjourned until Tuesday, May 5, at 8.15
o’clock, daylight saving time.

The motion was agreed to.

THE ROYAL ASSENT

The Hon. the SPEAKER informed the
Senate that he had received a communication
from the Assistant Secretary to the Governor
General, acquainting him that the Hon.
Edmund L. Newcombe, acting as Deputy
of the Governor General, would proceed to
the Senate Chamber this day at 3.45 p.m.
for the purpose of giving the Royal Assent
to the Interim Supply Bill.

The Senate adjourned during pleasure.

The Honourable Edmund L. Newcombe,
Deputy of the Governor General, having come
and being seated at the foot of the Throne,
and the House of Commons having been
summoned, and being come with their
Speaker, the Honourable the Deputy of the
Governor General was pleased to give the
Royal Assent to the following Bill:

An Act for granting to His Majesty a certain
sum of money for the public service of the
financial year ending the 31st of March, 1932.

The House of Commons withdrew.

The Honourable the Deputy of the Gover-
nor General was pleased to retire.

The sitting was resumed.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON moved the adjourn-
ment of the Senate.

He said: On my own behalf, and on behalf
of our leader, who is absent for the moment,
I would express appreciation to all who have
helped to ensure a good attendance on this
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occasion, when the only business to be done
in the performance of our duties was the
passing of the Interim Supply Bill.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Before the House
adjourns may I ask—for I have a friendly
feeling for the honourable leader of the other
side of the House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby)—
whether his absence is caused by illness. I
fear that perhaps he is not well.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I thank my
honourable friend for his inquiry. I think
that the honourable leader (Hon. Mr. Wil-
loughby) is quite well, but that he felt it
scarcely necessary to come here, all the way
from Moose Jaw, for an hour’s work, and I
am confident that he will be with us when
we meet again on the 5th of May.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, May 5,
at 815 p.m. daylight saving time.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, May 5, 1931.
The Senate met at 815 p.m., Hon. C. P.
Beaubien in the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

LEAGUE OF NATIONS—COST TO
‘CANADA

INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN inquired of the Gov-
ernment: 7

What has been spent by Canada in money
from the inception of the League of Nations
to the 31st March, 1931?

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY : Canada’s con-
tribution to the expenses of the League of
Nations, including Secretariat, International
Labour Organization and Permanent Court of
International Justice; salaries and expenses of
the Office of the Canadian Advisory Officer;
expenses of Canadian delegates to the
Assembly and commissions of the League of
Nations; publications of the League of
Nations for distribution to Members of
Parliament, and grant to the League of
Nations Society in Canada:

1919-20 (part year).. ..$ 64,043 15
Tk R S e o .

<o oo 219,952 29
IRA=DD o o b s o 5 10850669
IR . 21053188
PR, oy iy oies 198712 1D
O350 i es i, v 180280 4D
192626, 1V 2 LY IRE T4 6B
L9227, oo .o va i IRESA9070
Lty e JRRE T SRR [ (1
192829, .o 0o w7 199,526 76
1929800 .. WL Ao 70216206194
1930-31. c.. 231982 24

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

REGISTRATION BILL
FIRST READING

Bill A, an Act respecting the registration of
all British and alien subjects in the Dominion
of Canada—Hon. Mr. Casgrain.

BANKRUPTCY BILL
FIRST READING

Bill B, an Act to amend the Bankruptcy
Act as respects the locality of a debtor.—
Hon. Mr. Bureau.

DISTILLERY AT BERWICK, NOVA
SCOTIA

MOTION FOR RETURN

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER
moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for
a return showing: copies of all correspondence,
including applications, recommendations and
protests with reference to the proposed issue
of a licence to one Steppanski to operate a
distillery at Berwick, Nova Scotia.

The motion was agreed to.

PARLIAMENT GROUNDS
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
some six weeks ago, before the Easter adjourn-
ment, I called the attention of the House to
the fact that cars coming into the Parliament
grounds through the East Gate are permitted
to take either a right or a left turn, contrary
to the former regulation, under which they
could make a right turn only. It seems to me
that accidents are more likely to occur there
under the present conditions; and I think the
East Gate is the one through which most
senators enter the grounds. When I raised
this question before the honourable leader of
the House told us that he would have the
matter looked into, and I presume that has
been done. Perhaps I am the only one who
objects to the present regulation. If so, of
course I shall be content, although I think
the former regulation should be restored.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The honourable
gentleman knows that I laid on the Table a
departmental return stating that the method
adopted at the present time, in the view of
the engineer in charge, afforded greater secur-
ity than the previous practice.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: I did not know that
such a return had been made.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It will be
found in the record.
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CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS
°  BILLS
FIRST READINGS
Bill 5, an Act to amend the Canadian Na-
tional Railways Act.—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.
Bill 9, an Act to ratify and confirm certain
agreements respecting the joint use by the
Canadian National Railways of certain tracks
and premises of Canadian Pacific Railway
Company at Regina—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

CANADA EVIDENCE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented Bill 10,
an Act to amend the Canada Evidence Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: When
shall this Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Friday.

TICKET OF LEAVE BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented Bill 11,
an Act to amend the Ticket of Leave Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: When
shall this Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Friday.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, the practice in this Chamber has
been to make a motion if it is desired to fix
a special date for the second reading of a Bill.
I do not know whether there is an obligatory
rule on this point, but such has been the
uniform practice. I raise this question now
because there may be times when some hon-
ourable members would desire to discuss a
special date proposed for the second reading
of a Bill.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: I am
advised that when it is desired to fix for the
second reading a date other than that pro-
vided by the rules, a motion is necessary.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I think the
shorter way is the better way, and there is no
valid objection.

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented Bill
29, an Act to amend the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: When
shall this Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Friday.

NORTHERN ALBERTA RAILWAYS
BILL

FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented Bill
36, an Act respecting Northern Alberta Rail-
ways Company.

The Bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: When
shall this Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Friday.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
COMPENSATION BILL

FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented Bill
37, an Act to amend the Government Em-
ployees Compensation Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: When
shall this Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Friday.

SALARIES BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY presented Bill
38, an Act to amend the Salaries Act.

The Bill was read the first time.

The Hon. the ACTING SPEAKER: When
shall this Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Friday.

THE LATE SENATOR G. G. FOSTER
TRIBUTES TO HIS MEMORY

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
senators, it becomes the sad duty of the leader
of the House to refer to the death of another
senator, the Hon. G. G. Foster. I felt
peculiarly attached to our late friend and
was under many obligations to him, but
my remarks at this time will be brief because
the honourable gentleman to my right (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) represented the Government
at the funeral and intends to speak to us;
and I know the honourable leader on the
other side (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), who is a
citizen of the same city as was the deceased
senator, will desire to pay his tribute.

On looking up a biographical sketch of the
late Senator Foster I find that he was called
to the Senate in the same year that I was,
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1917, although at that time he seemed to me
to be my senior in political experience. I
early came under his magnetic spell. He was
one of the most charming men I have ever
known, and the kindly feelings that I enter-
tained towards him in the beginning were en-
hanced year by year. Not only was he at all
times pleasant in manner, but he was an able
counsellor when we were dealing with -im-
portant legislation. He was a distinguished
member of Lis profession, being an ex-Baton-
nier of the Bar of Montreal and an ex-Baton-
nier General of the Bar of the Province of
Quebec; and he was intimately associated
with large commercial and financial institu-
tions in Montreal. By virtue of the high
place he held among professional and busi-
ness leaders, he had an outlook on life that
was very helpful to those of us whose ex-
perience was more limited. We Westerners
who have dabbled in land found in him some-
thing that made a special appeal, because
he had a farm of his own. I know he took
great pride in that farm and strove to make
a reasonable success of it. He would have
been a wizard had he been able to make
money out of farming, even in the Province
of Quebec.

We shall miss the kind face and the wise
counsel of the late Senator Foster in this
House. He had been Chairman of perhaps
our most important committee, the Committee
on Banking and Commerce. On one or two
occasions I happened to substitute for him in
that position, at his request, and at such times
he gave me beforehand advice that was of
great value in dealing with certain bills. It is
with sincere regret that this House mourns
what seems to me his early and untimely
death.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
senators, the passing of our friend and col-
league, the Hon. George G. Foster, undoubtedly
came as a shock to us all. Born in 1860, he was
in his seventy-first year. He was a mem-
ber of the Senate for some fourteen years,
and I am sure that all honourable sena-
tors will agree with me when I say that
while we were not privileged to hear him fre-
quently in this House, he was listened to with
the closest attention when he chose to speak
to us, and at all times his views were regarded
with the highest respect.

No one could have attended the funeral
yesterday at Knowlton, Quebec, without be-
ing impressed by the fact that his passing was
sincerely mourned by the people of that dis-
trict. The deep sorrow that one saw all
around was a fitting and glowing tribute to

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

his memory. One of the most touching
sights was the presence, at the church and the
burial ground, of his aged mother, in her
ninety-fifth year. Children lined the street
to the church, little boys on one side and
girls on the other, testifying to the love that
they had for our deceased friend.

Honourable senators will remember how
partial he was to beautiful flowers, and we
are reminded of this fact, and indeed of his
love for beautiful things in general, when we
look upon the wreaths now lying on his desk.
His love of the beautiful in nature was illus-
trated by the choice of the place where he
had built a summer home, at Brome Lake,
in a setting of such rural loveliness as per-
haps could not be excelled anywhere. The
surroundings were peaceful, and on the oc-
casion of his funeral yesterday I heard several
persons refer to the fact that his greatest de-
light was to have his friends come to see
him, and to roam through those woods and
around that lake in quiet conversation among
the scenes that he loved so well.

That he loved children is manifest from
numerous incidents and anecdotes that might
be related of his life. I remember hearing
recently of an incident that showed his kind-
ness to the boys in his office. One day, see-
ing a messenger boy in tears, he inquired
the reason, and, learning ‘that the boy had
lost what to him was a beautiful and use-
ful dog—in reality it was nothing but a very
ordinary mongrel, but it was highly prized
by the boy—he had a search made for it,
and when it was found paid for its licence
for five years, and restored it to the boy.
That is but one of many little touches indi-
cating the spirit of kindliness that was upper-
most in the man’s life.

One might multiply such references to the
kindly deeds of Senator Foster during his life-
time, but nothing could be more eloquent,
as to the esteem in which he was held, than
the evidence of devotion and affection given
by the people who assembled yesterday to do
honour to his memory. To what our leader
on this side has said, I desire to add my
tribute to the sterling worth and noble char-
acter of a loyal and devoted citizen. I am
sure that our sympathies go out to his wife,
his son and his daughter, in their grief.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
members of the Senate, my honourable friends
who have preceded me have stated truly the
many noble qualities of our late lamented
friend. They saw him in action mostly in
this Chamber and at the capital, and during
the latter part of his life. Those of us who
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began life at about the same time that he
did, who were called to the Bar about the
same year that he was, and who had occasion
to observe him in his various activities from
year to year, recognized, long before he came
to the Senate, that there was not a weak spot
to detract from his very rich nature. He was
kindness itself, and was always ready to put
himself out in order to please. He had no
enemy. All the members of the bar were
his friends. In any matter of court procedure
they did not require his signature; his word
was sufficient. I have observed him from
many angles and have always admired his
very high standing.

He was a devoted son. There was not a
day when he was away from his dear old
mother that he did not write to her. Every
day that he was here a letter left Ottawa
addressed to her. He was the kindest of
fathers and the best of husbands, and as a
public citizen he was always desirous to help
and to serve. There was not a spark of in-
tolerance in his mind. To him all Cana-
dians were of one family. I realize to-day
that no man in the Eastern Townships was
more esteemed and more beloved than George
Green Foster, and the same is true of the
metropolis of Canada, where his friends were
legion.

Speaking for honourable members on this
side of the House, I join with my. honour-
able friends opposite in extending our sym-
pathies to his dear wife, his dear old mother,
and his children.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, for me this is a personal bereave-
ment. I pray that I may be given the strength
to control my emotion. I entirely concur in
the fine sentiments so well expressed by the
leader of the Government and the Minister
of Labour, and in the eloquent speech of the
leader on this side of the House. We all feel
that we are like one great family that has
lost a very dear member.

For more than a quarter of a century
Senator Foster’s family and mine have been
two of six which have lived on a private
parcel of land within the city of Montreal,
but over which the city has no control. In
that diminutive community Senator Foster
shared our joys and sorrows. He was the one
we all went to with our cares and troubles,
and we always received the kindest of hearing
and the best of advice. Thanks to his lovable
disposition and his great tact, there was never
one discordant word amongst us in all these
years.

He loved his home, but the place nearest
to his heart was dear old Knowlton, where he

was born. With the first money he made out
of law he bought a farm for himself, although
his father, Judge Foster, had then a very
extensive estate in the village. The old farm-
house, after nearly fifty years, is still standing
intact as part of “Blarney Castle.” There was
the home where Senator Foster really liked
to live. Only those who were fortunate enough
to enjoy his hospitality know how kind and
considerate a host can be. This country-
seat, considered the finest in the Eastern Town-
ships, had a frontage of two-thirds of a mile
on Brome Lake, the precipitous shores of
which were covered with the most beautiful
maple grove. The late Sydney Fisher, his
neighbour, for fifteen years Minister of Agri-
culture, always said that there were no maple
trees anywhere like George Foster’s trees,
which he had lovingly nursed for half a
century. His farm was an inspiration not
only to his immediate environs, but through-
out the Eastern Townships that he loved so
well. His wonderful herds of prize cattle and
his flocks of sheep were renowned beyond the
boundaries of the Province of Quebec. The
soil represented his fatherland, and he knew
that by improving the one he was serving the
other,

In Montreal, when the news of his sudden
death spread consternation among his hosts of
friends, one heard on all sides, from people
of all classes, that they had lost their best
friend. Lord Atholstan said in the Mount
Royal Club one evening that if he thought
he could render a service to George Foster
and had to walk from Montreal to Chicago
to do it, he would start that night. They
were the closest of friends, working together
for the Home for Crippled Children, and
helped to make that home the grand institu-
tion that it is to this day.

There are two facts that I wish to place on
record in Hansard of the Senate. When Senator
Foster was unanimously selected as Chairman
of the Banking Committee he was a Director
of the Canadian Bank of Commerce, a power-
ful institution. A directorship carries with it
substantial emoluments; still his exquisite
sensitiveness prompted him to make a pe-
cuniary sacrifice by resigning the directorship,
so that even a suspicion of partiality could
not be attributed to him in his rulings as
Chairman. On another occasion, when the

Government decided to take a share in the
Canadian Northern Railway, Senator Foster
was Director of the Canada Car and Foundry
Company. He resigned also this directorship,
because he thought that this company would
of necessity have dealings with the adminis-
tration. Such was his high regard for the in-
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dependence of Parliament. In another place,
when a certain man accepted the highest gift
that his political party could confer upon
him, he gave up every board. He also should
be commended for this disinterested move. It
is refreshing to consider such actions, and
they should be enshrined in the political
annals of this Senate.

We witnessed yesterday a scene that we
shall never forget. Senator Foster’s dear old
mother, 96 years of age, was present at the
sacred service in the Anglican Church, and
afterwards followed him to his grave. She
stood there as his remains were being lowered
into that Knowlton earth he loved so well.
I was close to her. She spoke in an audible
voice. “They have taken my son from me.
Lay him down gently. My dear boy.” The
local clergyman said: “Be brave, Mrs. Foster.
To-night I shall come to you and we shall
speak of him. Come now.” It is given to
few men to witness such a scene.

We Christians have a very soothing and
consoling belief. Our common faith teaches
us that death is but a separation for
a number—very limited—of years, months,
weeks, perhaps days, of which God alone
knows the count, and that if we love our
neighbour as ourselves, and do unto others as
we would have them do unto us, we shall
some day be united on the barque of St.
Peter, spreading its broad, white canvas to the
soft and sacred breezes of hope, and wafted
across the immense ocean of divine merecy to
the beautiful and enchanting shores of eternal
felicity.

Hon. SMEATON WHITE: Honourable
members, to what has been so well and so
eloquently said may I add a personal tribute
to my desk-mate, the late Senator Foster.
He and I entered this Chamber on the same
day, and were desk-mates for nearly four-
teen years. I consider it a tribute to him
that during all that time we could.remain
together without any unkindly words.

My personal acquaintance with him and my
knowledge of his family relations extend back
over forty years, and I know, perhaps as well
as any other member in this Chamber, how
highly he was respected, not only at Knowlton
and throughout the Eastern Townships, which
he called his home, but also in Montreal. As
the leader opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
has said, Senator Foster occupied a very dis-
tinguished position at the Montreal Bar.
Apart from that, in a social way, he held many
positions that bespeak more eloquently than
. any words of mine his noble qualities. He
was always shy of having his actions lauded
or his praises sung, and I do not feel that I
cdn say anything more than that for many
years he was a true friend.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

Hon. RUFUS POPE: Honourable members
of the Senate, there is nothing that I can add
to the very kindly remarks that have been
made by the honourable gentlemen who have
preceded me with reference to my personal
friend, George G. Foster. ‘Coming, as I do,
from the Eastern Townships, where his family
resided for three or four generations, I feel
almost as though I had lost a close relative.
The kindness of the man could not be sur-
passed, and his generosity to all who knew
him and came under his influence was ever
present. As the honourable member from
Inkerman (Hon. Mr. Smeaton White) has
said, the late semator did not want to be
praised for anything that he had done. He
preferred that his generosity should remain
unknown.

It is a very great satisfaction to me to know
that his departure was without pain, without
anguish, without struggle. He had visited his
legal office a day or two previous to his death,
and had said that he would return; he had
secured accommodation to come to Ottawa to
be with us to-day; and on the evening before
his death he had his family around him—his
wife, his son, his son’s wife, his daughter and
her husband, and three or four close friends.
After spending an enjoyable evening he retired.
In the morning he rose and came down stairs,
and after breakfast he said to his wife: “I have
had a splendid breakfast; I never enjoyed
one better before.” To her inquiry, “You are
feeling well, George?” he replied, “I have not
felt better for years.” She then said: “Well, I
am going down the street, if you have no
objection,” and, as he had none, she went out.
When she returned he had departed this iife.
I do not know that we could ask for any
greater blessing, perhaps, than was bestowed
upon him after two or three years of illness—
to leave-this life without anguish and without
pain.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, I desire to associate
myself most earnestly with all that has been
said of our departed friend. I have not the
least doubt that all my co-members feel as T
do. Is it too much to ask that we members
of the Senate should rise for a moment or
two and in this way pay a silent tribute to
the memory of our departed friend, who was
a devoted public man and a loyal citizen of
Canada and of the Empire?

The honourable members rose and paid
silent tribute to the memory of the late Sen-
ator Foster.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 p.am.
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, May 6, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Bill C, an Act to incorporate Acme Assur-
ance Company.—Hon. Mr. Horsey.

Bill D, an Act respecting the Algoma
Central and Hudson Bay Railway Company.
—Right Hon. Mr. Graham.

Bill F, an Act respecting the Canadian
Woodmen of the World—Hon. Mr. Gordon.

HOSPITAL SWEEPSTAKES BILL
FIRST READING

Bill E, an Act with respect to Hospital
Sweepstakes—Hon. Mr. Barnard.

REDUCTION OF WORLD ARMAMENTS
DISCUSSION AND MOTION FOR RETURN

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER
called attention to the present status of the
question of the reduction and limitation of
world armaments, and moved:

That the Government lay on the Table of the
Senate:—

1. A copy of the Draft Convention prepared
by “The Preparatory Commission for the
Disarmament Conference” of the League of
Nations Society.

2. A copy of the final report of “the Com-
mittee on Budgetary Questions” appointed by
the above named Preparatory Commission in
connectien with the above named Draft Con-
vention.

3. A copy of the resolution of the Imperial
Conference, 1930, with reference to the reduc-
tion and limitation of armaments.

4. Copies of any correspondence had by the
Government or the Department of External
Affairs with the British Government or the
Secretary of the League of Nations Society
since October, 1930, in reference thereto.

He said: The duty that presents itself to
my mind at the present time is to call the
attention of honourable members to the suc-
cessive steps that have been taken by the
League of Nations and other bodies in respect
to the limitation and reduction of world
armament. It is a little difficult for me to
decide how to approach the subject so as not
to take up too much time and still give a fair
and consecutive review of the progress that
has been made since the establishment of the
League and has culminated in one of the most
momentous announcements concerning the
development of national life in all time.
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In 1919, at the close of the most destructive
war in the history of mankind, the Peace Con-
ference at Paris became responsible for the
organization which we now know as the
League of Nations Society. There has been
much criticism of the alleged delay and failure
of this organization, one of the main objects
of which was to bring about a reduction of
warlike armaments of all kinds, as a necessary
preliminary to the gradual elimination and
ultimate abolition of war as a means of
settling international disputes.

The basis upon which after-action was
taken, and is still going on, for the achieve-
ment of this objective, is laid down in the
Covenant:

The Members of the League recognize that
the maintenance of peace requires the reduc-
tion of national armaments to the lowest point
consistent with national safety and the enforce-
ment by common action of international obliga-
tions.

So reads Article 8 of the Covenant.

In order to render possible the initiation of
a general limitation of the armaments of all
nations.

So reads the preamble which formed a part of
cach of the peace treaties as they followed
one another.

In order to diminish the economic difficulties
of Burope, armies should everywhere be reduced
to a peace footing, armaments limited to the
Jowest possible figure, and the League invited
to examine proposals without delay to that end.
So reads the instruction of the Supreme Coun-
cil which was issued early in the year 1920.

The reduction of military burdens is a neces-
sary condition for financial recovery.

This is the resolution of the Brussels Financial
Convention in the year 1920, in which thirty-
eight nations were represented.

A permanent Commission shall be consti-
tuted to advise the Council on the execution

of the provisions of Articles 1 and 8 and on ail
military, naval and air questions generally.

So reads the Ninth Article of the Covenant
of the League of Nations.

Upon this basis all action looking to the
limitation and reduction of armaments, since
the constitution of the League, has been
founded, and I suppose almost as much criti-
cism has been directed against the League of
Nations for delay and lack of success in
achieving the objective, as along any other
line.

Little drops of water, little grains of sand,

Make the mighty ocean and the bounteous

land.
I suppose that is one of the earliest couplets
that children learn in millions of our homes
and schools.

Line upon line, precept upon precept; here a
little and there a little—

REVISED EDITION
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—comes to us from the lines of the copy-
book of our earliest school days. All the
developments of life, multitudinous and varied
as they are, teach the same lesson, that time
and regular courses and patience are necessary
and fundamental. The man in a hurry looks
at the seed that his gardener commits to the
soil. An hour afterwards he says to the
gardener, “But I do not see any result.” Nor
can he. Little by little, day by day, phase
by phase, through Nature’s chemical and
atmospheric laws, the seed germinates, grows,
buds, blossoms, and at last bears the perfect
fruit. Yet there are people who with regard
to great orgamizations undertaken by indi-
viduals, corporations, nationalities or inter-
national forces, desire to see immediate re-
sults from the initial efforts. I hope we have
none of that class of mind in this Chamber.
Criticisms with reference to delay and lack
of early fulfilment in ‘this particular line of
effort of the League of Nations must be
governed by the same rules and conditions
that prevail in all phases of life and develop-
ment in the great world in which we live.

Let us look, then, at the steps that have
been taken. The League of Nations came
into existence in January, 1920. The first seed,
so to speak, the first organism, or part of an
organism, was the Council of the League of
Nations, which was formed shortly after the
League began. This Council took immediate
action and on the 17th of May, 1920, appointed
the “Permanent Advisory Commission” on
military, naval and air questions, in accord-
ance with the instructions of Article 9 of the
Covenant, that Commission consisting of nine
representative experts in land, naval and air
warfare, chosen from nine of the principal
nations of the League. Its membership was
afterwards extended to fourteen, selected from
the principal nations of the League.

The next step was taken at the first meet-
ing of the Assembly at Geneva, in Novem-
ber of that year, which authorized the forma-
tion of “the Temporary Mixed Commission,”
which was set up by the Council in February,
1921. The duties of this commission were to
make inquiry into the military and naval
equipment of the different nations belonging
to the League, and after such inquiry to
prepare for the consideration of future assem-
blies plans and proposals for bringing about
the successful accomplishment of the great
objective.

Many difficulties not apparent before then
made their appearance. There were the racial
and war hatreds that had been deep-rooted
prior to the war and had been sharpened and
accentuated during the years of conflict.
Those hatreds and prejudices had to be

Right Hon. Sir GEMRGE FOSTER.

softened, and if possible eliminated, in order
that there might be created an atmosphere
favourable to co-operation in considering. the
questions involved. Other difficulties re-
sulted from the creation of new nations, with
new economic and national ambitions, and
from the ambitions of the nations already
established for added prestige and extended
territory.

Then there came quickly to the fore the
question of security. Various nations said, in
effect: “You ask us to reduce and limit the
war equipment that we at present have.
What guarantee can you give us that if we
lessen our present means of defence we shall
retain our existing status and security?” Con-
sider, for instance, the case of Poland, fac-
ing the great Russian nation, an hereditary
enemy of long standing. Poland naturally
asked: “How can you demand that we limit
our present military establishment unless you
assure us that in case we are attacked by
Russia or any other enemy we shall be pro-
tected in our rights?” So the question of
security had to be given very serious thought.
Then came the question of the modus oper-
andi. How was this reduction of armaments
to be carried out so that each nation should
be treated fairly and permitted to have the
equipment that was absolutely necessary for
safety? Problems of this type made it clear
to the League in 1920 and 1921 that the
difficulties in the way of bringing about re-
duction of armament were so great that their
solution could be reached only after many
years of careful study and unremitting effort.

We know how difficult it is to administer
government in a single self-contained country,
such as Canada, where there is at times a
conflict of sectional interests. How much
more difficult must it be to draft regulations
that will be acceptable to forty or fifty differ-
ent nations, of varying races, traditions and
cultures, with sharply defined national pre-
judices and diverse geographic and economic
conditions. When we think of the vastness
and complexity of the problem, it seems to
me we are bound to be reasonable in any
criticism that we may make of the accom-
plishments of the League.

With these necessary preliminary steps for
examination and report was coupled a resolu-
tion asking the different member nations,
some forty-two in number, to make sure that
their war budgets of 1920 should not be ex-
ceeded in the following two years, while the
whole question of the reduction of armaments
was being considered. On the whole the
various nations gave effect to the request in
that resolution.




MAY 6, 1931 51

At the second Assembly of the League of
Nations the reports and proposals of the two
commissions were presented and became the
subject of interesting and vital discussion.
There was the scheme of Lord Esher, which,
at the second meeting of the League of Na-
tions, came up for examination. The proposi-
tion was to settle the question upon the basis
of units of effective soldiers in peace time,
those units or portions of units being distrib-
uted equally according to the needs of the
different nations that formed the League.
There was another proposition, wider and
quite different, which was fathered by Lord
Cecil and by Colonel Requin of the French
Delegation. It took into account the neces-
sity for security, something that was de-
manded by every nation that felt that its
existence depended to a certain extent upon
the disposition of its neighbours. It was pro-
posed that assistance should be given to any
nationality which was attacked, or threatened
with attack, and that such assistance was to
be guaranteed to it, under the French plan,
by neighbouring countries mutually agreeing
that if an aggressor attacked a neighbour coun-
try they would come to its help and thereby
guarantee its security. Of course that assist-
ance should not be available unless the na-
tionality demanding help should have assented
to a reduction and limitation of its arma-
ments.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Would the right
honourable gentleman allow just one ques-
tion? When he says “assistance” what kind
of assistance does he mean?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Assistance which would effectuate the purpose
in view. It went so far as to mean not only
financial assistance, but, if necessary, assist-
ance in the way of armaments and war ma-
terial and military co-operation.

The proposition put forward by Lord Ceecil,
and strongly supported by the majority of
the members of the League of Nations, fol-
lowed that same line of mutual assistance,
but the guarantee was to be given by all the
members of the League of Nations. It was
to be dependent, not upon an agreement be-
tween the affected nationality and what might
be called the regional neighbours, but rather
upon the force and power and strength, diplo-
matic, financial and military, of the whole
League of Nations. Under that plan, if an
aggressor threatened or commenced an at-
tack upon one member of the League of Na-
tions, every other member of the League of
Nations would stand by the threatened na-
tion and prevent the aggressor from accom-
plishing its purpose.
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There was complete unity of principle in
that, but the implications arising from the
application of that principle were very dif-
ferent. To make a long story short, let me
say that after very long and serious discus-
sion of these plans the Advisory Commission
and the Mixed Temporary Commission were
of the opinion that Lord Esher’s scheme was
impracticable and impossible of fulfilment,
that it did not take in all the existing factors,
and that the principle of mutual assistance
was the one upon which the League should
proceed. An attempt was made—and it suc-
ceeded in the end—to bring these two parties
to an agreement on the same principle, but
with two methods of application. The result
was that the “Draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance,” on the report of the Temporary
Mixed Commission, was approved by the
Assembly of 1923 and submitted to the
nation members of the League for their con-
sideration. That was the first tangible and
seemingly practical application of a considered
means to the desired end.

These conventions and agreements may be
passed by the League of Nations at the an-
nual assembly, but they have force only as
they are accepted by the nations that belong
to the League. Twenty-nine governments
responded to the appeal. Eighteen of them
were in favour of the Draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance. Others, including the Government
of Great Britain, objected to it on various
grounds. Although not belonging to the
League, the United States and Russia, which
had representatives on that commission, both
gave as their opinion that the proposal was
not satisfactory.

Therefore, in 1924, when the Fifth Assem-
bly of the League of Nations met in Geneva,
it was faced with the practical failure of ac-
ceptance of the first draft convention. The
year 1924 was an important one. M. Hériot
was the Prime Minister of France, his party
or group of parties having lately succeeded
to the government. In that same year the
Right Hon. Ramsay MacDonald was the
leader in Great Britain of a new government
which had come in on the basis of labour sup-
port. Both those gentlemen were present at
that meeting of the League, and were strong
and active supporters of the principle em-
bodied in the League of Nations Society.

As a result of the discussions which took
place in that year the Assembly said: “Well,
we have had the reports from our committee;
we have the culmination of those reports in
the draft convention which has been rejected
by the nations belonging to the League; so
let us go to work and agree upon a
measure here and now.” So the first and
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third committees—two of the six grand com-
mittees of the Assembly—undertook the draft-
ing of a proposal that should be in advance
of and superior to the Draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance for presentation to the nations
belonging to the League. These committees,
composed of some forty-five or fifty members,
with one representative of every nation in
each committee, assisted by a special com-
mittee of twelve experts chosen by the
League, set to work, and after serious con-
sideration in the Assembly itself and in the
committees came to certain conclusions. The
first of these was that security was an ahsolute
essential and precedent to disarmament, and
that it was futile to ask nations that might
be the subject of attack to limit or reduce
their armaments unless continued security was
assured to them. Security thus became tied
up with disarmament, and you had the two
words of the motto, “Security and disarma-
ment.” “ Give us security,” they said; “ disar-
mament may follow.”

But a third consideration now came to the
front, and that was the principle of arbitra-
tion. The difficult question of how to deter-
mine the aggressor was raised. In the case
of a threatened war or an actual attack, who
was to say which was the aggressor nation,
and consequently which nation was to suffer
the penalty of any united action for the
protection of the threatened nation?

In the discussion that followed Mr. Ram-
say MacDonald and M. Hériot came to an
agreement that another principle should be
added, so to speak, and that the motto for
disarmament and the limitation of armament
should be: ‘Arbitration, security and disarm-
ament.”

Hon. Mr.
arbitration.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
And that in order to make possible the suc-
cess of the whole movement a campaign must
be organized in favour of arbitration and con-
ciliation as a preliminary. So there came to
the front a third element, which ever since
has been one of the dominant elements enter-
ing into whatever progress has been made.
The result, in short, was that the first
and third committees, along with the twelve
members that had been added, came to a
unanimous conclusion and drew up what is
known as the “Protocol for the Pacific Settle-
ment of International Disputes.” The Draft
Treaty for Mutual Assistance started out
with a denunciation of aggressive warfare as
a national crime. The protocol took the same
high ground; it also stood for compulsory
arbitration, and bound the members of the

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

DANDURAND: Compulsory

League to get the different nations to agree
together, regionally or more generally, to
arbitration treaties and agreements, thus pav-
ing the way for the security which would
follow, and the resultant disarmament or
limitation of armaments. That protocol
marked high water in principle and in theory.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It was still-born.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND::
at Locarno.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
It provided for the outlawry of war; it pro-
vided for compulsory arbitration, backed by
sanctions, of all disputes not settled by
mutual agreement, by the Council or the Per-
raanent Court of International Justice; it
provided for the definite determination or the
definition of the aggressor—a very important
point—and for the application of the economic,
financial and military sanctions authorized
by the Covenant. The decision as to who
was to be the aggressor, and as to how he
was- to be defined, resolved itself into this:
the power which refused to arbitrate before
it attacked was plainly the aggressor and was
1o be so defined. The great point in the
protocol was in relation to the sanctions or
penalties. They are called sanctions in these
treaties; in reality they are penalties for the
violation of the obligation of the members of
the League.

The protocol was unanimously agreed upon
by the Fifth Assembly in 1924. What hap-
pened? The Labour Government in Great
Britain suffered a mishap and went out of
office and was succeeded by a Conservative
Government; so, when the Council met in
December of that year and undertook the
examination and application of the protocol,
they were met by a demand from the British
Government for a delay to enable it to
examine the question thoroughly for itself
and in connection with the various dominions
of the Commonwealth. That demand could
not well be refused, and was not refused. A%
the next meeting of the Council the British
Government presented its objections to the
protocol, and these objections were fatal to
its acceptance and immediate practical ap-
plication. What were the two prevailing
reasons? The imposition of the penalties for
infraction of the terms of the protocol involved
a resort to blockade. Great Britain was the
principal naval power, and in any attempt to
make a blockade effective the British fleet
would be eventually—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN :—in the fight.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:—
the main force responsible for the successful

1t was revived
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accomplishment of the blockade. But there
were some nations that did not belong to
the League, and included in those nations was
the great republic to the south of us, possessing
vast commercial interests and a powerful fleet
to safeguard them. Great Britain felt that it
would be too great a risk for her to become
ultimately responsible for the sanctions and
in this way probably run foul of the interests
of the United States of America. Had the
United States been at that time a member of
the League and in the same general frame of
mind as the other members, that question
would not have arisen, because Great Britain
and the United States would have had a
common policy. Anyone who has carefully
read the diplomatic correspondence between
Great Britain and the United States during
the war knows how very close the two nations
were to coming to blows. Those who have
read Mr. Page’s book will remember his re-
ference to an incident that occurred when
Anglo-American relations were so strained that
there was a question whether armed conflict
would not be declared between Great Britain
and the United States if the British Navy
seized another vessel, which was endeavour-
ing to carry certain commodities from America
to enemies of the Allies. At that time Mr.
Page said to Sir Edward Grey: “Do not attach
another vessel, but let the French do it; then
observe what will be the effect upon the
United States.”” The French took a vessel
and the United States said nothing. The
bond sealed by Lafayette was still in force.
Of course, the United States, when it came
into the war, was very active in making the
blockade effective.

Great Britain made a proposal to this effect:
“Tet us have regional agreements, if possible,
and let us call a world armament convention
to be attended by representatives of every
nation, whether a member of the League or
not. If an agreement could be reached at such
a convention it would be easily made effec-
tive.”

Well, the protocol was disposed of, and as
a sort of reaction there followed the regional
arbitration and safety agreement provided for
in the Locarno Pact. The agreement for
mutual assistance on the part of Great Britain
and TItaly resulted in a settlement of the
then impending uncertainty upon the western
border, and the application of the same prin-
ciple in other agreements put an end, for
the time being, to troubles on the eastern
border as well. The Locarno Pact opened
the way to a general series of arbitral agree-
ments and treaties between various countries
belonging to the League, and a strong en-
dorsation was thus given to the principle of
arbitration.

In 1926 Germany entered the League of
Nations. This event was of great significance:
it meant not only that practically all the
enemy countries were now members of the
League, but also that Germany, a very
powerful nation, had been disarmed and con-
sequently was, as it still is, emphatically in
favour of the limitation and reduction of
armaments in every other country.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Because Germany
is not allowed to have an army itself.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: In
1926, 1927 and 1928 the whole question of
armament reduction was discussed from many
and varied angles. The eighth Assembly
authorized a Committee on Arbitration and
Security, which prepared a series of model
conventions and treaties. These were ap-
proved of by the League and were combined
into what is known as “the General Act for
the pacific settlement of all disputes.” We
shall have that General Act before us for
our approval. Already it has been ratified
by all the other British dominions, as well
as by Great Britain and France, and, I think,
by some seven or eight other nations. In
fact, it is felt that it will be adhered to by
all the important League members.

Another great forward step was made in
1925, when the League Assembly authorized
the formation of “the Preparatory Commis-
sion” for the preparation of a draft treaty to
be submitted io a world disarmament con-
vention. Members of that Commission have
been experts in political, social, economic,
financial, military and naval matters. The
point was taken by the Assembly, at the
time the Commission was authorized, that
no treaty for the limitation and reduction of
armaments merely by the members of the
League could be thoroughly effective so long
as any very powerful nations remained out-
side the League. It was recognized that as
long as the United States and Russia are
not members it is problematical whether per-
fectly satisfactory final disposition can be
made of the question of armament reduction.
Therefore the object of the League is to get
a draft treaty prepared by representatives of
all the nations, whether League members or
not, and then have the convention of all
nations. The Preparatory Commission con-
tinued at work and in the month of Decem-
ber, 1930, it submitted its completed draft
treaty. The 2nd day of February, 1932, has
been set as the date for the opening of the
world disarmament convention. The agree-

ment on this draft treaty by the representa-
tives of the fifty-four nations in the League,
plus the United States and Russia, is a unique
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event in world history; I am sure that the
story of mankind reveals no other such
development. From now until the convention
meets the draft treaty will be considered by
all the nations whose representatives took
part in its preparation. The success of the
efforts of the League towards armament re-
duction in the last eleven years will depend
to a very large extent upon what happeus
at that world convention. Therefore it be-
comes our duty to arouse interest in the
great event and stimulate public opinion
everywhere to support favourable action on
the part of the government of every country.
As we look upon it, there are many things
that tend to a successful culmination of the
long years of effort. I do not say that the
work of that convention will be final. Rather
do I think that the action taken in February,
1932, will be a decided advance upon the
present, to be followed by other succeeding
progressive action until the full objectives are
finally achieved. But so much progress has
been made that I do not think any fair-minded
man can criticize the League of Nations on
the ground of undue delay in the prosecution
of the great object for which it was instituted,
namely, to bring all nations of the world into
common agreement to settle their disputes
by recourse to methods of peace and justice.

The work of the League has been greatly
aided by a number of subsidiary events. For
example, there was the Naval Conference at
‘Washington in 1921-22, attended by represen-
tatives of several European nations, the
United States, Japan and China. At that time
there was initiated a program for limitation
of naval armaments in the construction of
large vessels, but for the time being smaller
units of mnaval warfare were necessarily
ignored. That again was succeeded by the
Coolidge convocation of mnaval powers at
Geneva in 1927, which proved abortive in the
immediate practical result, but was useful in
arriving at a better understanding of the con-
ditions of the various countries and the pos-
sibilities of future agreements. We had the
culmination of these efforts in London in
January, 1930, when France, Italy, Great
Britain, the United States and Japan met in
conference and came to certain agreements
which practically, not only actually reduced
existing naval armaments, but set a limit of
construction and put a stop to any competi-
tion in naval construction which threatened
the world. Just a few particulars with refer-
ence to that remain to be settled among
France, Italy and Great Britain at the present
time, and I have not the least doubt of a suc-
cessful conclusion to their efforts.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

I thank you very much for the kind atten-
tion that you have given me. It is always
difficult in so extensive a subject to hit upon
just the line to take and the amount of in-
formation to give. I conceived that it would
be very useful at this time to have as nearly
as possible a consecutive idea of the various
steps that have been taken, the success that
has attended them, and the mighty and fate-
ful decisions which will be made when the
unique and hitherto unequalled situation
develops of having representatives of all the
nations of the world meeting together in the
atmosphere of peace and goodwill to remove
from the world the menace of war and the
burden of the cost of military armaments,
which to-day are weighing down the nations
of the world. Do not let us think that we in
Canada have no interest in the matter. If
we have economic and financial difficulties
to-day—and we have—after all our search
for the subsidiary causes, we must recognize
that the fact that the Great War of 19i4-18
sapped the resources of the world is the root
cause of all our difficulties. Do we find it
hard to sell our commodities? Yes, because
the world was impoverished by the war and
has not the means to buy. Have we immense
burdens of taxation? Think of the $50,000,000
imposed upon us in taking care of the human
casualties of the war. Think of the huge na-
tional debt incurred in the operations of the
war. Is that no burden? As has been so
often asserted, and so infrequently contra-
dicted, if we had had a League of Nations in
1914, we should have had no such destructive
war. The future binds most closely together
the interests of nations. It is impossible ever
to revert to the conditions of years ago, when
a war might take place between two nations
or half a dozen nations and the rest of the
world be comparatively free from its in-
fluences. Now a great war will involve the
interests of the whole world and the existence
of civilization. Here is an opportunity. If
the nations will, they can agree to put a stop
to increasing armaments which threaten war,
and they can give sustaining power and viril-
ity to the peace sentiment of the world. Can-
ada has taken an honourable part in the work
of the last eleven years, and we are deeply
interested in the final and successful solution
of this question. Let us pray that the nations
of the world may have wisdom to make a
proper choice and come to a proper agree-
ment and rid humanity of the burden and the
cruel barbarity of settling disputes by the
mutilation and destruction of our fellow men,
and the costly waste of the accumulated
resources of individual and national wealth.




MAY 6, 1931

[+
o

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, it is always a great pleasure to
listen to our venerable member, the right
honourable the junior member for Ottawa
(Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster), who, in
spite of advanced years, has the vigour and
the ideals of youth. The belief that there
shall be no more war on earth is a beautiful
ideal. I wish I could be like the right honour-
able gentleman. It is wonderful that people
can be saturated with such ideas, because
according to the Good Book, when there were
only two men on earth, Cain and Abel, they
managed to make war, and one of them was
killed. And as we go on down the ages what
do we see? War after war.

As to compulsory arbitration, how can you
have it unless there is someone with guns
and bayonets and a navy to enforce it? These
ideas are all very well. My leader (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand) encourages them. I should like
to be able to believe in them myself, but
after all, it is against common sense. Lloyd
George has said repeatedly that we are spend-
ing more money on armaments now than be-
fore the League was thought of.

The idea of a league of nations has not
even the merit of being new. The Chinese
had a league of nations thousands of years
before Christ. We had the Holy Alliance, and
I’'Union des Princes Chrétiens. Nothing has
ever come of all the talk of peace except war.
Bring people together to talk of peace and
you will generate war. If people are brought
together, especially women, a row starts right
there and then, I am sorry to say.

The League had everything nicely arranged:
it was going to enforce peace through sanctions.
But there was no sheriff. What is a court
without a sheriff? What can a judge do with-
out a sheriff? He might as well sing while
he is on the bench, unless he has a sheriff
to execute his warrants. And if the sheriff is
resisted he must get the police. Why do we
spend so much money on police? If municipal
police are necessary, so are international police,
and the big navies and armies are the inter-
national police.

All the nations, especially Germany, say:
“We are quite willing to give up our armies.”
It reminds one of the fox that lost his tail
in a trap and then wanted all the other foxes
to get rid of their tails. They said: “Turn
around until we have a look at you,” and they
laughed at him, and -decided to keep their
tails. Germany is not allowed to have an
army, but just as soon as she is allowed she
will have a big one, and there will be a
chemical and aerial war.

If nations do not want to arbitrate, how are
you going to compel them to do so? When
it was proposed to use force, what force was

_people of the Empire.

there? There was the British Navy, if you
please, paid for by the British people, or the
Why should they pay
for a navy to make some people at the end
of the earth do this or do that? Austen
Chamberlain said: “There comes a time when
an Empire must say no.” And he said no,
and that was the end of that proposal.

My right honourable friend spoke with
great eloquence about the protocol, but he
did not tell you that it was still-born. There
was also the Kellogg plan, and Mr. Kellogg
and Mr. Aristide Briand went around asking
everybody if he would like to sign. Every-
body signed. Nobody wants war. Never-
theless, war comes, and it will continue to
come in spite of all the talk.

It is not my intention to make a speech
on this subject. I may have ocecasion to do
so before the session is over. When I hear
of the League of Nations I always think of
what the Right Hon. Charles Doherty once
told me about I’Abbé Saint-Pierre, who had
invented a league of nations in the time of
Henry IV of France. I’Abbé Saint-Pierre
brought the volumes containing his proposals
to some cardinal who was acting as a prime
minister, and he said: “I am bringing you my
project for universal peace.” I may say to
honourable gentlemen that this work is in
the Parliamentary Library, in some sixteen
volumes, and they are so well bound that
they are in good condition. Perhaps they
have not been used very much. As I was
saying, the author went to His Eminence and
left his work with him, and later he went
back to him and said: “What do you think
of my project?” The cardinal replied: “It is
perfect; I could not add a word to it, or take
a word from it, but it is made for angels, not
for human beings.” That was the end of
'Abbé Saint-Pierre’s sixteen volumes. The
last volume, which was published twenty years
after the first one, contains a résumé that I
would commend to the right honourable the
junior member for Ottawa. He knows French
well enough to be able to-read it, and I
hope that after he has read it he will still
have his illusions and will still believe that
no more soldiers are needed and that France
will not build any more ships. L’Union des
Princes Chrétiens was even better than the
Abbé’s project, because, in addition to other
things, it was designed to keep the royal
families on the thrones of Austria and France.
If the people of one country rebelled against
the king, the other country would interfere
on his behalf, come in and say “No.”

Honourable gentlemen may not have read
about the Dupleix, which France has built.
It has the German boats beaten to a stand-
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still. It steams forty miles an hour, and car-
ries the most powerful guns. Why was it
built? To go to Geneva? No; it could not
get into the lake there. It was built for real
war. Are the people who are spending money
on it insane?

I notice my honourable friend from Grand-
ville (Hon. Mr. Chapais) sitting opposite me.
I hope we shall hear from him. I am not
going to read his pedigree again. I did that
when he came into the House, and it took
an hour to do it. He is a historian, and he
can tell you about I’Abbé Saint-Pierre. The
honourable gentleman always keeps a straight
face when he speaks to me on that subject,
but I find it difficult to think that he believes
in ’Abbé Saint-Pierre. He will tell you what
Sir Robert Borden said: “Ten years ago you
were talking of disarmament; you are still
talking of it.” I agree with Sir Robert that
no progress has been made,

Why should " this meeting that we have
heard about wait until 1932? There is no
better time than the present. When it does
take place the result will be the same as
always: the delegates will adjourn again. I
am sorry for the poor people living at
Geneva. Hundreds of them are shaking in
their shoes every time there is an Assembly.
They heave a sigh of relief when it adjourns,
for, they say, “We shall draw our pay now
for another twelve months.” They are always
afraid that the League will break up. Now
there is some talk about making these people
permanent so that if the League does break
up they will get a pension.

I have not added up the figures given to
me in regard to the amount of money that
we spend on the League of Nations, but I
should like any honourable gentleman in this
House to show me that we get one dollar’s
worth for all the money that we spend on
the League.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
members, apparently my honourable friend
thinks that he is right, even though the world
is against him.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: It
is a comfortable idea.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: He forgets the
saying of Mirabeau, that when everybody is
wrong everybody is right. My honourable
friend looks around the world and sees the
governments of fifty-four nations all interested
in the League of Nations, feeling that if there
is one hope for the betterment of humanity
it lies in the League of Nations, My honour-
able friend has no hope whatever that per-
manent world peace will be achieved. He

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

thinks the League of Nations will be unable to
prevent war in the future, and he bases his
opinion upon the fact that for hundreds ot
years unsuccessful attempts have been made
to establish peace through the medium of an
international tribunal. But he forgets that in
the past nations lived by themselves, that
each country considered the interests of its
reigning family to be paramount, that the
common people were looked upon more or less
as mere cannon fodder and were ordered to
fight for reasons which they never understood.
The great Louis XIV confessed in his last
days that he had loved war too well. We are
reminded by Voltaire that Le Roi Soleil would
not cross the Rhine ‘“parce que sa grandeur
lattachait au rivage.” But he allowed his
people to die for the satisfaction of his passion
for war. Now conditions have changed and
ordinary people, who have much more power
than they formerly had in controlling the
destinies of their own country, want to know
for what cause they are asked to shed their
blood. Furthermore, there has been developed
a close relationship among all nations, and
those who speak in the forum of the League
of Nations can be heard all around the world.
I say to my honourable friend that the League
will live, because of awakened public opinion.

If my honourable friend were right in con-
tending that there is no ground for believing
that the time will come when human beings
will no longer be sent out to kill one another,
I would say, “All right; let us prepare for the
worst.” The honourable gentleman feels that
the wars that are yet to come will be more
terrible than any that have happened in the
past, and that they will result in wholesale
destruction; yet he would have us fold our
arms and do nothing to prevent such catas-
trophes. I am glad to think that he is the
only sponsor for such pessimism in this
Chamber, and perhaps in the whole country.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Many think like
me, but have not the courage to express
their opinion.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honour-
able friend was informed yesterday, in reply
tc an inquiry, that Canada had spent al-
together $2,280,000 on the League of Nations.
How far would that go towards building a
dreadnought? I think it is a very small sum
to have spent upon the League.

My right honourable friend from Ottawa
(Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster), in telling
us of the work that the League has done,
stressed its efforts for the reduction of arma-
ments. Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League says:




MAY 6, 1931 57

The Members of the League recognize that
the maintenance of peace requires the reduc-
tion of national armaments to the lowest point
consistent with national safety and the enforce-
ment by some common action of international
obligations.

The words “consistent with national safety”
are extremely important, because they give
expression to the necessity for security. Ger-
many, Austria and Hungary were forced by
the Treaty of Peace to disarm. Germany was
allowed to have an army of one hundred
thousand men, and at the time the treaty was
made it was declared that there would be a
general reduction in armaments in all countries.
Naturally Germany is now insisting that other
nations shall reduce their military and naval
powers so that she will not be kept in such
a comparatively weak state. But who is to say
just what force is needed to guarantee the
safety of any nation? Apparently on this
question each nation is its own judge.

In 1924 I had the honour of representing
Canada at the League of Nations. Mr. Ram-
say MacDonald came there with a speech
to which he had given much thought, and
before he spoke he informed the repre-
sentatives of the Dominions what he intended
to say. His theme was compulsory arbitra-
tion and disarmament. I took the liberty
of telling him that the Assembly would not
agree to his recommendation; that the nations
of Europe would object to compulsory ar-
bitration and disarmament without provision
for what they regarded as ample security. My
opinion was the result of the experience I
bad gained from contact with the repre-
sentatives of European countries. Mr. Mac-
Donald made his speech, in which he urged
that there should be reduction of armaments
after all nations had agreed to compulsory
arbitration. But afterwards he had his eyes
opened by the speeches of three or four of
the most brilliant representatives of the
Assembly. I remember Mr. Politis, the repre-
sentative of Greece, as clear a thinker as
could be found in the Assembly, turned to
Mr. MacDonald and said, in effect: “I shall
submit for your consideration a hypothetical
case. Suppose I were representing a country
of ten millions of people engaged chiefly in
agricultural pursuits. Adjacent is a highly
industrialized country of fifty millions. You
ask me to sign an agreement obligating my
country to arbitrate in the event of a dispute
with another. Then you advise my country
to disarm, and after we have done so we
wake up one morning to find ourselves in-
vaded by an army of 200,000 men from across
the frontier. Our people are agriculiuralists;
they are unprepared to resist such aggression.

What would you do for my country then,
Mr. MacDonald?” Similar arguments were
made, in a variety of forms, by other repre-
sentatives, and as we left the House at six
o’clock Mr. MacDonald said to me, “I must
accept the trio—compulsory arbitration, se-
curity and disarmament.”

Now, the protocol was drafted on those
lines, as my right honourable friend has
pointed out, but there is one feature that he
did not mention, namely, that in the event
of an international dispute, if one nation
refuses to arbitrate, it will be regarded as the
aggressor. If froops should clash somewhere
far away from Geneva, where it was difficult
to ascertain what country was the aggressor,
an armistice would be declared and the troops
would be required to return to their respective
frontiers. If one country refused to comply
in this matter, it would be declared the ag-
gressor. It seems to me that the document
clearly provided for determining which
country was the aggressor in any dispute.

As my right honourable friend has pointed
out, the protocol affirmed the principle of
one for all and all for one. There was great
disappointment when the protocol was dis-
pensed with. In the following year Mr.
Austen Chamberlain suggested regional agree-
ments, and the Locarno Pact was brought
about and peace was established on the
Rhine. Great Britain was accepted by France
and Germany as an arbiter, and in the event
of a war it would assist the country that had
been assaulted. At the time an agreement
was made at Locarno between the Central
and the Eastern powers, but there was no
arrangement for security or arbitration. France
will support Poland in the maintenance of
the treaty in the KEast. If there were an
attack by one of the Central Powers, let us
say Germany, upon Poland or Serbia, France
would go to the defence of the attacked
country, and then there would arise a ques-
tion as to what effect, if any, the Locarno
treaty would have.

In 1928 the Briand-Kellogg Pact was signed,
providing for the renunciation of war by all
countries. Although this document undoubt-
edly had a great moral influence throughout
the world, there was nothing in it to guarantee
national security. In 1929 Mr. Ramsay Mac-
Donald did what Sir Austen Chamberlain, as
a member of the Baldwin Government, ve-
fused to do; that is, he signed the Optional
Clause, binding Great Britain to submit all
justiciable questions to the International
Court of Justice. In 1930 Mr. MacDonaid

went a step farther and signed the General
Act, which obligated Great Britain to arbi-
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trate other questions. As my right honour-
able friend stated, this was a long step for-
ward, for the great nations in declaring them-
selves ready to submit all their differences to
the International Court put themselves on a
level with the smaller and weaker countries.

Mr. MacDonald presided at the London
Conference on the Limitation of Naval Arm-
ament in 1930. At that time Great Britain
and the United States agreed on what was
practically naval parity, but Italy and
France would make no such agreement, al-
though Mr. Briand strove hard to have it
arranged that Great Britain should be the
arbiter between those two countries on the
Mediterranean. Mr. Briand pleaded that
Great Britain, on account of its influence at
Gibraltar and Malta, should agree to act as
arbiter, and he said that in such event France
would be ready to reduce its naval armaments
to a very considerable degree. Although per-
haps Mr. MacDonald was personally disposed
to accede to Mr. Briand’s suggestion, unfor-
tunately he did not believe that public
opinion in Great Britain was ripe for the
assumption of the responsibilities involved.
Mr. Briand then asked the United States to
agree to a consultation in the event of trouble
arising in the Mediterranean. There was con-
siderable opinion in the United States favour-
able to an agreement of that kind, but no
official action was taken, and therefore no
security was provided. As I have stated, Great
Britain and the United States agreed to prac-
tical parity. They felt that they would be
strong enough to protect themselves. So far
their respective navies have been for the de-
fence of their own countries and interests—
that is to say, for their own security.

Last Monday the President of the United
States, feeling perfectly safe in North Amer-
ica, offered the following advice to Europe:

President Hoover, speaking at the opening of
the sixth conference of the International
Chamber of Commerce, to-day told 1,000 leaders
of business in 35 nations that the present world
economic depression was comparable in its depth
and extent only to those which have followed
about the same distance after the former great
wars of modern history.

The President suggested as a means of reduc-
ing the tax burden of the world limitation of
armament. He pointed out the world expen-
diture on arms is now mnearly $5,000,000,000
vearly, that there are 5,500,000 men under arms
and 20,000,000 more in reserves, vast forces
exceeding those of the pre-war period.

The President said: “Reduction of this
gigantic waste of competition in military estab-
lishments is, in the ultimate, of an importance

transcendent over all other forms of economic
effort.”

How can that reduction be accomplished?
My right honourable friend expresses the hope
that in 1932, at the meeting for which diligent

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

preparation is now being made by the various
nations of Europe, we may attain a certain
reduction in armaments generally. But I would
put this question. If the land forces are to
give those countries possessing them the
same measure of safety that the United States
demand on the sea, what is the reduction
to amount to? Does it not occur to Mr.
Hoover that, although strong navies for de-
fence may satisfy “sacred egotism”—to use
the expression of a former prime minister of
Italy—they go no further. Those to whom
the Almighty has given power should use it
to help the weak. The two great navies, if
dedicated to peace, can assure peace. It is
not sufficient to say: “We are secure on the
sea; let the land powers shift for themselves,
or so reduce their armaments that they will
no longer be a menace to one another.” I
suggest that that is bad policy, even in a
material sense, because it may result in chaos,
and then the United States may have to inter-
vene as they did before. It seems to me less
costly and more humane to endeavour to
prevent such a condition.

The President of the United States says:

Reduction of this gigantic waste of competi-
tion in military establishments is, in the ulti-
mate, of an importance transcendent over all
other forms of economic effort.
It is unnecessary for me to emphasize the high
degree of economic interdependence of the na-
tions of the world. The President of the
United States has but to say the word—if the
American democracy will allow him to do so—
and this virus of which he has spoken will be
for ever removed. He admits the necessity
of co-operation. Will he not say the word that
will assure the world of peace? A mighty
responsibility rests upon the United States of
America. One word from the lips of their
President, approved by the Senate at Washing-
ton, would most certainly insure the success of
the conference of 1932. All nations are now
at work studying to ascertain the lowest level
consistent with national safety at which they
can place their armaments. One word from the
powerful country to the south of us would
enable those countries to fix their minimums
50 per cent lower than otherwise they would
be disposed to do.

Before closing I desire to make a brief
reference to the projected Austro-German
Customs Union. Germany apparently has
thought that this union with Austria would be
advantageous from an industrial or commercial
point of view. We know that Austria has a
population of 6,600,000 people, éngaged mainly
in industrial pursuits. Austria having lost a
number of its provinces which were agricul-
tural in character, more than one-quarter of
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its vast population is, I believe, in the city of
Vienna. It needs markets for its industrial pro-
ductions. The question has arisen in my mind,
why Germany has not thought of looking to-
wards Poland for such a union. Poland, with a
population of twenty-seven millions, needs
markets for its agricultural products, and,
as Germany is highly industrialized, I can
hardly imagine two countries better fitted to
exchange their wares than Germany and
Poland. Why has Germany felt it desirable to
enlarge the markets of Austria and at the
same time apparently forgotten Poland? It
seems to me that the representatives who are
shortly to meet in Geneva in connection with
the Economic Union of Europe—an ideal sug-
gested by Mr. Briand—might well consider the
advisability of Germany offering to Poland,
Hungary and Roumania, all agricultural
countries, an alliance similar to that
which she has offered to Austria. There would
be in such an offer the beginning of the
Economic Union of Europe that Mr. Briand,
representing France, is seeking. I do not know
to what extent France, Italy and other coun-
tries could adapt themselves to such a con-
dition, but I see there the possibility of the
Economic Union making some headway. Those
countries to the east are in great need of
markets for their agricultural products, while
in Central Europe there is a highly developed
area which, it seems to me, would benefit by
drawing into this Customs Union such coun-
tries as I have mentioned, to which it could
sell its wares. This would tend also to
minimize the frontiers of Europe, which in
every direction are an eyesore, and it would
perhaps create a more neighbourly spirit and
make for peace in Europe.

Hon. JOHN LEWIS: Honourable members,
I fully realize the difficulties which lie before
the League of Nations and similar move-
ments, and I recognize that we cannot expect
great results to be achieved within any very
short time; perhaps not within the lifetime of
most of us at all events. Nevertheless, T still
like to hope that these efforts will succeed, be-
cause if there is no hope for the League of
Nations, and for similar movements towards
the abolition of war, there is no hope for the
human race, and it might just as well adopt
the maxim of one of the oldest pessimists:
“Let us eat, drink, and be merry, for to-
morrow we die.”

It has been pointed out, I think by the
right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster),
that the day of local wars is practically at
an end. The world is so closely bound together
by various means of communication that every

future war must partake of the nature of the
war of 1914-18, with increasing instruments of
destruction and consequently a greater de-
struction of the human race. For my part,
if that is to be the future of the human race,
I think it would be much better that it should
be annihilated in the next war. Then, at all
events, we should have peace.

My particular purpose in rising is to men-
tion something that is, perhaps, a little apart
from the subject under discussion. It is to
say that I think we owe a very great debt
to those who bring such questions as this
before us for discussion. There has been a
great deal said recently, in the press and
elsewhere, about the Senate having nothing
to do. We all know how we were annoyed
somewhat at being called here to meet for
five minutes, only to adjourn because we had
nothing to do, and at having to wait for the
House of Commons to send us certain legisla-
tion that it was not ready to present. There
is no reason in the world why we should wait
for the House of Commons. Even if we can-
not make some arrangement with that House
whereby more legislation can be initiated in
this Chamber, the whole world is before us.
Never before was there a time when there
were so many interesting topies of discussion.
Why should we not discuss them here as they
are discussed in the other House? In that
House private members rather prize the
privilege of being able to present matters that
are not properly the subject of any govern-
ment legislation. Only the other day a mem-
ber advocated a plan for economic and
scientific research, and made a very interest-
ing speech on the subject. My honourable
friend to my right (Hon. Mr. Hughes) has
made a motion of a similar character, asking
for an inquiry into the causes of the economic
depression. All those questions are before
us, and surely we have in this House ability
enough to discuss them.

It is sometimes objected that such dis-
cussions are of little importance, because, it is
said, they are academic; but after all, if you
change the word “academic” to “educative,”’
instead of something useless you have some-
thing very useful.

I have coften thought that it is a wrong con-
ception of this Chamber to consider it as a
mere brake upon hasty legislation coming
from the other side of Parliament. Take the
familiar example of the automobile. The
most humble, though, no doubt, a very neces-
sary, function of the motorist is that of putting
on the brakes. The skill is shown in regulat-
ing the speed and direction. Why could not
we in this House have something to do with
the direction and speed of public movements,
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instead of being left to perform the humble
function wof ocecasionally putting on the
brakes? As a matter of fact, the procedure, it
seems to me, puts the cart before the horse.
It is generally supposed that deliberation
should precede action; but we find that the
action takes place in the other House and
that afterwards we are supposed to deliberate,
and that we are able to give but very little
time to that deliberation.

During a similar discussion in Great Britain
there was one newspaper—I think it was the
Westminster Gazette—that in speaking of the
functions of the House of Lords said that it
ought to be not the second Chamber, but the
first Chamber; that is to say, that its business
was to make inquiry into, and deliberate upon
and discuss public matters, and in this way to
lay the ground for legislation. That seems to
me to be a very useful object and one to
which this Chamber might very well address
itself, thus removing from our consciences the
uneasiness that we feel at spending so very
little time in discussing public affairs.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members, I rise only to make an observation
with regard to the remarks just made by the
honourable member {from Toronto (Hon. Mr.
Lewis). It is perfectly true that some of the
questions that would come before this House
would be academic in the sense that they
could not immediately be carried into legis-
lative effect by anything that we could do.
We have not the power of originating money
bills, and much legislation involves the ex-
penditure of public moneys. That limitation
on the scope of our activities gives a more or
less academic appearance to whatever we
may do.

During the time that I have been in this
House, it has on many ocecasions organized
committees which have conducted valuable
inquiries into important subjects referred to
their attention. I hope that our intellectual
curiosity or our desire to do something useful
is not less to-day than it has been in the past.
So far as I am concerned, I shall welcome any
suggestion from any quarter of the House,
or any individual member, for the appoint-
ment of a committee to deal with any subject
of present or possible usefulness in the conduct
of the public affairs of this country, always
with the understanding that under present con-
ditions there must be a limitation of the
expenditure. The expenditure for the purpose
of clerical assistance and reporting can, doubt-
less, always be arranged for.

I frequently have been disappointed to
observe that some of our members, at all
events, seemed more reluctant than I should
have expected to participate in the discussions
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of the House. They seemed rather to an-
ticipate the shortening of our daily, weekly,
and other sessions. There are in this House
many members who possess at least as much
experience as any member of the other Cham-
ber. It seems to me that we have here an
accumulation of very valuable legislative
experience which could be frequently used for
the benefit not only of Parliament, but of
Canada as a whole. Honourable members will
find that I shall always be ready to arrange
for and facilitate, as far as I can, discussions
on public matters, whether they seem to be
purely academic or of a character which can
be dealt with best by action through com-
mittees.

Hon. CAIRINE M. WILSON: Honourable
senators, in listening to the speeches that have
been made on the League of Nations, I could
not help being struck by the fact that many
phases of the League’s activities were not
mentioned. Has the League not done much
to prevent the spread of disease, to regulate
the hours of labour and otherwise te improve
working conditions, and, above all, to protect
the lives of women and children in many
lands? Is not a great deal of credit due to
the League in connection with the rehabilita-
tion of Austria and Hungary? I could mention
many other splendid achievements by the
League, had I prepared myself to speak on
the matter.

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX: Honour-
able senators, although I had not intended to
express an opinion on the merits of the sub-
ject that has been under discussion this after-
noon, I feel that I am sufficiently well in
touch with the trend of public opinion to be
in a position to give my utmost support to
the views so eloquently expressed by that
venerable statesman, the right honourable the
junior senator for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir
George E. Foster). I desire also to express
concurrence in the remarks made by that
veteran diplomat, the honourable member for
De Lorimier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand). Some-
one has suggested that a discussion like this
is purely academic. I beg to differ entirely
from that view, for I feel that there is no
more practical question before Canada and
the world to-day than the establishment of
permanent peace among all nations. How can
it be said that in discussing the best means
to ensure world peace for the future we are
discussing an academic subject? Ten million
young men, the flower of the world, were
mowed down during the Great War. Of this
number more than sixty thousand came from
Canada. They sleep abroad, in regions where
trenches were dug and fierce fighting took
place. Should we be faithful to the motives
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which impelled those young men to take up
arms in 1914 for the causes of peace, justice
and humanity, if we were now to be so un-
mindful of their sacrifice as to say, “Another
war may come, and if it does we shall deal
with it in the best way we can”? I think,
honourable senators, that we are in duty
bound to give our support to that great in-
stitution, the League of Nations. That is
why I rise, though without preparation, to
make these few remarks. I wish in my first
speech in this honourable Chamber to declare
my enlistment in favour of the League of
Nations.

As the right honourable the.junior member
for Ottawa has stated, the causes of the
present industrial crisis, the end of which un-
fortunately is not in sight, can be traced
directly to the war which raged from 1914
to 1918. How, then, can we say that it is
not our duty to do our share in attempting
to prevent a recurrence of such a war in the
future? @ My honourable friend from De
Lanaudiere (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) said a few
moments ago that all this talk about the
League of Nations was purely idealistic and
that there was nothing of much importance
in that organization. I was sorry to hear
him express such views, and I hope that he
may soon come to a better appreciation of
the League. As we heard in the historical
sketch that was given to us this afternoon
by the right honourable the junior member
for Ottawa, the establishment of the League
was one of the conditions which the Peace
Comumissioners insisted upon in their delibera-
tions at Versailles. More than a decade has
since gone by, and in my opinion it is due
to the efforts of that great institution at
Geneva that there have been in that time
no military activities more serious than some
rumblings in the Balkans and the present civil
war in China.

Honourable senators, 1 support with all my
heart the position taken by those who stand
by the League of Nations. @ What better
means can we devise for preventing wars than
those means which it advocates? The plain
people of this country, the farmers and the
industrial workers, are in favour of the League,
because they know that if there were another
war they would be seriously affected. They
know that to-day better than they ever did
before, for they are aware that, as I have
already stated, the causes of the present
crisis can be assigned directly to the late
war.

Shall it be said that those who fought and
died so valiantly for Canada and for the
cause of justice and humanity will not be

vindicated by us when we have an oppor-
tunity to support that great body which up
to the present has succeeded in stemming the
tide of war? The honourable member from
De Lanaudiere (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) said that
attempts to abolish war had been made in
China thousands of years ago. Similar at-
tempts were made by the Amphictyonic
League in Greece, by l'abbé Saint-Pierre, and
during the middle ages. But these facts show
conclusively that the best minds of humanity
from time immemorial have been engrossed
with the idea of establishing permanent peace
in the world. I am not a prophet, but I
say that if the League of Nations were
disbanded we should soon witness a revival
of jealousies and conflicts on the same scale
as they existed up to the close of the late
war.

Honourable senators, I think that the estab-
lishment of the League of Nations marked the
advent of a new era in the annals of humanity,
and that for all time to come people will
realize that war is abolished. I believe I am
expressing the opinion of the people of the
country when I say that this honourable body
can do no better than support the principles
of the League of Nations, and that we are not
wasting time in expressing our support. Both
parties in Canada have looked upon this
question, not as a party issue, but from 2
broad, humanitarian viewpoint, and the best
minds of our country, in both parties, have
keen chosen to represent our country at
Geneva. I was proud that we were repre-
sented there by such men as the right honour-
able Sir Robert Borden, the right honourable
the junior senator for Ottawa (Right Hon.
Sir George E. Foster), the honourable sénator
from Grandville (Hon. Mr. Chapais), and the
honourable leader on this side of the Chamber
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand). They spoke for
Canada and for Canadians, and in conjunc-
tion with the statesmen of the Mother
Country they represented the true sentiments
of our people.

The motion was agreed to.

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, May 7, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS IN CANADA
DISCUSSION AND INQUIRY

Hon. J. J. HUGHES rose in accordance
with the following notice:

That he will call the attention of the Senate
and the Government to the world-wide depres-
sion that now exists, and to the serious eco-
nomic conditions in Canada, and will enquire
what action, if any, the Government intend
to take to remedy these conditions.

He said: Honourable senators, presumably
the members of this House have been ap-
pointed to their positions because of their
age and because of their experience in their
various callings, and once here they are sup-
posed to be largely free from party political
bias; therefore they should be able and will-
ing to give useful service to the country in
the management of its public affairs, and in
the guidance and direction of public opinion.
Hence the Senate, as I see it, should, this
session at all events, give more than usual
consideration to any legislation designed to
improve conditions. There should be fewer
and shorter adjournments, and, in my opinion,
more seriousness in the performance of our
very responsible duties. To follow this course
need not add one hour to the length of the
session and would add very little, if anything,
to its cost. In fact, such co-operation with
the work of the ether House might conceiv-
ably shorten the sessions and reduce their
costs. And here I wish to commend very
strongly the editorial in the Montreal Gazette
of the 29th ultimo under the heading, “The
Case of the Senate.”

Before entering upon the general statements
I intend to make, I wish to refer briefly to
some of the work of the emergency session of
last year. During that session Parliament
voted the sum of $20,000,000 to relieve un-
employment, and this sum was to be spent,
and was spent, in co-operation with the prov-
inces and the municipalities. In this way some
$60,000,000 or $70,000,000 became available,
and was used under the direction of the Min-
ister of Labour, who occupies a seat in this
House. Tt was in my opinion wise legislation
and on the whole, so far as I have heard, the
money was judiciously and honestly expended.
I have heard some complaints from Nova
Scotia, but they were, I think, in regard to
the provinecial share of the work rather than
the federal. I have also heard some com-
plaints from Montreal, but they were appar-
ently of a minor character. Probably the
Minister made some mistakes: if he did not
he would be more than human. When a public
man does his duty honestly and conscientiously
as he sees it, justice, in my opinion, demands
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that his efforts be publicly recognized while he
is still living. This encourages other public
men to give the best that is in them to the
service of the country. Let us hope there will
be no need to repeat the vote for unemploy-
ment next winter. That would appear to be
something very like the beginning of the dole,
which would be most unfortunate.

I wish I could commend all the legislation
that passed at the emergency session alluded
to, but I cannot, and my reasons will appear
in my observations as I proceed. To begin
with, I doubt the wisdom of protective tariffs,
a policy to which the Government, and par-
ticularly the Prime Minister, seem to be
irrevocably committed. I know that we are
living in an age when there are practically
world-wide national protective tariffs, and
such a condition might justify us in departing
temporarily from the basis of sound economics,
just as a skilful physician may prescribe a
deadly poison, arsenic, in cases of serious ill-
ness, or a capable master mariner, caught in
a storm, may throw overboard part of his
cargo to save the remainder. But the doctor
who would preseribe arsenic as a daily food
would have few patients to operate on, and
the ship master who would order the jettison-
ing of part of his cargo every time he crossed
the ocean would not be left long in charge
of any ship; so the statesman who would ad-
vocate protection as a proper, ordinary na-
tional policy would not long retain command
of the ship of state, if as much common sense
prevailed in politics as prevails in most other
things. Unfortunately, however, national fears,
national enmities, national prejudices and na-
tional covetousness are often stronger than
national good-will and sanity. Therefore, many
men, recognizing this fact and desiring power
more than any other earthly possession, sow
the wind and allow their people to reap the
whirlwind. Protective tariffs are not first
causes; they are the symptoms of deep-seated
maladies that are centuries old, and at least
as extensive as continental Europe and
America.

