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CANADA

e

The Debates of the Senate

OFFICIAL REPORT

THE SENATE

Thursday, February 5, 1925.

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

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

OPENING OF THE SESSION

The Hon. the SPEAKER informed the
Senate that he had received a communica-
tion from the Governor General’s Secretary
informing him that His Excellency the Gov-
ernor General would proceed to the Senate
Chamber to open formally 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 Gov-
ernor General proceeded to the Senate
Chamber and took his seat upon the Throne.
His Excellency was pleased to command the
attendance of the House of Commons, and
that House being come, with their Speaker,
His Excellency was pleased to open the
Fourth Session of the Fourteenth Parliament
of the Dominion of Canada with the follow-
ing Speech:

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

I have pleasure in welcoming you to the fourth
session of the fourteenth Parliament.

Since prorogation, the economic situation through-
out the world has notably improved. For Canada,
the year 1924 was a period of substantial progress.
In trade alone, the excess value of exports over im-
ports was more than $260,000,000. The present year
opens with prospects of sound and steady development.
The financial and trade situation justifies the expee-
tation of an early return to the gold basis.

The problem of the cost of living is the most
important that my ministers have in mind at the
present time, and every effort is being made to im-
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prove conditions with respeet thereto. It is appar-
ent that even the most rigid economy in publie
expenditures will not suffice to solve this pressing
problem and the problem of taxation incidental there-
to. Their ultimate solution lies largely in increased
production and the development of new and wider
markets. It is to be borne continually in mind that
the existing burden of taxation is due mainly to un-
controllable expenditure in the nature of payments
and obligations arising out of the War, and to the
encumbered position of the National Railways.

To aid in an increase of production, through the
development of our vast natural resources, every effort
is being made to attract the right class of immi-
grants to Canada, and to secure their settlement in the
undeveloped areas served by our great transportation
systems. In due course steps will be taken to further
colonization and settlement in other fertile regions such
as those of the Peace River.

The cost of production of raw materials and the
necessaries of life has been lessened by the reductions
in the tariff and the sales tax effected at the last
session. It is becoming increasingly evident, however,
that quite as important a factor as the customs tariff
in their effect upon production and living costs are
transportation costs and rates, by land and sea. It
is the opinion of my advisers that the attention of
Parliament at the present session should be directed
more particularly to the desirability of effecting a
freer movement of commodities through an equalization
of railway freight rates as between provinces and
localities, and through a lowering of carrying charges
upon shipments by water of the products of the farm,
the mine, the forest, the fisheries, and of our manu-
facturing industries.

Some measure of control of transportation by land
and sea is obviously essential to the promotion of
interimperial trade, the expansion of export trade
generally, and the development of Canadian trade via
Canadian ports.

The procedure it may be advisable to follow with
respect to railway freight rates will in some measure
necessarily depend upon the decision of the Supreme
Court in the appeal respecting the Crow’s Nest Pass
With regard to ocean freight rates, action
is being taken to overcome the restraints on export
trade due to the exactions of the powerful steamship
combine known as the North Atlantic Steamship
Conference. Your approval will be asked of a measure
aimed at affording the Government of Canada a
control of ocean rates.

It is the intention of the Government so to equip
our important ports on the St. Lawrence route, and
on both the Atlantic and Pacific coasts, as to enable
them to meet all requirements of modern navigation.

To secure greater co-operation in the administration
of the laws of the two countries respecting smuggling
and the prosecution and extradition of persons violating
the anti-narcotic laws of either country, treaties be=-
tween the Dominion of Canada and the United States
have been negotiated and signed. They will be sub-
mitted for your approval prior to their ratification.
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You will be asked to sanction the calling of a con-
ference between the federal and provincial governments
to consider the advisability of amending the British
North America Act with respect to the constitution and
powers of the Senate, and in other important parti-
culars,

Your attention will also be invited, during the eourse
of the session, to certain trade agreements, to legisla-
tion respecting the handling and marketing of Cana-
dian grain and to other important matters,
Members of the House of Commons:

The public accounts for the last fiscal year, and the
estimates for the coming year, will be promptly sub-
mitted. In the preparation of the estimates, regard
has been had to the need for continued economy with
respect to the public services and public works.
Honourable Members of the Senate:

Members of the House of Commons:

May Divine Providence guide and bless your delibera-
tions.
His Excellency the Governor General was

pleased to retire, and the House of Commons
withdrew.

The sitting of the Senate was resumed.
Prayers.

RAILWAY BILL
FIRST READING

Bill A, an Act relating to Railways—Hon.
Mr. Dandurand.

CONSIDERATION OF HIS EXCEL-
LENCY'S SPEECH

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, it was
ordered, that the Speech of His Excellency
the Governor General be taken into consider-
ation on Tuesday next.

ABSENT SENATORS

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, I desire to express in your name the
sympathy of this House to the leader of the
party that faces me, the Hon. Sir James
Lougheed, who has from this seat for many
years directed the proceedings in this Cham-
ber. We all of us heard with regret of his
illness. I saw him yesterday, and have much

pleasure in announcing that I found him much’

improved. I hope that a few weeks by the
seaside will bring him back to health.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Some of our
other colleagues whose health has not been as
good as it might be are improving also, and
when we meet again, after the first adjourn-
ment of the Senate, if not next week, I hope
we shall find our happy family within these
walls complete.

The Senate adjourned until Tuesday next at
3 pm.

Hon. Mr, SPEAKER.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, February 10, 1925.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.
COMMITTEE ON SELECTION

On motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand, the
following Senators were appointed a Com-
mittee on Selection to nominate Senators to
serve on the several Standing Committees
during the present Session: Right Honourable
Sir George E. Foster, the Honourable Mes-
sieurs Belcourt, Barnard, Daniel, Prowse,
Robertson, Tanner, Watson, Willoughby and
the mover.

EXPRESSIONS OF SYMPATHY

ILLNESS OF HON. SIR JAMES LOUGHEED—
BEREAVEMENT OF THE SPEAKER OF THE
HOUSE OF COMMONS

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, before the Orders of the Day are
called, I crave an opportunity on behalf of
honourable gentlemen on this side of the
House to express our appreciation of the
kindly and timely reference which our honour-
able friend the leader of the Government
(Hon. Mr. Dandurand) made to the illness
and absence of our beloved leader last Thurs-
day. We rejoice particularly in the fact that
the honourable member from Calgary (Hon.
Sir James Lougheed), who has been temporar-
ily laid aside through illness, is now con-
valescing. The feelings of both sides of the
House were most fittingly expressed in the
words of my honourable friend, and I felt
that this was probably the best time to give
expression to the appreciation of this side of
the House of his remarks on that occasion.

While on my feet may I also say that I am
sure I voice the feelings of the members of
this side of the House in expressing our deep
regret at the bereavement that has come to
His Honour the Speaker of the House of
Commons, and in saying that the sympathy
of the members of this House goes out to him
and to his family at this time. I would re-
spectfully suggest that the leader of the Gov-
ernment should convey the sentiments of this
House to that honourable gentleman in order
that he may know of our sympathy for him
at a time when probably sympathy brings
some comfort.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, it will be with great pleasure that
I will transmit to His Honour the Speaker of
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the House of Commons the expression of
sympathy which has fallen from the lips of
the honourable gentleman. I know that His
Honour the Speaker will very highly appre-
ciate the kind feeling which has been ex-
pressed by the honourable gentleman, and,
which I am sure is felt by every member of
this Chamber.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL’S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. C. W. ROBINSON: Honourable
gentlemen, in rising to make a somewhat
formal motion of this kind, I may say that I
took the opportunity of making rather ex-
tended notes, thinking that perhaps it would
be better for me to confine my remarks within
a narrow compass, and not to take up too
much of the time of the House. I therefore
crave the indulgence of the House if I refer
rather freely to these notes.

I know enough of the time-honoured
customs and courtesy of this august body to
realize that ample allowance will be accorded
me for any shortcomings or mistakes, and with
that knowledge I am encouraged to proceed
with the otherwise pleasant duty of moving an
Address in Reply to the gracious Speech of
His Excellency the Governor-General.

I realize too that one is hardly expected to
make any argument for or against the policy
of the Administration or the proposed legis-
lation foreshadowed in the Speech. To do
this would tax the patience of the honourable
members at this particular time, if such were
possible, and might easily be wide of the
mark, as much of the legislation can only be
a matter of conjecture until it comes before
us in concrete form.

The Speech seems to me to sum up the
situation in Canada to-day fairly well and to
promise action along lines calculated to
strengthen our economic position as a whole.
The statement that the economic situation
throughout the world has notably improved
but reflects the conviction that trade and com-
merce are matters over which, even within
the bounds of our own Dominion, our Gov-
ernment cannot exercise absolute control. The
proverbial good times and bad times may be
and no doubt are largely the result of the
interdependence between the nations of the
world, and such a condition becomes accent-
uated the more a country develops its
foreign trade. Canada having a much larger
foreign trade per capita than the United
States is necessarily influenced to a corre-
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spondingly larger degree by the business con-
ditions of countries where that trade is cen-
tred. The knowledge, then, that the conomic
situation throughout the world has notably
improved means probably more to the aver-
age Canadian citizen than the mere passing
statement of an abstract condition. It means
expansion and hopefulness, industrial develop-
ment, less unemployment, increased agricul-
tural production, a lessening of the transpor-
tation burdens, and will help to dispel the
memories of the years of depression which
have followed in the wake of the European
holocaust.

The results in Canada during 1924 are, to a
certain extent, but the corollary of the results
all over the world. The excess of our ex-
ports over imports of $260,000,000 means a
healthy condition of trade which is unusually
significant. When we add to this fact the
recent statement that Canada’s net debt de-
creased during January by the substantial
figures of $2274,366 and the further statement
that the buoyant character of railway traffic con-
tinues, each week exceeding the previous week,
in the face of adverse weather conditions, we
must conclude that our industrial, fiscal and
transportation interests all show signs of con-
valescence and we hope will soon be firmly
established in a position of unusual health
and vigour.

The day after the opening of Parliament
the reference to an early return to the gold
standard was re-echoed at the annual meeting
of Lloyd’s Bank in London by J. Beaumont
Pease, the chairman showing that the hope
expressed by His Excellency is well within
the range of reasonable probability and con-
forms to the opinion of the highest banking
and financial men in the Empire.

The conditions of exchange are a source of
bewilderment to the average citizen, but
business men know that the uncertainties of
the exchange market and the depressed con-
dition of the money of some FEuropean
countries, including Great Britain, have had a
most injurious effect upon our foreign trade
and in many cases greatly reduced the volume
of our exports. As an example, our lumber-
men of the Maritime Provinces and Quebec
have for a long time been buoyed up with the
hope that some relief from the trying con-
ditions under which they have been operating
may be afforded by the return of the pound
sterling to par. The re-establishment of the
gold basis will be the only guarantee of such
a condition permanently assured. The an-
nouncement of Lloyd’s chairman that “the
only real problem for us is the precise date
when we can safely re-establish a free market
in gold,” will therefore serve to strengthen
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the feelings of hopefulness which the Speech
has encouraged.

The reports of our leading bankers and
business men, and the opinions expressed by
students of our economic system, all seem to
agree fairly well on the sound position of
Canada generally.  While there are local
depressions and weak spots, as there always
are, the general situation seems to be one of
steady, gradual, healthy and permanent
growth and improvement. Since 1918 all our
resources, as well as our nerves, have been
sorely tried, but when we review these years
from a political and economic standpoint we
find much to be thankful for. We have been
consolidating our resources and laying a good
foundation on which to build. Our national
railway system has been almost revolutionized.
A number of bankrupt and disintegrating
systems have become a unit with restored
morale. Lines of track which were in a bad
condition from want of funds have been
brought up to standard; rolling stock and
equipment generally have been repaired and
replaced; and we now have a well-equipped,
well-manned system with good road bed ready
for the traffic, which we expect to result from
the generally expected growth and develop-
ment of the country.

Hydro-electric development has been rapid
all over the Dominion, and herein lies much
of our confidence for the future. We have
an abundance of this energy available in Can-
ada: it seems almost impossible to over-
develop: the demand rapidily overtakes or
outruns the supply. The progress of mining
goes hand in hand with hydro-electric develop-
ment, and in this regard 1924 has been an
eventful year. The possibilities of the future
along this line stagger the imagination. The
vast pre-Cambrian shield which covers so
many thousands of square miles of Ontario,
Quebec, and the Western Provinces, coupled
with the use of the water-power which nature
has so lavishly provided at hand, promise
for Canada a mining industry which will be
truly colossal.

And not mining alone, but all the in-
dustries, the home and the farm, the con-
ditions and the cost of living—all are benefited
by such hydro development, whether by
government, or by private corporations.

And so it is that, notwithstanding the fin-
ancial difficulties of both governments and
individuals all through these difficult years,
Canada has been putting her house in order,
and to-day her potential position is immeasur-
ably improved over what it was but a few
years ago. 4

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON.

To govern under post-war conditions has
been a most difficult task. To carry on with
the minimum of friction, and so direct the
helm of the ship of state that in spite of
adverse winds and turbulent cross-currents we
may gradually approach nearer the desired
haven, has been no ordinary task. For any
government to succeed is almost a miracle,
and without any undue flattery I may express
the modest opinion that the present Govern-
ment deserves some meed of commendation
for having so far successfully avoided the
reefs and rocks which everywhere lay in the
course of our voyage.

In referring to hydro-electric development
I want to take opportunity to refer to in-
vestigations that have been taking place during
the past year at the confluence of the Petit-
codiac river with the Memramcook river in
the Province of New Brunswick. We have
there a very important and interesting power
possibility which is unique and unlike any so
far constructed in the known world, some-
what similar to proposed Severn barrage which
is at the present time engaging the attention
of the Government of Great Britain, and on
which investigation that Government i3
spending about half a million dollars. There
is the difference that the physical conditions
in New Brunswick and the extreme rise and
fall of the tide, averaging around thinty-five
feet, make the cost per horse-power developed
probably a mere bagatelle as compared with
the cost of the proposed Severn development.
I believe that there are great possibilities
there, and that the feasibility of a develop-
ment in connection with the Canadian Na-
tional Railways should receive most careful
study at the hands of the Water-power Branch
of the Dominion Government. It is too huge
a proposition for a small Province, and is as
important to the Province of Nova Scotia
and the Canadian National Railways as it
is to Néw Brunswick. There is no record of
any large development of tidal power, and the
opportunities for such development are very
unusual. No question of watershed, storage
dams or rainfall need to be considered. As an
advertising medium alone it might be worth
while for Canada, and what would it mean
to the Maritime Provinces that sadly neg-
lected paradise of the Atlantic seaboard, to
feel the impetus and the throb of a new life
on the release of 200,000 horse-power now lying
dormant and ready to respond to the advances
of any daring and courageous Government.

The proposed legislation having for its
object the equalization of freight rates by land
and sea gives promise of remedying a real
political malady which is seriously affecting
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the health of the body politic. With the un-
equal rates and in many cases what seem to
be excessive rates affecting the operation of
our railroads and restricting the trade of our
seaports, we are in a condition economically
very much like that of some human beings:
we are suffering from a sort of arterial seler-
osis. As a result the whole system is affected.
In the case of the individual the remedy is
only partial, but in the case of a state it is
possible to have a complete cure if the case
is properly diagnosed and: the physician gives
the proper ‘treatment. The transportation
system both by land and water must function
freely, thoroughly and scientifically in order
to keep the health of the business of the
state just as surely as a man’s arterial system
controls his bodily health.

Here lies a theme which has unusual
interest to all parts of our country. It brings
up to our minds the question of differentials,
the Crowsnest Pass agreement, the whole field
of railway operation and control, labour
organizations, the development of our ports,
branch lines, marketing our coal in Canada,
marketing our wheat in Europe, and a host
of matters of a more local nature. Down
in the Maritime Provinces, that particular
part of this Dominion where it is my good
fortune to have been born, and most of the
time to live and move and have my being,
I sometimes think that we would be better
off without such good transportation facilities
between us and tho rest of Canada. Most
of the money which ve earn from shipping
lumber and fish to tuz United States is
handed over to the manufacturevs of Ontario
and Quebec to pay for the goods which the
Canadian National Railway hau's for them so
cheaply while our own small industries lan-
guish and die; but that is a condition to
which we have become accustomed. Maritime
rights is a shibboleth to-day which spells
trouble for almost any Government in power.
Always a smouldering fire, it was kindled into
flame by the removal of the Audit Office with
its two hundred employees from Moncton to
Miontreal by the Canadian National Railway,
coupled with the consequent unrest and fear
of further action along that line. While
willing to give the Management credit for a
real effort to save cost of operation and bring
co-ordination, I am not at all convinced that
either object was accomplished by the change
referred to. On the other hand, it has seriously
affected the prosperity and happiness of quite
a large community.

With this passing reference to local con-
ditions, I return for a few moments to the
question of rates of transportation. To
properly round out our Dominion and

strengthen the bonds of union between the
provinces, it seems of the utmost importance
that the Canadian ports on both the Atlantic
and Pacific seaboards should handle our
foreign trade outside of the United States.
On the Pacific coast there seems to be no
problem. The Canadian trade goes naturally
to Canadian ports fto be there loaded into
ocean-going steamers or sailing ships, either
for the Pacific trade or the Atlantic trade as
the case may be. On the Atlantic seaboard
we have a number of good ports and har-
bours, some only open in summer, others the
year round, and yet in spite of this fact we
allow a very large part of our trade to con-
tribute to the upkeep of ports in the United
States as far south as New Orleens. In the
meantime, our own ports of Halifax and St.
John are allowed to languish.

1 it any wonder, than, that we hear mutter-
ings from the Maritime Provinces? There
must be some remedy for this condition.
During the war period we would have been
in a sorry plight without these winter ports.
Is it fair only to use them as a convenience?
While it is true that goods will travel where
rates are the cheapest, that to my mind
points the way to the remedy, and the pro-
posed legislation to control the water rates
as well as the land rates opens up a land of
promise to our people down by the sea. To
make the rates such that the West may
receive the very best results from the fruit
of its toil will materially help that great part
of our country, not to mention the benefits
of improved transportation rates to the
country as a whole; and to control shipments
so that they must pass through our own
ports will bring relief and hope to the citizens
of St. John and Halifax in common with the
other Atlantic ports of Canada.

I know nothing of the details of the pro-
posed legislation beyond what has been fore-
shadowed in the newspapers, and I am merely
pointing out the lines along which something
may be done of vast importance to one of
the oldest sections of our common country.
It is a conrageous step and invites criticism,
but I trust the object sought may not be lost
sight of. Something of that nature is of vital
necessity if the people of the Maritimes are
not to lose all confidence in the good faith of
the rest of Canada.

That particular part of the Speech which
foreshadows a conference between Ithe
Dominion and all the Provinces of Canada for
the purpose of considering amendments to
the British North America Act is not an
unusual procedure. There have been various
amendments in the past, and some of those
amendments were made, I believe, without
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taking all the Provinces into consideration.
This method to my mind is rather a danger-
ous one. About the year 1912 there was a
readjustment of subsidies to some of the
Provinces. Manitoba was the largest bene-
ficiary at that time. The Province of Prince
Edward Island, the Garden of the Gulf, by
reason of its often importunities, received
an extra $100,000. Other Provinces thought
they had good claims, but I have never
discovered that they were even consulted.
Extensions of boundaries have been made in
the case of both Ontario and Quebec, and I
wonder if there was any conference at that
time. There are no doubt many questions
which various Provinces will want to have
discussed at this interprovincial Dominion
gathering. I have in mind some problems
which I know are in the minds of some of the
Provinces, and a thorough discussion ought
to do a whole lot of good.

As to the reform of the Senate, my length
of service in that body does not fit me very
well to proffer any advice. I should suppose
that no great harm could come from follow-
ing the experience of the mother country in
the reformation of the House of Lords. From
observation during my short experience in
this Chamber I have been struck with the
conspicuous ability displayed by the leaders
and many of the supporters on both sides, if
there are really two sides in this Chamber. I
suppose it is hardly possible to expect ex-
perienced politicians to at once lay aside
every suspicion of partizanship upon passing
through the portals of the Senate, but the
more successful we are in doing so the more
we will no doubt contribute to establish our
position in the country as an honourable and
useful body. Like the emergency brake on
the automobile, the time for independent
action may not often arise, but when it does
it may avoid a catastrophe.

Democratic government under the aegis of
the British Crown is probably the best this
old world has ever devised, and the bicameral
system has never yet been suceessfully sup-
planted by any other scheme. There are
weaknesses of many kinds in that system
and no doubt there always will be. If we
could institute a reform in the qualification
of the members of both Houses, so as to have
only real students of political economy
eligible, it might be a good thing.

In dealing with the body politic, there is
an analogy in the method of dealing with
the human body. In a way we are a college
of political physicians and surgeons attemp-
ting to diagnose and to cure without any
special qualifications in many cases. If we

Hon. Mr. ROBINSON.

were to establish some such qualifications and
compel all who would be politicians to pass
a proper test before being enrciled upon the
register, what a change there would be in the
methods of conducting Parliament, what a
reduction there would be in the pages of
Hansard, and how the demagogues would
scream—but why indulge in idle dreams about
reformation?

I have the honour to move, seconded by
the Honourable Mr. Tessier:

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

To General His Excellency the Right Honourable
Julian Hedworth George, Baron Byng of Vimy, General
on the Retired List and in the Reserve of Officers of
the Army; Knight Grand Cross of the Most Honour-
able Order of the Bath; Knight Grand Cross of the
Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael and Saint
George; Member of the Royal Vietorian Order, Gov-
ernor General and Commander-in-Chief of the Dominion
of Canada.

May it Please Your Excellency:

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

Hon. JULES TESSIER (Translation): I
have the honour to second the motion for
an Address in reply to the Speech of His
Excellency, and I request the indulgence of
this honourable House.

After the difficult years through which we
have passed, it is gratifying to hear His
Excellency announce that progress has been
made in our foreign trade; that we have con-
siderably decreased our imports and increased
our exports, and have an excess in our favour
of $260,000,000. All economists predict that
business will improve in 1925.

This opinion is shared in New York and
London. A crisis has been experienced in the
textile industry in Canada, but it has been less
acute than that which has prevailed in Eng-
land and the United States, where some of the
cotton factories have been closed, while ours
are working under better conditions. We
now see that Canadians, who for a few years
have been attracted to the United States by
the inducement of higher wages, are returning
in rather large numbers.

The condition of the farmers, in the West
as well as in the East, is improved, and if
only there is a good crop this year the pur-
chasing power of our people will restore the
activity of our industries.

If industrial and agricultural prosperity pre-
vails, it will be of great advantage to our
railways and our seaports.
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The people of the West have long com-
plained of the difficulty of access to the sea,
because of the great distance their products
have to be hauled. The opening of the Pan-
ama Canal and the equipment of the Port of
Vancouver will enable Alberta to make use
of this nearer outlet, which is open all the
year round, for the shipment of its products
at a more favourable rate. The products to
be shipped from Saskatchewan and Manitoba
to Europe can be, in our opinion, transported
more profitably on the Transcontinental via
Quebec.

The Government’s programme indicates its
intention to equalize freight charges, to con-
trol ocean rates, to improve the facilities of
our harbours on the St. Lawrence, the Atlantic
and the Pacific. Attention is to be devoted
also to the question of immigration and the
encouragement of colonization in the Peace
River District. I may mention also the an-
nouncement of a conference between the
Federal and Provincial governments to con-
sider the amending of the constitution of the
Senate.

The carrying out of the programme out-
lined is full of promise for the future.

When it is borne in mind that our dollar,
like that of the United States, is at par,
while the pound sterling is still depreciated
and the franc of a rich and economical coun-
?ry like France is worth only one-third of
its normal value, we ought not to be too
pessimistic. Why is it, though, that in spite
of our favourable trade balance of $260,000,000
business depression continues, there is still
reluctance about risking capital in new enter-
prises, and, because of this lack of confidence,
we have unemployment? Where is the money
that has come into this country as a result
of last year’s surplus of exports over imports?

We have made the mistake of paying to the
United States $100,000,000 for their coal while
we possess in this country an unlimited supply.

Furthermore, we have paid at least $20,000,-
000 to railways of the United States, to their
vessels on the Great Lakes, to their elevators,
to their stevedores and workmen, in connec-
tion with the transportation of our grain by
way of Buffalo and New York, instead of
sending it to our own ports by our own rail-
ways. This money is lost to the country,
and this practice has been the cause of much
criticism and dissatisfaction.

The official statistical report, reproduced in
Le Soleil, of Quebec, shows the quantities of
Canadian grain exported during the crop year
ended August 31, 1924, as follows:

Bushels Bushels
To the United States
for home consumption

and) millmg, . .. .. 21,000,000
To United States ports

via Buffalo, ete., for

export.. .. .. 141,000,000

To Montreal for e;z.po.ri: 61,000,000
To St. John for export 9,500,000
To Quebec for export.. 2,500,000 73,000,000

To Vancouver for ex-
port. . 54,000,000
289,000,000
During the same period the freight rates

from Fort William to the St. Lawrence and

to Buffalo, respectively, have been as follows:

Average
per bushel

To Montreal by water.. .. .. 9% cents

To Quebec by water.. .. .. . 11} ¢

To Buffalo by water.. .. .. ... 2. %

To Montreal and Quebec by rail 21 ¢

When the Transcontinental was first opened
for traffic the rate from Fort William to
Montreal and Quebec was 6 cents a bushel.
The present rate of 21 cents being prohibi-
tive, traffic has been diverted to the boats at
Fort William, whence it takes the cheaper
route to Buffalo and New York. As the
ocean rate from New York to Europe is on’
the average 3 cents a bushel less than that
from Montreal to Europe, and as there are
more favourable terms for maritime insurance
on the New York route, we are deprived of
our legitimate trade. In failing to secure
this enormous export business we are losing
the profits involved in the handling of two-
thirds of our wheat shipments. It is an im-
mense trade, equal in volume to the total
exports of grain from Montreal.

There is nothing surprising in the fact that
the farmers of the West and the people in
our seaports are unanimous in their criticism
of a system so disastrous. It was condemned
by the Senate of Canada in June, 1922, after
a thorough inquiry. It is compelling the
producer to pay exorbitant rates and is tak-
ing away from our railways a revenue of
fifteen or twenty million dollars, which might
well be spent in providing a livelihood for
our railway employees instead of those on
the prosperous route between Buffalo and
New York. Furthermore, this ‘policy de-
prives our seaports, especially Quebee, Hali-
fax and St. John, as well as Montreal, of a
maritime trade which they have been justi-
fied in expecting since the Transcontinental
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Railway was constructed by the Government
in 1804. It was understood at that time that
the grain of the West would be carried by
rail to Canadian ports, which would be
properly equipped to accommodate it. It is
my belief that the proposal contained in the
Speech from the Throne for the equalization of
freight rates is an evidence of the intention
to carry out the policy of Laurier and to
remedy the present injustice. Why should
we pay 21 cents a bushel for the hauling of
wheat from Fort William to Montreal or
Quebec, when the rate for an equal distance
west of Fort William is only 11 cents?

As for the control of ocean rates, could
anything be fairer than to recognize a sav-
ing in distance by making a proportionatz
reduction in the charges? But what do we
find? Halifax is almost 700 miles nearer to
Liverpool than is New York; Quebec is
nearer by 500 miles, and Montreal by 350.
Nevertheless the steamship combine, who
make huge profits, charge 3 cents a bushel
more to carry our wheat from Montreal to
Europe than the rate from New York.

The Government is to be congratulated on
having taken the intitiative for the control
of ocean rates. Let us hope that it will pre-
vail upon the insurance underwriters to
charge equal insurance rates to vessels sail-
ing in Canadian and those sailing in Ameri-
can waters.

As to the improvement and equipment of
our harbours on the eastern and the western
seaboards and on the St. Lawrence, it is
evident that the trade will not be satisfied
unless those ports are provided with all the
facilities necessary to enable them to meet
the requirements of modern navigation.

Grain production in the West is now eight
times greater than it was twenty years ago.
While there is need for rigorous economy in
public expenditure, it must be remembered
that the loss of our grain trade is as costly
to us as it is profitable to our neighbours to
the south. The solution of this problem 1is
urgent,

That the Government is occupied in solv-
ing the problem is shown by the fact that at
Vancouver, Prince Rupert and Montreal
elevators and docks are in course of construc-
tion. Work for the improvement of the port
is in progress at Quebec, which a few years
ago turned over to the Government proper-
ties valued at two million dollars. I under-
stand that the West and the Great Lakes
country are equipped with elevators and ware-
houses having a storage capacity of 200,000,-
000 bushels of wheat, while the eastern ports
of Montreal, Quebec, Halifax and St. John
ecan accommodate only 20,000,000 bushels.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER.

Buffalo is also very well equipped in this
respect—partly, I am told, by the expendi-
ture of Canadian money.

As to the harbour of Quebec, it suffers an
injustice from the fact that the railway com-
panies charge a higher freight rate on
goods shipped there from Ontario or the West
than they do on the same goods shipped to
Montreal, alleging that they must receive ad-
ditional compensation for the longer haul;
while, on the other hand, the steamship com-
panies charge on goods at Quebec the same
rate as at Montreal. Thus the port of Quebec
is placed in an unfavourable and unfair posi-
tion as regards the “through rate,” that is,
the combined railway and ocean charges,
though the total mileage is the same. Obviously
this intolerable situation requires to be re-
medied.

By the construction of the National Trans-
continental Quebec is brought 214 miles nearer
Winnipeg than is Montreal. The railway was
built for the purpose of uniting the provinces
of the West and those of the East and opening
a new route for the movement of western pro-
ducts to Europe, with Quebec as the eastern
terminus. :

The Transcontinental, though completed
several years ago, has not yet been used for
the transportation of grain. Let us hope that
the time will come when this line, constructed
at great cost and sacrifice, will be utilized to
meet the requirements of steadily developing
trade.

Quebec, being the summer terminus of the
principal railway lines that traverse our coun-
try, and having one of the largest natural
ports in America, owned by the taxpayers of
Canada, is destined to accommodate in the
near future a greater number of vessels of
large tonnage sailing on the St. Lawrence
route. The biggest ocean-going vessels can
enter that port at any stage of the tide.

The prosperity of the port of Quebec has
been retarded for many years by the lack of
facilities and by the prohibitive rates charged
by the transportation companies. The Gov-
ernment, by means of the proposed develop-
ments at Wolfe’s Cove, will remove one of
these drawbacks. It is hoped that in the re-
adjustment of railway rates on goods for ex-
port, as announced by the Government, just-
ice will be done to the port of Quebec. In that
way the Government will help to place that
port on a solid business basis and enable it
to compete on an equal footing with other
Canadian ports.

It must not be forgotten that the harbours
of Quebec and Montreal are both necessary
in the transportation of Canadian products by
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the St. Lawrence route, and that the traffic
originating in Canada is ample to keep these
fine ports working at full capacity without
hampering each other.

Statistics prove conclusively that more than
half the wheat crop of Canada is shipped each
year by United States ports.

The Canadian West has been supplied, in
the course of years, with grain elevators
having a total capacity of about 200,000,000
bushels, whereas the elevator capacity at
eastern Canadian ports is about 20,000,000
bushels. The natural consequence is that, as
this grain must be shipped within a limited
time, the port facilities in the East are in-
adequate to meet the needs; therefore the
grain is shipped to the Atlantic by United
States railways. Tt can be said without
exaggeration that during the last ten years
Canada has paid to United States railways
and lake vessels, in transportation costs, more
than $60,000,000 which could have been well
spent in our own country if the grain had
been shipped via Canadian ports. The only
way to remedy this abnormal situation is to
equip our national ports adequately to enable
them to meet the requirements of traffic
originating in Canada.

The proposed equipment of the port of
Quebec to accommodate vessels of large
tonnage has received the approval of the
different navigation companies and railways
in Canada. The following resolution adopted
by the Shipping Federation of Canada on
March 19, 1924, requires no comment and
completely justifies the projected improve-
ments: .

The Memorial of the Shipping Federation of Canada,
incorporated by Act of Parliament of the Dominion of
Canada., who own or represent 977,799 gross tons of
ocean and coasting shipping trading to the St. Law-
rence route, with a capital investment of many millions
of dollars, a considerable portion of which is for Cana-
dian account.

(1) Whereas the accommodation at the port of
Quebec for the larger class of vessels is entirely
inadequate and the draft of water available will not
perrait using ports above Quebee, and

(2) Whereas the berths available for ocean going
vessels at the port of Quebec are now all allotted for
the coming seeson of navigation and accommodation
is unavailable for any other vessels which may desire
to trade to Quebec, and

(3) Whereas at the present time a large Passenger
Liner Company is seeking accommodation for its
vessels at the port of Quebec and none is available,
and

(4) Whereas fully two-thirds of passengers and cargo
arriving at the port of Quebec is destined to other
provinces in the Dominion, and

(5) Whereas the St. Lawrence route is the principal
artery of the trade and commerce of the Dominion,
and any trade diverted to ports to the south of us
through failure to provide adequate accommodations
would be a national loss, and

(6) Whereas the Government have already spent
large sums of money in improving our aids to navi-

gation, and increased trade which has resulted there-
from during the past twenty years has fully com-
pensated the Country for the expenditures made, and

(7) Whereas the travelling public prefer to go direct
to or from their homeland or their intended pro-
tracted sojourn without passing through foreign terri-
tory, and

(8) Whereas your Memorialists have had submitted
to them by the Quebec Harbour Commissioners a
general plan providing for the present and future
requirements of the Port of Quebec which has received
the unanimous endorsement of your Memorialists, and

(9) Whereas your Memonialists feel reluctant in re-
commending this plan to the Government at such a
time of financial stringency, but, nevertheless, are
strongly of the opinion that unless Canadian routes
are developed to the fullest extent possible, there is
danger of Canada losing trade to competing ports to
the South of us, where immense sums of money are
being expended annually in providing modern ocean
terminal facilities.

‘Wherefore your Memorialists are of the opinion that
an appropriation should be granted to the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners to enable them to commence
this national work as it may be pointed out that
the matter is urgent when it is considered that it will
take five years before any of the additional berths
can be provided for the use of ocean traffic. Further-
more, your Memorialists have the greatest confidence
in the present Board of Harbour Commissioners and
feel that any money voted by the Government will be
judiciously spent in providing accommodation for the
present and future needs of the port of Quebec.

Canada is a vast country, and we have been
dazzled by the West, which has inspired our
statesmen with hopes that have been perhaps
too brilliant. Consequently, after the acquisi-
tion of those territories by our Dominion we
hastened to construct, at enormous cost, lines
of railway the operation of which will weigh
heavily on the taxpayers of Canada until there
is sufficient population to provide traffic for
them by its lIabour and its produce. For this
reason the Government has declared its in-
tention to encourage immigration. It ap-
parently intends to invite newcomers to settle
in the Peace River valley, which is said to
be one of the most fertile regions in the
Northwest. Let us hope that these immi-
grants will be selected with care, so that they
may prove to be an active rather than a
passive element in our community. The other
day, in the course of a visit to Quebec by
a large number of citizens of Ontario desir-
ous of promoting mutual good-will, I heard
a broad-minded gentleman, Rev. Mr. Bruce
Taylor, express his appreciation of the method
of colonization adopted by the French Cana-
dians, who came in groups with their priests
and with them implanted principles of morality
and religion, which enabled them to lead happy
lives while carrying on their arduous toil. He
said that he, a Protestant minister, was pleased
to see the establishment of such mgricultural
groups, which formed a solid basis for a
nation. In reading over the early pages of
our Canadian history it will be seen that the
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first settlers that France sent to our shores
were chosen with the greatest care. They were
brave men and good Christians, and they sowed
traditions which have been preserved by our
good people of the Province of Quebec. I
am sure that the Federal authorities will spare
no effort to bring in good, healthy people.

I have read in the newspapers of the de-
sire to have a new railway built in the Peace
River valley. I trust that this proposal will
not be carried out too hastily, and that if it
is decided to build new lines it will be borne
in mind that the Province of Quebec has only
half the railway mileage to which it is en-
titled in proportion to its population, and that
we have fertile districts in which settlers are
far removed from any highway. Among
others may be mentioned the district north
of Lake St. John, Mistassini and Peribonka,
where nearly ten thousand settlers are await-
ing the establishment of rail communications.

In the Speech from the Throne allusion has
been made to the reform of the Senate. Per-
mit me to say that it will require very strong
arguments and reasons, which have not been
given yet, to convince us of the need for this
reform.

The intent of the Aect of Confederation, in
creating this branch of Parliament, was to
constitute a judicial body whose duty it
should be to protect minorities and large in-
stitutions in such a way as would guarantee
their rights or their stability, and to revise
legislation passed sometimes too hastily by
the House of Commons. This is a bulwark
against the encroachments of popular passion.

Composed for the most part of men whose
merit has been recognized by the electorate,
and who have been chosen from among the
leaders of professional, commercial or agri-
culteral bodies, the Senate has not proved
unworthy since Confederation. The door of
public life has been opened to many of us by
the people, whom we shall continue to serve
in this Chamber. It was the wish of the
Fathers of Confederation that the Senate
should have in its ranks Ministers with port-
folios, and until recent years it was customary
to give us Ministers at the head of very im-
portant departments of government. It seems
to me that this tradition should not have
been interrupted. We have at present as
leader of this Chamber a distinguished gentle-
man who is eminently well qualified to ad-
minister the most important department. He
possesses general esteem, and I have no doubt
that we should be highly gratified to see his
promotion. It would be only doing justice
to him and to this honourable House.

We are pleased to note in the Speech from
the Throne that the Government intends to

Hon. Mr. TESSIER.

submit for approval by Parliament a Treaty
between the United States and Canada to
secure improvement in the administration of
laws respecting smuggling and the prosecution
and extradition of persons violating the anti-
narcotic laws of either country. We congratu-
late the Government on having taken this
initiative, and also our distinguished Minister
of Health, Hon. Dr. Béland, on the courageous
stand he took at Geneva on the occasion of
the conference called for the study of this
question. Chosen chairman of one of its
committees—an honour to himself as well as
to Canada—he supported the opinion that the
only solution of the problem would be to re-
strict the production of opium to the quantity
necessary for legitimate medicinal purposes,
thus striking at the root of the evil. Intelli-
gent and persevering work is being carried
on in the Department of Health by Dr. Amyot
and his assistants for the purpose of combating
the scourge of the narcotic habit. Those who
have followed the energetic efforts they are
making to prevent illicit entry and the hateful
traffic in these pernicious drugs are grateful
for what the Department is doing to protect
our country from this terrible evil.

Canada has taken its place at the great
international conferences which have been held
in Europe, and our representatives have given
proof of training and knowledge equal to
those of the delegates of other nations. We
have taken an important step towards auton-
omy in ourselves signing for Canada certain
treaties with the United States, and it is
announced that in a short time Canada will
be officially represented at Washington by
a diplomat chosen from among the members
of this Chamber—a man who has played a
distinguished part in our political life. It is
the duty of our statesmen to co-operate with
those who would banish the hideous spectre
of war and bring about the reign of peace
for the progress and happiness of humanity.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, may I heartily congratulate the
mover and the seconder of this Address
because of the very interesting remarks that
they have made and the instructive informa-
tion which they have laid before the House?
Particularly, may I refer to the remarks of
the honourable member from Moncton (Hon.
Mr. Robinson), because I must confess my
inability to intelligently follow the seconder
of the motion (Hon. Mr. Tessier) in his
language, and ask him to pardon any omission
or failure to refer to what he has said, be-
cause of that inability on my part.

My honourable friend from Moncton, whom
we have been delighted to listen to for the
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first time in an extended address, is a gentle-
man who has rendered conspicious public
service in his own Province, and I am sure
he will do credit to and be an ornament to
this House. No reference to my honourable
friend who seconded the motion is necessary,
because his experience and ability and judg-
ment are so well known to this House that
we always greet his utterances with pleasure.

I admired the frankness and fairness of the
honourable gentleman from Monecton, in point-
ing out that at the beginning of the Speech from
the Throne it isstated that the world economic
situation has improved during the past year.
Then he assures us that the Government of
Canada does not assume credit for that
improvement. That I mark as a frank
admission of fact. In the next sentence of
the first paragraph of the Speech from the
Throne a statement is made in which my
honourable friend concurred, and which, while
true, in my humble opinion does not imply
or carry with it all the encouragement that
might be taken from it. It is stated that
the year 1924 was a period of substantial
progress in Canada, and that the value of our
exports over imports for that year amounted
to $260,000,000.

My honourable friend, however, perhaps
overlooked the fact that that apparently
satisfactory condition was brought about by
reason of the fact that our imports during
the year 1924 fell from $907,000,000 to $812,-
000,000, a drop of $95,000,000, which of course
automatically increased the margin of exports
over imports. It therefore follows that if
our imports—which in other words means the
ability of our people to purchase from their
neighbours in other countries—continue to
fall to the extent of another $95,000,000 or
$100,000,000 next year, it will probably again
be said, although our exports increased not
at all, that the condition is substantially
further improved. I therefore must accept
with reservations the statement that an excess
of exports over imports indicates national
prosperity.

I will have occasion later on to make some
mention of the trade convalencence and the
convalescence of our transportation systems
to which the honourable gentleman has re-
ferred. I might agree with him that the ship
of state has had perhaps as turbulent a voyage
during the last ten years as during the past
three. But one recalls the fact that about a
year ago or less the captain was ringing the
bells of freer trade and the mate was ringing
the knell of protection, and the ship of state
was preparing to sail away on its voyage to
the freer ports, and we were to have a freer
interchange of goods with other nations; but

the expectations which the people experienced,
and which they had a right to entertain, have
not been altogether realized. Notwithstanding
the fact that there hasbeen a tendency towards
freer trade by means of a reduction in tariff
duties, in order to make the flow of international
trade more easy, and, as the Government said,
to reduce the cost of living, this policy has not
worked out as I am sure the Government
honestly expected. @~ We find before Parlia-
ment met this Session the Prime Minister
appearing before the people and telling them
he is going to wait awhile now and see
whether or not the experiment of freer irade
and tariff reduction of last Session has been
a success before he will tamper with the
tariff again.  That indicates to one who
attempts to judge fairly, and I hope with
reason, that the venture was an experiment.
and that the Government itself is not sure
whether it has been a successful one or not;
so that during the present Session of Parlia-
ment there is no intention of any further move
in that direction, but rather the Government
are contemplating changing the course of the
ship of state and sailing away on another
mission, namely, an attempt to control the
freight rates on the waters of the world

The Speech from the Throne says: “The
year 1924 was a period of substantial pro-
press.” One should stop to consider just
what that progress has been. @ When we
speak of mnational progress, especially in a
young country such as this is, we naturally
think of an expansion of trade, of an increase
in our productions of all sorts, of an increase
in our national revenues, of a better relation
between revenues and expenditures, of in-
creased population, of a decreased cost of
living and an improved condition of the
people generally, by reason of constantly-
increasing values of properties that they own;
and one of the questions that must for many
vears arise in the mind of a Canadian is
whether or not our great national railway
undertaking has been making progress forward
or backward.

Let us for a moment consider some of these
important points in order to reach a con-
clusion as to whether or not Canada made
substantial progress in 1924. When we con-
sider that the total export and import trade
of Canada for the year just past is forty-eight
and a half million dollars less than it was for
the corresponding period one year previous,
we can hardly put that down as an indication
of substantial progress. With regard to Can-
ada’s revenues, when we find the Canada
Gazette, the official Government publication
issued just a few days ago, showing that the
revenues of this country for the ten months’
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period since the Ist of April are fifty and
three quarter million dollars less than they
were for the same period the year before, we
are justified in thinking that the drop in
revenues for the twelve months’ period will
be approximately $60,000,000. If the nation,
like a business concern with falling gross
earnings, is able to reduce its operating
expenses to the same extent, so that at the
end of a certain period it obtains the same
net results, then one must confess that we
are at least holding our own; but this record
indicates that the expenditures for the ten
months of the fiscal year just past are only
$420.000 less than they were for the same
period the year before. =~ When we have a
saving of $429,000 in expenditures, and a loss
of over $50.000,000 in revenues, one is hardly
justified in saying that 1924 was a prosperous
year. :

Perhaps our population has increased. If
the burdens to be borne by the people of any
country can be spread over a larger number
each succeeding year, then the burden upon
each individual becomes correspondingly less.
What is the situation with reference to 1924
in that regard? The statement of the Bureau
of Statistics, which is attached to the Depart-
ment of Trade and Commerce, indicates that
in the fiscal year ending April, 1924, which
makes a better showing for the Govern-
ment, There were 148560 people classed
as immigrants brought into Canada from
foreign lands; and during the same period
or approximately the same period, the
United States officials tell us by their records
that 181,973 people emigrated from Canada
to the United States. In other words, we lost
approximately 33,000 more than we received,
and we spent d'uring that twelve months upon
immigration the sum of $3,482,000, as shown
in the Public Accounts distributed among
the members this morning. Therefore the
net result is that we spent three and a half
million dollars to accomplish a reduction in
population. That can scarcely be pointed to
as an indication of prosperity or advance-
ment during the year. It may be, however.
that the people who are here have prospered;
it may be that the value of your home, of
your business property, of your farm, has
substantially increased during the past year.
Each of us might answer that for himself;
but I am greatly mistaken if it is not true,
generally speaking, that values have gone
down rather than up.

Approximately 50 per cent of the people
resident in this country are either wage
earners or dependents on wage earners. They
are dependent upon opportunities being made
for them by which they may earn a liveli-

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

kood. In that connection we find that even
during the latter part of July and the early
part of August, the midsummer months, the
Federal Government found it necessary to
call an Unemployment Conference on the
3rd of September last to consider and consult
with representatives of the municipalities and
the provinces as to what should be done to
aid the unemployment situation which then
existed and which promised to become more
acute as the year advanced. If the country
was so prosperous, and things were advanc-
ing so steadily and progressing so nicely, I
would think it very unusual in the middle of
the summer to foresee ‘a situation which
would necessitate the calling of such a con-
ference. I will not weary the House at this
time by going into a detailed analysis of
the situation at this moment, but I will say
that- it is serious. and that we have had
evidence of that fact constantly coming in
during the last ten days. Therefore, with
181,000 people going from our country in a
single yvear, and with the unemployment situ-
ation more serious than it was a year ago, it
cannot be said that the condition of the
country is prosperous, or that it has advanced
during the year. The workmen, in addition
to being largely unemployed, have found
themselves in many cases obliged to accept
decreased earnings because of the inability of
the employers to pay more or of industry to
bear a higher cost.

All this reflects upon the ability of the con-
sumer to purchase even the necessaries of life
in many cases. The country was told a year
ago that the reductions and alterations which
were made in the tariff were to reduce the
cost of the implements of production and the
cost of foods, and that this would result in a
decrease in the cost of living to the consumer.
Thousands, indeed hundreds of thousands, of
people in this country, feeling the burden of
the high cost of living, loocked with hope, and
some with confidence, to the working out of
that panacea. What has been the result? The
cost of living during the year has advanced,
according to the Department of Labour’s own
record, and according to the records of the
Bureau of Statistics. No one can gainsay that
it is true, according to the Government’s own
records, that the cost of living is higher to-
day than it was a year ago. Therefore reduc-
tions in tariff have apparently not effected a
reduction in the cost of living.

Just in passing, honourable gentlemen, let
me point to a few object lessons which speak
to me much more foreibly than theoretical
reasoning on this subject possibly could. Here
lie two great countries side by side, speaking
tc a great extent the same tongue, and much
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the same in their ambitions and their stand-
ards of living; one a high tariff country, the
other a medium. The cost of living in the
United States to-day is on the average less
than in Canada.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is disputed.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Prove it. The
cost of living in the United States is to-day
less than in Canada. The standard of wages
earned by workmen in the United States to-
day is on the average higher than in Canada.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: And that is one
explanation of the exodus of so many Can-
adian men. In addition to their being unable
to get employment at home at any price,
there are inducements for them to cross the
line because of better opportunities. Now, is
the lower cost of living or are the greater
opportunities for employment due to a low
tariff or free trade policy? Surely they are
not.

Let us take another example. There are
two great nations almost side by side across
the water, namely, France and FEngland.
France, I undertand, has added to her tariff
in some instances as much as 60 per cent dur-
ing the past couple of years. F¥ngland has
not done so. What is the situation in those
two countries to-day? France has had an
immigration of 1,500,000 people; every indus-
try is humming; nobody is unemployed; and
the cost of living is substantially lower in
France to-day than it is in England, a free-
trade country, with 1,200,000 people in need
of bread and accepting doles from the Gov-
ernment.

In the face of such object lessons as these,
one cannot logically, in my opinion, come to
any other conclusion than that we have not
prospered in Canada during 1924 as we might
have done had some of the experiments that
I have referred to not been indulged in; and

sincerely hope that the Government will at
feast not further hamper or disturb business
conditions this year. We might, on the other
hand, hope that they would improve the
situation were it not that in the face of their
commitments that is impossible to expect.

The Speech from the Throne is probably
just as conspicuous for what it does not say
as for what it does say. There are some
important questions occupying the minds of
the Canadian people to-day that are not men-
tioned at all in the Speech; and, knowing so
well the modesty and retiring disposition of
my honourable friend opposite, the honour-
able leader of the Government in this House

(Hon. Mr. Dandurand), I feel inclined to
raise a point in order that he may have an
opportunity to give us facts and an explana-
tion on a question that I know most people
in Canada do not understand and on which
many of us are indeed at sea at the present
moment. I refer to the result of the Con-
ference which my honourable friend recently
attended at Geneva, where the now famous
Protocol was evolved and came into exist-
ence, with the approval and support, I under-
stand, of my honourable friend. This is the
result of a reparations conference that was
previously held in England, last summer, at
which, I think, the honourable the senior
member from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Beleourt)
represented the Canadian Government. As
an outcome of that important conference it
was decided to hold another at Geneva to
deal with the question of providing further
for the permanent maintenance of interna-
tional peace, and the Protocol, which is now
a famous document, was the result. If I
understand its contents and purport correctly,
it provides that after its ratification by the
various countries the League of Nations is
to be clothed with absolute and arbitrary
power either to maintain or enforce the de-
crees of the League of Nations. In other
words, if a dispute arises in Czecho-Slovakia
over boundary questions, or in China or any-
where else, the armies and nravies of the
world are to be at the disposal of that central
body. If that be the fact, I would like to
have my honourable friend give us a history
of the negotiations in detail and some explan-
ation of just why those results were arrived
at.

Turning again to something that the Speech
does contain, may I refer briefly to the ques-
tion of immigration? I have referred to
the emigration question, and also, indeed, to
the question of immigration so far as it re-
lates to people coming into Canada, and I
will not labour that; but we have a migra-
tion going on within Canada because of
seasonal requirements, and I want to say to
the House and to the Government that I
think there is room for very substantial
improvement in this regard. It is an improve-
ment that is needed, and if brought about it
will go a long way towards improving the
relationships and the sentiments existing be-
tween various sections of this great country.
Every year for probably forty years there
has been a call from the golden West to the
men in the East, “Come out and help us
reap the harvest.” Without that aid the
harvest in some cases could not have been
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reaped, and year after year thousands of men,
largely young men, have gone to the West
and helped in the harvest, and the harvest
has been saved. In 1919 an effort was made
through governmental action to supply more
systematically the harvest help required and
to distribute it intelligently, and since that
time labour has been supplied in that way,
with more or less success. But I desire to
point out the wvery serious situation that
existed last year at harvest time, or imme-
diately preceding it. I think the matter is
worthy of mention, to the end that the
Government may avoid, if possible, during
1925, a repetition of so unfortunate a situa-
tion, and withhold supply until required.

In the course of my duties in another con-
nection I travel considerably, and I happened
to be 1in the city of Moose Jaw on the third
Sunday in August last and there saw a situa-
tion that to me was lamentable. There were
about 800 harvesters from Eastern Canada
in the city of Moose Jaw on that day. They
had been there for nearly a week. That
evening another train load arrived. There
was nothing for any of them to do,
and most of them had little and many
of them no money. Along the main street of
the city of Moose Jaw there is a boulevard
ten or twelve feet wide, between the street
proper and the sidewalk. It is a grass plot.
Lying along that boulevard like sticks of wood
were hundreds of men without any other beds
and in many cases without the wherewithal
to purchase a meal, and waiting—for what?
For an opportunity to work. Beautiful fields
of wheat all over that district were just be-
ginning to ripen. None of them were ready
to cut, and they would not be for about a
week yet. A little cutting had commenced on
the Portage Plains, but nothing in Saskatche-
wan. The scene that presented itself to me
reminded me of dry summers in the early
days, when as a boy I had to pasture the
cows on the road, though inside the fence
there were beautiful crops of hay, wheat,
ete.,, which they would like to have but
could not reach. And so those human animals
were there in want, perhaps unknown to many
Western farmers who in a few days would
need their services. 1 hold that there ought
to be closer co-operation between the people
who require labour and the Government, who
are attempting to supply it, to the end that
the requirements may be served properly and
without such distress and such disgraceful
conditions as existed at that time. If a
proper relation is to be maintained and
strengthened between the people of the East
who want to go West to see the country

Hon. Mr., ROBERTSON.

and to help in gathering the harvest and the
people of the West who need this assistance,
then that sort of ocecurrence must not happen
again.

A railroad conductor with whom I am per-
sonally acquainted, and who made a very
interesting speech in the Saskatchewan Legis-
lature the other day, told me personally that
he had had fifty-two men on his train travel-
ling on the brake-beams and in the box cars
from station to station the week before, look-
ing for a chance to obtain a meal or board
until their services ‘were required in the
harvest fields, and they were not receiving
any response that would keep them fed until
they were needed.

I want to refer in that connection to one
other incident. It occurred a few weeks after-
wards. The unemployment conference called
by the Government to which I have referred
was held here on the 3rd of September. I
am not criticising the results, but they were
not very extensive. During the time that
conference was in session a telegram came
in and was read, stating that 2,000 more men
were wanted in the harvest fields—at a time
when I knew there was a surplus. Now, hon-
ourable gentlemen, that is not playing the
game, and I say frankly to the Government
and anybody connected with it that attempts
to make human beings the pawns in a game
of that sort is not fair.

The Government in its wisdom has in-
cluded in the Speech from the Throne the
statement that the problem of the cost of
living is the most important one in the minds
of His Excellency’s advisers at this time and
that every effort is being made to improve
conditions with respect thereto. I assume
that it means that, but I may say frankly
that there are many people in the country
who are accepting it with reservations, be-
cause of the fact that, although similar in-
terest in the same subject was most em-
phatically voiced six years ago, yet, three
years later the present Government came
into power and, although it has since been
administering the affairs of this country and
has had opportunity to give attention to this
matter and effect a remedy, the cost of living
has not decreased. I do mot think that the
new panacea that it is proposed this year to
experiment with, namely, to seek to control
ocean freight rates, which follows in the
next paragraph of the Speech from the Throne,
as the remedy to bring about the desired
results, is going to accomplish what is ex-
pected.

There have been freight rate wars on land
and sea from time to time for many years.
The Government of Canada has not yet very




FEBRUARY

10, 1925 15

successfully accomplished the task of con-
trolling freight rates on land. There is much
to be done there still. But when it under-
takes, with a few inadequate tools at its
command, to control the commerce on the
high seas, I am afraid that it is facing an
impossible task. I would point out to the
Government also that there is a good deal of
risk involved. The control of commerce on
the high seas is a big undertaking. It in-
volves serious responsibility, and if perchance
it became necessary to protect the traffic by
calling out the Canadian Navy, and perhaps
other forces, in defence of the Government’s
action in controlling commerce on the high
seas, it might result in a very complicated
situation.

But let us consider seriously for a moment
the effect, even though success may be at-
tained. Let us grant for the moment that
the Government does succeed in putting on
and subsidizing a fleet of steamships, as is
suggested in the information before us, for
the purpose of carrying a substantial quan-
tity, if not the major portion, of Canada’s
products to foreign markets. What is the
proposal? It is not that the steamship com-
panies should carry them at reduced rates.
No. The president of the embryo ship com-
pany, only a couple of weeks ago, said in
effect to his shareholders: “Hold your stocks.
We have a deal on here that is going to make
your stock worth par. We are going to have
a flow of business here at profitable rates,
and it will make our venture a success.” That
is the implication of his wonds. The Gov-
ernment proposes to turn the business of the
country, as far as possible, through a par-
ticular channel at a rate which is admitted
to be unprofitable to the carrier, and proposes
then to subsidize that carrier out of your
pocket and mine to compensate it for carry-
ing out his part of the programme. What will
be the ultimate result? It will be, that instead
of the commodity bearing the cost of trans-
portation to its legitimate market, people who
are in no way concerned in the transportation
of that commodity will be taxed to pay the
subsidy. It does not appear to me to be a
business proposition.

Funthermore, suppose that the arrangements
were made and steamship companies were
subsidized to carry the entire product of
Canada to foreign markets, and that the
people were taxed to pay the cost. What

would be the effect of that on the cost of
living in Canada? Would it be reduced, as
the Speech indicates will be the result? I say
no; the result would be absolutely and en-
tirely the opposite.

The effect would be to

make commodities scarce and dear in Canada,
because the people here would be taxed in
order that those commodities might be shipped
away to a foreign market.

The Speech from the Throne indicates that
the Government desires to make some amend-
ment to the British North America Act that
would affect the jurisdiction and the powers
of this body. It is proposed to hold a con-
ference to discuss this question with the
provinces. I am sure that there ought not
to be and probably will not be any objection
to the Government holding any conference
there with the provincial governments or the
municipal authorities if they see fit, and that
we need not waste any time in discussing that
feature.

It is all well enough to stand up here and
criticize the Government and the utterances of
the Government as contained in the Speech
from the Throne; but I wonder whether that
is going to be very useful unless we also
attempt to say a word or two that may be
regarded as of a somewhat constructive nature.
If the picture that I have feebly endeavoured
to lay before you, indicating that there is
great room for doubt as to the prosperity of
the country during the past year, is a true
one, and if, on the other hand, all the evidence
that I have endeavoured to place before you
indicates the true state of affairs, the result
might be depressing. But it ought not to be.
There is no place on the face of the earth that
has the potential possibilities to compare with
those of the Dominion of Canada.

My honourable friend from Moncton (Hon.
Mr. Robinson) referred to the development
of hydro-electric power which in years to come
I think is undoubtedly going to bring untold
riches out of the earth and will make this
probably one of the richest countries in the
world. But just for the present our responsi-
bility is to the present generation rather than
to future generations; and what can be done
to overcome falling revenues, to stop the ex-
odus of population and to increase it, and to
increase the traffic on our transportation sy-
stems without which they can never succeed?
It seems to me that the experience of those
two great countries, the United States and
France, and the policies that they have fol-
lowed with such success, might with justice be
carefully considered by Canadian citizens. If
we can accomplish something by following a
domestic policy directed towards the upbuild-
ing of our own country, rather than concern-
ing ourselves so much about the far corners of
the earth, it seems to me that we shall serve
Canada just as effectively. How can that be
done? I had a letter the other day from the
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mayor of one of our large cities in the pro-
vince of Quebec with reference to the un-
employment situation. He knew I had been
interested in the subject a few years ago as a
Minister of the Crown. He indicated that his
city was one in which substantial industries
were located, industries which were heavily
hit by reason of the increase in the British
preference recently granted. The ultimate
result was that 1,300 of those industrial
workers in that city were out of employment,
an unprecedented situation, and some 300
families were being supported by the city in
order to keep them alive. One wonders
whether or not Canada is under obligation to
look after her own pecple first, and to provide
employment for them, or to so amend the
$ariff regulations as to deprive our own people
of a livelihood, and to make employment for
people in other countries. My idea is that
our duty is to our own people first, and that
there should not be preferential treatment ac-
corded to any other nation if such treatment
interferes with the right of our own Canadian
citizens to earn a decent livelihood.