The statesmen who meet at Geneva have
tremendous problems to face. They want to
abolish physical war, and they want, I think,
to abolish or at least mitigate commercial
wars, namely, protective tariffs; but the
national maladies which I have enumerated
stand in their way, and are lions in their
path. Physical wars and commercial wars
have much in common, and both are the re-
sult of international distrust, and the ques-
tion is, How can this distrust be removed?
The League of Nations has undoubtedly been
useful and has done something towards
establishing international confidence, but its
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progress has been slow, and it will inevitably
continue to be slow while the United States
of America stands aloof. The political
machinery of the European cabinets has been
kept busy for the purpose of establishing in-
ternational confidence, reducing armaments
and thus removing the dread of war. But it
must be evident that progress in this direc-
tion will be retarded by fierce international
economic aggression; for nations are reluctant
to remove political trade barriers and to be-
come dependent on one another while the
fear of physical war exists. It is a vicious
circle, and the nations so far have not been
able to find a way out. A recent writer said:

The tragedy of the present world crisis is
that as conditions grow worse, the reactionary
groups in each country seem to grow stronger.
The result is that instead of uprooting the
policies which have been largely responsible for

the world’s undoing, we are giving them a new
lease of life.

The enactment of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff
in June, 1930, dealt a severe blow to inter-
national trade and good-will, and, in the
opinion of many observers, several of them
Americans, was a great injury to the United
States. The United States has not varied to
the extent of a dollar the debt agreement
made with Great Britain in 1923, and with
the other Allied countries later, while the
Allied nations have reduced by more than
two-thirds their demands made upon Ger-
many in 1921. The United States insists by
her legislation upon the reparation payments
being made largely in gold, which she piles
up in her vaults, and thus, so far as she is
concerned, the gold might as well have re-
mained in the earth from which it was taken.
She impoverishes her debtors who might be
her customers, and enriches not herself. Some
day or other this gold, if it is ever to be of
any value, will have to be taken out of the
vaults where it is stored, and exchanged with
other nations for goods; so the exchange
might as well have been made in the first
instance. The United States, in the opinion
of many of her own citizens, is pursuing a
suicidal policy, but while the majority of
her own people think differently other nations
can do nothing about it.

There are said to be some twelve or fifteen
millions unemployed in America and Europe
outside of Russia, and that means thirty or
forty, or perhaps fifty, millions at or near the
borders of destitution. It is a serious and

threatening problem, and God knows it was
not caused by the absence of protective tariffs.
I have mentioned what I believe to be some
of the causes, but there may be other causes
lying deeper still.

Now, I do not think I am a sentimentalist
or a dreamer, and I am not going to try to

preach a sermon—though I do not know why
a layman in my position should apologize if
he did try. I believe in the divinity of Jesus,
and all that it implies, as firmly as I believe
in my own existence or in that of the Parlia-
ment of Canada. I therefore belicve in the
practicability and the imperishability of His
doctrine and teaching. Christianity may be
temporarily destroyed in Russia and in some
other countries, and may be grievously wound-
ed in many so-called Christian countries, but
it. will not perish from the earth. The boat
in which our Saviour took passage to cross
the sea of Galilee was nearly overwhelmed
by the waves. He spoke, and a great calm
followed the storm; the winds and the sea
obeyed Him. The principles of Christian
conduct, particularly social Christian conduct,
are summed up in the Sermon on the Mount.
But the nations of the world, particalarly the
prosperous business nations, say that these
principles are impracticable, and this idea
has largely prevailed during the last four or
five hundred years. Such a saying in the
mouths of those who believe in the divinity of
Jesus would be blasphemy, and in the mouths
of those non-Christians who aver that Jesus
was not divine, but only the greatest prophet.
teacher and moralist that ever lived, it would
be most illogical. No great ruler cr man of
wide experience, so far as I know, says that
Moses was a dreamer and an unpractical law
giver, and surely Jesus was much greater than
Moses. The primary need of the world at
the present time is the application, in business
as well as in society, of the principles of
Christianity. It is true there is a great deai
of almsgiving in the world to-day, but alms-
giving may be only a small part of Christian
conduct, or may be no part at ail. It is also
true that there are worthy rich people in the
world who covet not riches, and make no
display of their wealth; they recognize they
are God’s stewards upon this earth. It will
be well for such people in the day of Judg-
ment. The conduct of the business world in
general; the cut-throat competition and ruth-
less pushing aside of the weak; the desire of
many rulers and strong men to pile millions
upon millions by devious means or by the
exploitation of natural resources and neces-
sities of the people in their respective countries,
could not fail to call down God’s wrath upon
the nations. His justice must condemn such
methods, for His providence must have intend-
ed these resources to be the patrimony of all
his children.

I have referred to the millions of unemployed
and to the tens of millions of destitute
men, women and children in the world to-day.
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The tragedy is all the greater because the
situation has resulted not from scarcity, but
from abundance. It is said thal -one man
attending a machine can now prod:ce as much
in a day as thirty or forty men could produce
fifty or one hundred years ago. This mechan-
ization, instead of giving every one more
time for rest and the cultivation of the
higher things of life, produces millions of
paupers on one side and thousands of mil-
lionaires on the other. Greek mythology
tells us that Tantalus, King of Sipylus, was
chained in a lake of clear, sparkling water
which reached to his chin. He was dying of
thirst, but every time he bent his head to
drink, the water receded from his lips. His
plight was supposed to represent the very acme
of human suffering. Was it different from
what the destitute are suffering to-day? Will
it be written of the twentieth century that
the rise of the machine was the fall of man?
If it can be so written, and if the present
world situation cannot be changed, then our
civilization has broken down, and London,
Berlin, Vienna, Rome, Paris, Washington, New
York, Chicago, Montreal, Ottawa, Toronto,
will go the way of Nineveh and Tyre.

An American writer says that before the
war he was sent by his parents to finish his
studies in the universities of Germany. He
says that the ruling classes and the so-called
intellectual classes of that country had prac-
tically given up Christianity, that they even
regarded it as a subject scarcely worthy of
debate; and in his opinion morc ihan half
the ordinary people were of the same way
of thinking. Their god was Mars. Him they
worshipped and in him they had all con-
fidence. They had no place for the lowly
Nazarene or His teaching. We know the
result. God is very patient, but He will not
be mocked forever; and even in our day His
word has been fulfilled. “All that take the
sword shall perish with the sword.” If reports
speak truly, there are in North America many
schools and universities which are nurseries of
atheism, where God is not allowed to enter.
Can we expect that if we follow Germany’s
example in this regard we shall escape punish-
ment? The German people bave many
virtues. They are very thorough and very
industrious, and they have done, and will con-
tinue to do, their share of the world’s work.
Perhaps the nation will be purified by the
ordeal through which it has passed.

In the eighteenth century many of the
rulers and many of the mobility of France
were given to sensual pleasures and commit-
ted great excesses, and the common people
groaned under much oppression. A revolution
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ensued. The soil of France was reddened with
human blood. Christianity was officially
abolished for a while. But a better and purer
France emerged from the ordeal.

iGreat Britain, our own motherland, has had
her faults. She also is human. For long years
we sang “Britannia rules the waves.” It was
a proud boast, and we seemed to care very
little how other nations might fcel about it.
Perhaps we did not realize that great riches
and great power are very dangerous posses-
sions if not wisely used. On the whole, how-
ever, Great Britain has been a gcod example
to the world in many things. She is now
passing through an ordeal that will test the
national character as it never was tested be-
fore, and the next few years, perhaps the
present year, will be freighted with the con-
sideration of the most momentous questions
we have ever had to decide. Let us hope
that in the future, as in the past, no Britisher
will ever feel ashamed of the mother that bore
him.

Perhaps a glance at that incomprehensible
country called Russia might not be out of
place. We see going on in that country, be-
fore our eyes, the most drastic experiments
mankind has ever witnessed. The governing
authorities have ruthlessly suppressed private
capital in favour of a system of state pro-
duction and distribution which virtually
covers all commodities. Under its five-year
plan the Soviet Government, according to its
friends, is attempting to raise the standard of
living of Russia’s millions by gradually con-
verting the country from an agricultural to
an industrial one, and in place of the ever
recurring unemployment, the maladministra-
tion and the maldistribution of other years,
substituting an orderly method of production
based upon social needs. On the other hand,
according to its enemies the Soviet Govern-
ment is inflicting upon millions of its coun-
trymen horrors in excess of anything ever
suffered by the people of any other country
since the dawn of history. These statements
are probably exaggerated, and if we did not
know of the terrible conditions that prevailed
in Russia under the old order of things, our
condemnation of Soviet rule would be greater.
We know, however, that under the Czars offi-
cial life was corrupt to the last degree, that
the vices and the immoralities of what were
called the higher classes had so benumbed
the public conscience that the situation in
Russia had become almost hopeless. The com-
mon people had no political liberty, and
groaned under their burdens, and the Church
either condoned these terrible wrongs or was
powerless to combat them. But can a state
church, where the head of the state is also
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head of the church, ever take a decided stand
against official immorality and cfficial cor-
ruption? To expect that it can and will, is
to expect nearly the impossible. The terrible
plight of Russia cannot last for ever. God
still reigns, and in His infinite mercy He may
have already heard the cries of that oppressed,
long-suffering, docile people, and the dawn of
a brighter day may soon break over that un-
happy land. At least than can be our prayer.

Man’s inhumanity to man

Makes countless millions mourn!

I now come to our own country, Canada,
where economic conditions are far from what
we should like them to be, though, compar-
atively speaking, we have much to be thank-
ful for. A few figures will probably suffice.
In one year our trade has fallen off by some
six or seven hundred millions, the national
revenue is down by some eighty or one hun-
dred millions, the gross earnings of our na-
tional railways are smaller by some forty or
fifty millions, and the gross earnings of the
C.PR. by tens of millions. These are
staggering figures and call for the most serious
consideration. They mean heavy additional
taxation, and large increases in the public
debt, and necessitate the strictest economy
in every department of the public service.

At the beginning of the present session the
Government told us that the worst was over,
that we were on the up grade, that there was
“marked improvement in the domestic situa-
tion because of the tariff legislation of last
year.” But where shall we find the proof of
all this? Surely not in the large reductions
in the prices of lumber, fish and all agricul-
tural products—in fact all basic products.
Pious hopes and wishes are good things in
themselves, but not very tangible assets, and
if the majority of our people ever came to
believe that the tariff legislation of last year
and the proposed tariff legislation of this year
would produce permanent improvement, it
would be, I think, our greatest misfortune.
I am quite willing to admit that it is pos-
sible to stimulate temporarily any secondary
industry, or even a group of secondary indus-
tries, at the expense of the primary industries,
but will such stimulation be to the permanent
advantage of even the secondary industries
themselves? Last fall or early last winter
The Montreal Star, perhaps with the knowl-
edge of the Government, carried a series of
articles written by Mr. Norman MeclLeod,
which were subsequently published in pam-
phlet form. On page 20 of the pamphlet Mr.
McLeod tells us that he had met a French
Canadian, an expert weaver, who had lived
for twelve years in New England, but had
to return last year to the land of his birth
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because he could obtain no employment in
the land of his adoption. In other words,
protection had failed to provide employment
for tradesmen and craftsmen in the United
States—the very thing we are told it will do
in Canada. For years we have been told that
protection was accomplishing wonders in the
republic to the south; that that country owed
its undoubted prosperity to its fiscal legisla-
tion, which all other nations should copy. If
there is in the world a country where protec-
tion might work, it is the United States of
America, and for reasons that must be obvious
to every intelligent person. Now we are told
by its advocate that it has failed there, but
that it will not fail here; that while Uncle
Sam’s constitution has broken down and he
has become an old man before his time, not-
withstanding all his natural advantages, yet
the same medicine that he has been taking
will give Johnny Canuck a rcbusé constitu-
tion that will last him for ever. The faith
of some people in the gullibility of the public
is marvellous.

On page 19 Mr. McLeod gives a supposed
quotation from Abraham Lincoln. Here it is:

I know very little about the tariff, but this
I do know: that if we buy rails from Europe
then Europe has our money; but if we buy
rails in the United States, then we have the
rails and we have the money too.

And Mr. McLeod adds, “Never has the case
for protection been better stated.”

To begin with, this statement that has
been attributed to Lincoln is hoary with age
and infirmity, and I am sure Lincoln never
made it, because it would not take an Abra-
ham Lincoln to detect its fallacy. If the
United States can make better and cheaper
rails than any other country, or than most
other countries, then it should certainly make
rails and exchange them for something that
it needs and that some other country can
make or produce better and more cheaply
than can the United States. By such an ex-
change both countries would be benefited
and international trade promoted. On the
other hand, if the United States could not
make rails to advantage, it would be a wasted
national effort for that country to try te
make them. If the principle of protection be
scund, international trade is wrong, and should
be internationally outlawed. If the principle
of protection cannot be supported by some-
thing better than the alleged statement of
Abraham Lincoln, which Mr. MecLeod pro-
nounced to be perfect, then nothing can be
said in its favour. The Star publishes Mr.
McLeod’s pamphlet with a strong recom-
mendation; therefore the Star is as innocent
or as subtle as the author, and both, I think,
underestimate the intelligence of their readers

REVISED EDITION
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There seems to be a widespread fallacy
that to exchange goods for money—say gold
—is far better than to exchange them for
other goods, such as food, clothing, imple-
ments of production and works of art. The
United States provides an outstanding illus-
tration of this fallacy. Trade is essentially
barter, and all trade is a good thing; it
blesses him who buys and him who sells.
Some people are terribly afraid of imports
and of a balance of trade, as they call it,
against them. But the fact is that the larger
the so-called adverse balance of trade, the
better, provided the imports are paid for
by the exports. This could be proved by
concrete examples, if necessary. When nations
go to war they instinctively feel that external
trade is vital to everyone; hence they block-
ade each other’s ports and are even more
anxious to prevent each other from importing
than exporting. Does it not seem strange
that in time of peace enlightened nations,
governed by wise, patriotic statesmen, should
to some extent by legislation do to them-
selves what enemy nations try to do to them
in time of war?

We were told that the Prime Minister had
in mind the passing of legislation authoriz-
ing and requiring insurance companies and
banks to use such part of their funds or re-
serves as might be deemed necessary in the
purchase of 4 per cent Canadian consols,
which would be used to redeem the tax-free
and other high interest bearing bonds as
they matured. This would seem to be a
thoughtful, comprehensive plan to reduce by
millions the large interest obligations which
the Government must provide for every year,
and would probably be desirable legislation if
kept within the limits of the present national
debt. We are told now that this idea has
been dropped and that the Government will
issue 44 per cent interest bearing bonds to
meet our outstanding obligations. This will
be just ordinary financing and will save
something. But in addition to all that can be
saved in this way, as I see it, there is need
for retrenchment and economy in every de-
partment of our public and private affairs.

Some time ago the newspapers reported
that the Prime Minister had issued an order
to the effect that in future cabinet ministers
would not be supplied with private cars; and
the public approved. Lately the newspapers
announced that no such order had been
issued. I am sorry. We now find that the
cabinet ministers will receive an annual in-
crease of $2,000 each for the purpose of pro-
viding their own cars. Perhaps this is in the
line of economy, but I think the times called
for something better. Some time ago it was

Hon. Mr. HUGHES.

announced that the Government was think-
ing of reducing the salaries of the Civil Ser-
vice employees. I think such reduction will
have to come, but we sshould not begin with
the Civil Service only. We should begin with
everybody who is receiving, directly or in-
directly, any pay from the federal treasury.
This would include the Governor-General, or
at all events his office, the Lieutenant-Gov-
ernors, the judges, the members of Parlia-
ment, every member of the Civil Service,
also the president and every employee of the
National Railways. Many railway men are
receiving higher salaries and wages than they
could earn in any other occupation; they are
being paid more than the traffic will bear and
more than Canada can afford to pay. In
addition, the pass privileges should be re-
duced; and the franking privileges, whereby
large quantities of merchandise are carried
free on the railways, particularly for the
higher officials and their friends, should be
abolished or greatly reduced. It is remark-
able how fast class privileges and family
compacts grow. Furthermore, the income tax
legislation should provide for the contribu-
tion by every wealthy man in Canada of his
full share towards the public needs; and in
this connection I should like to see the tax-
free bonds issued during the war and still
outstanding, made subject to taxation.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The Government
should not break a contract.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Such bonds should
never have been issued. I may have more
to say on this matter some other time. These
reductions should work no injury to families
with fixed incomes, because the lowered costs
of food stuffs should enable such families to
purchase as many of the necessaries of life
then as they could purchase formerly. But
in any event, an approximate equalization
of the standard of living for all who are
willing to work will have to come. The fami-
lies engaged in the basic industries are
obliged to accept low standards of living;
and, depend upon it, honourable senators, if
this country is to endure, the masses, who
produce their share of the wealth, will not,
and should not, accept a much lower stand-
ard of living than the classes. We cannot,
in my opinion, have submerged masses and
privileged classes on the North American
continent. We cannot have men and women
and little children hungry and cold in the
midst of abundance and great wealth.

At the close of the war, I believe, the
United States of America received a call to
leadership among the nations. It heeded
not the call; it deliberately turned its face
to the wall. President Wilson may have made
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great mistakes. Who does not? To err is
human. If he made mistakes he paid the
penalty; he went down to a premature grave
with a broken heart. TLet us hope that in the
near future his country will take a different
view of its world-wide responsibilities.

There will be a convention of the nations
composing the British Commonwealth of
Nations in Ottawa next summer. If this
Empire is found worthy, will it receive a call
to leadership? If it does, we must not for-
get that leadership means pain and sacrifice,—
sacrifice for others. It has always been thus.
“He who will come after Me let him take
up his cross and follow Me” perhaps applies
to nations as well as to individuals; but this
sacrifice means great reward in the end.

Our Empire is unique in the history of the
world. We must, I think, draw closer to-
gether or fall apart. Meticulous bargaining or
fear that we may be over-reached by one of
the family will not achieve desirable results.
There must be mutual confidence and our
motto must be: each for all and all for each.
Above and beyond everything else, Canadians
must be united among themselves. We, the
British people, own and occupy a fourth or a
sixth of the earth’s surface. Perhaps we have
too much territory. At all events we have
enough. The seas that separate us really
bring us closer together, because transporta-
tion by water is much cheaper than by land.
We produce or grow all the necesaries and
many of the luxuries of life, many of them
in abundance. If under these circumstances
we cannot live and prosper, no matter what
other nations may do in the way of trade, the
breed must be dying. But we cannot allow
such a thought as that to rest in our minds
for a moment. It should be made clear to
all the rest of the world that our coming
closer together menaces no one; that we look
upon all mankind as our brothers, if they will
allow us so to regard them, and that we are
willing to prove our words by our deeds in
every practicable manner.

Canada is the largest, the wealthiest in
natural resources, and the most populous of
all the Dominions. The Economic Con-
ference, as I have said, will be held in Ottawa.
Apparently the call has come to Canadians to
take the lead, and leadership, I repeat, means
a willingness to sacrifice. We would, I feel
sure, be ready to die for the motherland and
for every other part of the Empire in case of
need: then let us show that we are willing to
live for the motherland and for every other
part of the Empire, and there need be no
fear of the results. If the call has come to
us; it is intended not for Conservatives nor
Liberals alone, but for Canadians. The
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Prime Minster should therefore extend a
whole-hearted invitation to the right honour-
able the Leader of the Opposition to attend,
and the Leader of the Opposition should
accept the invitation in the same whole-hearted
manner.

May God direct us and strengthen us and
abide wth us!

Hon. W. A. BUCHANAN: Honourable
senators, when one comes to discuss a ques-
tion of such importance as the existing econom-
ic situation, I suppose the tendency is
to confine one’s thoughts and remarks to
conditions as they are in one’s own part of the
country. If I were to be asked to express in
one word the key to the solution of our
present problem, and if I were to think only
of Canada as that part west of the Great
Lakes, the word I would use would be
“wheat.” I have a strong feeling that if the
prices of wheat and other farm products could
be brought nearer to their former levels our
general economic problem in Canada would
be solved. If 1 may discuss that problem
from the Western viewpoint, I may be able,
as a business man who is in contact with
agricultural conditions in the West, to bring
some new light to bear on the subject.

For some months back we have been offered
a variety of proposals for relieving the de-
pression, but I feel that insufficient considera-
tion has been given to some of the suggested
remedies. In the first place, Western Canada
will always be a great wheat-maising country,
if for no other reason than that the greater
part of the agricultural areas there are suited
only for the raising of high-class wheat. Mixed
farming is not practicable in many sections of
the Western Provinces. In the Canadian
Pacific Railway’s division in the southern part
of Alberta there is enough wheat raised in an
average year to supply all the requirements
of the whole Dominion; that is, not only
sufficient to feed all our people, but also to
furnish the seed required by our farmers.
But I would not for one moment attempt to
discourage mixed farming in the West.

One of the weaknesses of Western agriculture
has been that the Western farmers have not
depended upon their own produce for susten-
ance to the extent that they should have;
they have not raised sufficient live stock to
provide the milk, butter and meat required
by themselves and their families. Had there
been more mixed farming out there, the dis-
tress would not have been as great as it
now is.

Let me speak of the difficulty of carrying on
mixed farming in some sections of the West.
That reminds me of a story that I heard in
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the last few weeks. In one pant of the Prov-
ince of Saskatchewan a traveller met a farmer
hauling four or five barrels of water. The
traveller inquired from what distance the
water had to be brought, and the farmer said
that he got it from the river, which was four
or five miles away from his farm. So the
traveller said, “Why don't you sink a well on
your farm?” The farmer replied, “Then I
should have to go even farther to get water.”
The same thing could be truthfully said by
farmers in many sections of Western Canada.

But if we go into mixed farming in the
West to a greater degree than in the past, we
must be careful not to over-produce. Not
long ago a statement was published by the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics to the effect
that Western Canada even now has a greater
per farm production of live stock, butter and
eggs than the other parts of Canada have.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BUCHANAN : Of course, we must
keep in mind the large area of some of the
Western farms. Nevertheless, that statement
proves mixed farming has not been neglected
out there. But what is going to happen if
we go into the business on a larger scale?
As has been stated a number of times in this
Chamber, the danger is that our production
in certain lines might exceed our possible con-
sumption and then we should be faced with
the problem of finding markets elsewhere.
If we are to produce more butter, as an
instance, then I feel that we should see to it
that our butter is of the highest grade, so
that if we have a surplus we shall have a
better chance to dispose of it abroad. If we
decide to raise more hogs, then we should be
equally insistent on high quality, so that our
excess bacon would be able to compete with
that of other countries on the British and
European markets. In a conversation I had
a few days ago with the honourable senator
from High River (Hon. Mr. Riley) he said
that we might obtain a market for our surplus
beef in Great Britain, but unless we were
able to keep up a steady supply of the best
quality, we could not hold that market. It
is well to consider in what direction we are
headed. It seems to me it would be a very
undesirable thing to bring about an increase
in products of a type of which we could not
digpose. If mixed farming were to be en-
‘gaged in seriously by 75 per cent of the
farmers of Western Canada, we should soon
have large quantities of surplus produce that
‘would have to be disposed of on outside
markets. My idea is that we should encourage
the raising of live stock for the purpose, first

Hon. Mr. BUCHANAN.

of all, of enabling the farmers to sustain them-
selves. If the business is gone into more ex-
tensively than this, then we must insist on
high standards of quality so that we may be
able to compete successfully with the pro-
ducers of other countries.

As I said at the outset, I think that Canada
will always be a great wheat-producing coun~
try, and therefore it is important that we
should do everything in our power to bring
about a: higher price for wheat. If we could
get an additional 25 or 30 cents per bushel
right now, there would be a great improve-
ment in conditions throughout the length and
breadth of Canada. We have said, those of us
who come from Western Canada—and I am
more convinced of it to-day than ever before
-—that the prosperity of the whole of Canada
depends upon' the purchasing power of West-
ern Canada. Our industries in Eastern Can-
ada have extended during the past twenty-
five years. Why has this been so? It is
because of the growth of Western Canada and
the creation of great wealth there. If
that wealth disappears, as it has been dis-
appearing, and does not come back during
this year, then I say that conditions in Can-
ada as a whole are going to be far more
serious than they were a year ago, and par-
ticularly during last winter. There must be a
revival of the purchasing power of those
millions of people who have been producing
<o much wealth during past years if industry
is going to be able to dispose of its products
and employ the labour which is so anxiously
seeking employment at the present time.

I live in a section of Western Canada where
the only irrigation areas in <Canada
outside of British Columbia are located. The
tendency in those areas has been to raise the
very same products as are raised by the
farmers who are located on non-irrigated land,
and I should like to offer here to-day the sug-
gestion that those large acreages should be
changed from the production of wheat and
other grains to the production of some of the
things that Western Canada generally does
not raise. We have opened up in those irri-
gated areas within recent years a sugar beet
industry, and if we can supply the require-
ments of the three Prairie Provinces alone, it
will be possible to have from six to eight sugar
beet factories in Western Canada. Not only
would there be produced on irrigated land
something that would replace the wheat and
barley and oats, but there would be employ-
ment for far more labour than it is possible
to employ at the present time. Then we have
great possibilities in connection with the
canning industry. I am speaking of the possi-
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bilities of the irrigated land. We can raise there
nearly every kind of vegetable. But no en-
couragement is given to the raising of vegeta-
bles, and there are no canneries of any
account in the Prairie Provinces at the present
time. I feel that the Eastern Canada canning
industries should encourage that development
in order that the farmers of Western Canada
might enter another avenue of agriculture and
produce some of Western Canada’s require-
ments in canned goods, and in order also to
create a market for the labour that we have
at the present time and always have had in
that part of the country.

Then again, we are giving assistance through
the tariff to the woollen industry, but we are
not encouraging the woollen industry so far as
the raw material is concerned. There is no
reason why in large sections of Alberta and
Saskatchewan there should not be considerable
expansion in sheep raising. We have the very
best lands that can be found for grazing sheep.
There are lands there that are suited only
for grazing sheep. They are not suitable for
agriculture, and probably not suitable for
other classes of live stock. But there is no
incentive for a man to go into the raising of
sheep unless he is assured of a market for his
wool, and his lamb and mutton.

I feel that in looking towards a solution of
some of the agricultural problems of West-
ern Canada we should think of the possibility
of developing agriculture in certain sections
along lines that will take land out of wheat
and put it into some other products, like those
I have mentioned, that are required by the
people of Western Canada. I feel that if we
are going to encourage the development of
industries on the Western Prairies we must
encourage the people there who are raising
the raw materials suitable for those industries.
If they are going into the production of sugar
beets, there must be sugar beet factories to
consume their products; if they are going to
engage in the growing of vegetables, they
must have canning factories; if they are go-
ing into sheep raising, they must be assured
that woollen mills will be established in West-
ern Canada, or that the mills now operating
in Eastern Canada will take their product.

These are among the ideas that I have, after
studying the problem close at hand in my own
section, towards helping agriculture, apart from
the general extension of mixed farming, which
is possible in certain favourable areas. It so
happens that industries throughout the coun-
try are depressed. The industries in British
Columbia, bordering the Prairie Provinces, are
all depressed. They would not be depressed
if the farmers of the Prairies possessed buying

power. I have in mind the lumber industry,
which would benefit from a development of
the kind I have suggested. There is one in-
dustry in British Columbia and on the
Prairies, however, that is in a worse position
to-day, I think, than it has ever been in

before, and the outlook of which, I think, is

of the darkest. I speak of the coal mining
industry. The outlook of this industry in the
Prairie Provinces is just as dark as it appears
to be in the extreme east of Canada. This
is not due wholly to the present economic de-
pression; it is due partly to the fact that other
fuels have been made available to the people
of Western Canada, and partly to the extreme
mildness of the past winter. I think it is
safe to say that the miners in the coal fields
of Alberta, at any rate, did not have more
than two days’ employment a week, on the
average, during the past winter, though the
winter is the period when coal is usually in
demand. The development of the natural
gas industry was probably responsible to a
greater extent than the mildness of the minter.
The first coal mines in Western Canada were
developed by the late Sir Alexander Galt in
the city in which I live; in fact, the city was
created because of the coal mines. There are
to-day at the door of the city three or four
coal mines that are able to produce probably
10,000 tons of coal a day, and I venture to
say that 75 per cent of the fuel used in the
city is natural gas. That is simply an illus-
tration of what is happening throughout the
whole of Alberta, where there is so much
natural gas—such a great waste of natural gas.
Unless some solution can be found for our
coal problem, the coal mines of Western Can-
ada are more or less likely to go out of exist-
ence. Unless someone can find a means of
marketing that coal economically in those
parts of Canada where coal is not produced,
the coal markets of the West will be limited
largely to the rural sections of the provinces
in which they are located, because the larger
centres will be using natural gas almost ex-
clusively in the next few years.

Now, I have finished with the observations
that I desired to make at this time. I rose,
as I have said, simply to give to this honour-
able body my view of the situation as it exists
in Western Canada, and to offer in my humble
way a solution for some of our problems.
While the depression is very severe in cer-
tain sections of Western Canada, I feel that
the situation is in many respects as bad in
Fastern Canada as in the West. The existing
depression, Dominion-wide and world-wide
as it is, is proving that each section of Canada
is dependent upon every other section, and
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that it is only by a policy that aims at
unity and national development that we can
ever solve our difficulties. Wi have to look
at things in a national rather than a sectional
way. I feel—and I want to emphasize this—
that the industries of Eastern Canada cannot
thrive until the purchasing power of the
farmers of Western Canada returns. We must
get down to rock bottom and try to solve
the agricultural problems of the country, and
then, I believe, our industrial and other
problems will be solved.

BANKRUPTCY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BUREAU moved the second
reading of Bill B, an Act to amend the
Bankruptey Act as respects locality of a
debtor.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Explain.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: This Bill was passed
by the Senate in the session of 1929, but too
late to receive consideration in the House of
Commons. It affects only the Province of
Quebec.

Under the Bankruptey Act as it relates ta
the Province of Quebec, the word “court” has
been interpreted by the Superior Court and
the Court of Appeals of that province, and
by the Supreme Court of Canada, as being the
court named, no matter where it may be
sitting, and as the Act now stands a man who
carries on business in the county of Gaspé,
should he become insolvent, could be com-
pelled to come to Hull to meet a petition for
insolvency filed there by a single creditor,
even though all the other creditors were in
the county of Gaspé. The cbject of the Act,
I think, was to prevent an insolvent in one
province from being haled to another provinece,
and the word “court” meant a court having
jurisdiction throughout a province. In Quebec
our Code of Civil Procedure divides the
province into twenty-five or twenty-six judi-
cial districts—I am not sure which number--
and determines where actionsshall be initiated,
but the federal statute defines what courts
shall take cognizance of insolvency -cases,
and we have no right to restrict that statute
by provincial enactments or regulations.

The object of this Bill is to prevent con-
fusion and expense. Lawyers in the Province
of Quebec have been accustomed to initiate
proceedings in the particular district where
the Code says they shall be initiated. Under
the amendment the word “court” would be
restricted to mean the court in the judicial
district wherein the debtor resides or carries

Hon. Mr. BUCHANAN.

on his business, or, in the words of the Bill
itself, “the court of the locality of the debtor.”

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : The difficulty
with the Act as it now stands had been called
to my attention before. This amendment, I
faney, will clarify the situation. Another ad-
vantage to be gained by making the proposed
amendment is that it will lessen the cost of
the administration of bankrupt estates.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: That is the object.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: May I ask my
honourable friend whether the Bill is printed?

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: The Bill is printed
and distributed.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN:
file.

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

It is not on my

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE
On motion of Hon. Mr. Bureau, the Senate
went into Committee on the Bill.
Hon. Mr. Beaubien in the Chair.

On section 1—locality of a debtor:

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: Honourable sena-
tors, I move that the proposed new clause
be altered by striking out the word “Revised”

and all the words after “Statutes of the
Province of Quebec.” The clause would then
read :

In the Province of Quebec, the judicial dis-
trict wherein the debtor carries on his busi-
ness, as- defined by the Statutes of the Prov-
ince of Quebec.

The améndment and the section as amended
were agreed to.

On section 2—bankruptey petition:

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: My honourable friend
to my right (Hon. Sir Allen Aylesworth) has
suggested that the proposed new subsection
shiould be put into a little better English, and
I agree with him. I therefore move that the
word “of” in the third line be stricken out
and that the words “having jurisdiction over”
be substituted, so that the subsection would
read:

Subject to the conditions hereinafter speci-
fied, if a debtor commits an act of bankruptey
a creditor may present, to the court having
jurisdiction over the locality of the debtor,
a bankruptey petition.

The amendment and the section as amended
were agreed to.

The preamble and the title were agreed to.
The Bill was reported, as amended.
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THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. BUREAU moved the third read-
ing of the Bill.

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

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the
second reading of Bill 5, an Act to amend the
Canadian National Railways Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the explana-
tory notes attached to the Bill clearly indi-
cate the principal purpose of the proposed
amendment, which is simply to permit an in-
crease in the number of directors of the Cana-
dian National Railway Company from fifteen
to seventeen. At the present time all prov-
inces of Canada with the exception of Sas-
katchewan and Alberta are represented by
directors on the board, and it was thought
that in fairness to these two provinces they
also should be represented. They are by
no means unimportant shippers, as was
suggested this afternoon by the honourable
gentleman from Lethbridge (Hon. Mr.
Buchanan). The railways are vitally affected
by any abnormal fluctuation in the quantity
of freight traffic originating in the Prairie
Provinces, and this has been well illustrated
recently by the tremendous decrease in freight
revenues because of the comparatively small
shipments of wheat.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I should like to ask a twofold question. What
are those directors supposed to do, and to
whom are they responsible? At the present
time there are fifteen directors and, if the
Bill passes, that number will be increased
to seventeen. Some day or other a motion
" may be made here or in another place that
every county in Canada through which this
railway and its branches run should be repre-
sented by a director on the board.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Well, if such
a Bill were passed it would fill a want long
felt by many persons. The directors, other
than those who are appointed ex officio under
the Act, are the nominees of the Government
and may be called upon by the Govern-
ment for an accounting at amy time. Of
course, they act in a corporate capacity, and
an annual report of their labours is made to
Parliament. Either House of Parliament

surely has the right to demand from those
directors information concerning this great
railway, which is owned by the people of
Canada. In another place there is a commit-
tee for the purpose of dealing with the
national railway.

It is true that committee

usually sits in camera, but that is at the dis-
cretion of members of Parliament. It must
be within the competence of Parliament to
impose upon this corporation of its own
creation any supervisory methods it may
deem necessary.

As to the work which the directors do, I
presume that is similar to what is done by
the board of any company. Every matter
that is germane to the operation of the rail-
way would certainly come within the purview
of the board at its meetings. The railway is
a very large corporation indeed, and affects
the life of this country in very many ways.
The board exists for the purpose of receiving
reports from officials and passing such rules
and regulations as it may deem to be in the
interests of the railway and the country at
large.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Directors of a bank or of a business corpora-
tion meet at more or less regular periods and
decide upon the policies and commitments of
the corporation. Now, has this board of
directors an equal right to say what expendi-
tures shall be made? We have been conning
the answers given to a series of questions in
another place and we are faced with figures
which, to say the least, are mildly astonish-
ing. Can the honourable gentleman tell us
whether the directors are responsible for these
new commitments, the advisability of some
of which is problematical, in my opinion, or
can such commitments be made irrespective
of the sentiments of the directorate?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : They constitute
a corporation, and it seems to me that as
long as a man functions on that directorate
he assumes personal responsibility for the
results of the board’s deliberations. If he
does not want to have that responsibility he
should get off the board.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: Or

never be put on.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes, or never
be put on. But if a man is there he cannot
divest himself of the responsibility to account
for his individual share in the board’s actions,
unless he shows in some public way that he
refuses to concur in such actions.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: My honourable friend
would not expect a director to resign?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I do not expect
that a director will resign, but if there is one
who is not willing to assume the responsibility
he should resign.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: But they never do re-
sign,
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Hon. Mr. LAIRD: We have never heard
of it.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: We
have not had notice of any resignations to
date,

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No; they are
willing to serve to the end, I believe. But
so long as we have this body functioning as
I have outlined, this Bill would affect the
people only by increasing the directorate to
seventeen and providing that each of the new
directors, of course, should be paid $2,000 a
year, The Bill will not increase or diminish
the responsibility of the board, but will simply
give representation to two provinces that here-
tofore have been unrepresented. If a director
is worthy of appointment at all, his attend-
ances at the board are worth $2,000 a year. It
may be that the ablest people in the country
are net appointed to the board, but it cannot
be said that this is the first public body which
has not been able to secure the services of
the best brains in the Dominion. Certainly
the men appointed from those two provinces
ought to have some opinions as to how the
road should be operated as far as those prov-
inces are concerned. For instance, the ex-
tension of railway lines in the various provinces
is a subject that comes to the attention of
Parliament by way of recommendation from
the board. I know there is a latent sentiment
in the West that at times, perhaps, some
other parts of Canada have a greater voice
in regard to the actions of the board than
have the provinces of Alberta and Saskatche-
wan, which are not represented. Wisely or
unwisely,” a policy of construction has char-
acterized the history of this great railway since
the Government took it over, and many ex-
tensions have been built. The propriety of
extensions should be, to some extent at any
rate, within the knowledge of the member
appointed from the province in which the

extensions are to take place, and I think it

would give the people of Alberta and Saskat-
chewan a certain feeling of satisfaction to
know that they were represented on the board
by someone who was able to throw light on
the subject when the board met in another
part of Canada. In that way I think the
value ‘of the board will be enhanced by the
two appointments.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
do not wish to be understood as objecting to
the addition of so small a number of members
to the board at the salaries mentioned, but
it has been borne in upon me very strongly
that there is a lack of co-ordination, or a
lack of Government supervision in certain

Hon. Mr. GILLIS.

matters, and that frequently the first news
that we receive in regard to enormous ex-
penditures upon projects not strictly germane
to the construction or operation of lines of
railway comes to us only after the expendi-
tures have been authorized and made. I
think this matter is under careful consider-
ation at the present time, and I hope that
as a result there will be, before expenditures
are incurred, something in the nature of a
closer supervision by the power that has to
pay the bills. I am, and have been, in favour
of the road being operated independently of
the Dominion Government as far'as that is
possible, but I do think that some method
should be devised whereby the Government,
which in the end has to foot the bills, should
have a supervisory and directory authority
in the matter of new policies and new con-
struction.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Ail new lines,
in any event, have to receive the approval of
Parliament. Provision for all branch lines
comes before us in the railway’s annual budget,
and this gives us some little control.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
will come down to particulars and say that
expenditures in connection with the erection of
hotels do not come before either branch of
Parliament for authorization. Our knowledge
of them is acquired, in some cases, through
visiting certain parts of the Dominion and
stumbling upon the hotels; in other cases
through the presentation to us of the bills
after construction has been entered upon,
and perhaps even completed. The avenues
open to an enterprising manager of a great
railway are many and varied, and it seems
to me that if we have to pay the bills we
should have a little more direct supervision,
particularly over the initiation of new pro-
jects.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Is there any statement
anywhere in the Bill as to where the new
directors shall come from?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No, except the

provinces.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Are the provinces
mentioned? I cannot find that.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: In any event
that is the intention.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: That is different.
Hon. W. E. FOSTER: The honourable the
leader spoke of the importance of this proposal

to the shippers in Saskatchewan and Alberta.
Do I understand that the interests of the
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shippers of those two provinces, as between
themselves and the railway, will be more
particularly looked after by these directors?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I do not think
for a moment that the matter would be under
their control, but I do think it would be under
their observation. If they are werth their
salt, they should be able to contribute to the
board’s knowledge.

In answer to the honourable gentleman from
Brandon (Hon. Mr. Forke) I may say that
it is not specifically stated that the directors
shall come from Alberta and Saskatchewan,
but that is the avowed object of the BIill.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
members of the Senate, the administration of
a state railway is very different from the
management of an ordinary commercial cor-
poration. The Intercolonial Railway was
administered directly by the Minister of
Railways; but the management of the
Canadian National Railways is totally differ-
ent. The people of Canada are the share-
holders of the Canadian National Railways,
but they do not meet annually, except through
their delegates in Parliament. Practically
speaking, the shareholders of the Canadian
National Railways are now sitting in either
branch of Parliament. The control usually
exercised by shareholders we have left to the
House of Commons as represented by a
special committee which examines into the
projects of the Canadian National Railways.
That is the real supervision that the people
of Canada have over this property.

The railway property represents an expendi-
ture of over two billions of dollars. Here is
the extraordinary situation. We handed over
to a stranger, whom we sought and selected
because he was a stranger, the extremely
valuable asset of the Canadian National Rail-
ways. We said to him: “We shall give you a
board of directors, who will be your immediate
assistants. They will provide expert know-
ledge and experience. Besides that we shall
give you some representatives from the
various provinces.” We went further. We
said to the gentleman into whose hands we
had delivered that immense asset: “We bind
ourselves not to allow the members of Parlia-
ment or the ministers to interfere. There shall
be no political interference of any kind with
your management.” We practically gave him
carte blanche in the administration of the
railway.

Now, this gentleman is surrounded by his
executive officers, who possess full knowledge
in regard to the railway, and who meet as
often as necessary; perhaps once a week. I
cannot see that the laymen on the board have

any direct control over the actions of the
executive. They come to the head office in
Montreal, if they feel so disposed. What
function can those directors perform who come
from the extreme east or the extreme west of
Canada unless it be to represent the needs of
their respective provinces? 'They may be
consulted in regard to certain matters of
policy, or some general developments which
call for an application to Parliament for a
very large expenditure, but I am under the
impression that the real power rests in the
hands of the executives immediately sur-
rounding the President.

It is right and proper that each province
should have on the board a representative
who can bring to it the atmosphere of his
province. Of course, certain directors may
be more active than others, or may take a
greater interest in the financial administration,
but they cannot meddle very much with the
daily management of the road. That is left
to the experts of the railway, and to the
executive, which is governed by the Railway
Act and is under the supervision of the Board
of Railway Commissioners as to rates and
certain other matters.

These are the conditions under which a
state railway in Canada is administered, and
I repeat that the shareholders, the owners,
must rely almost exclusively upon the control
that is exercised by the Railway Committee,
before which the President and his staff ap-
pear, and spend days in explaining what has
been done during the year just past, and what
projects are in hand for the year to come.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: May I ask the
honourable leader of the Government what
was the basis of the original number of fifteen
who formed the directorate of the Canadian
National Railways?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Apparently
the primary object was to have the various
provinces represented. The Maritime Prov-
inces had one each, Ontario and Quebec had
three each, the Province of Manitoba had
one and British Columbia had one. In ad-
dition to these—speaking from memory—
there were three official representatives who
were not selected in the same way as the
others. One of these was the representative
of labour, Mr. Moore, another was one of
the officers of the President, and there was
also the Deputy Minister of Railways. They
were appointed by virtue of their official
positions.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: May I refer to the
remarks of the right honourable the junior
member for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George
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E. Foster)? The Board of Directors, if I
understand the matter correctly, make a re-
quest to the Government for a certain amount
of money for the operation of the railways,
and the money is voted by Parliament. That
is all right; but I do not think there is in
the Railway Act anything authorizing the
Board of Directors to enter upon capital
expenditures for anything but railways. We
find hotels being built. I do not think the
Board of Directors or the President have any
atthority to commence the building of a
hotel, or to consider what sort of hotel shall
be built, until the money is voted by Parlia-
ment.

Right Hon.
Then who has?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: It has been done in
the past, but I do not think it should be
done.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am not sure
as to the authority. My opinion and that
of my honourable friend in regard to the
erection of hotels may not be very far apart.
Parliament may not have been very keen to
approve such expenditures, but they have
been ratified. I assume that when a hotel
involving a large expenditure is contemplated
the project surely must be brought to the
attention of the special committee of the
House of Commons. I can only say that I
have not been present. I dare say the
honourable gentleman has not been present
either.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: No. But such projects
have been brought to the committee after the
undertaking has been commenced.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
There is evidently a distinction between oper-
ation and operations, in regard to the working
out of a railway system. To my mind it
would be impossible to work it out satisfac-
torily if there were interference in the way of
patronage or in regard to the process of
cperating the railway. The operation is in
the hands of the manager and his officials;
and, having the necessary knowledge, they are
the proper persons to direct it. I do not sup-
pose, though, that the President and directors
of the railway have power to commence the
building of a line that has not been authorized
by Parliament, for that sort of thing comes
before us for consideration. But there are
operations as to which, I think, there ought
to be some restrictions imposed. Projects
that are not entirely germane to railway
operation should not be undertaken until they
have been authorized by Parliament. The
present system is like auditing accounts after

Hon. Mr. FORKE,

Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:

expenditures have been made: you can do the
auditing, if it gives you any satisfaction to
know where the money has gone, but you
cannot call the money back. I agree with
my honourable friend as to the manner in
which matters strictly germane to the opera-
tion of a railway should be carried out, and
I am not offering any criticism in that respect.
My point was with regard to a different set
of enterprises, of which we know nothing
until we find that the expenditures have been
made.

Hon. J. STANFIELD: Honourable senators,
some three years ago a committee in another
place was dealing with the question of railway
hotels, and reported in favour of the building
of one in my province. The committee’s
report was presented to and approved by the
other Chamber. I suppose the matter did not
come before us except in the way of an appro-
priation included in the main estimates, but
in any event it is clear that Parliament has
some say with regard to the building of hotels.
The time to ecriticize these things is when
they come before us.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Is the honourable
gentleman not aware that the excavations for
that hotel were gone on with before that?

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: Yes, but it was
not too late to stop the thing if so desired.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the second time.
CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, the
Senate went into Committee on the BIill.

Hon. Mr. Copp in the Chair.

Section 1 was agreed to.

On section 2—inquiry and report regarding
company or operation of Government Rail-
ways:

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Has my hon-

ourable friend a copy of the Railway Act
before him?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : No, I have not.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I should like to
verify the reference to sections 61 and 70.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: My honourable
friend may discuss any particular point to-
morrow, if he wishes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We might re-
port the Bill now and give it third reading
to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : Yes.

Section 2 was agreed to.

The preamble and the title were agreed to.

The Bill was reported without amendment.
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CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the sec-
ond reading of Bill 9, an Act to ratify and
confirm certain agreements respecting the joint
use by Canadian National Railways of certain
tracks and premises of Canadian Pacific Rail-
way Company at Regina.

‘He said: All honourable members from the
West, at any rate, know that both the Canadian
National Railways and the Canadian Pacific
Railway have jointly used the tracks and
premises, including the station, at Regina. I
have a memorandum from the Department,
explaining that the Bill is for the purpose of
confirming and ratifying two agreements re-
specting the joint use of tracks and premises
of the Canadian Pacific Railway Company
at Regina by the Canadian National Rail-
ways. The agreements are to be in effect for
ninety-nine years from the 1st of January,
1912, and therefore require parliamentary sanc-
tion. The old agreement between the Cana-
dian Northern Railway Company and the
Canadian Pacific Railway Company was for
twenty years. On the 28th of January, 1926,
a supplementary agreement was entered into
between the Canadian Pacific Railway Com-
pany, the Canadian Northern Railway Com-
pany and the Grand Trunk Pacific Railway
Company, whereby the original agreement of
1912 was made applicable to the Grand Trunk
Pacific Railway Company and varied the terms
of payment, and the Canadian Pacific Railway
Company agreed to permit any other com-
pany or railway forming part of the Canadian
National Railways to exercise the rights
granted to the Grand Tiunk Pacific Railway
Company, subject to certain variation in the
shares of costs and expenses. This agreement
was to continue in force from the date thereof
during the same period as the original agree-
ment of 1912, and was subject to ratification
by Parliament. On the 5th of May, 1930,
an amending agreement was entered into be-
tween the Canadian Pacific Railway Company
and the Canadian Northern Railway Com-
pany, the Grand Trunk Pacific Railway Com-
pany, the Grand Trunk Pacific Branch Lines
Company and the Canadian National Railway
Company, by which the agreement of 1912
was amended with reference to commercial
telegraph messages, office accommodation at
the joint station, certain switching rights and
advertising. The object of the Bill is to
ratify and confirm those supplementary and
amending agreements, so as to continue them
in force for the full period of ninety-nine years
from the date of the first agreement, that is,

the 1st of January, 1912, unless sooner ter-
minated in accordance with the provisions of
the first agreement. It is simply to confirm
a joint traffic arrangement at Regina, where
the station is now being provided with in-
creased facilities. :

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

THIRD READING

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

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

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

THE SENATE

Friday, May 8, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

CRIMINAL CODE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill G, an Act to amend the Criminal Code.
—Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton.

CANADIAN NATIONAL RAILWAYS BILL
THIRD READING

Bill 5, an Aect’ to amend the Canadian
National Railways Act—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

CANADA EVIDENCE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the second
reading of Bill 10, an Act to amend the
Canada Evidence Act.

He said: Honourable senators, this is a very
short Bill, the purpose of which is to permit
the proof by affidavit in any court that a
Government licence has not been issued. In
other words, the Bill would make possible a
sort of negative proof. At the present time
the Canada Evidence Act permits positive
proof by affidavit; that is, the issue of cer-
tificates or licences can be proved merely by
the production in court of an affidavit, based
on the books of the Department concerned
and sworn by the proper officer in Ottawa.
The amendment proposes that the same pro-
cedure may be followed where no licence has
been issued. The amendment would save a
lot of expense, because, as the Act now stands,
when it is necessary to prove in the courts
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anywhere in Canada that a licence has not
been issued, officials have to travel to the
courts to give the negative evidence. The
Bill would permit such negative evidence to
be given in the form of an affidavit.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, that
would be prima facie evidence only.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : Certainly, prima
facie only.

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

THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the third
reading of the Bill,

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

TICKET OF LEAVE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the second
reading of Bill 11, an Act to amend the Ticket
of Leave Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the purpose
of this Bill is to give the Solicitor General
statutory authority to do ecertain work in
connection with the Ticket of Leave Act,
which he has been doing in the past without
such authority. The Bill would legalize a
practice which has grown up during the last
fifteen or twenty years. The present statute
makes it the duty of the Minister of Justice
to advise His Excellency thé Governor General
in respect to all applications under the Act.
This work has been carried on by the Solicitor
General’s branch of the Department of Justice;
but there has been no statutory authority
for such a practice. The proposed amendment
would give the necessary authority by provid-
ing that the Minister of Justice, or such other
member of the Government as may be desig-
nated by the Governor in Council, shall ad-
vise His Excellency upon all matters connected
with or affecting the administration of the
Ticket of Leave Act.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am one of
the members of this Chamber who have had
some experience with the administration of
the Ticket of Leave Act. For four months I
was Acting Minister of Justice. Unfortu-
nately for me, at that time there was no
Solicitor General and I found myself deluged
with hundreds of requests for tickets of leave
from prisoners in our various penitentiaries.
Prisoners apparently have a right to make
such a request once a year, and -a minister’s
entire time would be occupied in dealing with

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY,

these matters if he carefully studied the
records in connection with all the cases. I
never suspected that the Solicitor General
had not the express power that this Bill
would give him.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: May I inquire
of the honourable leader of the Government
what is the reason for communicating with the
Governor General?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I suppose it
is a question of the clemency of the Crown
in a eriminal matter.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1Is action not
taken by means of Order in Council ?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Approved by the
Governor General.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I should think
it would be a prerogative of the Governor
General.

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX: Honour-
able senators, for about two and a half years
I had the honour to serve as Solicitor General.
The ticket of leave system was not in vogue
then, but was brought into being afterwards
by special legislation. In recent years the
petitions for clemency have become so numer-
ous that the Minister of Justice has found
it impossible to give personal attention to
them. My understanding of the Bill is that
it will simply amend the Act so as to author-
ize the Solicitor General to examine all these
petitions, as he has been doing in the past.
The work can be satisfactorily done by the
Solicitor General’s branch of the Department
of Justice, where there is an exceedingly able
official, Mr. Gallagher, in charge of it. For-
merly another capable officer, Mr. Power,
performed that work.

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

THIRD READING

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

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

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the
second reading of Bill 29, an Act to amend
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Act.

He said: Honourable members, this also
is a comparatively simple Bill. It has arisen,
perhaps, out of certain legislation in the
Province of Saskatchewan, or in any event.
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that legislation is affected by the Bill. I
happen to have had at one time the honour
of being the leader of. a noble but diminutive
band in the Saskatchewan Legislature who
resisted, as being inexpedient and costly, cer-
tain legislation that was brought into that
House for the purpose of establishing a provin-
cial police force and dispensing with the polic-
ing done by the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police. At that time, as at all times, the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police had a reputation
which, of itself, was of infinite value in the ad-
ministration of justice. However, the Bill
passed and we had for many years two forces
of police, the Dominion force looking after the
enforcement of Dominion laws, and the local
force looking after the residuum of criminal
matters in the province and the enforcement
of Acts of the Saskatchewan Legislature.

The Province of Saskatchewan has since
surrendered its force to the Dominion Gov-
ernment, and there are, I think, four officers
and about fifty-five non-commissioned officers
and men who will now come into the Do-
minion Police. This Act stipulates how they
shall be taken over and provided for. With-
out doubt, this will cheapen the cost of ad-
ministration. In saying this I do not want
to cast any reflection on the efficiency or
integrity of the Saskatchewan police, because
1 think it is important that any member of
this House or the other should be careful not
to reflect upon the administration of justice
or any body constituted for that purpose.
It has been deemed expedient to enter into
an arrangement whereby this selected num-
ber of men should again become members of
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Am I right in
thinking that the Federal Government will
pay them? I suppose they were paid by the
Provincial Government before.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes. The
Provincial Government paid them before, and
now we are to pay them.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Is this to authorize
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police to take
into their own body members of any pro-
vincial police force that they may wish to
acquire? Does it give them compulsory
power?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No.
matter of arrangement.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: As the Bill reads, the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police are author-
ized to take over any men that they may re-
quire at any particular time from a provincial
police force, whether the provincial police
are willing or not.

It is a

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It enables
them to take them over, but it does not
make that compulsory.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Is not the pur-
pose of this amendment to provide for the
recognition of the provincial officers who are
being taken over, or who may be taken over,
for the federal service?

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH :
the question.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am asking my
honourable friend whether the main purpose
of this amendment is not to provide for
rccognition of prior services of provincial
police who may be taken over by the Do-
minion police.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It will serve
that purpose.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: As the Act now
stands, I do not think the Dominion authori-
ties are prevented from engaging men who
have served in the provincial police; so the
amendment is not required for the purpose
of engaging such men. The only purpose
of the amendment, that I can see, is that
the prior services of members of the pro-
vincial police may be recognized when they
are taken into the Dominion force.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is cer-
tainly one of the objects of the Bill

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It seems to me that
it is the only object.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It is an im-
portant object, anyway.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I was going to
suggest that the federal authorities can
always employ any old officials—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Old or new.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: —old or new
officials of any provincial government; but
I appreciate that such legislation as this is
necessary if upon their enlistment in the
federal force their prior services are to be
recognized by way of pensions. When it was
my duty to bring similar legislation before
the Senate I often had to rely upon my
gallant friend from Edmonton (Hon. Mr.
Griesbach), and the fact that he has not
demurred to this legislation, so far as I have
noticed, strengthens my opinion that it is
worthy of approval.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Has the honourable
gentleman any idea of the cost that this
would entail? We are providing pensions for
new-comers.

I could not hear
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Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I have no figures
on that.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: In the early days, under
agreement, the local Government paid $75,-
000 a year for the policing of the provinces of
Saskatchewan and Alberta by the Royal
Northwest Mounted Police. In later years
a local force was organized in Saskatchewan
and exercised authority. Four or five years
ago the local Government made arrangements
with the Federal Government to have the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police do the
policing of the province. At that time it was
agreed that some of the provincial police
should be absorbed into the Dominion force.
Now the Royal Canadian Mounted Police
have authority in the Province of Saskatche-
wan, and, I think, in Alberta as well.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Can the honour-
able gentleman tell us whether the Provincial
Government had a pension fund for their
police? If they had, should not the accumu-
lated receipts be transferred to the federal
fund?

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: At first a pension was
not provided for, but I think that later it was.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do not intend to
oppose the Bill, but I think we should
thoroughly understand what we are doing.
Under this Bill pensions would be provided
in respect of service rendered by those men
under provincial jurisdiction.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Part of the
time they undoubtedly were in the provinecial
service, but I presume that they all were
formerly members of the Dominion force.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: They were in the
provincial service for a number of years, and
this Bill would give them a pension out of
the federal fund in respect of those years.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: But I think that the
provincial police were responsible for the en-
forcement not only of the laws of the prov-
ince, but also of certain federal laws. To that
extent, therefore, they were acting for the
Dominion as well as for the province.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Now that the
provinces have their natural resources they
should pay for their police, it seems to me.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: They are paying. Un-
der an agreement between the Federal and
Provincial Governments the province is pay-
ing to the Dominion the full cost. As I have
already stated, the amount paid to the Do-
minion in the first instance was $75,000 a year;
that was when the Autonomy Bill was passed;
but I think it is three times as large as that
now.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX,

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Perhaps the hon-
ourable leader of the House would be willing
that the Bill should go no farther than the
second reading stage at, present. He might
then have an opportunity to get some infor-
mation for us.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Quite willing.

Hon. W. A. GRIESBACH: The honourable
leader on the other side (Hon. Mr. Dandurand)
asked whether the police fund of the provinces
should not be turned over to the federal
fund. I think the point was well taken. If
the provinces placed the accumulated receipts
in their general revenue account, it is ques-
tionable whether this proposed legislation is
fair to the Dominion. I suggest that the
honourable leader of the Government in this
House should make inquiries and give us
the required information before we proceed
further with the Bill.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: The second section of
the Bill says that it shall be deemed to have
come into operation on the 1st day of April,
1928. I am not sure, but it seems to me that
the arrangement provided for in the Bill has
been in force since 1928.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Yes.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes, the agree-
rment between the governments.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: As a matter of
fact, I think these men, to the number of
fiftty-two, were absorbed in the Canadian
Mounted Police force at the time it took over
the policing of the provinces. I should like to
know what happened—what was the arrange-
ment—with respect to the accumulated pension
fund of the Saskatchewan provincial police.

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

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I shall get all
the information I can before the Bill is
brought before us for the third reading.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Perhaps that
information will be available at the commit-
tee stage.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Postpone the commit-
tee stage until the information is available.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: There may be no
occasion to go into committee.

NORTHERN ALBERTA RAILWAYS BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the
second reading of Bill 36, an Act respecting
Northern Alberta Railways Company.
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He said: Honourable senators, the pur-
pose of the Bill is to extend for two years the
time for the commencement and completion
of certain extensions of the Northern Alberta
Railways, the construction of which exten-
sions was authorized in 1929. The Northern
Alberta Railways Company is jointly owned
by the Canadian Pacific Railway Company
and the Canadian National Railway Com-
pany, which hold an equal interest. As
honourable members will see, the Bill pro-
vides that “Northern Alberta Railways Com-
pany may within two years from the date of
the passing of this Act commence to con-
struct” and so on.

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

THIRD READING

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

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Is this not the
railway that was to be extended through
Grande Prairie and to have an outlet in
British Columbia? Was there not to be an
arrangement between the Canadian National
Railways and the Canadian Pacific Railway—

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The railway
i jointly owned and jointly operated, as I
understand.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: But was there not
a provision for a delay of six months in the
completion of that railway?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I think the Act
does not provide that. ;

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

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COMPEN-
SATION BILL

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the second
reading of Bill 37, an Act to amend the Gov-
ernment Employees Compensation Act.

He said: Honourable senators, the purpose
of this Bill is to amend the Act so as to
make the benefits thereunder applicable to all
Dominion Government employees except per-
manent members of the military, naval or
air forces of Canada—for whom provisions
are made under other statutes—and without
regard to the department or branch to which
the employee belongs, or the nature or class
of work on which the employee is engaged.
The amendment also provides that compen-
sation shall include any benefits authorized
under the provincial Compensation Aects. The

present Act has been interpreted so as to ex-
clude from its benefits many employees in
certain provinces, although employees per-
forming similar duties in other provinces re-
ceive such benefits. The proposed Bill will
correct this situation. The amount required
is estimated at about $70,000 a year. A Bill
involving the same principle was endorsed last
year, but did not find its way into the Statute

_ Book, it being dropped, along with other legis-

lation, in view of the approaching general
election.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Did I understand
my honourable friend to give a figure as to
the anticipated expenditure involved?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes; $70,000 a
year.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: How can that be
estimated now? This Bill applies to the
Dominion the provisions of the different pro-
vincial enactments with regard to compen-
sation to workmen.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Of course it
could be only an estimate, You cannot teil
what the compensation will be until the acci-
dent occurs.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: And there may be a
far larger number of accidents than are anti-
cipated. I do not see how an estimate can be
made,

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Life insurance
companies estimate the death rate, and
liability insurance companies make forecasts.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It would be a
pretty wild guess. .

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: This has to be
done on the same principle.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: I might add
that many Government employees have been
covered, in case of accident, by provincial
Compensation Acts. For example, Canadian
National Railway employees on what were
known as the Government Railways before the
amalgamation were brought under the Work-
men’s Compensation Acts, and if injury or
accident occurred to these men from their
employment they were compensated by the
Government on the same basis as employees
of a private railroad were compensated.
Gradually this principle has been extended to
other employees in the public service, and
the present Bill is to cover those who do
not already come under the law.

Let me give a specific instance which will
illustrate the point and perhaps justify the
proposed action. In one of the large post
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offices a machinist engaged when the new
mechanical appliances for the automatic
handling of postal matter were dinstalled got
caught in the machinery, consisting of pulleys
and belts, and was very badly injured. If
he had been engaged in an industrial plant or
on a railroad, even a Government railroad,
he would have been entitled to compensation
under the law, but because he happened to be
a post office employee, even though he was
injured in the course of duty, he was deprived
of this benefit.

The purpose of this Bill is simply to bring
in all the employees of the Government who
happen to be injured in the discharge of
their duty, just as though they were engaged
in any other industry.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am not at all
opposed to the Bill. I know of a case in
Ottawa where a furnace man—I think it was
in the Printing Bureau—was totally blinded
by the explosion of the furnace that he was
attending, and never got any compensation,

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The figure given
as to the amount involved is surely an estir
mate based upon the experience of the
branches of the public service that already
come under the Act.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Has the honour-
able gentleman compared the Compensation
Acts of the various provinces, and can he say
whether or not they are the same? Is there
not a danger that a Government employee
in Ottawa might get more compensation for
an accident than an employee in Quebec or
New Brunswick would get for a similar ac-
cident? I am told that there is a consider-
able difference in the compensation allowances
paid by the various provinces.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: In times past
that was quite true, as it is only recently that
some of the provinces have enacted com-
pensation laws; but, generally speaking, the
laws of the various provinces—with the ex-
ception, I think, of Prince Edward Island,
which has no such law—are fairly uniform.
The Province of Quebec recently adopted a
workmen’s compensation law and set up ma-
chinery for its operation, and, while I do not
think it is quite on a par with the laws of
some of the other provinces, it approaches
them very closely. Under this Act an em-
ployee in the Province of Quebec would, if
he were injured, be entitled to the same com-
pensation that he would receive if he had
been engaged in that province by a private
corporation.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Has the honourable
gentleman any idea as to the number of em-
ployees who would come under this provision?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I have not that
information at hand, but I may say that such
employees are not very numerous. On the
basis of the cost of operation of the Act in
relation to Government employees now
covered by it, it is estimated that the total
cost will not exceed $70,000.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: This compensation
is paid by the Dominion Government?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: So it has nothing
to do with the funds of the workmen’s com-
pensation boards of the different provinces?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: In case of in-
jury they would assess the damage, just as
they would in other cases coming under their
jurisdiction, and the Government, being the
employer, would pay the assessment.

Hon. W. E. FOSTER: Do the compensa-
tion boards of the respective provinces re-
ceive any recompense for handling these cases
for the Dominion Government?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I would say
that matter would come within the control
of the provincial board.

Hon. W. E, FOSTER: In the case of the
employees coming under this Bill the com-
pensation boards of the respective provinces
do not handle any money; as I understand
it, they merely make the assessment, and it
is paid by the Dominion Government. But
do the compensation boards of the respective
provinces receive anything from the Dominion
Government for the work they perform? In
an ordinary case, as the Minister of Labour
knows, different classes of industries are
assessed, and if an accident occurs within a
certain class compensation is paid out of
the assessment upon that class. The cost of
administering the Act comes out of those
assessments, supplemented sometimes by a
contribution from the general revenue of the
Provincial Government. The compensation
boards are doing a certain amount of work
for the Dominion Government by reason of
the fact that they sit on these cases and
make an assessment. Do the compensation
boards receive anything for performing that
service?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I cannot definitely
inform my honourable friend as to that, but
it is my impression that in his native prov-
ince, for instance, where the employees of the
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Government Railway were brought under the
New Brunswick Workmen's Compensation
Act, the Federal Government contributes the
amount of the assessments that the provin-
cial board deems necessary and proper to
cover the cost mot only of relief, but also of
administration. The existing practice, what-
ever it is, will be continued, and will be ex-
tended to a few more employees who are not

now covered by the federal Act. This will
not change the situation in any way.
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It would be

natural to expect the provincial boards to
perform this duty without extra compensation.
Whether the man is an employee of the Gov-
ernment or of a corporation does not make
any difference.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: If I am not mis-
taken, the compensation board in Ontario is
paid entirely out of funds collected from the
employers. I think the work done by that
board is among the best work done by boards
of any description. The workmen’s compen-
sation legislation has been very beneficial. I
think the measure before us is also a very
good one, but I feel quite certain that within
a short time the $70,000 mentioned will not
be sufficient to meet the requirements, be-
cause I know of very small institutions in the
Province of Ontario that are paying anywhere
from $10,000 to $15,000 a year. I imagine that
the number of employees included under this
legislation must be very great, and that it
will increase.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Where will that
figure of $70,000 to cover accidents each year
be found? Will it be found in the Supply
Bill or in the Act?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: On what is it
founded?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend says that the sum of $70,000 is pro-
vided for.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT': No.
the estimated cost.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Oh, it is simply
an estimate? :

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: 1 suppose this
will militate to a certain extent against the
business of private companies,

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: An employee of
the Government is not precluded from taking
accident insurance? Is any consideration given
to the fact that employees may be heavily
insured?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No.
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He said it was

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: They get the
compensation just the same. Some of them
will do very well.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: They pay for it.

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

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Could my hon-
ourable friend fix the committee stage of this
Bill for Wednesday next, so that we might
have some time to examine it?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Wednesday.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Since there is to be
a postponement, perhaps my honourable friend
could ascertain in the meantime whether the
question of the services to be rendered by the
provincial boards has been discussed between
the Dominion Government and the provincial
authorities. Possibly there should be some
understanding or some agreement in regard to

that.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I may inform
my honourable friend now that the matter was
carefully canvassed and that there was a con-
ference, which T had the honour of attending,
with the minister of another department, de-
partmental officials, and the chairmen of the
workmen’s compensation boards in two large
provinces, and that this legislation is the
result of the agreement or understanding
reached at that time.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: How many prov-
inces were represented?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Two large prov-

inces.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Ontario and Que-
bee?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Those boards
are maintained by the contributions of the
various large corporations that employ labour.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: They are main-
tained by the assessments issued by the board
against the industries, and the Government
under this Act is regarded as an industry.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: In the Province of
New Brunswick we have what was formerly
known as the Intercolonial Railway. In so
far as our compensation board is concerned,
that railway is regarded as an industry and
is assessed in the same way as the lumbering
industry or any other. The assessments are
intended to cover not only compensation for
injuries of employees, but also the adminis-
tration of the Act from time to time, as the
need is indicated by the number of accidents
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in the various industries. I presume this
legislation will work out in the rest of the
Dominion in precisely the same way that it
does in the Province of New Brunswick. We
have accepted the principle of workmen’s
compensation, and it seems to me that by
this Bill we are only extending it to certain
classes that have not heretofore been in-
cluded.

SALARIES BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the
second reading of Bill 38, an Act to amend
the Salaries Act.

He said: Honourable members this is a very
simple Bill dealing with the salary of the
Solicitor General. As you are aware, and
as stated in the Salaries Act, the Solicitor
General receives a salary of $7,000 a year.
The object of this Bill is to increase his
salary to $10,000 a year and put him on a
parity with the ministers. The existing Act
assigns to the® Minister of Justice certain

functions in connection with the review-
ing of sentences, and so on; and I
remember that when Hon. Mr. Doherty

was Minister of Justice he told me that
he had examined into a very large number
of applications for commutation of sentence.
Even yet it is within the scope of the Min-
ister of Justice to examine such applications
at any time. As a matter of practice, how-
ever, this most onerous duty is performed by
the Solicitor General. The scale of salaries
has risen since the salary of the Solicitor
General was fixed, and the addition of $3,000
to bring his salary up to $10,000 does not
seem unreasonable when one remembers that
at all times he is doing a most important kind
of legal work. He is the right-hand man of
the Minister of Justice; in fact his substitute,
I imagine, in many matters.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: As I stated pre-
vicusly this afternoon, I held the office of
Solicitor General in a former Government.
The Right Hon. Mr. Meighen was the first
Solicitor General to be raised to the dignity
of a Privy Councillor, and at that time the
salary was increased from $6,000 to $8,000.
Later on, the present Minister of Justice,
Hon. Mr. Guthrie, was also made a Privy
Councillor at the time he became Solicitor
General, and so was the Hon. Mr. Cannon,
although there is nothing in the statute that
requires this to be done.

Every year that Mr, Cannon was Solicitor
General the sum of $3,000 was voted to him
in addition to his salary of $7,000. This Bill
provides that in future the regular salary

Hon. Mr. BLACK.

attaching to the office shall be $10,000. As
the honourable leader of this House has
stated, the Solicitor General has important
duties to perform. Not only does he have to
look after the numerous petitions under the
Ticket of Leave Act, to which reference was
made a little earlier, but he represents the
Crown, the ‘Government of Canada, before
the courts of the land. He appears before
the Privy Council in England, the Supreme
Court of Canada and other courts.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Does he
ever do that?

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Oh, yes. When I
was Solicitor General I had the honour of
appearing in four cases before the Privy
Council; and Mr. Cannon appeared before
the same body two years ago in an important
case.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: But is
it not an exception to the rule for a Solicitor
General to appear in the courts?

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: It should not be
an exception to the rule.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON :
it not?

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: I am not sure
whether Mr. Meighen, when he held the office,
went before the Privy Council: he was not
long at the post before his great ability
earned him promotion. But Mr. Guthrie
went over to the Privy Council. Because part
of the time of the Deputy Minister of Justica
is taken up in appearances before the Su-
preme Court, he is given a higher salary than
other deputy ministers; and consideration
should be given to the value of the service
that the Solicitor General renders in per-
forming similar duties.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I was under the
impression that when a Solicitor General was
called to the Privy Council he automatically
became entitled to the same salary as his
colleagues, and I did not know until now
that $3.000 of the salary was voted annually.
This Bill- will put the whole salary on a
statutory basis. I may say that I know the
Solicitor General has frequently appeared be-
fore the Exchequer Court as well as before
the Supreme Court.

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

But is

THIRD READING
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the third
reading of the Bill.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was
read the third time, and passed.
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PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. MURPHY moved the second
reading of Bill C, an Aect to incorporate
Acme Assurance Company.

He said: Honourable senators, the honour-
able gentleman in whose name this Bill stands
(Hon. Mr. Horsey) has been called to a
meeting of one of our committees, of which
he is a member, and before leaving he asked
me to move that the Bill be read the second
time and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Commerce.

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

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Bill D, an Act respecting the Algoma Cen-
tral and Hudson Bay Railway Company.—
Hon. Mr. Copp.

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. COPP moved that the Bill be
referred to the Committee on Banking and
Commerce.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It will have to
go to the Railway Committee.

Hon. Mr. COPP: 1 beg my honourable
friend’s pardon, but the Bill concerns a finan-
cial arrangement and will have to go to
the Banking and Commerce Committee.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The point is
not a simple one, and we might as well
clear it up now. It is true that the Bill
deals with a railway matter, but the honour-
able gentleman from Westmorland (Hon.
Mr. Copp) has said that, as it has to do with
financial arrangements, it should be sent to
the Committee on Banking and Commerce.
We must consider the question -carefully,
because our decision will create a precedent.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: I understand from
an advertisement that I saw in one of the
papers not long ago that this railway is one
of the assets of the Soo industries.

Hon. Mr. COPP: Personally I have no in-
formation. I happen to be a room-mate of
the right honourable senator from Eganville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham), and I know that
the promoters of the Bill called on him. Be-
fore he went away he asked me to move that
the Bill be referred to the Committee on
Banking and Commerce, because it is ex-
clusively concerned with a financial arrange-
ment among the Algoma Central and Hudson
Bay Railway Company, the Algoma Central
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Terminals, Limited, the holders of the first
mortgage bonds of both these companies, and
the Lake Superior Corporation.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The solicitors
for the promoters of the Bill came to see me
and said they wanted it to go to the Com-
mittee on Finance. I said to them, “You
mean the Railway Committee,” and they said,
“No, the Committee on Finance.” That is
all I know about it. Is the honourable member
from Westmorland (Hon. Mr. Copp) con-
fusing the Finance Committee with the Com-
mittee on Banking and Commerce?

Hon. Mr. COPP: I thought the Banking
and Commerce Committee was the same as
the Finance Committee.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No; we have a
Committee on Finance. I remember the ap-
pearance before it of some railway magnates,
who made representations concerning the
Canadian Pacific Railway and the Canadian
Northern Railway. The committee inquired
into the subject and reported to the House.