Then followed the question of transporta-
tion, closely interwoven with our publically-
owned transportation system in particular,
and perhaps no less with the Canadian Pacific
Railway. We must have greatly increased
traffic if they are to succeed. There is no-
body more concerned in the success of the
National Railways than the people of Can-
ada, unless it be the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way itself, which is equally interested, and
of which it has been properly said by the
president of that corporation that the C.P.R.
is the largest taxpayer in the country, and
therefore interested from that standpoint.

When we consider that we have in this
vast country only 221 people to each mile
of railway to provide and produce traffic,
while in the country to the south of us there
are 450 people to every railway mile, we must
at once come to the inevitable conclusion
that the solution of our railway problems and
transportation difficulties lies in an increased
population—a greater number of people to
produce traffic to be carried over the rail-
weys that we now have. In this connection
my opinion is that this country, unless special
justification can be shown, ought not to build
any further unnecessary railroads until the
vast spaces now served by existing lines are
producing traffic.

I feel that I have probably exceeded the
bounds of propriety in speaking at such
length, and I beg the indulgence of the House.
No doubt from time to time during the
present Session opportunities will be given
to discuss each of these subjects more in de-

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

tail. May I say just a word of general im-
port? Perhaps it may be regarded as not
quite in order, or unusual at this time. For
twenty odd years it has.been my lot to quite
constantly travel over our entire country,
and, honourable gentlemen, I feel it is a duty
as far as it is reasonably possible for every
man in either House of Parliament to familiar-
ize himself between Sessions with the con-
ditions that obtain in the far-away parts of
this country, so that when we meet together
here there may be a better understanding of
and a greater sympathy for the problems of
the other fellow than has existed in times
gone by. It is difficult for the coal miner
in Nova Scotia to see the side of the em-
ployer in the controversy that is now going
on between employer and employed in that
great industry which has been so seriously
retarded by long-drawn-out disputes. Like-
wise, the western grain-grower in my opinion
does not understand the mentality or the
problems of the eastern city dweller or even
of the eastern farmer. It is true also that
without seeing the great western plains and
knowing something of the ambitions and
problems of the people of the west, it is
quite impossible for a citizen of the east
to fully comprehend their view. Therefore
I would suggest that as far as possible by
individual effort, or as the Government may
see fit to encourage it, that it would be use-
ful in the deliberations of this House if mem-
bers were to make themselves familiar with
the circumstances and surroundings of ques-
tions that come before us for consideration.

Hon. RAOUL DANDURAND: Honour-
able gentlemen, I join with my honourable
friend in expressing my appreciation of the
two speeches which we heard from the hon-
ourable gentleman from New Brunswick
(Hon. Mr. Robinson) and the honourable
gentleman from Quebec (Hon. Mr. Tessier).
They have treated the questions in the
Speech from the Throne which interested
them both from a high plane. The honour-
able gentleman from New Brunswick brings
to this Chamber an experienced and logical
mind. He is unquestionably an acquisition
to this House. As to my honourable friend
from Quebec, he has been here for such a
long time, and we appreciate his contribu-
tions to the work of this Chamber so much,
that I need not present him with special
commendations except to reciprocate the
very kind things he said of myself.

I have not very much to complain of in
the presentation of the views of my honour-
able friend from Welland (Hon. Mr. Robert-
son). He is somewhat critical, but not so
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violently critical as to hurt my feelings. He
has been in the Government of this country,
and naturally he knows that action is much
more difficult than criticism, and as he was a
Minister of the Crown until the latter part of
1921, he realizes what a wrench the world
war gave to the economic conditions of most
countries. It is undoubtedly very difficult to
readjust world conditions, and we in Canada
are feeling the effects of the great war, not
only upon this but upon other countries of
the world, even those that did not participate
in that war. All were hurt by the cataclysm.

My honourable friend asked whether we
had made any progress during 1924. I believe
conditions are better to-day than they were a
year ago. We have had, I will not say a
bountiful crop, but quite a remunerative crop
in the West, and there has also been a fair
crop in the East, and conditions are looking
somewhat brighter.

Towards the close of his remarks my hon-
ourable friend said that his policy would be
to attend to the condition of our own people
and the protection of their interest through a
higher tariff policy. Although he did not
mention that word it is apparent what he
meant, because he has criticized the prefer-
ences given to the other parts of the Empire.
At the outset I draw his attention to the con-
dition which should precede his panacea, a
condition which I believe to be essential. My
honourable friend holds to the doctrine that
we must give the manufacturer the home
market, and that this market should be pro-
tected for him.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON : For the workman.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I draw his at-
tention to the fact that that market must first
be made valuable to him, that there must be
some purchasing capacity in the market, and
that there is a purchasing capacity in that
market only when the vast multitude of con-
sumers called the farming community is pro-
sperous. Why have we felt a weakening in
the development of our industrial life? It
is simply because our markets could not, as
heretofore, absorb the products of our in-
dustries. When the largest of all industries,
the farming industry, is so paralyzed that in
the turnover it can make hardly any profit,
and cannot meet or can meet only with very
great difficulty its notes or the interest on
its notes in the banks, what happens? The
consumer tells his wife and his children that
they must continue to wear their old clothes,
that they cannot go to the merchant’s and
increase their liabilities. =~ The merchant,
feeling that there is no demand, reduces his
purchasing from the wholesaler, and the whole-
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saler diminishes his order to the manufacturer.
That is what has happened throughout the
United States and Canada, and our large
manufacturing institutions have been obliged
to slow down a little because our people have
not the requisite purchasing capacity. I
repeat, the first condition for the prosperity
of the country is the prosperity of the farming
community. If you have no prosperous farm-
ing community it is futile to say you will
build a Chinese wall around the country and
will see that the community does not purchase
elsewhere. The problem is a larger one than
that, and cannot be solved simply by saying
we will increase the tariff. It has often been
said that to increase the tariff in many
instances increases taxation; so that in this
country, with our great geographical difficulties
and conditions, we must think of something
else than the tariff. It has been my experience
that when there is buoyancy inside the
country, when there is prosperity, we very
seldom hear our friends of the industrial world
complaining of the too keen competition of
foreign goods. The question which faces this
country is the question of cheapening irans-
portation and the cost of production in order
to give a larger margin of profit to the pro-
ducers. I am speaking of the producers on
the land, those who produce the greatest
wealth upon which the manufacturers and
others engaged in industry must principally
depend for the sale of their goods.

Tt is unfortunate perhaps that before set-
tling a few millions more of people in the East-
ern Provinces we opened our West and ex-
tended our operations to the Rockies. Perhaps
it might have been better—of course, one is
always wiser after the event—to attempt the
development of our Eastern Provinces and the
increasing of our population there before ven-
turing upon that expansion in the Western
Provinces. However, people have settled in
the West and fthey feel that the low price re-
ceived for their product during the last few
years, except last autumn, and the high cost
of production and of transportation, prevent
farming in the West from being remunerative.
It is our imperative duty to make farming
in the West profitable. If we can cheapen
transportation by rail and by water, we shall
have done considerable towards solving the
problem.

My honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Robert=
son) spoke of the effort that this Government
intends to make, or is making, to reduce costs
of transportation on the seas. If there is
clearly an autocratic monopoly on the seas,
I believe that Canada in taking the lead may
hope for the support of the other Dominions
that are likewise suffering, and of the Mother
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Country as well. My honourable friend says:
“But if you get a lower rate on the seas, it
will be unprofitable and may be at the ex-
pense of the community in general” I hope
not. I hope that we may be able to get a
lower rate which will not be unprofitable, and
for which the taxpayers of the country will
not have to pay. Even if they did have to pay
to a certain extent, that should not scandalize
my honourable friend too much because a
statement which I read before the House
opened, from a gentleman whom he knows
very well, clothed with an expression of this
opinion, which is perhaps shared by my hon-
ourable friend—“that to enable the products
of the Western Provinces to reach more readily
the markets so developed, the special trans-
portation burdens borne by those provinces
should be shared by the whole Dominion,
either by contribution to the long-haul freight
cost, or by assistance in some other form.”

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: On land.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So there is a
willingness on the part of some people to bear
part of the cost of railway transportation. The
principal would be the same if there were
losses on the sea to be shared by all the
people; -but all this would be conducive to
reducing the cost of production in those three
Western Provinces; and if, even at the ex-
pense of the taxpayers in general, we can do
something to make farming in the West profit-
able, I think the country at large will agree
to make that sacrifice, because the result will
be prosperity in the East, by reason of the
increased purchasing power created in those
three Provinces.

My honourable friend has not dwelt at
length on the question of immigration. He
has simply mentioned the fact that we were
quietly extending our operations in Europe,
but he mentioned it in order to affirm that
we were losing that population by emigration
to the south. Of course, there have been
considerable difficulties in starting anew the
procession of immigrants to our shores. All
our activities in that respect—our publicity
and propaganda in Europe—had been stopped
and had not been started again when this
Government came into power. The whole
of the machinery had to be organized and
started in Europe, for the purpose of reaching
prospective immigrants, Then the ocean fare
has increased formidably, and this increase is
a strong deterrant to peeople desiring to cross
the sea and come to Canada. The proposed
attempt to control ocean rates may help in
increasing the number of immigrants coming
to our shores. It must not be forgotten that

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

the best immigration agent is the satisfiea
settler, and in recent years we have had no
help from those Western farmers who came
from Europe. It is hoped that if they become
more prosperous they will themselves attract
immigration, through their letters to theif
families and friends. I do not think we shall
be asking Providence for the impossible if
we pray that the coming season may give the
West, and Canada in general, a good crop.
We are not expecting those wonderful crops
that come occasionally, but with fairly good
crop and a fairly good price our people in the
West would be set on their feet, and I hope
that the West, as well as the East, may next
summer be blessed with such a crop.

My honourable friend has spoken of emi-
gration. He has mentioned one of the causes
for the departure of some of our people for
the south, namely, that wages have been
considerably increased in the United States,
owing to the fact that the door has been prac-
tically closed to European immigrants, but
left open on the Canadian side. Thus there
has been produced in many centres a certain
shortage of labour, and wages have gone up.
There was a time when the United States
received 500,000 to 1,000,000 men a year, and
two-thirds of the number were distributea
among the towns and cities, and this helped
to maintain a fair wage scale. My honour-
able friend, who has been the champion of
labour, will admit that it is an abnormal
situation that labourers can get a dollar an
hour. That is a reversal of world conditions.
Perhaps the rate is higher.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: Two dollars an hour.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am told it is
even two dollars an hour.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Two dollars a
day on Portage Plains.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So it is no sur-
prise that some of our people have been at-
tracted by those higher wages. My honour-
able friend, in referring to the number of
people who have crossed over to the United
States, has been obliged to use American data
gathered at Washington; for a country never
keeps tab of those who leave it, but takes
account of only those who come in. Many
of our people who cross from the older
provinces do so with the intention of return-
ing. We have mever had in Canada a census
of the people who have come back. In March
last, for the first time, our officers were asked
to keep a record of the number of Canadians
returning who had been in the United States
six months or more, but less than three years,
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and under this new order it was found that
on the average 4,000 a month had returned.
What would have been the record if the order
had gone forth to take account of the people
who had been less than six months in the
United States? I know of hundreds of people
along the border who go across from the
Province of Quebec into the State of Maine
or New Hampshire with the intention of stay-
ing three of four months and who do return
to Canada.

I desire to repeat to this honourable Cham-
ber a very interesting statement made else-
where. According to the United States Im-
migration Department, between the years 1910
and 1920, 742,000 Canadians crossed the bor-
der; that is, one-tenth of our then population.
But what does the United States Census De-
partment say? 1 cited the Immigration De-
partment’s record, but the Census Department
of the Republic declares that in 1920 there
were 78,000 fewer native-born 'Canadians in
the United States than were recorded in 1910.
In order to know exactly what all such figures
as are mentioned for the current year are
worth, it will be necessary to await the Census
of 1930, five years hence, and then we may be
surprised to find that the people who seemed
to have gone to the United States are not
there:. Most of them will have returned in
the interval to Canada.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Does the honourable
gentleman mean that there is no emigration
from Canada to the States?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Emigration from
Canada? Oh, there is; but there is emigra-
tion from the United States as well.

Hon. Mr. TA‘NNE.R: Does my honourable
friend mean us to understand that there is
as much back?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I mean only
to give these two figures. The Tmmigration
Department declares that from 1910 to 1920
742000 Canadian-born crossed over to the
United States as emigrants; but when the
Census was taken it was found that the
native-born Canadians were fewer by 78,000
in 1920 than in 1910.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Does my honourable
friend know that almost anything can be
proven from those figures that he is quot-
ing now; but when you go about the country
and see settlements depopulated and you know
that the people are gone and are not coming
back, you are very apt to lose faith in these
figures.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: They are coming
back.
S—24

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am simply
citing those figures for the purpose of affirm-
ing with my honourable friend (Hon. Mr.
Tanner) that we must not be too cocksure
about the statistics taken from either side.
It is in answer to my honourable friends that
I give these figures, as being quite illuminat-
ing, if they are explainable.

Hon. Mr. TANINER: We have authorities
like the Premier of Nova Scotia and the late
Provincial Secretary of Nova Scotia, who
retired a few weeks ago, and other eminent
gentlemen, who have come up to Ottawa and
told the honourable gentlemen of the Federal
Government, that there is what they call an
alarming exodus of young people. Premier
Armstrong of Nova Scotia came up here
twelve months ago and informed you that
the fishing districts of Nova Scotia are
depopulated, which is a fact. They are de-
populated—actually cleaned out.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, my
honourable friend knows why.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: My honourable friend
tells us that these figures prove that nothing
of the kind happened.

Hon, Mr. DANDURAND: I do not say
that nothing of the kind happened, but my
honourable friend knows very well why the
fisherman of Nova Scotia is attracted to the
other side, and perhaps he might desire to
return to 1911 and wish he had not voted
against reciprocity at that time.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: What we want is
people, not figures.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I know there
are New Brunswickers also who night and
day are deploring the rejection of reciprocity
in 1911, and I believe that Nova Scotia
would not to-day refuse reciprocity with the
United States.

Hon. Mr. TESSIER:
get it.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Hear, hear. They
cannot get it. That is right.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: We cannot get
it, but when we could get it it was refused.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Never could
get it.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
There is something in keeping it after you
get it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, there
is that to be considered.

My honourable friend (Hon. Mr. Robertson)
has spoken of the unemployment situation as

But they cannot
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being worse in Canada than in the United
States. I think that is the point my honour-
able friend made. Well, the Federal Reserve
Bulletin for the month of December gives
the conditions of employment in the United
States for the months of June, July, August,
September and October, and here is what it
says:

The decrease in the United States during June,
July, August, September and Oectober in the employ-
ment index is 12 per cent. The decrease in Canada
is 6.6 per cent.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: May I interrupt
my honourable friend for a moment, to point
out to him that if he would refer to the
figures from January to May, inclusive, he
would find an entirely different situation, but
in the third week in May, 1924, a wave of
uncertainty swept over the United States, as
always occurs in that country a few months
prior to an election. My honourable friend
has picked out the months from June to
October. The elections were held on November
4th, and when November 4th was passed the
United States immediately stepped into their
stride again and they have been going at a
lively pace since; for, as my honourable friend
said a few minutes ago, men were in demand
there at high wages.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I read to the
honourable gentleman the index numbers
regarding employment in manufacturing and
railway operations in Canada and the United
States, based upon the average index numbers
reported by employers in 1923, as 100. My
honourable friend will see that, according to
this table, conditions were approaching normal
more rapidly in Canada than in the United
States. He says these figures are for only
part of 1924, but I believe that he would
find also that the conditions for the whole of
1924, as shown by the fluctuation from one
month to an other, do not indicate that
Canada is inferior to the United States in the
matter of employment,

As to failures, I believe that our situation
is much better than that of the United States.
In 1922 there were 3,695 failures, but that
number comprises not only the industrial
world, but all of the commercial and trading
firms of the country. In 1923 there were
3,247 failures; in 1924, 2474. In 1922 the
liabilities of the large concerns that went
down, 857 in number, amounted to $39,000,000;
in 1923, with 792 such concerns, they amounted
to $31,000,000; in 1924 the number of these
concerns was reduced to 625, with a liability
of $36,000,000.

The third quarter of 1924, according to
Dun’s report, broke the record in the United
States for failures.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Might I suggest to my honourable friend that
he is not making the most of his argument.
If he carries it out and goes on from year to
year, he will come to a time when there will
be no failures, because there will be nobody
left to fail.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: So my honour-
able friend says, but I will show him that in
the United States the number has kept in-
creasing, so there were still some left. On
the other hand, in this country the number
was decreasing.

This quotation is from Dun’s report:

The month of March, 1924, holds the ccuntry’s record
for the largest volume of failure liabilities for any
single month. The 1924 total of commercial failures
was 20,615 in number and $514,225,000 in volume of
failure liabilities. This is an increase over 1923 of not
quite 2,000 in number and $4,000,000 in volume. Al-
though 1921 and 1922 slightly exceed 1923-24 in number
and volume of failures, the year 1924 easily holds the
banner over the twenty-five years preceding. It exceeds
by a fairly wide margin the combined totals for the
years 1919 and 1920, and very largely exceeds the total
of the panic of 1908.

Now, as an indication of the situation in the
United States, let us look at their bank
failures. In 1924 there were 613 bank failures,
the largest number in any year during the
present generation. The liabilities amounted
to $202,000,000, a figure which has been ex-
ceeded only twice in 25 years. The total
found on page 10 of Dun’s review for January
10 is the amount of the liabilities and the
number of bank suspensions for 22 years, from
1903 to 1924. In 1922 the bank failures in the
United States involved 277 banks and liabil-
ities of $77,000,000, in 1923 there were 578
banks, with liabilities of $203,000,000; in 1924
there were 613 failures, and liabilities of $202,-
000,000. That country, under a high protective
tariff, seems to have suffered more than Can-
ada.

My honourable friend spoke of the doubtful
condition of our industrial expension. Let us
see what the figures show from 1921 to 1924?
These figures cover exports of Canadian pro-
duce under three heads: raw materials, goods
partly manufactured, and goods fully or
chiefly manufactured. 1921 was an abnormal
year.,

Exports of Canadian Produce by Degree of Manufacture
for Fiscal Years Ended 1914, 1921-24

1914 Value  Per cent
Raw materials.. .. 272,593 581 63.16
Partly manufactured.. .. 43,660,533 10.12
Fully or chiefly manufactured 115,334,325 26.72

Total.. 431,588,439  100.00

1921
Raw materials.. .. 524,075,762 4.7
Partly manufactured.. .. 193,641,676 16.20
Fully or chiefly manufactured 471,446,263 39.73

Total.. 1,189,163,701 . 100.00
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1922
Raw materials. . s 329,370,942 44.49
Partly manufactured.. . g 107,227 564 14.49
Fully or chiefly manufnctured. 303,642,174 41.02
Total. . 740,240,680  100.00

1923
Raw materials.. .. 416,278,028 44.69
Partly manufactured.. . 150,957,734 16.21
Fully or chiefly msnufactured. 364,215,681 39.10
Total.. 931,451,443  100.00

1924
Raw materials.. .. 453,521,750 43.39
Partly manufactured.. . . 175,974,117 16.83
Fully or chiefly manufactured. 415,855,189 39.78
Total.. . 1,045351,056  100.00

So we have gained in the manufactured or
partly manufactured goods; and I think this
indicates quite a healthy situation so far as
our manufacturing industries are concerned.

The excess of manufactured goods imported
over manufactured goods exported in 1921
amounted to $264,000,000; in 1922 to $120,-
000,000; in 1923 to $59,000,000, and in 1924 to
$47,000,000. That indicates that. we have
gradually been increasing our manufactures to
meet the requirements of our markets. From
this it would seem that manufactured goods
from outside are not displacing our goods to
the extent that we have been led to believe,
but on the contrary that we have been
gradually gaining. This also shows a healthy
condition in Canada.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Less money to buy.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend said that the cost of living had not
been reduced. Let me give him some figures
from the Bureau of Statistics. The average
cost of a food budget in 1921 was $12.10; in
1922, $10.29; in 1923, $10.52; in 1924, $10.31.
This is a weekly food budget for a family of
five. The budget, including food, fuel, light
and rent, is as follows: 1921, $22.71; 1922,
$20.88; 1923, $21.07; 1924, $20.80.

This shows a gradual reduction, but I
recognize that conditions are such that it is
very difficult to bring down the cost of living.
I have often stated that the wage earners
took advantage of the exceptional conditions
that obtained during the war to boost their
wages. They have been somewhat reluctant
to have them reduced, and the result is that
although they handle more money they them-
selves must pay a higher cost of living which
they, themselves, largely created. When the
cost of building a house has doubled, it is
logical that when the labourer goes to rent
that house he must pay double the rental he

used to pay. Likewise, in the case of coal and
other commodities, especially those to which
the cost of long-haul transportation must be
added. Wages on the railway, in the mine,
in the forest, although the latter have lately
come down, all go to enhance the cost of
living, and it is somewhat difficult to reduce
it so long as wages remain as they are.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Is it my honour-
able friend’s conclusion that in order to reduce
the cost of living wages must first be reduced
in the country?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have been
stating a fact. It is one of the problems with
which we have to contend, one of the con-
ditions which we have to consider, and my
honourable friend can with very little grace
speak of the high cost of living when he, per-
haps, has been one of those who has assisted
to increase that cost of living. I have known
other people, as well as wage earners, who
have insisted that “what we have we hold”.
That is a condition which we will have to
face, and an explanation is due to the wage-
earners as well as to the community in gen-
eral, because the wage-earners must know
that houses cannot be built at an increased
cost because of higher wages and rented at the
old figure. This stands to reason, and they
must be brought to understand that the
present condition is partly due to the high
wages given them.

At 6 o’clock the Senate took recess.

The Senate resumed at 8 o’clock.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, it may be of interest to have in our
Hansard a statement prepared by the Internal
Trade Branch of our Bureau of Statistics,
regarding the cost of a food budget compiising
specified articles and quantities mentioned, in
certain cities in Canada in July, 1924, and
similar information regarding the United States.
The statement covers the cities of Montreal,
Toronto, Windsor, Winnipeg and Vancouver,
and the cities of Boston, Buffalo, Chicago,
Detroit, Minneapolis and Seattle. The state-
ment shows the totals for Canada and for
the United States.

Hon. Mr. STANFIELD: Wholesale or re-
tail?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I can give only
what I have before me.
retail price.

It is evidently the
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Cost of a Food Budget Comprising specified articles and quantities mentioned in Certain Cities in Canada
in July 1024

Commodities Quantity Montreal Toronto Windsor Winnipeg Vancouver Canada
Sirloin steak.. .. .. .. 1 pound 31.5 32.8 29.6 29.8 33.6 29.7
Round steak.. .. .. .. §. .8 26.3 24.3 22.6 20.6 24.8 24.1
BIbroagh. s v e ee . ba { O] 53.0 48.6 42.2 41.2 44.2 44.2
Chuck 1088t « “os s s | e 26.6 29.2 30.4 24.0 26.0 31.2
Bacon' gliced.. v o5 oo ) i 30.8 33.9 32.5 33.7 42.4 35.7
I e R S T T P 8.5 8.5 9.2 9.0 8.1 8.1
Milk, fraah, . .C .0 oL .2 6 quarts 72.0 70.8 78.0 72.0 66.6 71.4
BRI A T A 3 pounds 117.0 118.2 114.0 118.5 126.9 117.9
CROMD 0 v v o as B 56.4 57.8 52.2 58.2 46.4 56.8
T e PR | DR 40.2 39.8 38.8 37.4 38.€ 41.2
Eggs, fresh.. .. .. .. 1 dozen 39.5 36.8 33.0 30.9 33.8 31.8
B o e e 15 pounds 102.8 100.5 100.5 90.0 95.3 100.5
T R R 104 45.0 41.0 38.0 43.0 43.0 43.0
Rolled oats.. .. .¢ .. B 25.5 26.0 24.5 26.0 27.0 27.0
BRI0BYhh are uet sk Dealiae ;L 20.6 20.0 22.4 22.0 17.2 20.8
Potatoes. . 2 pecks 65.3 71.7 76.1 66.0 66.7 64.0
67T T P S Lo 1 pound 7.8 7.7 9.7 6.9 5.5 8.3
Corn, canned.. .. .. .. P SR 5.7 5.4 5.4 6.4 5.9 6.0
Peas; 'canned.. .. .. .. 1Y 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.8 3.6 3.7
Sugar, granulated.. .. 4 37.6 37.2 38.0 42.0 38.4 40.8
X MR B 35.5 33.8 34.4 34.8 34.0 34.7
(0}, (. RRREN R SR i a e ¢ ADE 13.7 14.0 12.8 12.2 13.3 13.6
5 e (R e S e e 14.9 14.5 16.6 15.2 14.5 15.9

Total cost.. $8.80 $8.76 $8.64 $8.44 $8.56 $8.70

Cost of a Food Budget comprising specified articles in the quantities mentioned in Certain Cities in the
United States in July 1924

Commodities Quantity Boston  Buffalo  Chicago Detroit Minneapolis Seattle U.S.A.
Sirloin steak. . . 1 pound 64.9 40.3 41.9 40.1 33.9 32.0 40.7
Round steak.. S ey 52.6 33.5 32.7 32.4 30.2 27.0 34.6
Rib roast.. .. e e 78.0 58.0 63.6 56.8 53.2 51.4 58.2
Chuck roast.. By 50.0 43.6 41.8 41.6 41.8 33.6 4.0
Bacon, sliced.. Ml e 36.5 30.0 41.0 35.1 38.3 4.4 36.4
Salmon. . 5 R TR 7.4 6.8 8.1 7.4 9.4 7.6 7.8
Milk, fresh.. .. 6 quarts 80.0 72.0 84.0 84.0 60.0 69.0 81.0
Rutter. . . 3 pounds 154.2 148.5 142.2 147.6 134.4 141.0 148.5
Cheese al 71.4 68.8 77.0 70.4 62.2 69.4 68.8
T e - It 34.8 31.8 35.2 35.2 33.4 35.6 34.2
Eggs, fresh .. 1 dozen 56.3 38.2 39.7 38.2 31.4 39.2 39.4
Bread. i o .15 pounds' 127.5 126.0 145.5 132.0 133.5 147.0 130.5
i R e [ 1R 55.0 45.0 4.0 44.0 49.0 45.0 48.0
Rolled Oats.. .. G-t 45.0 37.5 42.5 45.0 40.5 4.5 44.0
Feee T ey [ 22.6 19.2 21.2 19.4 19.4 23.6 20.0
Potatoes. . . 2 pecks 108.0 93.0 108.0 84.0 96.0 123.0 99.0
Onions . 1 pound 8.4 7.3 7.1 6.8 7.4 5.0 6.9
Corn, canned.. A e 6.4 5.1 5.3 5.2 4.4 5.9 5.3
Peas, canned.. .. .. W ¢ 4.3 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.3 4.0 36
Sugar, granulated. .. 4 32.4 30.8 32.4 32.4 34.4 36.8 33.6
¥ LTI R pe e L e 34.6 32.5 36.1 31.9 32.3 37.9 35.4
Coffee .. o 12.4 9.8 10.9 10.4 11.4 11.1 10.6
Prunes. . o et 17.4 16.4 19.2 17.9 17.8 14.3 17.4

Total cost.. $11.60 $9.97 $10.83 $10.21 $9.79 $10.48 $10.46

My honourable friend, in referring to the
cost of living, asked us to ponder over the
situation in France and Great Britain—one a
free-trade country and the other protection-
ist—and he stated his belief that the cost of
living was lower in France than in Great
Britain. My conviction is to the contrary.
I was in France for a few weeks last autumn,
and I was told that prices had mounted to
such an extent that the Herriot Government
had found it necessary to attempt to fix
maximum prices. In fact, the franc is worth

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

only one quarter of its normal value. When
you discuss the question with residents, you
find that the cost of living is three times
what it was on the basis of the franc. So
you will see that the cost of living there is
quite high; but I doubt that there is any
comparison possible between the normal situ-
ation of a country with such an exceptional
situation as this.

My honourable friend has suggested two
remedies for our present condition—protec-
tion of our industries and stopping railway
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building. The latter suggestion may reopen
the whole question of the policy which the
Senate followed flast year. The policy of
my honourable friend was mnot followed by
the Senate last year, because it declared the
necessity of building 21 or 22 lines out of
26 submitted to us. It was decided by the
Senate then, on the merits of each case,
that there is such a thing as money well
spent even though finances are difficult. One
may be in straitened circumstances, but at
the same time he may feel that it is a good
thing even for him to borrow money to
advance his own interests. So I say for this
reason I would mot be ready to adhere to
a hard and fast rule that there should be
no more money spent for railway branches.

There is, I know, a desire on both sides
in the Senate to examine closely into the
problem of the Peace River region, from
which nearly half the people have already
moved out because they could not sell the
products of the land. This is a wvery rich
area, and the question is whether or not hav-
ing already opened that country we should
do something to retain the population which
is there and try to bring in tens of thousands
of people who would come in if they could
sell their products and send them to Van-
couver, which I think is the nearest point
on the seaboard.

My honourable friend has said that the
Speech from the Throne failed to mention
the work which was done at the Fifth
Assembly of the League of Nations in Geneva
last September. He added that the question
was one of sufficient importance to merit
attention, as the armies and navies of the
world, under the new amendments to the
Covenant, seemed to be put at the disposal
of the League of Nations. I do not feel that
the moment has come to make a statement
on this matter to the Senate. The right
honourable the junior member for Ottawa
(Right Hon. Sir George E. Foster) has
given a notice of motion which may open
up the whole question. All that I desire to
say is that my honourable friend’s statement
that the Canadian delegates adhered to the
protocol would need qualification. Most of
the representatives of the nations, the repre-
sentatives of Canada among them, had no
mandate from their Governments. They saw,
however, the very great importance of this
document, but they were withont any power
to bind their respective Governments by
putting their signatures to the document. It
was suggested that the resolution should
contain an expression of sympathy with the

work of the Assembly and of the desire to re-
commend it to the serious consideration of the
respective Governments. This is the resolution
which was adopted. ~When I returned from
Geneva I had occasion to explain the protocol
to various public bodies. In order to under-
stand what the Protocol is one must look at
the Covenant. Before examining into the
obligations that the various countries assume
under the Protocol, one must look at the
obligations already accepted by the countries
that signed the Covenant in the Palace of
Versailles on the 29th of June, 1919. This
document was signed by the Right Hon.
Charles J. Doherty and the Hon. Arthur L.
Sifton, whose names will go down in history as
representing Canada.

I can make the general statement that the
underlying principles of the Protocol will be
found in the Covenant. When we examine
these suggested amendments we shall have
to determine whether there is any increased
responsibility to be assumed by Canada, and
if so whether Canada should accept them. I
simply desire at this moment to convey to
the minds of my honourable friends the fact
that the Covenant obligates the signatories to
apply economic sanctions to an aggressor, to
give financial contributions and military sup-
port. The Covenant furthermore declares
that the Council of the Society of Nations—
I am not using the exact language—will
apportion among the various mations their
respective shares of contributions. Under
the Protocol this function of the Council of
the League of Nations disappears. The
Council no longer gives instructions or advice
to the various countries as to what they shall
contribute: it simply declares that the sanc-
tions have become operative, and it is then for
the nations themselves to come to the support
of the League of Nations and to make their
contributions according to their |respective
abilities.

Honourable gentlemen will remember that
Article 10 in the Covenant declared that all
the nations agreed to guarantee the integrity
of each nation. An effort was made during
the four first sittings of the Assembly to free
Canada from that obligation, which the
United States refused to accept, and in the
fourth Assembly in 1923 a resolution brought
in by the Canadian delegation would have
been adopted but for the vote of Persia
which prevented unamimity in the Assembly.
That amendment was in the form of an in-
terpretive clause, which stated that the
obligations flowing from Article 10 would be
limited by the geographic situation of a
country, and that Parliament would be
supreme in deciding the extent of the military
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contributions. In other words, the amend-
ment, which nearly carried, interpreting clause
10, allowed the geographical situation of a
country to enter into consideration and
recognized the supremacy of each Parliament.
This amendment did not carry, but my hon-
ourable friends, when reading the Protocol,
will find that these safeguards are to be found
in it. Of course, it may be found that the
economic and financial sanctions have been
made more stringent towards the adherent to
the Protocol, and the question raised by the
Japanese towards the end of the session may
call for some explanation and discussion.

I will not enter more fully into the details
of the Protocol, but will simply say that these
are amendments to the Covenant which
already binds us to give the Council of the
League of Nations the support of Canada
in the economie, financial, and military fields.
I will await another occasion, perhaps when the
right honourable gentleman’s motion comes
up, to lay the documents before the Senate

and to explain the working of the Protocol

under the Covenant.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: If no one
wishes to speak from the other side of the
House, T am quite prepared to say now what
I have to say. It is not at all controversial.

I suppose, since we are discussing the Speech
from the Throne, the first thing according to
ancient usage is to congratulate the mover
and the seconder of the Address. It was not
my good fortune to be here this afternoon
to hear them, but I am sure that the ex-Prime
Minister of the province of New Brunswick, a
man who has been a long time in public life,
must have acquitted himself with great credit.
As far as the seconder of the motion is con-
cerned, he has been 39 years in public life.
Since 1886 he has never been one day out
of public life, so I am sure he acquitted him-
self very well of the task assigned to him.

After all, there are not very many questions
in the Speech from the Throne to discuss. The
first thing I see is that it is the intention of
the Government to regulate the high cost of
living, and that this matter is engaging their
very serious attention. We all say amen to
that. No doubt we would all like to see
the cost of living go down, but with wheat
selling at $2 a bushel—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: No. no.

Hen, Mr. CASGRAIN: When wheat is
selling at $2 a bushel, the price of bread, the
staff of life, will go up. The high cost of
living has its good side too, but my honour-
able friend from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. Me-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Means) says oh, no. It depends on whose ox
is gored.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: It is not $2 a bushel.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Is it not? $2.08?
$2.10?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The last quotation
I heard was about $1.92.

Hon, Mr. CASGRAIN: That is a very
good price, f.0.b. Winnipeg or Fort William.
It does not look as though the high cost of
living was going down with wheat at $1.92—
and a few days ago it was $2.

I regret that the ex-Minister of Labour
(Hon. Mr. Robertson) is not in his seat. The
cost of living cannot very well go down un-
less wages go down too, and I am sure the
ex-Minister of Labour would be opposed to
wages geoing down, as my honourable friend
from Winnipeg is opposed to the price of
wheat going down. Between the two, the poor
consumer is going to be muleted anyway.

The next thing is the regulation of railway
rates. Well, regulating railway rates is a
very serious matter, and it is again our friends
from the West who are always asking for
lower rates, and they are not the people who
are paying for it. We will take a concrete
case with regard to railway rates. Take for
instance the Province of Saskatchewan. It
is a large province, the banner province of
the prairies, and it has a population almost
equal to that of the city of Montreal.
Saskatchewan wants a reduction of railway
rates. But when there is such a reduction it
must be remembered that the deficit of the
Canadian National Railways is increased and
somebody must pay. Who is going to pay?
It will not be Saskatchewan; for when you
look at the amounts paid in income tax you
find that Saskatchewan pays $2 per head,
whereas we, in the Province of Quebec, pay
$10 and Ontario pays $9.25. Ontario and
Quebec are the two provinces who would
have to pay for these reductions.

And who has the railways? It is not the
province of Quebec. They have four times
more railways, according to population, than
we have in the province of Quebec. Saskat-
chewan, with a population nearly equal to
that of Montreal, has one and a half times
more railways than the entire province of
Quebec.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: Do not the Saskat-
chewan railways all pay?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The Saskatchewan
railways do mot all pay. I would like my
honourable friend not to say that, because
Mr. Beatty, the President of the CP.R., gave
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evidence under oath in this very building
that all lines west of the Great Lakes brought
in $8,000 a mile gross earnings, on the average,
whereas all lines east of the Great Lakes
brought in $11,000 a mile average.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will the honour-
able gentleman permit me—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
mencing.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: It has been
demonstrated in this House—and I think the
honourable member from Assiniboia (Hon.
Mr. Turriff) produced the facts and stated
them once for all—that there is not a branch-
line railway in the provinece of Manitoba or
the province of Saskatchewan that is not a
paying branch. It is on those branch lines
that the freight originates, and everyone
knows that all these lines are paying. The
trouble is with' the Transcontinental line,
which was built by the honoured leader of
the honourable gentleman, and all these other
main lines. It is not with the branch lines,
for they originate the freight, from which the
honourable gentleman and his people in
Quebec are to-day reaping the benefit and
upon which they are living, and it is building
up the port of Montreal and the province
of Quebec. Why does the honourable gentle-
man make such a statement after he has been
contradicted in this House time and time
again and the facts have been brought down
and it has been proven beyond any question
of doubt that those branch lines of railway
in Saskatchewan and Manitoba have paid
from the very day they were laid down and
the first engine ran over them? The honour-
able gentleman has made the same statement
time and time again in this House. I wish
the honourable gentleman from Assiniboia
(Hon. Mr. Turriff) were here. He had the
facts before him at last Session, and the
honourable gentleman from De Lanaudiére
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain) never dared to con-
tradict them; but now he rises and says the
province of Quebec is paying for the railways
in Saskatchewan. The province of Quebec is
paying to-day for the ecity of Montreal,
which has reaped the benefit of all those rates
on freight that is brought there by railways
in which millions of dollars of the money of
the people of Canada have been invested.
Now, let us have an end of that sort of
thing. And let me tell the honourable gentle-
men this, that—I regret very much to say
8o, but it is such statements as those made by
the honourable gentleman, who occupies a
very prominent position in Canada, that
reach the West—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I hope they do.

I am only com-

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: And when he tells
the people of the West that sort of thing,
it stirs up that difference of feeling between
the East and the West which has been ac-
centuated to such an extent that it is almost
putting Confederation in danger. I trust that
the honourable gentleman will bear these
facts in mind when he rises to make a speech
in this House, and that he will have a little
regard for the people of the West and mot
harp, harp, harp upon the Province of Que-
bec and what it is paying and all that sort
of thing, because it is not founded on fact:
there is no foundation for it, and the hon-
ocurable gentleman is doing a great deal
more harm than he ever adreams of. I do
not desire to interrupt the honourable gentle-
man when he is making a speech—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It does not look
like it.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: But I cannot sit
here and listen to such a statement without

voicing to a certain extent my protest against
any stuff of that kind.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Thank you. I
made a statement which has not been con-
tradicted. I said that Mr. E. W. Beatty,
before a Committee of the House of Com-
rcons, had declared that all lines west of the
Great Lakes were bringing in a gross revenue
of about $8,000 a mile, and all lines east of
the Great Lakes were bringing in $11,000 a
mile. Now, if on one part of a railway you
cellect $8,000 and' on another part of that
same railway you collect $11,000 per mile,
and there is a deficit on the whole, where
will you look for the deficit? Is it where
you get the most money or where you get the
least money? That is what I would like to
know. If you are going to look where the
deficit is—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will my honour-
able friend permit me just one word?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Will my honour-
able friend tell us where to find the deficit?
In the province of Quebec we have 500 per-
sons per mile, and in the prairies they have
only 120. We have people to buy tickets
and travel and to provide freight.

Hon. Mr., McMEANS: Will the honour-
able gentleman tell me this? The Govern-
ment, of which he is such a very strong
supporter, introduced a Bill last Session to
build more lines in the West—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That is where they
were wrong, and I voted against them.
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‘Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I know, but the
honourable gentleman is supporting the Gov-
ernment that did it. The very Government
he is supporting introduced those bills. This
honourable House rejected some of them,
and the honourable gentleman’s own leader
has instituted a campaign against this hon-
ourable body for the reason that we did not
approve of the building of more lines in the
West. Because this Senate had thrown out
two lines of railway the Prime Minister of
this country started an agitation throughout
Canada for the reformation of the Senate.
How can the honourable gentleman recon-
cile that? He says there are too many lines
of railway in the West. We threw out two
proposed branches because we thought they
should not be built, and’ the very Govern-
ment of which the honourable gentleman is
a very servile supporter—and I say it with-
cut offence—want to build more lines. Do
be consistent, do be logical, when you make
a statement of that kind.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman has not contradicted the statement
about the $8,000 and the $11,000 gross receipts
per mile. That was the argument, and he
has not yet answered it. Will he contradict
it? T give him a chance to make another
speech and contradict it.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: What is that?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman does not speak to the subject
matter. What about the $8,000 and the $11,000
per mile?

Hon. Mr. M¢cMEANS: I am sure the
honourable gentleman does not know.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: But what about
the $8,000 and the $11,000 per mile? Does the
honourable gentleman contradict that state-
ment?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I have not—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Does the honour-
able gentleman contradict that statement?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: You know, the same
thing—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Does the honour-
able gentleman contradict that statement?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The same thing
occurred at the last Session of this House.
The honourable gentleman made similar re-
marks, and he demanded of me an apology,
but the honourable gentleman from Assiniboia
(Hon. Mr. Turriff), who had the facts and
figures—

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, he had not.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

Hon. Mr. McCMEANS: I have not the

figures with me to-night.
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Sit down, then.

Hon. Mr. L’ESPERANCE: Question!
Question!

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Now, do be a little
careful, please.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, as T was
saying, in the Province of Quebec we have
500 persons per mile, and the Prairie Provinces
have 120 per mile. Anyway, if railway rates
are decreased and in consequence there is less
money taken by the railroads, what will hap-
pen?  Somebody will have to make up for
the loss; we must tax somebody. Now, the
point I was trying to make was that in
Quebec you will tax five persons per mile for
every one who is taxed in the Prairie Pro-
vinces; or, to be literal, say you will tax four
in Quebec for one in the Prairie Provinces.
So where will the bulk of the money come
from to make up for those reductions in
rates? It must be done by taxation. The
money must be found if you reduce one
source of supply, that is, the freight rates.
Everybody knows that the freight is the main
source of revenue from a railway. Out of
every $5 taken in by the Grand Trunk system
there was $4 earned from freight and $1
from passengers. On the CP.R., for every $4
there was $3 from freight and $1 from passen-
ger service. So freight is the main thing.
Now, if you reduce the freight rate you must
find the money to make up the deficit. I
claim that Ontario and Quebec will have to
make it up, because if Saskatchewan pays
other taxes as it pays the income tax, it will
contribute $2 a head, whereas Quebec will
pay $10 and Ontario $9.25. That is the situa-
tion. There is no disgrace about it, but that
is the way it appears. So we are paying for
Saskatchewan, and I do not blame that
province if we are willing to let this system
go on. .

In Quebec we want some railroads this year,
and we want them very badly. There has
been discovered in Northern Quebec some-
thing which is said to be equal to the mines
of Ontario. There are in Northern Quebec
no railroads. Now, there is some talk about
our having railways built there. In the
Quebec Legislature Hon. Mr. Patenaude, at
one time a Cabinet Minister in the Borden
cabinet; said: “We have too many railways;
we do not want any railroads there.” The
proposal is to build from Mont Laurier up
by Rouyn and those other townships which
are supposed to be full of valuable minerals.
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Hon. Mr. McMEANS: But why does not
the province of Quebec build it?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Well, let the pro-
vince of Quebec build it, and we would like
the three Prairie Provinces to build the
Hudson Bay Railway at the same time, That
suggestion is quite apropos. The honourable
gentleman is making my speech much more
interesting than I thought it was going to be,
in a thin house. The Hudson Bay Railway
has been spoken about in this House for
the last twenty years and more. I remem-
ber one honourable gentleman (Sir James
Lougheed)—who, I am sorry to say, is
absent through illness—saying, “We have
heard the annual wail of the Prophet
Jeremiah,” because I was against the building
of that railway. I am beginning to think I
was a good prophet. Now it has turned out
that the provinces themselves are going to
build it.

As to the railway rates, the question is a
very simple one. Personally I should think
that those who ship the goods should be the
people to pay adequate freight, so that
others in the country, who do not ship goods,
need not be taxed on that account. That, I
think, is a very simple proposition, and is
fair. It is the same principle as that of the
old toll road, on which everybody who
travelled had to pay toll. If any person wants
to ship some goods, he ought to pay the
proper rate. The province of Ontario is a
little better off than we in Quebec are so
far as railways are concerned. They have 250
persons per mile of railway; so they have
twice as much mileage in proportion as
Quebec. I must say, though, that it is in
the province of Ontario that the biggest
traffic is to be found; it is around Toronto
that the biggest traffic on railways is being
done to-day on both the Canadian National
and the C.P.R. The honourable the Ex-
Minister of Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson)
knows that it is in the manufacturing and
industrial centres in the province of Ontario
that the most business on the railways is
being done, and not in Quebec. But some
people from the West would say that it is
in Ontario, where the business is being done,
that the deficit arises. On the prairies there
are a few carloads now and then on a branch
line during the greater part of the time, and
it is necessary to keep the rolling stock on
hand for twelve months in order that it
may be used for three months at most.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: There are 400,000,000
bushels of wheat.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It is necessary to
earn all the money in two or three months,
whereas the railways in Ontario work twelve
months tin the year. Certain honourable
gentlemen, who have never made any study
of this sort of thing, would have this honour-
able House believe that the deficit would
arise where the business is being done, and
the surplus would be where there is no busi-
ness done during nine months out of twelve.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: 400,000,000 bushels of
wheat.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: There is another
point. The commodity wheat, they give us
to carry is carried at very little above cost.
I am obliged to the honourable member from
Portage La Prairie (Hon. Mr. Watson) for
reminding me of that point. Wheat is the
cheapest commodity carried: it is carried
almost at cost: there is no money in it. It is
the packet. freight that pays, and it pays three
or four times more than wheat per ton. Yef
it is said that wheat is a great commodity.
Why, vears and years ago, when the C.P.R.
had almost a monopoly, I was riding home
on ome occasion with Sir Thomas Shaugh-
nessy, who was afterwards Lord Shaughnessy,
and was saying to him, “The C.P.R. is making
much money, because there was a big crop
and you have had the carrying of the wheat,”
he said to me: “The wheat crop provides
only one-eighth of the earnings of the
CPR.” That was years ago, when the
CPR. had a monopoly.

Wie will now leave the question of railway
rates and will take up now the matter of
regulating the rates on the mighty ocean.
England has a great mercantile marine, yet it
has never been able to regulate ocean rates,
and there is no power on earth that can
regulate those rates. They are reguiated every
day just like the ticker on the stock exchange.
If the rates go down one-eighth of a farthing,
that fact is telegraphed the world over. When
a ship is on the high seas there must be three
elements to enable it to operate and meet the
competition: first, it must have the cheapest
money in the world; second, it must have the
cheapest labour in the world; and, third, it
must have the highest efficiency.

I said it must have the cheapest money in
the world. Everyone knows that when you
go and buy a ship in England you pay per-
haps 25 or 30 per cent cash and are lent the
rest of the money, and there is a mortgage
left on the ship at the very lowest rate of
interest. in the wonld. The ship would be
well insured. The shipyard owns the in-
surance, and if the ship goes to the bottom
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or any accident happens to it, it is a quick
sale and that is all there is to it—there is no
loss. You cannot beat Englishmen in business.
Therefore the ships of the British mercantile
marine have the cheapest money in the world.

As to labour, what about the Laskars? What
about the Chinese labourers? People who
live on the Pacific coast see those Chinamen
who come in on the C.P.R. boats and who
eat a handful of rice and a piece of raw fish.
They are paid I do not know what wages.
What do the Laskars get? Go down to any
ocean port that is at all busy and you will
see as many blacks as white men. There are
also many Norwegians, and I knew Norwe-
gian sailors who got $6 a month, and were fed
on nothing but corned beef and hardtack, and
were strong and husky. A Norwegian captain
whom I knew well, and who was a well-
educated man was getting the large sum of
$40 a month, and was expecting to get $50.
That is the sort of competition you have to
meet on the high seas. Can you regulate
that? But there is this possibility that the
task of regulating rates may have a bad
effect, because it is telegraphed everywhere,
and people are planning where to send their
ships this summer, and if they think there is
going to be, not hostility, but ill-will,” some
control which will prevent the ship charging
all it can possibly get, the owners will simply
say, “We will go to another port.” There can
be no doubt about that. There is where the
danger lies.

Are those ships making money? Well, hon-
ourable gentlemen, look at the London Times
and see the quotations of all the S.S. shares.
Mind you, I am making this statement here
on my responsibility as a Senator and as one
who has never deceived this House in 25
yvears—not intentionally at any rate. If the
House has been misled it was because I was
not better informed. Look at the London
Times to-day and you will see what shares
are worth to-day. Compare that with what
they were worth say in 1922, and you will
find that shares that were then worth 45
shillings are now selling for 16 shillings. . I
have it on the authority of men who are well
informed that those shares to-day would not
net fifty cents on the dollar as compared with
the price in 1922.

Now people think they are making too
much money, and they talk about the North
Atlantic Conference, while, I think our own
Canadian Government Merchant Marine was
in it, so I do not see that we can do very
much to control rates; but I assure you there
is one thing we might do in another way.
I am told—I only got the information be-

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

tween 12 and 1 o'clock to-day—that the
United States was actually shipping out of
Montreal more than half the wheat shipped
from that port. I have heard over and over
again about wheat going to Buffalo, and so
on, but I am informed that 55 per cent of
the wheat going out from the port of Mont-
real is American wheat. We never hear
about that. If we subsidize boats so as to
bring down rates, the Americans may say:
“Very well, we will prevent the export of
wheat except through our own ports.” And
that would be a very great loss to the port
of Montreal.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would they
not be happy to get the lower rates on ship-
ping?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Yes, ‘but if the
Government fixes a lower rate through a
subsidy and draws commodities from the
American railroads I am informed that the
United States will simply say to the shippers:
“No, you will have to ship your commodities
by American routes and through American
ports,” in the same way that we are trying
to contrcl our shippers for Canadian ports.

There is another very serious question. I
have before me a table containing a list of
vessels built outside of Canada from the be-
ginning of 1922 to the end of 1924. This list
gives the mames of the ships, the dimensions,
the name of the builder, the place where
they were built, the year they were built,
the gross tonnage, and the names of the
owners, and I find that we have bought lately
between 1922 and 1924—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Who?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The people of
this country have bought 45 ships that are
shown on this list, and there are some ships
that I know of that have been missed in
this list. There is a memorandum at the
bottom of the page which says:

In addition to the other mentioned ships, 10 ships
are now being built in Great Britain for Canadian
coastwise trade and will be ready for commission early
in 1925. The purchase price of the ships mentioned in
this schedule is in excess of $40,000,000.

Here is $40000000 of good Canadian
money that left Canada to go and buy ships
in England. I know of one firm, a big firm
that has no less than two shipyards in this
country, that actually had three ships built
this year in England because our yards could
not build them as cheaply. On enquiry I
find British ships come into Canada free of
duty.
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Wages are a very large part of the cost of
a ship, namely, 50 per cent. In England they
pay $1125 a week to the men employed
around the ships, and in Canada they pay
$2265, or almost twice as much; so, with
that difference in wages, it is quite evident
that competition could mot go on in the
building of ships. Fancy what would have
happened if these $40,000,000 for ships were
being spent in this country, as they were
built before the war when we were building
our own ships. If these ships had been built
here, that amount of money would have been
available for wages. In the building of the
ships alone we would have had $20,000,000
distributed among the working men of this
country, and the production of the iron that
would have gone into those ships, and the
coal that would have been required, would
have given work to our miners. I would
say that $37,000,000 in all would have gone
to our people in wages in one way or another,
and then would have gone back to the farmer,
because when these men wanted their break-
fast, where would they have to go? They
would have to go to the farmer. At noon
it would be the same thing again, and the
same thing at night, and ultimately the
farmer would have got the benefit of that
money.

What I hope is that this Session the Gov-
ernment will make it possible for our shipyards
to do something. I understand that there are
petitions before the Government to that
effect. Surely our shipyards have been idle
long enough. I am told that there are 15
large shipyards in Canada, right over the
country from the Atlantic to the Pacific—at
Halifax, St. John, along the St. Lawrence,
at Point Levis, on the Great Lakes, at Col-
lingwood, and in British Columbia. Surely
some policy can be devised by which these
shipyards, which have been idle so long, might
start work again. It would be an excellent
thing not only for the thousands of men who
work in the ship yards, but also for the farm-
ing community. There would be no talk then
of the cost of transportation; the market
would be right there. The farmer could sell

his meat and potatoes right there, and that

would eliminate to a great extent the cost of
transportation.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Two of the three
ships of this one firm that I have mentioned
are now carrying package freight from Mont-
real to Port Arthur and Fort William, and
the third vessel, the larger one of the three,
one of the coal boats which has its own ma-

chinery for loading and unloading on board,
is now distributing American coal to the vari-
ous ports on Lake Ontario. There is that
ship going abeut distributing American coal,
a ship in which there is not one day of Cana-
dian labour, neither in the coal. Is it not time
that we tried to remedy the situation?

When you talk about the coal and steel
industries of this country, it is really a sad
story. You see the ships coming from Eng-
land laden with ccal from the other side and
passing right by Cape Breton. Why? I admit
that the coal of Cape Breton is hard to mine,
but on the other hand, what is the difference
in the wages of the men in England and those
in Cape Breton? There are honourable gen-
tlemen in this House who know better than
I do what the difference is. But the fact re-
mains that these ships coming from England
laden with British coal, whether Welsh anthra-
cite or Scotch anthracite or bituminous coal,
and so on, and a greater quantity went up the
St. Lawrence river last year than ever before.
And yet we have coal mines that are said to
be the very best. I see the ex-Minister of
Labour nodding his head to that.

If the Government could do something by
pretecting this coal it would help. Forty per
cent is slack coal, and there is practically no
protection on slack coal. With the improve-
ments that they have in furnaces, bituminous
slack coal is being used, as well as slack an-
thracite, and with a blower it is sufficient to
raise steam, and is nearly as efficient as the
coal that comes from the United States and
competes with it.

What is the consequence? Our miners in
Cape Breton and at Springhill are idle be-
cause we have not encugh protection on the
coal, and that is a very serious thing, because
a very large proportion of the population down
there are dependent on the coal mines.
When the coal mines are prosperous, the pro-
vince of Nova Scotia and even New Bruns-
wick, which is adjoining, enjoy prosperity, and
farm products are sent in to feed the men who
take the coal out of the mines. I sincerely
hope the Government will be able to do some-
thing this Session to relieve the iron and steel
industries and the coal industry of Cape
Breton.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: For the purpose
of information may I ask the honourable gen-
tleman a question? I think it is probably true
that the English miner, because of very steady
employment, has earned as much as the miner
in Cape Breton, but is it not correct to say
that because a large proportion of ocean-borne
traffic is eastbound, that coal comes from
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Wales to Canada as ballast, and because there
is no protection the foreign coal is coming in
here? Also, will not the same appeal that my
honourable friend makes for slack coal apply
to all grades mined in that territory?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The honourable
gentleman is perfectly right. Very often boats
do come out with coal ballast, and they are
glad to take it too. I have seen wheat used
as ballast. I have seen Allan liners leaving
Montreal carrying wheat as ballast, and they
have gone to Liverpool and have come back
carrying the same wheat. But the fact remains
that it is a great pity. If the Government
could do its share, and the miners could do
their share, it would help the situation. It is
time we got together. They would get steady
employment and at the end of the 365 days
they would have more money than they now
get working spasmodically. At present no
coal company in Cape Breton can work all
through the winter stacking coal, as they call
it—piling it up—because it has to be moved
once more when it has to be shipped. So,
during the winter time work is slack because
there is no money in it.

With regard to the steel industry, which
uses lots of coal, what is the situation? Belgian
rods are coming into St. John, N.B., cheaper
than they can be made here. When rods
were made in Cape Breton it took nearly four
tons of coal to make a ton of steel, and now
that industry is gone too, and the Maritime
Provinces are suffering very much. I take
this opportunity of expressing the wish that
during the present Session something may be
done to relieve that most difficult situation.

Now, as to the ships on the Great Lakes—
and I am sorry the honourable gentleman
from Simcoe (Hon. Mr. Bennett) is not here
—it is not a very pleasant outlook either.
People who have paid one hundred cents on
the dollar for their stocks have not been get-
ting any dividends for the past four years.
This is surely not because these ships are
making too much money. Honourable mem-
bers of this House should understand very
well by now that carrying in Canadian bottoms
on the Great Lakes is not very profitable. In
May, and perhaps for the first week in June,
these ships are employed in taking down all
the wheat that was left over from the previous
fall. It does not take very long to carry that
wheat down. At the end of May, or by the
second week in June, the wheat is all down,
and what are those ships to do all summer?
Qur ships are not allowed to go to American
ports, to the Mississaba range, for instance,
and load up; nevertheless, in the fall of the
year our Government sometimes suspends the
coasting laws and allows the American ships

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

to do what our Canadian vessels are not sup-
posed to do. Only two years ago that was
done, and such a congestion was created that
the Canadian boats lost a trip.

That is a pretty blue picture. Let us look
at the other side of the medal now. That con-
ditions in this country are very much better,
there is no doubt. We have witnesses to that
in two of our greater institutions, who say
they have had the very best year they have
ever had. If you read the annual review of
the Montreal Herald, you will find letters
from secretaries of boards of trade and cham-
bers of commerce, and mayors of various
towns, who all agree and write letters speak-
ing of the progress made during 1924. These
people never saw each other and could not
possibly have conspired together to make false
reports. There are letters from British Co-
lumbia and from the Maritime Provinces, and
there are letters from central Canada. They
all say that the year 1924 was the best they
have ever had, and they name the improve-
ments that have been made in their particular
localities during that time. So things are
getting better in the country, and if the few
suggestions that I make just now are heard
by the Government I think things will be
infinitely better.

But there is one question that is paramount,
the most serious question that has ever engaged
the attention of the Parliament of Canada,
and it has to do with what is taking place
every day of the year. I am referring to
the diversion of water by the Sanitary Dis-
trict of Chicago. That diversion means that
our birthright has been interfered with, that
the St. Lawrence river has actually been
depleted—that the navigable capacity of the
Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence river, and
of the port of Montreal, is being impaired by
a mighty foreign power in order in the first
place to provide sewage facilities to the city
of Chicago, and eventually to empty the water
into the Mississippi river. When I learned
that there was a case before the Supreme
Court of the United States in regard to this
question, I thought that the United States
would argue against the Sanitary District of
Chicago. I have before me a brief of the
case in the Supreme Court of the United
States, October term, 1924. It is the
Sanitary District of Chicago, Appellant,
against the United States of America,
Appellee. This document that I have in my
hand is the brief of the argument of the
appellant. ~Here I have the brief of the
appellee, the United States of America. You
can see from the way in which the book is
worn that I have gone through it many a time.
In it you will find that Harlan F. Stone,
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Attorney General of the United States, says
that the diversion is illegal. He says that
for 319 pages, and there are 321 pages in the
book. He spoils his argument in the last
two pages. This is a very interesting case.
I spoke in the Senate about it fifteen or six-
teen years ago. It started away back more
than a century ago. The idea of taking
water from Lake Michigan and the first legis-
lation in the United States regarding it
originated in 1822; and in 1827—I suppose
the State of Illinois was not established then—
the United States actually authorized a canal
of unlimited width and undefined depth, with
90 feet on each side of the canal, to take
water from Lake Michigan to the Illinois
river. It was in 1845 that the works were
started, and this canal has been built. Now
we have the word of the Attorney General of
the United States, who says that ten times
more water is being used to-day than is
necessary for navigation purposes.