Hon. Mr. DONNELLY: It seems to me
that this matter should be determined by the
Senate and not by the promoters of the Bill.
My experience has been that railway bills are
sent to the Railway Committee. Should that
committee at any time report that it is unable
to deal properly with any bill referred to it,
the bill could then be referred to another
committee.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I was spoken to about
this Bill, but I should like it understood that
I am not soliciting it for the Banking and
Commerce Committee, of which I am Chair-
man. That committee does not want to con~
sider anything that should not be referred to
it. The right honourable gentleman who is
sponsoring this Bill, and who is, I think, the
new Chairman of the Railway Committee
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham), said to me that
while it might appear to be a railway bill, it
was really not so, except in so far as it con-
cerned a re-financing arrangement. He con-
sidered it to be purely a financial bill, and said,
“Therefore you may expect it to come before
your committee.” A day or two afterwards, the
solicitors of one or more of the companies
interested in this re-financing—for that is
what it is—went over their proposals with
me. That is all I know about the question,
and I state it for what it is worth.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : I think the Bill
should be sent to the Committee on Banking
and Commerce.
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Hon. Mr DANDURAND: I have not a
copy of the Senate Rules at hand. I have
inquired of the Clerk of the House whether
there is any one committee to which we are
obliged to send the Bill. His opinion is that
we can send it to the Banking and Commerce
Committee if we so desire, or to the Railway
Committee. I will not object to sending it
to the Banking and Commerce Committee.
If only a financial matter is involved, perhaps
that would be the better thing to do; but that
committee may report, after hearing the
parties interested, that the Bill should be sent
to the Railway Committee.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Will the
honourable gentleman explain why he thinks
that simply because the Bill deals in part
with financial arrangements it is a proper bill
for the Committee on Banking and Com-
merce?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Is it not the
proper function of the Committe on Banking
and Commerce to examine into financial
matters?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Every
railway bill that comes before us contains
some clause regarding finances.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Every railway
bill has some provision for the issuance of
bonds, or some such thing. I have not looked
at this Bill, but the explanations I have heard
indicate that it concerns a financial scheme
respecting two or three railways.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It is true that the
Bill deals with a financial matter, but in con-
nection with a railway. I cannot see why the
Bill should not go to the Railway Committee.
If we send it to any other committee we
shall be creating a precedent that may cause
trouble: on the slichtest pretext other rail-
ways will be asking us to send their bills to
various committees.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: When an application
for a railway charter is received by this House
it is invariably referred to the Railway Com-
mittee, although every such application con-
tains some clause referring to financing.
If later on there is a proposal to vary the
financial terms, the logical committee to con-
sider the matter is the committee that dealt
with the original application. I notice that
section 4 of this Bill, on page 6, provides that
the Railway Act shall apply, and that nothing
in the Bill shall restrict the powers of the
Board of Railway Commissioners, Now, what
has the Committee on Banking and Com-
merce, or the Committee on Finance, to do

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

with such matters? It seems to me that this
Bill should logically be sent to the Railway
Committee.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: 1 agree entirely with
the remarks of the last two speakers. I think
the Bill should be sent to the Railway Com-
mittee.

Hon. Mr. DONNELLY: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Most railway bills
deal with financial matters, and I do not think
this is an exception.

Hon. Mr. COPP: The purpose of this Bill
is not to provide for the financing of a rail-
way. From what I have heard, it is a matter
entirely for the Committee on Banking and
Commerce. This particular financing has
nothing to do with the building of lines, or
anything of that kind. The Bill simply con-
firms a financial arrangement made by a rail-
way company and some other parties in re-
gard to certain bonds. As I said before, the
right honourable gentleman in whose name
the Bill stands (Right Hon. Mr. Graham)
asked me to move that it be referred to the
Committee on Banking and Commerce. If
after due consideration that committee should
find it is unable to deal with the measure,
then the House could send it to any other
committee. ;

The motion of Hon. Mr. Copp was agreed
to: contents, 18; non-contents, 17.

HOSPITAL SWEEPSTAKES BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BARNARD moved the second
reading of Bill E, an Act respecting Hospital
Sweepstakes.

He said: Honourable members, the object
of this Bill is to make it legal to conduct in
the various provinces sweepstakes of which
the profit, or portions of the profit, are to be
devoted to the benefit of hospitals. The
sweepstakes are to be conducted under regu-
lations framed by the Attorneys-General of
the provinces in which they are held, and
are not to be carried on in any province with-
out the consent of the Attorney-General of
that province.

I may say that in the Province of British
Columbia the finances of the hospitals are in
a deplorable condition. The general hospitals
there have three definite sources of revenue:
per capita grants from the Government aec-
cording to the number of patients; municipal
grants, when the hospital is situated in a
municipal district; and moneys received from
pay-patients. The hospital in my own city,
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in making application for further aid from
the Government and the municipality, stated
that it was able to collect only from forty to
fifty per cent of the supposedly payable ac-
counts. The result of such a condition is
that nearly every hospital of any size in the
province is constantly incurring annual de-
ficits. Heretofore when deficits got so large
that the tradespeople became restive and be-
gan demanding their money, the hospitals were
able to go to either the Provincial Govern-
ment or the municipal authorities and get
further aid, or by making a drive on the
public to raise funds sufficient to wipe out
their deficits and start them off with a clean
slate. Conditions to-day, however, are such
that it is practically impossible to get any
further aid from the municipalities or the
Government. Both are sorely pressed for
money. It is equally difficult to collect large
sums from the public.

The method proposed in this Bill would un-
doubtedly provide ample moneys to keep the
hospitals going and enable them to function
efficiently. Editorials in certain newspapers
in reference to proposals that have been made
along the lines of this Bill have suggested
that a practice of this kind would encourage
gambling on the part of the public. I think,
however, that if the public want to have a
little flutter they are going to have it.

There is nothing very new in this Bill.
This Parliament has legalized betting on
horse-races, and, in fact, the Government
derives a certain revenue from the betting
on race-tracks. I have noticed also that while
there is a clause in the Criminal Code that
prohibits the holding of lotteries, there is an
exemption in the case of lotteries for small
prizes at church bazaars. That is a small
matter, perhaps, but it establishes the prin-
ciple.

Tt is a fact well known to every member of
this House that thousands of dollars 'go out
of this country every year for sweepstake
tickets. We have had the Irish sweepstake,
the London Stock Exchange sweepstake and
the Calcutta sweepstake—and I may say I
have had tickets for most of them. I can
see absolutely mo reason why that money
should not be diverted and used locally to
enable our hospitals to function without be-
ing hampered by lack of funds in the good
work they should be doing.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Honour-
able gentlemen, I wish to say a word in sup-
port of this Bill. I suppose that people

with ultra-moral feelings will look upon this
Bill as one that proposes gaming. I do not
think the mover has any reason to apologize
for introducing it.

There is nothing in the

Bill that is offensive to morals or religion.
It contains no principle that is not ‘now
recognized by law and practised by nearly
everybody. Gaming, of course, is anathema
to some people on religious grounds, and it
is anathema to others on grounds of pru-
dence. A man may gamble to his heart’s
content on the stock exchange, and nearly all
do so. There is a statutory provision which
makes margin trading lawful, though, as
everybody knows and admits, margin trading
is plain, unadulterated gaming. Any man
may stake money in a wager on a game of
cards or any other event if he chooses, as
long as there is no third party to profit by
it. All that our gaming laws do is to prohibit
a “rake-off,” if I may use that expression,
by a third person. No law that I know of
interferes with my right to gamble, my
right to stake my money on any event I
choose, unless some person or other is mak-
ing a profit on the side.

What is wrong with gambling? To my
mind, to my perhaps muddled intellect, there
is no harm morally in a man wagering any-
thing that he can afford. The vice in wager-
ing is in venturing an amount that he can-
not afford to lose, or the loss of which may
cause misery to his family or misfortune to
himself. a

Hospitals are most necessary. In these
modern times the cost of maintaining efficient
service in hospitals is exceedingly high; and
when the people are called upon to pay
enormous taxes for all kinds of things—as
they are in every part of Canada—they can-
not afford to keep up the hospitals; or else
the politicians cannot afford to make them
do so.

Now, if I subscribe to a hospital, what is
wrong about the hospital authorities allowing
a discount on my promise to pay? What
does the Bill mean? If they sell a thousand
tickets at $5 apiece they will have $5,000; and
if I subscribe they will give a discount, but
they will pay it on the total amount to two or
three or more persons. That is all it means.
They could give the discount to each person
who subscribed, or they could divide it among
those holding certain tickets. Where is the
gaming in that? I cannot see any. If I pay
my taxes promptly I am given a discount of
5 per cent. If I go in on a Monday I get
the discount; but if I do not go in until
Tuesday I do not get it. Is there not as great
an element of gaming in that as there is in
what is proposed here?

I submit, honourable members, that this is
a praiseworthy Bill; it should be adopted,
because it has merit; it can do nobody any
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harm, and it will do suffering people much
good.

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

REFERRED TO SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I move that this
Bill be referred to a special committee—

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Why a special com-
mittee? What is the matter with the Com-~
mittee on Miscellaneous Private Bills? It is
a standing committee,

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: It is too big.
Hon. Mr. LACASSE: Third reading!

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I move that the
Bill be referred to a special committee con-
sisting of Hon. Messrs. Belcourt, Foster,
Lynch-Staunton, Griesbach, Sharpe, and the
mover.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Why could we not
give the Bill the third reading now?

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I am quite agree-
able to that.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: It has been
moved that this Bill be referred to a special
committee composed of Hon. Messrs. Belcourt,
Foster, Lynch-Staunton, Griesbach, Sharpe
and the mover.

The motion was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Is that Sir George
Foster?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I heard the name, but I respectfully submit
that it is my honourable friend across the
way (Hon. W. E. Foster). He can give to
this measure a support that I could not give
it.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: The name is the
Hon. Senator Foster, Saint John.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. GORDON moved the second
reading of Bill F, an Act respecting the
Canadian Woodmen of the World.

He said: Honourable members, the Canadian
Woodmen of the World feel that under the
existing Act they are prevented from allocating
their surplus funds in the best interests of
their policyholders, who are really the share-
holders and owners of the organization, and
in consequence they ask for this amendment.

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

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, May
12, at 8 p.m.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, May 12, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

COAL IMPORTS AND DUTIES
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN inquired of the Gov-
ernment:

1. What was the amount, if any, of duty
refunded on coal imported from the United
States of America during the years 1929 and
19307

2. What was the total amount of duty
collected on coal imported from the United
States of America during the same years?

3. What was the amount of duties collected
on coal imported from Russia?

hat was the number of tons of coal
imported from Russia during the same years?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY :

1. No separate records kept in respect of
materials on which refunds are granted.

2. Fiscal year ended March 31, 1930—
$6,882,281.50. Fiscal year ended March 31,
1931—$6,427,272.

3. No duties collected on imports of coal
from Russia, fiscal years 1930 and 1931.

4. Fiscal year ended March 31, 1930—114,-
724 tons. Fiscal year ended March 31, 1931—
284,271 tons.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: By leave of the
House, I should like to ask why duties are
not collected on coal from Russia. The
honourable gentleman might inquire of the
Government, because it is important that
this House should know why Russia should
be able to send coal into this country free
when other countries are paying duty.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY :

cite.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: There is soft coal
too.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The honour-
able gentleman may have some knowledge
that is not communicated to me. There is no
duty on hard coal.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Not on hard coal
from the United States?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: 1 believe not.

Hon. Mr. McCORMICK: I believe that
the coal imported from Russia is all anthra-
cite, and therefore there is no duty.

It is anthra-
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HOSPITAL SWEEPSTAKES BILL
TO SPECIAL COMMITTEE
With the leave of

ADDITION

_ Hon. Mr. BARNARD:
the Senate, I move:

That the names of the honourable Senators
Bourque. Bureau. Logan, MacArthur and Ross
be added to the list of members of the Special
(Committee to whom was referred Bill E, an
Act respecting Hospital Sweepstakes.

I think it is desirable that there should
be, if possible, a representative of every prov-
ince.

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILL
SUSPENSION OF RULES

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Honourable
members, with the leave of the Senate, I
wish to move:

That Rule 119 be suspended in so far as it
relates to the Bill entitled “An Act respecting
the Algoma Central and Hudson Bay Railway
Company.”

That rule requires that notice of a Bill of
this nature be posted for a certain period
after reference by the House before the Bill
can be considered by the committee. It is
possible that the committee will not be sit-
ting on Thursday next, and this motion
would allow the committee to take up the
Bill on Wednesday.

The motion was agreed to.

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
BILL

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, the
Senate went into Committee on Bill 29, an
Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted
"Police Act.

Hon. Mr. McLennan in the Chair,

Hon. Mr, DANDURAND: May I ask my
honourable friend whether a pension fund was
accumulated while the provincial police force
was in existence—

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: —and whether
it has been transferred to the federal au-
thorities?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: There was mo
fund at all. I have the agreement made be-
tween the Government of Saskatchewan and
‘the Dominion Government for the taking over
of the force—the four officers and the fifty-
five men. As I say, there was no pension
fund in Saskatchewan, but under this agree-

ment the Saskatchewan Government is paying
to the Dominion Government whatever is
necessary to cover the period of service of
those men in Saskatchewan, to supplement
the pension that they will earn in the
Dominion service; and the Dominion Govern-
ment obligates itself to keep, I think, about
220 men in Saskatchewan.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:: Is that part of the
agreement?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : Yes. The agree-
ment deals with various phases and is quite
a long one. The bluebook is accessible to
any honourable member who desires it.

Section 1 and 2, the preamble and the title
were agreed to.

The Bill was reported without amendment.
THIRD READING

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

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

ARMISTICE DAY BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. W. A. GRIESBACH moved the second
reading of Bill 8, an Act to amend the
Armistice Day Act.

He said: Honourable senators, after this
Bill has been given second reading, I shall
move that it be referred to the Committee
on Miscellaneous Private Bills.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: May I ask
what would happen if the 11th of November
came on a Sunday?

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: I have not been
fully instructed as to the Bill, but T am told
that if the 11th came on a Sunday there
would be no holiday on the following day.
The 11th would be observed if it fell on any
other day than Sunday.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT : What is the object
of the Bill?

Hon. J. STANFIELD: Honourable mem-
bers, as it is proposed to refer this Bill to the
Committee on Miscellaneous Private Bills,
perhaps I should state now that I intend to
move an amendment—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Before the

honourable gentleman speaks on his amend-
ment, will the honourable member who is
sponsoring the Bill explain to us the reason
for the change?
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Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: The purpose of
the Bill is to insure that November 11 shall
be observed as a holiday, so that those who
desire to engage in exercises suitable to the
day may be able to do so without interference
from their employers. Furthermore, the Bill
provides that the 11th of November shall
be known as Remembrance Day, instead of
Armistice Day, as at present. As honour-
able members will observe, the first clause
of the Bill provides for the repeal of sections
2 and 3 of the Armistice Day Act. I am
instructed that in the future, if this amend-
ment is passed, Thanksgiving Day will be pro-
claimed by the Governor in Council, as was
done prior to the passing of the present Act
some years ago. I wunderstand that my
honourable friend from Colchester (Hon. Mr.
Stanfield) has an important amendment to
offer, and I intend to move that the Bill be
referred to the Committee on Miscellaneous
Private Bills so that there may be an oppor-
tunity to hear witnesses, if necessary, and
thresh out the whole question.

Hon. J. STANFIELD: Honourable mem-
bers, I think I should offer a brief explanation
of the amendment that I intend to move, so
that the honourable members who, like myself,
are not on the Committee on Miscellaneous
Private Bills may know what I am proposing.
Honourable members who are connected with
any industry know that holidays result in
seriously reducing production. As the law
now stands, Thanksgiving Day is observed on
the Monday of the week in which the 11th
of November occurs. That means that under
the present Act, Thanksgiving Day this year
would be on the 9th of November. If this
Bill passed, the 11th, which is the following
Wednesday, would also be a holiday, and, as
Saturday is only a half day in most indus-
tries, the employees would be off work two
and a half days that week.

Hon. Mr. POPE:
it three and a half.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: What would
happen? It is my observation that when
Monday is a holiday many employees take
advantage of the opportunity provided by
the long week-end to visit relatives or friends
who live at a distance. Now if Wednesday
also were a holiday they would say, “What is
the use of going back for Tuesday?” The
result would be a great curtailment of pro-
duction and a consequent increase in over-
head costs, which, in the present conditions,
are already very high. I therefore intend to
move as an amendment, at a later stage:

That the following be added at the end of
the Bill, as clause 3:

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

And Sunday would make

3. The holiday commonly called Thanksgiving
Day, being a day usually appointed by procla-
mation as a day of general thanksgiving to
Almighty God, shall whenever appointed be
proclaimed and observed for and on Remem-
brance Day.

That would mean one holiday instead of two.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
the law now?

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: No.
Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: No.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
do not understand it.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: The law at pre-
sent is that Thanksgiving Day shall be the
Monday of the week in which the 11th of
November occurs. For example, the 11th of
November this year falls on a Wednesday,
and the Monday of that week is the 9th.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But there is only
one holiday now.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: This Bill would
make two.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
present Act reads:

The holiday commonly called Thanksgiving
Day, being a day usually appointed in the
month of October or November by proclama-
tion as a day of general thanksgiving to
Almighty God, shall whenever appointed be
proclaimed and observed for and on Armistice
Day.

The Bill would repeal this clause. I do not
quite understand it, and I should like some
explanation.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Some years ago
Parliament passed a law to the effect that
the Monday in the week in which the 11th
day of November occurs should be a holiday,
to be known as Armistice Day, and that
Thanksgiving Day should be celebrated on
the same holiday. The purpose of the pre-
sent Bill is to repeal that legislation and to
provide that Armistice Day, to be known in
the future as Remembrance Day, shall be
kept and observed on the 11th of November.
But there is no provision with respect to
Thanksgiving Day, and my understanding is
that the date for that holiday will be fixed
in the future as it was before the present Act
was passed, by proeclamation by the Governor
in Council. As the honourable gentleman
from Colchester (Hon. Mr. Stanfield) says,
there will be two holidays. He brings for-
ward a very cleverly worded amendment
which puts everything back almost where it
was before; but not quite, because under the

But is that not

I must confess I

I know.
Section 3 of the
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amendment which he proposes Thanksgiving
Day will be observed on the 11th of Novem-
ber, which will be Armistice or Remembrance
Day. But I think it should be provided in
the amendment that if November 11 falls
on a Sunday the day following shall be
Thanksgiving Day, so that the holiday may
not be lost altogether.

I am asking that the Bill be referred to the
Committee on Miscellaneous Private Bills in
order that I may have an opportunity to
receive further instructions from the promoters
of the Bill as to whether or not the amend-
ment is acceptable. The basic demand is that
the men who so desire shall be free to observe
Armistice Day on November 11. My hon-
ourable friend proposes to make that Thanks-
giving Day as well, and if there is no objec-
tion to that amendment, everybody will be
quite happy.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Honourable
members, perhaps it is well to recall how
Thanksgiving came to be fixed on Monday.
The travelling men of Canada were unani-
mous in asking that that day be appointed,
the reason being that they returned to their
homes on Friday and could remain there until
the following Monday evening or Tuesday
morning. Otherwise they would be sent out
on the road on Monday morning and might
find themselves idle, as well as absent from
home, on Thanksgiving Day. I suggest that
we should not change Thanksgiving Day from
Monday hurriedly without consulting the
travellers of Canada, who were very insistent
on the arrangement that was made. Per-
sonally I am inclined to think that Remem-
brance Day is important enough to have a
day to itself.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Honourable mem-
bers, first, would it not be possible to have
Remembrance Day on Thanksgiving Day?
After all, if there is one thing we all thank
the Lord for, it is the end of the war, and
what time could be more fitting for this than
Thanksgiving Day? Then, on the Ist of
November forty per cent of the population
of Canada, the Roman Catholies, cannot work.
They have no choice, for it is All Saints’ Day,
a feast of obligation. Could there be a better
day on which to thank the Lord than when
you are celebrating the feast of all the saints
—8t. Andrew and St. Patrick and all of them?
We have heard a great deal about the Bonne
Entente. Here is a fine opportunity to make
it a reality when all these people are in con-
science bound not to work. We have to close
our offices that day.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend is in church the whole day.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I go there more
than the honourable gentleman does.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: That is not say-
ing very much.

Hon., Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman is a bigger sinner, I suppose.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable

member from Colchester (Hon. Mr. Stanfield)
says very truly that a holiday in the
middle of the week disorganizes business—and
some people, having celebrated the holiday
too well, do not turn up the following day.
But as to the 1st of November we have no
choice. It is very hard to change the Pope
at Rome. The Anglican Church also celebrate
All Saints’ Day. On that day we join with
the saints in Heaven, where we all hope to
g0 So0n.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Not too soon.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: So would it not
be a good thing on All Saints’ Day to cele-
brate Thanksgiving Day and Remembrance
Day?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I do not agree
with my honourable friend’s argument,

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman never does.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I seldom do.
Here is a proposal to alter the name of
Armistice Day to Remembrance Day, and to
celebrate it on the 11th of November. We
all know why that date is chosen. My hon-
ourable friend has mentioned the Ist of
November, but if the law were left as it is,
the day fixed would fall much nearer the
11th of November, because it would be within
the same week. In the law as it stands the
Governor General was deprived of his dis-
cretion in proclaiming Thanksgiving Day, and
Parliament expressed the desire that there
should be but one holiday, a Monday, on
which to celebrate Thanksgiving Day and
Armistice Day; and it need not be the 11th
of November unless that date fell on a
Monday. My honourable friend from Col-
chester (Hon. Mr. Stanfield) proposes that
Thanksgiving Day, instead of being neces-
sarily a Monday, should be observed at the
same time as Remembrance Day, on the 11th
of November. It seems to me that his
amendment is in conformity with the opinion
of Parliament that there should be but one
holiday, and also with the desire of many
people in this country, not only returned
soldiers, that the 11th of November should
be the Day of Remembrance. Until I obtain
more light on the subject I am disposed to
accept the Bill of my honourable friend from
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Edmonton (Hon. Mr., Griesbach) with the
amendment of my honourable friend from
Colchester (Hon. Mr. Stanfield).

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the second time.
PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 23, an Act respecting the Essex Ter-
minal Railway Company —Hon. Mr. Lacasse.

MOTION FOR SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: I move the second
reading of the Bill.
Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Should not the

rule be suspended first?
Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Has the Bill
been distributed?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: No. We can-
not have the second reading until the Bill
has been distributed.

The motion was withdrawn.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pa.

THE SENATE

Wednesday, May 13, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

VENTURA DIVORCE PETITION

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE—
DEBATE ADJOURNED

Hon. L. McMEANS moved:

That the twenty-second report of the Stand-
ing Committee on Divorce be referred back to
the said committee, with instructions to take
no further action in the matter of the petition
of Mary Ann Ventura, praying for a Bill of
Divorce.

He said: Honourable members, this re-
port deals with a case in which there are
special circumstances. Last year Parliament
passed an Act conferring on the courts of
the Province of Ontario jurisdiction to try
divorce cases, and the petition referred to
in this report is the first one that we have
received from Ontario since then. The ques-
tion that has to be decided is whether the
Senate will entertain a petition for divorce
presented on the usual grounds by a person
who is now domiciled in Ontario. There is
no doubt that we have the right to receive
such a petition and deal with it in the

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND

Divorce Committee, just as there is no doubt
that any citizen of Canada has the right to
petition Parliament for any legal purpose
whatsoever. The jurisdiction that we con-
ferred upon the courts of Ontario did not
take away our own jurisdiction. Another
point that is worthy of consideration is that
perhaps it is much more convenient for
people residing in the city of Ottawa, or in
other parts of Eastern Ontario, to bring
divorce petitions to the Senate rather than
to take them to the courts. The Committee
on Divorce desires to have the judgment of
the Senate on this question, and with a view
to bringing it properly before the House I
am making this motion. I should like hon-
ourable members to give the question their
serious consideration, because the issue is
an important one. It is not my desire that
any citizen should be deprived of the right
to petition this House or the other, for any
legal purpose, but I feel that one of our
reasons for conferring divorce jurisdiction
upon the Ontario courts was that this House
might be relieved of the numerous petitions
that were being filed from Ontario. The
petitioner in the present case has been living
in Montreal for about sixteen years, but the
marriage took place in Ottawa, a child was
born here, and the husband has continued
to live here ever since. I should like to
explain that my reason for making the
motion is not to give expression to my
opinion at all, but simply to have the matter
discussed in the House.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM:
the petitioner live?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: She has been liv-
ing in Montreal for about sixteen years, but
the couple were married in Ottawa and the
husband has always lived in Ottawa. The
domicile of the woman is in Ottawa, because
her domicile in law is the same as her hus-
band’s.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Who is the petitioner?
Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The wife.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Under the rules of
the court, must a divorce petitioner who lives
in Ottawa go to Toronto? Must the trial
take place there?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I should like
to know what the committee’s report is.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: There is no recom-
mendation to adopt.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I understand the
honourable gentleman’s motion is an amend-
ment to the report.

Where does
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Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No. We make a
report, but it does not recommend the taking
of any action with respect to the petition.
We simply place all the facts before the
Senate, in order that the matter may be
properly discussed.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: Is the com-
mittee aware of any reason why the parties
should not have proceeded before the courts
of Ontario? Why do they come before this
committee?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I understand the
solicitor who filed the petition was under the
impression that he could apply to the Senate
of Canada as well as to the courts of On-
tario, and I fancy he thought it would be less
expensive to have the Senate deal with the
case. That is the only reason that I know of.
The present proposal would work a great
hardship on the petitioner, because she has
gone to the expense of filing her petition,
employing a solicitor, and bringing her wit-
nesses here.

Hon. Mr.
hardship? -

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: After having em-
ployed a solicitor, prepared the case and
brought her witnesses here, to be met with
the objection that she should have gone else-
where. It is just a question whether this
House thinks that we have any right at all
tc refuse to consider the petition. We have
the right to try it, and we are ready and
willing to try it, but we do not feel inclined
to create a precedent and open the door to
all other applicants unless the Senate in-
structs us to do so.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Has no precedent ever
been created by a case coming from any of
those provinces that have the privilege of
dealing with divorce?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: 1 believe that
four or five years ago, for some peculiar
reason, with which I am not familiar, we had
a case from British Columbia, although that
province had a divorce court. This is the
first case from Ontario since Ontario has had
jurisdiction in divorce.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: When I came
to the Senate, some thirty-three years ago,
I asked my seniors of the same faith as my-
self what was their tradition in regard to
divorce, and I was told that Catholics uni-
formly refrained from voting on such ques-
tions. As I have refrained from reading the
evidence in divorce cases, I have not quali-
fied myself to discuss them; but academically,
and beyond the question of divorce, there is

GRIESBACH: What is the

involved the right of the citizen under the
Canadian constitution to petition Parliament.
My honourable friend speaks of the legisla~
tion that has given the courts of Ontario
jurisdiction in this matter. What applies to
Ontario may apply also to the other prov-
inces, and therefore I think—although I do
not know that I shall participate in the vote
—that the Senate, before deciding the ques-
tion, might well discuss it from the constitu-
tional viewpoint. All the provinces have
their courts—

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Quebec has none.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: All the prov-
inces but Quebec; but, under our constitu-
tion, that does not mean that the door of
Parliament is closed against all petitioners
from those provinces.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, it does not seem to me
that the motion of the honourable gentleman
from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans) pro-
vides just the right method of coming to a
decision on this point. If we vote to send the
report back we are asserting the opinion that,
either as a matter of law or as a matter of
policy, this woman has no recourse here. I
do not think that we, a body of laymen, are
a very good tribunal to decide as to the
rights of the individual from a legal or con-
stitutional point of view. It seems to me that
we should refer this question to a committee
of the legal gentlemen of this Chamber, or
to our law department, in order to find out
what legal principles are involved. This is a
matter upon which our law officers ought to
have something to say. If a private citizen
has the right to appeal to the Crown for the
remedying of a grievance, it is rather diffi-
cult for us, as the medium through which he
approaches the Crown, to say that as a matter
of policy we will not hear his petition. I
should think that instead of trying to arrive
at a decision by an all-round discussion it
would be better to get this matter before the
legal authorities, either by referring it to a
special committee composed of the legal
members of this Chamber, or by asking the
Minister of Justice for his opinion on the
legal rights in the case.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Has not the Senate
the right to refer a case like this to the
Supreme Court of Canada?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Do we need to do that?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I think that the Senate
has to consider merely a question of policy,
and that the suggestion of the right honour-
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able gentleman (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) to refer the matter to a committee
is a proper one. The committee might
examine the question whether, in view of the
Act creating a tribunal in Ontario, an appli-
cation of this kind should be dealt with here.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Or an appli-
cation from one of the other provinces.

Hon. J. J. DONNELLY: Honourable mem-
bers, this question does not appear to me as
it does to my right honourable friend who
sits in front of me (Right Hon. Sir George
E. Foster). I think that Parliament un-
doubtedly has jurisdiction in the matter. I
do not think there is any legal question in-
volved, though I am only a layman and per-
haps should not express an opinion in that
regard. I think that the subject has the
right .to apply to Parliament, and that it is
for the Senate to consider the practice to be
followed in the future. The chairman of the
committee has referred this question to the
Senate as a whole, and in my opinion we are
quite capable of instructing him in the matter.

A court has been established in the Province
of Ontario, and one of the arguments in sup-
port of the establishment of that court was
that the Senate would be relieved of the
necessity of hearing divorce cases arising in
that province. I think that if the door is
opened to one case the committee will have
to hear innumerable others. The question is
whether we will continue to hear cases from
Ontario or not. It is not a question of our
right. We have a right to hear such cases,
and we also have the right to say that we will
not hear them. This is a matter of policy,
and I think that the Senate as a whole is in
a position to decide it.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM: I
agree thoroughly with the honourable gentle-
man as to the law, so far as I understand it.
The committee can hear anybody it wishes
to hear, notwithstanding the Act establishing
a divorce court in Ontario, or the fact that
divorce courts exist in other provinces. But
there is in this case what the layman might
call a technicality. While the petitioner tech-
nically resides in Ottawa, she in reality lives
in the city of Montreal. We do not want
to go so far as to have that woman or her
friends believe that by referring her to the
courts in Ontario we are compelling her to
come under the jurisdiction of a province in
which she does not really reside. Perhaps
there will not be such another case in a long
time. If both parties resided in Ontario there

‘would be no question about sending them to

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

the Ontario courts, but the petitioner has
lived in Montreal for the past sixteen years.

Hon. J. W. DANIEL: Honourable members,
the question of domicile, I think, is really the
crux of this whole matter. If by separating
from her husband and by living apart from
him for fifteen or sixteen years in a different
province this woman became domiciled in
that other province, we should accept her
petition and proceed with the trial of the
divorce; but, as I understand the law on the
subject, the wife’s domicile is the domicile
of her husband, and consequently in this case
the woman’s domicile is in the Province of
Ontario. I have it in my memory that a year
or two ago we debated this very question of
the domicile of a woman who was separated
from her husband. The law was not changed,
and the woman’s domicile is still the domicile
of her husband. TUnder these circumstanees
I think the only thing for us to do is to adopt
the motion of the honourable senator.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
members, I am ready to admit candidly that
I am prejudiced against divorce. It is my
idea, however, that the purpose of the legisla-
tion that we passed last year was not only
to relieve Parliament or the Senate of their
very arduous duties in connection with
divorce cases, but also to render justice. If
it had not been demonstrated that the courts
irc the Province of Ontario were better able
than Parliament to render justice to appli-
cants for divorce, I certainly would not have
voted for the Bill. It goes without saying
that anybody may petition Parliament, but
it also goes without saying that Parliament
may either accept or reject the petition.
We have now before us the case of a peti-
tioner whose domicile, according to my
knowledge of the law, is distinctly in the
Province of Ontario, and this petitioner is
endeavouring to depart from the normal and
natural course of applying to what is clearly
the proper tribunal to judge her case,
namely, the Ontario court. Last year I for
one, and, I believe, nearly all the members
of this House, agreed that the court in On-
tario would be better equipped than - the
Senate to render justice in cases of this kind,
because the court could dispose of questions
such as alimony, the custody of the children,
and certain other matters with which the
Senate could not deal. I am still of the same
opinion. Are we going to say now that the
Province of Ontario, with its properly con-
stituted court, having complete jurisdiction,
cannot do justice to this petitioner? I do
not think so. It is an anomaly that the
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authority that makes the law should be con-
stituted a tribunal to administer it. This
tribunal in the past, I think, has been abused.
Why should we go back to the old system?
Now that full scope and absolute liberty are
given to everybody to obtain justice in the
courts, why should we allow anyone to come
here for what we all recognize as imperfect
and incomplete justice? I cannot understand
such a proposal, and I shall vote for the
motion.

Hon. ROBERT FORKE: Speaking beside
the question, I want to point out the mani-
fest injustice of the situation. If the com-
plainant had been the husband, and if he
had gone to live in Montreal, he would have
had the full right to come to Parliament to
ask for a divorce. His wife cannot do so. If
this situation cannot be remedied immedi-
ately, it ought to be remedied in the not
distant future, so that the wife may have
exactly the same privilege as the husband.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The woman has a
perfect right to come to Parliament.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: The husband has—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: So has the hus-
band.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: —if he lives in Mont-
real.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: He would have to
come here. But that is not the point. The
question is: shall the Senate entertain appli-
cations as to which there is jurisdiction in
Ontario?

Hon. C. MacARTHUR: What puzzles
me a little is this. The Chairman of the
Divorce Committee says that there is no ques-
tion about the authority of this committee—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
honourable gentleman.

Hon, Mr. MacARTHUR: The honourable
gentleman says that the committee can deal
with this case.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Absolutely.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: I take it that
the Chairman of the Committee would like
to make this a sort of test case, in order to
get a decision of the Senate as a precedent
for the future. If it were a matter of juris-
diction or law, then we should have to take
some other step than that of referring it to
a committee of the Senate. What bothers
me is the situation of the petitioner. What
she has done is perfectly in order. The
solicitors have not made any false steps.
Under these circumstances, I do not very well

I cannot hear the

see how the committee can penalize the
petitioner by refusing to deal with her case.
If she has to go to the Ontario court she
will have to pay extra costs. It seems to
me that when the Bill giving Ontario the
power to grant divorce was passed the
solicitors should have received a circular letter
notifying them that the Senate would hear
no more cases from Ontario, so that petition-
ers might avoid incurring extra expense.

Now I want to correct a Statement made
by the honourable leader on this side of the
House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) in regard to
the Province of Quebec being the only prov-
ince not having a divorce court. The prov-
ince that I have the honour to represent in
this House, Prince Edward Island, has no
divorce court, and I think the Divorce Com-
mittee will have before it in a few days a
case from that province, which will be the
second case in the history of Prince Edward
Island; but there is no question about juris-
diction in that case.

I would ask the Chairman of the Committee
to clear up the point as to whether the
petitioner in the case now before us is not
going to be inconvenienced and put to extra
cost if she is obliged to go to the Ontario
court.

Hon. Mr., MecMEANS: I thought I had
made it clear that in the present case the
proposal would cause a hardship in requiring
the petitioner to go to the Ontario court,
after having petitioned the Senate, employed
a lawyer, and brought her witnesses here.

I am surprised to hear that there is no
divorce court in Prince Edward Island. I
thought that there was some method by which
the Governor in Council could try such cases.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: 1 think the honour-

able gentleman is correct.

Hon. Mr. SPENCE: May I raise a point
that has not been touched upon at all? If
this woman goes to the Ontario court she will
have to put up security for costs. It will be
two hundred dollars to start with, and may
be increased. g

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Unless it is dispensed
with.

Hon. J. LEWIS: This seems to be a very
popular subject—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I think the honour-
able gentleman from Toronto (Hon. Mr.
Spence) must be thinking of some other kind
of action. If the woman is domiciled in
Ontario—

Hon. Mr. SPENCE: It is a question not of
domicile, but of residence.
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Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Perhaps my honour-
able. friend is right.

Hon. Mr. SPENCE: Under the rules, it is
a question of residence, not of domicile.

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: Honourable members, I
am influenced by the explanation given by
the Chairman of the Divorce Committee,
showing that a great hardship would be done
to this petitioner if we refused to consider her
petition. I have also given thought to what
has been said to the effect that we should be
careful not to create a precedent that might
result practically in a restoration of the old
conditions. So I have been trying to think
out a plan by which both these points could
be adjusted, and I propose an amendment
which, although it may not be in legal form,
will possibly cover the case. I move, seconded
by Hon. Mr. Spence:

That the report be referred back to the
Committee on Divorce with instructions to pro-
ceed with this case because of special circum-
stances. DBut the Senate declares that as a
general rule this body should not grant a
divorce in any case where a provincial court
has jurisdiction.

That is, the Senate would regard this as an
exceptional case.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman means it should not consider this
case as establishing a precedent.

Hon. H. W. LAIRD: Honourable senators,
I am not a member of the Divorce Com-
mittee, but I was present as a spectator at its
sitting this morning, when this matter was
being discussed. For that reason, perhaps, I
am taking more interest in the question than
I otherwise would. It seems to me that the
issue before us may be divided into two
parts: first, the authority of Parliament to
deal with such a petition as the one before
us; and, secondly, the position in which the
petitioner in the case finds herself.

Now, it was the unanimous opinion of the
members of the Divorce Committee this
morning that the committee had jurisdiction
to hear this case, and bring in a report. That
statement has been confirmed by the Chair-
man of the Committee on the floor of the
House this afternoon. I do not think there
can be any question as to the committee’s
jurisdiction. As I am not a lawyer, I cannot
contribute any valid legal opinion. However,
the case is so clear, it seems to me, that
eéven a layman can come to only one con-
clusion upon the matter.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The authority to legis-
late in matters of divorce was given to Parlia-
Hon. Mr. SPENCE.

ment by the British North America Act. I
shall read a part of section 91 of that Act:

It is hereby declared that (notwithstanding
anything in this Act) the exclusive Legislative
Authority of the Parliament of Canada extends
to all matters coming within the classes of
subjects next hereinafter enumerated; that is
to say:— ‘
And No. 26 of the items enumerated is
“Marriage and Divorce.” That gives to Par-
liament the unquestioned right to deal with
matters of divorce. As honourable senators
will remember, an Act was passed last year
conferring upon the Supreme Court of the
Province of Ontario the power to try divorce
cases. That enactmen{ is contained in the
Statutes of Canada, 1930, Chapter 14, at page
199, and is described as “an Act to provide in
the Province of Ontario for the dissolution
and annulment of marriage.” The marginal
note to section 1 of that Act provides that
“part of the law of England on July 15, 1870, is
made the law of Ontario”; and section 2 pro-
vides that “the Supreme Court of Ontario shall
have jurisdiction for all purposes of this Act.”
Now, it does not say that the Supreme Court
of Ontario shall have exclusive jurisdiction;
it simply says that it shall have jurisdiction.
Therefore Parliament has the authority to
deal with this divorce petition. The applicant
in this case complied with the rules of the
Senate. She filed her petition, paid the fees
and came before the Committee on Divorce
with her witnesses; and that committee de-
cided to hear, and has heard, the evidence in
the case, and is prepared to make a recom-
mendation.

The honourable the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Divorce (Hon. Mr, McMeans) has
moved that the report covering this case be
referred back to the committee, with instrue-
tions to take no further action in the matter.
I do not agree with the suggestion, which has
been ‘made here, that the question involved
is a purely legal one and that therefore it
should be referred either to the law officers
of the Crown or to a committee of lawyers
of this House, so that we may know whether
Parliament still has jurisdiction over divorce
in Ontario or not.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
If my honourable friend will permit me to
interrupt him, may I say that that was not
the point I tried to make. The question I
raised was whether the committee or Parlia-
ment has the right to refuse to hear a case
and give a decision, after the petitioner has
applied to this House and has gone through
the required processes. That Parliament has
the right to deal with the case, I entirely agree.
But bas it the right to refuse to give a de-
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cision in a fase like this, after the committee
has heard the petitioner and her witnesses?
I think such a refusal would work a hardship.

~ Hon., Mr. LAIRD: Then it is a question of

policy; and we do not need to refer’ a question
of that kind to the law officers of the Crown
or to a committee of lawyers. I think every
honourable member of this House, whether
legally trained or not, is competent to form an
opinion on a question of policy.

Some hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The authority of Par-
liament to deal with petitions of this kind
will not be affected in any way if this House
adopts the motion made by the honourable
the Chairman of the Divorce Committee.
The only result that would follow from the
adoption of that motion would be the denial
to the petitioner of her right to relief, to
which relief the Chairman of the Committee
has stated here she is unquestionably en-
titled. Now, if she should have that right,
why should we say we will not give it to
her?

Hon. Mr. HARMER: That is the point.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: If she is entitled to
this right, I submit that she should get it.
Whether, as a matter of policy, this House
should in future refuse to entertain petitions
for divorce from Ontario, is a different ques-
tion. It seems to me that if honourable
members are desirous of preventing Ontario
people from presenting divorce petitions to
this House, we should make known our
opposition to the receipt of such petitions,
and the Clerk could be instructed to advise
solicitors who file applications from Ontario
of the stand that we have taken and inform
them that if they proceed with their cases
they will do so at their own risk. If that
notice were given, the Divorce Committee
would be justified in refusing to hear an
Ontario case. But in this case, as the Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce has stated,
the applicant undoubtedly has the right to
petition Parliament for relief, and I submit
that we have no justification for refusing her
that right.

Hon. H. J. LOGAN: Honourable sena-
tors, I am inclined to agree with the amend-
ment, because in this case there is no ques-
tion that the applicant has a legal right to
have her petition disposed of by Parliament.
I think upon that point all honourable mem-
bers are agreed. The question is entirely
one of policy, it. seems to me, rather than
of law, for every person in Canada has the
right to petition Parliament. We cannot
take that right away. May I say, before

going further, that the honourable gentle-
man who preceded me (Hon. Mr. Laird)
made such an able and astute argument that
I think he should be created a King’s Coun-
sel immediately.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: It seems to me that
if we adopt the amendment we shall do no
injustice to the petitioner in the present case,
and at the same time we shall be giving a
warning to solicitors throughout Ontario that
they are not to bring to the Senate petitions
in cases over which the provincial court has
jurisdiction. Last year the Divorce Commit-
tee dealt with about 250 cases from the Prov-
ince oft Ontario. If we are not careful we
may be faced again with a large number of
Ontario petitions. As far as I know, a
petitioner from this part of the country is
not put to extra expense by reason of having
to apply to the court, because the cases are
tried by the Supreme Court judges on circuit.
An Ottawa applicant does not need to go to
Toronto, for instance, but can have his or her
case heard in this city. My honourable friend
from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Spence) has stated
that a deposit must be made when a divorce
action is brought in the courts. But the same
thing is true when the petitioner comes to
Parliament. If anything were done to create
the impression that we are still willing to hear
Ontario cases, some of the judges, if they
think at any time that they are being over-
worked, may feel inclined to restrict the grant-
ing of divorces so as to encourage the parties
to come to the Senate. Furthermore, if we
entertain Ontario petitions here we shall be
the means of opening up a double channel of
justice: a person who has his case tried in
the courts and fails may turn around and
petition Parliament for relief. Therefore I
think we should give an intimation that we
do not want any more divorce petitions from
Ontario. But I doubt that we can go farther
than that, so long as the law stands as it does.
My honourable friend who referred to Prince
Edward Island (Hon. Mr. MacArthur) will
be pleased to know that there is a court
with divorce jurisdiction in that province,
although it has not been functioning for a
great many years. If a Prince Edward Island
case comes to us, and when it does, we shall
deal with the question.

Hon. G. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Honour-
able members, T quite agree with the exposi-
tion of the law as delivered by the honourable
gentleman from Regina (Hon. Mr. Laird).
But while every subject has the right to
petition Parliament, I am not sure that it
is not quite improper for a person to apply
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to Parliament for a remedy which he can
get through the courts. The legal right may
exist, but the parliamentary and the judicial
practice may be entirely against it. I do
not think any Canadian would apply to the
English Parliament for a bill of divorce.

We must be careful not to establish a pre-
cedent in this case, because, owing to the
large number of communities lying on either
side of the border between Ontario and Que-
bee, there is a possibility of many such in-
stances as the present one occurring in the
future. So far as this case itself is concerned,
I think we might allow it to proceed, because,
as the petitioner has lived for many years in
Montreal, she may have quite naturally
thought that her petition should be made
to Parliament. Furthermore, she and her
witnesses have appeared before the commit-
tee, and I think it would be a serious hard-
ship to force her to take her case to the
Ontario court and begin all over again. I am
absolutely opposed to divorce, and if I thought
that by my vote I could defeat the Bill, or an
application to Parliament, I would vote for
that purpose, but, as things are, I think I
shall vote to allow the committee to con-
tinue to deal with this case.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Suppose the positions
were reversed, the wife being a resident of
Ottawa, and the husband a resident of
Montreal, and the wife wanted to have a
divorce. Could she go to the courts of
Ontario, or would she be obliged, because of
the fact that her husband lived in the Prov-
ince of Quebee, to come to the Senate?

Hon. Mr. HARDY : It depends upon where
the parties lived at the time of the separation.

Hon. C. E. TANNER : Honourable senators,
there appear to me to be some interesting
questions, not only of law, but of constitution
and policy, involved in the issue before the
House. I think the honourable gentleman
from Hamilton (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton)
raised an important point when he suggcsted
that although the petitioner may have a
strictly legal right to come to Parliament, it
is not so certain that parliamentary and
judicial practice warrants it. Men and women
living in Ontario applied to Parliament for
divorces because there was no court open to
them in Ontario; but now there is a court
open to them. If I have a legal claim against
my neighbour here, for example, in respect
to contract or trespass, or any other matter,
I go to a court. True, as a British subject
T have a right to go to the foot of the Throne,
or to appeal to Parliament; but in a civil

Hen, Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON.

matter Parliament would never dream of in-
terfering if I had the right to go to a court.
So we may very well ask whether Parlisment
should be called upon to hear divorce cases
from Ontario.

I did not intend, honourable members, to
go into this matter except to suggest that we
must remember that this Chamber is not the
whole of Parliament. We may say that we
will not receive divorce petitions, but they
may be received in the other Chamber. Then
what shall we do about it? The House of
Commons can receive petitions, just as prop-
erly as the Senate can; so we cannot settle
the matter by saying that we will not receive
them or act upon them.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: 1t is settled as far as
we are concerned.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: As far as we are con-
cerned. There is a general impression outside
of this House that the Senate has the sole
authority in this matter, whereas it has a joint
authority with the House of Commons.

Having listened to the discussion, I do not
see that a little delay would work any hard-
ship in this particular case. The witnesses
have all been heard. I suggest that we take
a day or two to think the matter over, and I
move the adjournment of the debate.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Honourable mem-
bers, I am not going to discuss the legal
question. Apparently we are all satisfied in
that regard. I rise only for the purpose of
explaining the vote I am about to give. My
practice, like that of my co-religionists in this
House. has been to refrain from voting on
matters of this kind. I am going to vote for
the amendment because I want to be con-
sistent with my past attitude, and because I
find in the amendment a declaration on the
part of this House that would have the effect
of reducing the number of applications for
divorce.

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: The answer to the
question I asked shows me that women are not
on a parity with men in this matter. They
have not the same right. I thought they had,
and I should like to have the privilege of
voting to give them that right.

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX : Honourable
members, I am not interested in divorce cases,
and never have been, but I am interested in our
constitution, and I am afraid that if we take
the step that we are invited to take, we shall
be viplating the British North America Act.
The Chairman of the Divorce Committee very
fairly stated this afternoon that he was con-
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vinced that Parliament had jurisdiction even
in this case, but he wanted to know whether
the hearing of the case before his committee
would be creating a precedent.

Last year, when a special Act was passed
establishing the right of the courts of Ontario
to hear divorce cases, what was given to the
petitioners for divorce was only an alterna-
tive. The law has been very ably stated by
my honourable friend from Regina (Hon. Mr.
Laird). Notwithstanding the Act of last year,
there is no doubt that under the constitu-
tion the Dominion Parliament, which is the
grand court of the nation, still has jurisdic-
tion to hear divorce cases, and I am afraid
that if we invite people to evade this court
when seeking relief we may be ignoring the
British North America Act. What impels me
to speak is the fact that my good friend the
member for Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) said
that he would vote in favcur of this amend-
ment. He has always stood for a strict inter-
pretation of the British North America Act.
If we ignore the Act on one major point we
may be thereby establishing a principle of
jurisprudence by which other rights would be
infringed. I think this is a very dangerous
move, and, as has been stated, the matter is
so important that we cannot settle it ofi-
hand. I would support a reference to the
Department of Justice, our law officers, or
a committee composed of the best legal
minds of the Senate, in order to ascertain
whether the precedent, if created, is binding
for all time. In constitutional matters a
precedent is always dangerous. I would call
the attention of the Chairman of the Com-
mittee to that point. Suppose parties to a
divorce case are informed that in the future
they will have to apply to the courts of
Ontario, or to the courts of some other prov-
ince, that can only be for the time being.
Other senators will come here—unfortunately
senators are not immortal—and this newly
established jurisprudence may well be set
aside. All this goes to show that the sugges-
tion of the right honourable the junior mem-
ber for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) ought to be adopted. We ought to
go very slowly in this matter, and to ascer-
tain whether or not we are infringing upon
the rights granted under the British North
America Act in 1867 to all citizens of Canada.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend allow me to ask in what way
the amendment evades, or attempts to
evade, the constitution? From his observa-
tions I could not see why or how it does.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Perhaps I can make
my meaning clearer. Last year we passed an
Act which, in my humble opinion, created
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an alternative court to which parties seeking
divorce could apply. They could come here, :
or they could go before the courts of Ontario.
We transferred certain jurisdiction to the
courts of Onftario, but we did not give them
exclusive jurisdiction; and I say that now we
may be creating a principle of jurisprudence
by solemnly declaring that parties from On-
tario shall in future be debarred from applying
to Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The amendment
does not say that.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Oh, yes, it does.
Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!
Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: I thought the ad-

journment of the debate had been moved.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Honourable mem-
bers, I moved the adjournment of the debate.
I thought that everyone who desired to speak
had done so. I renew my motion to adjourn

the debate, seconded by the honourable
gentleman from South Bruce (Hon, Mr.
Donnelly).

Some Hon. SENATORS: Carried!
Some Hon. SENATORS: No!

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: There is one ques-
tion that I should like to ask the Chairman
of the Committee. Is he sure that this
petitioner has the right to go to the courts
in Ontario?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not think
there can be any question about it. The
husband is a resident of Ottawa, and has been
for the past sixteen years, ever since he was
married.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON : Suppose this woman
lived in New Brunswick, would the same
principle apply?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Yes, unless she
had lived in the province for two years.

Hon. Mr. McLEAN: These people had a
separation, after which the husband went
down to Montreal and lived with his wife for
two or three months. Then they found that
they could not agree, and she has lived in
Montreal ever since,

Some Hon. SENATORS: Question!

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Adjourn the de-
bate.

The motion of Hon. Mr. Tanner for the
adjournment of the debate was agreed to:
contents, 30; non-contents, 14.
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HOSPITAL SWEEPSTAKES BILL -
REPORT OF -SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. BARNARD presented, and
moved concurrence in, the report of the
Special Committee to whom was referred
Bill E, an Act with respect o Hospital
Sweepstakes.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, I have heard the mo-
tion made, and the report has been read, but
I have not been able to catch a single word
of it. As no very great hurry is necessary,
and as we have got along for a number of
years without this measure, I suggest that
probably the fair thing would be to take it
up in a little more leisurely manner, after the
report is spread upon our Minutes and
honourable members are given time to think
it over, and opportunity to understand what
kind of legislation is proposed and what the
effect of it would be. I am quite sure that
my honourable friend does not wish to rail-
road this proposition through the House.

When the Bill came up the other day T
had not an opportunity of looking at it, and
I doubt that five per cent of the members
of the House had read it through. I was
somewhat surprised, therefore, when it passed,
in about fifteen or twenty minutes, almost to
the crucial stage of the third reading. I have
not much doubt that if it had not been that
His Honour the Speaker of the Senate then
rose to put a motion to the House, the Bill
would have been read the third time. That
is a rapidity in legislating which I do not
think it is advisable for this House to sanc-
tion, and my plea to-day is that this report
be spread on our minutes so that we may
have a chance to think over the matter, and
so that the country may have a chance to
consider it; for there are people outside of
this House, as well as in it, who are in-
terested. In this way, when we come to
grips with the matter, we shall be informed
with regard to it and shall have an oppor-
tunity of canvassing it thoroughly amongst
ourselves.

Hon. J. W. DANIEL: I think, honourable
members, that where amendments are made
to a Bill by a committee to which it has been
referred, members of this Chamber should at
least have an opportunity of reading them
and knowing what they are. I am quite sure
that the majority of the members of this
Chamber have no idea what changes are
recommended by the committee, because they
cannot hear what the Clerk reads over in a
not very loud voice. Furthermore, to pass
such amendments when the report is brought

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

in is contrary to the rules of the House. The
rules require that a certain time shall inter-
vene so that members may know exactly
what it is they are asked to vote for. For
that reason, as well as for the maintenance of
the rules of the Senate, I think it is only
right that this report should not be adopted
before the next meeting of the House.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I am quite agree-
able, honourable gentlemen, and would sug-
gest that the report be considered to-morrow.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I understand
that it is the intention of the honourable the
leader to move the adjournment of the
Senate until next week. If that is correct,
I suggest to my honourable friend that he say
Wednesday next. The interval would give us
an opportunity to reach an opinion on this
very important matter.

I confess that I have not yet made up my
mind as to the principle contained in the Bill.
Some thirty years ago I waged a successful
fight in this Chamber for the passage of a
Bill to curb games of chance, in the form of
lotteries, and by that enactment such oper-
ations were reduced. Now my honourable
friend brings in a Bill which he suggests will
be of great assistance to a number of our
hospitals. I do not know why he did not
include other charitable institutions. I should
like to think the matter over before we deal
further with the proposed extension of a
practice that I tried to curb thirty years ago.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Unfortunately the explanation given by my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Barnard) does
not suit me. I have some very decided
opinions on this proposed legislation, and
owing to the fact that I have to go away
to-morrow and shall not be returning before
Tuesday, I would ask thate as a fair courtesy
to one who has been a member of this honour-
able Chamber for some considerable time,
my honourable friend will fix, say, Tuesday or
Wednesday of next week for the further con-
sideration of the matter.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I shall be quite
happy to meet the wishes of the right honour-
able gentleman, and I move that the report
be placed on the Order Paper for considera-
tion on Wednesday next.

The motion was agreed to.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON STAND-
ING ORDERS

‘Hon. Mr. TANNER presented, and moved
concurrence in, the fifth report of the Standing
Committee on Standing Orders.
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He said: Honourable senators, in the absence
of the Chairman of the Committee (Hon. Mr.
Tessier), may 1 state that the committec
would like to have the report adopted to-day.
With the leave of the Senate, I move that
it be adopted now.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: What is it all
about?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: This report merely
states that the committee have examined the
advertising and notices and found them to
be correct.

The motion was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. TANNER presented, and moved
concurrence in, the sixth report of the Standing
Committee on Standing Orders.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
What does that report state?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: The same thing.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : A conspiracy of
silence.

The motion was agreed to.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill H, an Act respecting the Railway
Employees Casualty Insurance Company.—
Hon. G. V. White.

REGISTRATION BILL

FOR SECOND READING—
BILL REJECTED

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN moved the second
reading of Bill A, an Act respecting the
registration of all British and alien subjects in
the Dominion of Canada.

He said: Honourable senators, I may say
that I had nothing to do with the drafting
of this Bill; it was drawn up in what should
be the Law Clerk’s department. I do not
know whether honourable members are aware
that at present the Senate has no Law Clerk,
but only someone acting in that capacity.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Who is he?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I do not even
know his name, but I think it is Mr. Larose.
I do not know whether he is a lawyer or
not. I should like to draw the attention of
the Government to the fact that it would
be a good thing to have a lawyer in that
department, because it is very difficult for
a layman to draft bills. This Bill was drawn
up at my request, but it was just the opposite
of what I wanted. It was described as a
Registration Act. Well, that name is not
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particularly savoury throughout Canada,
especially in the Province of Quebec, and I
thought that my life was in danger. But I
am not nervous about it. This is a short
Bill respecting identification by means of
cards or certificates. The Governor in Coun-
cil would be empowered to make all the
necessary regulations.

I may say that a voluntary system of
identification by means of cards, a copy of
which I have here, is in force in the city of
Montreal at present. For many reasons I
cannot give to the House a frank and com-
plete statement of the necessity for a Bill of
this kind, and therefore I should like to see
the Bill sent to a committee. It could be
understood that honourable members are not
endorsing the principle at this stage. While
the House is in open sitting I do nof want
to enter into a detailed discussion of the
Bill, the object of which, I think, will be
clear to honourable members who have read
some of the Bolshevist documents. In papers
that were seized at the time the Arcos Build-
ing was raided by the British Government,
Canada was described as one of the best
countries in which to start a world revolution.
I have here a copy of the document, inciuding
a diagram, which any honourable member
may see. I have already spoken to the
honourable leader of the Government in this
Chamber (Hon. Mr. Willoughby), and, if he
is agreeable, I should like to have a special
committee consider the Bill and hear wit-
nesses. Of course the committee could, if it so
desired, give the Bill a nice little funeral, but
I think the members of the committee would
receive some very valuable information, such
as I would not dare to mention to the House.
Suffice it to say that in 1929 there were 4,419
direct agents of Moscow working in Canada
every day of the year. The Dominion has
been divided by these people into nine
sections, extending from the Maritimes to
British Columbia. In Ontario alone there are
131 unions, most of which are in the southern
part of the province, but others are in the
mining district, in Timmins and places of
that kind; while others again are in the
Thunder Bay District. I feel it would not.
be in the public interest to give these things
too much publicity if we are going to take
action.

Honourable senators should bear in mind
that these agents have had many years of ex-
perience in their work. They know just how
to proceed to interrupt the telegraph service,
to dynamite bridges, to destroy our railroads,
and so on. But perhaps I am saying too much.
I repeat that honourable members could pro-
vide that they were not adhering to the
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principle of the Bill when voting for second
reading.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: I cannot understand
why the honourable member wants all the
information. What is the object of the Bill?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: If the honourable
gentleman will allow me, I shall tell him
privately when the House has adjourned. I
expressly stated that I did not wish to explain
publicly why a measure of this sort is urgently
needed. If the Bill were referred to a com-
mittee, honourable members would be able to
decide in a short time whether we should
pass legislation along this line. I think it is
only a stone or a brick in the wall of the
citadel that we shall have to build as a means
of protecting ourselves against world revo-
lution.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: The honour-
able gentleman who is sponsoring the Bill has
already showed it to me, and I am familiar
not only with its contents, but with the ob-
ject that he has in view. So far as I am
concerned, I am quite agreeable that this
House should strike a committee for the pur-
pose of investigation. It seems to me that
the expense incurred would not be very great.
I quite agree with the honourable gentleman
that the hearings would have to be in camera,
for evidence in a matter of this kind could
not be given openly. Of course, I am not
trying to prescribe what the committee should
do, but am simply indicating what I think
would necessarily be done. The committee
would be the judges of that, however. It
is not my intention to make further remarks
at this stage, but if the honourable gentleman
will, as he suggested to me, nominate some
honourable members for the committee, I will
name some others.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, the honourable gentleman has indi-
cated what has impelled him to bring in this
Bill. Many countries in Europe use the livret
d’identité. I am not sure of the correct name
of the document, but I know that in a num-
ber of countries on the continent everyone
carries an identification book, which he is
required to produce to the police on demand.
I do not believe that there is any such system
of registration in effect in Great Britain, and
of course we have none in this country. My
honourable friend has said that the city of
Montreal has made a start with something
of the kind. I can see that there would be an
advantage in having such a registration of
people in our towns and cities. Montreal is
growing past the million mark, and it and
other cities of Canada are at times invaded

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN

by ecriminals of the worst types from the
United States. For example, when gunmen in
Chicago or New York find that the police
are making too strong a drive against them,
they are apt to come across the border and
engage in bank robberies, holdups and such
crimes in this ‘country. Undoubtedly the
police would find their work facilitated if
they were able to demand from every person
of whom they were suspicious a card showing
his identity. I think if everyone were re-
quired to carry some such form of identifica-
tion there would be an improvement in peace
and order throughout Canada. The only ob-
jection that I can see to making a law of
this kind applicable to the whole country is
that people in the quiet and peaceful rural
sections would be inconvenienced. This is my
difficulty. If we limit the application of such
a law to towns and cities, we shall not be
properly safeguarded under the circumstances,
because people can always claim that they
have come from a rural district, where the
legislation would not be in force. I am pre-
pared to examine this legislation with an open
mind. I see the object that my honourable
friend has in view, but to the reasons at which
he has hinted I would add the desirability of
keeping out fly-by-night visitors who sur-
reptitiously enter the country somewhere along
the three or four thousand miles of border
that separates us from the republic to the
south.

Hon. R. LEMIEUX: Honourable gentle-
men, is not the Immigration Department do-
ing practically that same work? Any foreigner
coming to Canada is obliged to give his name
and nationality.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Does that include
the gunmen from Chicago?

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: They are foreigners.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: I am not opposed
to having this Bill referred to committee. I
think it may help the police of the country,
especially in the mining districts and in the
larger cities such as Toronto, Montreal, and
Winnipeg. But the trouble I see is this. It
is difficult enough to convince people not
only in the back sections of the country, but
in the more thickly populated parts, that
they should answer the questions put by the
census officials, Already I have received
letters about this Bill. People are asking me
what is the matter with the senator from De
Lanaudiere (Hon. Mr. Casgrain)—is he think-
ing of some conscription bill? The danger
is that this Bill might facilitate blackmail.
It would be very awkward for a man who

They come here.
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does not happen to have his identification
card in his pocket to be brought to the police
court and sentenced perhaps to a fine of $20
or to a jail term of thirty days. In that
respect this is a dangerous Bill. It should be
amended if it ever goes to committee. T
may tell the honourable gentleman that it is
quite a task to convince the people of Can-
ada of the necessity of everyone registering
and carrying an identification card to prove
his British citizenship.

The Bill is directed against undesirable
foreigners. The regulations of the Immigra-
tion Department provide for such cases, and
they are very stringent. Besides, the Domin-
ion police, the provincial police and the
municipal police are well informed in regard
to the activities of foreigners. Some two
years ago my honourable friend—and I have
the highest regard for him and for his in-
formant in these matters—showed me some
letters. I went to the Department of Justice
te inquire whether the Government knew of
the activities of the Reds in the West, and
tc my surprise I found that they already had
a full report about the Communistic movement
in Western Canada. I repeat that I have
no objection to the Bill going to the commit-
tee. Nevertheless, it contains dangerous and
questionable features, such as the liability
that a fine of $20 or a sentence of thirty days
in jail may be imposed if A or B or C
happens one afternoon to be walking along
St. James street without having his identifica-
tion card in his pocket.

Furthermore, I claim that this work ought
to be done by our immigration officials and
it ought to be done outside of Canada. Be-
fore boarding a steamer every foreigner
should be bound, and is bound, to produce
his identification.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman has a fine chance. His is the first
name on the list of members of that com-
mittee.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: May I call the atten-
tion of the honourable gentleman who has
introduced this Bill to the fact that it may
be ultra vires of this Parliament?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Let it go to the
committee. We shall decide that there.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: I think we should con-
sider very seriously the question whether we
are interfering with civil rights. I am in-
clined to think that when we compel a man
to carry a card around with him we are inter-
fering with civil rights, and in my opinion
we should look into that question very care-
fully before spending further time on the
matter.

Hon. ROBERT FORKE: 1 think that
this Bill would be very unpopular from the
Atlantic to the Pacific. It seems to me that
we are becoming a little hysterical on the
subject of Bolshevists and Communists. There
are in this country very many good, law-
abiding people, which makes it pretty cer-
tain that our laws will be lived up to. This
is the first time in ten years of parliamentary
life that I have been asked to endorse a Bill
that was so mysterious that it could not be
explained on the floor of the House. If the
Bill is necessary, why should we not get full
information as to what makes it necessary?
I do not believe in this idea that there is
some mysterious thing that is going to over-
take us. If there is, let us hear about it.
What is the danger? A few Communists
may sometimes talk wildly, but as long as
they continue to talk in public I think there
is not much to be feared from them. Most
honourable gentlemen have been in Hyde
Park, London, as I have been, and have
heard such people talking. The police pro-
tect them, and let them talk if they want
to, and that is the end of it.

I think we are making far too much of the
Communists in Canada. I had an opportun-
ity of witnessing in Winnipeg a Labour Day
demonstration and parade in which six thou-
sand unemployed took part. I watched the
faces of those men as they passed. There
may have been a sprinkling of Communists
among them, but I may tell you, honourable
gentlemen, that after watching them I was
overwhelmed with sorrow at the condition in
which they seemed to be. They were hag-
gard, badly dressed, and seemed to be under-
fed. Let me say in all seriousness, honour-
able gentlemen, that there is our problem.
I think I have said in this House before
that if you give a man a job and a home
the Communists may talk all they like and
they will never do him any harm. I do not
think there is any necessity for this Bill to
go to committee.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: May I ask whether
a great many of the men in that procession
were not brought into this country when the
honourable gentleman was Minister of Immi-
gration?

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I admit that many of
them were foreigners. Perhaps foreigners
have more difficulty in getting jobs at the
present time than our own people. These
men did not look to be at all dangerous.
I saw one man carrying a baby—haggard, ill
fed and badly clothed. I am not object-
ing to the Bill going to committee, but I
think that we are making too much of Com-
munists in Canada.
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I have put the
honourable gentleman’s name on the com-
mittee. I think he has an inkling as to where
my information comes from.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
This is getting to be very intriguing. This is
something new. A Bill is introduced by an
honourable gentleman, with the very best of
intentions, because he possesses information
which makes it imperative for him, in pur-
suance of his public duty, to bring in the
‘Bill. I give my honourable friend full credit
in that respect. But here is my difficulty. I
am asked to vote for the second reading of
the Bill, and consequently to give my support
to the principle contained in it.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: No. I beg the right
honourable gentleman’s pardon. I said the
second reading need not commit us to the
principle of the Bill.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTE
My honourable friend gives me absoiuticn,
but, after all, when a Bill is given the second
reading there is an impression that we are
in favour of its principle. I am told that if
I knew all that my honourable friend knows
I would raise no objection to the Bill. That
may be, but in view of the fact that I am
asked to approve of the legislation and to
help it forward, step by step, because of in-
formation which cannot be imparted to us,
I find the responsibility a rather heavy one
to assume.

The Bill involves important consequences.
Under its provisions it will be obligatory upon
every citizen of this country, of a certain age,
with some few exceptions, to register under
some system which is supposed to provide
sufficient information to safeguard the country
from evils that are real, or that the promoter
of the Bill supposes to be real. It seems to
me that there is a different way of accomplish-
ing what is desired. We have a Government
that is responsible for the maintenance of
law, order and justice in this country. Why
should not the information that has been
referred to be laid before the Government,
or, as is done in periods of great stress in
Great Britain and in most other countries, be
placed before not only the Government of the
day, but also the Opposition, in order that
law, order and justice may be maintained?
It seems to me that if certain fortunate in-
dividuals possess an under-stratum of infor-
mation of which the rest of the people are
not aware, and that information indicates an
impending peril, it is the duty of those in-
dividuals to lay the matter before the Gov-
ernment and place upon it the responsibility
of taking such measures as are necessary to

Hcn., Mr. FORKE,

insure peace and order. If the information
which my honourable friend has is correct and
well-founded, I cannot conceive of the Gov-
ernment rejecting a proposal to examine into
it and to take such steps as are considered
necessary to meet the situation. The Gov-
ernment can call in the leaders of the Opposi-
tion and confer with them to decide what
measures are necessary. I do not know that
we have in this country any secret service
fund, but the steps that I have spoken of
could certainly be taken, and I should think
they would be taken if the basis of the in-
formation were found to be correct.

If you go to Paris or some other European
city you will find that everything about you
is written down, made a matter of record,
and placed in the hands of the police. I can
see how in the city of Montreal, maybe in
the good city of Toronto, or perhaps even in
the city of Ottawa, such information might be
useful to the police authorities.

I am not entirely free of a sense of the peril
in which Canada stands to-day. As I look
over to the United States of America and
see what is taking place there in regard to the
administration of law and justice, I realize
what a force and power commercialized,
organized and wealthy violators of the law
have become in the carrying on of their opera-
tions, and I am not entirely free of an
apprehension that they may cross the border
and invade our cities. The Government ought
to be alive to this peril; I am not sure that
it is not; but if private citizens have informa-
tion which is not possessed by the Govern-
ment it is their duty to place that information
in the hands of the Government.

It is difficult for me, however, to understand
how I am to support legislation that puts
burdensome restrictions upon the people of
this country, without first having complete
information as to the necessity of an inqui-
sition into their private lives, or the necessity
of their registering with some authority and
carrying credentials with them at all times
in order that they may avoid all sorts of
trouble and expense and vexation. Think of
the inconvenience to which they will be sub-
jected, and the interference with their free-
dom of movement. Then there is the cost.
It is not going to be easy to register every-
body under this Bill. Tt will cost a great deal
of money, and that is something to be taken
into account. These are the thoughts that
run through my mind, and I wonder whether
there is not a better means than my honour-
able friend has chosen for the carrying out
of his idea—a means that would not arouse
the feeling that the proposed legislation is
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sure to arouse throughout the length and
breadth of this country. I think that this
legislation might be very useful for our larger
cities, and that it is such as in the course of
our evolution we may be obliged to adopt;
but that it is necessary at the present time is
a matter of doubt in my mind. In any event
this would be a most arousing and exciting,
and, in a certain sense, a most undesirable,
addition to the legislation and the very
meticulous regulations that we now have.

Hon. G. GORDON: Honourable senators,
in my opinion this Bill should not be given
a second reading. I know that the honourable
gentleman who introduced it (Hon. Mr. Cas-
grain) is sincere in his motives, but the
remedy that he suggests for the Bolshevist evil
would drive any free and independent people
into revolution. The result would be exactly
what my honourable friend wants to prevent.
At the present time many of our people are
put to considerable hardship because they have
not their automobile licence cards available
every time that a policeman demands them.
It appears to me that if registration of this
kind were inflicted upon a free people, the
outcome would be disastrous. As for myself,
T should resent a demand from a policeman
to present a card of identification. The Bill
appears to me to be so absurd and ridiculous
that, I repeat, we should not give it second
reading.

The motion for the second reading was re-
jected: contents, 12; non-contents, 20.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
COMPENSATION BILL

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, the
Senate went into committee on Bill 37, an
Act to amend the Government Employees
Compensation Act.

Hon. Mr. Gordon in the Chair.

Section 1 was agreed to.

On section 2—compensation to be same as
under law of province where accident occurs:

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: May I ask my
honourable friend whether the wording of the
Bill has received the approval of the At-
torneys General of the different provinces?
I understood my honourable friend to tell
us the other day that the Bill was introduced
after consultation with the Attorneys General,
but I am wondering whether they have ap-
proved of the wording.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I think the
honourable member from Welland (Hon.

Mr. Robertson) can give that information,
but he is not in the House at present. I am
unable to answer the question further than
to say that, from talking over the matter
with the honourable gentleman before he
left his seat, I understood the necessary ap-
proval had been given.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I do not want to
impede the passing of the Bill, but perhaps
my honourable friend will not insist on third
reading till next Wednesday.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is agree-
able. I have here a memorandum that ap-
parently is in answer to a question that was
asked at a time when I was not present, as
to whether provincial workmen’s compensa-
tion boards are recompensed for handling
cases for the Dominion Government. It is to
be noted that according to subsection 4 of
section 3 of the Government Employees Com-
pensation Act, the Minister of Finance, under
the authority of the Governor in Council,
may pay such portion as is fair and reason-
able of the administration expenses of main-
taining the provincial boards. Every year the
Dominion Government pays to each board
what is considered to be a fair and reason-
able share of the annual expenses of main-
taining the board.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That provision is
in the Act now?
Hon, Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes. In the

year 1929-30 the Dominion Government paid
out for this purpose $21,702.02.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: May I ask the honour-
able gentleman whether there has been any
reference to the employees themselves about

this Bill? Have they been heard by any
committee?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Not to my
knowledge.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: Does the honourable
gentleman not think that they should be
heard in regard to a Bill concerning com-
pensation?

Hon, Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Although the
Bill stands in my name, the honourable gentle-
man from Welland (Hon. Mr. Robertson),
who has just returned to the House, is more
familiar with the matter than I am. He
may be able to supply the required informa-
tion.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: I will repeat my ques-
tion. Were the employees consulted in con-
nection with this Bill? Did they appear
before any committee or make any repre-
sentations?
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Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: May I ask my
honourable friend just whom he means by
“the employees”?