The story of this case is a long one. The
case was before the Court for sixteen years.
It first went before Judge Landis, who, I
am told, is very well known and is now the
authority governing the baseball teams in the
United States.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: He was from
Chicago?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: He was from Chi-
cago and is still. He took the case and
siarted hearing witnesses. How long do you
think he took to hear the witnesses, honour-
able gentlemen? He took six years; and
after the sixth year he commenced to deliber-
ate upon the case. And there is where it
seems very strange, because, as you will find
in this book from the United States, it was
not necessary to go to law about it. The
Attorney General says that the strong arm
of the United States of America could have
been used; that the army and the militia
could have been called in to stop action at
once; but that was never done. However,
Judge Landis deliberated for six years more,
or a total of twelve years, and then brought
down what they call a decree, or what we
in Canada call a judgment; but he hinted
that he might amend that decree, and in
order to make up his mind whether to amend
it or not he took three years more, making
fifteen years, and he never amended it at all,
but left it just as it was. The decree, of
course, was to the effect that the thing was
illegal. Anybody who has ever had any-
thing to do with water courses knows that
a stream cannot be diverted for the benefit
of one person to the detriment of another.
That is not only international law, but it is

common law. However, Judge Landis at last
declared that he would not amend the decree,
and the Sanitary District of Chicago carried
the case before the Supreme Court of the
United States, in Washington. Here is the
brief of the Sanitary District, and this is the
brief of the United States.

Early in January the Supreme Court of
the United States naturally confirmed the
decree of Judge Landis, but they cou!d not
kelp qualifying as “unprecedented ” the de-
lay that had taken place. They did not
absolutely censure him, but referred in polite
judicial language, which the lawyers whom
I see around me would understand, to the
remarkable delay, for which there was abso-
lutely no excuse. During all this time the
work was going on, and then you would have
what we call a “fait accompli ”—you would
have the thing done and it could not be
undone. The sum of $100,000,000 had been
spent. Is it likely, honourable gentlemen,
that that sum of money is going to be scrapped
to-day?

The water that should flow down the St.
Lawrence is going first into La Riviére des
Plaines, then into the Illinois, then into the
Mississippi and right down to the Gulf. This
is an old, old story, but what we do not all
realize is the immense quantity of water that
is being taken away. When you read in the
newspapers about 4,167 cubic feet per second
it looks very small. Even that figure is a
camouflage. There was a sort of treaty made
between Canada and the United States by
which they were entitled to take 250,000 cubic
feet per minute; and if you divide that by 60
you get the odd figure that I have just men-
tioned. This supposed treaty was entered into
and signed on the 11th of January, 1909, and
was ratified by the Senate of the United
States in May of the same year, and they
were entitled to this 250,000 cubic feet until
lately. What is almost incredible, those three
British Commissioners actually agreed to sign
that treaty though the Chicago Sanitary
District were absolutely violating every con-
dition of it at the very time the treaty was
being made. It is very easy to keep a record
of the amount of water going through a canal;
but when they asked to see the records they
were absolutely denied access to any docu-
ments for five years previous to the time they
signed the treaty. I do not know who those
British Commissioners were, but they signed
that treaty without knowing what they were
signing, and at a time when the other party
in the case absolutely denied them access to
any documents or any data in its possession.
However, the treaty has been signed and I
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think that in Canada, as throughout the
British Empire, a treaty is a treaty and not
a serap of paper, and we must live up to it.
But why should we agree to more than 250,000
cubic feet per minute? That is the question.
In the judgment rendered by the Supreme
Court of the United States last month it was
declared, “You shall not take more than that
quantity,” but they said it would be per-
missible for the Secretary of War to issue a
permit, and yesterday we received the news
that the permit had been issued for more
than twice the amount stipulated in the treaty.
The rights of Canada are ignored. No notice
whatever is taken of them. It is just as if
the United States had absolute control over
the whole matter.

The quantity that is now being taken,
600,000 cubic feet per minute, is equal to
10000 cubic feet per second, May I make
a comparison in order that this honourable
House may have some appreciation of the
quantity of water that is being diverted? Take
a lake 31 miles square. It would lower that
lake every day one foot. In Chicago, which
has 3,000,000 of a population, there is used in
one day, for sanitary and domestic purposes,
as much water as the city of Montreal, with
one-third of the population, uses in one year.
They tell us it is for sanitary purposes. We
know Lake Abitibi. It is a great lake, 350
square miles. Well, if the daily supply were
shut off, Lake Abitibi would be emptied by
that canal in 66 days.

The St. Maurice is a good-sized river. The
regulated flow of the St. Maurice is 10,000
cubic feet per second; that is, with the im-
provements of the Gouin Dam, Under the
régime of Sir Lomer Gouin there was built
at the head-waters of the St. Maurice River
a huge dam. It actually doubles the quantity
of the flow of the St. Maurice, because the
water is husbanded in the spring of the year
and is paid out during the summer. The
amount of water taken, the regulated flow,
is 12,000 cubic feet per second, but the natural
flow of the St. Maurice was only one-half of
that. Now there is being taken in the Chicago
Drainage Canal nearly twice as much water
as the natural flow of the St. Maurice River.

The Saguenay is a mighty river, emptying
out of Lake St. John. The minimum flow,
before the improvements were made there,
was just a little more than they are diverting
at Chicago. The Chicago Canal is drawing
just one-sixth less water than the whole
Saguenay River. The great Chippewa power
scheme, under the Ontario Hydro-Electric
Commission, will develop eventually between
500,000 and 600,000 horse-power. That is
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using very little more water than the Sanitary
District of ‘Chicago is using. It is using more,
but very little more.

Mr. Harlan F. Stone, the Attorney General
of the United States, says they are using ten
times more water than is necessary for
navigation purposes. They are using ten
times more water than the Lachine Canal.

You all see the Ottawa River here. The
normal flow of the Ottawa—it is regulated
now, but I refer to the natural flow—is 15,200
feet per second, and to-day the Chicago San-
itary District are using 12,000 feet; for, now
that there has been this quarrel, they are
using still more.

I may say that out of this canal, which is
about 28 miles long, at a place called Lock-
port, just four or five miles north of the town
of Joliette, they are now developing 36,000
horse-power on a drop of 34 feet. If that
were going over Niagara Falls and coming
down to Montreal, you could multiply that
by ten and then you would have about the
amount of horse-power that could be devel-
oped with that same amount of water.

What has been the effect on our lakes? It
has had the effect of lowering the level of all
the lakes except Lake Superior by one-half a
foot. That means that an ordinary lake
freighter loses on every load about 400 tons,
or 13,200 bushels of wheat, that he cannot
carry; and, as they calculate that there are
about twenty trips a year, every one of our
vessels loses one full trip during the year.
The American Shipping Federation—and they
say it themselves—lose by that lowering of
the lakes, at the lowest possible estimate,
$1,000,000 a year.

Now, the Canadian Shipping Federation
have filed their claim with the Secretary of
War in the United States. The Canadian
Shipping Federation say that above Montreal
there is a loss to Canadian shipping by the
lowering of the water of $273,093. Remember,
these figures are found in the briefs of the
United States themselves. And below Mont-
real there is a loss of $322,675. Mark you,
honourable gentlemen, at Montreal they have
reduced the level of the water by ten and a
quarter inches. You see what an immense
quantity of additional freight can be carried
by sinking one of those big ocean steamers
ten inches more. They are losing that. Add-
ing these figures together, you find that there
is $595.768 damage done to Canadian shipping
annually by the action of the Chicago San-
itary Canal.

Now, think of the untold millions that were
spent in dredging the channel to bring it down
to that, and remember also that ships have
been designed specially for the St. Lawrence
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trade, in order to be able to use the very last
inch available. All the lake ships have been
unable to carry a full load for the last ten
years or so. They have lost, as I have stated,
about 400 tons, which is a large amount, as
everyone will understand. Furthermore, as
the channels have all been built for a draught
of 20 feet, including the Poe Lock and the
Canadian Lock, ete., this has been the cause
of grounding of I do not know how many
ships. In the case of an obstruction to a
river, the Federal Government here or the
Federal Government of the United States may
intervene, because no one has a right to
cause an obstruction. It is quite apparent to
anyone that a river would be obstructed, if,
for instance, a bridge were too low and ships
could not pass under it, because the ship
would strike the bridge. But you create just
as bad an obstruction if the water is lowered
so that the shin touches the bottom. In
the eye of the law an obstruction is created
in that way just as if the ship were obstructed
by a bridge, and it must be remedied. The
Federal Government of the United States de-
clare that you cannot impair the navigable
capacity of any river in the United States.
It is stated by Mr. R. J. Maclean, who is
Secretary of the Committee of the Chamber
of Commerce of Detroit for Inland Water-
ways—these are not my words—that the diver-
sion of water there is a diabolical scheme, im-
pairing the mavigable capacity of the whole
river St. Lawrence and of all the Great Lakes.
Honourable gentlemen, the St Lawrence
River is our greatest inheritance. It is the
binthright of all Canadians, and it is being
endangered by a mighty foreign power. It is
the artery of our commercial life, and it is
being bled by the Chicago Sanitary District
for the benefit of the navigable capacity of
the Maississippi.

There was one great Canadian who went to
the United States and became famous—James
J. Hill. Mr. Hill at one time talked about
waterways because it was the popular thing
to do. There have been spasms about the
waterways of this country, and every other
country too. My honourable friend next to
me, who is asleep, perhaps—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I have not slept
a second.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:
able gentleman’s pardon.
closed.

The members who were in this House 15
years ago will remember all the excitement
and all the speeches made about the Georgian
Bay camal. Everybody was for the Georgian
Bay canal with the exception of one man in

S—3

I beg the honour-
His eyes were

this House who had the courage to get up
and say what he thought. That was the late
W. C. Edwards, who said the Georgian Bay
canal was no good. Everybody frowned on
him and thought he was a kicker, but as a
matter of fact he was the one who was right.
I was one of the guilty ones; I made long
speeches in favour of the canal right in this
House. I think the honourable member from
Mille Iles (Hon. Mr. David) will remember
that in the name of a friend of his he asked
me to start a discussion in this Chamber, and
I did; and I devoted hours of study to the
question, and I think I made as good a speech
as any of the others. But I admit to-day
that the information that we had was not as
good as I think it should have been, because
large ships cannot be economically operated
in these restricted channels. Therefore, if
the Georgian Bay canal had been built, the
ships, as Senator Edwards said, would take
less time in going around than in going
through the canal.

In the United States they have had the
same thing. They have been talking, and in
1907 Mr. Hill said that the business of the
United States had increased tenfold while
the railways had increased only about two
or threefold; therefore the railways could no
longer do the business, and that the only
thing was to have a canal from the lakes to
the south, a distance of 1,610 miles, with a
depth of 20 feet, so that ocean ships could
come into the Gulf of Mexico and sail right
up to Chicago, and that the flags of all nations
would fly in the roadstead of Chicago. Mr.
Hill was a very acute politician, and acute
politicians always have their fingers on the
pulse of the public. If they find the public
want something they decide that is what they
have been wanting all the time, and they
commence to make speeches about it.
Then the effusion for oratory spreads, and for
notoriety some of the newspapers take it up.
The other newspapers, if they are recalcitrant,
are spoken to. The contractors think they
will be permitted to build the work; the real
estate agents and all those who have industries
along the line take it up. At that time Mr.
Hill was afraid of restrictive legislation in
regard to the railways, so he went to Chicago
and made a speech about this canal. But
the same Mr. Hill a few years ago said that
if they wanted to mnavigate through the
Mississippi they would have to lath and
plaster the sides and bottom first. Then it
was found out that if a ship tried to come up
the Mississippi 1,600 miles and down again,
it would take 45 days to make the trip. But
the excitement continued, and in 1907
Theodore Roosevelt floated down the

REVISED EDITION




34 SENATE

Mississippi from Keokuk to Memphis, and
never before was there such a celebration.
The shores of the river were lined with
people, the sirens shrieked all might, and
whistles were blowing, bands playing, and
people cheering. But he went back to
Washington and seemed to have forgotten all
about it.

Two years after that Mr. Taft came along.
I am saying this because of the talk about a
St. Lawrence ship canal. Mr. Taft floated
down the Mississippi river, and there was
a great convention, with 5,000 people present.
They were going to have a canal then. That
was in 1909, and they have not put a spade
to it yet. I do not suppose they will ever
put a spade to the St. Lawrence ship canal
either.

After what we have seen of the action of
our friends on the other side of the line,
we ought to be pretty chary about going into
partnership with them in making a ship canal
down the St. Lawrence from Lake Ontario.
As I say, we should be chary when to-day,
after the judgment of the Supreme Court,
the Secretary of War issues a permit giving
the Sanitary District 5 years during which
they can take twice the amount of water
stipulated in the treaty. What chance would
we have with them? None whatever. Canada
has protested, but protested in vain. We
have never been able to get any satisfaction.
They have kept right on taking the water
that did not belong to them, and we have
not been able to stop them.

Some people say: “You belong to the
League of Nations: why do you not go to
them and get some value for the $500 a day
you are paying?” Now, do you think the
United States would mind the League of
Nations very much? The League of Nations
is all right: it is a fine institution,
made for angels, not for men. However,
they say the League of Nations could
settle all these little difficulties. But
I have not very much confidence in that,
because I do not know how many who go
to the League of Nations are sincere. I be-
lieve that visionary illuminati statesman who
used to be the Right Honourable Sir Robert
Cecil may be sincere, but still he seems to
stultify himself when he says that if the
articles of the League of Nations are not
followed, then Europe ceases to exist. They
have not been followed very often, and
Europe still exists. He stultifies himself
when he is in favour of the Singapore base,
where the greatest fortress that the world
has ever seen is going to be erected. If
there is going to be no war, what is the

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

use of that? Can Australia be sincere,
breathing the finvigorating air of the shores
of Lake Leman, and sipping the sparkling
wines of France and observing that wonder-
ful institution called the “frais de repre-
sentation” in action—and then ask for the
Singapore fortress. What about New Zealand?
It is in exactly the same position. What
about France, with the biggest army she ever
had? And what about England, with her
soldiers in Cologne, and building the biggest
battleships that ever were. Look at the
Renown. The world never saw anything
like that ship that came around the world
advertising Great Britain’s navy. Does that
look like peace? No, I do not think we can
get any help from the League of Nations.
They will get our $500 a day, of which $200
goes every day to that notorious socialist
Albert Thomas, to keep up socialism through-
out the world.

No, we have only one place where we
can go for help, and that is the foot of the
Throne. We are fortunate enough to be
members of a great empire, the biggest the
world has ever known—an empire covering
one-quarter of the surface of the globe,
17,000,000 square miles since the war and
15,000,000 before; an empire consisting of
one-quarter of the human race, and all under
the rule of our King George. That is where
even the humblest subject can bring his
grievance. Surely the prayer of a people
nine millions strong should be heard. I
believe that if we apply to England we can
get redress. The United States are doing
what they themselves say is illegal in im-
pairing the navigable ecapacity of the St.
Lawrence and of the Great Lakes for the
benefit of a route from the lakes to the Gulf
of Mexico. I say that if we apply to His
Majesty the King we will be heard, and that
Canada would get if not all her rights—be-
cause we signed away part of our birthright
—at fleast the balance of them. Surely we
have made enough sacrifices. There are men
in this Chamber and in another place who
lost their sons-in the war; others have been
prisoners in Germany, men who wish they
had been killed on the battlefield.

I am not ashamed to own that I am an
Imperialist, always have been, and hope
always to be. I believe in the unity of the
Empire. I do not believe in the dismember-
ment of the Empire into small nations
masquerading as sovereigns states at the League
of Nations at Geneva. I believe we should be
protected, and there is only one place to get
that protection—the foot of the Throne. It
is only the strong and mighty arm of England
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that can give us that protection, and England
is aware of it. The Colonial Secretary, the
Right Honourable Colonel Amery, is aware of
all this. I took good care that a certain
paper should be sent to him regularly. He
was informed that our damage bill amounting
to $595,768 per year should be sent to the
British Ambassador at Washington—the real
Ambassador at Washington—asking him to
collect the money for it. If he failed to
collect the money, if there was any talk about
reparations, then there is the Right Hon-
ourable Winston Churchill, who as Chancellor
of the Exchequer, pays I think £55,000,000 a
year to the United States. We will say to
him: “Before you pay that money over,
remember that there are subjects of His
Majesty who are being despoiled of their
rights in Canada. Keep that money back;
hand it over to Ottawa; we need it hers and
it is ours.” We have proven our loyalty to
Great DBritain; we cannot provide all the
loyalty. This is the acid test, and I am
Imperialist enough, and proud of it, to
believe that England will help us and will
see that the rights of Canada are maintained,
and that the old saying, 2,000 years old,
“Civis Romanus sum,” will apply to-day, and
that when we say, “Civis Britannicus sum,” we
would have our rights respected throughout
the world.

Hon. L. McMEANS: Honourable gentle-
men, I had no intention of addressing the
House on the Speech from the Throne, but I
cannot resist the temptation of congratulating
the honourable gentleman who has just taken
his seat, and also the mover and the seconder
of the resolution which is now before us.

The mover of the resolution, in a very care-
fully-prepared and admirable speech, reviewed
the situation in Canada; but if you look into
his speech carefully you will find that there
was no method suggested by which the con-
ditions of the country are to be improved.
The seconder of the resolution made, I
believe, a very admirable speech, which I
regret to say, I could not understand owing
to my unfortunate eduecation.

However, as I said in opening, I do desire
to congratulate the gentleman who has just
sat down. I do not know where one could
find a more severe arraignment of the Govern-
ment than the honourable gentleman thas
just made. He has condemned the Govern-
ment in every possible way. He condemned
them for the proposition to reduce ocean
rates; he condemned them because they were
going to build branch lines throughout

Saskatchewan and other parts of the West.
He condemned the Government for every-
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thing that is mentioned in the Speech from
the Throne.

The Speech from the Throne is a very
remarkable one, remarkable for what it does
not say. It is apparent to every member of
this House, as it is to every witizen of
Canada, that this country is languishing, that
it is in great distress, that our industries are
in peril, that the farmers of the West are
suffering from heavy freight rates. There is
nothing in the Speech from the Throne that
proposes the slightest degree of amelioration.
The people have asked for bread; the Govern-
ment has given them a stone. Even in the
last speech of the Prime Minister made in
Toronto a short time ago, he said he was
going to stop tinkering with the tariff. At
the great Liberal Convention, where my
honourable friend who has just sat down took
a very active part, I believe, free trade was
promised.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: No, no.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: There weére numer-
ous things mentioned then that we have not:
heard of since. The Government reduced,
or pretended to reduce, the duty on agricul-
tural implements, and were going to do many
other things. One thing that I would like to
call attention to is the statement that they
were going to effect rigid economy in the
administration of affairs. Has there been
any reduction in the cost or any economy
in the carrying on of the Government of
this country? As a matter of fact, the cost
has increased. They have imposed burdens
under which the people are groaning. It is
almost impossible for an industry to be
esta_,blished or for a man to carry on  his
business. He is taxed to death, and instead
of the economy that was promised by the
present Administration, the burden has
become greater.

The honourable gentleman has said a great
deal about the United States Government,
As to the diversion of the water across the
line I quite agree with him in every way.
But what are the present Government, doing
about it? Have the Government which the
honourable gentleman supports so warmly
taken any action? None whatever. In that
respect also he has shown the weakness of
the present Administration.

There is one matter to which I would like
to call the honourable gentleman’s attention,
however, and it is principally for this reason
that I have risen. I shall not detain the
House by looking up some data I have here
with regard to railways in the West. The
honourable gentleman has on several occa~-
sions stated to tthis House that the people
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of Ontario and Quebec were burdened by
the faet that lines were built in the Western
rovinces that did: not pay. I took occasion
once to contradiet the honourabis gentleman,
and on the following day he came to this
House and stated that this was the first time
in a quarter of a century, or abecut 27 years,
that anybody had had the audacity to con-
tradict him in this House. He said he had
some figures to prove his statement. The
honourable member from Assiniboia (Hon.
Mzr. Turiff) told the honourable gentleman that
he would undertake to lay before this
House, if permitted, statistics which would
show that not one branch line in the Western
provinces, whether Manitoba, Saskatchewan,
or Alberta, was an unprofitable part of the
railway system, either the Canadian National
or the CPR., and in support of that con-
tention the honourable member {from Assini-
boia gave as his authority the Railway Com-
mission that had inquired into it. Yet the
honourable gentleman from De Lanaudiére
(Fon. Mr. Casgrain) seizes every opportunity
he can to declare in this House that the
taxpayers of Quebec and Ontario—he includes
both, because it is a comparison of East
and West—are paying for the branch lines
in the Western provinces.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN:

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Let me quote to
the honourable gentleman just what was said.
If he will pardon me for just a moment, I
will give him the figures.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: If I am wrong, I
would like to know it.

Hon, Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
member from De Lanaudiére rose to a ques-
tion of privilege and said:

This is the first time in 24 years that anybody has
contradicted me.

Then he goes on to say that it was his
intention to bring the matter up again. Here
is what the honourable gentleman from As-
giniboia (Hon. Mr. Turriff) said, and he has
never been contradicted since that day:

I just want to give that statement an absolute denial,
and assert that the C.P.R. and the Canadian National
Railways make double the money net profit in the West
that they do in the East; and I will take the first
opportunity when the House meets again of putting the
figures on Hansard, because I have them right here.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: He never did,
though, and the figures are not there.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will the honour-
able gentleman say that the statement is
not correct?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Yes.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

Absolutely.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will the honour-
able gentleman state to-day in this House
that the lines in Saskatchewan and the other
Prairie Provinces are not paying?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I qualified my
statement—
Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Will the honour-

able gentleman make that statement now?
Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Absolutely.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That they are not
paying and never did pay?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I say that there is
a big deficit on the National Railways—

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Yes.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: We agree as far as
that goes.

Hon, Mr. McMEANS: Yes.

Hon, Mr. CASGRAIN: There is a deficit.
I say that the total receipts are only $8,000
a mile in the West and they are $11,000 a
mile in the East. Where is the deficit?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I do not know, but
1 fancy it comes from the lines north of Lake
Superior that go towards Montreal. I want
tc remove the impression that the honourable
gentleman has created regarding the branch
lines in the Prairie Provinces. The freight
is there waiting to be hauled and the deficit
does not arise there. The honourable gentle-
man is wrong when he makes a statement
which would lead this House to believe that
the Province of Quebec or the Province of
Ontario is paying for the branch lines in the
Prairie Provinces, because the reverse is the
case. The profits on the long haul that the
honourable gentleman speaks of help to
develop the great city of Montreal, which is
reaping benefit in every possible way, both
12 its manufactures and in its export trade.
Now, I do hope the honourable gentleman
will have a change of heart.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Will the honour-
able gentleman answer just one question? If
those railways were profitable in the North-
west—and there is where the great mileage is
—why is it that when they were under the
control of the various provinces, some of
Manitoba, some of Saskatchewan and some
of Alberta, we had to take them over and pay
the coupons which the provinces never could
pay?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I will tell the hon-
ourable gentleman why. Because the Gov-
ernment of which he was a supporter built a
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road called the Transcontinental, all the way
across the northern part of the country, where
there was not a town or village in which
freight could origihate.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: That has nothing
to do with the country west of Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Surely the honour-
able gentleman is not so devoid of ordinary
intelligence as to think that in a fertile coun-
try where it costs very little to lay down rails
and very little for grading, because there is
no rock cutting or work of that kind to be
done, it is unprofitable to build a railway.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Can the honour-
able gentleman tell me what the Grand Trunk
Pacific cost this country?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I cannot tell. I
have not the figures.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I will tell the hon-
ourable gentleman. The Grand Trunk Pacific
cost over $50,000 a mile from Winnipeg to
Edmonton; and the Transcontinental does
not go west of Winnipeg.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I am not surprised
at that figure. But under whose auspices was
the Grand Trunk Pacific built? And where
was the honourable gentleman when it was
being built?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Right here.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: He was there sup-
porting it. It does not cost anything so far
as the Prairie Provinces are concerned. It
is in those provinees that the crop is pro-
duced. I remember the time when the wheat
lay rotting at the sidings because there were
no cars to draw it out. If the honourable gen-
tleman persists in the attitude he has taken
towards the West, let me tell him this, that
the people of the West are quite independent 2
they could ship their grain by another route
than that which crosses the north shore of
Lake Superior, and they could avoid the port
of Montreal if they wished to do so.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: They are building
an elevator in Buffalo to avoid it now.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: That may be, but
I would like the honourable gentleman to un-
derstand that the wild, unauthorized statements
he is making in this House are doing a great
deal of harm, a great deal more harm than he
thinks. The pioneers living out on the
prairies are trying to develop this country in
spite of difficulties of which the honourable
gentleman has no idea, and they are paying
exorbitant freight rates in order to ship their
product through Canada, and yet the honour-

able gentleman has the hardihood to state that
Quebec and Ontario are paying for the Western
provinces. The thing is ridiculous and ab-
surd, and I am surprised that the honourable
gentleman c¢an make such a statement. I
am sure that no other member of this hon-
curable House would undertake to do so.

The honourable gentleman is condemning
the Government of the day on the question of
freight rates. I will not venture an opinion on
that. Perhaps the Government are quite
right. If they can do anything that will force
down the ocean rates, I for one will give them
my support, because I think that in that re-
spect there is an opportunity to provide some
relief for the people of Canada. That is the
only thing in the Speech from the Throre that
cffers any prospect at all for relief for the
people of this country. The industries are
stifled. The farmers of the West are groaning
under the heavy burden of excessive freight
rates, and at the same time my honourable
friend desires that they should not be reduced.
The henourable gentleman occupies a seat on
the Government side of the House, and we -
read in the newspapers of the honourable gen-
tleman making speeches throughout the coun-
try in defence of the Government. In fact.
he declares that they are the hest Government
in the country.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The best in com-
parison with the others.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: He is telling the
people of this country what a splendid Gov-
ernment they are. If you pick up the Mont-
real or Toronto papers you will read that the
honourable gentleman has made a speech
along those lines.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: It
Herald that says that.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: But when he rises in
this House the first thing he does is to con-
demn everything that the Government have
done, and he condemns them to-day on the
question of freight rates. The Government
are to-day reconsidering the Crow’s Nest
rates, and there is no doubt that if they desire
to remain in power they will cancel the deci-
sion made by the Railway Commission. They
have already thrown out a sop to the Pro-
gressives. Although the honourable gentleman
applauds the Government when he goes out
through the country, yet when he rises in this
House he condemns them in every possible
way.

Hon, Mr. CASGRAIN: Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. Mc¢MEANS: The
gentleman ought to be consistent.

is the Montreal

honourable
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Read my speech to-
morrow and you will see that there is no con-
demnation.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Then let us hear no
more talk about those branch lines.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: You have too many
lines there. How many people have you per
mile of railway in Manitoba? The honour-
able gentleman has asked me a number of
questions, which I have answered. Perhaps he
will allow me to'ask that one.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I cannot tell the
honourable gentleman.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And the honourable
gentleman talks on the railway situation!

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: And I want to men-
tion another point. The honourable gentle-
man has been condemning branch lines.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: And voted against
them.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Voted against them
last. year. Still this wonderful Government
which he applauds so much throughout the
country has instituted a campaign against
this honourable body because certain branch
lines were not approved. How does the
honourable gentleman reconcile his position
on the other side of the House with the state-
ment which he has made here to-night? He
knows that the Prime Minister of this country
announced last year that he was going to
reform the Senate because it rejected certain
branch lines which the honourable gentleman
voted against. A telegram came from the
Government of Saskatchewan saying, “You
must abolish the Senate.”

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Sir Wilfrid was to
reform the Senate too.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: While it was Con-
servative, not while it was Liberal. Did nof
the honourable gentleman say that if a Bill
has been passed three times in the House ot
Commons it should become law?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I did, and I stick
to that.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Does the honour-
able gentleman know, in his experience as a
public man, of any case in which a Bill passed
by the House of Commons three times was
rejected by the Senate?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: No.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: Still the honourable
gentleman applauds the Government of the
day who are going to restrict the powers ot
the Senate. Why cannot the honourable gen-
tleman be consistent? Would it not be better

Hon. Mr. McMEANS.

for him and better for this House if he would
move across and take a seat over here? He
is the very best material that we can get. If
the honourable gentleman® would only make
the same sort of speech on the hustings as
he has made in this House to-night in con-
demmnation of the Government he would confer
a great benefit. Of course, we cannot attach
importance to anything he says outside, but
I believe that in what he states in this House
he is expressing his real feelings. If an
election were to take place to-morrow, I do
not see how the honourable gentleman could
possibly vote for the Government after con-
demning it as he has done in this House.
The honourable gentleman has spoken about
steel rods and all that sort of thing, and he
has shown the difficulties the country is in
because the tariff has been taken off, but he
suggests mno remedy whatsoever. Here you
have a Government like an owl in the desert
or a pelican in the wilderness. They have no
policy; they have nothing at all to lay before
the people of this country—no remedy to
suggest for the serious condition in which
Canada finds itself to-day. Their policy of
economy has disappeared. The public debt
is rolling up year after year and the people
are groaning under a burden of taxation.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The debt was
reduced by over two millions last January.