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: The employees of the
Government.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : The Civil Service.
My understanding is that representations of
the employees’ wishes were made to the Gov-
ernment originally through the Trades and
Labour Congress of Canada and through the
Department of Railways. The matter was
subsequently taken up by that department,
and the Department of Labour was con-
sulted. Following a conference between
officers of those two departments, a Bill was
framed last year and made some progress,
but it was not passed by the time Parliament
dissolved. The measure was renewed this
year and brought down in another place,
where it was passed, and it is now here for our
consideration. So far as I know, there is no
objection at all to it on the part of civil
servants. As a matter of fact, the Bill pro-
vides the only means by which civil servants
are able to obtain compensation in the event
of being injured while on duty; for, as I
understand the law, a Government employee,
being in the service of the Crown, cannot take
action in the courts against the Crown with-
out its consent. That is, he has no recourse
in common law. This Bill would provide fair
treatment for civil servants by putting them
on a footing with employees in private in-
dustries who are covered by provineial work-
men’s compensation Acts.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: I am not conversant with
the facts, but I have been told on good
authority that a large body of civil servants
desire to be heard before the Bill is given
third reading. That is the only reason I
raised the question.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I may say to my
honourable {friend that, subject to the ap-
proval of the honourable the leader of the
Government in this House (Hon. Mr. Will-
oughby), I shall try to get some informa-
tion on this matter to-night. The Civil Ser-
vice Federation gave notice a couple of weeks
ago that they wanted to resume discussion
with me of a matter that had been taken up
some . months ago and adjourned for further
consideration; and it so happened that I
suggested that the conference be held to-
night, as neither House of Parliament will be
sitting. So this evening I shall be meeting
in the Labour Department a delegation from
the Civil Service Federation, who represent
civil servants in every department of the
Government, and I expect to have a discus-

Hon. Mr. LOGAN.

sion lasting a couple of hours or so. I have
no knowledge of what they wish to discuss,
other than what was considered before, but
since the honourable member has raised this
question I shall be glad to inquire from the
delegates whether they have heard of any
objections to this legislation. I may say
that I have heard of none. I shall inform the
House of what information I receive.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: That is quite satisfac-
tory.

Hon. Mr. DONNELLY: Does this Bill
apply only to civil servants? Does it not
apply to temporary employees who do special
work for the Government? I understand
it refers to all Government employees not
otherwise covered.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Government em-
ployees not otherwise covered.

Hon. Mr. DONNELLY: I think a number
of them will not be ecivil servants.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am agreeable
that the Committee should rise and report
progress.

Progress was reported.

PRIVATE BILL .
SECOND READING

Hon. G. LACASSE moved the second read-
ing of Bill 23, an Act respecting the Essex
Terminal Railway Company.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Would the
honourable gentleman kindly give a little
explanation to the House as to what the
purposes of the Bill are? I do not think many
honourable members are familiar with the
subject-matter.

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: I had the privilege
of introducing a similar measure about two
vears ago, and it was passed. As honourable
members will observe, the purpose of the Bill
is to give authority to the Essex Terminal
Railway Company to commence the building
of an addition to its line in the county of
Essex within the time specified, which is two
years. The previous Bill specified the same
length of time, which has now expired, and
the company is seeking an extension.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: A similar Bill was
apparently first passed in 1902, twenty-nine
yvears ago, and has been coming before
Parliament at intervals of two years, with one
exception, ever since. I should think it would
be to the advantage of the promoters of the
Bill to drop it rather than to keep on paying
the expenses of its renewal every two years.
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Hon. Mr. LACASSE: My honourable friend
will admit that collective organizations always
last longer than individuals. The company re-
ferred to here is a transportation concern and
it has been seriously affected by the general
depression, as have all the larger lines in the
country. To put the matter simply, the com-
pany is asking for a renewal of the rights
granted two years ago, since which time no
great wave of prosperity has swept over the
land. If the Bill is passed now and the com-
pany has to apply to Parliament for another
renewal two years hence, my honourable
friend 'will have an opportunity of pressing his
objection then.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : I have a hazy re-
collection—I am not clear on the matter—
that when this Bill was before the Railway
Committee two years ago some question was
raised as to the advisability of granting a fur-
ther extension of time for the construction of
the line referred to, because of the fact that
the company had received similar extensions
over a period of almost thirty years. I think
the committee came to the conclusion that
no harm would be done by once more extend-
ing the time for two years, but that the Bill
should not be renewed after the expiration of
that limit. If the Bill is sent to the Railway
Committee, probably other honourable mem-
bers there will remember what occurred two
years ago.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No doubt the
Bill will have to go to the Railway Committee,
because an explanation will be required from
the promoters as to why a further extension
of time should be given. I suppose that the
oftener they request an extension the stricter
the committee will become in demanding
reasons.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It might be
further observed, by way of reminder, that at
the same time to which I am referring an
extension of time was asked for by a railway
in the province of my honourable friend from

DeLorimier (Hon. Mr. Dandurand). That
was a road running northwards from
Montreal—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Joliette.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Yes, the Joliette
and Lake Manuan railway.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes. I think it
is only fair to suggest to the honourable
gentleman sponsoring this Bill (Hon. Mr.
Lacasse) that the promoters should be pre-
pared to explain, if the Railway Committee so
desires, why the Bill is being renewed.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: I should like to
inquire Whether this company has anything
other than its charter. Does it own any other
railway, or is it affiliated with any other
railway?

Hon. Mr. LACASSE: It is a small com-
pany which was organized in the county of
Essex, the main purpose of which is to provide
connecting lines from the C.P.R., the CN.R.,
the Michigan Central, etc., to the extreme
end of the peninsula of Essex, which is not
reached by those railroads. It has been
operating for a number of years, and has a
considerable quantity of tracks and rolling
stock.

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

STATUES ON PARLIAMENT HILL
INQUIRY

Hon. Mr. TANNER inquired of the Gov-
ernment :

The names of the persons in honour of whose
public services statues have been erected on
the parliamentary grounds, Ottawa; and the
date when each statue was erected.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The answer to
the inquiry of the honourable gentleman is
as follows:

Sir Geo. E. Cartier—January, 1885.

Sir John A. Macdonald—July, 1895.

Queen Victoria—September, 190i1.

Hon. Alex. Mackenzie—September, 1001.

Hon. G. E. Brown—March, 1913.

Baldwin-Lafontaine—May, 1914,

Hon. T. D. McGee—December, 1922,

Sir Wilfrid Laurier—August, 1927.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, May
19, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, Mawy 19, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
TRADE MISSION TO SOUTH AMERICA

DISCUSSION AND INQUIRY

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN rose in accordance
with the following notice:

That he will call the attention of the Senate
to the recent Canadian Trade Mission to South
America, and inquire whether the Government
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intends to follow the recommendations of the
Mission looking to the expansion of Canadian
trade to that continent.

He said: Honourable members, I think I
may without risk of contradiction preface my
remarks with the statement that Canada
under present conditions needs to keep all
she can of her own market and to extend as
much as she can her trade in foreign markets.
This becomes more apparent when one ob-
serves the condition of our powerful neigh-
bour to the south and realizes that the diffi-
culty of the situation in the United States
.has been greatly increased by a reduction of
exports from that country. Yet in normal
times the United States sends abroad only
about 8 per cent of its total production,
whereas Canada ordinarily exports no less
than 30 per cent of hers—though recently
this figure has fallen to 20 per cent. The
bulk of Canada’s exports are sent to only a
few countries, 60 per cent going to the United
States of America, 20 per cent to the United
Kingdom, 10 per cent to the rest of the
British Empire, and only 10 per cent to the
rest of the world.

The purpose of the Canadian Trade
Mission to South America was to find an
additional market for Canadian products and
to secure a share of the South American
trade, of which we have very little at pre-
sent; less than one per cent, or, to be exact,
$39,000,000 worth out of a total of $15,000,-
000,000. The Trade Mission has accomplished
its task and submitted a report containing
its conclusions, the principal one of which is
that we should secure a much larger share
of South American trade. The Mission has
done a very useful work, but, like many
another good work, if it is not followed up
it will be lead to nothing. I confess that to-
night I am attéempting to do my share in
this follow-up work, and if I can enlist the
members of this House in support of the
conclusions contained in the report I shall
feel that my efforts have been of some avail.

I think I ought to say one word as to the
composition 8f the delegation, but before doing
8o I shall ask my genial colleague, companion
and adviser from Prince Edward (Hon. Mr.
Horsey) to be kind enough to make up any
deficiency in my remarks. The Mission was
perhaps the most important that ever left
the shores of Canada. It consisted of 150
Canadians gathered together by two associa-
tions having world-wide relations, and it was
headed by no less a personage than a Min-
ister of the Crown officially representing the
Government, If you picture to yourself all
those delegates gathered together in one ship,
a ship not only flying the Canadian flag, but
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belonging to the Dominion of Canada, you"
can well understand that it was regarded and
received as a dignified national embassy.

I am glad that in another House Sir George
Perley has thanked in such pleasing and fitting
language those who extended such whole-
hearted hospitality to the Canadian delega~
tion. I trust that I may be allowed to join
with him in his remarks, and perhaps to go
a little further—to express here the appre-
ciation of the lawyers who formed part of
the Mission, and who, headed by the Right
Honourable the Chief Justice of this country,
through the graciousness of their Argentine
colleagues, were admitted to the Bar of
Buenos Aires honoris causa. On that occa-
sion I felt that I had been brought back over
7,500 miles of sea to the atmosphere of the
law courts in my own city of Montreal, for
everbody spoke French, and spoke it not
only fluently but most gracefully. I cannot
refrain  {from mentioning that throughout
South America it is understood and spoken
with ease by every educated man. In Ar-
gentina the Civil Law is French law—it is
the Code Napoléon; and every student of
law must pass his examination in Civil Law
in French before being admitted to practice.

I have very little to quarrel with in the
report of the Mission, but I regret that men-
tion has not been made of the fact that in
this country, where such a large part of the
population speak French, that language could
be used to render very valuable service to the
Dominion in South America.

One particularly interesting feature of the
report is that it was made by business men,
many of whom are leaders in their respective
lines of work. They are specialists, and their
report, based on first-hand information gath-
ered in South America, should be of great
interest to business concerns in Canada.

I shall try to state briefly what the con-
clusions of the Mission were. First of all I
shall refer to the question of political security.
I know that rumours of revolutions succeeding
one another in South America have created
the impression that that country is not a very
mafe market for foreign trade. But let me say,
honourable senators, that revolutions such as
oceur in those countries appear far less terrible
from the inside than from the outside. They
are mostly bloodless, and it seemed to me
that they operated as the only means of
rectifying an undesirable political situation. I
think I can state that the general opinion
of at least two of the larger countries in
South America is that most of their political
troubles are due to their constitutions, which
place in the hands of their respective presi-
dents an excessive power that can be counter-
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balanced only by force of arms. Public men
in Argentina are openly advocating an amend-
ment of the constitution; and one of the most
important items in the program of the Gov-
crnment of Brazil is a constitutional amend-
ment with a view to reducing the power that
the President now has. Indeed I may say
that it was very difficult for the members of
the delegation not to sympathize, to some
extent at least, with the rebels.

The ex-President of Argentina, President
Trigoyen, was certainly a unique figure, and
would have been so regarded in the public
life of any country. He was in office until
the second year of his second term, and yet,
as I was told by a man whom I implicitly
trust, nobody knew where the President was
born, nobody knew his religion, and much less
did anybody know his political opinion. He
refused to reside in the presidential palace, a
beautiful building called ‘the Casa Rosada,
and made his abode in a meagerly furnished
tenement over a small store in a side street.
He never attended a public function; he never
spoke in public, and the only thing of any
note that he was reported to have said was
that he was the father of the people. One
good thing that was credited to him was
the distribution of sugar to the poor of
Buenos Aires.’ The first two years of his
second term revealed that in addition to being
possessed of extraordinary mental character-
istics he had succumbed to the weight of
years; for he was very old. He has been de-
ported to an island called San Fernando, close
to the shores of Argentina, where he is kept,
though not without comfort.

As to Brazil, the ex-President, Washington
Luis, was undoubtedly most despotic. I will
cite an example of his arbitrary dealings.
Mr. Mello-Franco, an able statesman, the
present Minister of Foreign Affairs, was re-
elected in his old electoral district last year
by qver forty thousand votes, while his
opponent got only seven hundred votes. Yet
President Luis declared that Mr. Mello-
Franco’s election was null and void, and that
his opponent was elected.

I should like to be permitted to mention
here the pleasure with which I heard Mr.
Mello-Franco’s reference to Canadians. At a
gathering of a great many Brazilians and a
number of members of our own delegation
he stated that one of the most outstanding
feats he had ever witnessed occurred at the
time our eloquent colleague the honourable
leader on the other side of this House (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) delivered his inaugural
address as President of the Assembly of the
League of Nations. Mr. Mello-Franco said,
“After having spoken with great eloquence

in French, your compatriot waved aside the
translator and repeated his speech in English
with an ease and correctness that won the
admiration of everyone present.”

Perhaps a few remarks as to the economic
conditions of the South American countries
would not be out of place. Argentina has the
third largest gold reserve in the world. I
think no further comment is necessary.
Uruguay also is in an admirably sound state.
But Brazil is in a more difficult position for
the time being, and Sir Otto Niemeyer, a
director of the Bank of England, has been
called in by that country for expert advice.
But, honourable gentlemen, from the point of
view of barter and trade, these countries are
absolutely reliable financially. In times of de-
*pression like the present, the exporter there,
like the dealer here, must be prudent and
especially guard against possible depreciation
of the specie of the country.

Now, as to the wealth of those countries,
I think that their natural resources, particu-
larly those of Argentina, Uruguay and Brazil,
are beyond all description. The Andes are
like the dorsal spine of South America, and
from their peaks—some of which are 23,000
feet high—wonderful plateaux descend gradu-
ally, step by step to the Atlantic. These
plateaux are teeming with herds of -cattle
and with crops of maize and wheat; and,
seeing all this pastoral wealth, I could not
help recalling the Old Testament description
of wealth, which was reckoned by the num-
ber of heads in the herd, or the number of
sheep in the flock. The herds and the flocks,
the maize and the wheat, are transported
across those plateaux and down those steps,
and find their way out to the coast, mostly
to Buenos Aires and Rio.

These are two magnificent cities. Honour-
able gentlemen, I can say sincerely that if
I had not known how I travelled there
I should have thought it was Paris. The
houses are magnificently built of granite,
marble and wrought iron, and with every lux-
ury. These cities have commercial streets with
even the latest decorations of modern art such
as are met in Paris. Store facades entirely
in metal are to be seen on every side—
but I do not admire them. The impression
one receives is that colossal wealth has been
spent without reckoning. This is true par-
ticularly of Buenos Aires. Rio de Janeiro has
a beauty of its own, due to its site. I do not
know that there is in the world anything com-
parable to the Bay of Rio. It appeared to us
as a vision; a crown of lofty peaks rising
abruptly from the sea and joined by five
sweeping bays from which the white city creeps
up the green slopes. Those who have spent
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so lavishly to make Rio so beautiful were at
first ostracized by public resentment, but later
they were recalled and treated as heroes.

South America is a continent of unbounded
resources. From the commercial point of
view, it offers great possibilities of trade, and
that is particularly the reason why I venture
to come before you with the request that,
if you share my opinion, Canadians should be
given every opportunity to capture that
trade.

But is that trade within our reach? Allow
me, honourable gentlemen, to refer briefly to
a very comprehensive report made by Mr.
Holland for the Export Committee of the
delegation. According to that report there is
in Argentina a good demand for radiators,
steam fittings, gas stoves, and an extremely*
large market for agricultural implements,
electrical washing machines, pumps driven by
wind-mills; and for the supply of these com-
modities Canadian firms are now actively in
the field. There is also a very large demand
for outboard motors, patent medicines, toilet
preparations, art paper and envelopes—all of
which products are now imported mostly from
France, Germany, Italy and Great DBritain.
There is a large demand for canvas, rubber-
soled footwear, and several Canadian firms are
now doing a substantial business in these
lines. Over $2,500,000 worth of Canadian
autos went to the Argentine in 1930, and with
the improvement in roads, which is bound
to come shortly, this business should be
materially increased. The Argentine now
furnishes a market for over  $1,750,000 per
annum worth of Canadian sewing machines.
About $132,000 worth of binder twine went
from Canada to the Argentine last year, and
this should increase considerably in the future.
Though one large American company has
now opened its own plant locally, there will
continue to be a fine market for Canadian-
made tires and rubber goods, which last year
showed a figure of over $3,500,000. The statis-
tics of last year show that $134,000 worth of
iron pipe and tubing went to the Argentine
from Canada. There should also be a good sale
for iron rods and bars, due to the large
quantity of ornamental iron work done locally.
Iron rods for reinforced concrete work should
furnish Canadian manufacturers with a profit-
able market. Because of the popularity of
boating in the Argentine, it is felt that
Canadian manufacturers of canoes could pro-
fitably devote some attention and effort to
the development of this market.

But I will abridge my citations. Canada’s
trade with Brazil can be increased in rubber
manufactures, dried fish, binder twine and
cordage, paper products, agricultural ma-
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chinery, sewing machines, automobiles, iron
and steel products, marine engines, hardware,
electrical apparatus, and cement.

With Chile we could trade in tires and other
rubber manufactures, boots and shoes, tinned
salmon, wood, wall-paper, farm implements and
machinery, razors, automobiles, aluminium pro-
ducts, and soda compounds.

Uruguay offers a market for rubber manu-
factures, newsprint, iron piping, sugar, tubing,
sewing machines and automobiles.

This long list of prospective exports could
be enlarged considerably if I quoted from the
reports of our committee on lumber, on fish-
eries, food specialties, agriculture, etc. Fish
can be exported in large quantities to Brazil.
Canadian poultry and silver foxes should find a
good market in South America.

The Mission has made two kinds of recom-
mendations: those which apply to private
initiative, and those which must be left to
public authority, that is to say, to the Gov-
ernment or to Parliament. I am not going to
deal with the recommendations addressed to
private initiative, except to state that Cana-
dian prestige in South America has been
admirably served by private initative, more
especially by Canadian financial institutions
such as the Canadian banks and the Sun
Life Assurance Company. The manner in
which those institutions, particularly the
Royal Bank in South America, have merited
the confidence and the respect of the people
is wonderful. Every one of the Canadians
who visited the offices of the Royal Bank in
Buenos Aires or in Rio de Janeiro was proud
of that institution.

I now appeal to you on the recommenda-
tions addressed by the Mission to the Govern-
ment and to Parliament. These recommenda-
tions are three in number. The first concerns
the Atlantic service between this country and
South America. Since 1928 there has been a
direct service between certain ports of Canada
—Montreal in the summer and the Mari-
time ports in the winter—and Buenos Aires
and intermediate ports. A monthly service
is furnished by four boats of the Canadian
National fleet, of 8,100 tons each. Strange
to say, there is no difficulty in securing car-
goes for Canada, more than 66,000 tons hav-
ing come from South America during the last
twelve months; but there is difficulty in
getting cargoes shipped the other way, or
rather in preventing shipment from Canada
going via New York in American bottoms
The reason for this is to be found in a very
able report made by Mr. W. D. Robb, the
Vice-President of the Canadian National Rail-
ways, who accompanied the Mission. This is
what he says:
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The volume of trade from Canada (east
coast) to Argentina has increased substantially
during the past years. There is little doubt
that this increase is due chiefly to the shipping
facilities afforded by establishment of the Cana-
dian National Steamships’ direct service from
(Canadian to Argentine ports.

The Argentine import market is, of course,
at present in a depressed condition, but as soon
as trading conditions become anything like
normal, we believe that the steady development
of the past year or so should continue pro-
gressively. :

So far as traffic for this service from Cana-
dian ports is concerned, a difficulty is to divert
to Montreal cargo which has hitherto been
routed via New York. It can be reckoned that
New York provides at present one fast mail
vessel, and an average of at least two moder-
ately rapid cargo vessels per week for Argen-
tina, and sailings are increased at short notice
to cope with extra demand for space. This
schedule compares with one Canadian National
Steamship sailing from Canada per month.

In the efforts of the Canadian National Steam-
ships’ agents in Argentina to induce importers
of Canadian goods to ship via Montreal, they
have always been faced with the difficulty of
the limited sailing opportunities from Montreal,
as compared with New York. Manufacturers,
as a rule, wish to forward their goods to ocean
vessels as soon as they are ready, and it often
happens, of course, that there is no sailing
from Montreal for two or three weeks there-
after. In addition there is the risk, should
goods shipped via Montreal be delayed in tran-
sit to port and thus miss the vessel, of a
month’s delay before another sailing is avail-
able. The Canadian National teamships’
agents in Argentina consider it of importance,
therefore, that additional tonnage should be
placed on the service, and they recommend for
the present that the service be on a three-
weekly instead of a monthly basis. As it is
hoped that traffic will steadily increase, the
probability of giving a fortnightly service later
on should be kept prominently in mind.

For a considerable proportion of goods
shipped from Canada to Argentina, speed in
delivery is not of wital importance, but auto-
mobile importers, as a rule, require quick de-
livery, and at certain periods of the year agri-
cultural machinery is required with urgency.
Improved speed would, therefore, be a valuable
asset to the Line.

I know, honourable members, that under
present conditions the strictest economy must
be observed, particularly perhaps in the affairs
of the Canadian National Railways and the
Canadian National Steamships; but some-
times the enforcement of economy is a very
costly process. If by slightly increasing the
service we could balance the freight both
ways, we should reduce tremendously the cost
of running these steamships and should give
a very great impetus to our export trade with
Argentina. I hope that the Government will
give this report very serious consideration
with a view to doing its part in the work of
facilitating exports to South America, the en-
tire work up to the present time having been
shouldered by private individuals.

The second recommendation made by the
Trade Mission favours better tariff treatment.
Through a treaty made by Great Britain in
1825 covering the whole British Empire,
Argentina has the benefit of the most-
favoured-nation clause. However, as Argen-
tina has but one tariff, save for insignificant
concessions to neighbouring countries, Can-
ada derives no benefit. On the other hand,
Argentina enjoys the benefit of our inter-
mediate tariff. It seems to me that this is
not a very satisfactory tariff relation. The im-
pression of the members of the Mission when
visiting Buenos Aires was that the Govern-
ment of Argentina had a set policy of main-
taining the tariff in its entirety, and the Tariff
Committee of the Mission were not a little
surprised to learn, on visiting the Minister of
Trade and Commerce, the Hon. Mr. Beccar-
Varela, that exactly the reverse was the case.
I shall just read an extract from a letter from
the Minister of Trade and Commerce of Ar-
gentina, and, with the permission of the
House, shall have the whole letter placed on
Hansard for the information of honourable
members.

Buenos Aires

March 21, 1931.
Senator C. P. Beaubien.
Mr. Senator:

I beg to thank you for your kind letter of
March 18 and to express the satisfaction which
I have derived from my interview with you
and the other gentlemen of the Canadian
Mission who honoured me with their visit.

Your interpretation of what we discussed
in our interview with regard to the proposals
of the Argentine Republic is correct. The Re-
public, as I have had occasion to state to you,
and subsequently to you and Sir George Perley,
is considering at the present moment the possi-
bilities of concluding special commercial treaties
to permit the interchange of certain products
between our country and other friendly nations.
On such conditions we are prepared to consider
such mnegotiations with Canada, those being
based upon mutual preferences, previous infor-
mation of the initiation of these negotiations
being given to Great Britain, of whose Empire
the Dominion of Canada forms a part. We
understand that Canada has within the Empire
an international status for making such agree-
ments, but as we are bound by treaty to Great
Britain we are in duty bound to inform her of
initiation of such negotiations, and we should
be very happy to reach an agreement, which
this Government would submit to the approval
of Parliament immediately upon being con-
cluded.

In truth we have products which we should
like to export to Canada on a large scale, and
reciprocally, we understand, it will be necessary
to increase our purchases from your friendly
country, this reciprocity being made possible
by means of mutual concessions.

Before concluding, I desire to inform you,
and through you, Sir George Perley and the
(lanadian Government, of the initiative which
I offer in concrete form in the letter, a copy
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of which I enclose, adding on the present occa-
sion that the letter does not set forth a definite
plan for an agreement with Canada, Australia
and the United States, but suggests certain
points of view which might serve as a basis for
a future agreement, with such modifications in
form and substance as.in the course of our
discussion may be deemed advisable.

. I take this opportunity of informing the
Senator of the pleasure which I have had in
establishing personal relations with so worthy
a representative of Canadian cultural and
demoecratic manifestation, and in offering you
my kind regards, I greet you with every con-
sideration.

H. Beccar Varela,
Minister of Agriculture,
Trade and Industry.

I think this declaration of policy needs no
explanation. It is clear that the Government
of Argentina are ready, perhaps eager, to
negotiate with Canada a treaty based on
mutual preferences.

Now, what is the situation in Brazil? There
is no commercial treaty between Canada
and Brazil. Canadian goods are subject to
the general tariff of that country, which is
high. For instance, on our salmon the duty
is 29 cents a pound, on motor cars 46 per
cent ad valorem, and on pneumatic tires 86
per cent ad valorem.

I have here a letter from the Minister of
Trade and Commerce of Brazil, which I ask
permission to place on Hansard. The letter
states that Brazil is a complementary country
to Canada, and is willing and eager to nego-
tiate a commercial treaty based on mutual

preferences. ;
Rio de Janeiro
March 28, 1931.

Exceo Sr. Senator Beaubien,
M.D. Membro du M. C. D. Canada.

Honourable Sir:

The desire manifested by your BExcellency
to interview me on the morning of your arrival
in this Capital, and the excellent impression
which I preserve of the conference in which
vour Excellency made manifest to me Canada’s
desire to establish closer commercial relations
with Brazil, now afford me an opportunity to
express in writing the pleasure that your
initiative has given me and the satisfaction
with which I realize the coincidence of our
thoughts.

In fact, from the statement which you made
to me and which I heard with the greatest
pleasure and interest, I see demonstrated the
fact that in the matter of economic orientation
and commercial policy, Canada, like Brazil, is
guided by the same principles, which can best
and most solidly strengthen interchange based
upon a reciprocity of preferences, and fixed
treaties. the development of their mercantile
expansion.

Believe, Sir, that as I declared verbally, it
will afford the greatest satisfaction to the
Provisional Government and myself to see in-
augurated as soon as possible, and through
the fortunate initiative of Canada, the study
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of the possibilities offered by our countries for
the greater increase of their commerce and
industry on a mutual basis.

I do not conceal from you that from such
inquiries made by our Government with the
assistance of men of recognized competency,
like those who are not lacking in your Cana-
dian Mission, there will result future agree-
ments, treaties or conventions founded on bases
of the greatest solidity and practicability, for
the full harmony of reciprocal interests, and
in the compensating advantage of the produc-
tive activities of Canada and Brazil.

Congratulating myself again, like your BEx-
cellency, on the promises brought to us by the
Mission of which you are such a brilliant and
able member, I offer my best wishes for the
personal happiness of yourself, Sir, and for the
earliest realization of the hopes expressed for
the closest and most prosperous relations be-
tween our two countries.

Lindolpho Collor,
Minister of Labour, Trade and Industry.

Now may I quote to you the conclusion of
the Tariff Committee, which was composed of
all the parliamentarians in the Mission.
Besides our honourable colleague from Prince
Edward (Hon. Mr. Horsey) it was com-
prised of Hon. Mr. Tilley, President of the
Executive Council of New Brunswick, Hon.
Frank Carrel, a member of the Legislative
Council of Quebec and the official representa-
tivg pf that province on the Mission, and Mr.
Boivin, ex-M.P. for Shefford, an exporter of
no mean experience. The report of the Com-
mittee, which was endorsed unanimously by
the Commission, concludes as follows:

In view of the new conditions revealed by
the above official communications, this Com-
mittee urges the early submission of such docu-
ments to the Government of Canada with the
recommendation that the advisability of malc-
ing special preferential treaties of commerce
with Argentina and Brazil be given due con-
sideration just as soon as possible.

The following reasons, inter alia, in the
opinion of the Committee, seem to, call for
diligent action in this respect.

.(1) Lhe necessity of anticipating other coun-
tries in negotiuting for and obtaining prefer-
ences specially useful to Canada.

(2) The advantage for Canadian exporters,
should such treaties be consummated, in pre-
paring in advance and being ready for the next
period of activity in business.

I know that whenever the question arises
of negotiating a commercial treaty, particularly
one hased on preferences, people with experi-
ence in such matters look askance at what
it generally entails. I do not think that in
this particular case, however, the difficulties
would be as great as those generally involved
in negotiating with countries where the in-
terchange of commodities would be on a
very much wider scale. May I give an
example of what I mean? Our major ex-
ports to Argentina, for instance, are manu-
factured rubber goods, amounting, in round
figures, to $3,500,000; agricultural implements,
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$3,300,000; paper, $2,632,000; motors, $2,-
531,000, and sewing machines, $1,750,000. I am
convinced that we could secure a material
reduction of the rate on those products. Can
you imagine what it would mean to Cana-
dian industries in any of those lines to have
practically a right of way into that market?
The difficulty would not be in regard to
obtaining concessions, but rather in granting
concessions. We grow in this country very
little corn, and we buy a large quantity of it
from Argentina.. Most of the corn used in
Canada is imported for the distilling of alcohol.
We import large quantities of hides, casein,
and certain other products. Why would it not
be possible to grant concessions on such articles
as those? And could we not place a small duty
on corn, which now comes in free? By so
doing we certainly should not hurt our own
agriculturists. At the same time we should, by
giving a preference to Argentina, help her to
export a much larger quantity of corn.

Now, honourable senators, I want to hurry
to my last point. I apologize for having taken
so much time.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Go on.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: With regard to
Brazil there is no difficulty whatsoever, because
that country is entirely complementary to our
own. Brazil desires nothing more than the
export of her raw materials. May I quote from
a speech of the Hon. Mr. Collor, referred to
lately by the Rt. Hon. Sir George Perley:

Commercial relations between Canada and
Brazil are only in their beginning, the result
so far only of private initiative. We can be,
and we already are being, an excellent market
for the placing of various manufactured pro-
ducts of your country. You have, besides this,
wheat to bring to Brazil. In exchange we are
in a position to furnish you with many pro-
ducts and raw materials essential to your
economy. More than half the coffee which you
consume is not yet supplied by Brazil. We
have here, right now, a magnificent field for
reciprocal benefits, capable of increasing the
volume of our trade. Canadian rubber pro-
ducts already enjoy an excellent position in
Brazilian markets. The facility which you
could offer for the importation of our
“Claoutchouc” appears of intuitive convenience
and large are your possibilities to supply the
consuming markets of Brazil with Canadian
manufactured products.

Now I come to a very important resolution
which was initiated by our honourable
colleague from Prince Edward (Hon. Mr.
Horsey) and unanimously endorsed by the
delegation. It reads as follows:

That in the opinion of this Mission it is
desirable that action should be taken towards
the strengthening of the position of our trade
commissioners so as to facilitate their direct
contact with the Governments to which they
are accredited and thus enable them to give
better service in increasing the trade in Cana-
dian products.

If there was one thing which struck many,
if not all of the delegates, it was the unfavour-
able and illogical position which our trade
commissioners occupy in Argentina and Brazil
and possibly in many other countries in the
world. They are but the commercial agents of
the Canadian Government and as such can
have no direct relation with the governments
of the countries to which they are attached.
For example, our trade commissioner would
not dare request an interview from any
Minister of Argentina or Brazil. If he did,
his request would not be entertained; besides,
it would not be understood, as the people of
South America are particularly punctilious on
diplomatic etiquette. If any of our com-
missioners, in the discharge of their duties,
must deal with the official representatives of
such a foreign government, they do so through
the British Minister aceredited to such govern-
ment. That is their only channel.

Such contacts with foreign governments
are not infrequently required by Canadian
interests, mostly for commercial reasons. In
South America our export trade is largely
competitive with British trade and it is
bound to be more so in the future. The
intercession with foreign governments in
favour of Canadian business, if successful, is
often detrimental to British trade. The
Canadian commissioner is placed in this
illogical position, that he must apply for
assistance for Canadian interests to the very
representative named and paid by the com-
petitor of such interests.

On the other hand, the British Minister is
called upon to support the Commissioner’s:
request to the clear detriment of his own
countrymen. I certainly do not wish to im-
ply; not in the least, that the British Minister,
in this difficult and absurd position, would
fail to his duty, if clearly apparent. Great
Britain, as a rule, chooses the highest class
of diplomatic representatives. But I do say
that this state of things is neither wise nor
just, nor is it profitable. It certainly is un-
just for the British Minister. It cannot be
profitable for us. On both these scores, it
is unwise.

An incident that occurred in the course
of our sojourn at Buenos Aires brought this
home to us strikingly. The Tariff Committee
of which I have spoken had arranged an inter-
view with Hon. Mr. Beccar-Varela, the then
Minister of Commerce of Argentina, a most
distinguished gentleman, extremely well in-
formed and most sympathetically inclined
towards Canada. The evening prior to this
appointment, the Canadian Trade Commis-
sioner at Buenos Aires strongly advised the
cancellation of the interview, as no favour-
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able issue could result from it, the policy of
the Argentine Government being, as it had
always been, steadfastly and irrevocably op-
posed to any tariff concessions whatever.
From that moment very little confidence was
placed in the interview. The Minister was
frankly told at the outset how the hopes of
the Canadian delegates had been dashed to
the ground. “Why,” the Minister retorted,
“the unyielding policy that you refer to was
upset, totally reversed, by the revolution of
the 6th of September last.” The Minister then
expressed his readiness and his desire to
negotiate with Canada a commercial treaty
based on mutual concessions, in conformity
with the well established policy of his Gov-
ernment.

How can anyone explain that seven and a
half months after this overthrow by force of
the old regime of Argentina, our trade com-
missioner, accredited to that country, was
totally ignorant of such a radical change of
policy on a matter regarding international
trade, so important to Canada?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH{STAUNTON: Will the
honourable gentleman permit me a question?
Had the change of policy been announced?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I do not know ex-
actly what my honourable friend means by
“announced.” Frankly, I am unable to answer
the question; I am merely stating what I
know. The Minister declared that the Govern-
ment had been changed seven and a half
months before the interview, and, furthermore,
that for some months there had been in exist-
ence a commission which was created by the
Government to negotiate treaties based on
preferences with friendly nstions. A gentle-
man for whom I have great respect expressed
to me the opinion that such ignorance is the
commissioner’s own fault. That may be the
case, but the fact remains that the commis-
sioner had no official medium of information
but the British Minister at Buenos Aires.

Leaving aside this particular fact, I submit
that for a score of reasons the position of
our commissioners has become most unsatis-
factery. For years they have claimed a status
which would allow them fully and effectively
to fulfil their mandate. Our own Department
of Trade and Commerce has recognized the
soundness of their request by recommending
to our Department of Foreign Affairs that
proper diplomatic status be granted our com-
missioners in the most important countries,
including Argentina and Brazil. And there
the matter stands. It has awaited a solution
for some time. I know there are some Cana-
dians, and some of the best, who believe in
one diplomatic service for the whole British
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Empire. For rather sentimental reasons they
would hesitate to withdraw our commissioners
from the tutelage of the British Ministers.
I respect their feelings, but it seems to me
that the best answer to a sentiment of this
kind is that the Dominions have settled the
question of their own status. The policy
that the Dominions have established in this
respect will not be reversed. The integrity
of Canadian autonomy has become the first
article of our political creed throughout the
land. That being determined, there remains
but the practical issue as to how Canadian
interests can best be served. This, I suggest,
should be done through Canadian authority
by Canadians answerable to Canada.

But Canadians are not the only ones who
hold views of this kind. May I quote on this
point no less an authority than Sir Ronald
Lindsay, Great Britain’s amtassador to Wash-
ington, who, a few days ago, stated publicly:

If T may speak not only for myself but also
for the general body of the English career
diplomatists of which I am one member, I
would say that we have always felt it a great
honour to have been allowed to defend the
interests abroad of the great Dominions, and
we have always done our best to defend them
efficiently. And yet I have no hesitation in
expressing the opinion that where your inter-
ests assume considerable proportions, they are
more effectively looked after by your own rep-
resentative than they possibly can be by a
member of the diplomatic service of Great
Britain.

Tt is illogical that our representative should
be out of court and our case be confided to
an attorney not subjected to our authority,
but often under that of the real opponent in
the case. This strange situation we have
reached in the course of our evolution to the
new regime from the old, which I know is
bound to disappear. Should we not endeavour
to correct it just as soon as it is practicable
to do so?

Canada at the League of Nations ranks
fifth in trade and eleventh in population. May
I read the list of countries which have either
embassies or legations at Buenos Aires?

Austria Hungary
Germany Ttaly
Belgium Japan
Bolivia Mexico
Brazil Norway
Columbia Peru
Cuba Poland
Chile Portugal
Denmark Russia
Ecuador Sweden
Spain Switzerland
United States Uruguay
France Turkey
Great Britain Venezuela
Holland
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I think I may say that, measured from the
point of view of commerce and wealth, and
even population, most of these countries are
by no means more important than Canada.
Yet a large diplomatic experience has taught
them the advantage, nay, the necessity, of
proper representation in foreign countries. In
Argentina and Brazil the people are strongly
convinced of that necessity, and they fail to
understand why, if Canada is really auton-
omous, she still lacks proper diplomatic
representation. I trust and hope the Govern-
ment will see to it, notwithstanding the small
difficulties to be overcome, that this anomal-
ous situation is righted without undue delay.

In my opinion, honourable senators, foreign
trade, as well as local trade, will be much
more difficult to build up in the future. There
is no doubt that competition will become
keener. We have a great opportunity offered
to us in the form of potential trade with
South America: The field there may be easier
to develop than in many other countries. I
think the South Americans are sympatheti-
cally inclined towards the people of Canada.
Down there we hold no commanding or over-
shadowing position; furthermore, we perhaps
have the ability to make friends more easily.
An Englishman in Buenos Aires stated to Mr.
Davis, the worthy President of the Canadian
Manufacturers’ Association: “You Canadians
have got closer to the Argentinians in ten
days than we have in ten years.”

There is a particularly good opportunity
for Canadian exporters in Argentina. That
country is now free from all past entangle-
ments and is ready to enter into new nego-
tiations. Shall we take advantage of this
readiness on their part? Certainly the prize
is worth winning. Argentina is an enormously
rich country, but because it possesses no coal,
no metals and practically no available water-
powers, it is forced to rely on other countries
for nearly every class of manufactured article.
Brazil, which has a population of over forty
million people, is, as I have said, a country
that is complementary to Canada; it needs
what we produce. Our trade relations with
South America so far have been happy.
Private initiative did it all. Should not the
Government now lend a helping hand? We
have lavished special treaties on small coun-
tries of Europe: We might have been wiser
in giving greater attention to South America.
Should we not make up for time lost? I hope
that my remarks will result in enlisting the
support of honourable members for our com-
patriots who, up to the present, have had
very little assistance in their attempts to build
up Canadian trade in South America. I hope
that the Government and Parliament, if need
be, will give them a helping hand.

22112—8

Right Hon. G. P. GRAHAM: Honourable
senators, I have no intention of making a
speech at this time, but I should like to ask
the honourable gentleman ‘a question. Has
the Mission given consideration to the possible
effect on our trade with the United States,
by virtue of the McKinley Act, if Canada
attempted to give a preference to, let us say,
Brazil? That Act provides, if my memory
serves me rightly, that should any country
give to some other country a preference which
it does not extend to the United States, the
United States tariff would be automatically
increased 25 per cent. against the country that
gives such preference; and a proclamation by
the United States President is the only thing
that would prevent such an increase going
into effect. That might be an impediment
in the way of our extending our trade with
Brauzil.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I am afraid I shall
have to answer the right honourable gentle-
man’s question by asking another. Does he
restrict his question to South America?

Rt. Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: In asking the
question I was just taking Brazil as an exam-
ple.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Of course, if the
question is a general one it needs no answer,
for we have had treaties with countries all
over the world, up to the present time, and
so far as I know the States have never com-
plained. T think the right honourable gentle-
man should know that his friends first of all
made a treaty with France, giving consider-
able preferences to that country, and then ex-
tended that treaty, holus bolus, to virtually
every country of Europe. So, if my right
honourable friend’s question is general, I am
afraid it comes a little late in the day.

Rt. Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: My honourable
friend has just given me the opportunity.
When the treaty was made with France this
question arose. The Right Hon. Mr. Fielding
and myself went to Washington, and in con-
sequence of negotiations with the late Presi-
dent Taft and his colleagues, and of some
minor concessions, that proclamation was
issued which prevented the United States
tariff from being automatically raised against
Canada.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: May I ask my right
honourable friend whether similar concessions
were made when the treaty with France was
extended to Italy, to Czecho-Slovakia, to
Belgium, to Esthonia, to Lithuania—to
virtually all the countries of Europe? Was
there, every time, a little pilgrimage to
Washington to ask that a proclamation be
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issued? I do not know, but it is quite clear
that so far we have not been fettered very
much in the negotiation of our preferential
treaties with other countries, many of them
not half as profitable to Canadian trade as
Argentina and Brazil would be; and if it is
worth while to meet the difficulty for the sake
of trade with small countries in Europe, surely
we ought to be able to face it for two large
clients such as those T have just mentioned.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I have no
doubt about the ability to face it, but I am
just asking the question whether the Mission
took into consideration the condition which
I mentioned. The honourable gentleman’s
reply is that it did not.

Hon. H. H. HORSEY: Honourable mem-
bers of the Senate, I desire to support in
almost everything the very clear and com-
prehensive statement just made by my hon-
ourable friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr.
Beaubien). I think we will all agree that
he has given us a very interesting, first-hand
account of his impressions and experiences
on the recent Canadian Trade and Good-will
Mission to Latin America.

The remarks I wish to make fall naturally
under three headings. The first deals with
the good-will engendered on all sides by the
social functions held and contacts made. The
second takes up the specific, concrete accom-
plishments by the members of the delegation
itself. The third refers to the present handi-
caps, the modification or removal of which
would tend to increase mutual trade between
Canada and the South American countries.

Under the first heading, there is no doubt
that the receptions and entertainments,
national, provincial and municipal, together
with those of the Chambers of Commerce and
of individual citizens, did lead to good-will
on all sides, and to a better understanding of
each other’s needs and aims. We were received
with open arms. The social functions were
not overdone, and the delegation never forgot
the main object of the Mission, namely, to
extend and increase Canadian trade and pro-
mote Canadian interests.

Under the second heading, the following
accomplishments of the delegation may be
mentioned: They secured many direct orders
on the spot, including orders for marine
engines, agricultural implements, carpets and
rugs, fox furs, and even Canadian whiskey.
They established some fifteen new agencies
for their export firms, and considerable in-
crease of trade over the years is certain to
result therefrom. They helped to advertise
this country and make Canada better known.
Travelling in such large numbers—150—on
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their own steamer, and arriving at the time of
the Empire Fair, the delegation aroused great
interest in Buenos Aires. All the papers
there gave much front-page space to Canada,
its area, history, resources, people, trade, ete.
This Mission, I think, constituted a very
good basis for trade, furnishing valuable in-
formation for our importers and exporters,
by the use of which they may get into touch
and keep in touch with the people of those
countries, and thus be able to do business
with them.

Now I come to the third point—some of the
difficulties or handicaps, the modification or
removal of which would tend towards an
increase in trade with Canada. First there is
inadequate steamship service, which already
has been mentioned by my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien). At the present time
we have a monthly service. In the summer the
boats leave Montreal, call at Three Rivers for
a cargo of newsprint, then at Saint John, New
Brunswick, and Halifax, whence they proceed
to Rio de Janeiro and Buenos Aires. The
steamships on this route are ten-knot vessels,
and two out of the four, I believe, have some.
refrigerator space. Honourable members can
see how difficult it is to compete with the
service from New York, with two or three
rapid boats leaving weekly. We cannot hope
to meet that competition on an equal footing,
but something might be done to improve the
situation. As my honourable friend has said,
Hon. W. D. Robb, Vice-President of the
Canadian National Steamship Company, was
the chairman of the committee that reported
on this matter, and he has estimated that 60
per cent of our trade with South America goes
via New York and by American steamers.
We are thankful to have even one ship a
month on this route, and this has helped
towards an increase in trade; but honourable
members can realize that when a man ships
a cargo he wants it to get to its destination
as quickly as possible, and rather than wait
two or three weeks for a vessel, as is often
necessary in shipping through a Canadian
port and by a Canadian boat, he will ship via
New York. Mr. Robb suggests that it is
possibly worth while to consider a change
from a monthly service of ten-knot boats to
a  three-weeks service of _ fourteen-knot
vessels. This is a matter of policy. As my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) has so
well said, when the Canadian National Steam-
ships are facing a deficit, it is a question for
the experts of that organization and of the
Government to determine whether or not some
of the 60 per cent of Canadian exports that
are going via American routes can be diverted
to our own ports and steamers. It might be
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found advisable to carry out the suggestion
which has been made. One thing we do know,
and that is that if an improved steamship
service were established it would be of great
benefit to all our importers and exporters.
My honourable friend was the able chair-
man of the Committee on Tariffs. I also
happened to be a member of that committee,
and I know something of the discouragements
and difficulties that my honourable friend had
to meet. Through his perseverance and
diplomacy, and his knowledge of the French
language, he succeeded, as he has shown
to-night, in obtaining interviews with the
Ministers of Trade and Commerce in both

. the Argentine and Brazil, and in obtaining

from them an offer to consider treaties on
the basis of mutual or preferential tariffs in
order to increase trade. I am not quite so
sanguine as my honourable friend with regard
to the magnitude of the trade that cam be
done, but I believe the present trade can be
increased. If a treaty is too serious a method
of attaining the desired end, perhaps it might
be done by a conference of the representatives
of the Governments, who might decide that
instead of making a hard and fast treaty they
would do something in the way of in-
dependent, voluntary action. My reason for
thinking that there may not be scope for a
tremendous trade with Argentina, for instance,
is this. While Argentina is a rich country,
perhaps the richest of its size in the whole
world, it is rich in agriculture, and its surplus
products are agricultural. Therefore we are
more or less in competition. This being so,
we cannot expect an enormous interchange
of products, though, as my honourable friend
says, there is room for increased trade. I
do not quite agree, either, when my honour-
able friend speaks of placing a duty on corn,
or, for that matter, of increasing the duty on
anything. We cannot lower the duty on corn,
because it comes in free. For the same reason
we cannot lower the duty on hides. Never-
theless there is a very large and rich market
in the Argentine for our manufactured pro-
ducts if our exporters can compete in quality
and price. If they can do that, the good-will
already engendered will, I believe, give them
a preference in Argentina.

In Brazil, as my honourable friend has said,
there are perhaps more opportunities for in-
creased trade than in Argentina, because Brazil
has a larger area in tropical regions and its
products are different from our own. There
are, however, many difficulties in the way of
securing an extensive trade even with Brazil.
In the first place, there are tropical countries
nearer to Canada than Brazil. Products
similar to those of Brazil are produced by the
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British West Indies, to which we must give
the first preference. Then there is the United
States, which takes a very large share of the
Brazilian coffee, probably two-thirds of the
crop, and this gives the United States a great
influence in securing favourable treatment for
its manufactures in Brazil. Nevertheless, as
my honourable friend has said, there are many
products in which an exchange could be ar-
ranged. My honourable friend mentioned
raw rubber. It seems to me a very sensible
and reasonable thing to expeet that if we
take their hard para rubber—which, by the
way, is of the best quality in the world, even
better than the rubber from the Straits Settle-
ments—we should be able to send in exchange
our manufactured rubber goods. We could also
exchange our wheat and our flour for their
coffee. So I think there is room for a con-
siderable increase in trade. This matter should
be examined very carefully by the representa-
tives of the Government. As my honourable
friend says, we do not want to lose any oppor-
tunity for trade; on the contrary, we want to
make additions here and there. That we can-
not have as large a trade as we have with
Great Britain or with the United States is no
reason why we should not negotiate with our
friends in South America and see what is
possible of accomplishment.

Another point of difficulty was dealt with
by my honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Beau-
bien). I refer to the official status of the
Canadian trade commissioners in South Amer-
ica. I think it was the unanimous opinion
of the delegation, judging from what we. saw
and what we could learn, that the status of
the Canadian trade commissioners should be
improved so as to give them the standing of
the commercial attachés of Great Britain and
certain other foreign countries, many of them
very small in area, population and wealth.
1 am not going into detail. The illustration
given by my honourable friend is quite cor-
rect. We have in Argentina a trade com-
missioner, a successful one, a popular man, well
equipped and well able to look after his work;
but, not having official status, he was not able
to get into contact with the Ministers and
could not know that a change of policy had
occurred. If he had had the necessary status
he would have known. In this particular case
he was unaware of the change after seven
months, excellent trade commissioner though
he is. He was absolutely sure that negotia-
tions were of no use whatsoever.

This matter has been dealt with frequently
before. It is -a delicate subject, and no one

has yet been able to find a solution for the
problem. Since it came to my notice I have
spoken to a number of my friends who were
interested in the matter, and I have asked for
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suggestions as to how to proceed. The best
suggestion that I have heard—I think it is a
good one—is this: that the Government should
be asked to have this subject placed upon the
agenda of the next Imperial Conference, so
that it might be considered and discussed
there. Australia and New Zealand have trade
commissioners similar to ours, and they are all
in the same inferior category. I do not look
for immediate action; I know how difficult
that is. Nobody on the delegation to South
America expected that an expensive embassy
would be set up, or considered that the present
service should be interfered with. The men
we have are well selected. The examinations
they have to pass are strict. They are able
men, and men of merit, and nothing should be
done to affect their remuneration. It is thought,
however, that the official stamp of authority
should be placed upon them, equalizing them
at least within the British Empire, and, having
fixed the status of Canada on an equal basis
with that of Great Britain, it would seem that
the Imperial Conference should be able in
some way or other to work out a solution as
it did in the larger matter.

Hon Mr. CASGRAIN: If nobody else is
going to speak, I should like to move the
adjournment of the debate. I think I could
say something on this question to-morrow.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honourable
members, as it is not quite ten o’clock, and
as my honourable friend is not ready to pro-
ceed, perhaps I might have ten or fifteen
minutes in which to express my views in regard
to this subject.

I believe I speak the mind of every member
of the Senate when I express appreciation of
what we have heard from the two representa-
tives of this Chamber on the Trade Mission
to South America. From our long acquaint-
ance with them we know that they would do
us honour, and all that I have heard of them
in this connection justifies our assurance. One
member of the delegation, a Montrealer, told
me that our two representatives had played
an important part, and that wherever they
spoke their remarks were listened to with
attention and were greatly appreciated.

I desire to confirm what has been stated by
our representatives, that South America gen-
erally is very sympathetic towards Canada
and is desirous of establishing closer relations
with this country. In the past eight or ten
vears I have met a good many South
Americans, among them men who had directed
the affairs of their own counfries as prime
ministers or foreign ministers, or as am-
bassadors in large European centres, and who
represented their countries at Geneva, and
every one of them expressed the ardent
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desire that Canada should take its seat in the
Pan-American Union. They gave many reasons
why Canada should be in closer contact with
their countries, and why representatives of
Canada should meet their representatives at
Washington at their meetings, held annually
or oftener. I recognized, and I was not the
only one to do so, that the gathering together
of these representatives was most interesting
from an economic point of view, and that by
reason of the fact that Canada had a legation
at Washington it had become easier for Canada
to join in the meetings of the Pan-American
Union. But unfortunately there appeared an
insuperable objection to Canada’s joining that
union, namely, that at these gatherings the
political element always came to the fore.
There is considerable discussion, and often
there is friction, between some of the delegates
of South American republics and the Wash-
ington authorities over the interpretation of
the Monroe doctrine. This debars Canada
from joining the Union. If it did so it would
be running the risk of borrowing trouble. We
are not interested in the application or inter-
pretation of the Monroe doctrine, and our
situation would be a somewhat difficult one
if we were represented there during the dis-
cussion of matters that interest South America
and North America, but in regard to which
we could not express an opinion, or to which
we could not bring any suggestion of a satis-
factory solution. In almost every conversation
with delegates one would hear a statement to
this effect: “Yes, Canada is very popular with
us, but unfortunately it is not represented as
a nation at our meetings. We lack contact.
Looking northward, we should like to see
another partner, another friend, beside the
United States.” There is no doubt that we
have suffered in the economic field because of
the fact that we have lacked that close contact
that the United States has had with the South
American republics.

I have had occasion to survey the markets
of the world with a view to ascertaining which
countries presented the best opportunities for
an extension of our trade activities, and I have
come to the conclusion that the best prospects
are in South America and in the Orient. I
think the general opinion in our country is
that we should cultivate the South American
markets. My honourable friends have spoken
of Brazil and Argentine and Chile, but I think
our outlook should go beyond those countries
and include the whole of South America. We
have also been thinking of Japan and China,
and I feel that we as members of this honour-
able Chamber should do all that lies in our
power along the lines suggested in the resolu-
tions that have been brought to our notice,
with a view to developing trade with the
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question of enlarging our business with Japan
and China, and I think that all honourable
members will agree with me that it is likewise
an object that should command our constant
support.

Representatives of Argentina, Brazil and
Chile have suggested to me at Geneva that
Canada might have one Minister accredited
to those three republics; that he might reside
four months a year in each of their capitals,
Buenos Aires, Rio de Janeiro and Santiago;
and there might be a commercial attaché from
Canada living at each one of those capitals all
the time. It so happens that the climate of
those countries is such that a Minister from
the North could comfortably make these three
changes of residence every year. Many of the
well-to-do people in those countries move
about in a similar way.

Canada has an Ambassador in Japan, and
I feel sure that within a few years, when China
reaches a higher degree of stability, we shall
find it necessary to have a direct representative
in that large republic. Why should we hesitate
to make a reasonable enlargement of our offi-
cial representation abroad? Of course, we
need be in no hurry to appoint a Minister to
every country, but I confess that I intended
to impress upon the late Government, of which
I was a member—and I did, to some extent—
the fact that the time had come when we
should have official representation in South
America. I now pass on my suggestions to
the present Government. I believe that we
could not do better than have one Minister
accredited to the three republics that I have
named, with a permanent commercial attaché
in the capital of each country. Why should
we hesitate to make such an appointment? Our
hesitancy would indicate our failure to realize
that we have come of age. A great many
countries with smaller populations than ours
have had official representation abroad for
many years, yet Canada, one of the richest
countries in the world, with a population of
ten millions, has shown some timidity in mov-
ing forward. But we have reached our full
majority and I believe that Canadians as a
whole are ready to assume the responsibility
that our present status entails. In these times
of stress we should not incur any heavy
expenses that might reasonably be postponed,
but I feel that we should no longer delay the
appointment of a representative in South
America. I feel that before long we shall have
to make a similar appointment in China.

On motion of Hon. Mr. Casgrain, the debate
was adjourned.
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CANADIAN HISTORIC SITES
RETURN
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable

senators, I beg to lay on the Table a return
to an Order of the Senate dated May 7, show-
ing the names of places, localities or structures
in each of the provinces of Canada that are
known as historic sites, and indicating the
historic sites that are now under the control of
the National Battlefields Commission or other
like authority. This information was ordered
on a motion by the honourable gentleman
from Pictou (Hon. Mr. Tanner). If I am
permitted to do so, I shall read a few extracts
from this return. The following is contained
in a letter to Mr. Mulvey, Under-Secretary
of State, from H. H. Rowatt, the Deputy
Minister of the Department of the Interior:

Referring to the Address of the Senate, dated
May 7, 1931, mover Honourable Senator Tanner,
Minutes of the Senate 14, page 66, on the sub-
ject of the names and places in Canada known
as historic sites, I am attaching hereto a state-
ment furnishing the information asked for in so

far as the Department of the Interior is con-
cerned.

It is presumed that the information asked for
in the latter part of the motion relating to
historic sites now under the control of the Na-
tional Battlefields Commission will be furnished
by the Department to which the Commission
is attached. It is understood that the Commis-
sion comes under the Department of Finance.

~ Attached is a statement which reads:

On the recommendation of the Historic Sites
and Monuments Board of Canada the following
sites have been acquired and marked by the
Department of the Interior.

Then there is & list comprising two foolscap

pages, which I shall not read. Following that
is another statement, under this heading:

On the recommendation of the Historic Sites
and Monuments Board of Canada the following
sites have been marked by the Department of
the Interior, the right to erect tablets in these
cases being received through license of occupa-
tion or other form of permission from the
owners of the land or structure concerned.

There are more than two foolscap pages of
detail given, and following that is another list
of historic sites unmarked, recommended for
attention by the Historic Sites and Monuments
Board of Canada.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
EMPLOYEES
MOTION FOR RETURN

Hon. A. B. GILLIS moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a
return showing:—

1. The number of persons employed in the
Department of Agriculture at August 6, 1930.

2. The number of such persons who served
overs=>g in the Great War.
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3. The number of such persons who are not
Canadian citizens by birth or naturalization.

4. The number of such persons who are
citizens of the United States.

5. The number of such persons who are
citizens or nationals of other foreign countries;
and the names of such foreign countries and
numbers respectively of such persons who are
citizens or nationals of the foreign countries
respectively. )

6. Similar information in regard to persons
taken on for employment in the said department
since August 6, 1930.

The motion was agreed to.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES
COMPENSATION BILL
FURTHER CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE
The Senate again went into Committee on
Bill 37, an Act to amend the Government Em-
ployees Compensation Act—Hon. Mr. Wil-

loughby.
Hon. Mr. Copp in the Chair.

On section 2—compensation to be same as
under law of province where accident occurs:

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
senators, when this Bill was being considered
in committee last week the honourable gen-
tleman from Cumberland (Hon. Mr. Logan)
asked a question, which was, in effect, whe-
ther the employees in all branches of the
Government service were in favour of, or satis-
fied with, the provisions of this Bill. Definite
information on this point was not available
at the moment, and the honourable gentle-
man was told that an answer would be given
to him when the Bill was again under con-
sideration. The committee then rose and re-
ported progress. It so happened that on that
evening I had a conference with members of
the Civil Service Federation of Canada, repre-
senting all the organizations within the Gov-
ernment service, and I had an opportunity to
discuss this question with them. One gentle-
man present was doubtful whether the pro-
visions of the Bill were adequate to meet the
requirements of the particular class of Gov-
ernment employees that he represented.
I found it was quite needless to enter into
any detailed discussion of his point, because
his associates of the Civil Service who were
present at the meeting very quickly disabused
his mind of the fear that he had. This re-
sulted in making unanimous the endorsation
of this legislation by the duly elected repre-
sentatives. of the various classes of civil ser-
vants, and I was authorized by the meeting
to intimate to this Heuse the Civil Service
Federation’s unanimous approval of the Bill.

Section 2 was agreed to.
The preamble and the title were agreed to.

The Bill was reported without amendment.
Hon. Mr. GILLIS.

THIRD READING

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

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

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Bill H, an Act respecting the Railway Em-
ployees Casualty Insurance Company.—Hon.
G. V. White.

VENTURA DIVORCE PETITION
REPORT REFERRED BACK TO COMMITTEE

The Senate resumed from May 13 the
adjourned debate on the motion of Hon. Mr.
McMeans:

That the twenty-second Report of the Stand-
ing Committee on Divorce be referred back to
the said Committee, with instructions to take
no further action in the matter of the petition
of Mary Ann Ventura, praying for a Bill of
Divorce,

And the amendment moved by Hon. Mr.
Lewis:

That all the words after the word “instruc-
tions” in the third line of the motion be struck
out and the following substituted therefor: That
the Standing Committee on Divorce should not
as a general rule hear petitions for Bills of
Divorce from those whose domicile is in a prov-
ince having a divorce court, but that owing
to special circumstances connected with the case,
the Committee should hear and report upon the
petition of Mary Ann Ventura.

Hon., C. E. TANNER: Honourable mem-
bers, we had a rather interesting discussion
on this matter the other day. I have only a
few remarks to add. I would first call the
attention of honourable members to the posi-
tion in which the matter stands. The Standing
Committee on Divorce submitted their
twenty-second report, in which, instead of
reporting favourably or unfavourably on this
petition, they ask for instructions from the
Senate. Then the honourable Chairman of
the Standing Committee made a motion to
the effect that no further action should be
taken in regard to the petition. I do not
understand that the Chairman is, in point of
fact, wholly in sympathy with the motion
which he made. I rather think that he pro-
posed it in that form for the purpose of
eliciting the views of the Senate on the sub-
ject. Following that again, the honourable
member for Toronto (Hon. Mr. Lewis) moved
an amendment, the substance of which is
that by reason of what is called special cir-
cumstances the Senate should send the matter
back to the committee, with instructions to
hear and report upon the petition.
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The other day we had more or less discussion
about constitutional questions, that is to say,
as to whether or not, by reason of the fact that
Parliament had created a divorce court in the
Province of Ontario, Parliament had divested
itself of authority to hear a petition for a
divorce from that province. In that connec-
{ion we have to bear in mind a point which
I think I mentioned the other day. It is
this: that although the Senate has been so
closely associated with this divorce business
that a common idea prevails outside that the
Senate is a divorce court, a person who peti-
tions for a divorce simply applies for a private
bill, just as anyone might apply for a bill
incorporating a company; so it is not the
Senate, but Parliament, that is the authority.
If this Chamber and the other agree to the
Bill it becomes a statute. If either Chamber
does not agree to the Bill it does not pass.

After thinking this matter over I have no
doubt in my mind as to the authority of
Parliament to deal with divorce. I will take
no time arguing the matter. The way I look
at it is this, that so long as the British North
America Act contains a paragraph stating
that the Federal Parliament shall exercise
power and authority over marriage and divorce,
that power remains, no matter how many
divorce courts we may erect in the country.

Though I have no doubts on that subject,
vet I understand that the honourable mem-
bers of this Chamber are unanimous in be-
lieving that these applications for divorce
should now go to the courts instead of com-
ing to Parliament. It was because of this
belief that we erected the court, and I think
every reasonable and justifiable means should
be taken to let the people know that when a
divorce is desired, and a court is available,
they should go to the court and not come to
this Parliament.

At the same time, I submit, it is not desir-
able to put on record a formal resolution
which, in effect, might intimate that we are
doubtful of our authority, or think that in
this case there are exceptional circumstances,
inasmuch as on some occasion events might
happen which would justify Parliament in
entertaining a petition. To pass in this House
a resolution declaring that this Senate or Par-
liament should not hear any more petitions
would be in my judgment a futile proceeding,
because it would not stand. The Senate might
the next week decide that there were circum-
stances that would justify it in entertaining
the petition. For these reasons I think it is
not desirable to pass a resolution on this sub-
ject containing excuses for our action.

Now, without any spirit of criticism, let
me read the proposed amendment to the
motion:

That the Standing Committee on Divorce
should not as a general rule hear petitions for
Bills of Divorce from those whose domicile is
in a province having a divorce court, but that
owing to special circumstances connected with
the case the Committee should hear and report
upon the petition of Mary Ann Ventura.

I am not in favour of putting into a formal
motion anything in the form of an excuse. It
is agreed that the court in Ontario has juris-
diction. There is no question about that. Well
then, what special circumstances can be sug-
gested? There are none that Ican see. The
mere fact that counsel happens to reside in
the city of Ottawa is not a sufficient circum-
stance to justify us in taking action, and it
should be very clearly understood in future
it will not be regarded as a special circum-
stance. But if we pass this amendment in
these words we shall have set up a precedent,
and it will be easier than ever for an applicant
to come in and say to us: “You agreed that
there was a special circumstance in that case.
Why not hear our case?” So I am submitting
that it is not desirable to put ourselves
formally on record in words of that kind.

As I understand it, the committee did hear
all the witnesses. I think it was an error of
judgment on their part, but we will excuse
them. Whether or not they think there should
be a report in favour of the divorce I do not
know; I have not asked, and I have not the
remotest idea. I feel that this is the first
offence. The law in regard to Ontario was
passed only a short time ago. While giving a
warning the Senate might very well, in this
instance—not because of special circumstances,
but as a matter of grace—send the report back
to the committee and let them deal with the
petition.

Having these views on the matter, I am
going to move in amendment to the amend-
ment:

That all the words after the word ‘“instruc-
tions” in the third line of the motion be struck
out and the following substituted therefor:—

—to hear and report on the petition of Mary
Ann Ventura for a Bill of Divorce.

If I have constructed my amendment cor-
rectly the motion as amended would read:

That the twenty-second Report of the Stand-
ing Committee on Divorce be referred back to
the said Committee, with instructions to hear

and report on the petition of Mary Ann Ven-
tura for a Bill of Divorce.

I am merely cutting out all reference to the
reasons and exceptional circumstances, and
am endeavouring to make a plain motion -
that the report go back to the committee and
that they hear the petition and report.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not know
whether I am in order or not, but I should
like to withdraw my motion, if that is possible,
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Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Noe.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It can be done with
the unanimous consent of the House.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I am in the curious
position that, although I introduced the
motion in order to bring the matter before
the House, I should have to vote against it.
I desire to withdraw my motion, because I
am in favour of the amendment to the amend-
ment.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: May I express the
opinion that it is better for the motion of
the honourable gentleman to stand and be
voted on. Really, I am in favour of the
motion that the report be handed back to the
committee with instructions to take no further
action. That, in my opinion, is the motion
that should be adopted—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is right.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: —and that is the
motion that I intend to vote for if I have an
opportunity to do so. I for one object to
giving the mover authority to withdraw his
motion.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, I rise with a great deal
of diffidence to ask honourable members
whether the clause proposed by my honour-
able friend behind me (Hon. Mr. Tanner)—
of which I am in favour—is all that can
profitably be embodied in the resolution.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: There is nothing
before the Chair. The amendment has not
been put.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: The order has
been called.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The motion has
not been put.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: The motion is
before the House. The amendment has not
yvet been put.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
When this question was before us previously
I had an idea that we might in some way take
a step towards its final solution. I am inclined
to agree with the observation made by my
honourable friend behind me (Hon. Mr. Tan-
ner) that it is not simply the Senate that is
involved, but the whole of Parliament. This
case has come to us and we have been asked
for instructions, and according to the motion
before us it is proposed that we should give
instructions. But there may be other cases
in future years. Then again there is a general
impression, as I understand it, that, having
established a divorce court in the Province of
Ontario, and all the provinces but one now

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

having such courts, it is inadvisable that cases
from those provinces should come before
Parliament. At the same time I ask whether,
if someone from some of those provinces came
to Parliament and asked for a Bill, it would
not be a severe denial of his rights to prevent
him under all circumstances from getting his
Bill before Parliament. What I was thinking
was that the amendment might take this
form:

That the Committee should hear and report
upon the petition of Mary Ann Ventura; that
it is desirable that hereafter divorce cases
arising in the provinces possessing divorce
courts should be heard in those courts—

I think we are all of that opinion. :
—and that a Committee of both Houses of Par-
liament be appointed to consider the means
best fitted to meet that end.

That covers the whole situation and enables
us to come to such a conclusion as will give
the greatest force to the desire which is
evidenced everywhere, namely, that to the
greatest possible extent the divorce courts in
the provinces which have them should have
full jurisdiction over divorces from those
provinces.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: There is nothing
before the Chair yet.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Honourable members,
the motion—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: This is all out of
order. The amendment has not been put.

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: May I ask the Chairman
of the Committee whether the withdrawal of
the motion means that the Divorce Committee
will proceed with the case?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: We must have a
motion first.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Order! Does the
honourable gentleman wish to withdraw?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: I asked the Chairman
whether withdrawal of the motion means that
the Divorce Committee will proceed with the
trial.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: In that case I should be
wiiling—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But my honour-
able friend must not forget that if he with-
draws his motion we still have the report from
the committee.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Then there is the
amendment to the amendment. I may
explain that ~since I brought this matter
before the Senate I have received infor-
mation which leads me to believe that
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divorce petitions from Ontario will be
very rare, and that if they should be filed in
any number the matter can be brought up
again,

May I also correct a statement that I made
the other day as to precedents? I believe that
there were a couple of cases from British
Columbia, and one from Manitoba, both of
which provinces have divorce courts, and that
. the committee tried them.

When I introduced the motion I thought
we might have a large number of cases from
Ontario, but I am assured by the Clerk that
they will be very rare, and will come before
us only in cases of mixed domicile. That
being so, I am in favour of not proceeding
further with such a motion unless conditions
should change and we should have a large
number of cases.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT : Honourable mem-
bers, we gave jurisdiction to the Ontario courts
to hear divorce, and I think I am stating
what was in the mind of everybody when I
say that we did that in order to try to rid
Parliament of this business.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS:
altogether.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: We could not rid
it altogether? A My honourable friend shakes
his head. The purpose of giving jurisdiction
to an Ontario court was to relieve Parliament,
as far as possible, of the obligation of hearing
cases from that province. My honourable
friend must admit that.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The reason was
very simple. It was a matter of convenience,
not a matter of constitution. We did not
change the constitution at all. Parliament
has the same right to hear divorce that it
always had; the Ontario Act did not make
any change whatever in that regard.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT : But it was deemed
that Parliament should be relieved of the
obligation of hearing divorce cases, and that
a court was. the proper place for the parties
to go. I do not see why we should not be
consistent, and why we should not now say,
as is proposed by the right honourable gentle-
man from Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster), that it is desirable that these cases
should go to the courts in Ontario. It seems
to me that that would be reaffirming the in-
tention of Parliament at the time of creating
the jurisdiction in Ontario. I repeat that
we gave the courts jurisdiction in order, as
far as possible, to get rid of divorce. I am

No, " no. Not

entirely in accord with the proposal of the
right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa, and I am going to support it. I
think his suggestion is better than that of
the honourable member for Toronto (Hon.
Mr, Lewis).

Hon. Mr, McMEANS: May I correct my
honourable friend on one point? While we
were anxious to get rid of the numerous peti-
tions, the fundamental principle was that we
were not in a position to render justice to the
applicants in cases of alimony, custody of
the children and costs.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is what I

meant.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The idea of going
to the court was, in addition to the reasons
given by my honourable friend (Hon. Mr.
Belcourt), that the court had power as to
costs, custody of the children, alimony, and
such matters. But there are dozens of cases
in which those questions do not arise.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Quite right. Those
are the reasons enumerated at length, as to
why we tried to get rid of divorce here and
to send it to the courts.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The Chairman of
the Divorce Committee, if I understood the
original motion, wanted the Senate to tell
the Divorce Committee what to do. Is that
correct ?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The hcnourable
gentleman said that he was not wedded to
the motion, but that he wanted the Senate
to give instructions. If the honourable gen-
tleman wants instructions, I may say that I
agree with the honourable member from St.
John (Hon. Mr. Daniel). Last year we
created a court in Ontario to hear divorce
cases, and these people ought to go there.
There is an old fundamental principle, “Ubi
jus, ibi remedium.” If this woman can get
a divorce in Ontario, why does she not go
there? What is the use of establishing a
divorce court in Ontario if we are going to
continue trying divorces here?

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Honourable
members, on the motion of Hon. Mr. Mec-
Means that the twenty-second report- of the
Standing Committee on Divorce he referred
back to the said committee, it has been moved
in amendment by Hon. Senator Lewis:

That all the words after the word “instruc-

tions” in the third line of the motion be struck
out and the following substituted:—

That the Standing Committee on Divorce
should not as a general rule hear petitions for
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Bills of Divorce from those whose domicile is
in a province having a divorce court, but t}}at
owing to special circumstances connected with
the case the Committee should hear and report
upon the petition of Mary Ann Ventura.

In amendment to this amendment it is
moved by Hon. Mr. Tanner:

That all the words of the motion after
the word “instructions” be struck out, and the
following words be substituted therefor:

—to hear and report on the petition of Mary
Ann Ventura for a Bill of Divorce.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would respect-
fully draw to the attention of the Hon. the
Speaker that we must dispose of the sub-
amendment first.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Those who are
in favour of the amendment to the amend-
ment will please rise.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
do not know what we are to vote on.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We are voting

on the sub-amendment of the honourable gen-
tleman from Pictou (Hon. Mr. Tanner).

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : What is the effect
of that sub-amendment?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: It refers the report
back to the committee.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: 1
want to know what has become of my little
amendment.

The amendment of Hon. Mr. Tanner was
agreed to: contents, 21; non-contents, 5.

PRIVATE BILLS
FIRST READING

Bill 13, an Act respecting Grain Insurance
and Guarantee Company—Hon. Mr. Mec-
Means.

MOTION FOR SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. MecMEANS moved the second
reading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable senators, with the
leave of the Senate I am asking that Bill 13
be read a second time now, and that Rule 119
be suspended, in so far as it relates to this
Bill. My reason for this is the fact that the
Committee on Banking and Commerce meets
to-morrow, and it is desired that the Bill
should be considered by the committee then.

Hon. A. E. PLANTA: Honourable mem-
bers, I must object to the suspension of the
rule. There is too great a tendency to follow
such a practice in this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. MeMEANS: I am merely trying
to get the Bill before the Committee on

Banking and Commerce.
The Hon. the SPEAXER.

Hon. Mr. PLANTA: Let it go before the
committee in its regular order.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: But we may be ad-
journing soon.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: We shall be
meeting next week.

Hon. Mr. PLANTA: I think the tendency
in this Chamber to advance bills more rapidly
than the rules permit should be discouraged.
That practice has been carried to such lengths
that the term “railroading legislation” is being
used in connection with some of the measures
that go through this House. I see no reason
why the regular routine should not be followed
with respect to this Bill.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: When shall this
Bill be read the second time?

On motion of Hon. Mr. McMeans, the
motion for second reading of the Bill was
placed on the Orders of the Day for Thursday
next.

FIRST READINGS

Bill 20, an Act respecting a certain patent
of A. R. Wilfley & Sons, Inc—Hon. Mr.
Horsey.

Bill 26, an Act respecting The Restigouche
Log Driving and Boom Company—Hon. W.
E. Foster.

Bill 27, an Act respecting The Subsidiary
High Court of the Ancient Order of Foresters
in the Dominion of Canada.—Hon. Mr. Lynch-
Staunton.

Bill 31, an Act respecting the Burrard Inlet
Tunnel and Bridge Company—Hon. Mr.
Crowe.

MOTION FOR SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. CROWE moved the second reading
of Bill 31, an Act respecting the Burrard Inlet
Tunnel and Bridge Company.

He said: Honourable members, by leave of
the Senate I am asking that this Bill be read
a second time. I spoke to the Hon. the
Chairman of the Railway Committee, who has
agreed to call a meeting of the committee on
Thursday, and I should like to have the Bill
ready so that it could be dealt with at that
time. .