Hon., Mr. McMEANS: How much did it
increase during the first eight months of the
year? According to the public press we lost
$40,000,000 in Customs receipts alone. I am
told on very goed authority that when the
Canadian National Railway estimates are
brought down they will reach $90,000,000.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Where is all the
profit they made in the West?

Hon. Mr. MecMEANS: It is eaten up by
the East. There will be $90,000,000 added to
the burdens of this country, and at the same
time the Government is stifling the industries
of the country; factories are closed up; there
is no employment for the people. Of our
young Canadians who have been educated at
great expense, 600,000 have left the country.
Still the Government have nothing at all to
offer to the people of this country. How long
is this situation going to continue? How long
wiil the people of Canada stand it? How long
can we support this burden of taxation, with-
out any prospect of relief? I cannot under-
stand at all the honourable gentleman’s pelicy,
but I do congratulate him heartily on the
stand he has taken in condemning the present
Government.
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND. I do not con-
demn them.

Hon. J. D. TAYLOR: Honourable gentle-
men, it seems to me that something remains
to be cleared up in connection with this situa-
tion, and I move the adjournment of the de-
bate until the next sitting of the House.

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

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

THE SENATE

Wednesday, February 11, 1925.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL'S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. J. D. TAYLOR: Honourable gentle-
men, we have had a full quota of deserved
compliments to the mover and the seconder
of this Address from the leaders of this House,
end I think it would be superfluous for me
as one of the rank and file to attempt to add
anything to it.

I would like to be permitted to say this
to the honourable gentleman from De Lanau-
diére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain), who so greatly
interested us last night, that in my humble
opinion he contributed far more to the im-
portance of this Address than anything which
we find in the Speech from the Throne.

I notice that the Speech at the outset takes
stock of the improved economic conditions
in the world since last prorogation; but, hav-
ing ventured so far, the authors of this docu-
ment very modestly refrain from taking much
credit to themselves. They put in the fore-
front the record of substantial progress in
1924 because the excess value of exports over
imports was more than $262,000,000. Modesty
again prevents analysis of the nature of these
exports, in which there bulk most largely the
raw materials of this country sent out with-
out let or hindrance on the part of this
Government, in the full knowledge that, as
these raw materials go across the line into

tke United States, a large proportion of the
industrial population of Canada follows in
that direction,

It seems to me that the honourable gentle-
men responsible for this Speech have been
suffering from auto-intoxication induced by
mdulgence in those fantastic figures from the
Council Chamber with which we have been
entertained here and with which the public
have been entertained in another place. We
are told that the problem of the cost of liv-
ing is the most important before the Gov-
ernment to-day—a declaration in which I
most heartily agree, and which has a great
deal to do with the exports from Canada to
which I have just referred. While a few
lines later we are told that the trouble with
Canada is that we are still suffering from
the abnormal cost of the war, there is no
reference to, and apparently no calculation
of, the fact that Canadians and Canadian in-
dustry particularly are being taxed at present
the full cost to us of the war; that in the
so-called war taxes we are paying every cent
of our present day contribution to the result
of that war, and if industry and the public
service languish to-day it is not because the
rublic service lacks revenue from ordinary
sources for ordinary administration, since, as
[ say, we are collecting in special taxation
the whole cost of the war to us.

More than that, while the people of the
United States, our neighbour and industrial
competitor, have been relieved in large measure
of the cost of the war and have been enabled
to return to normal conditions in business,
we have utterly failed to adjust conditions
in Canada to those of our neighbours. Take,
for instance, the income tax in Canada, a
tax pressing with especial severity upon in-
dustry of all kinds. We find it more than
100 per cent—several hundred per cent in
the higher grades—higher than that of the
United States. It is only a few years since,
in answer to the suggestion coming from the
Opposition of that day, that Canada should
make her income tax larger, in order to tax
the profiteers in this country, we were told
that if we made a variation in the income
tax between this country and the United
States unfavourable to Canada, the result
would be to drive industry, and the income
resulting, across the border. I think that
argument was perfectly correct then, and it
is just as correct to-day, and the fact of our
keeping up our income tax to a figure more
than 100 per cent—several hundred per cent
in many cases—higher than that of the United
States, is contributing very largely to driv-
ing industry across the Canadian border.



40 SENATE

Take also the additicn to our postal rates
imposed during the war as a war measure,
making the postal rates in Canada from 50 to
100 per cent higher on all classes of business
than the rates in the United States. Does any-
one think for a moment that the condition of
our postal rates has not a most impertant
bearing on the shifting of industry from a
border town in Canada just across the line
to a border town in the United States? And
so on with other taxation, such as the sales
tax. Without geing into the details of that,
I would like to refer in a general way to
the fact that the Government themselves con-
tribute in the most oppressive form to the
high cost of living in Canada, and that there
results a depression of industry through main-
taining these taxes after the United States
has removed a large portion of the income tax
and the postal tax.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will the hon-
ourable gentleman tell us in the course of his
remarks by what other revenue he would re-
place those imposts?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I think, honourable
gentlemen, that is a very large question to
ask of a private member of this House. I
would look to the honourable gentlemen
charged with the administration of the Gov-
ernment to give me a lead in that respect, and
particularly would I leok for that lead as a
member of the Senate, knowing that as a
member of this House I have no responsibility
and am not permitted to share in the sub-
stitution of one tax for another. My sole privi-
lege is to raise my voice in protest, as I raise
it at this moment.

We have a large section of this Speech from
the Throne devoted to matters afloat, sug-
gesting a half-seas-over condition, if I may
use the expression, on the part of the Min-
istry. Feeling impotent to deal with matters
in Canada, they are extending their operations
over the high seas and propose to encourage
the people of Canada to lift themselves by
their boot straps away from the oppression of
ocean rates. We are told that we shall re-
ceive particulars of this later on. I for one
look for those particulars with a great deal
of curiosity. As I have read in the press and
gathered from statements made by members
of the Government who have referred to the
press statements, the Government have come
to the conclusion that ocean rates are too
high for the trade of Canada to bear; this
notwithstanding that the Government are
themselves proprietors of a large share of the
tonnage engaged in carrying the ocean traffic,
and, so far as I know, as proprietors of this
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tonnage they have not given to the public
any indication that they are carrying at any
lower rates than those imposed by the North
Atlantic Conference, or by any other aggrega-
tion of shipping men, whether on the Atlantic
or the Pacific. But they come forward now
with the comforting proposal that they will
get ten ships and fight the shipping of the
whole world with the operation of those ten
vessels—and fight it how? Not by promising
a reduction in the cost of ocean carriage, but
by promising, as I see it, that they will pay
out of the national exchequer about 25 per
cent of the cost of that tonnage, and that the
favoured line of steamships with which they
are making arrangements will carry the ton-
nage at the same price as it is carried by
other ships to-day, but that the traffic will be
asked for three-quarters and this Government
will be asked for the other quarter. When I
see this scheme developed, I think it is in
every way worthy of its author and his long
record in promoting fantastic enterprises for
this ‘Government, from its successive posts in
England and in Europe.

1 come now to the paragraph that really
caused me to take part in this debate. It
reads as follows:

You will be asked to sanction the calling of a
conference between the Federal and Provincial Gov-
ernments to consider the advisability of amending the
British North America Act with respect to eonstitution
and powers of the Senate and in other important
particulars.

Surely that is a very lame and impotent
conclusion to the threatenings of the past year
—a conference with the Provinces to advise
the Government what is to be done about the
Senate. I wonder if that is the most impor-
tant matter at issue between this Government
and the Provinces. It seems to me I have
heard something about the natural resources
of Manitoba, Alberta and Saskatchewan. I
have not yet heard that there is any settle-
ment of that. I wonder if that is one of the
other important subjects referred to here to
be dealt with by this conference of the
Provinces and the Dominion, as well as the
question of the Senate. I have heard of very
important questions in discussion between the
Government of British Columbia and this
Government—questions relating to the restora-
tion of our railway belt to us, in consideration
of events into which I need not enter in
detail now, in connection with fishery matters,
in connection with the taking away from us
of all our profits in the seal industry, and in
innumerable other instances. Surely these mat-
ters have bulked more largely in the con-
sideration of the Government than the prob-
lem of what to do with the Senate. I have
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read in the press that Nova Scotia is in a
ferment because of the lack of action on the
part of this Government with respect to the
interests of that province. Similarly with the
province of New Brunswick and the inaction
of this Government in the matter of making
proper use of our winter port at St. John,
instead of continuing to route Canadian traffic
via ports in a foreign country. Surely all
these subjects are more worthy of the atten-
tion of any conference between the Provinces
and this Dominion than is the subject put in
the forefront, that is, the action of this
Senate. To what conclusion must one come
when he finds the Senate featured in this
way? The Senate, being the only: check or
brake upon the House of Commons,—I was
going to say, the impotent House of Com-
mons, but naturally I do not wish to discuss
the House of Commons here, for it would not
be proper to do so.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honourable
gentleman might limit himself to the Ex-
ecutive.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Yes. I thank the
honourable gentleman for the suggestion—
the executive, as representing the House of
Commons. We find, then, the most impotent
Executive in history putting forward the
proposition that the only check or brake upon
the freaks and foolishness of the elective
chamber should be set aside and that they
should be gifted with the attributes of omni-
potence to grace their impotence. It seems
to me that this is simply drawing a red her-
ring across the political trail of this Adminis-
tration by making the age-old complaint of
there being something the matter with the
Senate. For myself I feel quite fit and
healthy. I do not know that there is any-
thing the matter with this part of the Senate.
But I have heard a great deal in British
Columbia during the recent recess about what
the Prime Minister then supposed was prin-
cipally the matter with the Senate. The Prime
Minister came out to British Columbia to-
wards the end of October. He was breath-
ing slaughterings against the Senate all the
way across. On the prairies he was eloquent
upon the disappearance, in the course of pas-

sage through this House, of certain branch.

line bills—Bills which it now turns out were
entirely unnecessary, because the roads have
been provided by private enterprise without
cost to this country, since the Senate halted
the programme last year.

Then he came out to British Columbia. Of
course, we have troubles of our own there,
and we are not wasting any time in regrets
about branch lines in Saskatchewan. The

people of Saskatchewan are fully capable
of voicing their own regrets in that particular
But British Columbia must have a share in
the Prime Minister’s programme of complaints
against the Senate; so the right honourable
gentleman featured in that province—what
do you suppose? Now, we did not do any-
thing to British Columbia at the last Session
of the Senate. I thought the Senate Commit-
tee dealt very squarely with the projects pre-
sented with reference to that Province.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Liberally?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Yes, liberally. I
quite appreciate the liberality of the Senate,
seeing the mood in which the Senate was at
the moment, that their sinister mood was
not exercised towards British Columbia. I
well remember the closing session of that
Committee, if T may be permitted to refer
to it in this way, although it was not officially
reported to this House. We came to the
last Bill on the programme. The honourable
gentleman who sits opposite me (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand), in his capacity of representative
of the Government there, said to the General
Counsel of the Canadian National, whc was
sitting beside him and had been in close con-
ference with him: “Now we have only one
more Bill on this programme; that i3, the
Kamloops-Kelowna Branch Line Bill; what
have you to say about that, Mr. Ruei?” I
speak from memory, and I hope to
speak correctly. Mr. Ruel then addressed
the eruel Committee of the Senate—or the
Committee of the cruel Senate, whichever
way you put it. He said: “I have nothing
but appreciation to express for the unvarying
kindness and courtesy of this Committee to-
wards the Canadian National Bills”; and he
went on to express himself in that tone of
most cordial appreciation of kindness, courtesy
and consideration on the part of that Com-
mittee. Mr. Ruel, when he so spoke, was the
voice of President Thornton and the Board
oi Directors of the Canadian Nationai Rail-
way. Yet this kindness, courtesy and con-
sideration had been transformed by the Prime
Minister of Canada by the time he reached
British Columbia into bitter denunciation of
the Senate for its attitude towards these
people, who themselves said that they had
nothing but appreciation of kindness and
courtesy.

I have before me a piece from the Daily
Province of Vancouver, which is the leading
newspaper in British Columbia. In great
flaring headlines we have this statement:

Declares Senate made Thornton interview C.P.R.
King says if Kelowna line not built he will know
why. Appeal to Vernon voters. Asserts Yale should
return Liberal as fair play.
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Under that last heading I should just like
te read something which is significant:

Stressing the good treatment he had given western
Canada though only a few Liberals had been elected
west of the Great Lakes at the general election, the
Prime Minister said—

This was at a mass meeting in the city of
Vernon.

You sent me only four or five memhers. I gave
you four Cabinet Ministers. Now I am appealing to
the electors of Yale on grounds of chivalry, fair play
and decency to send another member to Ottawa to
support western policies.

Chivalry, fair play, and decency. I would
like this honourable House to remember that:
a right honourable gentleman extolling him-
self as an apostle of chivalry, fair play, aad
decency, and in the name of those attributes
conducting the campaign which he conducted
against this Senate.

There had been sent out about that time
from a member of Mr. King’s Government a
message to the Liberal organizers iin the
riding of Yale, where there was a by-election
on at the time. The people of Yale, who
had a railway under construction for a great
many years and nearly completed, requiring
only the buying and the laying of the raiis to
finish the job, had got restive because an-
other year had passed and nothing had been
done. The President of. the Kelowna Board
of Trade addressed a message as follows:

Kelowna, October 2, 1924, Sir Henry Thornton,
Montreal. Rumors are again rife that Kelowna may
be left in the hands of the C.P.R. by sale of branch
line to them. This would be extremely unpopular

in the valley., Can you reassure us? Signed, Grote
Stirling, President.

To this he received a reply from President
Thornton as follows:

Montreal, October 3. Grote Stirling, President, Board
of Trade, Kelowna. Before passing Bill for this branch
the Senate instructed the two railways to endeavour
to find a solution that would give the most efficient
service at the minimum cost to the country. See
Senate Debates, pages 695 to 697. When the Bill
was passed, it was on the understanding that it was
enabling powers to put the Canadian National Rail-
ways in the same position as the other road, and
with the understanding that the negotiations would
be continued and fully developed. Certain proposals
have been made to the Canadian Pacific Railway, and
we are still awaiting their reply. Not in a position
to say more at present. (Signed) H. W. Thornton.

On the 3rd of October President Thornton
was not in a position to say anything. Simul-
taneously with the arrival of that there came
a message from the Minister of Railways in
this Government. The Minister of Rail-
ways did not address himself to the President
of the Board of Trade; his was a purely
political message, addressed to the Liberal
organizers in charge of the campaign. The
general Federal Liberal organizer and the
local Liberal organizer received a despatch
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in identical terms from the Hon. George P.
Craham, reading thus:

The Senate made a condition in passing the Kam-
loops-Kelowna branch line Bill that no construction
should take place until an attempt had been made
by the presidents of both the C.N.R. and the C.P.R.
to negotiate a sale of the property to the C.P.R.
These negotiations have been in progress, which has
delayed construction.

Of course, when these messages arrived in
the Okanagan they aroused a very great deal
of feeling—not against President Thornton,
of course, because the official organizers of
the Liberal party would not be spreading pro-
paganda against their friend Sir Henry Thorn-
ton, but against the Conservative members
of the Sénate, and expressly directed towards
them, and as to which the electors of Yale
were asked to wreak their vengeance on the
candidate of the Conservative party and send
him to Coventry, because of the supposed
misdeeds of his party. Of course, honourable
gentlemen who have heard me read these
messages know as well as I do that they do
not state the truth—that they are in them-
selves impossible. Anyone conversant with
parliamentary procedure recongizes at once
that they are absolutely impossible, and they
could not be supposed to deceive any person
except an elector not versed in parliamentary
procedure and the limitations upon Parliament
in placing restrictions or understanding as
brakes on legislative enactments.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend is not questioning in the least the ex-
actness of the statements of Sir Henry Thorn-
ton and the Minister of Railways?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I listened to
the telegrams very closely, and so far as my
memory carries me I take it for granted that
that was the attitude of the Committee which
had this matter before it. g

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: As to President Thorn-
ton, I have a further message which is more
direct than the one I have read. This one
1 have read was the first effort, and he did
not go the whole hog in it. There is another
one.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am contro-
verting the statement of my honourable friend
that these telegrams did not convey exactly
what was done by the Senate. The Com-
mittee of the Senate did ask these two rail-
ways to come together. I remember that very
clearly.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I will read again the
political message of the Minister of Railways,
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because I would much rather deal with him
than with the President of the Board, who is
not a member of Parliament and who has not
the same cpportunity of speaking for himself.
I will read again the message from this Min-
ister:

The Senate made a condition in passing the Kam-
loops-Kelowna branch line Bill that no construction
should take place until an attempt had been made by
the presidents of both the C.N.R. and C.P.R. to
negotiate a sale of the property to the C.P.R. These
negotiations have been in progress, which has delayed
construction.

With the exception of the last sentence,
I say that that message of the Minister of
Railways, the colleague of the honourable gen-
tleman and for whom the honourable gentle-
man is responsible, is wholly false; that there
is not the first word of truth in it; and that
the records of the Senate abundantly establish
that.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, I
take it for granted that we are both very
clear in our conceptions of what the Senate
did. If my honourable friend speaks of the
action of this Chamber after the report from
the Committee was made, he may be able to
point to the record in order to show that
there is no trace of such an understanding;
and yet I would be surprised if in the discus-
sion of this Bill, when it did come up for
examination in the general Committee or
upon the report of the Committee, or at the
third reading, there was not some statement
indicating the procedure that had been fol-
lowed in the Committee. But if the Minister
referred to the work and the decisions of the
Committee, I think my honcurable friend will
find that he stated exactly what took place in
the Committee, and that as a result of what
took place in the Committee action was taken
by the two railway presidents, who came to-
gether. So the statement of the Minister of
Railways is substantiated by the telegram
of the President of the railway, who declared
that he acted upon a decision of the Railway
Committee of the Senate. I have yet to
understand how my honourable friend can
make out that the statement of the Minister
of Railways was improper when he seems to
have stated exactly the undertaking imposed
by the Railway Committee upen the two rail-
way companies.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Would my hon-
ourable friend pardon me a moment? We
do not want to have any misunderstanding
here as to the intent of a message so im-
portant as that of the Minister of Railways.
In the first place, it must be borne in mind
that the Minister of Railways would have no

means of knowing accurately what occurred
in the Railway Committee of the Senate; nor
would it be proper for him to communicate
it to the public at large.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Oh, well, the
Minister’s duty was to know what had taken
place in the Committee.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
members of the Committee will recall that
negotiations did occur at the instigation of
the Railway Committee of the Senate. The
railways were not able to come together to
reach an agreement because, as Sir Henry
Thornton indicated, they had made certain
proposals to the C.P.R., and up to the time
when the House had to deal with the Bill
they had not reached an agreement. The
House therefore proceeded to determine the
matter by legislation so that the people of
that community could have the service of
both railways, and passed a Bill accordingly,
and months afterwards the Minister of Rail-
vays apparently sent a message that was
wholly misleading in its import.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am not ready
to accept that statement, because I recollect
very well that this very matter was discussed
in the Committee. We speak of the Com-
mittee because it practically took the place
of the Committee of the Whole in the ex-
amination of these Bills. I believe I in-
formed the Committee—and if notes were
raken of what took place there I think they
will bear me out—that it was impossible in
the short time that remained before the clos-
ing of the Session, or at all events the clos-
ing of the Committee, for the two railways
to come together. There was a primary ob-
jection that the president of the C.P.R. was
not at his post in Montreal. I know that in
the course of negotiations I was informed
that it would be some time before the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway would be able to ap-
proach the subject with a view to an under-
standing. I think I was told that they would
have to send engineers out, which would
take some weeks or months before they would
be in a position to answer the letter of the
Fresident of the Canadian National Railways
sent at the express direction of an unanimous
Railway Committee on that question. But
it was urged that the Bill should pass.

I notice that Sir Henry Thornton refers to
pages of Hansard. I myself urged that the
Bill should pass in order that the Canadian
National Railways would stand in the negotia-
tions on an equal footing with the C.P.R.,
and it was, I think, because I insisted on
giving the Canadian National Railways
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power necessary to put them on an equal
footing with the C.P.R. that I succeeded in
getting that Bill passed by the Committee.
There were strong objections to the passage
of the Bill, but I remember clearly that I
insisted upon the principle that the railways
should be on an equal footing in the negotia-
tions, and I believe that my honourable
friend’s memory is not as good as mine on
that point.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Honourable gentle-
men, I think that before the Committee the
insistence of the honourable gentleman who
leads this House was not quite so vocal as
it now appears to him to have been. I was a
regular attendant at the sittings of that Com-
mittee, although I was not a member of it.
My impression was that the leader of the
movement to avoid the building of the
Kamloops-Kelowna branch was the honour-
able gentleman himself who sils opposite to
me. As a Senator from British Columbia
I had no objection to the suggestion made
in the Committee that the presidents of the
two railways should be brought into consul-
tation to see whether or not in their opinion
a second road was necessary there. I had
no objection to that, because I was fully in-
formed as to the policy of the Canadian
National Railways with respect to the lines
into the Okanagan. I knew that in the
opinion of the Management—I refer now not
to the political management but to the rail-
way management—that line was regarded as
absolutely essential to the consolidation of
the company’s enterprise in British Columbia;
and I supposed that the result of the con-
sultation requested by the Committee, at
the instance, if my memory serves me cor-
rectly, of the honourable gentleman himself,
would be that the Canadian National Rail-
ways would insist upon the importance to
them as to the community of their building
into the Okanagan. As I say, I had no mis-
givings at all on that suggestion being made.

Later on in the Committee I heard refer-
ence to the fact—I think it was by the
honourable gentleman who leads this Cham-
ber—that the Committee had not yet had a
report on the result of these negotiations.
As the honourable gentleman says, notes
were taken, and statements made here from
memory may be verified; but, speaking again
from memory, I would say that Mr. Macleod,
consulting engineer of the Canadian National
Railways, and former General Manager, said
that while no official conclusion had resulted
from the negotiations, he was quite satisfied
from the attitude adopted by the Canadian
Pacific Railway that there would be no satis-
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factory end to the negotiations so far as the
Canadian National Railways were concerned.
Therefore in Mr. Macleod’s opinion it was
quite incumbent on the Commuttee to pro-
ceed with the bill as if negotiations had not
commenced, because, as he said, the negotia-
tions would never be finished, and he wanted
the Bill.

My point is this, that one Minister of this
Government, the spokesman for the Govern-
ment in the Senate, sits in a Committee of this
honourable House and proposes a conference
to avoid building a second line into the
Okanagan; takes part in promoting that con-
ference through the whole piece; finds in tine
Committee that the members are not of his
opinion; and the Committee unanimously re-
port the Bill without any amendment, re-
commending it to this Senate for passage
On the third reading here—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No. If my
honourable friend will allow me to say so,
he is absolutely in error when he says that
the Committee were not of the opinion that
the two presidents should come together. I
can affirm that the Committee decided un-
animously to ask the presidents of those two
companies to meet and examine into the situ-
ation together. I am quite sure that that
was the deecision reached, and that the
Secretary of the Committee, acting on 1ts

behalf, wrote the two letters to the two
presidents.
Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: 1 think the state-

ment by the honourable leader of the House
is quite accurate. That is what I tried to
say a few minutes ago, that those things did
occur; but they were terminated by the failure
of the parties to negotiate, and by the official
statement to the Committee by Mr. Macleod,
the consulting engineer; that he felt satisfied
that nothing would come of the negotiations.
My memory is quite distinet as to tha:.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No. My hon-
ourable friend is in error.
Hon. Mr. TAYLIOR: More than that.

I spoke a little while ago of the proceedings
at the last meeting of the Committee, and
mentioned the complimentary terms used by
Mr. Ruel, general counsel and spokesman for
the President of the Canadian National, the
friend and confidant of the honourable gentle-
man who leads this House. They had been in
close consultation for three weeks. I feel
quite sure that when the honourable leader of
this House asked Mr. Ruel, “What have you
to say about this Bill?” the honourable zentle-
man knew what Mr. Ruel intended to say,
and was a party to his saying it.
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When I spoke of that episode a little while
ago I referred only to the complimentary
references. I should have added this. Mr.
Ruel concluded: “In view of the unvarying
kindness of this Committee with respecs to
the other Bills, I feel that it would be too
much to ask the Committee to pass this Bill
this Session.” I say that those words will be
found in the shorthand record of that Com-
mittee, where Mr. Ruel virtually asked for
the withdrawal of the Kamloops-Kelowna
Bill—asked that the Committee should kill 1t.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
collection of that incident.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: The honourable
gentleman will find that incident reported in
the notes of the Committee. Those were the
parting words.

Let me recall this to him. The Bill would
have fallen by the wayside right then, only
that it was ten minutes after one, whereas
the hour for the breaking up of the Committee
is one o’clock, and the Committee moved off
without action taken. On the resumption at
8 o'clock in the evening, Mr. Macleod re-
appeared before the Committee of his own
volition and made a most spirited plea for
the passage of the Bill; pointed out to that
Comumittee that in his opinion we would re-
trieve the whole $5,500,000 already put into
the enterprise and in addition receive the
interest on the $2,000,000 which it was pro-
posed to spend. The road would pay from
the beginning. The honourable gentleman
will recall that an official of the C.P.R. was
called afterwards, and flouted the whole pro-
position as something impossible and ridicul-
ous, and that the proceedings ended with the
only address which I made to the Committee
during the three weeks of its session. I
argued on behalf of this line and its im-
portance to the community and to the Cana-
dian National as well. The Committee, im-
mediately following that, unanimously passed
the Bill and sent it to the Senate.

I say that a more cruelly false statement
never was made than the statement of the
Minister of Railways, made for political effect
in Yale riding to delude the electors of that
riding into voting as they would not vote in
the presence of the truth, to delude them
into the belief that the Senate had blocked
the building of the Kamloops-Kelowna line.

Even President Thornton himself became
ashamed of his part in forwarding that state-
ment before the Yale campaign was over. I
have two other messages from President
Thornton besides the one which T have al-
ready read. Here is one dated Okctober 21st,
1924:

I have no re-

Right Hon. W. L. Mackenzie King, Vancouver.—
In regard to Kelowna, as you will doubtless be aware
from information sent you recently by the Minister
of Railways—

Do you see, there was a little family con-
sultation about this? The Yale by-election
was coming on; there was a constituency to
be redeemed if possible, though as it turned
out it was not possible. Right Hon. Mac-
kenzie King, Hon. George P. Graham, and
President Thornton were in a little ring, as in-
dicated here, manufacturing ammunition to
delude the voters of Yale in that important
by-election. President Thornton gives it away:

As you will doubtless be aware from information
sent you recently by the Minister of Railways, the
Senate attached a definite restriction obligating us to
try to come to an amicable arrangement with the
Canadian Pacific Railway which I feel in honour bound
sincerely to carry out if possible.

The honourable gentleman said with respect
to President Thornton’s first message that it
was in accord with the record of the Commit-
tee. I am not disposed to differ from that,
taking that message by itself, because he was
not nearly so bold in the first message as in
the second; but this second message by Presi-
dent Thornton to Right Hon. Mackenzie
King, I say, is like the message of the Min-
ister of Railways, absolutely false in its ex-
press terms and that it has mo justification
whatever.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my
honourable friend allow me to say that if
Sir Henry Thornton had said anything dif-
ferent from that, he would to my mind have
failed in his duty to this branch of Parlia-
ment. I was in the Committee. We made
a decision which was not reversed. The man-
date given to our Secretary to ask the two
Presidents to come together was transmitted
to the two companies, and I beiieve that it
devolves upon the President of the Canadian
National Railways to abide by the advice
that was conveyed to him by the letter from
the Secretary of the Committee. And here
is the letter:

June 20, 1924,

Sir,—The Railway Committee of the Senate has had
under consideration Bill No. 33, an Act respecting the
construction of Canadian National Railway Line
Kamlops-Kelowna  Division, [Province of British
Columbia, copy enclosed. The Committee has sus-
pended consideration of the Bill until Wednesday
next, the 25th instant, in order that the Canadian
National Railways and the Canadian Pacific Railway
Company may come together and examine into the
possibility of providing a service to the district at
the least possible outlay. The Committee desire that
you confer with the officers of the Canadian Pacifie
Railway Company and appear before the Railway
Committee on Wednesday next with your suggestions.

That was sent out to the two companies.
I was made aware of the fact that the Presi-
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dent of the Canadian National Railways had
obeyed that direction, and it was only when
we found that we could not get an answer
from the Canadian Pacific Railway, which
was entitled to examine into a proposition
which involved millions, that I made the
proposal. I was a party to that resolution,
and there was nothing that I did nor is there
anything in my mind, that is not open to-day
to the Senate and to Canada itself. I did
not play any political or any other game.
I was absent from America during the whole
month of October; so my state of mind is
that of June, 1924. I could enter into the
question, but I will not detain my honourable
friends in order to state what was in my
mind, but it is contained in this resolution,
which was adopted unanimously by the Com-
mittee, asking those two parties to come to-
gether. I remember stating—and I think it
would be found that I said it from my seat
here—that the Canadian National should have
the power to build and that the proposed
Branch Line Bill should pass, in order that at
the outset and throughout the negotiations
they might be on an equal fooling with the
CER:

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: It is precisely,
honourable gentlemen, as I said. From first
to last the suggestion that the Kamiloops-
Kelowna Branch Bill should not be passed
was the suggestion of this honourable gentle-
man across from me. It was his suggestion.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The notes of the
Committee may speak for themselves, but
there seemed to be a consensus of opinion in
the Committee that there might be a possi-
bility of redeeming the millions of dollars
that were sunk in that line, which was un-
finished; and I believe that in explanation of
the expenditure of the $5,000,000 it was stated
that it was not for a railway that was built
there, but for work given to the returned
soldiers or to the people after the demobiliza-
tion. I do not remember now who made that
explanation, but I know it did not fall from
my lips. It was a justification for what the
Government had done in 1920. However,
there was the consensus of opinion in the
Committee, and from the data in my pos-
session I gave voice to that opinion, and the
Committee unanimously decided that those
two railway companies should be asked to
confer, That my honourable friend should
give me credit for swaying the whole Com-
mittee against its will, I am much surprised.
I believe that all of us were honest men,
sworn to do our duty to the country and try-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

ing to examine into each case on its merits
and to decide for the best, and we did that.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Well, honourable gen-
tlemen, as I said before, I had no objection
to the Committee examining the case on its
merits. I was present and heard what the
honourable gentleman so eloquently describes.
I heard his suggestion that the two presidents
should come together, and I had no fault to
find with it, and I have no fault to find with
it now, because I knew the policy of the
Canadian National non-political Management
to be to build that line, and I felt satisfied
that they would impress the necessity for the
second building upon the Canadian Pacific
Railway. But contrast the statement we have
had here now with the political use made of
this incident by the Minister of Railways and
by the Prime Minister. Here is one of their
colleagues taking a Bill sent to him from the
House of Commons to be passed through the
Senate, and in the exercise of his right as a
leader of the Committee of the Senate sug-
gesting that perhaps it is not necessary to
build this line at all. It is his right to sug-
gest that. Nothing came of the suggestion in
the Senate Committee. The Committee in
their wisdom decided to give full and com-
plete authority for the building of the Cana-
dian National branch line, This Senate as
a body, knew nothing whatever of the nego-
tiations and conversations in Committee, be-
cause we were not permitted to know them.
The Senate unanimously adopted the report
of the Committee, by an overwhelming
majority turning down a proposal made

in this House by the honourable gen-
tleman from Middleten (Hon. W. B.
Ross) to defer the construction of the

line for the purpose of promoting negotia-
tions.

That is the record of the Senate, a record
of assistance to the Bill all the way through.
Yet we find the right honourable the leader
of the Government making a campaign against
this House by endorsing a statement, directly
contrary to the fact, that the Senate had
placed restrictions upon the building of this
line. I say that no more disgraceful episode
ever occurred in the political history of this
country than that a Prime Minister, of all
men, a right honourable gentleman dignified
with membership in the Privy Council of
the Empire, should descend to the act of the
ward-heeler in making a statement absolutely
contrary to the fact, with a view to stealing
the votes of the electorate at a by-election.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend is hardly right in making that affirma~
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tion when I state that in my judgment the
direction we gave the President of the Cana-
cian National Railways is still binding upon
him, and he will have to explain to me and
perhaps to the Senate what he did do when
he was executing that mandate.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I can tell the hon-
curable gentleman what he did do. I have
a still further message from President Thorn-
ton. I have read the whole of one and part
cf another, but I have a third here. During
the Yale campaign President Thornton was
asked by a high authority, in a message which
I saw, what basis he had for stating that the
Senate had attached any conditions to this
legislation. He was asked to state definitely
his authority for writing as he had written
0 President Stirling of the Kelowna Board
of Trade and to the Right Hon. Mackenzie
King as Prime Minister. What was the re-
sult of that question being asked him? Only
eight days after he had addressed Mr. Maec-
kenzie King, as I have said, and pledged his
most sacred honour to carry out and complete
these negotiations, what happened? I will
read it again:

In regard to Kelowna branch, as you will doubtless
be aware from information sent you recently by
Minister of Railways, the Senate attached a definite
restriction—

Regard those words: “The Senate”, not the
Secretary of a Committee of the Senate—
that is the part that I say is wholly and
completely false—

The Senate attached a definite restriction obligating
us to try to come to an amicable arrangement with
the Canadian Pacific Railway, which I feel in honout
bound sincerely to carry out if possible.

I say that even the direction of the
Secretary of the Senate Committee was not in
accordance with that statement. He was to
negotiate to see whether it was better business
for this country to bring the two lines togesher
or to build a second line. It was not an in-
struction to abandon his line in favour of the
Canadian Pacific Railway.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman read that last statement
again, because I was disposed to concur with
it.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR (reading):

As you will doubtless be aware from information
sent you recently by Minister of Railways, the Senate
attached a definite restriction obligating us to try
to come to an amicable arrangement with the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway, which I feel in honour bound
sincerely to carry out if possible.

His most sacred honour was attached to
that on the 21st of October. A message was
sent to him asking: “How do you get that
way?” and having made an examination into

the facts, he evidently thought that it was
absolutely impossible to square his messages
with the facts, and this new message came tc
one of the political managers on behalf .of
the Government in the Yale by-election. It
is addressed to Thomas Bulman, Kelowna,
BLC.

Kelowna branch your letter Watson seventeenth
president has decided that since this branch must
be completed either by ourselves or C.P.R. or jointly
work of completing need not be delayed pending
further negotiations but that work shall start as soon
as we can arrange running rights for our construction
trains between Kamloops and Ducks.

On the 2Ist his most sacred honour was
pledged to completing the negotiations; on the
29th, after a most significant message had been
sent to him, he decided that there was nothing
to his previous stories at all, and that there
was absolutely no obstacle in the way of pro-
ceeding at once with the construction.

Now, when Mr. Mackenzie King gave these
endorsements out there he did not give them
ignorantly; he had with him on that pariy a
member of this House whom I see sitting be-
hind my honourable friend opposite—a
member of this House who was fully con-
versant with what this House had done and
what it had not done, and Mr. Mackenzie
King in a moment of conversation with that
honourable gentleman could have ascertained
whether or not the Senate had taken the
action attributed to it.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But my honour-
able friend does not seem to realize that had
I myself been by the side of the Premier I
would have stood by the communication of
Sir Henry Thornton as to the action of the
Senate, word for word.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Well, honoutabls
gentlemen, I am very sorry to hear the hon-
ourable gentleman say so. I had not included
him in my mind in the category in which I
am forced to place the right honourable gentle-
man who leads the Government. I think on
reflection my honourable friend will with-
draw the statement he makes now.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend will realize that I believe most sincerely
that Sir Henry Thornton could not under-
stand otherwise than that if there could be
an understanding arrived at between the Cana-
dian Pacific and the Canadian National Rail-
ways through which that part of the country
would be served in a satisfactory way with
a large saving in capital expenditure to Can-
ada, it was his duty to carry on these negotia-
tions to a satisfactory ending. When I hold
that view, based upon the action of the Com-
mittee, how can my honourable friend express
surprise? I am stating very candidly what
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I believe was the will of the Senate of Canada.
After we had decided in the Committee what
we believed to be the best policy for the
country, how can my honourable friend ask
me to stultify myself and alter my opinion
without other facts being presented to me?
I still stand by the view expressed by the
Committee. T have had no occasion to alter
that view. No further argument has been
presented to me to cause me to alter it; and
when a direction was given to Sir Henry
Thornton, I believe he was in honour bound
to continue those negotiations, and I would
be very sorry to learn that he halted in carry-
ing on those negotiations. The negotiations
may have been closed; I do not know; the
Canadian Pacific Railway may have said it
was not disposed to enter into negotiations;
there may have been some reason beyond the
control of Sir Henry Thornton and the Cana-
dian National Railways which decided them
to go on with the construction.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I think the Senate
of Canada is entitled to more attention than
is a letter of a Secretary of a Committee of
the Senate, even though that letter be dic-
tated by the leader of this Chamber.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Does the hon-
ourable gentleman contend that there was no
discussion of the situation which developed
when the Bill came before this Chamber? I
am very clear about this fact; that I stated
at the outset that we could refer to what
had taken place in the Committee, because
the Committee practically replaced the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I will read to the
honourable gentleman what happened in this
Chamber. It is quite true that in this Cham-
ber the honourable gentleman did suggest that
this was only an enabling Bill. As I see it,
he had no authority whatever for that state-
ment. The words were not in the Bill and
were not in the report of the Committee. I
am familiar with parliamentary practice, and
conversation in the Senate or any other par-
liamentary body must not have a place in en-
actments. I supposed the honourable gentle-
man was letting himself down easy, and I
took no exception.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I was not let-
ting myself down easy. T was plainly dis-
cussing the situation.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Falling hard.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And I think
I held to my view all along, and I believe
I may have gained the respect of my hon-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

ourable friend. If not, I will not give up
trying to be logical and honourable in this
Chamber.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Then I was mistaken
when I thought the honourable gentleman was
letting himself down easy. T did think so.

There was another honourable gentleman in
this House who seemed to have the same im-
pression. He is here to speak for himself.
1 cannot speak for him, but I ean recount his
actions. I refer to the honourable gentleman
from Middleton (Hon. W. B. Ross), who,
following the honourable leader of the House,
said:

With these remarks, honourable gentlemen, I make
the motion that I rose to move:

“That this Bill be not now read & third time,
but that it be read this day three months hence.”

As T said before, I make the motion not with the
object of killing this Bill, but in order to give a
chance to the two railway companies during the next
few months to negotiate. If the negotiations fail, we
can take the matter up again twelve months from
now.

This was a direct motion made to this
House as a body. In consequence of the re-
marks of the honourable gentleman who
leads this Senate, the three months’ hoist was
moved so that negotiations might be com-
pleted. The Senate voted upon that.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Will my
honourable friend tell me if I answered the
honourable gentleman from Middleton?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: My recollection is
that there was no answer whatever made to
the honourable gentleman from Middleton.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Surely it would
be extraordinary that an amendment should
be moved and voted down without any com-
ments.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: That is my recol-
lection. Hansard will show in a minute.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: But Hansard has
no record of the honourable gentleman hav-
ing spoken after the honourable gentleman
from Middleton.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Had I ex-
pressed the view that the Canadian National
Railways should be put on an equal footing
with the CPR.?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Obh, yes. the honour-
able gentleman said that. As I said, I took
it that he was letting himself down easily;
that his object of withdrawing the Bill had not
carried in the Committee; and, naturally,
when a man who is a leader in a body finds
himself at cross purposes with the majority of
that body, he has something to say about it.
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It did not surprise me that he saved himself
with the statement that it was an enabling
Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honour-
able friend is in error. I moved the adoption
of the Bill in Committee.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: If the honourable
gentleman will permit me, I may say I have
a very vivid recollection of the distress of
the honourable gentleman that evening, and
of his activity among those who were not
friendly to the Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honour-
able friend has such an extraordinarily sus-
picious mind that I do not want to be re-
sponsible for what he thinks he saw in my
eyes.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: It was anything but

love light that I saw in the honourable
gentleman’s eyes.
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think my

honourable friend was far closer to his leader
in that Committee than he was to me, and
that he could far more easily have read his
mind than he could mine.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I think that is un-
fair. It is an attack on an honourable gentle-
man who is not present.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend had the whole Committee before him,
and, as he is a mind-reader, I am surprised
that he kept looking into my mind all the
time when as a matter of fact my actions
were open and aboveboard. I move the adop-
tion of the Bill. I discussed the whole Bill;
I went to the map and examined the situation
with the late member, Mr. MacKelvie; and
it was decided that the two railway companies
should come together.

I take my full share of responsibility. I
had the Bill in my hand, and yet I agreed,
and suggested, perhaps, that the two railways
should come together. But when they were
not coming together, the matier was post-
poned, and I moved the adoption of the Bill.
These were the open acts -of myself in the
Committee, and I am surprised that my
honourable friend keeps his mind on trying
to read my inward thoughts. I would like
him to start with his own leader, and try
to explain what he thought were the inward
thoughts of the members of the Committee.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Then we have the
Right Honourable Mackenzie King going on
record further, because, after all, it is the
leader of the Government that I am dealing

S—4

with. As the honourable gentleman who leads
this House says, he himself was away from
the country during October.

We have this extraordinary position to-day,
that the leader of the Government wishes to
reform or abolish the Senate because of its
action in dealing with the Kamloops-Kelowna
Bill, and we have the member of the Gov-
ernment in the Senate saying that if the
Senate had done what we are accused of
doing, it was following a proper course. As
one somewhat familiar with -constitutional
practice, it seems to me there is some em-
barrassment in the situation. | Mr. King
should have been informed of the facts, be-
cause he had in his party on the British Co-
lvmbia trip a member of this House with
whom he could have conferred at will—with
whom he must have conferred. Notwith-
standing that, after he had been through Yale
and had made misleading statements to the
electors of Yale and had endorsed the
Graham and Thornton messages, which even
President Thornton himself subsequently
withdrew—after he had endorsed a statement
so wrong that President Thornton withdrew
it, he was informed by his organizer that the
speakers for the Conservative party through-
out that riding were directly contradicting
kis assertions, and in consequence, from
Moosejaw on his way home, instead of en-
quiring what were the real facts, and posting
himself, he broadcasted a night-letter to every
mayor and every president of a board of
trade in those four ridings. Prime Minister
Mackenzie King descended to that without
any information whatever. He broadcasted
a political letter repeating false statements—
statements the falsity of which had been
mmpressed upon him in the most positive,
direct and circumstantial way. This was his
message addressed to the mayors and presi-
dents of boards of trade in the four pro-
vincial ridings constituting the Federal rid-
ing of Yale:

I have been informed that Senator Taylor has
been stating publicly throughout the riding of Yale
with reference to the Kamloops-Kelowna mailway that
the resolution introduced in the Senate by Senator
Ross providing for hoist of three months was intro-
duced to allow time to negotiate with the C.P.R.
and was defeated by the Conservative majority in the
Senate.

I have already read the statement made
by Senator Ross himself, who says that such
was his object. I think he is a better author-
ity than Mr. Mackenzie King as to what was
his object. I prefer to take the statement
of the man who made the motion.

This reference to the majority in the Senate
is not an accurate rendering of my report,
which was that, without distinction of party
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in the Senate, every Senator from British
Columbia who voted, voted against the de-
laying motion. That is not all. The same
is true of every Senator from Alberta, Sas-
kutchewan, Manitoba, and, with one excep-
uon, it is true of Ontario. However, that is
not material. It was not a Conservative
majority; it was the unanimous wish of the
western Senators,

Mackenzie King proceeds to quote me as
saying:

—that the Bill was passed without strings and that
the Government was instructed to proceed with con-
struction.

Of course, I did not say it was instructed;
I said it was authorized by express provision
that the Government might supply the money
I3 advance of the sale of bonds.

Mr. King further quotes me as saying:

That because the Ross motion was defeated there
should therefore be no negotiations. I understand also
that Senator Taylor also stated that the Government
plotted to defeat the Bill, that my colleague Senator
Dandurand was used by me for this purpose. I am
informed that Mr. Meighen has endorsed this state-
ment.

Let me hasten to say that I never attempted
to libel the honourable gentleman who leads
this Chamber in the way indicated. If I
had been stating which of those two gentle-
men would use the other, I think I would have
reversed the order so flatteringly given to
himself by Mr. Mackenzie King.

I wish to say that any representations of this kind
if made by Senator Taylor or Mr. Meighen are wholly
without foundation and entirely false.

A model Prime Minister! The gentleman
who speaks of chivalry, decency and fair
play. Yes, as the honourable gentleman who
sits opposite says, for stating that Senator
Taylor’s representations were false. I take
that up in the spirit in which it is made,
and I say that in my estimation—

Hon. Mr. WATSON: I said nothing at
all. !

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: —a member cf this
Chamber is not to be lightly described as
making a false statement. That may be
the standard accepted by the honourable
gentleman—

Hon. Mr. WATSON: I beg the honourable
gentleman’s pardon: I said nothing about
him at all.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I heard what the hon-
ourable gentleman said.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: What did he say?
Are you a mind reader?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: No, I am not a mind
reader, I say that an honourable member of

this Senate who is willing to accept the
imputation of falsehood might well be silent
on the subject, but I for one am not. I
think it is a very fitting objection to take.
When an honourable member of the Senate
reads from a statement broadcasted by the
Prime Minister of this country to the effect
that this member and the leader of the
Opposition in the Commons have jointly heen
guilty of deliberate falsehood, it is worth while
that someone should take notice of it. I
am quite prepared to take notice of any im-
putation of that kind directed towards me. I
am prepared to show, furthermore, that this
message itself—

Hon. Mr. WATSON: I said nothing at all
about the message.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I am speaking about
the message.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: Then go on and
speak about it.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I am speaking about
the message in that letter.

Hon. Mr. WATSON: Then go on and
speak about it, and do not speak about me.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: I very willingly avoid
speaking about the honourable gentleman. 1
have no desire to discuss him at all. This is
from Mr. King:

I wish to state that any representations of this
kind if made by' Senator Taylor or Mr. Meighen are
wholly without foundation and entirely false.

That is, Mr. King says it is entirely false
that the honourable member for Middleton
stated that his object in making this resolu-
tion was so and so. Mr. King says it is en-
tirely false that the Senate passed this Bill
without any restrictions. The statute itself
establishes that. That the Government was
instructed to proceed with construction, he
says, is entirely false. If you substitute
“authorized” for “instructed” tlke statement
is entirely true, and the denial of it is as the
right honourable gentleman describes.
and that because the Ross motion was defeated, there
should therefore be no negotiations.

I say that the defeat of that motion was
official action by this Senate, preferring con-
struction to negotiation. There can be no
question about that. Yet, without any in-
quiry, the right honourable gentieman pro-
ceeds in his denunciation of the Senate bhe-
cause they followed a course which he knows
was desired by his own colleague and which
is justified by his colleague here to-day.

Now, let me say for the people of the
Okanagan that no person there is satisfied
with negotiation in place of construction; that
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the unanimous desire of that community is

for connection with the Canadian Naticnal -

Railways; that neither Mr. King nor any of
his campaigners would venture to recommend
negotiation to them. The only object in
introducing this question there was te pre-
judice the cause of the Conservative party by
the false statement that the Conservatives in
the Senate had connived at delaying this
Bill.

Similarly, in the same campaign, they took
up another grievance against the Senate.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: May I ask my
honourable friend a question?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: Yes, sir.

Hon, Mr. BELCOURT: Dec I understand
him to complain that the construction was
proceeded with to some extent—I do not
know to what extent—before the negotiations
were completed? In other words, does he com-
plain that the construction was going on
pending negotiations?

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR:
such a thing.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) is
not from the Okanagan district.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Construction is
not started yet.

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR: The complaint I make
is this, that the right honourable kentle-
man has slandered the Senate, and that he
makes his unprovoked slander of the Senate
the basis of his appeal to the country to deal
with the Senate, instead of dealing with the
Mackenzie King Government.

He has slandered the Senate not only with
respect to the Kelowna Branch Line Bill, but
also with respect to another matter under dis-
cussion last Session. I have not here any-
thing under the hand of Mackenzie King, but
I have the campaign literature of his Party
used in Yale Riding, and from this campaign
literature I read:

Soldier Legislation

The Mackenzie King Government has endeavoured
for two years to secure justice for disabled ex-service
men and their dependents, but have been blocked by
the Senate having a large Conservative majority.
This just legislation can only be secured by the reform
of the Senate.

I never dreamt of

Then there is a quotation from Hansard
of July 19, the blood and thunder utterances
of the Prime Minister, contrasting so pitifully
with this little paragraph in the Speech from
the Throne before us to-day asking for a
provincial conference. Let me recall what
happened with respect to that. This Bill was
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presented to the Senate from the House of
Commons by the honourable gentleman, the
colleague of Mackenzie King who leads the
Senate (Hon. Mr. Dandurand). We all re-
call the expressions of mild horror with which
he presented the Bill: his misgivings, no
doubt justified, as to what the Bill involved;
his regret that it came to us so late that it
was almost impossible for us to become
seized of the contents of the measure. We
all recall also what happened. It went to =
Committee, not of the Conservative major-
ity of the Senate, but a Committee con-
stituted of four members from one side and
four from the other, and unanimously ap-
pointed. The Committee met. I was not a
member and was not present, but I under-
stand that it took the evidence of only a
couple of responsible officials of the depart-
ments concerned in the legislation, whom 1t
called as experts. The Committee’s report
was arrived at unanimously by the honour-
able members constituting the Committee,
and it came into this House, presented by
the Chairman (Hon. Mr. Pardee), who had
recently been the Chief Whip of the Liberal
party, the party of Mackenzie King, and was
adopted by the Senate. I am not sure that
it was adopted unanimously here. There
were, I think, one or two military gentle-
men opposite who took excepticn to some of
the contents, but the report was almost
unanimously adopted by this Chamber. It
was accepted by the colleague of the Right
Hon. Mackenzie King who sits in this Cham~
ber (Hon. Mr. Dandurand); accepted by
him as a member of the Comnuttee and as:
leader of the Senate. Yet the right honour-
able gentleman, the leader of our leader,
says:

This year we have instances of Bills that have
passed this House in three separate Sessions of Par-
liament, and which have been rejected each time by
the second Chamber. I desire to assure the House that
when Parliament reassembles steps will be taken by
the Government to obtain, if possible, means whereby
Bills may be enacted by and with the advice and
consent of the House of Commons, under conditions
similar in principle to those which have been sanc-
tioned by the Parliament of the United Kingdom:.

. and the Government will take the means
whlch is believed to be the most effective in bring-
ing about the result which is aimed at in the
quickest manner possible.

One would think “the quickest manner pos-
sible” would be to ask for the resignation of
the colleague of the right honourable gentle-
man, who had consented to this action in
this Chamber, much as T would regret to see
such a request acted upon. If quick action
were desired by the right honourable gentle-
man, it seems to me that that would be the
quickest possible. I yield to no person in my
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respect for the honourable gentleman (Hon.

Mr. Dandurand), but his continued presence -

as spokesman in this Chamber for the Gov-
ernment is evidence that the leader of the
Government is not taking the quickest pos-
sible action to remedy this condition of affairs.

I am sorry I have taken so long, but when
the existence of this Senate is challenged by
the right honourable the leader of the Gov-
ernment in a by-election, and when that hon-
ourable leader not only promulgates state-
ments which are directly contrary to the
facts of record, but also carelessly and wilfully
imputes falsehoods to other public men en-
gaged in the campaign because they differed
from him, it seems to me that the matter
is well worth the attention of this Chamber.
For my part, as a humble member of Parlia-
ment, who had observed many parliaments
before becoming a member, I think one of
the most prized assets of any parliament is
the honesty, the integrity, and the truthful-
ness of its members.

Hon. J. G. TURRIFF: Honourable gentle-
men, it was not my intention to take any part
in this debate, but in reading in the Senate
Hansard the proceedings of last night I find
my name mentioned two or three times; so
I wish to take this opportunity of saying a
few words.

Last year, it will be remembered, the hon-
ourable Senator from De Lanaudiére (Hon.
Mr. Casgrain) made the statement several
times—and he made it in my hearing—that
the great profits of the railways were made
in Eastern Canada and that it was paying for
her railways. In his statement of last night
he referred to the fact that the people of
Saskatchewan have paid only $2 per head in
income tax while the people of Quebec have
paid $10. That statement is likely true, but
there is this to be borne in mind, that the
people of Saskatchewan and Manitoba and
the West generally pay hundreds of thousands
and even millions of dollars profit to the
merchants and importers of Montreal. That
enables them to pay their income tax. Directly
and indirectly, it means that the people of
Saskatchewan are contributing to that tax,
and the merchants of Montreal are getting the
benefit of the income.

The particular item with which I wish to
deal is the profit that is made by the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company in the West as com-
pared with that of the East. I say again, and
I defy contradiction, the C.P.R. has made its
money in the past and is now making its
money much more in the West than in the
FEast. It is a matter of fact, as proven by
the C.PR. itself, that the dividends ou its

Hon. Mr. TAYLOR.

stock are made practically by the profits
earned in the West. Those profits have been
made in the past and are made up to the
present time principally by the carriage of
wheat, and some of it is transported down to
the East. The figures I intend to present
are not those which my honourable friend from
De Lanaudiére tried to give us last Sessior,
from some man prominent in railway afiairs,
who was either afraid or ashamed to give his
name. My honourable friend from De
Lanaudiére wanted to take those figures as
conclusive. I will give you, not haphazard
figures, but sworn figures presented by the
principal officers of the Canadian Pacific
Railway to the Railway Department of the
Government. I am going to quote now from
the evidence of Mr. Symington, who states
in that evidence that these figures are from
the Canadian Pacific Railway Company. He
states that in a five-year period the operating
expenses of the Canadian Pacific were as
follows: Eastern lines, $160,000,000; Western
lines, $231,000,000.

Before dealing further with these statisties
may I refer to what took place last year, in
order ‘that honourable gentlemen may
thoroughly understand the situation. The
honourable member from De Lanaudiére (Homn.
Mr. Casgrain) was speaking. He was trying
tc make out that the great profits of the
Canadian Pacific Railway were made on the
Eastern lines, and I asked him a question:

Do I understand from the remarks he made the
other day, and those he has made now, that the
railways make more money on their Eastern lines than
on their Western lines?

Hon. Mr. Casgrain:

Hon. Mr. Turriff:

Hon. Mr. Casgrain:
all out of order.

Hon. Mr. Turriff: I just want to give that state-
ment an absolute denial, and assert that the C.P.R.
and the Canadian National Railways make double
the money net profit—

Remember, I am speaking of net profii, not

gross receipts.
—in the West that they do in the East; and I will
take the first opportunity when the House meets again
of putting the figures on Hansard, because I have
them right here.

It so happened, honourable gentlemen, that
I was unable to make good that statement
because I was taken ill; but I propose to do
it now. Last night, when the matter was
under discussion, the honourable gen*‘leman
from Winnipeg (Hon. Mr. McMeans) asked
the honourable gentleman some questions.
One thing the honourable gentleman from
De Lanaudiére (Hon. Mr. Casgrain) said'
was:

Will my honourable friend tell us where to find the

deficits? In the province of Quebec we have 500
persons per mile, and in the prairies they have only

Yes.
If T am in order now—
You are not in order; we are
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120. We have people to buy tickets and travel and
to provide freight.

Although there may be four times as many
people per mile of railway in Quebec as there
are in the West, one person in the West pro-
duces double the fréight traffic revenue for
the railway that the four people in the prov-
ince of Quebec produce. So there is nothing
in that argument at all.

There is the evidence that was given by
Mr. Symington:

In that five-year period—

That is, the period from 1911 to 1914—

—the operating expenses of the Canadian Pacific
Railway were as follows: Eastern lines, $160,000,000,
Western lines, $231,000,0000 The West was 44 per
cent higher than the East. The operatinz ratio in the
East was 72 cents, in the West 60 cents, and in the
prairie West 56 cents. This means that in the case
of the East it costs 72 cents to earn a' dollar, and
in the West it costs 60 cents to earn a dollar. The
net earnings in the East were $43,500,000 and in the
West $91,500,000; that is, the net earnings after
deducting operating expenses were $48,000,000 more :in
the West, or 110 per cent greater.

So you see, honourable gentlemen, the net
yrofits on the western lines in those five years
were more than double what they were on
the eastern lines. I am speaking of the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway. = That is the sworn
evidence of the officers of the Canadian
Pacific Railway, and there is no getting
around it at all.

Then, the figures for the five years from
1912 to 1916 are as follows:

Operating revenues: East, $226,500,000; West, $356,-
500,000, the West being 57} per cent higher than the
East.

Operating ratio: East, 73.3; West, 57; prairie West,
54.5. The West net earnings were $92,500,000 greater
than the East, or 154 per cent greater.

Net earnings: East, $60,000,000; West, $152,500,000.

Then Hon. Mr. Crerar asks:
Are these C.P.R. figures, Mr. Symington?

And Mr., Symington answers:
Yes, these are C.P.R. figures.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: What is the honour-
able gentleman reading from? What is the
book ?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: It is the report of
the Committee of the House of Commons on
Railway Transportation Costs, 1922:

When the first of these figures I am reading
were made the Canadian Northern Railway
was not completed, so I can only take the
C.P.R. figures. Mr. Symington says:

They are figures furnished by themselves at our
request on these various rate cases before the Rail-
way Commission.

They are also the same figures that were
presented to the Board of Railway Commis-
sioners by the C.P.R. officials under the Act.

Then he goes on to say that the rates in
British Columbia are higher, but I am not
dealing with that.

The net earnings were: East, $70,500,000, and West,
$144,500,000. That is, the West’s net earnings were
§74,000,000 more than the East, or 105 per cent higher.
You will notice that the gross was only 20 per cent
higher, while the net was 105 per cent higher.

On the face of these figures, how can the
honourable gentleman from De Lanaudiére
(Hon. Mr. Casgrain) Session after Session
make the statement that the East earns more
profit than the West?

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: I think he went
further than that, and said that Ontario and
Quebec were paying for these things.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: As a matter of fact,
practically all the dividends made by the
C.PR. and paid out to the holders of the
common stock are made up of the excess
profits made in the West over and above
those made in the East.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Oh, Oh.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: My honourable friend
may laugh. These figures come from the
C.P.R. officials themselves. He is a director
of the C.P.R. .

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Oh, no, I am not.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: And I presume a
good large stock-holder. I am very glad that
he gets his dividends from the West; but
honourable gentlemen should not be so ready
to blame the West and to say that the pro-
fits come from the East when that is not the
case,

Now I want to give you the figures for 1921.
That is only four years ago. The operating
revenues in the East were $85,500,000, and in
the West $101,900,000. That is, the operat-
ing revenues in the West were $16,500,000
more than those in the East, or 19 per cent
greater. The operating revenue was: East
77.21; West, 70.54. The operating expenses
are much less in the West, and naturally net
profits are much greater. The net earnings
for that one year were: in the East $11-
000,000; in the West, $30,000,000, or nearly
three times as much. The net earnings in the
West were $19,000,000 more than those in the
East, or 107 per cent greater.