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: T agree entirely with
the remarks of the honourable member from
Nanaimo (Hon. Mr. Planta). Notice has to
be posted up for a week before the committee
can consider a Bill that comes from the other
House.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: Notice has to be posted
only forty-eight hours in advance. The Bill
would not get before the committee on
Thursday, anyway.
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Hon. Mr. DANIEL: We have time to take
it in its regular order.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: That may be, but this
matter is very urgent, and the Bill has gone
through the other House.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would draw
the attention of honourable members to the
fact that suspension of rules has generally
been asked for only towards the end of a
session, when the time for dealing with bills is
getting short. As far as this Bill is concerned,
it would not be given the Royal Assent until
another supplementary supply bill is going
through, probably not before the end of May
or early in June. I confess that I have noticed
a tendency to abuse the practice of suspend-
ing rules. Our Rules and Orders have been
made for the protection of interested parties
and of the public in general. After a bill is
introduced in either House it goes through
various stages, each of which is separated,
according to the Rules, by a certain minimum
period of time, and these intervals are
provided so that all parties interested and
the public in general may have due notice of
when a bill is to reach any particular stage.
Speaking generally, I think that at this stage
of the session, in the best interest of this
honourable Chamber, we should hesitate be-
fore we suspend rules that have been laid down
for our guidance.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I quite concur
in the remarks that have just been made.
Undoubtedly there are occasions when the
House agrees that suspension of the rules is
advisable, because the circumstances are out
of the ordinary; but I think that as a general
thing we should not suspend the rules merely
for the purpose of speeding up some legisla-
tion which can be passed in its regular order
without inconvenience to the public. Com-
ment has been made in another place, and to
me more than once, that in this Chamber
we are a little too ready to suspend rules and
rush bills through, although we have abundant
time which we do not see fit to occupy in
sittings of the House. I appeal to honourable
members not to ask for second reading of bills
earlier than the rules permit, nor for suspen-
sion of the rules, unless there is a real emer-
gency. If there is an emergency, there is no
doubt that the House will respond to a
request for suspension, when the matter is
explained; but as to general practice in future,
I agree with the honourable leader on the
other side (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), who has
had long experience in this House.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: 1 hope the honour-

able gentleman will himself follow out exactly
what he has suggested. I think that he has

moved as frequently as any other honourable
member for second reading with leave of the
House.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Notice of motion
should be given when an honourable member
intends to ask that rules be suspended.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I am glad this point
has been raised. The honourable leader on
the other side referred to the necessity of
abiding by the rules for the protection of
the public. I think that the rules should be
followed for the protection of honourable
members as well. I have in mind one Bill
that was given first, second and third readings
very rapidly in this House: afterwards I was
sorry that I had not objected, because when
I had time to consider the Bill I felt that I
should not have voted for it.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: I certainly should not
ask for second' reading of this Bill to-night if
there were not an emergency. If the Bill does
not come up again before Thursday, and if
we adjourn for ten days or two weeks—

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No, no.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: We shall not
adjourn before Friday, anyway.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: If the Bill goes through
this week I shall not object.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: But it will not be
sanctioned then. That will not do the honour-
able gentleman any good.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: That is a question.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: In my remarks
a few moments ago I was speaking generally,
and not with reference to this Bill.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: This is a case of
emergency. The bridge involved has been
out of commission since last September and
the people are anxious to get the Bill through
so that contracts to repair the bridge can be
let.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I think the Senate is
going to turn over a new leaf, by sitting
instead of adjourning.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: It needs to.
The Hon. the SPEAKER: When shall this

* Bill be read a second time?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: If any honour-
able senator gives his word that the second
reading is a matter of extreme urgency, with-
out going into any detail about it, I will
consent to a suspension. But so far as I am
concerned, I should not like honourable mem-
bers to abuse a concession of that kind.
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Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I made a motion
for second reading a few minutes ago. There
is just as much necessity connected with my
Bill as with this one, and I do not see why
they should be treated differently. The soli-
citor interested in the Bill that I am sponsoring
is here from Winnipeg and is desirous of
appearing before the Committee on Banking
and Commerce on Wednesday; but he will
have to stay here a number of days. I am
not objecting to second reading for the Bill
now under consideration, because I do not
feel inclined to oppose such a request for
suspension of the rule, but I complain very
bitterly of the treatment accorded to me.
I think what is sauce for the goose ought to
be sauce for the gander. The honourable
leader of this House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby)
should in future bear in mind the remarks he
made, because in the past he has been as
active as any other honourable member in
moving, with leave, that bills be given second
reading.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Divorce bills.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: And other bills
too: plenty of them. I do not know why I
should be marked out for special treatment
to-night, when another honourable member
makes a motion similar to mine and his goes
through.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, it has not
gone through yet.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It has not
gone through yet.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honour-

able gentleman who is sponsoring this Bill
(Hon. Mr. Crowe) need not be fearful of a
little loss of time, because sanction cannot be
given to the Bill before the Deputy Governor
comes down. The honourable leader of the
House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) can perhaps
tell us whether the Royal Assent is likely to
be given to private legislation before another
supply bill is brought down.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: The City of Vancouver,
North Vancouver, and the surrounding dis-
trict, as well as West Vancouver, are interested
in this Bill. If it passes the Senate, they will
feel assured of the Royal Assent being given
later, and they will be in a position to call

for tenders for the work. Delay in passing’

this Bill would inconvenience a great number
of people.

Hon. Mr. KING: It is the municipalities
of Greater Vancouver, North Vancouver and
West Vancouver, who desire this Bill. I know
that the Reeve of North Vancouver and other

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

officers have been in Ottawa waiting to be
called before the committee. Now, if it is
not too much to ask that this matter be
facilitated, such action would be greatly
appreciated by the municipalities affected.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, I have no objection whatever to
the legislation referred to in this Bill, but I
would respectfully point out that the Bill
has just been introduced. It has not yet had
second reading. Objection has been made by
several honourable gentlemen to second read-
ing being given. There is no possibility of
the Bill getting Royal Assent for some time.
This House will continue to sit this week,
and, no doubt, again next week, because in-
terim supply must be granted. I respeci-
fully suggest that under all the circumstances
there is no reason why we should depart from
the standing rules that we profess to follow.
I do not think our doing so would make any
material difference. I think it is unwise to
carry on a controversy of this sort when there
appear to be differences of opinion in the
House in regard to the Bill.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
am at a disadvantage, because members speak
so low and so softly, or my ears are getting a
little dull. I asked my honourable friend
what Bill was under consideration. He gave
me the name of the Bill, and I looked on the
Order Paper, but the Bill is not mentioned
there.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : It has just been
introduced; it received the first reading, and
the second reading is asked for it.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
do not think we dare do a thing like that
if we would hold our reputation. Gracious!
The other day a third reading came very
near passing, just like a snap of the finger—
a Bill that I considered to be a very important
one. If we legislate in that way we shall
lose all reputation as a parliamentary body.
If somebody’s life depended on it, or some
serious thing of that kind, I should not object
to hurried action. We can only justify our-
selves, one with the other, by following our
rules, unless some emergent condition arises.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: When shall this
Bill be read the second time?

On motion of Hon. Mr. Crowe, the second
reading of the Bill was placed on the Orders
of the Day for Thursday next.

The
3 pm.

Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
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Wednesday, May 20, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILL
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ADOPTED

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE presented, and moved
concurrence in, the Report of the Committee
on Miscellaneous Private Bills, to whom was
referred Bill F, an Act respecting The Cana-
dian Woodmen of the World.

He said: I have the honour to report Bill
F, an Act respecting The Canadian Wood-
men of the World. Section 2 as printed in
the Bill has been replaced by the following
section, which has the approval of the Super-
intendent of the Department of Insurance:

2. The Executive Council, elected or appointed
in accordance with the by-laws of the Order,
shall have power on or before the first day of
April, 1932, to transfer from the surplus in
any benefit fund or funds of the Order to the
General Fund such an amount as may be recom-
mended for that purpose by the Actuary of
the Order, such amount not to exceed, however,
the amount of the deficit in the said General
Fund as of the thirty-first day of December,
1931, or in the aggregate the amount of sixty
thousand dollars, whichever is the less.

The motion was agreed to.
THIRD READING

On motion of Hon. Mr. Beique, with leave
of the Senate, the Bill was read the third time,
and passed.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. McMEANS, Chairman of the
Committee on Divorce, presented the follow-
ing Bills, which were severally read the first
time:

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Agnes Sarah
Evelyn Ballard McNaught.

Bill J, an Aect for the relief of Dorothy
Helen Marie Debnam Almon.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Rosa Maud
Thomson Checketts.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Mary Ellen
Margaret Montague Burrows.

Bill M, an Act for the
Hamley Fraser Mann.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Eleanor
Fritz Lawson.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Florence
Marshall.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Ellen Jane
Easton Graham

relief of Olive

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Gordon
Aaron.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Rita Mar-
garet Mary Longmore.

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Joseph

‘Norman Berger.

Bill T, an Act for the relief of Carl
Vohwinkel.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Joan Mar-
guerite Loggie.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Alice Boyne
Ostiguy.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Ruth Rosen-
berg.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Eileen Sybil
Wolfe.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Helen Bor-
land Beattie MacNicol.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Lillian Freed-
man Guttman.

LAW CLERK AND LAW LIBRARY OF
THE SENATE
DISCUSSION

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable members,
with the leave of the House I should like
to call the attention of the Government to
the fact that the late Mr. Creighton, Law
Clerk of the Senate, has not been replaced.
It is very important that this position should
be filled as soon as possible by the appoint-
ment of a competent barrister, because with-
out such an officer we have no means of con-
sulting anybody on legal matters, unless we
go to the Minister of Justice.

I should like also to call the attention
of the Government to the fact that Mr.
Creighton left a most valuable library. It
is, I know, a library that cannot be replaced,
and I cannot insist too strongly that it
should be kept absolutely intact as the prop-
erty of the Senate.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: Honourable
members, I will make it my duty to convey
the substance of my honourable friend’s
remarks to the Prime Minister and to the
Minister of Justice. I realize the necessity
of having a Law Clerk or someone with
whom to consult. I have not discussed a
change in the present method of procedure,
nor do I know it to be the policy of the
Government to make a change, but perhaps
we should have a Parliamentary Counsel who
would deal with the legislation coming before
both Houses, and would have a subordinate
official in each House.

As to the library of the late Mr. Creighton,
I shall take that matter up at the very
earliest moment when I can get access to
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either of those very busy gentlemen, the
Prime Minister and the Minister of Justice.

I do not know accurately to what extent
this library was the property of the Law
Clerk.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE:
of ’r,hg Senate, and should be kept intact.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am not un-
familiar with the library. My tastes impel
me to make use of libraries, and I have been
to this one very often. I do not think there
should be any difficulty in keeping the library
intact for the use of the Senate, and I
shall be very glad to take up the matter
and report upon it later.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: If my memory °

serves me correctly, we had, some years ago,
a joint committee of the Senate and the
House of Commons to reorganize some of
the services of the two branches of Parlia-
ment under a plan providing for joint super-
vision by the two Houses. It was suggested
that there should be but one Parliamentary
Law Clerk, and that he should have an
assistant in each branch. The Senate at
that time was of the opinion that it should
retain its autonomy and have its own Law
Clerk. The Law Clerk of the Senate is
appointed, I think, by the Civil Service
Commission on the recommendation of the
Senate itself, or its Internal Economy Com-
mittee. At the time I speak of there was
considerable discussion as to what appertained
to the Government and what to the Senate.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I do not re-
member that. It must have been a good
many years ago.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: A few years ago.

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX: Honour-
able members, as a former Speaker of the
House of Commons I had the privilege of
being in daily contact with the Law Clerk of
that House; and I know that for some years
past, when Mr. Creighton was failing in
health, the question whether it would not
be preferable to have the law clerks of the
House of Commons act also for the Senate
was openly discussed. Everyone knows that
in view of the financial position of the
country this is a period of strict economy.
Knowing Mr. Troop and Mr. Ollivier, both
doctors of law and able parliamentary
counsel, I think they would make excellent
officers for both Houses. Indeed, the late
Mr. Creighton told me that he found very
little to alter in the legislation which came
here from the other House. Under such
circumstances I merely suggest that again there
should be some inquiry into the question

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

It is the property

whether it might not be preferable to have
those two very able gentlemen act for both
branches of Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: Where would they be
stationed?

Hon. GEORGE PARENT: Honourable
members, I have not much to add to what
the honourable gentleman from Rougemont
(Hon. Mr. Lemieux) has just said; only that
as Chairman of the Private Bills Committee
of the House of Commons last session and a
few sessions before, I thought it proper to have
a report made by the two law officers whose
names have just been mentioned. Every
time their report came before me in the
committee I wished very much that others
could be there to appreciate the value of the
work of these officers. I fully agree with the
honourable senator’s remark that if the ser-
viees of these two men were available, the
members of a committee would know better
what should be done with legislation.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: With the
permission of the House I would make an-
other observation, in reference to what the
honourable senator for Quebec (Hon. Mr.
Parent) has said. I have no adverse com-
ments to make on the ability of the law
officers of the other House. I think they
are both capable, and are giving satisfaction.
But it does suggest itself to me that as we
are the revising House, one of our primary
functions being to serutinize carefully and
to revise the legislation that comes from
the House of Commons, we cannot very well
ask the legal officers of the Commons to
revise a Bill which they have presumably
supervised and put before that Chamber.
That would be a most anomalous position to
place them in.

My own suggestion, made a few moments
ago—and I have no idea whether or not the
change, involving the expenditure of more
money, would meet the views of the Govern-
ment—is that we should have an officer of
our own, the Commons should have its own
officer, and over those two there should be
perhaps a Parliamentary Counsel, a man of
eminence as a draughtsman. I think that in
the consideration of bills in committee we
ough* to have at our disposal the services
of a legal authority. Undoubtedly the House
of Commons does much more work than the
Senate, and its sittings are more frequent;
therefore I am afraid that when we needed
a law clerk to assist us in committee he would
not always be available if we were dependent
on the services of one man. In dealing with
a Bill in committee we want to know whether
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or not the Bill is properly drafted, and
whether it is competent for this House to do
what is proposed.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That was the
conclusion arrived at by that joint com-
mittee. ¢

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY :
advantage of knowing that.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1 desire to say,
in two words, that I entirely agree with the
remarks of the honourable leader of the
Government. I think we should have a Law
Clerk of our own here, and not be dependent
on the Law Clerk of another House, for the
reasons given by my honourable friend, and
for others which I might mention if I thought
it necessary to do so.

I had not the

THE BEAUHARNOIS PROJECT
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. W. L. McDOUGALD: Honourable
members of the Senate, before the Orders of
the Day, I rise on a question of privilege.
According to the newspapers of this morning
the honour and integrity of myself as a member
of this House have been attacked in another
place, and I desire to draw attention at once to
a statement which I made in the Senate in
April, 1928, regarding my position in the much-
discussed Beauharnois Power Company., News-
paper articles had reflected on myself and
other members of the National Advisory
Committee reporting on the St. Lawrence
Waterways. It was insinuated that our de-
cisions and recommendations were influenced
by personal interest in power developments
on the St. Lawrence. In this House I stated
at the time that I had no interest.in the Beau-
harnois Power Company nor in the syndicate.
That was absolutely true and correct. I may
say at once that up to that time I had been
invited on many occasions to become a mem-
ber of that syndicate, but had always declined.
Aifter that date I was asked again, and had
the whole project investigated from every
angle. When I was satisfied that it was a
proper project for me as a member of this
Senate, as a business man, and as a citizen
of Canada, to take a financial interest in, I
agreed to do so. Some six months later, in

October, 1928, I took an interest in the Beau-
harnois syndicate. I want to assure this House
and the country that I was not considering
politics or party in any way in becoming a
member of that syndicate, and was influenced
solely by my business judgment.

I may add that I putinto the syndicate dollar
for dollar with every other member of it, and
when it was dissolved I received my portion
of the common stock in the new company,
and my portion of the money distributed, as
did every other member of that syndicate.

Now I have no apology to make for accept-
ing the chairmanship of that company, nor
have I any apology to offer on behalf of the
company. I state at once that the men who
had the vision and the courage to undertake
the building of that great power canal, with
all its potential advantages, should be com-
mended instead of being condemned.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALD: At the present
moment the Beauharnois Power Company
are employing 3,000 men on the site of the
work, and they are employing 3,000 men in
factories manufacturing parts. That is 6,000
men, and that figure, when multiplied by 5,
which is the average number dependent on
the working man, shows that at the present
time about 30,000 people of this country are
obtaining their daily bread through the
activities of the Beauharnois Company.

I need hardly point out to honourable

members of the Senate that a project of

such magnitude is bound to be ecriticized
in certain circles, but I can assure you that
before the $30,000,000 of debentures were
bought from the Beauharnois Power Com-
pany the bankers who undertook to under-
write them had every phase of the company
investigated by the best legal brains in Can-
ada. To convince honourable gentlemen
that the project had the most careful con-
sideration from the legal point of view, I
need only mention a few of the legal lights
who passed upon the undertaking. The firm
of Lash, Anglin and Cassels were represent-
ing the Dominion Securities Company, who
were one of the backers. In Montreal Mr.
Aimé Geoffrion, who is known from one end
of Canada to the other as one of our ablest
lawyers, was the legal adviser of the com-
pany; Brown, Montgomery and McMichael
were the legal advisers of Holt, Gundy and
Company; and the firm of Meredith, Holden
and Howard were the legal advisers of New-
man, Sweezey and Company. The Bank of
Montreal, the Royal Bank of Canada, and
the Canadian Bank of Commerce associated
themselves with the backers and underwrote
the securities; and I say at once that they
would not be a party to a deal of such mag-
nitude without examining into it very care-
fully and considering every aspect of the
situation.
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It was also stated that I had made
$30,000,000 out of the deal. The statement is
so ridiculous that I feel it is hardly necessary
to make reference to it. As the market
value of Beauharnois shares to-day is quoted
at $6, it is obvious to any honourable gentle-
man and to the country that the statement
is quite erroneous.

I ask honourable gentlemen again to take
my word and my assurance that when I
made the statement in this House it was the
truth, and nothing but the truth. In another
place a committee is to be appointed to in-
vestigate this whole Beauharnois project, and
I am confident that the whole thing will be
cleared up there to the entire satisfaction of
both Houses of Parliament and the country
at large.

REFLECTION UPON THE SENATE
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGE
Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. Sir ALLEN AYLESWORTH: Honour-
able members, I ask the indulgence of the
Senate for a moment to bring before your
attention another matter of privilege, which
to my mind affects each member of this
honourable House. On looking over the
official record of proceedings of the House
of Commons of yesterday—not Hansard, but
the Votes and Proceedings of the Commons—
I find a notice that to~morrow a member of
that House will publicly ask the Government,
in regard to the appointment of an honour-
able member of this House, whose name is
mentioned: “Does he possess the necessary
education?” If that question can be asked
of one honourable member of this House it
can be asked of each and every one; and,
speaking for myself, as a member of this
honourable Chamber, I resent such an in-
quiry, no matter from whom it comes.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

CRIMINAL CODE (ESCAPES BY
FLIGHT) BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. G. LYNCH-STAUNTON moved the
second reading of Bill G, an Act to amend the
Criminal Code.

He said: Honourable senators, this Bill is
the same as one that I introduced at a former
session. At the very outset I wish to make
it clear to honourable members that this is
not a bill to disarm the police, nor is it a
bill which would circumscribe the right of
the police to use any force they choose in
arresting or seeking to arrest a person
charged with a crime formerly known as a
felony. I feel it necessary to make these

Hon. Mr. McDOUGALD.

statements because, although the last time
I introduced a similar measure I made the
same point perfectly clear, I have been told
that the purpose of my Bill is to disarm the
police. An honourable member of this
House told me last night that he was opposed
to the Bill for that very reason. I hope it
is now distinctly understood that the Bill
has no such object. It is intended simply to
prevent the police from shooting or maiming
a person whom he seeks to arrest for a mis-
demeanour.

At common law, and that is the law of Can-
ada, misdemeanours are generally punishable
by fine or imprisonment, formerly without,
but now with or without hard labour, accord-
ing to the circumstances of each case. Our
criminal law formerly recognized two classes
of offences, one known as felonies and the
other as misdemeanours. This is one of the
most important points of my argument, and
I particularly draw the attention of honour-
able members to it, so that my position may
be clearly understood. Felony is punishable
in various modes, as by death or penal servi-
tude for life, or lesser terms, many felonies
having special punishments attached to them.
Where no specific punishment is provided,
felony is punishable by penal servitude for
not less than three years, or imprisonment for
not more than two years, with or without
hard labour. Felony, strictly speaking, includes
treason, although the terms are generally used
as opposed to one another. Instances of felony
in the more usual sense of the word are:
piracy, murder, manslaughter, rape, larceny,
robbery, burglary, arson, some kinds of as-
sault, and certain acts resembling treason.

In order to be concise in my statement of
the law, I took the liberty of writing to the
judge who is perhaps the most eminent in
criminal law matters in England, He was
courteous enough to reply and give me an
exposition of the law as it stands in England
to-day. I asked him if I might mention his
name, and he told me that if I found it
advisable to refer to him in the Senate I
should simply say he was a member of the
Court of Criminal Appeal of England. I
can assure honourable members that he is
regarded by all lawyers in Canada as the
highest authority on criminal law. My pur-
pose in writing him was to ascertain under
what circumstances a policeman or any
officer of the law was justified in, or had an
excuse for, shooting to death or maiming a
fleeing criminal or a person charged with an
offence. Here is what this great English
jurist says is the law:

An officer of justice may justify the killing

of a person flying from arrest for treason or
felony,—
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I have already stated what felony is.

—but to justify it, it must be shown that the
felon could nct be otherwise overtaken, and if
he could be taken in any case without such
severity it is at least manslaughter in him
who kills him, and the jury ought to enquire
whether it was done of necessity or not. But
where the person has committed a misdemean-
our only and is flying from arrest the officer
must not kill him though there is a warrant to
apprehend him and though he cannot otherwise
be overtaken. If he does kill him, it will in
general be murder, but it may amount only to
manslaughter if it appears that death was not
intended.

My contention has always been that sec-
tion 41 of the Criminal Code, which is the
section' that would be amended by this Bill,
does not justify the killing of a person under
any circumstances. The section merely means
that an officer may use such force as is neces-
sary to arrest a fleeing person alive. But
some inferior tribunals, such as magistrates’
courts and county courts, have decided that
the section justifies an officer in shooting any-
one, whether guilty or not guilty, charged or
not charged, who seeks to escape by flight.
In a moment or so I shall give an illustration
of an outstanding case that was decided along
that line.

Our law in this connection is exactly the
same as in England. In England they have
the common law; in Canada we have the
common law codified. At one time a Royal
Commission was appointed in England to con-
sider the question of codifying the law. The
Commission drew up a code, but it was not
adopted, because the judges took the stand
that its adoption would be imprudent for this
reason, among others: that some important
cases might be accidentally omitted from the
code, and this might result in the introduction
of technicalities into the administration of
the law, since, if there is a code, judges are
bound by the very letter of it. However, Sir
John Thompson, when he was Minister of
Justice, did adopt a code; but he wisely in-
cluded a clause which particularly and clearly
declared that the common law, unless directly
repealed—

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: What clause?
Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Sixteen.

Houn. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: _should
remain in force. That is provided for in sec-
tion 16 of the Code, which reads:

16. All rules and principles of the common
law which render any circumstances a justifica-
tion or excuse for any act, or a defence to any
charge, shall remain in force and be applicable
to any defence to a charge under this Act
except in so far as they are hereby altered or
are inconsistent herewith.

22112—9

An officer has a right to arrest without a
warrant any person whom he knows or
reasonably suspects to be guilty of a felony,
and if such a person attempts to escape and
the officer cannot otherwise arrest him, he
is entitled to shoot at him. That is the law,
beyond a doubt. If the officer does shoot
at a person under such circumstances, and
is later brought to trial, he justifies himself,
as lawyers say, or escuses himself, under sec-
tion 16 of the Criminal Code, which preserves
all the defences that existed before the Code
was enacted.

Now, as I have already said, the purpose of
section 41 is not to legalize a fatal shooting.
That is covered by section 16. The first
reported case which lays down a decision with
respect to section 41 is a Manitoba case
which went to the Court of Appeal of that
province and is reported in 13 Canadian
Criminal Cases. That case started the igno-
rant on their unlawful course, and inspired
the findings of some magistrates and county
court judges. In that case a man who was
caught breaking into a shop with intention
to commit theft was detected and chased
by an officer who shot at and fatally wounded
him. The trial Jjudge—I think it was Mr.
Justice Perdue—told the jury, in substance,
that if they found that the deceased man
had been about to rob the shop, or that the
officer had reasonable grounds for suspecting
him of such intention, the officer was justi-
fied in shooting him, or was excused, if the
man attempted to escape and the officer
could not overtake and capture him except
by shooting. Mr. Justice Perdue laid down
the law exactly as it is stated by the English
judge whom I have already quoted. As I
have said, the law was in that case rightly
interpreted by the trial judge, if I may say S0,
because the decision was afterwards con-
firmed by the Manitoba Court of Appeal;
but my objection is that it has been applied
to entirely different facts.

Now I want to cite a few cases in point.
Such instances are happening all the time.
The other day two boys escaped from the
Industrial Home in Toronto. As they went
down one of the streets of the city they saw
a motor car standing by the side of the road.
They got into it, but did not know how to
operate it. Then they noticed one of the
attendants of the Industrial Home talking to
a policeman, and they jumped out of the car
and ran. The policeman pursued them and
shot one of them.

Hon. Mr. MICHENER: Dead?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No, thank
heaven, he was not dead. He was shot twice,

REVISED EDITION
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and fell in a heap. The officer was prosecuted,
and the boy went into the witness box and
told his story. He said that when he saw
the Home attendant he ran away, and that
as he was about to climb over a fence he
heard shots fired, and he fell. He said that
there was no call to him to stop—nothing to
let him know that he was being pursued, and
that after he had been shot, as the officer
came up to him, he said to the officer, “You
are a dirty coward for shooting me.” That
was all the evidence. The officer was not
called to state that he could not overtake
the boy, or to show any excuse or justification
whatever for his action. Yet the magistrate,
a magistrate of the city of Toronto, told the
officer that it was his duty to shoot the boy,
and discharged him on the spot. I have here
a copy of a newspaper containing all the par-
ticulars of the case, but instead of reading
them I have given you an exact summary of
what happened. Incredible as it may seem,
the defence was not called upon to present
any evidence.

The other night at Belleville an old man was
seen in the railway yards, from which some-
one had been stealing brass fittings. When
this man was found there he started to run
away, and although the constable did not
know what the man was doing, he shot him.
Fortunately he did not kill him.

I think, honourable members, that the
present situation is outrageous. Emerson once
defined civilization as “the sanctity of human
life.”  According to his test, those peoples
‘who keep the strongest safeguard against the
taking of human life are in the most advanced
state of civilization.

Not long ago a Canadian rum-runner—
Cuptain Bluett, I think, was his name—was
killed by an American officer. In the eyes
of some people rum-running is a greater
offence than murder. Yet the Toronto Star,
a strong prohibition journal, headed this item
of news, “Murder of Captain Bluett.” That
newspaper interviewed me to securer my
opinion on the case. "I said that I did not
see that Canadians had any cause to com-
plain, because in this country—at least, as
the law is administered in Ontario and
Quebec—a police officer may shoot anybody
who runs away, though that person may be
guilty of only the very slightest crime. To
this the Star replied, “ Guilty <f no crime.”
In commenting upon the case the Star went
on to say that in Ontario to-day there is a
condition of continuous martial law, and it
cited a case in which an unknown man had
been shot by a policeman in Toronto and

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON.

had been allowed to lie for
hours before being identified.

At a meeting held in Fennel Hall the other
night one of the most distinguished ecitizens
of the United States condemned what he
called “licensed legal murder.” People are
becoming outraged by this sort of thing. I
had thought that in the TUnited States a
police officer had the right to shoot a fleeing
man whether he was innocent or guilty. I have
here, however, an article which commends
the action of a certain judge in a case of
this kind, and which has caused me to change
my view. An officer was told that a motor
car carrying men suspected of being boot-
leggers was about to pass a certain place at
which he was stationed. The car was easy
to identify, because on one side of it there
was a white curtain. When the car came by
the officer shot one of the men in it through
the heart and killed him. The officer was
arrested and tried, and he set up as his de-
fence that he was aiming at the wheels. The
State Attorney, who is an elected official, re-
fused to prosecute. This was in Dakota,
where, I suppose, the temperance sentiment
is strong. However, a judge ordered that
the officer be indicted and that a special prose-
cutor be appointed to lay the case before the
jury. The jury convicted this man of man-
slaughter, and the conviction was sustained
by the Court of Appeal. The report of this
case is a lucid exposition of the law of the
United States, and it goes to show that when
their law is enforced it is the same as the law
of England, and, I am convinced, of Canada.
One of the Appeal Court judges said:

I am loath to throw any unnecessary burden
upon officers in the discharge of their duties.
But when their safety is in no way endangered
and all they have to fear is the possible escape
of a miscreant wanted for a misdemeanour, they
should devise some means of taking him alive.

I know that throughout the country there
is a misapprehension as to the intention of
this Bill, and that certain officers in the prov-
inces, without inquiring at all into the Bill,
have given opinions against it to the Min-
ister of Justice. The last time I brought
up the Bill the Attorney General of one of
the provinces—I am not sure now which one
—sent a protest here, and later, after receiv-
ing a copy of the Bill, wrote to me apologiz-
ing and saying that he had misunderstood
it; that he had thought its purpose was to
prevent the arming of the police.

I have stated the law, of which I have
made a most careful study. I want to satisfy
the Senate that my only desire is to protect
persons who are innocent or are accused of
only minor offences. If the Bill is given

twenty-four
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second reading, I shall move that it be re-
ferred to a special committee for considera-
tion and report, and it will be understood
that any honourable member may reserve
the right to vote against it later on.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: In order that the
honourable gentleman’s argument may be
better followed, I suggest that he place on
record section 41 of the Criminal Code and
the amendment that he proposes.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON : Section 41
of the Criminal Code reads as follows:

41. BEvery peace officer proceeding lawfully
to arrest, with or without warrant, any person
for any offence for which the offender may be
arrested without warrant, and every one law-
fully assisting in such arrest, is justified, if
the person to be arrested takes to flight to
avoid arrest, in using such force as may be
necessary to prevent his escape by such flight,
unless such escape can be prevented by reason-
able means in a less violent manner.

My proposal is that this be. repealed and
the following substituted therefor:

41. Every peace officer proceeding lawfully
to arrest, with or without warrant, any person
for any offence for which the offender may be
arrested without warrant, and every one law-
fully assisting in such arrest, is justified, if the
person to be arrested takes to flight to avoid
arrest, in using such force as may be necessary
to prevent his escape by such flight, unless such
escape can be prevented by reasonable means in
a less violent manner, if such force is neither
intended nor likely to cause death or grievous
bodily harm.

With this explanation I move the second
reading of the Bill.

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

REFERRED TO SPECIAL COMMITTEE

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I now
move that the Bill be referred to a com-
mittee consisting of Hon. Messieurs Béique,
Beaubien, Belcourt, Dandurand, Griesbach,
McGuire, Spence, McMeans, Murphy, Tan-
ner, Willoughby and the mover.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: How in the world
are you ever going to reach an agreement
among so many lawyers?

The motion was agreed to.

TRADE MISSION TO SOUTH AMERICA
DISCUSSION CONCLUDED
The Senate resumed from yesterday the

adjourned debate on the inquiry by Hon. Mr.
Beaubien:

That he will call the attention of the Senate
to the recent Canadian Trade Mission to South
America, and inquire whether the Government
intends to follow the recommendations of the
Mission looking to the expansion of Canadian
trade to that continent.

22112—9%

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
members, my first duty is a very agreeable
one: I wish to congratulate most heartily and
sincerely the honourable gentleman from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) upon the
remarkable speech that he made yesterday, in
which he once again demonstrated his in-
dustry and ability. His example might well
be followed by the younger members of this
House who are anxious to do something in
the interests of their country. It may be
apropos at this time to remind honourable
members that not only is the honourable gen-
tleman from Montarville a very distinguished
lawyer in Montreal, but he is possessed of
such energy that when he once decides to do
a thing there seems to be no obstacle that he
is unable to overcome. Some honourable
senators will remember that immediately after
the war, in which France had been bled
almost to death, he went across to that coun-
try and actually succeeded in getting the
French Government to vote a very substantial
sum of money to provide no less than forty
huge motor vans, the sides of which would
open, and by means of which Canadian goods
were exhibited throughout that country.
Without remuneration, simply with the idea
of serving this country and showing what
Canada had to sell, he travelled all over
France, from place to place, addressing two
or three meetings a day, and succeeded in
creating a great enthusiasm for Canada and
Canadian goods. I do not believe that
Canada has ever been advertised in such a
way, either before or since. All this was done
by the honourable gentleman from a sense of
duty as a member of this House.

On another occasion he was in New York
with some friends when Marshal Joffre and
Mr. Viviani were in the United States. The
honourable gentleman conceived the idea of
bringing these two famous men to Canada.
Those who were with him were rather doubt-
ful about the success of his efforts. In the
first place, he did not know the French
Ambassador, who was charged with looking
after the welfare of Marshal Joffre and Mr.
Viviani; nevertheless, somehow or other,
during the morning he managed to get ac-
quainted with this Ambassador, Mr. Jusserand,
and before evening Mr. Jusserand was quite
willing to accede to his proposal. Then
another obstacle arose. The chief of the
United States detective service, a man, I
think, by the name of Bill Nye, said that he
was responsible for the safety of these gentle-
men and that if they left the United States
his responsibility must come to an end. It
was then arranged to have the Government
provide a special train to bring them here—
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I myself telephoned from New York to the
honourable the Speaker of this House, who
asked if it was Senator Beaubien who was
speaking—and we all remember how Mr.
Viviani delivered before  both Houses of
Parliament one of the most eloquent and in-
spiring speeches to which it has ever been
our privilege to listen. The honourable
gentleman from Montarville also succeeded
in inducing Marshal Joffre to come to
Montreal, and the Marshal’s visit created a
very good impression in the Province of
Quebec.

Now the honourable gentleman has accom-
plished a very great deal in connection with
the Good-will and Trade Mission to South
America and the West Indies. He did not
wait for anybody to tell him what to do, but
personally interviewed the Ministers of Trade
and Commerce in both Argentina and Brazil.

1 think I may say, therefore, that our
honourable colleague is a credit to this
House and to himself, and that he is always
willing to work for the public good.

I wish also to pay my compliments to the
honourable member from Prince Edward
(Hon. Mr. Horsey). As was demonstrated
vesterday, he very ably seconded the efforts
and the views of the honourable gentleman
from Montarville, and a great deal was done
to advertise Canada.

The debate on this question took place only
last night, and as I have not had much
opportunity to condense what I wish to say,
my remarks may take a little more time
than I intend. It was Pascal who wrote: “I
beg your pardon for the length of this letter;
1 have not had time to be brief.”

Most of us who were not fortunate enough
to make the trip followed the progress of the
Mission day by day in the newspapers. There
was only one thing missing from their accounts.
I thought that the speeches made were re-
ported, but I failed to see that many speeches
were delivered by the honourable gentleman
from Montarville. That was a disappointment
to everybody who knows the honourable
gentleman. The people of South America do
not know him very well, or they would have
had him speak to them.

The burden of the speeches of yesterday was
that our trade commissioners have no official
status. Why is this? It is because we have no
consuls. Why should we not have consuls?
In another place some twenty years ago the
late Honoré Gervais, who was Professor of
International Law at Montreal University,
made a speech in which he endeavoured to
show the importance and necessity of Canada
having consuls. The honourable gentleman
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from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux) will
remember that the gentleman finished his
speech in Latin. But somehow or other the
British Government, or the British people, who
are very keen when it comes to a matter of
shillings and pence, were not sympathetic,
and as a result we have always been at a
great disadvantage in having to try to sell
Canadian wares through British ~consuls.
Naturally, when the British consuls are asked
where certain things can be bought, they refer
the inquirer to Leeds, Manchester, Sheffield,
or Birmingham before mentioning any place
outside of the British Isles. I cannot blame
them for that; it is part of their business to
bring trade to the British Isles. This lack of
consuls may seem a small affair when we re-
member that the British Government allowed
us to have our own Ministers in Japan, France,
and the United States. But these Ministers
are diplomats; they are not commercial agents.
Our situation in this regard reminds me of
the time when Britain gave India some of her
splendid regiments; for instance, the Bengal
Lancers, a cavalry comps equal to, or perhaps
better than, any other in-the world; also the
Sikhs, a regiment of magnificent men com-
manded by English officers. But Britain
eave them no artillery. Some years ago, when
there was a threat of war, a parley was
arranged, and they came to the English people
and said: “Look here, we are going to rebel,
but you cannot use your artillery in the war:
it would not be fair.” That was very prudent,

‘because, as everyone knows, with artillery the

British forees could do away with the Hindoos
before they could use their rifles.

We were surprised when we heard yester-
day of the great amount of interest that the
British Isles are taking in Argentina. I
understand that the British people have larger
sums invested in Argentina than in Canada.
Naturally they want some returns on their
investments, and they are perhaps more
eager to do business with Argentina than with
their colonies. -

In the report of the Good-will Trads
Mission there are twenty-six recommenda-
tions, and they all appear to be good. It is
easy to have good intentions, but to put
them into practice is more difficult. This
trade with Argentina is not what might be
called new. For instance, in- 1886 Cook
Brothers’ mills at Servant River were cutting
about 25,000,000 feet, board measure, for
Argentina, and it was being cut on specifi-
cations of 13 and 16 feet in length, clear
lumber. Those mills are opposite Mani-
toulin Island, near Blind River and Spanish
River, and half way on the railway line
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between Sudbury and Sault Ste. Marie. In
those days there was one schooner, with an
auxiliary towing two consorts, and I think
those three boats together carried nearly a
billion feet of lumber. They went down
Georgian Bay, through Lake Huron, Detroit
River, Lake St. Clair, and across Lake Erie
to Tonawanda, where the lumber was put into
barges on the Erie Canal, which had only six
feet draft of water at that time, and taken
down to Troy and Albany, whence Saxe
Brothers, the agents of Cook Brothers, shipped
it straight to Argentina. This was forty-five
years ago.

In later years the Canada Cement Company
did a very profitable trade in cement with
Argentina, I am told. Even in little New-
foundland there ‘was a trade with South
America. The last time I was in Newfound-
land I saw a magnificent four-masted
schooner loaded with fish right from the
warehouse of Hon. Mr. Monroe, the Prime
Minister. whose warehouse for dried codfish
was at the sea-shore. I did not take very
much interest in the cargo of salt codfish,
but I admired the wonderful steering gear, a
contrivance that was absolutely new to me.
Tt was a beautiful schooner, and I was in-
formed that the trip would take about thirty
days from Newfoundland to Buenos Aires.

A Nova Scotia captain who was bowling
down the east coast of South America with a
fair west wind, after a trip of over 6,000
miles, said to the mate: “In twenty minutes we
should see the lights of Montevideo. Send
someone aloft.” Fifteen minutes later a voice
called from the crow’s-nest, “Light on the
starboard bow!” It was the lights of Monte-
video. The captain was five minutes out in
his reckoning.

The wonderful development of Buencs
Aires is to a very great extent due to an
English engineer called Sir Robert Perks, whe
was well known in Canada, as he came here
and wanted to build the Georgian Bay Canal.
He had a great deal of money from the great
Methodist banks in London. He told the
people here that he had dredged the bar of
La Plata River. Alluvium during centuries
had formed an enormous bar, and I do not
think there was more than ten or twelve feet
of water over it. Before that bar was dredged
the population of Buenos Aires was around
200,000, but after the bar had been removed
and the harbour of Buenos Aires properly
excavated, and wharves built, the population
jumped in twenty years from 200,000 to
2,000,000. The channel that he made at that
time—I do not know whether it is deeper
to-day—was twenty-two feet deep; and that
was the maximum draught of ships that could
enter the harbour.

Canadian seamen are also very familiar
with La Plata River, and people fond of sail-
ing may have heard the stories told during
the last fifty years. Our seamen had been
sailing ships drawing not more than ten or
twelve feet of water across the bar. Going
up’ the river they were towed, and they came
down with the current on their return journey.

I recall these facts simply to show our dear
friends who have just come from that mission
that they need not think themselves new
Christopher Columbuses who have discovered
South America.

Argentina has .a population of over
10,000,000. It extends from Bolivia on the
north to Cape Horn, a distance of twenty-
three hundred miles; say 30 degrees of lati-
tude. The greatest width is 930 miles, from
the Andes to the ocean. It is described now
as extending to Cape Horn. But where are
we to find Tierra del Fuego, which, I always
understood from the geography, was separated
from the continent by the Strait of Magellan?
Tierra del Fuego was so named because the
crews of the ships that went through the
Strait of Magellan in the old days saw on the
shores the fires that had been lighted owing
to the severity of the climate. I cannot
understand why no mention is made of Tierra
del Fuego, unless the explanation is that
Argentina has annexed it to her territory.

In Argentina there is an immense area of
225 million acres available for grazing, ranch-
ing, wheat raising, and so on; an area equal,
I believe, to that of our three Prairie Prov-
inces. In a short period the population has
doubled, because of a large influx of people
from Spain and Southern Italy, who find the
climate very much like their own. Meat is
very cheap there, and is one of the principal
articles of diet; in fact, an average of 198
pounds per capita is consumed annually.
Notwithstanding what the medical profession
may say against the eating of meat in large
quantities, these people seem to thrive on it.

Argentina withdrew from the League of
Nations in 1920, and has refused to renew
her membership, despite the solicitations of
Sir Eric Drummond, the Secretary of the
League, and a unanimous request from the
League members.

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: But she pays
her annual dues.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: But she does not
want to send representatives to listen to the
speeches.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
year.

She may next
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I am sorry that
the right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster)
is not in his seat at the moment.
~+Argentina adopted the gold standard in
1927, and it has a huge debt of one billion
dollars, although there has been no recent
war. The country became independent one
yvear after the battle of Waterloo. A glance
at the map of South America shows that
Brazil and Argentina occupy most of the
continent, the rest being divided among the
other twenty republics. TUruguay has a
population of about half that of the Prov-
ince of Ontario.

May I be permitted to say a few words
about the Pan-American Union? In Washing-
ton there is a beautiful building where repre-
sentatives of the twenty-two South American
republics meet, together with representatives
of the United States. They have there a
chair which has been labelled “Canada,” in
the expectation that we would join the Union.
A gentleman came to Montreal and at a
banquet there invited Canada to become a
member of the Union; but I cannot see how
we could accept such an invitation, because
Canada belongs to the British commonwealth
of nations. A reference was made to the
Monroe Doctrine. Well, as all honourable
members are aware, this was named after
President Monroe, but it really was the work
of one of the Cannings. There were three
Cannings, and I do nct know which one this
was. It was arranged that the United States
should stand on guard to prevent European
powers from taking a share in the politics
of the American continent. But Canada al-
ready was a British country, and England
found it easier to retain possession while the
United States prevented any other European
country from attempting to acquire territory
on this continent.

I believe that Canada should have consuls
in South America. In my hand I have a
sheet published by the United States Govern-
ment, showing some of the services that
can be performed by consuls. The sheet
shows at the top the number of American
consuls in various parts of the world, as
follows: 209 in Europe, 90 in Asia, 24 in
Africa, 35 in South America, 11 in Central
America, 91 in North America, 17 in Aus-
tralia and 23 in the West Indies. Those
figures are very interesting. For instance,
in South Africa we possibly have one or two
trade commissioners who are not possessed
of diplomatic status. I ask honourable mem-
bers, what chance have they to represent
our country in competition with the 24
trained consuls from the United States, each
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of whom has a status? Most of the 91 con-
suls who represent the United States in
North America must be in Canada, because,
I suppose, there are not very many in Mexico.

This sheet is divided into various sections
to show what can be done by consuls for
the separate departments of the American
Government. The Department of State,
which is the first department in the United
States, gives the following list of headings:
Protection of American citizens; protection
of American interests; political and economic
reports; consular courts; extra-territorial
notarial services; depositions and commis-
sions; relief of American seamen; estates of
American seamen; citizenship; registration of
Americans; passport services, Americans;
alien visa control; deaths of Americans;
estates of deceased Americans; witnesses to
marriages; recordation of vital statistics; mis-
cellaneous correspondence.

I might remark here that the United States,
with its population of 120 millions and its
huge wealth, manages to get along with only
ten government departments, and they seem
to be doing their work very efficiently. Per-
haps Canada could learn a lesson from the

‘United States in this regard.

Then the sheet gives a list of consular duties
that may be performed for the Treasury De-
partment, under these headings: protection of
revenue; documentation of merchandise;
valuation of imports; landing certificates;
protection of public health; bills of health;
sanitary reports; disinfection of merchandise;
prohibited importations, smuggling; prohibi-
tion laws; valuation of currencies; war risk
insurance; investigations, reports, payments.

The War Department is third, with these
consular duties listed: purchases of raw
material; supplies and equipment; geo-
graphical data; topographical data; Philippine
matters; military inventions; military prog-
ress,

Then the Department of Justice: extradi-
tion; estates of American seamen; crimes on
high seas; notarial services; depositions and
commissions; reports regarding anarchists, ete.
That is something that would be of interest
to us.

And the Post Office Department has these:
headings: reports on postal conventions and
regulations; parcels post; postal banking;
American Post Office at Shanghai.

Then comes the Navy Department: reports
on hydrographic data and charts; lighthouses;
harbour and coaling facilities; wireless stations;
river and harbour markings; port rules and
regulations; geographic and marine data;
movements of vessels.
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The seventh on the list is the Department
of Agriculture, and the consular services in
connection with that department are set out
as follows: crop reports and estimates; market
reports; plant introduction; weather reports;
disinfection of hides, rags, ete.; plant quaran-
tine; insecticide and fungicide regulations;
reports on irrigation projects; entomology;
biology ; horticulture, and general agricultural
matters.

Then under the heading of Interior Depart-
ment is this list: pension matters; patent
applications; patent interference cases; reports
on education; geological surveys; mines and
mining; reclamation and conservation.

The Department of Commerce, which is
No. 9 on the list, specifies these services: ex-
tension of American trade; voluntary trade
reports; called-for reports and investigations;
trade opportunities; navigation; American
vessels; entry and clearance; American sea-
men; shipment; discharge; desertion; marine
protests; reports on fisheries; lighthouses;
measures and standards; coast and geodetic
surveys.

Finally, the Department of Labour has this
list: immigration; Chinese exclusion laws; sec-
tion 6 certificates; reports on labour condi-
tions; labour legislation.

Then there is the following list of services
that may be rendered to American citizens
in general: general correspondence; replies to
individual trade inquiries; answers to mis-
cellaneous inquiries; receipt and forwarding of
mail; advice and assistance to travellers,
tourists and salesmen ; representation; notarial
acts; protection of interests so far as laws
and regulations permit; welfare and where-
abouts.

This chart or statement concludes with the
following remarks:

American Consuls serve practically every
branch of our Government, every business man,
and either directly or indirectly every private
citizen.

This chart shows how information gathered
by them is concentrated in the Department of
State and then distributed to the various
governmental agencies and to private concerns
and individuals.

A consul’s more important duties are shown,
but by no means all of them.

Ministers look after the political end of a
country’s representation abroad, but business
matters are attended to by consuls. It is
high time that we appointed more consuls.
Why should we keep ministers in certain
countries when consuls would cost us con-
siderably less? I do not know that the British
Government has not been in favour of our en-
joying consular services in certain countries;
I am not making any charge, but the thing

looks strange. I know that when Canadians
try to do business abroad they always find
the British Consul enquires first whether
goods can be obtained in Britain instead of
in any of the Dominions. No one can accuse
me of being anti-British. As I have said be-
fore, I do not believe in having at Washing-
ton, for instance, seven different representa-
tives of the King. If they all are to agree,
one would be enough; and if they are to
disagree, there are six too many. However,
that is—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Settled.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The consular ser-
vice and the diplomatic service are different
things; although, I am aware, in some small
European countries, like Denmark and
Swaden, the ambassador—or minister, for there
are only seven ambassadors in the world—is
minister and consul combined. When I visited
Holland I spoke to the minister, who was

‘good enough to visé my passport, and I did

not have to pay for it. I should have been
born Scotch.

If this Trade Mission has demonstrated one
thing more than another it is Canada’s need
of more consuls. A country sending ministers
abroad before consuls is like a child trying
to run before he has crawled along the floor.
The consular service should be established
first, and then, if we can afford it, the ap-
pointment of a minister may be made. We
should not put the cart before the horse.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable senators,
I am sure that every honourable member of
this House was deeply impressed with the
importance of the address delivered yester-
day by the honourable gentleman from Mon-
tarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien). I hope that
the honourable leader of the House (Hon.
Mr. Willoughby) will draw to the attention
of the Prime Minister the fact that a great
deal of valuable work may be done for Can-
ada if the suggestions made by the honourable
gentleman are followed.

Hon. J. S. McLENNAN: Honourable sen-
ators, I am not able, nor should I care to
attempt, to deal with the vast amount of in-
formation which has been given to us in the
address of the honourable member from Mon-
tarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) in connection
with South America. We have had presented
for our attention a great deal of matter that
should be given very careful consideration.

Notwithstanding the eloquence of the

honourable senator from Montarville, I was
under a misapprehension last night in respect
to his reference to the British Minister in
Argentina, who, I understand, is a man of
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great experience, energy and ability. How-
ever, apparently I had heard the honourable
gentleman somewhat imperfectly and had not
clearly understood all the debate that followed.
I learned, on reading Hansard this morning,
that it was a matter entirely concerning our
own commercial agent, and that he was
rescued from what might have been an em-
barrassing position by the tact and savoir-
faire of the two distinguished gentlemen who
had the interview with the Minister of
Argentina. It was not, as I had thought, the
British Ambassador or any of his staff who
did not know the situation. Considering the
fact that in Buenos Aires there is one of the
finest newspapers of Latin America, I was
somewhat astonished that our commercial
representative had not become aware, even
unofficially, that the entire policy had been
changed. It is not easy to believe that such
a vital change of policy by the new Govern-
ment, or the establishment of a commission
to give effect to that policy, would fail to
secure a prominent place in the news. It
seems intolerable that information concerning
any such thing should be in the possession of
a British embassy, a British legation, or a
British consul, and not be open to an
authorized representative of Canada. If that
is the situation, it should be changed at once.
I find it hard to believe that it is the general
practice not to pass on such information when
it is germane to the interests of Canada or
one of the other Dominions.

There is no question that the relations of
Canada with foreign countries will, as the
years—one might almost say the months—go
by, become more and more important and
vital to our country, because we can produce,
not only in raw materials, but in manufactured
products, far more than our ten millions of
people can use. Therefore it must be the
wish of everyone in this country that the way
should be cleared for those who go out to
develop our trade; and it seems to me that
if, as would appear to be the case, our trade
commissioners and the British embassies or
legations or consuls in foreign countries are
in air-tight compartments, it is only necessary
that proper representations should be made
to London in order to remedy the matter.

Our colleague from Prince Edward (Hon.
Mr. Horsey) suggested that the next Imperial
Conference might consider this question with
a view to removing existing difficulties. It
seems to me that one method of amelioration
—and I speak without any special knowledge
on the subject—would be to have a Canadian
commercial attaché at the British legations
and embassies. The expense of maintaining
these attachés would be borne by Canada, and

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN.

they would report to Canada, withholding
nothing, of course, from the representatives of
the Empire in the places where they were
stationed.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That has been
refused. The embassies would not have
strangers within their gates.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: That might be
reconsidered. I am bound to say that I should
like to see a concentration of the energies of
the Dominion and of Great Britain in that way
rather than that emphasis should be laid on

‘the apparent disposition of Canada or of any

other British Dominion to break away from the
Mother Country. I would call the attention
of the honourable gentleman who suggested
the establishment of legations or embassies
to the account in Holy Writ of a young
gentleman of Judea who, when he came of age,
was filled with a desire to show his inde-
pendence, and took his patrimony, went off
to a foreign country and squandered his
substance, just as we are doing with our money
in building expensive legations. I do not think
that we want to follow the example of that
ill-fated young Hebrew.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What does my
honourable friend say of the twenty countries,
all much smaller than Canada, which have
their representatives all over the world?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: I would say that
that is a condition which has developed from
time past, when countries, even though quite
close together, carried on business with one
another * through such representatives. They
were concerned, not with what we are con-
sidering, namely, the development of trade,
but with the larger questions of international
relations and high politics.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend approves, I suppose, of the action of
Sir Robert Borden in establishing a legation
in Washington?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: As a good Con-
servative I undoubtedly do. As an individual
I think that possibly it was somewhat pre-
mature. I am in sympathy with it inasmuch
as in the gradual building up of a regular
diplomatic corps there would be an incidental
advantage. It is this: we are developing, and
with the increasing importance and increasing
wealth of Canada there will grow up a con-
siderable number of young men who do not
need to work for a livingz, and who, having
financial resources behind them that would
permit them to take an expensive training and
to maintain themselves, not in splendour, but
without being bitten by the necessity of
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constantly thinking of their daily expendi-
tures, would find in diplomacy a most useful
and pleasant way of serving their country.
Some of these young men may have no great
genius for any of the ordinary professions,
and no great incentive to make more money,
but may feel attracted to public service out-
side the ordinary political sphere. To many
of them, perhaps to the choicest spirits among
them, there would be an appeal in a diplo-
matic or representative life, in working for
the benefit of Canada in supplying her with
information and suggesting methods by which
her prosperity could be increased.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: 1In order to
develop that phase of the matter, I should
like to ask the honourable gentleman whether
he means that they should be of consular
rank. Are they going into what ha calls the
diplomatic service, or what?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: I should say the
diplomatic service. None of these things are
absolutely fixed. We are to-day utilizing ma-
chinery which was invented long ago, and to
which additions have been made through the
ages. That machinery can be modified. As
I understand it, a consul has not access to
the governing body of a state. That is one
of the reasons why I suggest commercial
attachés. Probably within a very short time
a number of young men of the kind I have
mentioned could be trained and placed in the
service of the country, and if we established
a legation they would be fitted to go there.

I have looked up certain information as to
Argentina, as the honourable gentleman
opposite (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) has obviously
done, and I find that in that country Eng-
land has, first of all, an ambassador. I have
made some inquiries about him, and I find that
he is just such a man as I have described.
There are on his staff a counsellor and a com-
mercial counsellor. As I understand it, the
counsellor ranks above the chargé d’affaires
and is the highest official in the embassy next
to the ambassador himself. In the city of
Buenos Aires there are now available for
Canada a consul general and four vice-consuls,
a somewhat elaborate staff even for a very
important place.

Should there be anything in what I have
said that commends itself to the representative
of the Government in this House, I should be
glad if he would call it to the attention of
“the Government.

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX : Honourable
gentlemen, I have followed this debate with
a great deal of interest, and I wish to offer
my congratulations to the honourable member
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) upon

the very clear statement that he gave us
vesterday of his Good-will Mission to South
America. There is one point that I should
like to commend to my fellow members. The
honourable gentleman from Montarville said
yesterday that the public men he met in
South America—in Brazil and Argentina—
were familiar with the French language and
the English language. I have noticed re-
cently that in the city of Torontn, and also
in the city of Montreal, there are two or
three high schools where the Spanish language
is taught to young men and young women;
and I understand that in certain schools in
the United States the teaching of Spanish is
compulsory. The language of a nation is one
of the keys that open the door of trade with
that nation. If you send to South America
agents of private firms or agents of the
Government who cannot speak the language
of the country, which is Spanish, or, in the
case of Brazil, Portuguese, you cannot expect
to advance very far in business. I therefore
hope that the remarks of my honourable
friend on that point will be heeded by the
teachers of Canada, and that the language of
South America will be taught in our schools
so that we may make progress, commercially
speaking, in our relations with the peoples of
that continent.

The honourable gentleman impressed me,
and other members of the House, with the
possibilities of Canadian export trade to
Argentina and to Brazil. We may expect
imports from Brazil, for that country has
something to sell us, even though practically
all that we could import from Brazil may be
found in the British West Indies. I do not
see very clearly what is to make up the trade
to Canada from Argentina. However, it is
important to us that we should export our
goods, and the honourable gentleman (Hon.
Mr. Beaubien) has given a list of manu-
factured products which can easily be sold
if properly advertised and if Canada is prop-
erly represented on the ground.

I regret, honourable members, that my
honourable friend, who is an expert in good-
will expeditions, did not refer to the remark-
able speech delivered by that brilliant young
commercial traveller of the British Empire,
His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales.
The Prince of Wales spoke at Buenos Aires
at the opening of the great exhibition there.
Although he has not been brought up in an
atmosphere of business, his speeches prove
that he is endowed with extraordinarily good
common sense. His Royal Highness said in
his speech: “To trade means to exchange,
to barter”—I am not quoting his exact words,
but I give their meaning—and he added that
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if we wished to trade we must give and take,
and must remove the barriers erected by all
the nations, as being so many obstacles.
Now I do not wish to criticize the policy of
the Government. I am one of those who
believe that in this Chamber we should speak
of the Government with all due respect, and
give it fair play, and that we must always
take it for granted that it means well.
But I say that if a Gevernment organizes
a trade mission to South America, or to
any other part of the world, it ought to
make an offer of exchange, and not erect
tariff barriers so high that it is impossible
to exchange and to barter with prospective
customers.

The honourable member for Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) did not say—what I
think my friend from De Lanaudiére (Hon.
Mr. Casgrain) said a moment ago—that the
pathway between Canada and South America
was an old one. For almost 35 years I have
represented the constituency of Gaspé, and
I have often listened to the tales of my old
friends the pilots, the sailors, or the mariners.
There is not one old pilot or mariner on
that coast who did not, thirty or forty years
ago, take ships from Percé, or Paspebiac,
or from the Bay of Gaspé, and carry cargoes
of dry codfish from the Baie de: Chaleurs,
which I call the Mediterranean of Canada,
to South America. That was the pioneer
pathway between the Maritime Provinces—
in which I include the Gaspé Peninsula—and
those southern countries.

We are already known in the south. We
have some commercial affiliations. I need
not say that from Quebec in the old days
lumbering firms like Ross and Hall—to men-
tion only those two—sent to the south ship-
loads of that magnificent square timber which
came down in rafts from the Ottawa River
to the St. Lawrence, and to the old city of
Quebec. In fact, the prosperity of Quebec
was due to the lumbering operations. There-
fore we have only to re-open and improve
this pathway, and I am sure that with the
modern equipment this country can afford to
have there is a considerable trade to be
fostered between the South American nations
and ‘Canada.

I cannot for the life of me understand the
attitude of my friend—and the dearest of
friends at that—from Sydney (Hon. Mr. Me-
Lennan), who seems to contemplate with
some alarm the presence of a Canadian diplo-
mat in South America. All he wants is second-
hand Canadian representation through the
British legation or the British embassy, as
the case may be. As the honourable leader
of the Left (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) said

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX.

vesterday, and quite pointedly, it is about
time that we should appreciate our status.
When I say status, I mean our relative im-
portance in the world.

What has given Canada such prestige in
Europe of late years? At the League of
Nations, where the representatives of the
peoples of the world are congregated, Canada
has not only been a member, but has spoken
for North America. Let us not forget that
important fact, honourable gentlemen. Can-
ada is the only nation north of the Rio
Grande that speaks for North America. All
those nations of the south are also represented
at the League. I know that a little incident
occurred some years ago at Geneva, which
caused the resignation of two delegates, one
from Brazil and one from Argentina; but
that was a question of pique, which can easily
be healed, and I think it will be healed in
time.

We have a great prestige in South America,
first of all through our association with the
British Empire ; secondly, because of the manly
efforts which have been made by Canada of
late years to become one of the great trading
countries of the world; also because of the
immense potential wealth of Canada—our St.
Lawrence River, our prairies in the West, our
mines, which have only been scratched, and
very slightly at that. But in order to pro-
mote our trade with those countries, as I
have said, we must be in a position to give
and take; and, further, we must send our
agents there. My honourable friend from
Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) tells me
that the Canadian firms which are already
represented in Argentina and Brazil are
doing wonderfully well because their men
are on the spot.

Take our great Sun Life Assurance Com-
pany. I am not one wof its directors, but
I have been insured in that company since I
was a mere student. Wherever I went—in
Japan, in South Africa, in France, in England,
in the United States—the finest insurance
buildings and the most prosperous insurance
operations were those of the Sun Life of Can-
ada. I am told that in South America that
company has made wondenful headway of late
yvears. Take the Royal Bank of Canada: it
has branches all over South America. If our
country were as well represented as such in-
stitutions by men of ability, by men of com-
mercial training, and if we had some sense in
our tariff, as I have said, we should succeed
there, in a short time, as we have succeeded
elsewhere, as a trading nation.

The presence of Canadian ministers in South
America would not hurt the feelings of Great
Britain. Britain understands that Canada has
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come of age; and she takes pride in our
national progress and the development of our
resources. 'Sir Robert Borden found the British
Government was quite ready to give its ap-
proval to the establishment of a Canadian
Legation at Washington. I am sure that if
my honourable friend the leader on this side
of the House (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) would
tell all he knows of the history of the forma-
tion of legations at Paris and Tokio—in con-
nection with which history he could say,
“Quorum pars magna fui”—he would reveal
how easy it had been to obtain the unanimous
agreement of British statesmen to the change
of our status in these two capitals. Are we
not satisfied to-day that we did the right
thing in establishing these legations?

Some twenty-five or twenty-six years ago,
Hon. Sydney Fisher, the then Minister of
Agriculture, went to Japan to attend the great
exhibition at Osaka. It was the first time
that the matter of developing trade between
Canada and Japan had been brought to the
attention of the Japanese. Mr. Fisher and the
Hon. Arthur Boyer, who possessed a keen
intellect and was the son of a successful busi-
ness man, closely connected with the Hudson’s
Bay Company in the old days, arranged with
Japanese business men for the operation of
bakeries during the time of the exhibition to
familiarize the Japanese people with Canadian
wheat. I visited Japan three or four years

afterwards, and at every place of any import-

ance on the long route from Tokio to Nikko,
I found one of those bakeries, where bread was
being made from Canadian wheat and freely
distributed amongst the people. It seems to
me that in the years to come, if we followed
some such course in China we might open
up a large market for our wheat, though I
realize that some people think it very unlikely
that we shall be able to do this. However, the
point I am making is that if we wish to build
up trade with other countries we must send
our representatives abroad.

Canadians, whether English, French, Scotch
or Irish, are well able to give a good account of
themselves anywhere. I think the honourable
gentleman from Sydney (Hon. Mr. McLennan)
should cast away his fears. It is true that
we are a nation within the British Empire,
but the important fact is that we are a nation;
and we shall not be acting in accordance with
the best traditions of British citizenship if
we are afraid to assume the responsibilities
of a nation. We are well able to meet con-
ditions as they arise, and to do business with
any part of the world. I support with all my
heart the statement that was made yesterday
by the honourable senator from Montarville

(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) with respect to the need
of legations in South America. But in my
opinion we should not have one minister for
three countries, as was suggested by the hon-
ourable leader on this side (Hon. Mr. Dandu-
rand). While we do not need to go in for
ostentation in this matter, I think that we
should have a legation in Brazil for Brazil
and in Argentina for Argentina. I doubt
very much that it would be proper from
a diplomatic point of view to have one
representative accredited to two or three
different countries. Furthermore, the cost of
separate legations would not be unduly heavy,
in comparison with the advantages that would
accrue.

A remark made by the right honourable
member from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr.
Graham) last night brought to my mind the
memory of some incidents of 1910-11. The
right honourable gentleman asked the honour-
able senator from Montarville whether there
was not some danger of tariff retaliation by
the United States if a preference were given
to Brazil. The Reciprocity Pact of 1911 was
brought about because of the threat from
Washington of the operation of the so-called
big stick policy, which had been passed
by Congress. We were then giving prefer-
ential treatment to France and Switzerland,
if I am not mistaken. It so happened that
at about that time our beloved Governor
General, Lord Grey, represented Canada at a
big celebration in Philadelphia, and he gave
to that city an oil portrait of its most dis-
tinguished son, Benjamin Franklin. That
portrait had an interesting history, for it had
been seized in Philadelphia during the war of
1812 by an ancestor of Lord Grey who was
a general in the British army. The return of
the portrait by Lord Grey was one of the
outstanding incidents of the celebration.
Shortly after that the Governor General was
invited to be a guest of President Taft in
Washington. The President told him how
sorry he was to have to give effect to the
drastic tariff legislation against Canada. He
said, in effect: “I am sorry, but the tariff will
have to be put into force, unless something is
done that will enable me to suspend it. Can-
ada is our neighbour and one of our best cus-
tomers. I love Canada, I spend my summers
there, and if there is any way by which I can
avoid the operation of this tariff clause against
her, I shall be glad to take advantage of it.”
And he asked Lord Grey if something could
not be done by way of reviving the Recipro-
city Pact of 1854-66, which had brought pros-
perity to both countries. He said, “This would
enable me to prevent the use of the big stick
against Canada.” Lord Grey returned to
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Ottawa and delivered his message to Sir Wil-
frid Laurier, Mr. Fielding and Mr. Patterson.
To make a long story short, they en-
tered into communication with Washington,
and the famous Knox-Fielding Pact was
the result. I do not wish to bring this
issue to life again, for, as Disraeli said
of protection, it is dead and buried; I am
referring to it simply from a sentimental point
of view. I am always surprised at the animos-
ity that was displayed against a trade arrange-
ment with our neighbour at that time, when
each country was a good customer of the
other. If I may say so, I think that the dis-
content which has arisen in our own Canadian
West can be attributed to the rejection of
that pact in 1911. I know that there was a
great deal of sentiment against it, especially
in the Province of Ontario and in the Mari-
times. It was said that United Empire
Loyalists would not stand for such a trade
arrangement with the United States. How-
ever, I remember that in 1891 unrestricted
reciprocity with the United States was en-
dorsed by a majority in the loyal province of
Ontario; and one of the most able advocates
of reciprocity at that time was Sir Richard
Cartwright, himself a distinguished United
Empire Loyalist. I imagine that I can still
hear him saying to his colleagues in Council,
“The battle of the Plains of Abraham has cost
the Cartwrights a great deal.”

After the addresses that we heard yesterday,
particularly those by the honourable senator
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) and
the honourable member from Prince Edward
(Hon. Mr. Horsey), I feel sure that some ac-
tion will be taken to expand Canada’s trade
with South America. But if we are going to
take advantage of our opportunities there we
need to consider the situation very carefully.
Above all things we should cease erecting
tariff barriers, which at present are creating
new animosities all over the world. All coun-
tries are surrounding themselves with tariff
walls as high as Haman’s gallows. But that
is not the way to expand business.

I regret, honourable senators, that I have
taken up so much time. I am entirely in
accord with the eloquent plea delivered by
the honourable member from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) for the establishment
of Canadian legations in South America. We
should go further and educate more of our
young men to speak Spanish and Portugocse,
in order that they may be able to communi-
cate with the people of Brazil and: Argen-
tina. If at the present time it is not con-
venient to appoint ministers to these two
countries, we should not delay any longer in

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX,

at least sending consuls there. As Sir Wilfrid
Laurier said, if the nineteenth century be-
longed to the United States, the twentieth
century is Canada’s.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I should like
to inform the honourable gentleman from
Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux) that at the
present time there are a number of goyern-
ments which have accredited one representa-
tive to more than one country. At the
moment I am thinking of a South American
country which has one minister accredited
to both Germany and Austria. That repre-
sentative travels back and forth from Berlin
to Vienna.

Hon. J. LEWIS: Honourable senators, I
desire to speak only in regard to one point
that occurred to me when the matter of the
status of our representatives was being dis-
cussed. ¥rom all that I have read about
South America I have gathered the impression
that the people of that continent are very
fond of ceremony and dignity, and that
merchants who have tried to sell them goods
have found it necessary to adopt leisurely
and ceremonious methods. Apparently the
British Government were impressed by a con-
sideration of that kind when they sent so
dignified a personage as the Prince of Wales
to represent them at the exhibition at Buenos
Aires.  Possibly in those South American
republics the dignified status of a country’s
representatives has a certain commercial
value.

IDENTIFICATION OF ALIENS BILL

FIRST READING

Bill Al, an Act to provide for Alien
Identification Cards—Hon. Mr. Casgrain.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pam. :

THE SENATE

Thursday, May 21, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILLS
THIRD READING
Bill C, an Act to incorporate Acme Assur-
ance Company—Hon. Mr. Horsey.
SECOND READINGS

Bill 13, an Act representing Grain Insur-
ance and Guarantee Company—Hon. Mr.
McMeans.
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Bill 20, an Act respecting a certain patent
of A. R. Wilfley and Sons, Inc—Hon. Mr.
Horsey.

Hon. C. W. ROBINSON, for Hon. W. E.
Foster, moved the second reading of Bill 26,
an Act respecting the Restigouche Log Driv-
ing and Boom Company.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: I do not
think anything has been said in explanation
of the contents of this Bill. The honourable
member in whose name it stands is not here.
I wonder whether the honourable gentleman
who has moved the second reading is able
to give us any information about the Bill.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: I only know that
it relates to the Restigouche Log Driving and
Boom Company, which was organized in the
Province of New Brunswick a great many
years ago to drive logs on the Restigouche
river. There have been considerable changes
in the proprietorship of the limits along that
river and the tributary stream, and, I believe,
in connection with the issue of bonds, which
eventually have been paid off. This is just
a private matter among the owners of the
limits, and I understand that they all arve
agreed. I have no further explanation to
offer. I was asked by the promoter of the
Bill in another place to interest myself in it,
and I have done so to the extent of moving
the second reading. I do not think there is
any objection from any source whatever.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: My honourable

friend’s remarks would indicate that there is
no public interest involved.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: No.

Hon. Mr. CURRY: How about salmon
fishing?

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: My honourable
friend may know more about that than I do.
I know the Bill does not give any rights that
would interfere with salmon fishing, beyond
the rights possessed in the past.

Hon. Mr. CURRY : There is a good deal of
swearing about the salmon getting tangled
up in the logs.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: I might swear my-
self if I got tangled up.

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

MOTION FOR SECOND READING
Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH, for Hon. Mr.
Lynch- Staunton, moved the second reading of
Bill 27, an Act respecting the Subsidiary High
Court of the Ancient Order of Foresters in
the Dominion of Canada.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Can the honour-
able gentleman tell us what the Subsidiary
High Court of the Ancient Order of For-
esters is?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: What is the Bill all
about?

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: While I happen
to know something about this, I am not the
sponsor of the Bill. He is not here, and I am
not in a position to explain it.

The motion for the second reading stands.

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. CROWE moved the second read-
ing of Bill 31, an Act respecting the Burrard
Inlet Tunnel and Bridge Company.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Explain.

Hon. Mr. CROWE: Honourable members,
I will give you as briefly as I can the history
connected with this Bill. In 1910, by special
Act, Parliament gave the Burrard Inlet Tunnel
and Bridge Company power to construct a
bridge across the Second Narrows of Burrard
Inlet. Under this Act plans of a bridge were
approved by Order in Council and by the
Board of Railway Commissioners, after being
investigated and reported upon by a royal
commission of Government engineers. In 1925
the bridge was completed at a cost, in round
figures, of $2,000,000, of which the Dominion
Government contributed about $270,000, the
British Columbia Government $120,000, and
the City of Vancouver, the City of North
Vancouver, the District of North Vancouver,
and the District of West Vancouver, the
balance.

In 1927 a steamship proceeding outward
collided with the central span of the bridge
and damaged it to some extent. The bridge
company entered action against the steam-
ship company in the Admiralty Court,
and the steamship company counterclaimed
against the bridge company. The-trial judge
gave judgment in favour of the bridge com-
pany, whereupon the steamship company
appealed to the Exchequer Court of Canada,
which sustained the judgment in favour of
the bridge company. The steamship com-
pany then appealed to the Privy Council,
which reversed the judgments of the two
Canadian courts. Hence this Bill to validate
the original Bill of 1910 in order to give the
company power to reconstruct the portion
of the bridge which was damaged.

Last year a log barge that was being
towed on a very long line by the tug Lorne
struck the bridge. The tug got past the
bridge, but the flood tide caught the barge
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and drove it against the bridge, the collision
taking out a 800-foot span. The bridge com-
pany started to reconstruct the span, but
during this work of reconstruction the Privy
Council gave its decision, which in effect was
a declaration that the company never had
the right to build a bridge that interfered
with navigation. This prevented any further
work of reconstruction, and the company now
comes to Parliament asking it to pass this
Bill to allow that work to proceed.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Has the Bill passed
the House of Commons?

Hon. Mr. CROWE: Yes.

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

TRADE MISSION TO SOUTH AMERICA
APPRECIATION OF REPORTS

Hon. H. W. LAIRD: Honourable mem-
bers, with the consent of the House I should
like to mention a matter which, perhaps,
should have been referred to before the
Orders of the Day, or might more properly
have received attention yesterday or the day
before, at the close of the discussion arising
out of the reports of the delegates on the
Mission to South America. I was not present
when that discussion ended, or I should prob-
ably have called attention to the matter then.
I had noticed—and I was reminded of it
when I read in Hansard the report of the
discussion—that nearly every member who
took part in the debate paid a very high
tribute to the report presented by our friend
from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien), but
on no occasion was there any reference what-
ever to the very able report presented by our
friend from Prince Edward (Hon. Mr. Hor-
sey). This oversight appeared to me to be
so marked that I thought it would be only
fair. to raise the point in the House, so that
justice might be done to our friend from
Prince Edward, particularly in view of the
very able address which he made on the sub-
ject.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I have heard it re-
marked by members of this House and by
members of the press that the honourable
gentleman from Prince Edward made one of
the best statements that have ever been de-
livered in this Chamber. His statement was
a model of diction, and quite obviously had
been very carefully prepared. I do not desire
to make invidious comparisons, and I am not
suggesting that his effort transcended that of
our friend from Montarville (Hon. Mr. Beau-

Hon. Mr. CROWE,

bien), whose reputation for clear and precisc
statement is unquestioned; yet I do feel
that the presentation made by our friend from
Prince Edward was at least on a par with
that of the honourable gentleman from Mon-
tarville. I think it is only fair that our
appreciation of the excellent report by the
senator from Prince Edward should be placed
on record, and that it should be made clear
that honourable members who took part in
the debate did not intentionally omit to ex-
press such appreciation.

PRIVATE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 22, an Act respecting the construction
and maintenance of a bridge over the river
St. Lawrence at Caughnawaga—Hon., Mr.
Béique.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, May
26, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, May 26, 1931.

The Senate met at 8 pm., the Speaker in
the Chair.

Prayers and routine proceedings.

LEGISLATIVE WORK OF THE SENATE
PROPOSED RESOLUTION

Hon. RODOLPHE LEMIEUX moved the
following resolution:

Resolved, that in order to expedite the busi-
ness of Parliament, Ministers of the Crown
should be permitted to appear from time to
time before this House for the purpose of
explaining and giving information with respect
to Government legislation.

He said: Honourable members, the motion
which stands in my name is, it seems to me,
very clear. In presenting this resolution I
need not say that I have no intention of
seeking an amendment of the constitution
of our Senate or the House of Commons. I
fully realize that in 1867, after the Quebec
Conference, it was agreed that the British
North America Act was of the nature of a
compromise, and even of a treaty. This was
declared by the Fathers of Confederation,
Sir John A. Macdonald, Hon. George Brown,
Sir A. T. Galt and Sir George E. Cartier. I
will not weary honourable members by repeat-
ing the ipsissima verba of those statesmen.
The statement that the British North America
Act is of the nature of a treaty was admitted
recently in the course of a debate in another
place. That Act provided for two bodies to.
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advise the Crown, and no' legislation is valid
that does not carry the concurrence of His
Excellency the Governor General—or, to use
the term that has been employed by some
honourable members, the Viceroy of Canada
—and the Senate and the House of Commons.
We have an elective body and a nominative
body. The Senate was created for the very
purpose of considering and, if necessary,
revising proposed legislation before it is
submitted for the assent of the Crown. There-
fore, under our constitution, the Senate has
a very important part to play, provided it
does not become merely a dumb oracle.

I regret to say that at the present time
there are many criticisms levelled against this
Chamber. As to that, I shall have more to
say in a few moments.

At the time of Confederation many people
thought that the Senate should be an elec-
tive body. We all know what were the
reasons and motives that impelled the
Fathers of Confederation to decide that this
body should be nominated by the Crown.
For one thing, there were minorities to con-
sider. It was necessary also to protect the
interests of those provinces that were
smaller than the provinces of Upper Can-
ada and Lower Canada. One of the giants of
those days, Hon. George Brown, was op-
posed body and soul, one might say, to the
principle of a nominative chamber; and all
those who were following in his political foot-
steps, as well as even some who belonged
to the party led by Sir John A. Macdonald,
were of the same opinion. However, Brown
vielded; and I might add that ke yielded
gracefully. I remember having read the
speech of our distinguished colleague, an ex-
Minister of Justice (Hon. Sir Allen Ayles-
worth), in which he recalled the days of the
Confederation campaign by George Brown in
Upper Canada, when that statesman was ex-
plaining to his friends of the Reform Party
why he had agreed to the establishment of
a nominative chamber. He said: “I was
wedded, as you were, to the principle of Con-
federation, and we fought the battle for
representation by population.” It might be
said that the causa causans of Confederation
was the principle of representation by popu-
lation. There was also, of course, the higher
motive of uniting into a strong Confederation
the various British colonies, which extended
from the Atlantic to the Pacific; but I think
I am right in stating, with those who were
witnesses of the battles of those days, that
representation by population was the guiding
principle that finally overcame all objections
to Confederation, and that George Brown,
opposed though he was to the principle of a

nominative body, yielded in order to gain the
principle for which he had fought all his life.

On the whole, as we are all aware, the system
has worked well. There has been no deadlock
to speak of between the nominative body and
the elective body. But of late, as I said a
moment ago, very bitter criticism has been
levelled against the Senate. It is not ecriti-
cism directed against the quality of the dis-
tinguished men who surround me this evening;
not against their probity, nor against their
intellectuality. Far from it. Speaking for the
younger element in the Senate, I may say
that we take pride in the leaders on both sides
of the House—and when I say “leaders” I
mean not only those who directly represent
the Government in this House, but those who
because of their success in business and in
their professions have, so to speak, won their
way to the seats which they grace to-day.
I give no names; honourable members know to
whom I refer. Criticism is levelled not
because there is not as mmch intellectual
power in this Chamber as there is in another,
but because of the alleged :nactivity of the
Senate. We are not in the !melight. The
public ignores the fact—and it is remarkable
how widespread is the ignorance in this regard
—that the Senate does not and cannot initiate
money bills, nor can it even amend them.
Ii must either accept or reject them, and it
would always be timid about rejecting a
money bill.

The powers of the United States Senate
are quite different. It is true that the United
States Senate does not initiate money bills,
but it is not restrained from making appro-
priations from the public treasury. It can
amend a revenue bill, and has often done
so. If the Canadian Senate made appropria-
tions and initiated revenue bills, or if, like
the American Senate, it could confirm certain
appointments and ratify or reject treaties, it
would, in the eyes of the public, have far
more influence than it has at present. Hon-
ourable members will recall how a few months
ago, when a Minister Plenipotentiary of the
United States was to be appointed to the
American Legation in Ottawa, the Senate at
Washington hesitated to ratify the appoint-
ment of the very distinguished gentleman who
now represents the American nation in this
country. At about the same time, or a little
earlier, the American Senate refused to ratify
the appointment of one or two judges to the
Supreme Court. The Senate of the United

States has a greater influence than the Senate
of Canada because it possesses powers such
as this Chamber does not possess.

I need not say that the generation pre-
ceding my own highly appreciated the com-
I remem-

position of the American Senate.
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ber how the late Sir Wilirid Laurier, in con-
versation, spoke of the influence it wielded in
the days of Daniel Webster and Henry Clay.
In the United States the Senate is a powerful
institution.

The Canadian Senate, however, deals with
legislation sent to it by the House of Com-
mons. In the few months that I have had
the honour of being a member of this
Chamber, and in the many years that I have
been in Parliament, I have observed that
the Senate has always scrutinized carefully
and dealt fairly with the legislation presented
to it. I have attended many of the meetings
of committees of the Senate before which
outsiders have appeared—the Railway Com-
mittee, the Committee on Banking and
Commerce, and the Private Bills Com-
mittee—and I know it to be the opinion of
outsiders that the committees deal fairly with
the legislation that comes to this House from
the Commons. I think that my venerable
friend the honourable member for De Sala-
berry (Hon. Mr. Béique) has in mind the
publishing of a book on the excellent work
performed by the Senate during the years
since Confederation. I Lknow that the
honourable gentleman has all the material
for such a book. Let us hope that some day
it will be published. I will say further that
to my knowledge there has been no partisan
spirit exhibited by the Senate in dealing
with Government legislation, not to speak
of certain other bills, the names of which
still ring in our ears.

I remember that some years ago a Bill was
introduced by the Laurier Government—the
right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa (Rt. Hon. Sir Geo. E. Foster) will also
remember it—for the construction of a rail-
way in the Yukon district. It was during
the Klondyke gold fever. The Government
supported a Bill which gave land subsidies to
McKenzie and Mann in return for the con-
struction of a railway from Atlin, if I re-
member correctly, to Dawson City. It was
a bold project. At that time people thought
that that district was paved with gold, and,
as the only consideration was land subsidies,
the House of Commons passed the Bill. Then
it came to the Senate, and here it was de-
feated. This caused some excitement in the
other Chamber, and some complaint and
criticism. Looking backward to-day, a much
older man—for this happened twenty-five
years ago, if I am not mistaken—I think the
Senate did well in rejecting that Bill. Tt did
well also in rejecting other measures, and its
action resulted in a saving to the country of
enormous sums of money. But the public
does not seem to remember these things.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX.

I say there is no partisan spirit in this
Chamber; and I go further: the standing and
the character of the members of the Canadian
Senate constitute a moral guarantee to the
public. It is true that the Senate is blamed
at times for rushing business at the end of a
session. But what does the elective body do
in the awful week immediately preceding pro-
rogation? I have myself taken part in the
race, and I say that in hastening at that stage
of a session the Senate takes its cue from
the House of Commons. The most important
legislation is sometimes postponed until the
very end. The Senate then has to rush it
through, but, generally speaking, it gives to
that legislation all necessary attention and
care. The trouble lies in the fact that the
bills are sent here during the last hours of the
session.

Two reforms have been suggested for the
purpose of overcoming the difficulty. First,
it has been stated not only in the Senate, but
elsewhere, that there should be a larger min-
isterial representation in this Chamber. At
present we have here but one Minister of
the Crown with a portfolio, the honourable
the Minister of Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson),
a very distinguished Minister indeed. Although
I do not wish to see him elsewhere, perhaps
he will permit me to say that the place of the
Minister of Labour is not here, but in the
popular Chamber. We have also an honour-
able gentleman who directly represents the
Government in this House. I refer to the
leader (Hon. Mr. Willoughby), who sits to
the left of the Minister of Labour, and
who is a very brilliant and distinguished
counsel. I think I express the sentiment of
both sides of the House when I say that that
honourable gentleman should be a full-fledged
Minister of the Crown. Of course the honour-
able gentleman has great moral authority,
but it has happened recently that with all his
imagination and all his ability he could not
answer some questions that were put to him,
because he had not been informed of the
views of the Government in regard to certain
legislation. I repeat that the honourable
gentleman should be vested with full minis-
terial powers; he should be 2 member of the
Cabinet, so that—and I say it with due defer-
ence to him—he might be a more effective
leader of this House.

It has been suggested by many that in
order to overcome the difficulty created by
the absence of ministers we should have
under-secretaries in the Senate. It is an old
British tradition that there should be as many
under-secretaries as there are ministers. We
remember that in the days of Lord Salisbury
the Cabinet was composed of twenty-one
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members, and that in the House of Lords
there were ten under-secretaries besides two
or three ministers, one of whom was Lord
Salisbury himself, who was the head of the
Government. Such a system would give under-
secretaries a good training for public life.

We have a vast country and immense re-
sources, both as yet undeveloped, and I am
sure that when better times come an in-
crease in the representation of the Govern-
ment in both chambers will serve the best
interests of the country. What information
have we in this Chamber in regard to the
public lands of Canada, the waterways of Can-
ada, the railway system of Canada, and many
other issues that I might mention? We are
familiar with them to a degree, but if we
had in this House representatives of the
large departments, the Senate and the coun-
try at large would profit. Furthermore, this
would relieve members of the Cabinet of
much work. I shall quote no less a leader
than Sir Mackenzie Bowell—whom no one
would accuse of having a revolutionary
frame of mind, for he was a Conservative
of the old type and an upholder of tradition.
In a debate that took place in the Senate
in the session of 1907-08, on a motion by Sir
George Ross, he said:

I have long been in accord with sentiments
uttered, particularly by the hon. gentleman who
spoke last; that by adopting a system of under-
secretaries, comptrollers. or whatever you may
think proper to call them, giving them seats
in each House, so that they could explain the
details of their office, and at the same time
giving them sufficient power to decide questions
to which I have referred, which now have to
be decided by the minister, and no appeal,
except in very important cases, to the minister
himself. Although the late Hon. David Mills,
when Minister of Justice here, advocated an
increase of the present number of cabinet min-
isters, I could see mo reason for it. I sug-
gested to him that if we adopted the system
that has been suggested of under-secretaries of
state, we might reduce the cabinet by four or
five at least. . . .

In 1912, after the Government of the Right
Hon. Sir Robert Borden had come into office,
a report was made, if I mistake not, by Sir
George Murray, on the organization and work
of the various departments of our Govern-
ment. Sir George Murray had a high repu-
tation and was one of the outstanding mem-
bers of the Civil Service in England. He said
that it was impossible for members of the
Crown to look after all the minute details
appertaining to their office, and that they
should be assisted by under-secretaries whose
duty it would be to attend to certain depart-
mental matters and represent their respective

ministers in the Senate or the House of
Commons. I have not before me the exact
2211210

words used by Sir George Murray, but if I
am not expressing in effect what he said, the
right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster)
will be able to correct me. At that time the
Government of Sir Robert Borden almost
came to the decision to appoint under-
secretaries for our Parliament; but the matter
was left in abeyance and no definite action
along this line was taken, on account of the
War.

I suppose that the financial conditions exist-
ing in the country to-day will not permit
of the inauguration of such a system, but a
decision in this matter will be proper when
prosperity returns. If such a system were
put into effect I think it would solve the
problem caused by lack of ministerial repre-
sentation in the Senate.

Meanwhile, what should be done? I humbly
suggest that Ministers of the Crown should be
allowed to appear before both Houses and
explain Government legislation. I moved a
similar resolution in the House of Commons
in 1921, and I remember that, much to my
surprise, such an eminent statesman and par-
liamentarian as the Right Hon. Arthur
Meighen gave his moral support fo my
motion, though differing in some details, and
it was supported also by other very influen-
tial members of that House. The reason why
I moved that resolution then was that in my
opinion there were too many important min-
isters in the Senate, whose explanations of
proposed legislation were unavailable in the
other Chamber. I have reference to His
Honour the Speaker, who was at that time
Postmaster General; the present Minister of
Labour, who held the same office then (Hon.
Mr. Robertson), and the late Sir James
Lougheed, who was Minister of the Interior.
Some very important bills were being spon-
sored by the Minister of Labour that year,
and if honourable members will consult Han-
sard they will find that on many occasions
the Right Hon. Mr. Meighen was obliged to
delay the bringing of some of those bills be-
fore the House because he had not had time
to go into the details. It seemed to me that
if the Minister of Labour had been allowed
to appear before the House of Commons much
valuable time would have been saved. Matters
relating to returned soldiers, pensions, public
lands in the West, and other things of vital
concern to Canada were being handled by
Sir James Lougheed, who was also Minister
of the Interior, and no one in the House of
Commons could explain as well as he could
the legislation that he was seeking to have
passed. As I have said, His Honour the
present Speaker of this Housc was then the
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Postmaster General. All honourable members
know how deeply interested the people of
every constituency are in the administration
of the Post Office Department. Rural mail
delivery—which I eclaim credit for having
established when I was Postmaster General—
was, as it is now, the subject of much con-
sideration, and I feel that the Minister should
have had the privilege of appearing before
the popular Chamber and explaining his
legislation.

But the Senate no longer includes in its
membership so many Cabinet Ministers as it
did. The Government that preceded the
present one was represented in this Chamber
by only one Minister, who was without port-
folio (Hon. Mr. Dandurand). He acquitted
himself admirably of his Atlas-like task of
carrying on his shoulders the whole representa-
tion of the Government in this Chamber. I
do not think that our present system is fair
to the Senate. I believe that a change such
as I have suggested would be workable in
Canada as it is in other countries. In France,
for example, ministers pass from the Palais
Bourbon to the Luxembourg, as I know from
my own observations. And in Germany, at
least before the war, ministers appeared in
both Chambers. The United States, of
course, has an entirely different system, for
there the ministers, or secretaries, as they call
them, are not elected by the people, and the
work of Congress is carried on under the
leadership of influential senators or congress-
men. I believe that in this country both
Houses would work more harmoniously and
members of Parliament as a whole would
have a clearer view of Government legisla-
tion if ministers could appear in the Senate—
not at the bar—and explain their legislation.
I do not suggest that they should vote, for
that would entail a radical and drastic change
m our constitution. My suggestion is simply
that the Senate might politely ask any min-
ister who had not a seat in this Chamber
to appear here and explain legislation stand-
ing in his name.

It seems to me that if my suggestion were
put into effect much time would be saved,
and the Senate would not need to have long
adjournments, which are regarded with sus-
‘picion by many people. I do not say that
the Senate is responsible for those long ad-
journments; on the contrary, I might say
that the responsibility lies with the other
Chamber. We are here ready to work—to
study and to scrutinize any piece of legisla-
tion, but the wheels are clogged and we are
obliged to'await the pleasure of that Cham-
ber while it spends nearly a month in debat-
ing the Address in reply to the Speech from

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX.

the Throne, and perhaps an equal period of
time on the Budget. The country looks on
and smiles, for it does not seem to under-
stand why we are not always industriously
engaged in the interest of the people. I
resent the attitude of the public, especially
of the press, which should know better, in
regard to the alleged inactivity of the
Senate. It is untrue to say that the Senate
is inactive. The inactivity is in the other
Chamber, and we are forced to mark time
while waiting for legislation.

A number of measures that have been
brought down in the other Chamber this ses-
sion could have been initiated here. The
debate on the Address lasted only two days
in the Senate. If the Secretary of State, the
Hon. Mr. Cahan, who is an extremely able
minister, had appeared here then and intro-
duced, for example, the Naturalization Act,
or the amendments to the Companies Act and
to the Copyright Act, is it not likely that we
should have been able to finish this session in
much less time than we now require? As it
is now, these Bills will not reach us until
they have been dealt with by the other
Chamber, and our committees may have to
call witnesses, as the committees of the other
House have done. Judging by the great
number of pamphlets, tracts and letters that
I have received, the Copyright Bill is causing
a great deal of contention.

Honourable members must realize that there
is a link missing between this Chamber and
the House of Commons. Why should we not
forge a connecting link? I say it is an
anomaly that the Senate should be kept wait-
ing for weeks before Government bills are
sent over. I know that there are objeciions to
the principle involved in my motion. They
were expressed when this matter was con-
sidered before. Some able members in both
Houses have stated that an amendm=nt to
our constitution would be necessary before
we could give effect to this motion. I have
not gone very deeply into that objection. But
let us suppose that such an amendment would
be necessary. The measure in itself would not
materially affect the minorities or the prov-
inces; it would be enacted as a method of pro-
cedure to facilitate the work of the Senate.
Therefore, if it were necessary to amend the
British North America Act to bring about
that reform, I see no great objection to it,
although I am a fervent upholder of the Cana-
dian constitution. But it seems to me that
this reform would necessitate only an amend-
ment to our rules; and in the rules, both of
the House of Commons and of the Scnate,
there is provision for conferences between the
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two Houses. Standing order 66 of the Senate

provides:

In any case where a Bill, originating in the
Senate and amended in the Commons, is re-
turned to the House of Commons with any of
the amendments made by the Commons dis-
agreed to, or where a Bill originating in the
Commons has been amended in the Senate, and
has been returned to the Senate with any of
the Senate amendments disagreed to, and the
Senate decides to insist on such amendments,
or any of them, and returns the Bill to the
Commons, the message accompanying such Bill
shall also contain reasons for the Senate not
agreeing to the amendments proposed by the
House of Commons, or for the Senate insisting
on its own amendments, as the case may be;
and such reasons shall be drawn up by a com-
mittee of three senators, to be appointed for
the purpose when the Senate decides to dis-
agree to, or insist on, as the case may be, the
amendments in question.

A similar standing order is to be found in
the rules of the House of Commens:

25. (1) In cases in which the Senate disagree
to any amendments made by the House of
Commons, or to which the House of Commons
has disagreed, the House of Commons is willing
to receive the reasons of the Senate for their
disagreeing or insisting (as the case may be)
by message, without a conference, unless at any
time the Senate should desire to communicate
the same at a conference.

(2) Any conference between the two Houses
may be a free conference.

(3) When the House requests a conference
with the Senate, the reasons to be given by
this House at the same shall be prepared and
agreed to by the House before a message be
sent therewith.

As honourable members will see, a meeting
between the Senate and the House of Com-
mons is provided for, not in the constitution,
but in the standing orders of the Senate and
of the House of Commons. I do not know
of any reason why we should raise difficulties
when where are none. I do not wish to detain
the House on that point any longer. I sim-
ply submit that the question should be
studied carefully.

Some will say that what is proposed is an
innovation. Well, the Canadian Senate and
the House of Commons of Canada represent
a young, active and energetic nation, and
should not be afraid of an innovation that
would serve the best purposes of Canadian
legislation, facilitate the passing of that
legislation, curtail long sittings of Parliament,
and, it seems to me, restore to this Chamber
the great credit and influence which it pos-
sessed in. former years. I do not say that
the Senate does not exercise a great moral
influence in the country to-day. As a young
man, before I was elected to the House of
Commons in 1896, I came to Ottawa. I
received part of my education at Ottawa
University, and every Thursday I would visit
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the House of Commons and the Senate, and
when I came into the Senate Chamber, one
of the finest legislative halls that I have ever
seen, it was with awe and reverence. I
remember seeing Sir Alexander Campbell,
Sir Oliver Mowat, Hon. David Mills, Sir
Richard Cartwright, Sir Richard Scott, and
all the other giants of former days, and
I assure you, honourable gentlemen, that
the country was inspired with a great respect
for the Senate. But times have changed.
Since the War we have been passing through
an ordeal and there is another spirit in the
air. To-day people do not adhere so closely
to tradition as they did before the War.
Some talk of the abolition of the Senate.
I do not know whether they realize what
would happen if the Senate were abolished.
Others suggest that it should be partially
elective and partially nominative. As regards
an elective Senate, let me tell you what my
father used to say to me. He was a very
keen politician. He would speak to me of
the elections under the Union, and of the
elections of the legislative councillors—for
they were elected—and the gross corruption.
In those days the districts comprised, as they
do in some cases to-day, several counties.
At that time there were not the same facili-
ties for travel that there are to-day, but the
elections of the councillors were marked by
a corruption which I need not describe. So,
after all, Sir John A. Macdonald and George
Brown and the others were not so wrong
when they accepted the principle of a nomina-
tive body.

What I propose this evening is an innova-
tion, but we are not afraid of innovations.
Who would have thought some years ago of
our passing legislation to give the Leader of
the Opposition a salary equal to that of a
Minister of the Crown? What a revolution-
ary thing it was! But it passed, and now
that the excitement is over, some other
countries, if I am not mistaken, have adopted
the same principle and have made the Cana-
dian enactment the basis of similar legisla-
tion. Nobody criticizes it now; everybody
admits that under the British system there
must be a leader of the Opposition, that the
office engages all his attention, and that he
must be independent. And what better way
is there of assuring his independence than
giving him a salary equal to that of a
Minister of the Crown?

I submit the resolution to the judgment
of the Senate. I am not so sure that there
will be a majority in favour of it, and I do
not intend to press it to a vote; but I
should like to hear from members on both
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sides a frank and open expression of their
views on the subject.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable mem-
bers, the honourable member from Rouge-
mont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux) has, if I am not
mistaken, given expression to the general
opinion that the Senate cannot deal with
financial questions. This subject was taken
up by this House in 1918 and was dealt with
by a committee of which the late Senator
W. B. Ross was chairman, and of which I
happened to be a member. The report of that
committee, supported by leading authorities,
is short, and I will read it for the information
of the Senate. It is dated May 9, 1918, and
is as follows:

The Special Committee appointed to consider
the question of determining what are the rights
of the Senate in matters of financial legis-
lation, and whether under the provisions of
The British North America Act, 1867, it is
permissible, and to what extent, or forbidden,
for the Senate to amend a Bill embodying
financial clauses (Money Bill), have the honour
to make their Second Report, as follows:—

Your Committee beg to report that in the
latter part of the last Session of Parliament
a similar Committee was appointed, but owing
to the late date of appointment opportunity
was not afforded the Committee for a full con-
sideration of the Order of Reference. During
the recess the Honourable W. B. Ross, a mem-
ber of this Committee, prepared a memorandum
dealing with the question, copy hereto attached,
which memorandum has been carefully con-
sidered and adopted by this Committee. The
following summing-up thereof is submitted as
the conclusions of your Committee on the rights
of the Senate in matters of financial legis-
lation:—

1. That the Senate of Canada has and always
had since it was created, the power to amend
Bills originating in the Commons appropriating
any part of the revenue or imposing a tax by
reducing the amounts therein, but has not the
right to increase the same without the consent
of the Crown.

2. That this power was given as an essential
part of the Confederation contract.

3. That the practice of the Imperial Houses
of Parliament in respect of Money Bills is no
part of the Constitution of the Dominion of
Canada.

4. That the Senate in the past has repeatedly
amended so-called Money Bills, in some cases
without protest from the Commons, while in
other cases the Bills were allowed to pass, the
Commons protesting or claiming that the Senate
could not amend a Money Bill.

5. That Rule 78 of the House of Commons
of Canada claiming for that body powers and
privileges in connection with Money Bills iden-
tical with those of the Imperial House of Com-
mons_is unwarranted under the provisions of
The British North America Act, 1867.

6. That the Senate as shown by The British
North America Act as well as by the discussion
in the Canadian Legislature on the Quebec
Resolutions in addition to its general powers
and duties is specially empowered to safeguard
the rights of the provincial organizations.
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7. That besides general legislation, there are
questions such as provincial subsidies, public
lands in the western provinces and the rights
of the provinces in econnection with pending
railway legislation and the adjustment of the
rights of the provinces thereunder likely to
arise at any time, and it is important that the
powers of the Senate relating thereto be
thoroughly understood.

Your Committee are indebted to Messieurs
Eugene Lafleur, K.C., Aimé Geoffrion, K.C., and
John S. Ewart, K.C., prominent constitutional
authorities, of Montreal and Ottawa, who have
been good enough to forward their views on
the question under consideration by your Com-
mittee. These opinions are appended hereto
and form part of the Committee’s Report.

All which is respectfully submitted.

W. B. Ross,
Chairman.

The opinion of Mr. Lafleur and Mr.

Geoffrion is as follows:
Montreal, April 30, 1918.

The Honourable W. B. Ross,
The Senate, Ottawa, Ont.

Dear Sir,—We have been asked if in our
opinion the Senate has the power to amend
Money Bills.

Sections 17 and 91 of the British North
America Act place the Senate on exactly the
same footing as the House of Commons as
respects all %egislation.

The only material derogation to this general
rule is contained in section 53, which provides
that Bills for appropriating any part of the
public revenue or for imposing any tax or
impost shall originate in the House of
Commons.

The denial of the right to originate Money
Bills does not involve the denial of the right
to amend them. Nothing therefore in the text
of the British North America Act takes away
the latter right from the Senate.

The first paragraph of the preamble where
it is stated that the provinces desire to be
united federally with a constitution similar in
principle to that of the United Kingdom is
relied on.

These words being in the preamble have much
less importance than if they were in the text.
Further it is obvious that similarity in prin-
ciple does not mean identity in detail; the
Canadian constitution differs from the British
constitution in many and important respects;
the similarity in principle referred to in the
preamble is intended to exist only to the extent
stated in the text.

The third paragraph of the preamble states
that it is expedient not only that the constitu-
tion of the Legislative authority in the
Dominion be provided for but also that the
nature of the HExecutive Government therein be
declared, and the text of the Act contains many
sections which merely restate rules of the
British constitution such as section 53 already
referred to.

if the above-mentioned words of the preamble
meant that the British constitution applies to
Canada except in so far as the text of the Act
expressly derogates therefrom the third para-
graph of the preamble and all those sections,
particularly section 53, would be useless or
meaningless.
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The consideration of how the rule limiting
the powers of the House of Lords in the United
Kingdom came to be adopted affords an addi-
tional argument in support of the view sug-
%es:ed by the text of the British North America

ol %

In the early days there was a conflict between
the British House of Commons and the House
of Lords on this question of the powers of the
House of Lords in respect of Money Bills.

In 1678 the Commons resolved:

“That all aids and supplies and aids to His
Majesty in Parliament are the sole gift of the
Commons and that all Bills for the granting
of any such aids and supplies ought to begin
with the Commons and that it is the undoubted
and sole right of the Commons to direct, limit
and appoint in such Bills the ends, purposes,
considerations, conditions, limitations and qual-
ifications of such grants, which ought not to be
changed or altered by the House of Lords.”

In 1693 the Lords resolved:

“That the making of amendments and abate-
ments of rates of Bills of Supply sent up from
the House of Commons is a fundamental, in-
herent and undoubted right of the House of
Peers from which their Lordships can never
depart.”

It is true that the Lords did not act in
accordance with this resolution and tacitly sub-
mitted to the claim of the Commons, obviously
to avoid a conflict with the latter House, but
this practice was not the law, and this appears
from the preamble of the House of Commons
resolution of 1910 which announced the pro-
posed legislation curtailing the powers of the
Tords. (May’s Parliamentary Practice, 12th
edition, p. 518.)

It is remarkable that of the two restrictions
on the rights of the Lords which the Commons
by its resolution of 1678 tried to impose,
namely: the denial of the right to originate and
the denial of the right to amend Money Bills,
the British North America Act while men-
tioning the first in section 53 should not men-
tion the second against which the Lords had
specially protested.

If it had been the intention of the British
Parliament to impose the two restrictions on
the Senate it surely would have mentioned them
both or if content to rely on the preamble as
incorporating the whole British constitution,
it would have mentioned neither.

To those reasons might be added this further
consideration that there is very little analogy
between the Lords and the Senate. The Lords
represent themselves, the Senate represeats the
Provinces. The Lords are not in an independent
position as the House of Commons can use its
influence over the Grown and induce it to add
as many members as are needed to the House
of Lords to obtain a favourable majority.

Tt is probably for that reason that section 18
of the British North America Act when dealing
with the privileges, immunities and powers of
the Senate refers as the maximum for such
privileges, immunities and powers to those held,
enjoyed and exercised by the Imperial House of
Commons (and not by the House of Lords) at
the passing of the Act.

Under the circumstances, we are of the
opinion that the Senate of Canada may amend
a Money Bill originating in the House of Com-
mons as fully as the House of Commons can do.
Of course the powers of the Senate are limited
to the same extent as those of the House of

Commons by the fact that Money Bills must be
recommended by a message of the Governor

General. Yours truly,

E. Lafleur.
Aimé Geoffrion.

That opinion was supported by Mr. John
S. Ewart. On the 27th of April, 1918, he wrote
to the late Senator Ross a letter which, with
the leave of the Senate, I shall place on Han-
sard.

Dear Sir,—In reply to yours of the 23rd
instant, I beg to say that I have read with
much interest the “Memorandum re rights of
the Senate in matters of financial legislation,”
and I find in it a great deal that, were the
matter now being discussed for the first time,
might well be urged in support of what is
evidently the writer’s view.

In considering all subjects of the class to
which the present belongs regard has always—
and very rightly—been paid to history and
precedents; and the relations between our
Senate and House of Commons are, as I think,
so firmly established that no change couid be
introduced save by constitutional amendment.
1 do not mean, necessarily, by amendment of
the British North America Act—amendment of
constitutional practice, agreed upon by both
Houses, would suffice.

From the very earliest time, the Colonial
Assemblies have successfully contended for the
same privilege with reference to financial bills
as that enjoyed by the British House of Com-
mons. The cases in which contention arose are
very numerous, but I do not know of any in
which the quarrel between the two Houses has
resulted in substantial victory for the Council
—as, in the earlier constitutions, the second
chamber was styled.

A glance at histories furnishes me with two
instances which may be taken as containing
typical assertion of the privilege of the Assem-
blies. The first of these is noted in Dicker-
son’s American Colonial Government, 1696-1765:
The author says (p. 160) that. in the time of
Governor Cornbury, of New York:—

“The Council sought to amend the revenue
bill so as to remove this objection, but it was
met by the point blank assertion that the
assembly would permit no amendment of
Money Bills.”

The second instance I take from Dr. Kings
ford’s book, the History of Canada, volume 9,
p. 217. On that occasion (1818) the Council
and Assembly were brought into sharp conflict,
with the result, as the author says, that:—

“The Council did not conceive an amendment
to the money bill as a breach of privilege; but
as it was so asserted, the Council would here-
after forbear from all amendment and simply
reject any bill submitted to it, should occasion
suggest.

There can be no doubt that the differences
between the British House of Lords and the
Canadian Senate referred to in the Memo-
randum are of substantial character, but, after
all, the two Houses, with reference to the
subject-matter under consideration occupy the
same position. For the members of neither
House are elected by the people, and the priv-
ilege of the Assembly with regard to money
bills has always been based upon the fact that
the House was composed of popularly elected
members.
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In the United States, it is because both the
Senate and the House of Representatives have
always been composed of men elected by the
people—either by direct vote or, indirectly, by
the State Legislature—that the two Houses
have concurrent authority.

I am, Sir,

Yours truly,

John S. Ewart.

For the reasons that are slated by these
eminent lawyers, I think there can be no
question that the powers of this House are
equal to those of the House of Commons.
The House of Commons, of course, cannot
deal with a proposed vote of money unless it
is approved in a message from the Governor
General; and the Senate, likewise, can deal
with money bills only when they come from
the other House, supported by a message that
His Excellency has signified approval. But
the moment that a Bill is before the Senate,
our powers are equal to those of the House of
Commons.

I think I am right in saying that barristers
and others who have appeared before com-
mittees of both Houses appreciate the way
in which legislation is handled in the Senate.
I say that because of the opinions I have
heard expressed by leading counsel of Mont-
real, Toronto and other places.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend say what action the Senate took
on that report which he was reading?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: It was approved.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That should be
stated.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Unanimously.
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: It was approved
unanimously. 7

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX : May I ask the hon-
ourable gentleman whether the Senate ever
took action in accordance with the views ex-
pressed by Mr. Lafleur and Mr. Geoffrion?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Oh, yes. Since the
report was made the question has arisen,
and the Senate has acted very freely with
money bills coming from the House of Com-
mons.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN : Does the honourable
gentleman mean that this House can increase

the amount of a bill which is a tax, and there=
by increase the taxes?

Some Hon. SENATORS: No, no.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No; no one
says that.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I am asking the
honourable member from De Salaberry
(Hon. Mr. Béique).

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Our powers are stated
in the report which I have read. The bill
must come to us, as I have said, with the ap-
proval of the Governor General, and the
amount cannot be increased.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Cannot be increased.
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable mem-
bers, the question raised by the honourable
gentleman from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Le-
mieux) is one with which we in this Chamber
are quite familiar. It has been raised—I will
not say at every session, but at nearly every
session since 1867. The recurring complaint
has been that this Chamber has not sufficient
work to keep it sitting from day to day, as
the other House has. Now, my honourable
friend from Rougemont has clearly explained
the reason why the Senate finds adjournments
necessary. Bills may be divided into two
classes, public and private. In this Chamber
we have initiated considerable public and
private legislation. We have had a monopoly
in the introduction of divorce bills. Most of
the public bills that come to us from the other
Chamber, and all that deal with the admin-
istration of the wvarious departments of the
Government, are sponsored by Ministers of
the Crown. The Senate initiates some of
these bills, it is true, but the fact remains
that the important public legislation, which
is mentioned in the Speech from the Throne,
is introduced by the Ministers of the Crown.
Now, the Senate has seldom had at one time
more than two ministers among its members,
although there was a period when it had
three. We have had here a Secretary of
State, a Minister of Justice, a Minister of
Labour—

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : And a Minister
of the Interior.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But I can safely
say that generally we have had not more
than two ministers and perhaps most of the
time only one. For a number of years the
late Sir James Lougheed represented the
Government in this Chamber as a minister
without portfolio, and it was only at a later
stage that he was asked to administer a
department. Generally a minister wants to
sponsor the legislation which he has drafted
or inspired, or which at any rate emanates
from his department, and he introduces it in
the Chamber where he sits. Various kinds of
reform in our methods of dealing with legisla-
tion have been suggested in the somewhat
lengthy period that I have been a member
of the Senate, and I have come to the con-
clusion that the only cure for the present




MAY 26, 1931

151

unbalanced state of affairs between the two
Houses is to be found in a change of procedure
which would permit Cabinet Ministers who
have seats in the other House to appear here
to explain their legislation, but, of course, not
to vote. .

On a former occasion I made another sug-
gestion, with regard to private bills. As honour-
able members know, a private bill is in-
troduced on petition, in the House to which
the petitioner applies and forwards the
required fee. My suggestion was that these
petitions should be received in one office and
numbered, and that the odd numbers should
be sent to one Chamber and the even numbers
to the other.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Alternately.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Alternately.
T that way the introduction of private legis-
lation would be equally divided between the
Houses. I did not go so far as to make a
nmotion to test the view of the Senate in
regard ‘to that suggestion. But in 1922 I did
take some action along the lines suggested by
my honourable friend from Rougemont (Hon.
Mr. Lemieux). The end of the session was
near and I received from the other Chamber
some bills which were very involved. I re-
member that I gave the whole of a Saturday
and a Sunday to an endeavour to understand
cne piece of legislation, which, if I am not
mistaken, had something to do with the sales
tax. On Saturday I had given notice in
the Senate that I intended to move on
Monday that our Rules be amended, and I
went so far as to have honourable members
summoned specially to consider the matter.
The notice which I gave at that time was
that I would move:

To make the following a rule of the Senate
as rule 18A, and that the Senators in attend-
ance on the Session be summoned to consider
the same, namely:

18A. When a Bill or other matter relating
to any subjects administered by a department
of the Government of Canada is being con-
sidered by the Senate or in Committee of the
Whole, the Minister administering the depart-
ment may with the assent of the Senate on
the initiative of the Minister representing the
Government enter the Senate Chamber and,
subject to the Rules, Orders, Forms of Pro-
ceeding and Usages of the Senate, may, for the
furtherance of legislation relating to the Bill
or matter in question, take part in the debate.

This appeared on the Order Paper to be
dealt with on Monday morning, for at that
time we were having morning as well as
afternoon sittings. On Sunday afternoon I
told Mr. Fielding that I could not understand
one of his bills, and at the same time I
informed him of the notice of motion which
I had on the Order Paper and asked him

if he would be present at the afternoon sit-
ting of the Senate on Monday to explain
that particular bill. I pointed out that in this
way he would be pioneering in parliamentary
reform—that he would be the first commoner
to appear in this Chamber and discuss a bill
under the new rules. But to my great sur-
prise he was entirely opposed to following
my suggestion. I pressed him for an ex-
planation, and he replied: “I will not face
the Senate on that bill, because, I confess,
I too have had very great difficulty in under-
standing it. It comes, not from my depart-
ment, but from the Customs. The experts
of that department claim that it is perfectly
workable, and they will take the responsi-
bility.” Well, I found that Mr. Fielding was
not the only one of my colleagues who was
diffident about appearing in this Chamber.
I remember that I jokingly remarked to one
of them: “Of course, it is easy for you to get
your legislation through the House of Com-
mons, with your majority behind you; but
in the Senate we cannot get a bill through
unless we have justice and reason on our
side.”

I did not proceed with my motion at that
time, because I found that although the
Senate was unanimously in favour of it, the
ministers would not come to this Chamber.
If my honourable friend from Rougemont
(Hon. Mr. Lemieux) wishes to test whether
his own proposal is practicable, I suggest to
him that he ask the Hon. the Minister of
Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson) to inquire
from his colleagues in the Cabinet if they are
willing to come to the Senate and explain
their bills, because if they will not come we
had better leave our rules as they are.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In my opinion
the whole question involves simply a matter
of procedure with us. We need only amend
our Rules in order to have the Ministers
appear here, if they are willing to come. They
do attend now before our committees. Their
deputies, who are technical experts, come and
sit beside us here. Has the Senate felt dese-
crated because these Deputy Ministers have
walked into our sacred precincts and have
helped a Minister put through his legislation
by assisting him tc give proper explanations
of it? I was reminded a moment ago that
towards the end of the session of 1918 or
1920—I was not given the date—we agreed,
when pressing for explanations from the Min-
ister of Justice, who was sitting behind the
Bar, that he should come in and modestly
sit by the side of Sir James Lougheed and
coach him, just as the Deputy Minister would
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have done. It seems to me that the adoption
of the proposal before us would involve a
very similar action on our part.

But it takes two parties to make a bargain.
The Senate may amend its rules—and I be-
lieve that is all we should have to do—but it
is for my honourable friend, after consultation,
to tell us whether it should be done. If it
were done, the Ministers couid come here
during the long discussions in the other Cham-
ber on the Address, on the Budget, and on
Supply, and the major part of the Govern-
ment legislation which is now introduced in
the other Chamber could be introduced here
by the Ministers; and I venture to em-
phasize what has been said by the honour-
able gentleman from Rougemont (Hon. Mr.
Lemieux) and my honourable and venerable
friend from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique),
that much of that legislation would receive
more careful attention in our committees than
it very often does from the committees of
the other House. The committees of the other
Chamber are large, consisting of one hundred
or more members, and frequently I have been
told that the members flock to the committee
meetings in large numbers, but that when some
sharply contested point has been decided they
leave the examination of the Bill to the few.
The Senate committees have fewer members,
and they sit around the table and seriously
test the value of every clause of every Bill
that comes before them. So, if there is the
least desire on the part of the Commons to
share with us the work of initiating legislation,
I think the difficulty can be solved by allowing
Ministers from the other Chamber to come
into this Chamber.

My honourable friend from Rougemont
(Hon. Mr. Lemieux) spoke of under-secre-
taries. I think perhaps his idea in that regard
is not a bad one. But I suggest that perhaps
the time is at hand when this Government or
another may feel the necessity of overhauling
the whole machinery of administration and
txamining into the question whether or not
fifteen, sixteen or seventeen Ministers are not
too many to administer the affairs of this
country, and whether it would not be advis-
able to join together two or three depart-
ments, and to supplement the Cabinet repre-
sentation by appointing a certain number of
under-secretaries.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: .Honourable
members, I wish to engage your attention for
only a very few moments in connection with
the proposal of our new and distinguished col-
league from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux).
Those who were in the House at the time will
remember very well the discussions that took

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

place in regard to the opinions of Mr.
Geoffrion, Mr. Lafleur, and Mr. Ewart, which
have been read by the honourable gentleman
from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique). I
have no doubt at all that all the members of
the Senate who took any interest in the sub-
ject were thoroughly convinced of the con-
stitutional soundness of the opinicns given.
Recent writers have pointed out that one of
the distinguishing characteristics of this body
is that it cannot be flooded or swamped by the
action of the lower House in having as many
senators as it saw fit appointed in order to
make the Senate amenable to its control.
We are an absolutely independent body, and
our numbers can be increased only in accord-
ance with the constitution, which governs the
other Chamber as well as our own. There is
only one provision in the constitution for an
increase in our number, and I do not think it
has ever been invoked. Under certain condi-
tions six additional members can be appointed.
If T remember correctly, that provision was
inserted at the behest of Hon. Mr. Mackenzie
at the time of Confederation, as the opinion
then prevailing was that the majority of
members would be Conservatives, and that it
might become necessary for the party he
represented to have some protection should
he come into power.

I am not going to follow the example of
the honourable gentleman facing me (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand). Certainly it was worth
while for the newer members of this House
that steps should be taken to get what wvul-
garly may be called a “showdown.” I regret
that my honourable friend was not success-
ful. What he has told us only shows the
reluctance of either party in the other House
to meet us in the matter of greater repre-
sentation in this House of members of the
Cabinet. I think no action could have been
more proper than that taken by my honour-
able friend, and I think it was well timed. I
am only sorry that it did not result in some-
thing more than it produced.

Qur distinguished mew member (Hon. Mr.
Lemieux) deserves the thanks of this body,
I think, for bringing up this subject, which
he has discussed so admirably and in which
many of us are interested. I always have
been interested in the steps that led up to
Confederation and in the Confederation
Debates. It is quite true that at that time
there was some question as to how the Senate,
as it was ultimately designated, should be
constituted. Finally it was decided to con-
stitute it through the power of appointment.
There are, throughout the world, second
chambers that can be swamped, because they
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do not stand on constitutional ground, as ours
does.

If I remember correctly, the honourable
gentleman (Hon. Mr. Lemieux) brought be-
fore the other House some years ago a motion
in this connection. If my meniory serves me
aright—I may be wrong—he contemplated
Ministers in this House addressing the other
House, and vice versa. I would not be so
favourable to that as I would be to the pro-
posal that he has put forward to-night, name-
ly that members of the Cabinet from the
other House should be given the right to
address this body. There are some reasons
which to my mind make it inexpedient, con-
stitutionally, for any of us in this Chamber
to address the other House and urge it to
action. One reason is that we cannot initiate
money Bills and that it would be anomalous
for a Minister from this House to go over to
speak to the other House in favour of a Bill
for raising moneys.

I think it would be of advantage to the
other House, in the way of lightening its
labours, and certainly it would be of great
advantage to this House, to have the Minister
in charge of a Bill come here personally and
explain it to this House and be questioned in
regard to it. No person can substitute for
the Minister to the satisfaction of this House.
If we cannot get the Minister we shall have
to do the best we can under the conditions
that have prevailed in the past, which were
very good in the days of my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand), and of my dis-
tinguished predecessor, Sir James Lougheed,
who was a Minister, part of the time without
portfolio; but this House cannot, to use the
vernacular, “get down to brass tacks” unless
the Minister who proposes certain legislation
comes here to explain it and to respond to
inquiries. No subordinate can do that as well
as he can.

I agree to the proposition of my honourable
friend opposite that no change in the consti-
tution would be required; that all that is
needed to enable a Minister in the other
House to appear in this House would be a
simple change of the rules. Such procedure,
if followed, would speed up legislation very
much, would be to the advantage of the legis-
lation passing through the House, and would
be to the advantage of the Minister himself.
He would receive every courtesy. When he
comes to this House to propound a Bill we
are not going to badger him; in fact, perhaps
he would not be subjected to badgering as
much as he is in the other House, where the
vounger generation still enjoys bull-baiting.
I heartily support the resolution of the hon-

ourable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Lemieux) and
trust that it will find acceptance in this
Chamber.

My honourable friend to my right (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) is a Cabinet Minister. I do
not know what his views may be. In my
remarks this evening I am simply voicing my
individual views. Whether they are in
accord with those of the Cabinet, I do not
know; nevertheless, they are my views, and I
have taken the liberty of placing them before
you.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM:
Honourable members, at the risk of causing
a little discord I may say that I am not con-
vinced that what has been proposed would
be a good thing. I admit that there is a
somewhat peculiar situation when one man in
this House has to father the legislation of
seventeen men in the other House. The
leader of the Government in the Senate has
to look after the Bills of his colleagues in the
Cabinet—a situation that might be remedied,
without the constitution being injured, if the
Government in power would name at least
three Ministers without portfolio to repre-
sent it in this House, and to take charge of
Government legislation here. One man can-
not do the work satisfactorily either to him-
self or to this Chamber. Of course Deputy
Ministers come here and give details, just
as they would have to do if the Minister
himself were here, because a Minister cannot
be expected to give all details.

Let me point out something else. The
Ministers of the Canadian Government do
more detail work than do the Ministers of
any other Government in the world, so far
as I can ascertain; and I may say that I, as
Minister of Railways, was one of the col-
leagues who told my honourable friend to
my right (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) that they
would not come over to the Senate. I was
one of the sinners. My reason was that
already I was devoting sixteen hours a day
to the business of the country. Every Bill
is pretty thoroughly explained in Hansard,
and every member of the Senate can read
the explanation. Already Cabinet Ministers
in this country are over-worked. We hear of
other countries having fewer Cabinet Min-
isters than we have, to serve more people.
My honourable friend suggested that. I spent
some years in going through the mill, carrying
the load of more than one Cabinet position,
and I may say that there is no comparison
between the work of the Cabinet Ministers of
the United States and the Cabinet Ministers
of Canada. There are a greater number or
people in the country to the south, of course,
but when honourable members consider the
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fact that a Cabinet Minister in the United
States is selected by the President, and there-
fore does not have to be elected, and that
he is not a member of Congress, and is not
bothered and pestered by having to explain
estimates and bills in either house, they
will understand the difference. These things
which constitute 70 per cent of the worrying
part of the duties of a Minister in this
country do not at all concern the Ministers
of the United States.

The chief reason why I would not favour
the proposition without more argument is that
the Cabinet Ministers have now too much
work to do, to be asked to come over here
and discuss their bills. Of course they would
have to be subject to questioning, for with-
out. that their presence would be of no use,
and probably they would require to bring
their deputies, who would know all the details.
If we had the right to ask one Minister over,
we should have the right to ask another. Can
we imagine the Finance Minister of Canada
coming over here to discuss the details of his
budget with the Senate? Can we imagine
the Prime Minister of Canada being asked by
the Senate to come and discuss the Speech
from the Throne, or his policies on any ques-
sion? The ideal is a fine one, but to my mind
't is impracticable, and it will so remain until
ve get some machinery by which the Cabinet
Ministers of Canada will have their work re-
duced.

I do think that some way might be found
to lessen the difficulties that exist in the trans-
action of business between the two Chambers.
If any Government does not wish to have
Ministers with portfolios in the Senate, I
think it might be represented here by at least
three or four Ministers without portfolio, to
whom it could confide its business,

Hon. J. S. McLENNAN: I should like to
call the attention of honourable members who
have been appointed to this honourable body
in the last few years to the fact that in 1919
we had a committee on the machinery of
Government. I am happy to see sitting op-
posite two members of that committee; and
two others were the late Senators G. G.
Foster and W. B. Ross. The committee went
very thoroughly into questions of admin-
istration, some of which have been touched
on by the right honourable senator from
Eganville (Rt. Hon. Mr. Graham), and one
of them in particular by the honourable

senator from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux)."

The report of that committee was unanimously

accepted by the House, but no action was

taken thereon, although portions of it have

been partly embodied in practice in the
Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM

meantime. I think it might be worth while
for members who are interested in this partic-
ular phase of our work, and conscious, as
everybody must be, of the unsatisfactory way
in which much of it is done, to look up that
old report. Possibly a new committee might
be formed, and new recommendations made,
though I am sure many of those contained in
the report would meet the approval of the
House to-day.

That report strongly recommended the ap-
pointment of under-secretaries, as suggested
by Sir George Murray, and pointed out that,
as the right honourable gentleman from Egan-
ville (Rt. Hon. Mr. Graham) has said, the
amount of work which a Cabinet Minister
has to do is almost intolerable.

* Hon. C. E. TANNER: Honourable mem-
bers, I have a few words I want to say on
this subject. I have no difficulty in agreeing
with the other members of the Senate that if
a Cabinet Minister desired to come down to
this Chamber and explain a Bill we should all
be very glad to hear him; but I think the
right honourable member for Eganville (Rt.
Hon. Mr. Graham) has pointed out the im-
practicability of that plan from the standpoint
of the Cabinet Minister.

This Chamber has been under a threat of
reform for a great many years. I believe it
has been told on many occasions that it was
about to be reformed. But as I see the
present proposition it suggests the reforming
of the House of Commons rather than the
Senate. In order to carry out the plan pro-
posed in the resolution it would be necessary
to have both the House of Commons and the
Cabinet agree to reform; that is to say, to
carry on their business in a more expeditious
manner than they have heretofore adopted or
are now employing.

I am not favourably impressed with what
seems to be an underlying, though perhaps un-
expressed, idea—that the Senate dces not do
or has not done its work well. The honour-
able mover of the resolution has paid a very
high compliment to the members of the
Senate as to their qualifications for the dis-
charge of public business, and I do not know
that any honourable member of the Senate
will dissent from that eulogium. I think that
without any boasting it may be said that in
respect to the intelligent and effective dis-
charge of the business of this country as it
comes within -the control and direction of this
Chamber, the Senate of Canada since 1867 has
had a record of which it may well be proud.

f course, being human, it may have made
mistakes, but on a whole it has done good
work, and the country has been saved millions
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and millions of dollars by the intelligence and
the activities of the Senate. Therctore I do
not like to hear it suggested that in order that
this Senate may do its work better it is or may
be necessary to bring in Cabinet Ministers
tc address it. If a Cabinet Minister should
come, very well; but if he never came into
the Senate this body could still do its work
well, as it has always done.

I want to allude to another point, which
has not been mentioned. It is this, that
honourable members of this Chamber should
not be carried off their feet by public
criticisms such as referred to by the honour-
able mover of the resolution. We all hear these
criticisths on the street and everywhere; some-
times, perhaps, we invite them; but in my
judgment honourable senators should not
be worried by them, for we know that this
Chamber is doing the work that it was in-
tended to do, and is doing it fairly well.
There are fundamental differences between
this Chamber and the other, which the public
do not think about, and which sometimes we
ourselves do not consider. The other branch
of Parliament is an elected body, and we
know very well that in the House of Com-
mons—I am not speaking of one House of
Commons more than another—there is in
the carrying on of its business, a constant,
day-by-day duel in progress between two
political parties. They are fighting each other
for power. They carry on lengthy debates;
they attack one another; they try to replace
one another. That is the political aspect.
I have no criticism of that. It is their busi-
ness—their political business. This Chamber
meets for other business. As my honourable
friend who moved the resolution has said,
there is little partisanship in this Chamber.
I have made the remark to friends of mine
who have not been in this House—and I
think the statement is correct—that it is a
rare time when there is a division in this
House on party lines.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I have been sitting
in this House since 1917, and I see the con-
dition gradually becoming mellow and more
mellow every year. I see honourable mem-
bers on either side of this House, in the dis-
charge of their duties, actuated principally by
the idea that the country should be well
governed and sound legislation passed. But
the public who have never been here and
have never seen this House at work do not
know that. They think we are fighting and
cutting one another like the members of the
House of Commons; which is a very great
mistake. Instead of that, we are going along
arm in arm, doing our work harmoniously
and effectively.

By way of illustration take this session.
The House of Commons and this House met
on the 12th of March. It was the 2lst of
April before the members of the House of
Commons got down to real business. They
were in the intervening time debating the
Address, which we disposed of in a couple of
days. We are here not tc carry on lengthy
debates, but to do business; therefore the
public have no right to expect us to be sitting
every day. We do not need to sit every day.
We sit when there is work to do, and do that
work expeditiously, taking our time, so that
the work may be done well. The members
of the other House have sat only 44 days
altogether: 16 of those days were devoted to
the debate on the Address, three days to
another debate, two days to another, and two
days to another. I have no fault to find.
That is their work, and they are doing it.
Ever since there has been a House of Com-
mons that has been going on, and while there
is a House of Commons it will continue. But
it is not necessary for us to do the same
thing. We have not done it, and we do not
intend to do it. While the other House was
sitting 44 days we sat 20 days, and in that
time we have disposed of more than all the
business that they have dealt with in 44
days. I say that is a complete answer to the
critics of this Senate.

I make no apology. We do not need to
make any apology. We are not a House of
Commons; we are a Senate, a revising body.
t is our business to examine the proposed
legislation, and if we are not satisfied with
the result of our work we have time and
opportunity to study the debates of the other
House; so we can obtain full knowledge of
the Bills without the assistance of a Cabinet
Minister. Sometimes Cabinet Ministers would
be only in the way. A Cabinet .Minister
may not be able to make as good explana-
tions as the men we have here. So far as I
know, we have got along very well indeed. I
agree with my honourable friend opposite
that we are getting along excellently with the
Minister of Labour and his colleague on his
left (Hon. Mr. Willoughby), who I hope will
be elevated to a seat in the Cabinet without
portfolio.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: The principal point
I would impress upon the public, as well as
upon honourable members of the Senate, is
that we have no reason whatever to be look-
ing around for excuses, or to palliate or mol-
lify the criticisms that are made outside of
this Chamber. On the contrary, knowing that
our work is well done, that we are spending
all the time that is necessary upon that work,
and that we have great reason to be very
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proud of the record of this Senate, we need
pay no attention to those criticisms. :

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, even though it is a little late, I wish
to trespass upon your good nature for a few
moments, and join in the discussion of the
very interesting subject which the honourable
member from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Le-
mieux) has introduced.

Like my right honourable friend opposite
(Rt. Hon. Mr. Graham), I disagree with most
of what has been said. With some things
that have been said I am in quite hearty
accord. It is quite possible that some mem-
bers of this House, or all of us collectively,
may pin too many bouquets upon our own
manly breasts; and perhaps the bouquets have
been rather widely distributed this evening.
Should not a man in public life endeavour
to render service to his fellow men rather
than pride himself on being, say, in the Upper
House? Or shall those serving in a respon-
sible capacity in another place refuse to come
to this House to give an explanation? My
right honourable friend (Rt. Hon. Mr.
Graham) has mentioned certain reasons why
they would not come. Their ideas may have
been quite proper, but I frankly say they are
not mine.

My honourable friend our leader on this
side (Hon. Mr. Wiiloughby) has said that he
was expressing his own personal views. I
should like it to be clearly understood that in
what I say to-night I too am expressing a
personal opinion and in no way committing,
or even representing the views of, the Gov-
ernment of the day.

There are reasons, in which I fully join,
why it would be desirable that Ministers of
the Crown sitting in one House should appear
in the other Chamber to give information and
explanations respecting legislation concerning
the Department which they administer. I
think that would be useful. I think it would
be agreeable to public opinion, and to the
members of Parliament in the other House,
for a Minister, particularly on invitation, to
go from one House to the other to explain
his proposed legislation. We all have more or
less of that streak of ordinary human nature
commonly called selfishness, independence, and
so on, and the Minister not invited to come
and explain would probably not seek an oppor-
tunity to do so; but it surely could do no
harm to the constitution of the country, or
even to his own sensibilities, to make the
rules of Parliament such that on request any
Minister from one House could appear before
the other House and give information con-
cerning the Department he was administering.

Hon. Mr. TANNER.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I have had the
honour of occupying a seat in this Chamber—
a great honour, indeed, it has been to me—
for more than 15 years, and over a consider-
able portion of that time I have had the
responsibility of administering the Department
of Labour, under three different Prime Min-
isters, usually during periods of our national
life and history when more or less difficulty
attached to the problems of that Department.
It is my personal view, based on experience,
that from time to time a useful purpose could
have been served by my standing up in an-
other place and explaining some *of my
measures.

We do not need to hark back very far to
find an example which demonstrates what I
mean. Only this afternoon, in another House,
a private member rose in his place and read
from newspaper accounts which, briefly stated,
announced that the Premier of a province was
on his way to Ottawa to demand of the
Federal Government $100,000 as an additional
grant to carry on direct relief measures. When
that statement appeared in the public press
of a city in British Columbia, naturally it
was accepted by those who read it as being
correct.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM : That would not
be on a bill.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No, but in ex-
planation of a measure.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: No, that would
not be an explanation of a measure; it would
be an explanation of a newspaper item.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: If my right
honourable friend will pardon me, I shall be
through with the matter in a few moments.
The fact was that the Prime Minister did
come from the Pacific coast to Ottawa, but
not for any such purpose as that stated in the
newspaper story, for his Government, in com-
mon with that in every other province, had
been advised a month before that the Federal
Government intended to continue the relief
of unemployment in accordance with the
scheme approved at the special session last
year. The Premier, on reaching here, had
three conferences with a number of officials
and myself, but on no occasion was there
any mention of the matter referred to in the
newspaper item. Why should there have
been, when he had been given -assurances of
the Government’s intention weeks before?
Questions were asked in the other House of
the honourable gentleman who has been good
enough to assume the burden cf representing
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the Department of Labour there because the
Minister of that Departmernt has a seat in
_ this House. He was not familiar with these
facts, naturally, and information had to be
given to him. He has gone to a great deal
of trouble to familiarize himself with infor-
mation that neither the public nor Parlia-
ment expect him to know anything about—
for he has enough work in connection with

his own Department—and he has done
exceptionally well.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Who is the
Minister?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The Hon. Mr.
Gordon. The Minister of Labour would have
been put to less trouble and worry if he had
been asked to step across to the other House
and explain this matter. The explanation
could have been given in a few minutes
without inconvenience, worry or trouble to
other people. If that course were followed
it might prevent the broadcasting through the
public press of incorrect statements which set
the public mind agog and cannot be over-
taken for weeks or months by the truth. I
submit, honourable senators, that there are
great advantages to be gained, from the stand-
point of the public weal, by following such
a course, although I am not by any means
advocating it. It is perhaps more comfort-
able to have a seat in this House than to
have to struggle for one in the other place. I
feel somewhat as Lloyd George must have
felt when, some years ago, he indulged in
what I think was intended to be a bit of
sarcasm in a reference to the House of Lords.
He said, “Surely goodness and mercy shall
follow me all the days of my life, and I shall
dwell in the House of Lords for ever.” Prob-
ably honourable members of this House feel
quite content because they are able to enjoy
themselves and be at peace with the world,
here in the Senate, which is our equivalent
of the House of Lords, and are free from the
struggles and the perhaps more active life of
the other House.

As I said at the beginning, I think that the
object of every man in public life ought to
be to serve the people; and if that entails
personal inconvenience, he should be willing
to make the necessary sacrifice. As far as I
am personally concerned, I am prepared to
support the resolution of my honourable
friend from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux).

Hon. G. GORDON: Honourable members,
this motion reads:

Resolved, that in order to expedite the busi-
ness of Parliament, Ministers of the Crown
should be permitted to appear from time to
time before this House for the purpose of
explaining and giving information with respect
to Government legislation.

I ask honourable members, as business men,
how much legislation would be expedited by
such a change in procedure? If ministers came
over here and explained their bills, to what
extent would that facilitate the work of the
other Chamber, which is the only place where
business is ever blocked? I have been a
member of this House since 1912, and I never
knew business to be blocked or unduly de-
layed here; that sort of thing ocecurs only in
the other House. Suppose ministers came to
the Senate and spent a short or a long time,
as the case might be, in explaining bills, how
much earlier would Parliament prorogue? I
venture to say that members of the present
Cabinet and former Cabinet ministers would
answer that prorogation would not be reached
one minute earlier. Therefore I think that
from that standpoint the motion should fail.

Reference has been made to the eriticism
in the press and elsewhere regarding the sit-
tings of this Chamber. Ever since I have
been a member of the Senate the matters
that have come before this House have been
attended to in a businesslike way, and if I
did not believe they would be so treated in
the future I would not remain here. This
House acts on the principle that the work on
hand should be done as promptly as possible,
and when there is nothing to do we should
adjourn. If that has resulted in criticism from
{he press or any other element in our country,
then all T have to say is that the criticism
is ill-advised and means nothing.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable senators,
as the hour is late, I move that this debate
be adjourned until to-morrow. I should like
to make a few remarks about this question.

The debate was adjourned.

GOVERNMENT ANNUITIES BILL
FIRST READING

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON introduced Bill
D1, an Act to amend the Government
Annuities Act.

He said: Honourable senators, this is
Government legislation; perhaps the first to
be introduced in the Senate for some little
time.

Some Hon. SENATORS:
Hon. Mr. LAIRD: The discussion is hav-
ing effect already.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The Bill is also
of that class referred to by the honourable
member from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr.

Hear, hear.

Béique). It is a money bill.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Has the Governor
General given his approval?
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Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Usually a bill
of this kind would be introduced in the other
House, but the opinion is, I believe, that it
is not necessary to have this Bill preceded by
a resolution, and therefore it can quite prop-
erly be introduced here.

The Bill was read the first time.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. COPP, on behalf of the Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, presented
the following Bills, which were read the first
time:

Bill Bl, an Act for the relief of Barbara
Wallace Barlow.

Bill C1, an Act for the relief of Ray
Finkelstein.

PRIVATE BILL
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON moved the
second reading of Bill 27, an Act respecting
the Subsidiary High Court of the Ancient
Order of Foresters in the Dominion of Canada.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Explain.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: What is it?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Explain.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: The Bill
explains itself. It is merely to amend some
formal matters in the Order.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Does this make any pro-
vision for an increase in the insurance rates?

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No, it
does not,.

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

DIVORCE BILLS
SECOND READINGS

Hon. Mr. COPP, on behalf of the Chair-
man of the Committee on Divorce, moved
that Divorce Bills I to Z, inclusive, be given
second reading en bloc.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: If I understood the
Chairman of the Divorce Committee correctly,
he said a few days ago that it was his inten-
tion to make a separate motion for each
divorce bill in the future, in order that the
House might have an opportunity of con-
sidering it.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Why should we
spend half an hour in doing something which
we can do just as well in half a minute?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: I am merely remark-
ing—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I understand the
honourable gentleman. He says that the
Chairman of the Committee on Divorce in-
tended to make a separate motion for each
bill. Well, the Chairman of the Committee is
not here to do it. There is no such motion
before the House, but there is a motion that
the Bills be given the second reading en bloc.

The motion was agreed to, on division, and
the following Bills were read the second time:

Bill I, an Act for the relief of Agnes Sarah
Evelyn Ballard McNaught.

Bill J, an Act for the relief of Dorothy
Helen Marie Debnam Almon.

Bill K, an Act for the relief of Rosa Maud
Thomson Checketts.

Bill L, an Act for the relief of Mary Ellen
Margaret Montague Burrows.

Bill M, an Act for the relief of Olive
Hamley Fraser Mann.

Bill N, an Act for the relief of Eleanor
Fritz Lawson.

Bill O, an Act for the relief of Florence
Marshall.

Bill P, an Act for the relief of Ellen Jane
Easton Graham.

Bill Q, an Act for the relief of Gordon
Aaron.

Bill R, an Act for the relief of Rita Mar-
garet Mary Longmore,

Bill S, an Act for the relief of Joseph Nor-
man Berger.

Bill T, an Act for
Vohwinkel.

Bill U, an Act for the relief of Joan Mar-
guerite Loggie.

Bill V, an Act for the relief of Alice Boyne
Ostiguy.

Bill W, an Act for the relief of Ruth Rosen-
berg.

Bill X, an Act for the relief of Eileen Sybil
Wolfe.

Bill Y, an Act for the relief of Helen Bor-
land Beattie MacNicoi.

Bill Z, an Act for the relief of Lillian Freed-
man Guttman.

the relief of Carl

THIRD READINGS

Hon. Mr. COPP moved the third reading
of the Bills.
The motion was agreed to, on division, and

the Bills were severally read the third time,
and passed.
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PRIVATE BILLS
SECOND READING
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE moved the second read-
ing of Bill 22, an Act respecting the con-
struction and maintenance of a bridge over the
St. Lawrence river at Caughnawaga.

He said: Honourable members, I understand
that the construction of this bridge will be
undertaken by the Provincial Government.

The motion was agreed tc, and the Bill

was read the second time.

FIRST READINGS

Bill 14, an Act respecting the Kettle Valley
Railway Company.—Hon. Mr. Green.

Bill 15, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company.—Hon. Mr. Gillis.

Bill 21, an Act respecting the Montreal and
Atlantic Railway Company.—Hon. Mr. Tobin.

BANKRUPTCY BILL—PRIORITY OF
CLAIMS
FIRST READING

Bill 28, an Act to amend the Bankruptcy
Act (Priority of Claims) —Hon. Mr. Black.

JUDGES BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 40, an Act to amend the Judges Act—
Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT DISMISSALS
MOTION FOR RETURN
Hon. Mr. McCORMICK moved:

That an order of the Senate do issue for a
return setting out in respect of each person:
(a) male, and (b) female, residents in Ottawa
city, who since April 1, 1931, was discharged
from the service in the Department of the
Interior, the following information:—

1. Nalne, age, position held, whether married ;

or single. :
2. Period of war service overseas 1914-1918.
3. Number of years in service of government;

and whether a permanent or temporary
employee.
4. Date of discharge and salary at discharge.

5. Amount of superannuation, pension or
other allowance; stating which of these granted.

6. Whether any other member of family
household is in service of any department of
government; and if so, the name and relation-
ship of each, the service in which employed, and
salary received.

7. Whether any other member of family
household is in receipt of government super-
annuation or pension; and if so, the name and
relationship of each, and the amount of supex-
annuation or pension received.

8. Whether re-employed in government ser-
vice; and if so, the date when re-employed.
the department in which employed, the salary

being received; and whether superannuation or
pension is also being received.

The motion was agreed to.

MECHANIZATION OF CANADIAN
ARTILLERY

MOTION

Hon. Mr. SHARPE, for Hon. Mr. Tanner,
moved:

That an order of the Senate do issue for a
return of copies of all correspondence, recom-
mendations, accounts, vouchers, and other
documents, relating to the purchase and repairs
of equipment, including spare parts, for the
mechanization of the Canadian Artillery since
1928, and until March 31, 1931.

FOR RETURN

The motion was agreed to.

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, May 27, 19311

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

the Speaker in

PRIVATE BILLS
THIRD READINGS

Bill 23, an Act respecting the Essex Ter-
minal Railway Company.—Hon. Mr. Lacasse.

Bill 31, an Act respecting the Burrard Inlet
Tunnel and Bridge Company—Hon. Mr.
Crowe.

Bill 22, an Aet respecting the construction
and maintenance of a bridge over the river
St. Lawrence at Caughnawaga—Hon. Mr.
Béique.

Bill 26, an Act respecting the Restigouche
Log Driving and Boom Company.—Hon. Mr.
Robinson.

Bill 20, an Act respecting a certain patent
of A. R. Wilfley and Sons, Inc—Hon. Mr.
Horsey.

ARMISTICE DAY BILL

REPORT OF COMMITTEE
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE, Chairman of the Stand-
ing Committee on Miscellaneous Private Bills,
to whom was referred Bill A, an Act to amend

the Armistice Day Act, reported the Bill with
one amendment.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Could we not
have an explanation of the amendment?
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Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The amendment is
very simple. The Bill read “legal holiday.”
We strike out the word “legal” as being un-
necessary, ‘“holiday” being defined by the
statute. If the word “legal” were left in, it
would create confusion as making a distinetion
between a “holiday” and a “legal holiday.”

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Does this mean that
Armistice Day and Thanksgiving Day will
still be observed on the same day?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: It is left to the Gov-
ernmen't to name the time when Thanksgiving
Day shall be observed?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: Yes.

The report was concurred in.

PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTERNA-
TIONAL DISPUTES

NOTICE OF MOTION

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON gave notice that
to-morrow he would move:

That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the accession in respect of Canada
to Chapters 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the General Act
of 1928 for the Pacific Settlement of Inter-
national disputes, subject to certain conditions.

He said: I will not burden the House at
this time by naming those conditions, but
would refer honourable members to the Com-
mons Hansard of May 15, where the details
are quite clearly set forth. The motion that
I shall move to-morrow will be in sub-
stantially the same words as that of the
Commons.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Are those
what are called reservations?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON:

S0.

LIQUOR SMUGGLING FROM ST. PIERRE
AND MIQUELON
PROPOSED INVESTIGATION

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable sena-
tors, before the Orders of the Day are pro-
ceeded with, I wish to call the attention of
the House and the Government to a matter
of some urgency, possibly of national im-
portance. Last winter I read in the news-
papers that the Government intended to in-
stitute an inquiry into the smuggling of liquor
from the islands of St. Pierre and Miquelon
to lower Quebec and other parts on the
St. Lawrence river. But to-day I noticed in
the Montreal Gazette a déspatch stating that
this inquiry has not been made yet, and in

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Yes, I suppose

fact that there has been no Order in Council
authorizing such an inquiry, though it is ex-
pected that an Order will be passed very
soon. The despatch is short and as it is the
basis of my remarks I ask permission to read
it. It is as follows:

Rum Probe Not So Dead As Believed—New

Order in Council Extending Scope
Expected to Be Adopted Soon

(Special to The Gazette.)—Quebec, May 26.
—A new Order in Council is to be adopted by
the Bennett Cabinet shortly, and a start will
be made with the rum probe which was to
have opened around Easter, according to infor-
mation in the hands of prominent Conservatives
here.

The quest for the Quebec-Miquelon-St. Pierre
rum ring, estimated to have mulcted the federal
treasury of millions in the last few years
through its smuggling activities along the lower
St. Lawrence, is not as dead as many Liberals
here profess to know; well-informed Conserva-
tives say the probe is considerably more alive
than some of the ILiberals would prefer.

I have nothing to do with the party insinu-
ations.

According to information here, the delay in
starting the inquiry came through discovery
that the original Order in Council was not
framed in a manner calculated to produce the
data desired. The Minister of National
Revenue is known to have a keen interest in
what seems to some the astounding gap between
Ontario and Quebec excise tax totals. So the
new Order in Council, it is reported, will lay
down that the investigation is to be into “the
landing of cargoes on rivers, lakes and harbours
of the Province of Quebec.” Power will be
given to subpoena witnesses or representatives
of organizations who, in the opinion of counse!
for the Department of National Revenue, would
be likely sources of fruitful information.

My suggestion is that the Maritime Prov-
inces be included in that inquiry. We who
live in that part of the country know that a
very large volume of liquor is smuggled in
every year from the islands of St. Pierre and
Miquelon. In the circumstances a very large
sum of money is lost to the federal treasury,
but, in my opinion, the most serious aspect
is that the people are being demoralized to a
considerable extent.

This smuggling is largely due to the
high duties that were placed upon spirituous
liquors during the war. I voted for those
high duties, thinking at the time that they
would have a beneficial effect, but since then
I have come to the conclusion that until a
change is made, smuggling on a large scale,
with all its evil consequences, will continue.

There is another view that I should like
to express, and that is that if smuggling is
stopped or greatly reduced there will be an
increase in illegal home-brewing; and it would
be difficult to say whether that evil would be
greater than the existing one. I think the
inquiry should take this feature into con-
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sideration. I should be glad if the honour-
able leader of the House could see his way
clear to tell me that he will bring this matter
to the attention of the Government and re-
port results to us.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: The honour-
able gentleman’s remarks are very interesting.
I cannot confirm the statement contained in
the newspaper item that he has read, but if
an Order in Council with regard to this
matter is issued in the near future it will, of
course, be duly published in the Gazette and
all parties interested will be able to see it
there.

Hon. Mr.
Gazette.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Yes, the official
Gazette; not the Gazette from which the
item was read. In the meantime may I
assure my honourable friend (Hon. Mr.
Hughes) that his remarks will be brought
to the attention of the Governor in Council
before any such Order in Council is drafted.

HOSPITAL SWEEPSTAKES BILL
REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE

On the Order:

Consideration of the report of the Special
Committee to whom was referred Bill E, an
Act with respect to Hospital Sweepstakes.—
Hon. Mr. Barnard.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: I will not discuss
the Committee’s report at the present time.
I understand the honourable gentleman from
De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique) intends to
move certain amendments, which, I may say,
are acceptable to me.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I would suggest that
this matter be left over until to-morrow,
because the amendments that I intend to
move need further consideration.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: Unfortunately, I
cannot be here to-morrow. If the honour-
able gentleman will leave it until Friday—

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I shall not be here
on Friday.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: Say Tuesday next.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable senators, as I understand the
matter, the Special Committee that has re-
ported upon this Bill has suggested an amend-
ment to the last section. Am I correct?

Hon: Mr. BARNARD: Yes.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
From that I infer that the Committee
approves of all the rest of the Bill. I do not
see any objection to the passage of a motion
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to adopt the Committee’s report, for that
does not finally dispose of the matter. I
am under the impression that the next move
will be to give the Bill third reading.

Hon. Mr. BARNARD: If it will be in
any way a convenience to honourable gentle-
men, and if my honourable friend from De
Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique) will move this
amendment on the motion for third reading,
I am quite satisfied to have the report
adopted to-day.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I think it is better
to adhere to the regular procedure by dealing
with the proposed amendments before the re-
port is adopted.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Does the hon-
ourable gentleman intend to move that the
Bill be sent back to the Committee for
further consideration?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: No, I do not think
that will be necessary. When we are again
considering the Committee’s report I shall
move the amendments.

The Order was discharged, and placed on
the Orders of the Day for Tuesday next.

LEGISLATIVE WORK OF THE SENATE

DEBATE CONCLUDED-—-RESOLUTION
WITHDRAWN

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
adjourned debate on the motion of Hon. Mr.
Lemieux:

Resolved, that in order to expedite the busi-
ness of Parliament, Ministers of the Crown
should be permitted to appear from time to
time before this House for the purpose of
explaining and giving information with respect
to Government legislation.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable senators,
the subject matter of the resolution moved by
the honourable gentleman from Rougemont
(Hon. Mr. Lemieux) has, in one form or
another, been discussed annually in the few
vears that I have been a member of the
Senate. While I am deeply interested in the
various suggestions that have been made dur-
ing this debate, it seems to me there is such a
difference of opinion on the question involved
that it would be very difficult for us to arrive
at any decision that would be beneficial to
this Chamber.

I should not have trespassed at all upon
the time of honourable members in this con-
nection had it not been that recently I had
occasion to look into the history of the two
Houses of Parliament and discovered informa-
tion which I think will be of interest to this
House. I found that the manmer of conduct-
ing parliamentary affairs prior to 1896 was
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decidedly different from what it has been
since. For instance, the first six Governments
after Confederation had a strong Cabinet
representation in this House. It was pro-
portionately as great as in the House of
Commons. To illustrate: the first Govern-
ment after Confederation lasted from 1867
until 1873, under the leadership of Sir John
A Macdonald. During that period of five or
six years the following gentlemen held port-
folios and sat in this Chamber: Hon. A. J.
Blair—later, I think, Sir John Blair; Hon.
J. C. Aiken, Secretary of State; Hon. J. C.
Chapais, Minister of Agriculture; Hon. Ed-
ward Kenny, Receiver General; Hon. Peter
Mitechell, Minister of Fisheries; Hon. Thomas
Nicholson, Minister of Inland Revenue.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: All at the same
{ime?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I am coming to that.
It is quite true that those six gentlemen
were not all members of the Cabinet and
of the Senate at the same time. So far as
I can find from the records, there were at one
time four ministers sitting in this Chamber,
three of them with portfolios and one with-
out portfolio.

Then we come to the second Government,
from 1873 to 1878, under the Hon. Alexander
Mackenzie as Prime Minister. The follow-
ing members of his Cabinet sat in the
Senate: Hon. David Christie, Secretary of
State; Hon. R. W. Scott, without portfolio;
Hon. Luc Letellier, Minister of Agriculture;
Hon. J. E. Cauchon, without portfolio. All
four were not Cabinet ministers at the same
time, but the records indicate that at one
time there were sitting in this House three
of the Cabinet ministers, two of whom had
no portfolios.

From 1878 to 1891 Sir John A. Macdonald
was again Premier, and under his regime
there were no fewer than ten Cabinet minis-
ters who had seats in the Senate. They
were: Hon. Sir Alexander Campbell, Receiver
General; Hon. J. C. Aiken, Secretary of
State; Hon. Frank Smith, without portfolio
at that time; Hon. L. F. R. Mason, Minister
of Militia; Hon. A. W. MecLean, without
portfolio; Hon. D. L. MacPherson, without
portfolio; Hon. Sir John Carling, Postmaster
General; Hon. Sir Mackenzie Bowell, Minis-
ter of Customs; Hon. Sir John J. Abbot,
without portfolio. At one time during  this
eleven-year period there were three ministers
sitting in this Chamber, and at another time
four.

Then there was the Cabinet of Sir John
Abbot, from 1891 to 1892. Sir John Abbot
himself sat in this House as Prime Minister,

Hon. Mr. BLACK.

and the Hon. Frank Smith had a portfolio,
but I am sorry to say that at the moment I
do not know what it was.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: Public Works.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Public Works; I think
that is right. Hon. Sir Mackenzie Bowell was
Minister of Customs and a senator at the
same time.

The Premier at the head of the fifth
ministry, from 1892 to 1894, was Sir John
Thompson. I am of the opinion that three
members of that Cabinet held seats at one
and the same time in this House. Perhaps
some honourable member will be able to
correct me if I am wrong. I have been
unable to find any definite information on the
matter in the records that I have searched.
Those three were the Hon. Frank Smith, Sir
Mackenzie Bowell, and the Hon. A. R.
Angers.

In the sixth Cabinet, from 1894 to 1896,
there sat in this House, representing the Gov-
ernment of the day, Sir Mackenzie Bowell,
Prime Minister, Hon. A. R. Angers, and Hon.
Frank Smith.

So far as I have been able to ascertain,
from the year 1896 down to the present, the
Cavinet has on only one occasion been
adequately represented in this Chamber. That
was, as mentioned by the honourable senator
from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux) yester-
day in his address, in the year 1921, when
we had for a short time three representatives
of the Crown, with or without portfolios,
sitting in this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
were three.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: That is what I said.
I named the senators in the sixth Cabinet,
from 1894 to 1896. Now, in 1921—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1In 1896 there
were three.

Hon. Mr. BLACK:
Hon. A. R. Angers—

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: No; afterwards.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: That is, under Sir
Wilfrid Laurier? Then there were the Hon.
R. W. Scott and the Hon. J. K. Kerr.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: He was not in the
Cabinet. There was Sir Oliver Mowat.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: The records I have
do not give it in that way. If they are in-
correct T am glad to accept the correction,
because it strengthens still more the argu-
ment—if it may be called an argument—
that I wish to make, which, after all, is not

In 1896 there

The seventh Cabinet?
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to support the proposal made by my honour-
able friend (Hon. Mr. Lemieux), but to
strengthen the suggestion that we might have
better Cabinet representation in  this
Chamber. »

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM:
representation, but more of it.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Yes. After ‘all, I
think that all of us, before coming to this
Chamber, were supporters of one political
party or another. I agree that after we come
here our minds become mellow, our ideas
broaden, and our sensibilities perhaps are
blunted.- At all events, we in this Chamber
are not as strongly partisan as we were be-
fore coming here. Nevertheless, we still owe
and maintain our party allegiance, and I
ask: could we not, since 1896, have exercised
some influence with the Government of the
day whereby adequate Cabinet representation
should be given to this Chamber?

Now I want to go back a little farther and
give you another impression that I have
gained from perusing the records. It seems
to me that in the earlier days a great many
more measures, both Government and private
bills, were initiated in this Chamber than
have been initiated here since I have become
a member of this body. If you look back to
the time of the first three Cabinets you will
find that a very substantial proportion of the
legislation of the day was introduced in
this Chamber, and that Cabinet ministers
introduced their bills as they now intro-
duce them in the House of Commons.
Whether or not that led to the short-
ening of the session is, in my opinion,
open to doubt. The records lead me to be-
lieve that when measures initiated in the
Senate came up for consideration in another
place they were discussed at just as great
length as if they had not already been dealt
with in this Chamber. It does appear to me,
however, and it must appear to every member
of the Senate, that it would be a great ad-
vantage to have many bills originate in this
House, a more mature body than the Com-
mons, and to have such bills considered in a
much more equable manner than they can
be in an elective Chamber.

We criticize the members of the House of
Commons because they spend three, four or
perhaps five weeks in the discussion of what,
after all, is a purely academic matter, if any-
thing discussed in Parliament is academie,
namely, the Speech from the Throne. All
the Speeches from the Throne that I have
ever read were as fine a sort of camouflage
as I have ever seen. The apparent intention
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Not better

of the Speech was to say nothing in many
words. But the members of the other Chamber
feel that they owe it as a duty to their con-
stituents to rise and give their opinions on
various subjects, and so long as democratic
institutions exist that sort of thing is bound
to continue. I do not attach any blame to the
members in that regard. I think we should all
do the same, and many of us have done it,
in an elective Chamber.

If the Senate has been slighted in the matter
of ministerial representation, the Governments
or the parties are to blame, and if we cannot
bring enough influence to bear on the parties
that we have supported in the past, at all
events, and are supposed to support now, we
cannot expect any redress along this line.

Personally I have no objection whatever
to Ministers of the Crown coming into this
Chamber and explaining their measures. In
many cases I should be very glad indeed to
have them do so. I think it was the right
honourable gentleman from Eganville (Right
Hon. Mr. Graham) who yesterday admitted
his own sins, saying that when he occupied
an important position in another Chamber
he refused to be induced or coerced to come
here. We may have had the right to send
the Sergeant-at-Arms after him, but I am
afraid that he would have had an armful,
and I doubt very much that he would have
been able to bring the right honourable
gentleman here.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: You would
have had to get a new Sergeant-at-Arms.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: If that is the position
that ministers in another House are going
to take, what are we to do about it? I do
not think we should place ourselves in the
position of begging ministers to come here.
If they wish to come, let us extend to them
the courtesies of the Chamber. If they re-
fuse, they miss the opportunity of address-
ing a very honourable body, and it is their
loss.

There is another suggestion that I have to
make. Looking across the floor, I see Privy
Councillors to whom I give credit for having
the ability to fill any breach or meet any
emergency. Then I look along this side of
the House and see everywhere men -who
could very well represent the Government
in this House, and who, if ministers from the
other House did not come over here to
present important measures, might well be
appointed deputies, if you like, to represent
the various important ministers and explain
the measures coming before us. They could
act in the Senate as the representatives of
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the ministers in the other House, and, having
studied the subject to be discussed here,
could give us a great deal of information
such as we do not now receive. I am quite
in accord with anything that would have
the effect of giving us more information than
we are now getting.

As to the criticisms that have continually
been made concerning the adjournments of
this House and the attitude of the members,
I have only this to say. I have a very high
regard for the press of this country, and I
think it reports very fairly not only parlia-
mentary proceedings, but the news of the
country. I think few countries are blessed
with as accurate a press as we have in Canada.
It is true that mistakes are made; it is also
true that because we are not an elective body,
and because some of our friends of the press
become sometimes a little humorous, they
make us the butt of their humour. If that
pleases them, however, I am perfectly willing
so far as I am concerned, that they should
be pleased, and if there is anything to laugh
about, I am perfectly willing to laugh with
them. I do not think that affects any of the
members of this House.

As to adjournments, I for one, ever since
coming to this House, have been ready and
willing—as I hope I shall always be—to stay
here when there was anything to be done;
and I think that every member of this Cham-
ber takes the same attitude. But if there is
no work for us here, whose fault is that?
It is not ours. And I maintain that we are
of more benefit to ourselves, to the provinces
that we represent, and to Canada, when we
are at home attending to our own affairs than
when we are sitting here twiddling our thumbs
because we have nothing else to do. I do not
think there is any measure of discredit to be
cast on this House because it does not sit
when there is no work to be done. We always
have done the work that has come to us, and
while 1 do not believe in our patting ourselves
on the back, I would say, from my own ob-
servation, that the work that has come to the
Senate in the past has always been well done.
I think that is the consensus of opinion in
both Chambers and outside. I think it is a
mistake for us to sit when there is no work
to do. To read in Hansard that the Senate
sat at 3 o’clock and adjourned at 3.15 simply
makes us ridiculous. Those who have to stay
in Ottawa may do so, but men who are worthy
of sitting in this Chamber are certainly useful
citizens of the country, and if there is none
of the country’s business to be done here
they can be doing it-elsewhere. Therefore I

Hon. Mr. BLACK.

have not very much sympathy with the idea
of remaining here when we have really no
business to discuss.

That, honourable members, is about all that
I have to say. I thought that possibly a
memorandum as to the representation in this
Chamber in earlier days might be of some
interest to those who did not know or had
forgotten it. It was only by accident that I
became aware of it. I would suggest to the
two honourable gentlemen immediately to my
left, worthy representatives of the Govern-
ment in this House, that they use their in-
fluence to see that the present Government
accords greater representation to this House.
I have no doubt that with their abilities and
powers of persuasion they can effect some
improvement.

Meantime I have no doubt that the country
generally regards this body with favour.
The idea that the Senate is unpopular has
not come my way, at all events. We shall
always be criticized. We always have been.
Any legislative body, elective or otherwise,
is bound to be ecriticized. But it is a very
fortunate thing for Canada that we have one
Chamber that is not elected. I consider that
a nominative Senate is just as important
as a nominative judiciary, and I think an
elective Senate would be a greater misfortune
to Canada than an elective judiciary. We
have an illustration in the situation across
the border. Without making any invidious
comparisons I may say that the subversion
of justice across the border is in many cases
solely due to the fact that the bench there
is elective and not nominative. A change
from a nominative to an elective Senate
would bring about just the same condition that
prevails in the Commons. To begin with,
we should talk two or three weeks on the
Speech from the Throne, because we should
have to go to our constituencies; and we
should discuss endlessly every little amend-
ment that we thought might affect our con-
stituency or our interests in it. The safe-
guard of the ‘constitution is the Canadian
Senate. May it always remain practically
as it is to-day, nominative and not elective.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: Honourable
members, it is not my intention to labour
this question. It seems to me that the whole
ground has been pretty well covered, and
while I do not think that I can add very
much to what has been said, I want to point
out one aspect of the question which has
been referred to but once. I take it that
it is assumed—it was by the honourable gen-
tlemen who spoke—that we must amend our
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rules in order to enable a Minister of the
Crown to come to us with his measures. I
do not think that is at all necessary; and
even if we did amend the rules we should
still have to persuade the members of the
Cabinet to come here. So I do not think
we should consider this matter at all with a
view to the amendment of the rules, and if
that is regarded as an objection to the pro-
posal advanced by the honourable gentle-
man from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux)
I think it must disappear.

Judging from the discussion that has taken
place, I take it that nearly everybody here
would welcome the presence of any Cabinet
Minister for the purpose of explaining his
measures to us, and I do not know why we
do not put the question to the test. Soon,
perhaps within a very few days, the Secretary
of State, who has charge of the Bill amend-
ing the copyright law—a very important
matter and one which I think might very
properly have been introduced in this House
—will be bringing in his Bill. I think that
the Senate, to be logical, ought on this
occasion to put to the test the very proposal
that we have been discussing.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: By what pro-
cedure?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Let us see whether
there is any disposition on the part of any
of the members of the Government to come
to us to explain their measures.

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH: By what pro-
cedure?*

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am coming io
that. I would suggest that the leader of the
Government in this House invite the Hon.
Mr. Cahan, Secretary of State, to come to
us with his Bill when it is passed by the
House of Commons, and explain it; and I
would urge that the invitation be extended
as soon as possible. We should then know
whether there is any disposition on the part
of Cabinet ministers to come here and ex-
plain their bills. We may then be in a posi-
tion to do something more definite, or at
all events we should be better able to judge
whether it is advisable to press the resolution
which has been moved here, or to drop it for
good.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: What au-
thority would he have to address the House
without an amendment of the rules?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If this House in-
vites him to speak, surely that is sufficient
authority.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No further au-
thority would be needed.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: With respect to
the value of the work done in the Senate as
compared with that of the House of Com-
mons, I should like the honourable member
to consider the effect of our admitting that
the Senate could deal more efficiently with
a bill after we had received explanations
from a Cabinet minister who has a seat in
another Chamber. There are at present
plenty of means of obtaining the information
desired.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am not think-
ing so much of our getting a better under-
standing of Government bills, I do not take
that to be the object that the honourable
member from Rougemont (Hon. Mr.
Lemieux) had in mind. At any rate, what I
am more interested in is the expediting of
legislation. We are able to understand any
bills here without the assistance of members
of another Chamber. What is desired, as
I understand, is some means of shortening
the session. I think all honourable members
have that in mind, and if we can achieve
that purpose in the way that has been sug-
gested, so much the better. The point is, can
we shorten the sessions by carrying out the
suggestion of the honourable member from
Rougemont? But I am not greatly impressed
with the thought that if this suggestion were
put into effect we could do our work better.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable senators, we have had a very
pleasant and, I think, instructive discussion.
I rise to suggest that something should be
done so that the discussion may be fruitful of
results. From the time that I have taken an
interest in public affairs I have been in
favour of a Senate that is mainly nominative,
but I have sometimes thought that provision
might be made for the selection, by the
Government or some other authority, of men
who have not been participants in party
conflict, but are noted for their educational,
business or professional achievements. My
experience has led me to believe that the
Senate should be mainly or wholly nominative.
The temptation for a Government to appoint
to the Senate men who have been supporters
of that Government and given it good service
is naturally very strong and is commonly
yielded to. Because of this fact, perhaps in
some instances nominations have been made
which were not quite so advantageous to the
Senate as some that might have been made
had the conditions been different. But to
have an elective Senate, composed of mem-
bers who would go to the same constituencies
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as the members of the other House, or even
to different constituencies, would, I think,
introduce conditions which would not be
favourable to the best work being done by
this Chamber.

I have always been of the opinion that,
whatever Government is in power, a certain
number of Cabinet ministers should have seats
in the Senate. There is a wide diversity in
the portfolios of our country. Some are said
to be of a class which necessitates that the
ministers concerned should be members of
the other House; but it could be taken as a
rule that at least two of the seventeen or
eighteen departmental portfolios should be
held by senators. The method of having in-
formation brought by tunnel into the Senate
by a member who is not in the Cabinet and
has no portfolio has worked fairly well, but
not well enough. The time when information
on any topic is wanted and can be put to the
best advantage is when the topic is being con-
sidered. Let us take for example the period
during which my honourable friend opposite
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) was Government
leader in this House. He was a member of the
Cabinet without portfolio, and when we
wanted information with reference to any
department of the Government it had to come
through him. We were, let us say, discussing
some affair of state, a public bill or a matter
of administration, and after various opinions
were expressed it became necessary to get
certain facts. At that stage perhaps I would
rise and ask my honourable friend for the in-
formation, but he would quite properly say,
“I have not a portfolio, and therefore all I
can do is to promise to make inquiry and to
bring the results of that inquiry to this House
later.” That immediately threw a wet blanket
over the whole discussion. Had an answer
to the question been available at the time, it
would have been of very great advantage, but
the House would probably not receive the
information for two, three, five or even ten
days afterwards. When the information was
obtained it would frequently be found inade-
quate, and in the meantime most of the in-
terest in the discussion had been lost. After
a few experiences of that kind, sometimes
made worse by adjournments, one felt it futile
to press the matter further. Now, I think
that for the sake of the honour, the strength
and the self-respect of the Senate, there ought
to be at least two Cabinet ministers, with
portfolios, permanently in this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I believe the policy of having two ministers
here would be of very great advantage to us.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

Many suggestions have been made by hon-
curable members who have taken part in this
debate. Is the matter to rest here? Is nothing
more to come of it? Or shall we carry the
thing further and see whether a workable
plan cannot be arranged? Ilere we have
ninety-six members, all more or less ex-
perienced in public affairs, and many standing
high in the business or professional world.
Some of our members are intimately con-
cerned with the management of great in-
dustries. Is our combined experience not
worth something? Surely it is. Yet is it
not a fact that most of that experience is not
made use of in the Senate? Now, I should
like to know if it is not possible for us to
devise some means whereby this ripe ex-
perience represented here shall be utilized
more extensively than it is. The administra-
tion of government has not been brought to
a state of perfection; there is no mould or
pattern which we are bound to follow. I take
it that it is a question whether or not past
and present parliamentary usages are not be-
coming a little stale—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
—and a matter of some dissatisfaction to the
country. In other words, it is a question
whether governmental and political adminis-
trative methods are not likely to be greatly
varied by new conditions. The members of
this body are brought here from all parts of
Canada, are free from party bias and stand
ready, willing and able to project themselves
into the public service of this country. Then
why is all this ripe and mellow experisnce
that we have here not being availed of to the
extent that it might be?  In the future, I be-
lieve, the tendency will be away from the
making of laws on academic and theoretical
grounds, and in legislative matters there will
be more and more use for research, supported
by skill and experience. Herein I think that
the Senate has now, and in the future will
increasingly have, scope for the exercise of
its abilities.

Now, after all the talk that we have heard
on this resolution, why should we not examine
the matter a little further? A new Govern-
ment is in office, and I feel sure that it has
some new ideas with regard to administrative
affairs. Should we not ascertain what the
opinions of the new Government are in this
respect? My suggestion is that we should,
i possible, have a joint committee of both
Houses to consider and frankly discuss what
can be done towards bringing about a more
intimate relationship between the two Houses,
for the common good. I feel sure that through
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the interposition of the Government the other
House would name some of its members to
act on a joint committee with a few members
of the Senate. The one great end towards
which we press is the wise development of this
great heritage which God has given us and
for which we are respomsible. I think it is
possible to carry out the suggestion I have
just made. Honourable senators, we are—
what shall T say?—

Hon. Mr. TANNER: We are here.

Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: We in
this House are in danger of becoming fossilized
by inaction. I am one of those who have
pinned bouquets upon our breasts in recogni-
tion of the fact that legislation has been
handled wisely and well in the Senate. Un-
doubtedly we are entitled to those bouquets,
but it is a question whether we have handled
all the legislation that we could. Suppose,
for the sake of argument, that one-tenth of
a certain class of legislation is initiated in
this Chamber. We have not by any means
absorbed all our energies in that, and it is
possible that we could have attended equally
well to two-tenths or five-tenths of the legis-
lation. The more duties we perform in this
connection the wider our influence will be.

I do not know whether I have made a
preachment or proclaimed an absurdity. Like
my right honourable friend who sits opposite
me (Right Hon. Mr. Graham), I look back
upon a long course in the other Chamber,
during which I gave many hours of hard work
to the administration of offices that I held
and to the promulgation and defence in the
House of the measures that at the time
seemed best. As I look back I feel bound to
confess that, to the advantage of the country,
I could probably have done all that I did
without consuming so much of the time of the
House, and with less activity in the combative
sphere. We are all inclined to say: “Yes,
they are doing too much talking in the other
House. They spend two, three or four weeks
on academic reviews of rural or city fights,
and past combats, and they do not accom-
plish much in the way of giving an impulse
to real progress and prosperity in the coun-
try.” We have all sinned in some way, buf
now we honestly feel and act a little differ-
ently. I am sure that honourable members
of this House agree that they could do much
more than they are now doing, and that if
there were fewer long adjournments they
could contribute more to the public weal
than they are now giving. Why not, then,
try to discover the possibilities? We have two
svmpathetic gentlemen here to my left (Hon.
Mr. Willoughby and Hon. Mr. Robertson),

both of whom have influence in the other
House. The honourable the Minister of
Labour has a great influence. The opinion he
has expressed here indicates his sympathy
towards anything that would help to streng-
then and increase the work that we do. But
this practice of taking simply the modicum
of legislation that is presented to us, dealing
with it well, but quickly, and then going away
to our homes and private businesses, rather
tends to dampen our ardour and lessen the
impulse towards further and greater exertion.

Now, I have in a very halting way thrown
out some suggestions. Why not explore the
ground? It would be of the greatest possible
interest to members of the Senate to have the
honourable the Secretary of State, for instance,
stand here in our midst and give us a complete
exposition of the Copyright Bill—to take one
example that has been mentioned. Speaking
for myself—and I think there are many others
who are in the same position—I should be
gratified to see, and greatly helped by listen-
ing to, a Minister from the other Chamber
making such an exposition as that; and I
believe in my heart that the Minister would
feel it an honour to have the privilege of
doing so, and would get a fresh impulse from
coming to a Chamber like this, for, whilst
imparting wisdom, he wopld, as every speaker
does, draw wisdom and strength from the men
to whom he speaks.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable members,
I join in the suggestion of the right honourable
member who has just taken his seat, that this
important question should be dealt with by a
joint committee of both Houses rather than
that the long discussion that has taken place
should have no result. I hope that the leader
of the Government in this House (Hon. Mr.
Willoughby) will consult with the Prime Min-
ister and try to secure his assent to the ap-
pointment of a joint committee of both Houses
to discuss the question and try to find a solu-
tion.

Hon. J. BUREAU: Honourable members,
as I read the resolution on the Order Paper,
it is intended to find ways of expediting
business; and one of the ways suggested in
the resolution is to allow Ministers of the
Crown to come to the floor of the Senate and
discuss or explain their legislation. If legisla-
tion is initiated in the House of Commons we
have ample opportunity, by reading Hansard,
to learn all about it—to obtain all the details
and explanations that we want—because the
members of that House are, I think, more
inquisitive than we are.
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After listening to the speeches, and coming
to the conclusion that we are unanimous in
regarding the Senate as a revising body, it
seems to me that it would be contravening
the rules to initiate Government legislation
here. My honourable friend to my right (Hon.
Sir Allen Aylesworth) has called my attention
to the fact that it was intended by the con-
stitution that the Senate should be a revising
body. It was meant to be composed of men
of a certain age, men whose political passions
were mellowed, as has just been said by the
right honourable the junior member for
Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster).
The constitution provides that anyone
appointed to the Senate must be at least
thirty years of age, and that, once appointed,
he remains a senator for life; and it is my
experience that we do not grow any younger
by sitting here. Some may say that we are
given a new lease of life, but as the years
pass age overtakes us. If we initiate legis-
lation in this Chamber, we are not allowing
the Senate to play the role that it was in-
tended to play, but are making the House of
Commons—which is composed of young and
aggressive men upholding particular interests,
believing them to be the interests of the coun-
try—a revising body to review the work that
we have done. Has, that aspect of the ques-
tion been taken into consideration?

As to the coming here of Ministers of the
Crown, I for one should be delighted to listen
at any time to any or every Minister of the
Crown explaining his legislation on the floor
of the Senate; but all of us, especially those
who have sat in the other House, know that
a Minister of the Crown very seldom brings
legislation before the House without having
seated by his side the Deputy Minister, or an
accountant, or an engineer, who furnishes him
with details which enable him to answer the
questions that may be put to him. A similar
privilege is recognized in this House. I re-
member very well that when the legislation
concerning a certain departraent was before
the Senate the officers of that department
were allowed to sit alongside the honourable
gentleman who represented the Government,
in order to give him the necessary informa-
tion and expedite matters.

What have we to complain about? We
never have delayed legislation; we have never
been accused of passing legislation hastily.
Though I have not been in this House as
long as some honourable gentlemen, I have
been struck by the fact that the committees
of the Senate are attended by a greater
number of members than are the committees
on the other side of Parliament; and, speak-

Hon. Mr. BUREAU.

ing from an experience of thirty years, I
am of opinion that most of the detail work
is done in the committees. It is there that
questions are asked. In the House we carry
on academic discussions, we give bills second
readings, and discuss the principle, but when
we want to know whether we should accept
or reject a bill we send it to committee.
Why is that done? It is in order that we
may obtain all the detailed information that
is necessary for the purpose of forming an
opinion and making a pronouncement upon
the bill.

I think the honourable member from Pictou
(Hon Mr. Tanner) struck the right note yes-
terday. What is the object of raising this
question here? Is it to discuss the prerog-
atives and powers of the Senate? That has
already been done. A committee appointed
for that purpose secured the opinions of
eminent legal lights on the question, and that
committee made a report. So we should be
pretty well posted. We are told also, by an
honourable gentleman on the other side (Hon.
Mr. McLennan), that in 1919 a committee
was appointed to inquire into the machinery
of government, and that a report was made
at that time. If any senator on perusing the
statutes finds anything that should be amended
and has any suggestion to make, let him make
it. Naturally I have no objection, as I have
already said, to listening to a Minister of the
Crown explaining any bill in the Senate;
but what I want to know is how we are going
to expedite business by having a Minister
come here to explain his bill and do some
talking. If you bring a Minister here he will
repeat what he has already said in the House
of Commons when he was called upon there
to explain his bill.

I always admire my right honourable friend
from Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) when he is in a reminiscent mcod
and goes back to the days when he was more
fiery than he is to-day. In the days of youth
we were all filled with a more exuberant spirit
and a desire to go out and fight the world.
We do not want that spirit to be renewed
here. If any communication or explanation is
to be given to the House, and it is not given
by a senator, we may find that we are not as
mellow as we think. If we were to see a
Minister of the Crown on the floor of the
Senate, the sleeping political partisan might
awake, and in putting our questions to the
Minister we might undertake to teach him
something. That is only human. All our
arguments must be made from a human
standpoint as well as from a business stand-
point. If the presence of a Minister is going
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to expedite matters, for goodness sake let us
know how. Nobody has yet shown that it
would. On the other hand, if we adopt the
practice of initiating legislation in this House
and letting the other House revise it, we may
be sorry for it some day. That that was
the fear of my honourable friend the leader
of this House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) was
apparent when he suggested to my neighbour
(Hon. Mr. Lemieux) that there was no mistake
about the Senate being a revising body.

My main purpose in rising was to ask how
business is going to be expedited by Min-
isters who are not members of the Senate
being permitted to address us. If anybody
can enlighten me, I am willing to say: “Let
them come.” Otherwise I cannot see but
that we should be wasting not only our time
but theirs in having them repeat what ‘hey
had already said in another place, all of which
could be read in Hansard.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Is it your
pleasure, honourable members, to adopt the
motion?

Some Hon. SENATORS: No!

Hon. R. DANDURAND: 1 am perhaps
late, and surely out of order; but as we have
been discussing this matter for some time,
and as my honourable friend from La Ralle
(Hon. Mr. Bureau) has put a question, per-
haps it is as well that we should speak our
minds freely and fully. As to the question
whether we can expedite the business of Par-
liament by allowing Ministers from the other
Chamber to come here, I suggest that it can
be approached from only one angle.© The
House of Commons takes two or three weeks
to discuss the Address, two or three weeks
to deal with the Budget, several weeks to
vote supply—all matters that do not concern
this Chamber. During all that time the
Commons cannot deal with anything else. If
in those periods, amounting in all to perhaps
two months, Ministers could appear in this
Chamber and place before it the other
important legislation of the session, that legis-
lation could be thoroughly scrutinized here in
our standing committees or in Committee of
the Whole and then sent back to the House
of Commons. Would such procedure not
shorten the discussions in the House of
Commons? That is the question that I put.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Do I understand that
the honourable gentleman suggests that these
measures should be dealt with in this House
before being introduced in the House of
Commons?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

Lost!

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Only a certain class of
legislation could be dealt with here.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Well, of course,
money bills could not be introduced here. But
it seems to me that the House of Commons
would not find it necessary to spend as much
time as it now does on important measures
of other kinds if they were dealt with in the
Senate first.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: There is nothing to
prevent the doing of that now; there are no
rules against it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: It can be done to-day,
or any day.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes. But is it
advisable to invite Cabinet ministers to come
to this Chamber and present their legislation?
And the question has been asked: if ministers
did appear here, what advantage would result?
Would the sessions become shorter? Would
business be expedited? I suggest that business
might be expedited if more bills were passed
through the Senate first and, as a result, the
other House spent less time on them than it
would if those bills had originated there. My
honourable friend from Rougemont (Hon. Mr.
Lemieux) was Speaker of the House of Com-
mons for some eight years, and I think that
he will bear me out when I say that on many
occasions the members of that House have
been so satisfied with the work done by the
Senate on certain bills that they have passed
them with little or no discussion, As an
instance, we gave a great deal of care to a
Bill that made a number of amendments to
the Bankruptey Act, and when that Bill was
sent over to the other House it was approved
there without delay.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: Honourable senators, I
fail to see how we could possibly expedite
the business of Parliament by following the
course suggested in the resolution. It is true
that we might obtain valuable information
from Ministers of the Crown with respect to
bills that they are sponsoring, but the bills,
after their passage through this House, would
have to be sent to the House of Commons
and go through the usual course. As I listened
to the discussion it seemed to me that the
resolution was wrongly worded. If the honour-
able member from Rougemont (Hon. Mr.
Lemieux) had drafted a memorial asking the
House of Commons to put its legislation
through more quickly so that we might have
more time for considering it, or if the resolu-
tion had been to the effect that certain types
of legislation should be initiated in this
House, the discussion might have had a more
practical outcome.
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Hon. Mr. CURRY: Before the motion is
put I should like very much to hear from
the honourable leader on this side (Hon.
Mr. Willoughby), and also from the Minister
of Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson).

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They have

" given their opinions.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: They both
spoke yesterday.

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable sena-
tors, T desire to make but a few remarks be-
fore the discussion is concluded. There is a
very important committee of the other House,
known as the Public Accounts Committee,
which goes over the Auditor General’s report
of the preceding year. As honourable mem-
bers who have attended that committee
know, the discussion at times is rather acri-
monious. Could a committee of this House
perform that work well? There is in the
minds of the people sometimes a doubt as to
the actual amount of the public debt. Would
a finding of a committee of this House on a
matter of that kind give useful information
to the country? There are so many com-
mittees of the other House that the mem-
bers there often find it difficult to attend
them all, and occasionally perhaps the work
is not so well done as otherwise it might be.
Now, could some of that committee work be
apportioned between the two Houses? At
the present time committees of the Senate
deal with bills that have passed the other
House or have been initiated here, but as
far as I know none of our committees deal
with matters like those handled in the Public
Accounts Committee. In the other House
there is a surplus of work and here there is
a shortage. Could we not, to the advantage
of the country at large, assume a larger share
of the burden?

Hon. C. MacARTHUR: Before the
honourable the leader of the Government in
this House (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) and the
honourable the Minister of Labour (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) speak, as they have been re-
quested to do by the honourable gentleman
from Ambherst (Hon. Mr. Curry)—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They have
already spoken.

Hon. Mr. MacARTHUR: Before the dis-
cussion closes I should like to make a few
observations that I think are relevant. The
suggestion has been made that under-see-
retaries might be appointed to represent the
Government departments in this Chamber,
but my opinion is that the system we now
have is preferable. Each department has a

Hon. Mr. GILLIS-

deputy minister who is supposed to be, and
I believe 1is, non-political in his attitude.
These deputies are familiar with the details
of their respective departments and are of
great assistance to their ministers; in fact,
the ministers rely upon them. We have had
deputy ministers in this House assisting the
Government leader at various times, and, as
all honourable members know, it is a common
thing' for a minister in the other House to
have his deputy sitting beside him when
matters concerning his own department are
under consideration. If we had ministers
appearing here to explain their legislation we
should be in danger of considering matters
from a partisan point of view.

To appoint senators as ministers with port-
folios is, it seems to me, to discriminate, for
a minister who has a seat in the other House
is obliged to go to his constituents for elec-
tion, whereas a senator is not put to that
trouble. Furthermore, I think it is generally
considered in the other House that the port-
folios should be held by members of the
elective body because, for one reason, appoint-
ment to the Cabinet is looked upon as a
promotion and as one means of rewarding the
faithful service of some who have fought in
the ranks. I am not saying that I agree with
sentiments of that kind; I am merely
expressing what I think is the fact.

We should never forget that the people of
Canada look upon the Senate as a judicial
rather than an initiating body. Throughout
the country it is generally felt that the mem-
bers of this House have dispensed with their
former political sympathies and deal with
every piece of legislation impartially on its
merits. As the honourable member for West-
moreland (Hon. Mr. Black) remarked, all
legislative bodies are open to ecriticism. On
the whole, though, the Senate is well regarded.
What would be the situation if we had two
or three Cabinet ministers sitting in this
Chamber? Of necessity we should be urged,
more strongly than we now are, to put through
legislation for the Government of the day.
The ministers would naturally attend Couneil
meetings, where the whole policy of the
Government is discussed, and ways and
means for putting through Government legis-
lation are considered. Consequently we might
find considerable pressure being exerted here.
We do not want that kind of pressure, and
therefore we should be careful before we open
the door to what perhaps may be called, not
an innovation, but a custom that prevailed
prior to 1900. The system in the Senate is
not perfect, but I do not see how it can be
very greatly improved unless we get more
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legislation, and then we shall run up against
the difficulty mentioned by the honourable
member from La Salle (Hon. Mr. Bureau).
I submit that if we reverted to the practice
of having in this Chamber more Cabinet
ministers with portfolios, we should not be
in a position to consider legislation in the
impartial way that we do at present.

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY: I desire first
to. make a brief statement in reference to
the remarks of the honourable member for
La Salle (Hon. Mr. Bureau). It always should
be borne in mind that this House acts as a
revising body, and I think we ought not ¢co
attempt to make any change in that respect.
Inasmuch as we are a revising body, we can-
not very well be to the same extent an
originating body. But it seems to me that
more of one class of legislation might be
initiated in this House: I refer to private bills.
I can well imagine that members of the other
House, particularly junior members, may be
eager to introduce private legislation that is
popular with their constituents, and that they
are desirous of getting all the kudos that
may result from the passage of their bills,
but I do not know why all private bills could
not originate in the Senate. It would need
only a slight revision of our rules to make
this possible. Members of the other House
who are interested could appear before our
committees and give all the information at
their disposal, with a view to assisting in the
passage of the measures. Honourable mem-
bers who, unlike myself, have had the privilege
of sitting in the other House know that a
considerable amount of time is spent on some
private bills there. If we initiated all such
legislation here wa should not be abdicating
our important position as a reévising body.
It might be said that the time of ministers
would not be saved by a change of this kind,
since they are not interested in most of the
private legislation; but the fact is that they
do have to give some attention to it and
are constantly being importuned to support
or oppose some of these bills. I think that
if all private bills originated in the Senate
and the interested members of the Commons
appeared before our committees, the measures
would be so thoroughly dealt with that the
other House would need to spend very little
time on them. ;

I am not going to attempt to add any
general remarks to those I made yesterday
on the subject-matter of this resolution. The
whole question has been considered and pre-
sented to the House more fully than at any
other time since I have been a member. Until
the matter is definitely settled one way or

the other it will, no doubt, be a subject of
discussion.’ I desire to say that I shall carry
out what I feel is my duty as leader of
the House, in association with the honourable
gentleman to my right (Hon. Mr. Robertson),
who is a member of the Cabinet, to bring
to the attention of the leader of the Govern-
ment and others in authority the representa-
tions that have been made here. My hon-
ourable friend to my right will deal with
the matter himself. I cannot state what the
result will be, but at any rate we shall carry
out the implied mandate of this House in that
respect.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: May I ask my
honourable friend if he will go the logical
step further and accept the suggestion which I
humbly made to him, to test the matter out
by requesting the Hon. Mr. Cahan to come
to this House and explain the Copyright
Bill?

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Replying to
my honourable friend from Ottawa (Hon. Mr.
Belcourt), I think it would be unbecoming
for the Senate to invite a Cabinet minister
from another place to appear here and address
this House unless we had first consulted with
the particular minister and the Government
itself in the matter.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is exactly
what I am suggesting.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The suggestion
made by my honourable friend last night, I
thought, was rather to this effect: “Let us
invite them, and if they do not want to come
that is their misfortune and ours.”

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No, I did not say
that.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I hardly think
we should adopt that method of approach.
Perhaps in the remarks that I made last night
I intimated that I should not be averse to
such procedure, but I feel that whatever is
done should be the result, not of the separate
action of either House, but of co-operation by
the two Houses after inquiry has been made
of the Government and the minister con-
cerned, as to whether an invitation would be
acceptable.

If T may go a step further, I would say this.
I take it that this House consents to the
question being brought to the attention of
the Prime Minister and his colleagues. If
that is so, I shall be glad to bring it to their
attention, and perhaps at an early date I shall
be able to give the Senate an idea as to how
the Government views the proposal that for
the purpose of closer co-operation and in
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order to expedite the business of Parliament,
the members of this House should be given
an opportunity to ask questions, and receive
answers thereto, concerning legislative or
administrative matters coming within the
jurisdiction of any Minister. I think, how-
ever, that before we actually play our card,
and rather than have somebody trump it, we
ought to know how the Ministers would re-
gard such a move. If it is agreeable to the
House I shall be glad to bring to the atten-
tion of the Prime Minister the discussion that
has taken place, and to give him my con-
ception of the views and desires of the hon-
ourable member who introduced this motion.
I think that the more or less academic dis-
cussions of departmental matters and the
cross-firing of question and answer that some-
times occurs in another place might not be
desirable or wise here. I feel confident, how-
ever, that if a Cabinet Minister in the other
House received a courteous request to come
to the Senate and give it information, he
would accede to it. I speak perhaps without
knowledge. In view of the statement of my
right honourable friend from Eganville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham) that he might ob-
ject if he were in the Government, I may be
pardoned for saying that maybe it is not un-
fortunate that he is not a member of the
Government at the present time. I will see
that the matter is brought to the attention
of the Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would draw
my honourable friend’s attention to the notice
of motion I gave in 1922, which had in view
the safeguarding of the Minister’s freedom
of action. It read:

The Minister administering the department
may, with the consent of the Senate, upon the
initiative of the Minister representing the Gov-
ernment, enter the Senate Chamber.

So the matter would rest with the representa-
tive of the Government in this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : I recall distinetly
the time when my honourable friend brought
that proposal to the attention of the House,
and although I was not a member of the
Government at that time, I well remember
that I was quite in favour of the suggestion.

Hon. G. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I have
no intention of making a speech, but I want
to recall an incident that occurred after I
came into this House. There was a feeling
that we should have a minister here. A
deputation of members from this side of the
House waited on the Right Hon. Sir Robert
Borden, represented to him that the Senate
deemed it desirable to have a minister in this
House, and suggested that Sir James Lougheed

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

should be appointed. Sir Robert Borden took
the proposal into consideration, and shortly
afterwards Sir James Lougheed was made a
minister; at first, I think, without portfolio,
and afterwards with portfolio. Now, if we
desire to have in this House ministers with-
out portfolio, as was suggested by the right
honourable member from Eganville (Right
Hon. Mr. Graham)—and that appears to me
to be a real solution of the difficulty—a dep-
utation from the House should wait upon the
Prime Minister, and the results might be as
happy as those that followed the efforts of
the former deputation.

Right Hon. GEORGE P. GRAHAM: Hon-
ourable members, I am out of order, as every-
body is, or has been, but since my honourable
friend the Minister of Labour (Hon. Mr.
Robertson) has apparently singled me out for
attention, let me point out to him that he
never yet has had the experience of being a
Minister of the Crown in the House of Com-
mons. His task, so far as Parliament is con-
cerned, is comparatively, so to speak, a
“feather-bed” task. He can devote nearly
all his time to his Department, whereas a
Minister in the House of Commons has to
attend that House regularly for nearly six
months in the year, and must be ready to
answer such questions, about almost anything,
as may be put to him before the Orders of
the Day—and sometimes the questions are
very irksome. If the Minister, like a Minister
in the United States, or like my honourable
friend, did not have to be present every day
at parliamentary sittings and wundergo all
the attendant worry and turmoil, he would
have plenty of time to come to the Senate
or go anywhere else. However, such is not
the situation.

I think that the further we have gone the
worse muddled we have become. I do not see
any way out except the one that I have sug-
gested, which perhaps would not be popular.
of having in this House three or four ministers
who would take on the burden of explaining
Government measures here. However, I am
of the view, and have been for months, not
being an old senator—although some may
disagree as far as the word “old” is concerned
—that there ought to be the closest possible
co-operation between the two Houses. But it
should be conducted along sane lines. I am
hardly impressed with the idea suggested in
the resolution, though I may be wrong about
that. There is more or less underlying friction
between the two Houses. I think that our
situation would be improved, the country
would be better off, and the people better
satisfied, if some plan could be devised under
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which we should be looked upon as a co-
efficient with the other House in maftters of
legislation as well as in responsibility. Just how
that is to be accomplished is the question. I
think the suggestion made by the honourable
gentleman from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr.
Béique) is not a bad one. But we must not
rush into it. It is something to be considered.
We do not know just what the response might
be. If we were to ask a Minister to come here,
and he were to refuse, the fat would be in the
fire. Government policy as well as ministerial
responsibility would be largely involved. The
members of the Government would probably
come if such action were in accordance with
Government policy.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS:
forcing them.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: Unless the
Prime Minister told them they had to come.
Then probably they would come. I never
operated under a Prime Minister who talked
to me in that way. I usually talked first.

However, it strikes me that this discussion
has reached a point where we need to do some
thinking, rather than take any precipitate
action; and, as the Minister of Labour (Hon.
Mr. Robertson) and the leader of the Govern-
ment (Hon. Mr. Willoughby) say, it is better
first to approach the Government to see how
such a proposal would be received. One sug-
gestion might get a good reception; another
one might not.

I have no right to make any suggestion to
the honourable gentleman from Rougemont
(Hon. Mr. Lemieux), but yesterday he said
that he did not intend to press his resolution
to a vote—that he only wished it to have full
consideration. I think his attitude in that
respect was the right one. If this resolution
were voted down, the door might be for
ever shut against negotiation; if it were to
carry, the Government might reasonably say
we had not followed the proper procedure in
passing such a resolution, and that we should
have negotiated with it first. While the
method suggested in the resolution is not,
I think, the proper one, nevertheless good
will come of this discussion if we only get as
far as bringing to the attention of the Gov-
ernment what has been so clearly established
here, namely, that we are desirous of closer
co-operation between the two Houses of
Parliament. Such being the case, if the
resolution were withdrawn, the Minister of
Labour could discuss the matter with his
colleagues; and in their own good time—for
governments cannot be rushed—we should
receive an answer. Then, I think, everything

There is no way of

would have been accomplished that can be

accomplished through the medium of discus-
sion, and conference might follow.

Hon. R. LEMIEUX: Honourable members,
I wish first of all to thank the Senate for the
attention that it has given to this resolution.
I did not expect it to carry the day the first
time it was presented. I desired only to
propose some remedy for the existing situation.
Let us make no mistake about it, the people
to-day are not as favourably disposed towards
the Senate as they should be, because, rightly
or wrongly, it is represented throughout the
country that the Senate is inactive, and wil-
fully so; which is not the truth. I have
pointed out that the fault lies elsewhere, and
have very modestly presented certain sug-
gestions to remedy the situation. I have
suggested the presence of a larger ministerial
representation in this House; I have suggested
the presence of under-secretaries here; and,
finally, I have suggested free consultation
between the two branches of Parliament
through members of the Cabinet coming from
the Commons to the Senate to explain Gov=-
ernment policies and legislation.

My right honourable friend from Eganville
(Right Hon. Mr. Graham) said a moment ago
that we seemed to muddle more and more as
we discussed this question. That is in accord-
ance with British tradition. In the old days
in England the power of government was
centered in the Star Chamber; then the centre
shifted to the House of Lords, and later to
the House of Commons, so that to-day we
may say that the House of Commons in
England rules the country and that the Prime
Minister of England has more power than His
Majesty the King. The British, as usual, have
muddled through, but finally each branch of
the Government has obtained its share of
work and influence.

We must not imagine insurmountable
obstacles where they really do not exist. A
conference, as suggested by the honourable
senator from De Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Béique),
is quite feasible. The Government would
listen to a proposal from this honourable
Chamber to facilitate and expedite the busi-
ness of Parliament. My honourable friend
from La Salle (Hon. Mr. Bureau) does not
find that what has been proposed- would
expedite business. Well, we have to mark time
for almost a month at the beginning of the
session while the members of the House of
Commons discuss the Address, and we are
again obliged to mark time for probably a
month while they discuss the Budget; so I
say that it is worth while to consider any plan
whereby the Senate might save several weeks
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by taking up in this House legislation that
now has to be left in abeyance in the other
Chamber because the Government is repre-
sented here by only one member, or because
‘it will not consent to legislation being
initiated, promoted and passed in this House.
I claim that when this House had studied the
legislation and passed it through the mill the
House of Commons would be responsive to the
arguments that had been adduced in favour
of it.

I said yesterday, honourable members, that
I did not intend to press my motion. I did
not want to approach the Government with
a club in my hand and ask it to say yes or
no. Therefore I prefaced my resolution with
a pious wish. My right honourable friend
from Eganville (Right Hon. Mr. Graham),
who is an old-time Liberal, a Reformer, says
that if you wish to reform you must begin
at the beginning. I say that if you are con-
tent to leave matters as they are to-day you
will not carry with you the sentiment of the
country. The right honourable gentleman
knows that in his own province, which in the
sld days was the nursery of constitutional and
responsible government in Canada, there is
to-day a large body of public opinion opposed
. to the Senate. The right honourable gentle-
man is a journalist, one of the best and most
enlightened, and he can tell me whether or
not I am right in saying that the press
of his province generally is opposed to this
Chamber. I refer him to the organ of the
late George Brown, the Toronto Globe. The
Toronto Globe at times expresses sorrow that
the Senate is only marking time, and wants
to reform it. I appeal to my right honourable
friend as an old Reformer to follow the
example given by the two members who so
ably represent the Government in this
Chamber. I was agreeably surprised to find
that the honourable the Minister of Labour
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) and the honourable
leader of the Government in this Chamber
(Hon. Mr. Willoughby) heartily supported
the principle of my motion; and I was more
than happy—I was proud—when it was sup-
ported also by the venerable member, the
junior senator from Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir
George E. Foster), with his long experience
in parliamentary life. But the right honour-
able gentleman from Eganville (Right Hon.
Mr. Graham) is right: I said last night that
I would not press this motion to a vote. I
intend to keep my word. I regret to learn,
however, that one of my old leaders is satis-
fied with the present condition.

I want the Senate to be restored to its
original place in the public opinion of this
country. 1 want the Senate to occupy that

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX.

position which it held for many years after
Confederation. My honourable friend from
Westmoreland (Hon. Mr. Black) has shown
how highly the first five or six Governments
of the Dominion regarded this Chamber.
Though, as I said a moment ago, I shall not
press the resolution to a vote, I believe that
public opinion is now in favour of the change
that I have suggested. The wind of democ-
racy is whistling about the walls of Parliament,
and the Senate must so act as to make un-
necessary any drastic move by the people.
I have the greatest respect for and confidence
in this honourable body. I am perfectly satis-
fied with the promise given by the honourable
the leader of this House and his colleague,
the Minister of Labour, that they will convey
to the Government the representations that
have been made in the course of this debate.

My honourable friend from La Salle (Hon.
Mr. Bureau) said a few moments ago that
the Senate is a revising body. Anyone who
reads the British North America Act—as I
did last night, in company with my honour-
able friend from La Salle—will see that our
powers are equal to those of the House of
Commons, except with respect to subsidies
and aids, which may be initiated only in the
other House. The general legislation of this
country may originate in either House. If I
may say so, I think that the absence of
Cabinet ministers from this Chamber indi-
cates a lack of appreciation of the Senate.
We are becoming, in the eyes of the country,
merely a rubber stamp. Well, I for one object
to being considered a rubber stamp. I take
my tasks as a senator seriously. When I
observe in countries like Germany and France
a system that permits ministers to pass from
one House to the other and give explana-
tions on government measures in either House,
I do not see why we cannot have something
along the same line in Canada.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The ministers
in France are not members of either House,
are they?

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Not necessarily.
An Hon. SENATOR: They are elected.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: The members of
the Assemblée Législative are elected by the
people, but the members of the Senate are
elected by the second degree rule of the Con-
seils Généraux for a period of nine years.
Sometimes it happens there, as in the United
States, that Cabinet ministers are not mem-
bers of one House or the other, but they can
appear before both.

I thank honourable members for their kind
attention and for the able expressions of
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‘approval and criticism that have been given
on my resolution in the course of the debate.
I desire especially to thank the Government,
through the leader of this House and the Min-
ister of Labour, for having so willingly
accepted the principle of the resolution.

The resolution was withdrawn.

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, May 28, 1931.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

PRIVATE BILLS
REPORT OF COMMITTEE—THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. BLACK, Chairman of the Stand-
ing Committee on Banking and Commerce,
to whom was referred Bill 27, an Act respect-
ing the Subsidiary High Court of the Ancient
Order of Foresters in the Dominion of Canada,
reported the Bill with one amendment.

The report was concurred in.

Hon. Mr. BLACK, with the leave of the
Senate, moved the third reading of the Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Honourable senators,
I think that the mover should ask for the
unanimous consent of the House for the third
reading of the Bill, since otherwise it cannot
be given a third reading on the same day that
the report is presented.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I moved the third
reading with the leave of the Senate.

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

REPOR™ OF COMMITTEE—THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. BLACK, Chairman of the Stand-
ing Committee on Banking and Commerce,
to whom was referred Bill 13, an Act respect-
ing Grain Insurance and Guarantee Company,
reported the Bill with one amendment.

The report was concurred in.

Hon. Mr. BLACK, with the leave of the
Senate, moved the third reading of the Bill.

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

REPORT OF COMMITTEE—THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. BLACK, Chairman of the Stand-
ing Committee on Banking and Commerce,
to whom was referred Bill H, an Act respect-
ing the Railway Employees Casualty Insur-
ance Company, reported the Bill without
amendment.

The report was concurred in.

Hon. Mr. BLACK, with the leave of the
Senate, moved the third reading of the Bill.

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

DOMINION LANDS ACT AND
DOMINION FOREST RESERVES AND
PARKS ACT

APPROVAL OF ORDERS IN COUNCIL

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY moved the
following resclution :
Resolved, that the following Orders in

Couneil, laid on the Table on the 17th day of
March. 1931, be approved:—

Orders in Council which have been published
in the Canada Gazette between the 7th of
December, 1929. and the 21st January, 1931, in
accordance with the provisions of Section 75
of %he Dominion Lands Act, Chapter 113, R.S.
1927.

Orders in Council which have been published
in the Canada Gazette between the T7th of
December, 1929, and the 30th May, 1930, in
accordance with the provisions of Paragraph c,
Section 21 of the Dominion Forest Reserves
and Parks Act, Chapter 78, R.S. 1927.

He said: Honourable senators, the purpose
of this motion, as it is clearly stated, is simply
to obtain the Senate’s approval of certain
Orders in Council which have been published
in the Canada Gazette, in accordance with
the Dominion Lands Act and the Dominion
Forest Reserves and Parks Act. The Orders
in question have been tabled for some time.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Are these
Orders in Council that must be approved by
the two branches of Parliament?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : Yes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They are sub-
mitted to the House of Commons as well?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY :

The motion was agreed to.

I believe so.

PROCEDURE OF THE SENATE
NON-OBSERVANCE OF RULES

Before the Orders of the Day:

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable members, before the Orders of
the Day are entered upon, I should like to
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make just a remark or two in reference to
the dispatch of business and the information
that ought to be available to every mem-
ber of the Senate who is present at the time.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: A little louder,
please.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
There is a practice that is deprecated by most
speakers, but, nevertheless, seems to persist
in our transaction of business. I notice that
in another place the present Prime Minister
has firmly taken the stand that the business
should be carried on in accordance with the
rules of the House. The leaders on both sides
of this Chamber have again and again sub-
seribed to the same principle in relation to
the Senate, but one is allowing the principle
to be contravened, and the other is raising
no audible protest.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
cogitating much.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
A number of bills have been before the
Banking and Commerce Committee—a very
careful and experienced body: it has dealt
with them all, and the Chairman has brought
in reports upon them. Naturally, when he
has presented a report to this Chamber he
wishes to get the business off his hands as
quickly as possible, in order to be ready
for new business when it comes. That is very
praiseworthy. But a large proportion of the
members of the Senate are not members of
the Committee and consequently are not
familiar with the action that has been
taken. The rules of the House provide
for orderly stages of procedure so that any-
one who is attending to his business may
know what is being done, and cannot com-
plain that legislation has been passed with-
out, his having had an opportunity to compre-
hend it. When my honourable friend brings
in the reports of his Committee, item after
item is read before the Chamber. In one
report the Committee recommends the
passage of a Bill without amendment. That
Bill has already been discussed in the House
and we are quite conversant with its pro-
visions; so there cannot be much objection
to its immediate passage, though it might be
preferable to proceed by regular stages in
every case. As we meet here from day to
day, there is no reason why even a bill that
the Committee has not amended should not
be allowed to stand until the next sitting of
the House. There is practically nothing to
be gained in time or efficiency by our putting
it through immediately. But the situation is
worse when a bill comes from the Committee

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

But I am

with an amendment, I defy any member of
this House who has not been in the Commit-
tee, and consequently does not know what
has been done there, to understand just from
the reading of the report the effect of that
amendment. We must have some respect for
the wisdom of age, and equally for the in-
firmity of age. Omne whose hearing is not
very acule does not always get the sense of
what is read, and when there is an evident
desire on the part of the Chairman of the
Committee to get the measure through, one
very much dislikes to intervene, and so re-
mains in his seat and lets it pass. Would it
not be better to proceed by regular stages
and thus relieve us all of the onus of having
to object?

I may say to honourable members that my
hearing has considerably improved within the
last six days, for I took occasion to say
to His Honour the Speaker: “You have a
good voice, which has been heard on many
a platform in the Province of Quebec and
is capable of reaching the outermost ring of
a large outdoor audience. What is the
reason that you cannot reach the limits of
this ‘Chamber, or speak so that I can hear
you?” Since then I have heard every word
His Honour the Speaker has said—with the
possible exception of the prayers, which I
am able to follow without hearing all the
words. I have noticed also that my hearing
of the Assistant Clerk of the House has im-
proved. When he stands up and reads I hear
every word. I suspect that he has been
prompted by the leader of the House to
raise his voice somewhat. I thank both him
and the Speaker very much for my improved
hearing.

I make these remarks just because I deem
it my duty—I may be censured for perform-
ing it—to ask that in future, unless there is
a case of prime emergency, the regular stages
be followed so that it will be possible for an
aged and inefficient member like myself to
understand exactly what is going on.

Right Hon. Mr. GRAHAM: I would not
venture to say that.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable mem-
bers, I am in accord with all that the right
honourable gentleman (Right Hon. Sir Geo.
E. Foster) has said as to the desirability of
observing our rules of procedure. Last week
the honourable leader of the Senate and I
suggested that the rules should be more closely
followed. As the right honourable gentleman
seems to think that in this instance I share
in the responsibility for allowing the motions
of the Chairman of the Banking and Com-
merce Committee to be immediately adopted,
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I desire to make an explanation. I attended
in the Committee. The bills were insurance
bills, and the one or two small amendments
were adopted at the suggestion of the Super-
intendent of Insurance, although he was not
quite sure that they were absolutely necessary.
In the regular course of procedure the third
readings of these bills would have been de-
ferred until to-morrow. I should have been
inclined to suggest that postponement but
for the fact that I am not quite certain when
we shall have a Supply Bill, Royal Assent,
and an adjournment. I thought the prob-
ability of an adjournment was perhaps the
reason . that actuated the Chairman of the
Banking and Commerce Committee in pro-
ceeding as he did.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: We
shall have to take your excuse.

Hon. Mr. POPE: Since a reference has
been made to His Honour the Speaker, I
want to point out to some of those older
members up there that we juveniles down
here do not hear a solitary thing they say.

Right Hon. GEO. P. GRAHAM: Honour-
able members, there is another angle to
what my right honourable friend has said
about rules of order. If we were sitting con-
stantly we could adhere strictly to the rules
of the House, but sometimes applicants for
legislation are not sure, after their bills are
reported, when they will be read the third
time if the regular procedure is followed, and
they urge that the third reading be given
immediately so that they may not have to
run the risk of being delayed by an adjourn-
ment. The solicitor for a big company that
has some bills to come before the Railway
Committee came to me to-day and ex-
plained that under ordinary circumstances
his clients preferred that the Railway Com-
mittee should not deal with their bills until
next week; “but,” he said, “you may not be
here next week, and if there is to be an
adjournment they may change their minds.”
I think the reason why chairmen of com-
mittees are sometimes urged to move the
third reading as soon as possible is the fear
that the legislation may be delayed by an
adjournment of the Senate.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: In
that case the situation could be explained,
and no reasonable man would object.

ARMISTICE DAY BILL
THIRD READING

Hon. Mr. GRIESBACH moved the third

reading of Bill 8, an Act to amend the
Armistice Day Act.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill

was read the third time, and passed.
22112—12

GOVERNMENT ANNUITIES BILL
SECOND READING

On the Order:

Second Reading of Bill D1, an Act to amend
the Government Annuities Act—Hon. Mr.
Robertson.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members, while this Order is on the Order
Paper, I have just discovered that the Bill
is not on my file, and I am wondering
whether other honourable gentlemen are in
the same predicament. If the House agrees,
I can give a synopsis of what the Bill con-
tains. There is only one slight amendment to
the law as it exists. If honourable members
prefer to have the second reading postponed,
I have no objection to letting the Bill stand
until copies are distributed.

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: Go on.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
When the Bill does come up, I shall have a
question or two to ask in regard to the heavy
advertising expenses involved in the carrying
out of the Act—

Hon. Mr. LOGAN: Louder.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
—and which, to my mind, have been largely
unnecessary.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: Louder.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
The honourable Minister will kindly inquire
into that.

Hon. Mr. MACDONELL: We cannot hear.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: There is no need
to delay on that score. Since January last
there has not been a dollar spent for adver-
tising in connection with annuities.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
But I did not limit my remarks to January
last. I have no objection at all to our going
on with the Bill now.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Has the hon-
ourable gentleman a copy of the Bill?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It is just being
distributed. I move the second reading of
the Bill.

Bill D1, an Act to amend the Government
Annuities Aet, amends the Act in only one
respect. Section 8 as it now stands reads as
follows:

An annuity shall not be granted or issued
on the life of any person other than the actual
annuitant, or for an amount less than ten
dollars a year; and the total amount payable
by way of an annuity or annuities to any
annuitant or to joint annuitants shall not
exceed $5,000 a year.

REVISED EDITION
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The amendment proposed in the Bill that
is now before the House provides that the
maximum shall be reduced from $5000 to
$1.200. The reason for the change is this.
Only a few of the annuities purchased amount
to’ more than $1200 per year, or $100 per
month. The average of the annuities pur-
chased during the past year, for example—
and there were roughly 1,700 of them—
amounted to about $444. Occasionally, how-
ever, some person will come along and lay
down $60,000 or more and purchase an an-
nuity of $5,000, which is the maximum under
the Act.

The Annuities Act, by the way, originated
in this House and was introduced by the
Right Hon. Sir Richard Cartwright, the then
Minister of Trade and Commerce. The pur-
pose of the Act was to give frugal persons in
the humbler walks of life an opportunity to
put their savings into a safe investment, the
equivalent of a security backed by the Govern-
ment. The terms of the investment are stated
in the certificates that are issued to the an-
nuitants. I think that originally the largest
annuity possible was $600 a year. Sub-
sequently this was increased to $1,200, and
a few years later to $5,000.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: How long ago?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: About 1920, if I
remember correctly, the last change was made.
In the years 1928, 1929 and 1930 the annuities
were extensively advertised, as my right hon-
ourable friend from Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir
George E. Foster) has just mentioned. :

Experience has indicated to the Department
and the officers responsible for the administra-
tion of this Act that no good purpose is being
served by the sale of annuities of from $2,000
to $5,000 a year to a very few persons, and
that it would be better to encourage a wider
sale among the poorer classes of people. There-
fore it is the Department’s view, which is
approved by the Government, that the
maximum amount payable as an annuity
should be reduced to the former limit of $1,200
a year. The purpose of the Bill is to give
effect to that view.

Honourable members may be interested to
know that last year 1,772 annuities were sold,
of which 1482 were for amounts of less than
$600, and 212 were for amounts between $600
and $1,200. That is, 1,694, out of the total of
1,772, fell within the limit that is now pro-
posed. Nine were for amounts ranging from
$2500 to $5,000, 16 for amounts between $2,000
and $2,500, and 38 for amounts between $1,200
and $1,500.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable
senators, I think it would be wise to allow
a few days for us to think over this matter
and arrive at a more mature conclusion with
regard to it. I may say that my first reaction
to the proposal of my honourable friend is
rather favourable. If annuities ranging in
amounts from $2,000 to $5,000 continue to
represent but a very small proportion of the
total number, then the whole scheme will be
placed under a heavier burden than it other-
wise would. The risk assumed on a $5,000
annuity, for example, should be spread over
a large number of persons. I know that this
is the experience of ordinary life insurance
companies. The Treasury, of course, benefits
when annuities lapse on the death of the
subseriber, but I think there would have to be
a large proportion of such lapses in order to
justify on an actuarial basis the issuing of a
comparatively small number of large annuities.
I can see the difficulty that faces the Depart-
ment. At the moment I am not in a position
to express my opinion more fully with regard
to the proposed reduction of the maximum
to $1,200, and I suggest to my honourable
friend that we should have the second read-
ing now and postpone the committee stage for
a few days.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am quite
agreeable to following the suggestion of my
honourable friend. May I ask that he keep
in mind, when considering the Bill, the pos-
sibility of abuse which now exists? Without
stating whether abuse actually does arise, I
point out that there is opportunity for it.

Hon. Mr. BUREAU: In what way?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: A person who
has, say $62,000 or $63,000, could purchase an
annuity of $5,000, which under the law couid
not be touched because of any debts he might
have. If a person wished to defraud his cre-
ditors he could do it in that way. Before
the maximum was increased from $1,200 to
$5,000, the records indicate, there was very
little, if any, abuse of that kind. I submit
that the suggestion to reduce the maximum
to the former amount of $1,200 is reasonable
and fair.

Hon. N. A, BELCOURT: Can my hon-
ourable friend tell us now, or when we take
up this Bill again, how the system of an-
nuities has worked out so far, in a financial
way? I should also like to know if the
actuary can make a forecast, based on the
experience of the past and the usual expec-
tancy of death, as to how the scheme will
work out in the future. Of course, I realize
that the Act has not been in operation for
very long, and it may not be possible to give
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a complete answer to my questions; never-
theless, I believe that figures could be
furnished which would indicate pretty clearly
whether in legislating for annuities the Gov-
ernment has been prudent, and also whether
it would be wise to make changes for the
operation of the Act in the future. Ii may
be that even $1,200 is too high a maximum
and that we should limit it to, say, $600;
on the other hand, the figures may indicate
that it is better to leave the maximum as it
now is.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable senators, I happened to hold the
office of Minister of Trade and Commerce in
succession to Sir Richard Cartwright, who
introduced this legislation and had con-
trol of its operation for a short time. I am
entirely in accord with the proposal to reduce
the limit to $1.200, and indeed I should not
be opposed to a reduction to an even smaller
amount. The original purpose of the legisla-
tion was to make it possible for people in the
poorer classes to provide for their old age by
the purchase of annuities of undoubted
security. ;

I had my own views with reference to the
matter of expense in carrying out the Act,
and I was greatly astonished to find when
looking over some answers to questions in
the other House, that some $57,000 had been
spent by the Government in advertising
annuities, under a contract made with an ad-
vertising firm. For some time I have been
of the opinion that annuities should be
handled by the Department of the Postmaster
General, on the ground that extensive publicity
could be given to them at very small ex-
pense by that Department, which possesses
all the facilities required. We have thousands
of post offices in this country, each managed
by at least one officer of the Crown, and a
very large proportion of our people visit
these post offices from time to time. The ad-
vantages of investing in annuities could be
advertised effectively and cheaply by posters
displayed in the various post offices. Persons
who became interested after reading the
posters could apply to the Postmaster for
further information. I understand that since
the present Government came into office the

advertising contract has been discontinued and

the intention is not to spend a large sum in
the future in giving publicity to annuities.
Therefore, I do not see that any good purpose
would be served by my expressing further
objections to what has been done. The sug-
gestion as to the handling of annuities by the
Post Office Department may stand for what
it is worth.

2211212}

Hon. Mr. FORKE: Up to a short time ago,
at any rate, annuities were advertised by
placards in all country post offices; and this
may still be done, so far as I know.

Hon. R. LEMIEUX: Honourable senators,
my impression is that the advertising was
calculated to appeal to the poorer classes of
the people. There were, for example, ilus-
trations of an old couple walking towards a
home that was shown in the distance, and
they were represented as expressing their
pleasure because they had had the foresight
to invest in a Government annuity. I am
not sure, though, that the present suggestion
of the Government should be adopted. I was
a member of the Government which insti-
tuted the annuities system, and, as I remem-
ber, the country looked upon the measure as
a piece of progressive legislation. There was
no distinction, that I can recall, made between
the different sections of the people, whether
rich, well-to-do or poor. A feature that made
a strong appeal to everyone was the small
cost of administering the Act. I think there
was but one official in charge; I forget his
name now, but he came from Toronto, where
he had been the secretary of Sir Oliver Mowat,
I believe. Now, $50,000 is not a very great
sum to spend in advertising annuities, in com-
parison with the amounts that are expended
on the publicity programs of the smaller in-
surance companies. I am not thinking of big
institutions like the Sun Life. Most of the
companies publish a monthly pamphlet, which
is distributed throughout the ecountry, and
they make heavy appropriations for newspaper
and magazine space. With so many unsound
businesses clamouring for the savings of poor
people, it seems to me that the good features
of annuities should be more widely advertised.
Are you not afraid that otherwise the people
will lose confidence in the institution itself?
Aftter all, the Government receives the money
for the annuities for a certain number of years,
and, as it uses that money, it does not lose
thereby. It seems to me that the spreading
in the public mind of the idea that the Gov-
ernment is doing this business just as insur-
ance companies are inspires the public with
confidence. I should be very sorry indeed if
the annuities were to be reduced to almost
nothing. My honourable friend the Minister
of Labour seems to think that perhaps the
day will come when the amount will be re-
duced from $1,200.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: That would be a
calamity to the country. There have been
many frauds and shams into which, through
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alluring prospects held out in advertising, the
poorer classes were induced to put their
money. We have seen evidences of them
lately in Montreal, Toronto, Ottawa, and
elsewhere. When we have a solid institution
like our system of annuities we should do our
best to maintain it and propagate it. When
this legislation was being promoted I was a
member of the Government; and I well re-
member hearing Sir Wilfrid Laurier and Sir
Richard Cartwright telling the people that
it was for the purpose of meeting a demand.
The people wanted to place their savings
with the Government, because they knew
that the money would be safe int their hands.

I shall await the further explanation to be
given by the Minister.

Hon. Mr. FORKE: I wonder whether the
Minister could say off-hand what amount of
money is required to purchase a 85,000
annuity?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: While I may be
prone to get out of order, I understand
that we should not discuss details on the
motion for the second reading. I shall be
happy to provide all the information that
has been asked for when we go into Commit-
tee on the Bill. I could answer most of the
questions from memory now, if that were
desired; but I feel that this is not the time
to do it.

I may say that my right honourable friend
from Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) is somewhat mistaken as to the cost
of the advertising. For the last couple of
years it has run to about $12,000 or $15,000
a year.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER: How much?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: From $12,000
to $15,000 a year. My right honourable
friend referred to an amount of $57,000 that
he saw mentioned in answer to a question
asked elsewhere.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: The amount men-
tioned by the Minister seems very moderate.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It may be pro-
per to explain that apparently it has been
the custom of more than one department
during recent years to pay the advertising
accounts not out of the current year’s appro-
priation, but out of that of the following
year. That has happened in this particular
case. Honourable senators may remember
that for a couple of days recently in another
place there was a discussion on supplement-
ary supply that was intended solely for the
purpose of paying an indebtedness, mainly
to the Printing Bureau, for advertising of

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX.

various sorts. It was necessary to straighten
out the account so that the new administra-
tion might be held responsible only for its
own obligations. So it is fair and true
to say that the cost of advertising for 1930
was roughly $14,000, not $57,000.

I think honourable members will agree that
it is desirable that the annuities fund should
be self-supporting.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : That has not been
the case for several years, and obviously there
must have been some reason for it.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: It is likely to
become worse in the course of years.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No.
Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No. Perhaps my
honourable friend will give me an oppor-
tunity to state the facts. From the year
1928 onward the annuities increased very sub-
stantially in number and in size, and as a
result of the policy followed numerous annuity
salesmen were authorized to operate on a
commission basis. The larger the annuity
they sold, the larger the commission they
collected. Then it became apparent that the
business was not self-supporting, and the
officials of the Department, after investi-
gation—and I can assure you that I also
gave the question some careful thought—
came to the conclusion, of which the Gov-
ernment has approved, that from several
standpoints it is not advisable to continue to
send out agents to solicit the purchase of
annuities by people who have $50,000 or more
available for the purchase of insurance. If
those people want to spend so much money
on insurance there are plenty of companies
operating for a profit to whom they may
go. It is not intended that the Government
should continue this method of canvassing.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: The rate to the
annuitant is much lower than the rate of the
ordinary insurance company.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Slightly lower.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Materially so.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No; slightly so.
When you take into consideration the cost
of soliciting business you find that the busi-
ness is not self-sustaining.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What I was
saying was, not that it is self-sustaining, but
that the cost to the annuitant is much less
than it would have been had he applied to a
regular insurance company. That is what
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leads me to believe that we should put the
benefits at the disposal of those classes that
can least afford to pay for an annuity.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: My honourable
friend is right so far as the cost to the
- individual annuitant is concerned.

May I say one word with reference ta
advertising? Recently there has been adopted
in a small way a method of advertising that
has brought real results. I refer to radio
talks in various parts of the country, bring-
ing to the attention of the public the benefits
of the Annuities Act. People will listen to
a radio talk on annuities when, perhaps, they
will not read advertisements occupying a
couple of inches in the newspapers. In this
respect the advertising has, in my judgment,
been profitable—profitable to the annuitant.
But I question the advisability of continuing
to solicit subscriptions where the annual
return from the annuity is more than $1,200
a year. That method is open to abuses and
seems to be undesirable. Commission pay-
ments necessarily are high, and they have to
be made out of the amount required for the
purpose of making the scheme self-sustain-
ing.

Those are the reasons why the Bill is intro-
duced. I shall be glad to furnish details to
the House when the Bill is taken up in Coms-
mittee.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY : Did I understand the
honourable gentleman to say that there was
no such advertising contract as was men-
tioned by the right honourable member to his
right (Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster)?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: That is quite in
error.

Hon. Mr.
tract?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: There was a con-
tract which ran, not for a set period, but from
month to month, and the cost of which
amounted to about $12,000 or $14,000 a year
as long as it continued. That contract was
abrogated last January.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Would my hon-
ourable friend add to the information that
I have already requested the rate of commis-
sions paid for annuities?

Hon. H. W. LAIRD: Speaking with all due
_ deference to the Minister, I do not think he
has given sufficient reasons for the passing of
this legislation. The principle of annuities is
either right or wrong. If it is right, I can see
no good reason why it should be limited in

MURPHY: There is no con-

its application to the man who wants $1,200,
and should not be extended to one who wants
$1,500 or $2,500. On the other hand, if the
principle is wrong, there is no reason why the
Government should engage in the business
at all. Furthermore, if the principle is right,
and the Government do engage in the busi-
ness, it is within their own power to put it on
such a basis that it will not cause a loss to
the country. We all know that in the matter
of annuities, as well as in the matter of insur-
ance in general, the charges are fixed on the
basis of figures determined and furnished by
competent actuaries. We know further that
when actuaries furnish figures of that nature
they include in them a charge for the admin-
istration of the business. This being so, there
is no reason why the Government should lose
money on the business, if it is right in principle
and they are bound to continue in it. The
Government have it in their own hands to

‘remove any possibility of loss; for instance,

by increasing the rates so that they will cover
the cost of administration.

As for advertising, I do not see how that
enters into the question at all. In any case
the advertising would be included in the cost
of administration. In the second place, I do
not think that what has been said on that
subject is a good reason to advance in favour
of a Bill which reduces the amount of
annuities. If the principle of the business is
right and the actuarial rates are correct, then
the greater the volume of business done by
the Government, the lower the overhead to
be charged against the country. Perhaps the
Insurance Department can furnish some
reason why this legislation should be passed.
As yet I do not think the House has that in-
formation. Réeserving the right to discuss the
principle of the Bill, I have no objection to
its passing the present stage; but I think the
‘Minister should come to the House with all
the data necessary to cover the points raised.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would ask my
honourable friend to give us information as
to the cost of administering the scheme. I
have a vague recollection that the whole cost
of the administration was to be borne by the
State, and that it does not enter into the
amount of the annuity.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: That is right.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: May we have
also some information as to the standard
amount asked by the insurance companies for
annuities of from $500 to $5,000?

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
was read the second time.
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DIVORCE BILLS
SECOND AND THIRD READINGS

Bill B1, an Act for the relief of Barbara
Wallace Barlow—Hon. Mr. McMeans.

Bill C1, an Act for the relief of Ray
Finkelstein.—Hon. Mr. McMeans.

PRIVATE BILLS
SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. GREEN moved the second read-
ing of Bill 14, an Act respecting the Kettle
Valley Railway Company.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Can the honour-
able gentleman tell us whether this is the
famous Kettle Valley railway that about
twenty-five years ago shook Parliament to its
foundations?

Hon. Mr. GREEN: I am glad to tell the
honourable gentleman that it is the same
railway.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:: Fifty years ago.

Hon. Mr. GREEN: Not quite so long ago.
Since that time a considerable proportion of
the railway has been built. It was amal-
gamated with the Fernie and Midway Rail-
‘way, and has been taken over by the Canadian
Pacific Railway. This Bill provides for the
renewal of a charter under which they expect
to extend southward towards the American
boundary.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It was in 1901
~and 1902.

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

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. GILLIS moved the second read-
ing of Bill 15, an Act respecting the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will the hon-
ourable gentleman explain this Bill?

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: The first section is to
authorize the construction of railway lines in
the Montreal district. Section 2 provides for
an extension of the time in which the company
may commence to construct lines, principally
in Saskatchewan. If this Bill is referred to
the Standing Committee on Railways, Tele-
graphs and Harbours, an official of the com-
pany will be present to give all the necessary
explanations.

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

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. COPP moved the second reading
of Bill 21, an Act respecting the Montreal
and Atlantic Railway Company.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will the hon-
ourable gentleman give us an explanation of
this Bill? The name of the railway is familiar
to me, for I have heard of it from time to
time in the last forty or fifty years, although
perhaps it is not so old as the Kettle Valley

“Railway.

Hon. Mr. GILLIS: It has a history.

Hon. Mr. COPP: Honourable senators, I
moved the second reading of this Bill on
behalf of the honourable member from Vie-
toria (Hon. Mr. Tobin), and I am sorry that

I am unable to furnish any information. Fol-

lowing the example of my honourable friend
from Saslzatchewan (Hon. Mr. Gillis), I sug-
gest that the Bill be referred to the Com-
mittee on Railways, Telegraphs and Harbours,
where detailed explanations could be given.

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

BANKRUPTCY PRILL—PRIORITY OF
CLAIMS

SECOND READING

Hon. Mr. BLACK moved the second read-
ing of Bill 28, an Act to amend the Bank-
ruptey Act (Priority of Claims).

He said: Honourable senators, I shall give
but a brief explanation of this Bill, and
suggest that it be referred to one of our com-
mittees, where it may be examined in more
detail. The amendment to the Bankruptcy
Act is requested by the commercial travellers’
associations of Canada, of which I am told
there are five, comprising a membership of
40,000 or more. Briefly stated, the object of
the Bill is to give protection to that class of
commercial travellers who sell on commission.
The need for the amendment may be illus-
trated by a hypothetical case. Suppose a
traveller goes out from a wholesale house in
May and takes orders for goods to be delivered
in November. The terms of payment may be
thirty, sixty or ninety days. Now, before the
goods are delivered, the firm for which he is
working on commission may go into bank-
ruptey, and as the Act stands at present, he
would find himself out of court if he en-
deavoured to enforce payment for his ser-
vices. The purpose of the amendment is to
give more protection to commercial travellers
who sell goods in cicumstances of that kind.
I am not sure to which committee this Bill
should be referred.
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Hon. Mr.
Commerce.

DANDURAND: Banking and

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

JUDGES BILL
SECOND READING
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the second

reading of Bill 40, an Act to amend the Judges
Act.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will the
honourable gentleman explain the Bill?
Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: 1 intend to

move that we go into committee now.

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

CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Willoughby, the
Scnate went into committee on the Bill.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien in the Chair.

On section l—annuity to judge appointed
as Chief Commissioner or Assistant Chief
Commissioner of Railway Board:

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The proposed
amendment is not strictly correct, from a
grammatical point of view, and I suggest the
substitution of the words “may have been”
for the words “may be” in the second line of
subsection 2.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Before we con-
sider that, will my honourable friend explain
what the Bill means? The proposed new
subsection reads:

(2) If any judge of a Superior Court of
Canada or of any province of Canada is or
may be, since the first day of January, 1931,
appomted Chief Commissioner or Asslstant

Chief Commissioner of the Board of Railway
Cemmissioners for Canada, and ceases to hold
such office, His Majesty may, by letters patent
under the Great Seal of Canada, grant to him
an annuity equal to that, if any, which he
would have received if he had continued in
office as such judge, and had vacated the said
office of judge on the date upon which he
ceased to hold the said office of Chief Commis-
sioner or Assistant Chief Commniissioner.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: That is all it
means. I do not know that I can clarify it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As I under-
‘stand the amendment, it provides that the
number of years that the Chief Commissioner
or Assistant Chief Commissioner serves on
the Railway Board would count, for pension
purposes, under the Judges Act, as if he had
continued to serve as a judge; and that,
further, he would be eligible for a pension

only if he had been on the bench and on the
Railway Board at least fifteen years in all,
unless he had been retired on account of ill
health.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: It does not
give him any additional rights. After having
served on the Railway Commission he would
be in exactly the same position as if he had
remained on the bench, with every advan-
tage—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: And the dis-
advantages as well,

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Everything.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Is my honou-

able friend suggesting a change in the word-
ing of the amendment?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am suggest-
ing the substitution of “may have been” for
“may be.”

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Why “may have
been”? I do not see why the word “may”
is necessary. I suggest the words “or has
been.”

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I am just pass-
ing on the suggestion that came from the
Law Clerk’s Office.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The wording
would be sensible if the words “or has been”
were substituted. I do not think “may have
been” covers the case at all.

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: How could there
be any doubt as to whether a man may or
may not have been appointed? It seems to
me that my honourable friend from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt) is right.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: If a man has not
been appointed, then he does not come under
the Act. Therefore, I repeat, we should
use the words “or has been.”

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I do not see
any objection to that. As I say, the change
that I suggested was recommended by the
Law Clerk’s Office. I concur in the suggestion

of the honourable gentleman from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt).

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: What happens if a
judge is appointed as an ordinary commis-
sioner, but not to the office of Chief Com-
missioner or Assistant Chief Commissioner?
Would this amendment apply to a case of
that kind?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: T think it ap-
plies only when a judge goes from the bench
to the Commission.
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Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: This Bill refers only
to the Chief Commissioner and the Assistant
Chief Commissioner. Why does it not apply
to an ordinary commissioner?

Hon. Mr. MURPHY: A judge would not
take a commissioner’s position.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Do the Ohlef
and Assistant Chief Commissioners receive a
salary equal to that of a judge of the Supreme
Court?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes, I think it
is the same; $10,000, if I remember correctly.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So the only ob-
ject of this Bill is to give an ex-judge who
becomes Chief Commissioner or Assistant
Chief Commissioner of the Railway Board
the same pension benefits that he would have
had if he had continued on the bench?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : Yes.

Section 1, as amended, was agreed to.

The title and the preamble were agreed to.
The Bill was reported as amended.

HOSPITAL SWEEPSTAKES BILL
NOTICE OF AMENDMENTS

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: Honourable
senators, the Chairman of the Standing Com-
mittee on Miscellaneous Private Bills (Hon.
Mr. Béique) has asked me to place on record
the amendments which he intends to suggest
to the House when Bill E, an Act with respect
to Hospital Sweepstakes, is again under con-
sideration.
he suggests.

Section 2, line 11: Insert after the word
“conduct” the words ‘“within such province.”

Section 4 to be deleted and a new Section
4 substituted therefor:

4. It shall be lawful within the province
wherein the Attorney-General has authorized
by certificate the conduct of a sweepstakes in
accordance with this Act, for any person there-
unto authorized in wrltlng by the Committee:—

(a) to sell anywhere in such province tickets
in such sweepstakes.

Honourable members will notice that the
suggestion is to limit the operation of the Act
to those provinces where the Attorney General
has given his authority. That is a very
distinet amendment to the Bill.

(b) to act as the agent of the Committee for
the distribution of tickets, the rcceipt of moneys
and the authorization of persons to sell tickets
as aforesaid;

and by any such writing the Committee may
specify the places and manner in which and
the terms and conditions upon which the per-
son named in the writing may sell tickets or
act as the agent of the Committee as the case
may be

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY.

These are the amendments which

Section 5, line 13: Insert after the word
“accordance” the words “with the provisions of
this Act and/or,” and in the same line insert
the word “/or” after the word “and.”

I do not know exactly what that means.

It is suggested that two new sections, to
be numbered 5 and 6, be added, and that the
present sections 5 and 6 should be numbered
7 and 8, respectively. The proposed new
sections read:

5. Tickets for a sweepstakes authorized to
be conducted in accordance with the provisions
of this Act shall not be sold in Canada by or
through the mails except for' delivery within
the province wherein such sweepstakes has been
so authorized.

That is quite consistent with the proposed
new section 4.

6. Nothing in this Act shall prevent the sale
outside of ‘Canada by the Committee or its
agents authorized in writing so to do, of tickets
for sweepstakes as authorized to be conducted
in accordance with the provisions of this Act.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday, June 9,
at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, June 9, 1931.

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

Prayers and rouline proceedings.

DIVORCE BILLS
FIRST READINGS

Hon. Mr. COPP, on behalf of the Chair-
man of the Commlttee on Divorce, presented
the following Bills, which were severally read
the first time:

Bill E1, an Act {for the relief of Mary Ann
Ventura., .

Bill F1, an Act for the relief of Beatrice
Marie Dumaresq.

Bill G1, an Act for the relief of William
Henry Rees.

Bill H1, an Act for the reliei of Emily
Hughes Macculloch.

FARM LAND BOARD
ORDER FOR RETURN

On the inquiry by Hon. Mr. McMeans:

1. What Provinces have adopted the Farm
Land Board?

2. If the Board have issued any Bonds, and
if so, for how much?

3. If the Board have sold any Bonds, and if
so, at what rate, and how many?

4. What Provinces have paid to, or con-
tributed to the Board any sums, and for what
amounts?
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5. In what Provinces have the Board loaned
any money on farm land, and how much in each
Province?

6. How much of the $5,000,000 contributed
to the Board by the Dominion Government has
been paid out, and in what Provinces?

7. What appointments, if any, have the
Board made, and on what authority and on
whose recommendation?

8. The expenses of the Farm Loan Board
and 9the costs of management since its incep-
tion?

The inquiry was passed as an order for a
return,

PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF INTER-
NATIONAL DISPUTES

GENERAL ACT OF 1928—RESOLUTION OF
APPROVAL

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON moved the follow-
ing resolution:

That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the accession, in respect of Canada,
to Chapters I, II, ITI, and IV of the General
Act of 1928 for the Pacific Settlement of Inter-
national Disputes, subject to the following con-
ditions:—

1. That the following disputes are excluded
from the procedure described in the General
Act, including the procedure of conciliation:—

(i) Disputes arising prior to the accession,
in respect of Canada, to the said General Act
or relating to situations or facts prior to the
said accession;

(ii) Disputes in regard to which the parties
to the dispute have agreed or shall agree to
have recourse to some other method of peaceful
settlement;

(iii) Disputes between His Majesty’s Gov-
ernment in Canada and the Government of any
other Member of the League of Nations which
is a member of the British Commonwealth of
Nations, all of which disputes shall be settled
in such manner as the parties have agreed or
shall agree;

{(iv) Disputes concerning questions which by
internaticnal law are solely within the
domestic jurisdiction of States; and

(v) Disputes with any party to the General
Act who is not a Member of the League of
Nations.

2. That His Majesty in respect of Canada
reserves the right in relation to the disputes
mentioned in Article 17 of the General Act to
require that the procedure described in Chapter
IT of the said Aect shall be suspended in respect
of any dispute which has been submitted to and
is under consideration by the Council of the
League of Nations, provided that notice to sus-
pend is given after the dispute has been sub-
mitted to the Council and is given within ten
days of the notification of the initiation of the
procedure, and provided also that such suspen-
sion shall be limited to a period of twelve
months or such longer period as may be agreed
by the parties to the dispute, or determined by
a decision of all the members of the Council
other than the parties to the dispute.

3. (i) That, in the case of a dispute, not
being a dispute mentioned in Article 17 of the
General Act, which is brought before the Coun-
cil of the League of Nations in accordance with
the provisions of the Covenant, the procedure
described in Chapter I of the General Act

shall not be applied, and, if already commenced,
shall be suspended, unless the Council deter-
mines that the said procedure shall be adopted.

(ii) That in the case of such a dispute the
procedure described in Chapter III of the Gen-
eral Act shall not be applied unless the Council
has failed to effect a settlement of the dispute
within twelve months from the date on which
it was first submitted to the Council, or, in a
case where the procedure prescribed in Chapter
I has been adopted without producing an agree-
ment between the parties, within six months
from the termination of the work of the Con-
ciliation Commission. The Council may extend
either of the above periods by a decision of all
its members other than the parties to the dis-
pute.
and that this House do approve of the same,
subject to the same conditions.

He said: The reservations made are the
same as those made by Great Britain in con-
nection with the ratification of the General
Act. The term “General Act” is perhaps a
little misleading and may not be fully under-
stood. The General Act of 1928 for the Pacific
Settlement of International Disputes is really
a consolidation of some four agreements made
from time to time touching this subject.
This Act consists of four chapters, the first
dealing with conciliation, the second with
judicial settlement, the third with arbitration,
and the fourth containing general provisions,
with which most honourable members are
doubtless familiar.

Chapter I of the General Act refers to con-
ciliation proceedings that have in a number
of cases been agreed upon by certain nations.
It is not the purpose of the General Act to
supersede, or interfere with the operation
of, those efforts towards conciliation. Under
Chapter II certain disputes that may not be
capable of adjustment by conciliation may
be referred for adjustment by judicial settle-
ment; and if that should fail there is pro-
vision under Chapter III for arbitration.

Chapter I, containing Articles 1 to 16, in-
clusive, provides for the reference of dis-
putes to either a temporary or a permanent
conciliation commission composed of five
men, two to be chosen from the two disputant
powers, one representative from each, and

.the other three members from other powers,

of different nationalities. The commissioners.
are to be appointed for three years and to be
eligible for re-appointment. The commission
is to choose its own president from among
its members.

Chapter II, concerning judicial settlements,
contains Articles 17 to 20, inclusive, and pro-
vides that disputes between parties as to their
respective rights shall be submitted for de-
cision to the Permanent Court of International
Justice unless the parties agree to arbitrate,
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in which case they shall draw up a special
agreement wherein are set out the subject
of the dispute, the names of the arbitrators
selected, and the procedure to be followed.
The provisions of the Hague Convention of
October 18, 1907, for the Pacific Settlement
of International Disputes are to apply in the
absence of sufficient particulars from the agree-
ment.

Chapter III of the General Act refers to
arbitration and contains Articles 21 to 28,
inclusive. It provides that in the event of
the conciliation commission provided for in
Chapter I failing to effect a settlement, the
dispute is to be brought before an arbitral
tribunal of five members. Each party is to
nominate one member, and the other two and
the chairman are to be chosen by common
agreement from among the nationals of other
powers, and to be of different nationalities.

Chapter IV, Articles 29 to 47, inclusive, con-
tains general provisions. It provides for the
utilizing, if desired, of the conciliation ma-
chinery of the Council already set up and
available, before recourse is had to the ma-
chinery of conciliation or arbitration set up
under the General Act,

I do not know whether honourable members
desire to discuss this General Act in detail.
If so, some further information should be
given with respect to its intent and the pur-
poses it is expected to serve. It is regarded
as being a step, indeed, a long step, in the
direction of promoting permanent peace
among the nations of the world. It has been
approved by the League of Nations, and has
been signed by the President of the Assembly
of the League and by the Secretary-General.

All honourable members are familiar with
the marked growth of international arbitra-
tion in the fifty years preceding the Great
War. These years show a gradual develop-
ment from recourse to arbitration in specific
disputes, as they arose, to undertakings in
advance to have recourse to arbitration in
certain rather narrowly defined cases. In
this development the English-speaking coun-
tries, particularly Great Britain, had a
distinguished part. Notable among the pre-
war achievements were the establishment of
the Hague Tribunal—a panel of judges to
whom recourse might be had if desired, the
Bryan treaties of conciliation, and the estab-
lishment of our own International Joint Com-
mission under the Boundary Waters Treaty of
1909.

Hon.

Mr. ROBERTSON.

Then came the War and the lessons it
brought, and subsequently the setting up of
the Covenant of the League of Nations.
Nations which subscribed to that Covenant
undertook, under Article 12, that if any dis-
pute arose which was likely to lead to a
rupture, they would submit it either to
arbitration or to inquiry by the Counecil,
and further that they would in any case not
resort to war until three months after a
finding had been given. As to arbitration,
they agreed to adopt it in any dispute for
which both parties recognized it as suit-
able, and to establish the Permanent Court
of International Justice, to which recourse
might be had in such cases. As to the
process of inquiry by the Council, it was
agreed that any dispute not referred to arbitra-
tion should be submitted to the Counecil,
which would endeavour to effect a settlement
and would in any case make report, which,
however, had no binding force. These were
great steps forward, but it should be noted
that there was no definite obligation to
arbitrate even disputes which might be con-
sidered justiciable, and that the right to the
final arbitrament of war was retained.

Then in 1928 came the signing of the
Briand-Kellogg Treaty, by which the high
contracting parties solemnly renounced war
as an instrument of national policy and agreed
that the settlement of any disputes which
might arise among them should never be
sought except by pacific means. This agree-
ment closed the gap in the Covenant which
had permitted war, but it did not itself pro-
vide any additional pacific means of settle-
ment.

The next advance was made by the wide
acceptance of the so-called Optional Clause of
the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice. When that court was estab-
lished, the signatories, while indicating cer-
tain disputes, such as disputes regarding the
interpretation of a treaty or concerning any
question of international law, as being gen-
erally suitable for arbitration, did not under-
take in advance to submit all or any of such
disputes to the court. Provision was, how-
ever, made by which any state which desired
it might by accepting an additional Optional
Clause undertake in advance to accept the
jurisdiction of the court in certain legal dis-
putes in relation to any other country accept-
ing the same obligation. Following discus-
sion, among the various members of the
British Commonwealth, in which Canada took
the initiative, the Optional Clause was signed
on behalf of all the Commonwealth govern-
ments at Geneva on the 20th September, 1929,
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and after approval by the appropriate au-
thorities, acceptance of the Clause was ratified
on the 28th July, 1930.

Simultaneously there was developing a
movement for more comprehensive means of
settling international disputes. A committee
of the League of Nations drafted in 1928 a
comprehensive multilateral treaty known as
the General Act, which is now before us. This
Act, as I have already mentioned, covers the
three methods of conciliation, judicial de-
termination and arbitration. Recourse may
first be had to conciliation, either in justiciable
or non-justiciable disputes, by either a tem-
porary or a permanent commission of five
men. The second part of the Act deals with
judicial settlements. It provides for the sub-
mission of disputes to the Permanent Court
of International Justice. This section covers
much the same ground as the Optional
Clause, the chief difference being that under
this section a preliminary resort to concilia-
tion is provided in case both parties so de-
sire. The third section deals with non-
justiciable disputes. If the conciliation com-
mission provided for in the first section does
not effect a settlement, such disputes are to
be brought before an arbitral tribunal of
five members.

At the Imperial Conference of 1930 the
British Government indicated its desire to
accede to the General Act with certain some-
what extensive reservations. The Govern-
ments of Canada. Australia and New Zealand
intimated that they favoured acceptance on
substantially the same terms, and that they
proposed to recommend such action to their
respective Parliaments. The Irish Free State
expressed its intention to accept with fewer
reservations, while the South African Govern-
ment was not at that time prepared to arrive
at a.final decision without further study.
The Parliament of the United Kingdom has
recently approved accession by its Govern-
ment, and a similar resolution has since been
adopted by the Parliament of Australia. The
British Government proposes to deposit its
instrument of accession at the meeting of the
Council of the League of Nations to be held
this month.

The procedure adopted in this case differs
from that which is usual in international
agreements.  Such agreements, as members
of the House are aware, ordinarily pass
through two stages. In the first place they
are drawn up by plenipotentiaries of two or
more countries interested, and the signatures
of these plenipotentiaries constitute a pro-
visional acceptance. The treaties, however,
do not become binding until the second step,
‘ratification, has been taken, following such

approval by the proper constitutional author-
ities as the law or practice in each country
provides. In the present case acceptance is
indicated by a single action, namely, acces-
sion. The document before us was not drawn
up by plenipotentiaries of different countries,
but was drafted by a committee of the League
of Nations. Article 43 provides that the
General Act shall be open to accession by all
the heads of states or other competent author-
ities of the members of the League of Nations,
and of non-member states to which the Council
has communicated a copy. The General Act
remains binding upon all countries which ac-
cede to it for five years from the date of its
coming into force, namely, 1929, and for five-
year periods thereafter unless denunciation is
effected before the expiration of each current
period. :
The resolution, of which notice has been
given, declares that it is expedient that Par-
liament do approve of the accession in respect
of Canada to the four chapters of the General
Act, subject to certain conditions. These con-
ditions are the same as those which have been
adopted by the Parliament of the United King-
dom and the Parligment of Australia. They
are substantially similar to the reservations
agreed to by this House in connection with
the Optional Clause. They provide for ex-
cluding from the scope of the Act disputes
prior to accession or relating to facts prior to
accession, disputes in regard to which the
parties have agreed to some other method of
settlement, disputes between the members of
the British Commonwealth of Nations, dis-
putes concerning domestic questions, and dis-
putes with any party to the General Act who
is not a member of the League of Nations.
Probably the only question that might arise
is one regarding this last reservation as it
applies to our friendly relations with the
United States. So far as Canada is con-
cerned, however, aside from the unlikelihood,
for a time at least, of the United States
becoming a party to the General Act, it must
be remembered that we have under Article 10
of the Boundary Waters Treaty a provision
whereby any dispute whatever between the
United States and Canada, and not merely
one regarding boundary waters, may be re-
ferred for decision to the International Joint
Commission by the consent of the two parties.
Further conditions provide that, if so de-
sired, the conciliation machinery of the Council
may be utilized before recourse is had to the
machinery of conciliation or arbitration set

up under the General Act. It is felt that the

Council, with wide experience in interna-
tional matters, may very well succeed in
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effecting a settlement, and if it does not do
so within twelve months’ time or such exten-
sion as may be agreed upon, the machinery
of the General Act will come into play.

It would appear to me unnecessary to at-
tempt to dilate more fully on this subject,
although there are some further particulars
available. Therefore I will say nothing more
at the moment, as most honourable members
may wish to speak upon it, especially my
honourable friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Dan-
durand), who has had a good deal to do with
the events that led up to the passing of this
Act, or have occurred since. My right honour-
able friend the junior member for Ottawa
(Right Hon. Sir Geo. E. Foster), as we all
know, is an expert in international affairs.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable
membens of the Senate, I am sure that T voice
the sentiment of every member of this Cham-
ber when I declare that the Government's
action in seeking approval of the General Act
is most welcome to us all.

We have often heard, perhaps even in this
Chamber, that the League of Nations did not
seem to make any considerable headway in
finding means of reassuripg public opinion by
establishing peace on a permanent basis. We
have heard that the Geneva conferences
seemed to accomplish very little, and to be
merely marking time. I would point out to
honourable members of the Senate that the
institution as at present organized under the
Treaty of Versailles is an absolutely new
venture in international affairs; that the
delegates of fifty nations assemble to discuss
from every angle the questions submitted to
them, and that if progress is slow it is not a
matter of surprise when it is remembered that
the rule of unanimity prevails. Against the
advances that are suggested from year to year
stand the old traditions, based on the prin-
ciple of the sovereignty of each nation, and
anything that seems to encroach on that
sovereignty is naturally resented in some
quarters.

The Covenant, which forms the first chapter
of the Treaty of Versailles, did not outlaw
war. The public mind in most nations was
not ready to accept the principle that war
should be abolished, and consequently there
are in the Covenant gaps through which war
may pass. The principle of compulsory
arbitration was not enacted, because it went
counter to the principle of sovereignty. Yet
what strides have we not already made
towards the attainment of the ideal that inter-
national disputes should be settled by pacific
means!

It is needless to say that since 1920 the
small nations—the secondary powers, as they
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are called—have been unanimously in favour
of compulsory arbitration. It stands to reason
that, not having might on their side, they de-
sired justice. Hence they have been clamour-
ing, though in vain, for the great powers to
come down to a footing of equality with them
at arbitral tribunals.

In 1924 we had for the first time a splendid
lead from the great powers, Great Britain and
France. Their governments of that day repre-
sented perhaps more closely than the preceding
governments the popular will. For the first
time a Labour Government was in office in
London and a Socialist Government in France,
under Mr. Herriot. So we had the happy
circumstance of those two radical leaders of
their respective countries joining hands and
affirming the principle of compulsory arbitra-
tion. They would leave nothing behind. They
wanted peace, and they wanted it based on
compulsory arbitration. Amendments to the
Covenant were made in order to fill those
gaps which permitted the possibility of war.
Those amendments were called the protocol
of 1924, and involved the acceptance of com-
pulsory arbitration in justiciable disputes as
well as in political affairs.

But within a month the MacDonald Gov-
ernment met with a reverse and a Tory
Government came in. Sir Austen Chamber-
lain, representing the Baldwin Government,
took a very decided stand against the pro-
tocol; not merely against its form, but against
the underlying principle, and not only in
political matters, but also as applied to
justiciable questions. Owing to Sir Austen
Chamberlain’s opposition the principle of
compulsory arbitration went by the board.
I need not say that this stand of the
British Government virtually paralyzed the
action of the League for five long years.
Sir Austen Chamberlain proposed regional
agreements, so that instead of being bound by
the general obligation of arbitrament in all
cases he might know with whom he was enter-
ing into an agreement, There was an im-
pression that he wanted a free hand in
certain regions, which were not disclosed at
the time. When the United States offered the
Paris Pact, by which every nation bound
itself to abandon war as an instrument of
national policy, Sir Austen Chamberlain stated
that Great Britain, like the United States,
had its Monroe Doctrine in certain regions
where it would brook no interference, and at
that time all the chancellories understood what
those regions were.

Canada’s stand in regard to compulsory
arbitration had not been one of uncom-
promising hostility. Canada had rejected the
protocol because, by reason of its form and
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tenor, it seemed unworkable in case sanctions
were asked from Canada against a country
with which the United States would have
amicable relations. At the same time, Can-
ada’s message of 1925 declared her willingness
to consider adherence to the Optional Clause
and the enlargement of the principles of
arbitration generally. This difference in policy
between Canada and Great Britain played an
important part in 1927.

I have stated that for a number of years
the negative policy of the British representa-
tives created considerable depression in the
minds of the other delegations. In 1927 the
Netherlands delegation moved that the under-
lying principle of the protocol be examined
again for the purpose of ascertaining whether
a ‘solution could not be found that would be
satisfactory to all. Sir Austen Chamberlain
took strong objection to the motion. Canada
could not do so, because her expressed policy
favoured the acceptance of the underlying
principle of compulsory arbitration. She re-
affirmed the principle contained in her
message of 1925. The election to the Council
took place under these circumstances, and
the success of Canada was largely due to the
fact that she had expressed sympathy for
arbitration and for the Optional Clause. Can-
ada’s policy did not vary, and could not be
influenced or altered by the changing moods
of the British electorate, which in eight years
had changed four times. Lord Robert Cecil
commended Canada’s attitude, and in an offi-
cial message congratulated Canada upon
standing for the Optional Clause.

The Kellogg-Briand Pact, referred to by my
honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Robertson), and
signed in 1928, provided for the renunciation
of war as an instrument of national policy.
To that Canada adhered without reservation,
but it was recognized at the time—and I so
stated when I moved for the adoption of the
Kellogg Pact—that it would have to be
supplemented. The Kellogg Pact has two
articles which read as follows:

Article 1. The High Contracting Parties
solemnly declare in the names of their respec-
tive peoples that they condemn recourse to war
for the solution of international controversies,
and renounce it as an instrument of national
policy in their relations with one another.

Article 2. The High Contracting Parties
agree that the settlement or solution of all
disputes or conflicts of whatever nature or of
whatever origin they may be, which may arise

among them, shall never be sought except by
pacific means.

. War as an instrument of national policy is
renounced, and disputes are to be settled by
pacific means, Nevertheless, parties to a dis-

pute may not be able to agree or to reconcile
their respective points of view.

What will

follow if there is no means of arbitration to
settle their differences? Their grievances will
remain. Is that a healthy situation, inter-
nationally speaking? Necessarily the body
must be cleansed of any abscess. Hence this
General Act, which is an agreement to submit
to compulsory arbitration.

To this General Act Sir Austen Chamberlain
has demurred, and in so doing he has cited
the example of the United States. In his last
speech on this subject in the House of Com-
mons he said that although the United States
were the authors of the Paris Pact, they had
not felt the necessity of implementing that
pact by arbitration. Well, we are all aware
of the attitude of the United States in relation
to international engagements. We know the
average opinion of the masses in that country
on this question. Naturally the leaders in the
United States must act with circumspection.
Nevertheless, the intellectuals of the United
States know very well their shortcomings in
this matter, and even Mr. Hoover has felt
the necessity of speaking his mind to a de-

.gree, and in so doing has no doubt reflected

the thoughts of what might be called the élite
of the nation. On the 11th of November last
he said:

There has been much discussion as to the
desirability of some further extension of the
pact so as to effect a double purpose of assur-
ing methodical development of this machinery
of peaceful settlement and to insure at least
the mobilisation of world opinion against those
who fail when the strain comes. I do not say
that some such further step may not some day
come about.

Such a formula would be stimulative and
would appeal to the dramatic sense of the
world as a mark in the progress of peace. But
less dramatic, and possibly even more sure, is
the day to day strengthening and buttressing
of the pact by extension from one nation to
another of treaties which in times of friction
assure resort to the well-tried process of com-
petent negotiation, of conciliation, and of
arbitration.

From this it will be seen that Mr. Hoover
admits - the propriety of strengthening the
Paris Pact by enlarging the principles of arbi-
tration.

In speaking of what took place in Geneva
and in London, I do so in order that the
Senate and the country at large may know the
various currents of opinion that existed in
the British Empire. Sir Austen Chamberlain
and the Tory Party, which he represented,
were quite consistent all along the line from
the day they assumed power in November,
1924. It is true that Sir Austen allowed the
General Act to pass at Geneva in 1928, but it
was not his intention to have it ratified. He
opposed the adoption of the Optional Clause
and of the General Act in the House of Com- .
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mons. Of course he was facing a new order of
things. Great Britain had returned Ramsay
MacDonald to power, and Great Britain’s
negative policy had been replaced by one of
forward action, which was acclaimed
by the League, and Great Britain then
gave a leadership which the other nations
followed. My right honourable friend (Right
Hon. Sir George E. Foster) and I were at
Geneva in 1929, and I may say that I never
before saw in the Assembly such a buoyant
spirit as I witnessed when Great Britain
resumed its leadership.

I desire to say a word as to the reserva-
tions contained in the resolution presented by
my honourable friend. He stated that these
five reservations were contained in the reso-
lution submitting approval of the Optional
Clause. Only the first four are inscribed as
reservations in the resolution on the Optional
Clause. The first reservation, I confess, has
always seemed to me somewhat obscure, and
has never been explained satisfactorily.

The following disputes are excluded from the
procedure described in the General Act, includ-
ing the procedure of conciliation:—

(i) Disputes arising prior to the accession,

in respect of Canada, to the said General Act
or relating to situations or facts prior to the
said accession.
It has been said in many quarters that dis-
putes may arise from situations anterior to the
signing of the General Act, and that many
of them are quite apparent in Europe even
to-day and threaten conflict. I believe the
reservation was meant to cover the treaties
and maintain the status quo. Moreover, it
conforms to clause 39 of the General Act,
which says:

These reservations may be such as to exclude
f\rogn the procedure described in the present
£ACTE %

(a) Disputes arising out of facts prior to
the accession either of the Party making the
veservation or of any other Party with whom
the said Party may have a dispute.

However, treaties which, because they are

. anterior to the signing of the General Act, do
not fall under this arbitration instrument are
meant to be revised only through and under
clause 19 of the pact, which says:

The Assembly may from time to time advise
the reconsideration by Members of the League
of treaties which have become inapplicable and
the consideration of international conditions
whose continuance might endanger the peace of
the world.

Even if we do not see eye to eye with the
framers of the resolution, there is this con-
sideration to be kept in mind, that all matters,
past, present and future, are covered by the

- Paris Pact, and that the nations that have
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signed that pact have bound themselves not
to make use of war as an instrument of
national policy. :

The third reservation relates to disputes
between His Majesty’s Government in Canada
and any other member of the League of
Nations which is a member of the British
Commonwealth of Nations, all of which
disputes shall be settled in such manner as the
parties have agreed or shall agree. In the
session of 1929 there was considerable effort
on the part of the representatives of Great
Britain and of the British Dominions to reach
an agreement which would dispense with this
reservation, but the Irish Free State was
obdurate and claimed the right to submit any
constitutional difficulty, or any difficulty in
the interpretation of the treaty upon whieh
its constitution is based, to the international
tribunal. To meet this objection I suggested
that an arbitration tribunal should be
organized by the various members of the
Commonwealth, to which could be submitted
any differences that might arise between the
members of the Commonwealth, and that that
tribunal should be substituted for the Privy
Council, which was deemed unacceptable in
such matters. This proposal was discussed
for some time, but there was difficulty in
reaching a conclusion as to the form that the
tribunal should take, and the Irish Free State
instructed its delegates to sign without re-
servations. In reading the speech of the
Right Hon. the Prime Minister I was happy
to find that he expressed the same view that
I expressed in favour of the constitution of an
Imperial tribunal to deal with any difficulties
that might arise between the members of the
Commonwealth.

I confess that I cannot understand paragraph
(v) of clause 1 of the resolution, which ex-
cludes— :

(v) Disputes with any party to the General
Act who is not a Member of the League .of-
Nations. ;

Only two great countries are non-members
of the League, the United States and Russia.
Now, why should we exclude countries that
are outside the League? They are invited to
accede to this General Act by Article 43 of the
Act, which reads:

1. The present General Act shall be open to
accession by all the Heads of States or other
competent authorities of the Members of the
League of Nations and the non-Member States
to which the Council of the League of Nations
has communicated a copy for this purpose.

This exclusion certainly is not meant to
apply to the United States, for there is no
indication at the present time that that coun-
try intends to sign the General Act, although
no one can affirm it will never do so. Canada
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certainly would not exclude the United States
from the operations of the General Act. Our
general disposition is to arbitrate all disputes
that may arise between ms. Does the para-
graph refer to Russia? If it were to join the
League, every other member nation would
be obliged to arbitrate any differences that
might arise between itself and Russia. Why
g0 out of our way to single out that country?
Or is the reference to Egypt? This reservation
is suggested by Great Britain and Australia.
Canada has acceded, but no explanation has
been given as to why Canada has done so,
nor why there should be this objection to
non-member nations. So far as Egypt is con-
cerned, Canada has no interest there except
the maintenance of peace. This country has
been uniformly in favour of arbitration. We
signed the Paris Pact, in common with Great
Britain and Australia, and we are all bound
to settle disputes without exception by peace-
ful means. Public opinion in Great Britain
likewise is solidly behind compulsory arbitra-
tion of all disputes with any country. In this
connection we have the official statements of
the Labour Government and of the Liberal
Party.

But this unexplained reservation will not
stand in the way of my approval of the reso-
lution. Our accession to the Act will remain
effective for only three years, and then it may
be reconsidered. The all-important policy of
international co-operation is developing more
rapidly than could have been foreseen or hoped
for, and lovers of peace everywhere are deeply
grateful.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Honourable senators, when I came into this
Chamber to-night I had no intention of taking
part in any discussion on this resolution.
Honourable members on both sides of the
House have had access to all the sources of
information, and I do not wish to intimate
that they have not fully availed themselves
thereof. I am not going to apologize for what
the League of Nations has not been able to
accomplish, nor shall I enter into any exposi-
tion of the great forward steps that the League
Jhas taken. I do think, however, that the
honourable leader on the other side (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) has omitted one or two
observations which would have to some extent
qualified his apparent strictures upon the
actions of the Government of Great Britain
in power from time to time. ;

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: A statement of
fact only.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
1 desire simply to make a few observations
with respect to two particular points. First

»

I would refer to the position assumed by the
then British Government in relation to the
protocol of 1924. The League had a member-
ship of 55 nations, each equal in representation
on the floor of the Assembly, but all differing
widely in traditions, in responsibilities and
in other respects. Therefore it was not to
be expected that they would be unanimous
on the important questions brought up for
consideration. For instance, a small country
such as Liberia, or Cuba, might not always
see eye to eve with the great powers. The
position of Great Britain was quite different
from that of a smaller nation, with regard to
the protocol and the obligations which it
involved. Great Britain had, for example, a
heavy responsibility in relation to the possible
necessity of enforcing obligations imposed by
the Covenant. She had to look at the thing
in a practical way and to consider the situation
that probably would arise when effect had
to be given to the sanctions. If the United
States of America had been a member of the
League and had worked in unison with such
countries as France and Great Britain, for-
instance, and had assumed obligations such
as those conutries assumed, I believe the
British would never have raised the question
of the protocol. What was the situation?
Great Britain realized that if peaceful methods
failed to settle a dispute with a nation that
had violated its obligations, the question of
the enforcement of the sanctions would then
arise, and that the ultimate means for their
full enforcement was essentially the naval
blockade of the ports of the offending nation,
with the consequent cutting off of all com-
mercial operations between those ports and
the rest of the world.

I have alluded on previous occasions to the
situation which arose during the Great War
before the United States took an active part
therein. Honourable members on both sides
who have followed the diplomatic correspon-
dence that took place and are aware of the
sensitive relations that existed know to what
I refer. Time and again, while the United
States was meutral, its commercial interests
clashed with the policies of the Allies, and
the resulting friction was expressed in ex-
changes that became almost ultimatums from
the United States to Allied world powers.
Now, the British Government, in considering
the protocol, knew that as it possessed the
most powerful fleet of any nation belonging
to the League, its fleet would have to take
the leading part should it become necessary
to blockade the ports of an offending nation.
Since it was not known what stand would be
taken by the United States in the event of
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such blockade becoming necessary, the British
Government thought it unwise to undertake
the responsibility involved in the protocol.
Whether the British Government at that time
was opposed to the principles of the protocol
. from an idealistic standpoint does not enter
into the question. As to the necessity of
taking every possible and practical action for
insuring peace and preserving the authority
of the sanctions, Great Britain was then and
has always been in perfect accord with the
Covenant of the League. As my honourable
friend has stated, regional engagements were
successfully accomplished in the Locarno
pacts, which effectively dealt with the eastern
and western boundary questions.

My honourable friend has dealt fairly with
the principles of the Paris Peace Pact, and
has pointed out that virtually all nations
have agreed to those principles. Although
there is no organized agency by which the
practical sanctions involved in that pact can
be carried out, there is a mighty influence in
the very agreement outlawing, renouncing
and denouncing war as a means for settling
any dispute among the signatory nations. This
is followed by a declaration that pacific
means only shall be used for the settlement
of all disputes, and this is in itself a strongly
influential force. Any nation which is a party
to the pact will violate its pledge if it does
not employ every possible peaceful method,
and only peaceful methods, in the settlement
of a dispute.

When the trouble with reference to the
Manchurian Railway occurred between Soviet
Russia and China, and when opposing forces
of those two powers were close to actual
combat upon the border, the United States
of America, as one of the chief promoters of
that great pact of peace amongst the nations
of the world, called the attention of both
Russia and China to the fact that they were
parties to that treaty, the violation of which
appeared imminent. That was followed by
action on the part of other great powers
who also were parties to the pact. What
happened? A very tart and very pert reply
was received from the Soviet Government—
such was not the case with the Chinese Gov-
ernment—but even though the question was
not entirely settled, actual hostilities were
avoided, and the situation has remained
quiescent up to the present time. I believe
that in every such case an equal impetus
towards peace could be given, and I believe
that in future it would be even more amicably
accepted.

The way to peace is a long one. For six
thousand years the recognized, trodden paths
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have been the paths of war. The habits—
mental, social and national-—which arise from
a long period of custom are strong, and can
be changed only through patience, persistence,
and courageous effort, The progress of
humanity during the past ten years towards
a better and more reasonable method of
settling international disputes has been a
marvel to me, and if the outcome has not
been all that we could have desired, let us
remember that a change of this magnitude
takes time. Let us remember also, even
though it may take a long time, that the
happiness and prosperity of humanity are
involved in the ultimate outcome, and that
therefore we should in every possible way
give our support and strength to those two
great instruments for peace, the League of
Nations and the Paris Pact.

The motion was agreed to.

LIQUOR SMUGGLING FROM ST. PIERRE
AND MIQUELON

PROPOSED INVESTIGATION

Before the Orders of the Day:

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: Honourable senators,
some two weeks ago I called the attention of
the House and of the Government to a des-
patch in the Montreal Gazette of that day
stating that the Government had instituted a
committee to investigate the alleged smuggling
of large quantities of spirituous liquors from
the islands of St. Pierre and Miquelon to the
lower St. Lawrence and other points in the
Province of Quebee. I suggested that the
scope of the inquiry be extended to include
the Maritime Provinces, because it is a matter
of common knowledge there that very large
quantities of liquor are smuggled from those
islands into that part of Canada. The Min-
ister of Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson) stated
that he was rather doubtful whether such an
investigation was intended. I think he said
that no Order in Council to that effect had
passed, but that he would inquire and would
give us the information later.

Now I notice that the Montreal Gazette of
the 30th of May has a despatch from the city
of Quebec, which is very definite. It states
that the committee has been appointed, that
counsel to conduct the investigation have been
appointed, and that the inquiry will take place
between the 8th and the 15th of this month.
I would therefore ask the Minister whether
he has any information that he can give the
House to-night.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: My honourable
friend states truly that he called attention
to the matter referred to at the last sitting



JUNE 9, 1931

193

of this House. Inquiry has been made, but
I have been unable to find any record of the
Order in Council referred to. The public press
may have quoted something that T have not
seen or have not been able to find, but I have
no knowledge that the investigation is pro-
ceeding as my honourable friend believes. I
have made inquiries of Ministers who I
thought would have knowledge of the matter,
but I have not been able to get any definite
information. The information has been asked
for, and when it is received it will be given to
the House. I am not able to tell my honour-
able friend just what the situation is to-day.

SOLDIER SETTLEMENT BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 41, an Act to amend the Soldier Settle-
ment Act—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

PRISONS AND REFORMATORIES BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 72, an Act to amend the Prisons and
Reformatories Act.—Hon., Mr., Willoughby.

BANKRUPTCY BILL
FIRST READING

Bill 73, an Act to amend the Bankruptcy
Act—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

APPROPRIATION BILL NO. 3
FIRST READING

Bill 81, an Act for granting to his Majesty
certain sums of money for the public service
of the financial year ending the 31st March,
1932—Hon, Mr. Willoughby.

SECOND READING

Hon. W. B. WILLOUGHBY moved the
second reading of the Bill.

He said: Honourable members, with the
leave of the House, I move that this Bill be
now read a second time. I believe copies of
the Bill have been distributed to all the
members. It provides for the usual interim
supply for one month. Honourable gentle-
men on the other side will have the right to
reserve their objections, even though they
consent to the Bill passing to-night.

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

Hon., Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the third
reading. of the Bill.,

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

22112—13

JUDGES BILL
THIRD READING

Hon, Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the third
reading of Bill 40, an Act to amend the
Judges Act.

He said: Honourable senators will remem-
ber that on the second reading we corrected
a clerical error in this Bill.

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

GOVERNMENT ANNUITIES BILL
CONSIDERED IN COMMITTEE

On motion of Hon. Mr. Robertson, the
Senate went into committee on Bill DI, an

Act to amend the Government Annuities
Act.

Hon. Mr. Beaubien in the Chair.

On section 1—limitation as to persons and
amount:

Hon. J. LEWIS: Honourable senators, I
think when this Bill was given the second
reading it was understood that we reserved
the right to oppose the principle of it. I do
not know whether this is the proper stage,
but I should like to go upon record as
opposed to the principle of the Bill. I
thoroughly agree with the observations that
were made by the honourable gentleman from
Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux), that the
Annuities Act is an admirable means of pro-
moting thrift, and I am decidedly opposed to
restricting its operations in any way. I do not
think that a sufficient reason was advanced
for so drastic a change as a reduction in the
maximum annuity from $5000 to $1,200. The
honourable the Minister of Labour said that
there was a possibility of abuse by a person
investing a large sum in an annuity for the
purpose of defrauding his creditors, but he did
not say that there had been any actual case of

‘abuse of that kind. I repeat that I am

opposed to the principle of the Bill, and I
should like to have the opinion of the House
tested upon it.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: The honourable
the Minister of Labour will remember that
when we were previously discussing this Bill I
asked for certain information. Among other
things, I enquired whether he could give us
figures to show the economic result of the
operation of the Annuities Act up to the
present time. What I wish to know is whether
the scheme has been self-sustaining or
whether it has entailed the expenditure of
public money.

REVISED EDITION
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Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON : With the leave
of the House, I would ask the Superintendent
of Annuities to take a chair on the floor.

Efforts have been made to obtain the in-
formation requested by my honourable friend
from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt), and I am
able to tell him that the annuities plan has
not been wholly self-supporting. The inten-
tion was that it should operate on the basis of
a four per cent return, but it has not been
possible to realize fully that ambition. I
have a statement, compiled by the Depart-
ment, showing the amount which has been
added to the fund from 1914 to 1931, and this
shows that the average cost of carrying the
Annuities Act of 1908 has been 4-51 per cent;
so it is clear that the fund has not been
wholly self-sustaining on a 4 per cent com-
pound interest basis. Several reasons for the
fact may be mentioned, the chief reason being
that the annuitants themselves have, on the
average, slightly exceeded the mormal span of
life, on which the cost of the annuities was
based. It was intended originally that the
annuities should be self-sustaining and that
the cost of administration should be borne by
the Government. In recent years, in common
with the cost of nearly everything else, the
cost of the operation of this Act has risen. It
is believed that if the maximum annuity were
reduced from $5,000 to $1,200 the scheme
would probably carry itself without an in-
crease in premiums. The departmental
officers who have considered this matter are
experienced men, and they have recommended
the reduction in the maximum amount of
annuity only after very careful thought.

I should like to correct one remark which
I made in connection with this matter at a
previous sitting. I stated that the original
maximum for annuities was $600, and that
this was subsequently raised to $1,200 and
later to $5,000. My statement was made
from memory, and I find that the increase

was from $600 to $1,000, and from $1,000 to

$5,000 in 1920, T think.

It has been asked, What is the reason for
reducing the maximum? The fact is that in
the last ten years 95-6 per cent of all the
annuities written have been for less than
$1,200, and only 4-4 per cent for more than
that amount. As I have already stated, the
purpose of the Act, which was introduced by
Sir Richard Cartwright in 1907 and finally
passed in 1908, was to encourage thrift among
people of small means and to enable them to
make provision for their declining years. It
was not expected, nor has experience proven,
that a poor man could purchase an annuity
for more than $1,200; and inasmuch as the

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

average of the annuities written last year
amounted to only about $444, I think hon-
ourable members will agree that it would be
a good thing to reduce the maximum -annuity
obtainable to $1,200, particularly if thereby
the Government would effect a saving in
expenses. The reduction would not be unfair
to commercial companies, and would be fair
to the class of citizens for whom the Annuities
Act was originally intended. I submit that
the experience gained from years of operation
of the Act should have some weight in the
consideration of the proposed amendment.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
What are the elements of the increase in ex-
penses, to which reference has been made?

Hon. J. J. HUGHES: 1 have a similar
question. Will the Minister state how the
reduction in the maximum would lessen the
operating expenses?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The principal
increase in the cost of operation has come
about during the years since the maximum
was raised from $1,000 to $5,000. When the
Act was first passed, postmasters were the
medium through which most annuities were
sold. The number of sales was not large, be-
cause postmasters in large centres, who are
paid a salary and not a commission, naturally
did not exert themselves to sell annuities.
But after the maximum was raised to $5,000.
if it was thought that a man could be induced
to buy a large annuity he was regarded as, in
insurance language, a good prospect, for the
commission was quite substantial, That in-
creased the operating costs,

Hon. Mr. HUGHES: Would the commis-
sion not be in accordance with the amount of
the annuity?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Not necessarily.
The rate of commission varied according to
the size of the annuity purchased. The per-
son who solicited the business might sell a
large annuity with little effort and thereby
make a comparatively big commission.

My right honourable friend from Ottawa
(Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster) stated
when we were previously discussing this matter
that there had been a heavy expense in ad-
vertising annuities, and in reply I expressed
the opinion that he had been misled, owing to
the fact that in recent years the advertising
costs were not always paid out of each year’s
appropriation and some amounts had been
carried forward. The information at hand
indicates that there has been considerable in-
crease in the cost of advertising during the
last five years, when the volume of business.
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was rapidly increasing. Whereas, say, five
vears ago advertising expenses were $8,500,
last year they had grown to more than three
times that amount. But since January last
the advertising of annuities has been wholly
abandoned. Higher commissions paid on the
larger annuities have resulted in an increase
in expenses. It is felt that it would be to the
advantage of the Government and of that
class of citizens for whose benefit the Act was
originally designed, to reduce the maximum
annuity to $1,200 and put the scheme on a
self-sustaining basis.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
‘What is the rate of commission?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The rate of com-
mission varies. On annuities for small amounts
I think it is one per cent of the amount
paid, and if the payments are to run over
more than one year the commission is larger.
For example, if it is two years the commis-
sion is two per cent, payable in instalments,
some of them quarterly and some of them
half-yearly, as the case may be. Instructions
have been issued for some time now that com-
mission will not be paid to an agent on an
annuity of over $1,200. That action was
deemed to be justified from an administrative
standpoint, and now it is desired that the
Act itself should be brought into harmony. If
in the future the Act becomes more than self-
sustaining, perhaps there would not be any
great objection to again increasing the maxi-
mum amount, but if that is done the an-
nuities will be subject to the criticism that
was made last year by insurance companies. I
can give honourable members information that
may be useful, in connection with the com-
parative costs of annuities purchased from the
Government and those from insurance com-
panies.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What is the
difference in rates?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: A man forty years
of age, for example, would pay $1,548 for a
Canadian Government annuity of $100. The
lowest cost that we have on record for a
similar annuity issued by an insurance com-
pany is $1,567, which is only a slight increase
over the Government figure. If the annuitant
were a ladythe cost of a Government annuity
would be $1,595; with an insurance company
the annuity would cost $1,652.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman give the first figures he
cited?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : The cost is $1,548
as against $1,567. That is for a man forty
years of age. For a lady of the same age the
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variation in cost would be greater. Now if
we take a person further along in life—

Hon. Mr. RANKIN: Take the age of
twenty-five years.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I have nothing
under forty years. At sixty years of age a
man would pay $1,003 for an annuity of $100.
The expectancy of life would be slightly more
than ten years at that time. With an insur-
ance company the annuity would cost him
$1,050. For a lady, the premium on the Gov-
ernmént annuity would be $1,119; if it were
with an insurance company it would be $1,199.
At age seventy a man would pay for a Gov-
ernment annuity $701 for $100. a year, as
against $752 to an insurance company. The
anticipated span of life would be shorter. For
a lady of this age the cost would be $788 as
against $879. At seventy-five years of age the
proportions would be relatively the same.

The annuities granted for the year 1930-31,
for example, totalled 1,772, of which 1694
were for less than $1.200. Of the total number
836 per cent were for less than $600; -03 per
cent exceeded $2,500, and -09 per cent ex-
ceeded $2.000. It is apparent to the Depart-
ment and to the Government, who have had
the matter reviewed by the Superintendent
of Insurance, that the suggestion contained
in this Bill is sound from a business stand-
point, and that it will not debar any man
of moderate means from the enjoyment of the
benefits of the legislation. That being true,
the Government feels that it is amply justi-
fied in asking Parliament to approve of the
suggested reduction from $5,000 to $1,200.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
As to agents who receive a commission, will
anyone who brings forward an annuitant with
the necessary payment receive the commis-
sion?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I think not. I
think that every postmaster who is working
on commission may sell annuities, and if he
is in a commission office he will receive the
scheduled rate. The Government cannot per-
mit the public to solicit annuities any more
than the insurance companies can. It has
its representatives, commonly called agents.
Naturally they are to be found in the larger
centres. When they get a prospect, or when
someone makes an inquiry of the Superin-
tendent of Annuities at Ottawa for informa-
tion on the subject, literature is furnished,
and if there is an agent within reasonable dis-
tance of the locality where the prospect resides,
he is very apt to call and discuss the matter
and give complete information. That is one
of the reasons why the business has grown
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in volume during recent years. The profits
have not grown, because the cost of adminis-
tration has increased somewhat. Therefore
it is proposed that we should not encourage
the man who might buy a big annuity, but
should give the poor man a better chance
than he has enjoyed heretofore of getting an
annuity that is ample for his requirements,
and probably all that he can afford to pur-
chase.

Hon. Mr. HORSEY: Are the annuity
rates of all the insurance companie$ the
same?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The rates of the
insurance companies doing an annuity busi-
ness are, I believe, virtually the same.

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable
members of the Senate, the last time this
Bill came before us for discussion, before it
was distributed, I expressed on the spur of
the moment a tentative opinion as to the
proposal submitted to us. The press gener-
ally stated that I was unfavourable to the
Bill, but, as indicated by the Report of the
Debates, the contrary was the case.

I may say that I am particularly concerned
about the federal treasury. The annuities
system is practically in its infancy. Spas-
modic efforts have been made to develop
it by the appointment of agents here and
there, but it is only by seeing the results in
the long run that we may know what we
are undertaking. We must not forget that
the Act in the first place was intended to
provide frugal persons in the humbler walks
of life with a safe method of investment for
their savings. I am disposed to think that
we should be willing to assume a certain
burden in order to assist that class of people,
but I am not prepared to admit that we
should shoulder a financial responsibility to
assist people who can afford to purchase an-
nuities at regular commercial rates. In
establishing the system to encourage the
humbler classes to purchase annuities we
were not thinking of old age pensions. A
low rate was fixed, on the assumption that
the cost of administration would be met out
of revenue. Why should the citizens of this
country carry the load of a man who desires
and is able to buy a $5,000 annuity? It takes
considerable capital to ensure the payment
of an annuity of that size, and it is very
seldom that a man in the humble situation
that I have mentioned can pay for a $1,200
annuity.

It must not be forgotten that the Govern-
ment pays the whole cost of the adminis-
tration, and that the existing rates are

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

apparently too low to make the fund self-
supporting. An annuity fund may carry a
certain number of larger annuities when
reserves are accumulated regularly to enable
it to meet such liabilities. Rates undoubtedly
play an important part, and in my opinion,
if they are not high enough to meet the cost
of operation, the public treasury should not
be called upon for the payment of annuities
for the well-to-do classes. I confess that in
this matter I am in the hands of the experts
of the Department. I have only my own
business intelligence and my common sense
to guide me. If we are to assume a burden,
let it be the burden of the humble people,
not the burden of those who are in a position
to pay for annuities at the regular commercial
rates. I am speaking only for myself. This
is a matter which interests us all, and the
views of other members would be most
enlightening.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: There is one
further brief observation that I might make
touching the original purpose of the Act.
Those who remember Sir Richard Cartwright
will recall that he gave a great deal of time
and thought to this question, and that in
1907, when he was Minister of Trade and
Commerce, he introduced it in this House by
way of a resolution. In 1908, as I remember,
the Act was adopted on a basis calculated to
make the system self-sustaining. It happened
that in later years, particularly during the
War, the rates of interest paid by the Gov-
ernment rose from the level of 1908 and thus
to some extent the cost of administration was
increased. I should like to refer briefly to
what was said when the legislation was intro-
duced. I think the real object of the legisla-
tion is clearly explained in the preamble to
the original Act, which reads as follows:

Whereas it is in the public interest that
habits of thrift be promoted and that the
people of Canada be encouraged and aided
thereto so that provision may be made for old
age; and whereas it is expedient that further
facilities be afforded for the attainment of the
said objects: therefore His Majesty by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate and
House of Commons of Canada, enacts as
fcllows:

From this it would appear that those who
were intended to benefit were not that class
of persons who could afford to purchase an
annuity of more than $1,200 a year. The
experience of the years from 1914 to the
present time indicates that the average cost
to the Government of carrying the burden is
a little over five per cent, and, as has been
pointed out by my honourable friend (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand), it would seem that a person
who is able to buy a large annuity, for which
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he would pay $60,000 or upwards, should not
need the assistance of the State, and that the
State should not have to bear that load. Such
a person should be able to purchase an annuity
in the commercial field.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: I should like to
understand what is meant by a cost of five
per cent. Five per cent of what? I also fail
to understand how the increased cost of money

to the Government would make the burden

heavier. I should think it would make it
lighter. I understand that the Government
is allowing only a certain fixed rate of
interest on the money paid in. If it is allow-
ing four per cent, and is borrowing money at
five and a half per cent, it is saving money
instead of losing it.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I do not quite
follow my honourable friend when he says
that if the Government pays four per cent,
excluding the cost of administration of an-
nuities, and is borrowing money at five and
a half per cent, it is making money.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: You are not paying
out money to the people; you are taking it
in from them. Instead of borrowing money
by way of loans throughout the country you
are getting it from the annuitants.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: My honourable
friend perhaps overlooks the fact that every
dollar received is a liability of the Federal
Government, for which it agrees to pay the
annuitant four per cent; and in addition to
that four per cent the Government has also to
carry the cost of administration, But if the
Government has to step out and pay five per
cent, or five and a half per cent, on the money
it borrows—

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: It borrows from
these people at four and a half per cent.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: No, it does not.
Rates are rapidly coming down. The recent
Conversion Loan has brought the rate down
to four and a half per cent. All the moneys
that have come into the annuities fund since
its inception have cost the Government a
little over 4.51 per cent. Therefore the time
has come when the fund is not quite self-
sustaining.

Hon. Mr.
of what?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON :

invested in annuities.

ROBINSON: It is 4.51 per cent

Of the money

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Can my honour-
able friend
the expenditure on administration?
that figure by itself?

give us the exact proportion of
Has he

Hon. Mr, ROBERTSON : Yes, for a number
of years.

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON: If you are borrow-
ing money from these people at 4.51 per cent
that is cheaper than borrowing it from the
public at five per cent or five and a half
per cent.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: It would be ii
there were nothing to meet but the interest;
but if you are paying a substantial commis-
sion for securing the business you are in the
same position as an insurance company. That
is why their premiums must necessarily be
higher. The Government cannot bear that
cost, and feels that it is not necessary under
existing circumstances.

Now, in answer to the honourable gentle-
man from Ottawa (Hen. Mr. Belcourt) I may
say that the cost of administration is not
altogether a penny postage proposition. In
1930-31 it amounted to 3-9 per cent of the
receipts. The receipts for last year were a
little over $3,500,000, and the total administra-
tion cost was $141,355. The Government does
not feel that it should be called upon to pay
moneys out of pocket for the purpose of
carrying on an annuity scheme that supplies
to the poor man—for originally it was not
intended to help any others—anything in
excess of $1,200 a year, or $100 a month. That
income is regarded as being within the reach
of many men in the more humble walks of
life; but any man who wants an annuity of
$5,000 a year—

Hon. Mr. RANKIN: Why penalize a man?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : —might very well
do business in the commercial field, in which
the Government ought not to compete.

Hon. R. LEMIEUX: There are many
other services administered by the Govern-
ment .that could be as well adniinistered by
private companies. Take the Post Office
Department, for instance. This year there is
a huge deficit. In the old days postmasters
were given the privilege of rendering the
postal service: now the postal service has
been taken hold of by the Government.
Because there is a deficit one year the Gov-
ernment does not think the Department
should be abolished.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: May I interrupt
my honourable friend to say that there is no
thought of abolishing annuities.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: No, but you are
dealing the first blow at the annuities system.
I say with all due respect to the honourable
gentleman that I am sorry the Bill is in his
hands. I do not like to see the Minister of
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Labour promoting this legislation before this
Chamber. I am aware of his sympathy for
the poorer classes. He said that the original
intention of the Act was to benefit the people
of small means. Now, will my honourable
friend tell me whether the purchasing power of
the dollar in those days was the same as it is
to-day? He knows it was not the same. And
will he not agree with me that if we make it
impossible for anyone to obtain a Govern-
ment annuity for more than $1,200 we shall
be doing an injury to those workers who to-
day, because of their higher wages, can afford
to buy larger annuities? Only the other day,

in the Railway Committee of the other House, .

Sir Henry Thornton stated that there are
railway conductors who have salaries as large
as that of a judge of the Superior Court.
That was not the case in 1907.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : It is not the case
now, either.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: Well, under the Mc-
Adoo Award it is not far from being the case.
Now, why strike a blow at the annuities
system? The honourable gentleman knows
what regard I have for his ability and his
sincerity, but I must say, with all deference
to him, that he has not convinced me that
the cost of operation is the impelling motive
behind this measure. I really believe—I may
be wrong—that the big insurance companies
do not want to see the Government selling
annuities, because it is done in competition
with their business. But, honourable sena-
tors, this is a legitimate business for the
Government. Does my honourable friend
not realize that the plain people of to-day,
not only in Canada but in Great Britain, the
United States, France and every other demo-
cratic country, like to rely on the solid credit
of the nation? :

Hon. Mr. ROSS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX : I believe, as I said
a moment ago, in my honourable friend’s
sincerity ; but he has not convinced me that
the high cost of operation of the Act is the
reason for bringing down this measure. I do
not believe that there are ten Government
employees keeping the books and looking after
the annuitants. I think the number of em-
ployees is kept at the lowest possible min-
imum, as it was when I was Postmaster Gen-
eral and responsible for the administration of
the Act. Then we had, I think, only one em-
ployee working on the annuities system. We
had very few agents; I think, only one in
Quebee, one in Montreal, and one in every
other large centre; and later on the work was

Hou, Mr. LEMIEUX,

spread among the postmasters throughout the
country, but that did not add to the costs of
administration.

Let me remind my honourable friend that
if this Bill is passed, as it probably will be,
under the pressure of the big insurance com-
panies, soon there will be pressure exerted by
the banks with a view to the elimination of
the postal savings offices. Now, I have some-
thing to do with banks and insurance, and I
know that one of the grievances of the big
bankers is that the Government is doing a
business which comes within the powers of
the chartered banks. As I have said, the
present tendency in democratic countries is
to enable the poorer classes to rely more upon
the Government for the security and wise
administration of their savings.

I had something else to say, but I forget it
now.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Forget it.

Hon. Mr. LEMIEUX: I will forget it. I
repeat that I am opposed to this Bill. I think
that the honourable Minister has mot con-
vinced this House that the amendment to the
Act was necessary, especially from the point
of view of administrative costs.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable senators,
I intend to vote in favour of the Bill. I think
that if the maximum of $5,000 is retained it
will be the means of enabling a person to put
a capital of as much as $100,000 out of the
reach of his creditors. I believe that such a
situation should not exist, and that consider-
ation will be the principal.one in determin-
ing the way I shall vote.

Hon. Mr. RANKIN: A person could do
that with an insurance company also. S

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: But the money would
not be exempt from seizure then.

Hon. J. MURDOCK: I want to extend my
congratulations to the honourable the Minister
of Labour for bringing down a measure of this
kind, which in my judgment is in the interest
of 92 per cent of the people of Canada. My
honourable friend from Rougemont (Hon. Mr.
Lemieux) spoke of railway conductors having
as large an income as that of a Superior Court
judge. That is the greatest exaggeration I
have heard in many years. As a matter of
fact, no railway conductor gets anything like
half of the salary of a Superior Court judge—

Hon. Mr. ROSS: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. HARDY: Some conductors get
more than a judge.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: —unless in certain
cases the railway company, for the purpose of
evading the full cost of two conductors,
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chooses to permit one conductor to work what
is practically time and a half. In that case,
a conductor may make something near $4,500
or $5,000 a year.

Hon. Mr. HARDY: Seven thousand.
Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I want to see the

figures.
Hon. Mr. HARDY: I can get them.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK:
conductor has to work—

Hon. Mr. LATRD: May I interrupt the
honourable gentleman for a moment?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : Certainly.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: I think my honourable
friend from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux)
2ot a wrong impression of the statement made
by Sir Henry Thornton. I heard the state-
ment, and it was to the effect that there were
railway conductors who received as much in
wages as members of Parliament received by
way of Indemnity. At the same time he
suggested that members of Parliament should
form a union and then raise their own pay.
There was nothing said, so far as I remember,
about the salary of a Superior Court judge.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: I belong to one of
the unions, and have just been elected to
office for another three years. I know some-
thing about this matter. The men do get
substantially good wages, but I remember the
time when they did not. I repeat that it is
a gross exaggeration to state that railway
conductors make anything like the amount
that was suggested a few moments ago. It is
only in cases where it is cheaper to let one
conductor work extra miles or longer hours
than it is to pay two conductors, that a con-
ductor makes higher wages than are usually
paid. But all this is aside from the question
here. Who are the average citizens of Canada,
for whom the Annuities Act was passed? Are
they the people who can afford to pay $65,000
for a guaranteed annual income of $5,000? Of
course they are not. I think I know a little
about annuities, because they were transferred
from the Post Office Department to the Labour
Department a few years ago, and I have some
knowledge of the cost of operation. When
I was Minister of Labour there were thirteen
employees connected with the operation of
this Act. I am not aware whether that num-
ber has increased or decreased since then, but
I can say that the overhead is substantial.
In the Annuities Act the Government has done
much to help the ordinary citizens of our
country provide for their old age. 1 can give
the names and addresses of a number of

But the railway

people who, in order to evade their obliga-
tions to the community and to business con-
cerns of Canada, wanted to put $50,000 or
$65,000 into the Government coffers and be
guaranteed an annuity for life. It has been
unfair to the average citizen, for whose bene-
fit this Act was passed, that large annuities
have been paid. Such a thing was never con-
templated when the Act was originally passed,
and in my judgment the change was only
brought about by the work of some special
favourites in years gone by.

I cannot compliment my honourable friend
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) too highly for bringing
down this Bill, which, as T have already said,
will work to the advantage of 92 per cent of
our people. I only regret that I did not have
an opportunity to do such a thing when I was
Minister of Labour, because it was just as
necessary then as it is now. I hope the House
will pass this measure, which is the first real
gesture in the interest of the ordinary citizen
that T have seen since I became a member of
this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I do not desire
to delay honourable members, but may I
make a brief reply to my honourable friend
from Rougemont (Hon. Mr. Lemieux)? He
implied that the purchasing power of the
dollar had increased since the time the original
Act was introduced. That was true for a
number of years, but since 1920 there has
been a substantial decrease.

I repudiate the suggestion that there was
any collusion, or thought of collusion, between
the Government or members of Parliament
and insurance companies, in connection with
this matter. No representations have to my
knowledge been made about anything of this
kind by insurance companies in the ten or
twelve years that I have known something of
government. I therefore suggest to my hon-
ourable friend that while he may profess to
be disappointed because the Minister of
Labour—who he says is a friend of the poor
man—is bringing down this measure, he should
ponder the question whether the Bill will not
benefit chiefly the poorer classes of our people,
although perhaps it may work slightly to the
disadvantage of a few persons who can afford
to invest $50,000 or $65,000 in a Government
annuity.

Hcen, Mr. MURDOCK : Would the honour-
able Minister state what commission is paid
to an agent for securing the sale of a $1,200
annuity, and also of a $5,000 annuity?

Hon. Mr. LEWIS: The honourable the

Minister of Labour read, as I understood it,
the preamble of the original Act, in order to
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sustain his contention that this measure was
intended only to benefit persons in the
humbler walks of life, as was stated. But I
heard no restriction of that kind as the
preamble was read, for the statement there
was simply that the Act was intended to
encourage habits of thrift, without specifying
any class of citizens.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The preamble
of the average Act does not contain the
details; they are always in succeeding
parts.
of the original Act was to give the poorer
zlasses reasonable protection at cost. It is
only in an effort to maintain that purpose
that this Bill is brought down.

In answer to my honourable friend from
Parkdale (Hon. Mr. Murdock), I may say
that where a payment is completed in one
year, the commission is one per cent. If a
person paid down $65,000 for an annuity, the
salesman who got one per cent would make a
good day’s pay, which would be charged
against the public fund. If the payments run
over a number of years and the agent has to
receive the premiums and remit them to
Ottawa, and do the necessary accounting, he
does not receive a lower commission, but it
takes a longer time for payments to be made.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Does the salesman
receive renewal commissions?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: There is no re-
newal of the contract. A contract may be en-
tered into for payments running into two years
or ten years, or any number of years, as the
case may be.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: There is one com-
mission, once for all?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : But it is paid in
instalments.

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK : What would be the
cash payment to be made for a $1,200 an-
nuity?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: At what age?

Hon. Mr. MURDOCK: Well, say at forty,
or forty-five, or sixty.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I think there is
a very small difference as between an indi-
vidual annuity and a joint one for a man and
his wife. Ordinarily the premium on an an-
nuity for a woman is slightly higher than that
on an annuity for a man. I will endeavour
to get