Mr. Symington was asked:

Q. Where do you get these figures?—A. From the
C.P.R., filed with the Board of Railway Commissioners,

in the rate case which we have just been arguing, and
filed at the request of the governments I represent.

That is, the Manitoba Government.
Here is some further enlightenment on the
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net profits made by the C.P.R. Hon. Mr.
Crerar asked:

Q. These figures are for what period?—A. The last
6 months of 1920, when you will understand the large
increase in grain rates came into effect in time to
catch the 1920 crop. In July on eastern lines the net
was $622,000, western lines, $1,053,000; August, eastern
lines $855,000; western lines, $1,654,000. There is not
a great deal of discrepancy in anything perhaps that
anybody can complain of there. In September there
is a little more grain moved from southern Manitoba.
The grain ripens in September and has been shipped.
The figures for September are, for the East, $1,379,000;
for the West, $2,759,000. In October, East, $1,400,000;
West, $6,588,000.

So the net profit of the C.P.R. on the
eastern lines for the month of October was in
the East $1,400,000, in the West, $6,588,000.

In November the East made a net profit to
the railway of $416,000, and the West a profit
of $4948000, or more than ten times as
much. In December the profit in the East
amounted to $139,756, and in the West to
$3,828,951, making a grand total for eastern
lines of $4,871,830, and for western lines $20,-
822,726. You will notice that the net earnings
in July and August in the West are $1,000,000
and $1,600,000 respectively. Some of jthe
grain moved in September, and the net jumped
to $2.700,000. October, gave a net profit of $6,-
588,000, as I said.before, the largest at any
time in the history of the Canadian Pacific
Railway.

In the face of these figures, given by the
C.P.R. officials, and sworn to, how can my
honourable friend try to make this House
and the public believe that the C.P.R. makes
more money in the East than in the West?
Taking not the receipts, but the net profits,
I say the railway makes more money on the
western end of its business than it does on
its eastern end.

Just here let me say that there is now a
good deal of discussion about the Crowsnest
rates. I see by the eastern press that there
is a good deal of talk about the West getting
special rates, and about discrimination against
the East. I want to say right here and now
that if the old Crowsnest rates were put into
force in toto, they would include 15 or 20
items of goods largely manufactured in the
East, and there would be only two items in
the whole list on which the rates would be
higher than the rates in the West. In the face
of that, what is the use of pecple complaining
that we in ithe West are getting too low rates,
when the lowest rates would be higher than
the general rates down East?

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: To make the
matter clear, may I ask the honourable
gentleman where he makes the division be-
tween the East and the West?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: At Fort William.
East of Fort William are the eastern lines,
and west of that point the western lines.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: How are the profits
ascertained in each division? Suppose a
carload of goods leaves Montreal and is
freighted through to Vancouver, how is the
profit divided?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: All the railways
keep account of the cost of carrying a car-
load of freight from its shipping point to
its destination. The western lines are credited
with the freight as far east as Fort William.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Just on that point.
Practically all the grain of the West is shipped
to Port Arthur and stops there. The eastern
lines do not get very much out of grain. In
the shipments going from the East to the
West, say from Montreal, the western lines
would get considerable profit.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: My honourable
friend is going on the assumption that we
ship nothing but wheat in the West. There
is no doubt that wheat is the big item—
wheat and cereals; but that is one of the
commodities in Canada on which the rail-
ways make the most profit. In many cases
a carload of wheat runs 80,000 or 100,000
Ibs. The wheat is hooked on at some ele-
vator in Saskatchewan or Manitoba, and it
is run in train loads to Fort William or
Port Arthur. There it is shunted onto a sid-
ing or spotted up to the elevator, and the
car unloaded in perhaps 20 minutes. Then
the elevator people shunt the cars back to
a siding and the railway company takes them
back west again. No time is Jost, and there
is no cost of loading or unloading. There
is mo other commodity that the railroad
carries that gives the same profit as wheat
and oats and barley and flax. There is a big
profit, and very little expense.

You will notice how the figures went up in
July and August. There is not much differ-
ence between the profit in the East and those
in the West until you come to September;
then the profits in the West go right up.
When you come to October and November
the profits in the West in some months
amount to nearly ten times as much as they
do in the East. That is simpiy because it
takes about 55 cents to earn a dollar there,
and it takes 70 odd cents to earn a dollar
on the mixed traffic of the East. Of course
there is mixed traffic in the West also, but,
as I said a few moments ago, wheat is the
principal item on which the profit is made
there.
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Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Will my honour-
able friend permit me a question?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: Certainly.

_Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Does the honour-
able gentleman remember that last year when
the extension lines to be built in the West
were under discussion in the Railway Com-
mittee Mr. Ruel, who represented the Cana-
dian National, said that the nrailways made
no money on the hauling of wheat?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: Unfortunately I was
not present at any of those Committee meet-
ings, but I remember a statement made to
me many years ago by the late Sir William
White, General Manager of the Canadian
Pacific Railway Western lines, and one of
the most reliable men who' ever lived in Can-
ada. He told me that wherever on the
prairie there was a railway line with a strip
of country twelve miles wide, that railroad
was a paying proposition. He must have
known. I think both Mr. Ruel and Mr.
Macleod, not in the Senate Committee, but
during the investigation held in another place
a year or two ago, made the statement that
in consideration of the haul after the freight
reached the main line, most of the branch lines
paid for themselves as feeders. I venture the
statement that in any part of the prairie
country where you build a branch line of
railway it will be a source of revenue. It
cannot help being so. Construction is com-
paratively cheap there, as compared with
building through a rocky country. Where the
Government Railways lose their money is
not on the prairies, but through the moun-
tains of British Columbia and through the
rough and unproductive country between the
prairies and the East. No railway company
lose money by their operations on the prairies.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: That is why
the bramnch lines are wanted—because they
pay.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: Certainly. Every
one of those branch lines on the prairies will
pay the cost of construction and produce
a revenue to the country. There are some
branch lines that will not pay. One or two
of such lines were approved by the Senate last
year. We have heard a good deal of dis-
cussion this afternoon about the Xelowna
Branch. Well, my own opinion is that the
Government wanted to build that line to
carry the Yale election, and that my honour-
able friends opposite wanted to have it built
so that they might retain the seat. I think
it was politics on both sides.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
That is very bad. L

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: My opinion is that
the road should not be built. .I do not know
so much about it; but I do know there are
one or two in the East—

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: In the West?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: No; I am talking
of the East now. One of the proposed branch
line Bills was rejected, and if I had been
here I would have voted to throw out one cr
two more, because I do not believe they will
ever pay. Why should we invest $12,000,000
or $15,000,000 in a branch line which has
never during 35 or 40 years been known to
have traffic enough to pay operating expenses,
let alone profits on the capital sunk in it?
I 'would be prepared to vote against any pro-
posed branch line in the West if I did not feel
that it would pay its own way. I wou'd be
as much opposed to it as to any branch in
the East which I thought would not he
profitable. It is the duty of every man to
avoid doing anything which would make the
present condition of our railways worse.
Tkere ought to be no capital expenditure
where there is no possible chance of earning
interest on the money. One thing I cannot
understand is why the Canadian Government
Railway authorities would want to burden the
system with an unprofitable branch, which
would make it all the harder to bring the
system into a paying condition. It is the
duty of the Government, and it is just as muzh
the duty of my honourable friend opposite,
to see that only profitable branch lines are
built in future.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: How do you expect
the Government to win an election?

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: You see, they did not
win the last one, the election in Yale. They
ought to take notice of that fact and not try
to build lines that will not pay, even for
the purpose of winning an election.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE L. FOSTER:
That ought to be a lesson to them.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: But I contend that
the party that will do the right thing and
will build only lines that will pay, will in the
end win more votes in that way than by
squandering money in building where it will
not pay.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: What about the
Peace River?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: My honourable
friend, I assume, recalls that a number of
branch line proposals submitted to this House
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last year were not asked for by the Canadian
National Railway Management.

Hon. Mr. TURRIFF: I do not remember
whether I was here or not when that question
was brought up. The fact that those branch
lines were not asked for by the Railway
Management was all ‘the more reason why
they should not be built. I have a good
opinion of the Railway Management. Sir
Henry Thornton has done remarkably well
considering his opportunities, and I think the
Government would be well advised to pay
attention to what the Railroad Management
say in regard to building or leaving unbuilt,
for the present time at all events, certain
proposed branch lines which will not in the
meantime help the general situation,

The position of the C.P.R. in the East is
illustrated by that month of November, 1921.
I admit that I am taking an extreme instance
for the purpose of illustration. On $6,000,-
000 worth of business they made only $4,400.

It cost; them 99.23 cents to earn a dollar, and on
$6,000,000 they earned $4,400. Well, in the West, after
doing some $11,000,000 worth of business, they made
over $5,000,000.

Honourable gentlemen, I intended to give
these figures last year, but was unable to do
so. I have had the matter in mind ever since,
and when my honourable friend from De
Lanaudiere reiterated his statement about the
money made in the East having to pay for
the West, I desired to point out that there is
no truth in that statement; and if the hon-
ourable gentleman does not know that, he
is not. as clever as I thought him to be. As
a matter of fact, the West pays about double,
or more than double, the net profits earned on
the total mileage of the Canadian Pacific
Railway.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable
gentlemen, there are still a few minutes left
before adjournment, and they may be suffi-
cient for the few remarks I have to make.

It seems passing strange to me that the
policy of the Government should be what it
is.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: What is it?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I will attempt to
cescribe it. The Government seems to
waddle about, astride the country, with one
foot in the West and the other in the East.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is a national
Government,

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: And, strange to
say, the Government seems to watch very
carefully. where it steps in the West, but it
is not so partieular in the BEast. Any old
road however rough will suit the East. One

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

would think that the Government would go
lame in the East, but it still goes strong with
its sixty-five constituencies in the province
of Quebec, although Quebec, an industrial
province, receives no reasonable measure of
protection from the Government and has little
hope of receiving any. The Government,
without any sort of consideration for the very
large and important industries of that prov-
ince, has increased the British preference.
Whatever may be said, nothing has been
done to stop emigration. When I hear figures
bandied from one side of the House to the
other, to establish on the one hand that the
country is prosperous and on the other that
it is poor, I cannot but recall. what Sir Wil-
iria' Laurier once said in the House of Com-
mons: ‘“Gentlemen, whatever may be the
contention on either side of the House on
this score, there is one factor that decides
between us. When the people have money in
their pockets they are well off; when they
have not, they are poor.” Well, honourable
gentlemen, since the present Government as-
sumed office what have we found?  Sixty
million- dollars of the deposits of the people
have vanished! And yet the Government
has not been very long in office.

The honourable gentlemen opposite en-
deavour to justify the Government’s policy
on immigration, but how can they explain
the fact that in Quebec the Provincial Gov-
ernment have become so alarmed at the
exodus that they have declared their inten-
tion of doing their utmost to prevent it?
Why have the entire clergy of the province
of Quebec mobilized to stop emigration?
Tigures have been given showing the returns
for recent months; but whatever the figures
show, everyone must admit, and no one in
good faith can deny, that we have suffered
terribly from emigration. If you go to any
locality what do you see? Houses closed by
the score. Do you know that entire schools
in Toronto have been closed’ within the past
yvear, because no children were left to attend
them? Is it necessary for me to give you
any evidence as to the present deplorable
condition? Shall I quote to you the recent
words of Sir Frederick Williams-Taylor, Gen-
eral Manager of the Bank of Montreal? It
cannot be denied that he is absolutely sincere
and impartial in his rather discouraging de-
seription of the situation of the country. The
General Manager of the Bank of Montreal
Fas to be very guarded in his utterances.
What does he say?

That general trade is dull, to put it mildly, is no
delusion. Taxation is heavy to an extent that dis-
courages new enterprises, Many of our industries are

running on half-time, with diminished profits or no
profits at all. The cost of living is high and our
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population in point of numbers is at a standstill or
‘worse.

What does that mean? No increase in our
population? Then where does our natural
increase go, if there is no exodus to the
United States? Why should our mills be
working only half time? Is that prosperity?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The farmer has
not the purchasing capacity.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Then, let me tell
my honourable friend this. If the farmer
had our markets which you have given away
—not even sold, but given away to foreigners,
he could make money, because our people
could work, earn money and spend it. What
have you done? You have emptied our fac-
tories. I could cite factories usually employ-
ing 4,000 persons in Montreal, now closed and
empty.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That does not
apply to the West.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The West is not
the whole country.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They are sell-
ing their wheat at Liverpool.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: 1 am not dis-
cussing the West, and I do not think I need
do so. The people of the West are selling
their grain at $2 a bushel. I do not think
you are responsible for that.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: No, but they
have had only half a crop.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I suppose the
honourable gentleman will not accept any dis-
credit because of their having only half a erop.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
no credit.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Let us therefore
discuss the influence that the policy of the
Government may have on the welfare of the
nation. I say that what you have done is
this: you have lowered our tariff and emptied
our factories. If you do not take my state-
ment, will you accept the declaration of a
man who is president of a very large associa-
tion, that of the boot and shoe manufacturers
of Canada? The boot and shoe industry is
located principally in the province of Que-
bec, and here is the statement of a man from
that very province, which gives you sixty-
five seats. This is what Mr. Deslongchamps,
the president of the association, says:

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I will put
against that the speech of his successor, which
tells a different story. I thought I had it on
my desk. I have it in my room.

I am claiming

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Will my honour-
able friend allow me? Mr. Deslongechamps is
the president of the Boot and Shoe Manufac-
turers Association.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: He was last
year. I will get my honourable friend the
speech of the present president

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: I suppose I will
have to go on although my honourable
friend has gone. I would have liked him to
hear this statement of Mr. Deslongchamps.
He said:

It is vital that the internal and external conditions
responsible for the present chaotic state of the shoe
manufacturing industry in Canada should be remedied
if the industry is to survive.

There is an industry which has its main
home for this country in the province of
Quebec, and it is now suffering, if not dying,
because the present administration prefers to
have boots imported not only from Great
Britain but from Germany through Great
Britain. And still it is contended that' the
present policy suits the country What sur-
pri¢es me, honourable gentlemen, is that the
Government is able to continue the policy
that it has adopted.

Industrially, there is no doubt that Quebec
has been ill-treated. There is no other term
for it. It is on that account that we are
losing so many of our countrymen by their
going across the line. Without any doubt the
restoration of a reasonable amount of pro-
tection would keep our children at home,
and may be would bring back a good many
who have had to leave their own country
and to go across the line to find work in in-
dustries of all sorts.

T suppose, honourable gentlemen, that when
you attempt a thing and suceceed, it incites
you to continue. After havirg ill-treated
the province of Quebec industrially, these
gentlemen are attempting to do something
else which to my mind is very much more
serious. They are attacking the province of
Quebec constitutionally. For the first time
since Confederation we see a Government
aiming a blow—because it is nothing else—
at the fortress of minority rights in the
Dominion. Indeed, there is no doubt that
the Senate was created by the Confederation
pact the trustee of the rights of minorities.

Now, if honourable gentlemen will bear
with me, I would like to read very briefly
from an admirable book written by a very
remarkable statesman from Ontario, a
Liberal, who came to this House, if I mis-
take not, rather prejudiced against it, and
who found therein good reason to change his
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ideas on the subject.
Ross.

I would like first to quote what Sir John
Macdonald said in reference to the creation
of this House; then I will ask honourable
gentlemen to hear what the Hon. George
Brown stated, so that we may the better
understand the thought and purpose of the
Fathers of Confederation. This is what Sir
John Macdonald said on the 6th day of
February, 1865, when the resolutions adopted
ov the Conference of Quebeec were discussed
before the Parliament of Canada:

In order to protect local interests and to prevent
sectional - jealousies, it was found requisite that the
three great divisions into which British North America
18 separated should be represented in the Upper House
on the principle of equality. There are three great
sections, having different interests, in this proposed
Federation. We have western Canada, an agricultural
country, far away from the sea, and having the largest
population, with agricultural interests principally to
guard. We have Lower Canada’ with other and
separate interests, and especially’ with institutions and
laws which she jealously guards against her absorption
by any larger, more numerous and stronger power.
And we have also the Maritime Provinces, having
also  each sectional interests of their own, having
owing - to their position, classes and interests which
we do mnot know in Western Canada. Accordingly,
in the Upper House, the controlling and regulating,
but not initiating branch, we have the sober second
thought in legislation, which ds provided in order
that each of these great sections shall be represented
equally by 24 members. . . . To the Upper House
is to be confined the protection of sectional interests,
and therefore it is that the three great divisions are
there equally represented for the purpose of defending
such interests against the combinations of majorities
in the Assembly.

The Hon. George Brown in the same de-
bate said:

Our Lower Canada friends have agreed to give us
representation by population in the Lower House, on
the condition that they shall have equality in the
Upper House, and on no other condition could we have
advanced a step, and for my part I am quite willing
that they shall have it. In maintaining the existing
sectional boundaries, and handing over the control of
local matters to local bodies, we recognize to a certain
extent the diversity of interests, and it was quite
natural that a protection for these interests by
equality in the Upper House should be demanded by
the less numerous provinces. . If from this con-
cession to equality in the Upper Chamber they are
restrained from forcing through measures which our

I refer to Sir George

friends of Lower Canada may consider injurious to

their interests, we shall at any rate have power which
we never had before to prevent them from forcing
through whatever we may deem unjust to us. I think
the compromise a fair one, and am persuaded that
it will work easily and satisfactorily.

The present henourable gentleman, to the
best of my knowledge, is the first attack
ever made by the Government against the
Senate. I will ask permission in a moment
to refer to discussions that have taken place
on the subject. We are now witnesding,
under cover of a very inoffensive paragraph
in the Speech from the Throne, the very first
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attack against the Constitution of our coun-
try, and against that part of the Constitution
which should be and is most sacred to the
Province of Quebec. And that attack comes
from a Government that lives solely through
the good graces of the province of Quebec.

I do not want to refer to the speeches which
have been delivered by the Prime Minister
and others. That of course would lead me
far afield, and I do not think would increase
the weight of my argument. I think I can
crystallize my argument by saying that the
accusation brought against this House for
exclusively political purposes is to my mind
extremely injurious, because it is creating
propaganda against the Constitution of the
country. In a word, the Prime Minister and
those who have spoken in the same strain,
have described this House as a narrow and
reactionary body, partisan and obstructive in
its policy and operating as a drag on the
wheel of progress, and having little to do but
protect the rich and privileged classes. It
is spoken of as an instrument used in turn
by both parties to serve their purposes.

Now, honourable gentlemen, will you allow
me to refer very briefly to history to disprove
thoss accusations? No accusation, I believe,
was ever made with so little justification.
Sincz Confederation the Senate of Canada has
fulfilled its role fully as well if not better than
the House of Commons. It has never re-
jected important measures without serious
cause, and if I may rapidly refer to the Bills
dealt with by it through a period of years, I
hope you will agree with me that it has be-
trayed no excessive zeal and surely no parti-
sanship.

Sir George Ross in his book states that from
the time of Confederation to 1913, 5871 Bills
were sent to this House by the House of
Commons. Of this number 1,246 or 21.5 per
cent were amended, and 113 or 2 per cent were
rejected. During the same period the Senate
sent to the House of Commons 1,294 Bills, of
which 396 or 31.4 per cent were amended and
113 or 8.1 per cent were rejected. In other
words, honourable gentlemen, the action of
the House of Commons in dealing with meas-
ures that went to it from this House was
about four times as drastic as the action of
this House in dealing with Bills that came to
it from the House of Commons,

Now let us see whether any party has been
able ito use the Senate for its political prefer-
ment. If I may, I will use the words of Sir
George Ross for that purpose: ‘

This statement shows that the House of Commons

has been more drastic in its amendment and rejec-
tion of Senate Bills than the Senate has been of
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Bills sent up by the Commons. It is commonly said
that the Senate has used its political majority
adversely to the political majority of the House of
Commons when the two Houses were not in accord,
and on this supposition the charge of partizanship
is made against the Senate. From 1867 to 1903 the
Conservative party was paramount politically in the
Senate. For 24 years of that period the same party
was in control of the House of Commons. The
analysis of the statement shows that very little
difference in the number of Bills amended or
rejected by the Senate during those two different
periods. For instance, in the 24 years of Conservative
majority in both Houses, the total number of Bills
before the Senate was 2,569. Amended, 673, or 26.2
per cent—

Which is higher than the percentage I
quoted a moment ago—

—rejected, 44 or 1.7 per cent.

In the 12 years with a Conservative Senate
and a Liberal majority in the House of Com-
mons the total number of Bills before the
Senate was 1,261. Amended, 282, or 22.3
per cent. Rejected, 44, or 3.4 per cent.

In the eight years with a Liberal majority
in the Senate and a Liberal majority in the
House of Commons (1903-1911), the total
number of Bills before the Senate was 714.
Amended, 258, or 3.6 per cent; rejected, 17,
or 2.3 per cent.

In the two years with a Liberal Senate
and a Conservative House of Commons
(1912-13), the total number of Bills before
the Senate was 415. Amended, 60, or 14.4
per cent, rejected, 1.

I notice that it is now 6 o’clock.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would the hon-
ourable gentleman move the adjournment of
the debate?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN:
adjournment of the debate.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Before the
motion is put, I desire to apologize to my
honourable friend. @~ When I said that Mr.
Deslongchamps was no longer the president
of the Shoe Manufacturers Association, I was
in error. I do not know whether or not he
has been re-elected. I was referring to a
statement made by Mr. S. Roy Weaver, the
manager of the Shoe Manufacturers Associa-
ation of Canada, whom I had taken to be the
successor of Mr. Deslongchamps. Mr. Des-
longchamps may still be the president.

I will move the

The motion of Hon. Mr. Beaubien was agreed
to, and the debate was adjourned.

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

THE SENATE

Thursday, February 12, 1925.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT OF O. F.
BROTHERS.

MOTION FOR RETURN
Hon. Mr. TANNER moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a return
to include the following:— .

The dates since 1921 during which O. F. Brothers,
Editor of the Listening Post, Montreal, was employed
by the Government; the Departments under which he
gave service; the nature of the services rendered ' by
him; and the several amounts paid to him for services
and allowances respectively.

The motion was agreed to.

THE GOVERNOR GENERAL'S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

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

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN (continuing): Hon-
ourable gentlemen, at the last meeting of the
House I referred briefly to past history in
order to demonstrate to the best of my
ability the purposes which the Fathers of
Confederation had in their minds—and per-
haps I might add the hopes which they had in
their hearts—in creating the Senate in its
present form. I endeavoured to follow that
up by demonstrating that, as far as a human
instrument could do so, the Senate had at-
tained those purposes and fulfilled those
hopes. If you will be good enough to be
patient for a few moments longer I will en-
deavour to close that argument.

The first period to which I referred covered
some forty-six years following Confederation.
During that time, strange to say, the Senate
showed itself very much more lenient in deal-
ing with measures that came to it from the
House of Commons than the House of Com-
mons did in dealing with measures that went
to it from this Chamber. During that first
period we find that, after all, the public legis-
lation which came to this body, created ex-
pressly for control over such legislation, was
not very much disturbed, only 2 or 3 per cent
of the Bills which were sent to us each year
being rejected. That is, it seems to me, a
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very modest percentage, not in any way be-
traying a fixed intention on the part of this
Chamber to antagonize the opinions or senti-
ments of the popular House. I think, hon-
ourable gentlemen, that it has been demon-
strated that the Seuate has not been a partizan
body. Strange as it may seem, because after
all we have set ideas in politics, very often
the party controlling both Houses had its
measures more severely treated by this House
than when the political tenets of the two
Houses were different.

Now, honourable gentlemen, I would crave
your patience while I dilate upon a matter
which to my mind is more important than per-
centages. The objection must have arisen in
your mind: “ True, the Senate has interfered
with only 2 or 3 per cent of the legislation,
but that was made up of important measures
which the popular House deemed to be essen-
tial to the welfare of the public.” Such is
not the case. Although we find, in closely
studying the course of legislation from one
House to the other, that some of the measures
to which the party in control in the lower
House attached a great deal of importance
were amended, vitally amended, or even re-
jected, yet, honourable gentlemen, we must
remember that this body was freely created by
the public. The Senate of Canada is no pocket
edition of the House of Lords. We have been
put in a position of trust by a free people.
After all, those who created this body were
free to do so, and they have selected us, as
they have selected the Crown and the other
House. We do not spring from old families
holding their titles or positions maybe from
piracy, certainly from a strong hand, applied
in many cases without justice and to the great
detriment of the people as a whole. No, hon-
ourable gentlemen: we spring from the
democracy just as much as those who sit
in the other House. ~'Why, honourable gentle-
men, let us look around these benches. How
many who add strength to this very
House have come from the popular House?
Have they changed because they are sitting
here? Have they modified their ideas? Do
they not come from the public every Session,
and do they not go back to the public after
every Session and mix with the people,
breathe the same air with them, and remain
as demoeratic as the members of the House of
Commons?

Therefore I think it is right to say that
there is all the difference in the world between
the House of Lords and the Senate of Can-
ada. This is a democratic institution
created for the purpose of controlling legis-
lation. This body has received a trust which
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it has to discharge, and when important
legislation comes before it the consideration
that we must have uppermost in our minds
and consciences is the discharge of that trust
without fear, whatever may be the threats
made against us, even if they come from a
Prime Minister and the whole of his party.

Now, let us refer to the measures of im-
portance that have come to us in the past,
and let us see how the public has viewed the
action of the Senate. I am still appealing
to the same authority that I cited yesterday,
one that will not be questioned on either side
of the House. Sir George Ross was a man
of talent; he was a dyed-in-the-wool Grit,
I believe for all his life. ~He entered this
House laden with prejudice against it, but he
changed his mind, and this is the result of his
experience during the time that he passed in
this House, giving his services to the nation.
What does he say in reference to certain
important measures which were proposed by
the lower House and rejected by this House
during the first 46 years after Confederation?
Here it is:

Notwithstanding the protection afforded the Senate
by the Constitution, and the similarity: in origin and
status between the members of the two Chambers,

there have been cases, of public importance, in which
the action of the Scnate was regarded as a wanton

interference with the prerogatives of the popular
Chamber. I cite the following as among the most
notable :—

1. The rejection of the Bill for the construction of
the Esquimalt and Nanaimo Railway, during Mac-
kenzie’s administration.

2. The rejection of the Bill for the construction of
a railway from Atlin to Dawson City, under the Lau-
rier administration.

3. The amendment of a Bill for the purchase of the
Drummond County Railway, under the Laurier ad-
ministration.

4. The amendment of a Bill for the Improvement of
Highways, under the Borden administration.

5. The postponement of the Naval Aid Bill, under
the Borden administration.

As to the first three, it may be fairly said that their
rejection or amendment, however much resented at the
time by their promoters, is regarded by very few at
the present time as deserving of censure. Of the first
two neither was re-submitted. The third was so
amended as to be acceptable on its re-introduction,
and at the worst only delayed the purposes of its
promoters one year. The fourth was twice amended,
and the amendments of the Senate twice rejected by
thc House of Commons, and the fifth was delayed
until the verdict of the electors could be obtained on
the dissolution of Parliament.

I desire to cite Sir George further on this
subject:

Nor does experience, at least in Canada, show that
the sober second thought of the people, as expressed
by the Senate, was not in the last analysis found to be
the opinion which stood the test of mature reflection,
while it has happened more than once that the
opinion of the House of Commons was rejected by the
people on whose behalf, par excellence, it claimed to
speak. For instance, the House of Commons in 1878,
under Mackenzie, believed it represented public opinion
on the national policy. The elections which followed
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proved it was mistaken. And so under Sir Mackenzie
Bowell on the Remedial Bill in 1896, and under Sir
Wilfrid Laurier on Reciprocity in 1911. On no occasion
has the Senate been overruled by the electors, although
it has often overruled the opinion of the House of
Commons.

May I now refer briefly to the second period,
from 1912 and 1913 to 1924. I hold in my
hand a complete list of the Bills from the
House of Commons, which were rejected by
this House, and I desire to thank the clerk
of this House for the very useful work which
he has done in that respect. These Bills number
41 in all, their number being materially in-
creased by the Railway Bills which were re-
cently submitted to us.  This covers a period
of 13 years, and honourable gentlemen will
readily see that the percentage of rejections
remains about the same. In other words,
the control exercised by this House has con-
tinued. Grist has been brought to the mill,
and the same amount of chaff has been thrown
aside as being unfit.

But, again, I suppose the objection will be
made that if the number of Bills rejected
has not increased, the value of certain of
these measures, paramount in the opinion of
the people, should have been recognized.
Well, honourable gentlemen, it has been only
within the last two Sessions. I think, that we
have seriously locked horns with the other
House. Do I need to refer particularly to the
reasons for the quarrel between these two
bodies? There was the question of railway
extensions in 1923. Surely my honourable
friends opposite will require no justification
for the rejection of these measures. It was
evident that this House could not intelli-
gently- perform its duty if these Bills were
thrust down its throat in the dying days of
the Session.

Practically the same Bills were referred to
us last Session, with the addition of the Pen-
sions Bill. That also, honourable gentiemen,
came to us within a very short time before
prorogation. Everybody knows that it was
physically impossible for us honestly to say
whether the distribution of the enormous
sum provided for din the Bill was made
meritoriously. Could we determine that ques-
tion in a few hours? That was impossible.
And what happened? If my memory serves
me aright, the existing legislation was extended,
and nobody suffered’ at all; and now we are
as free to deal with the subject as we were
last year—if only the Government will bring
down the measure early enough during this
Session.

The question of railway extensions needs no
comment on my part. Everybody knows that
the Railway Committee of this House, and
then the entire Senate, gave to this matter

more than passing attention. No honest man
can point to any of those Bills and say that
it was dealt with hastily or without due
consideration. Every one of these Bills was
carefully weighed by us, much more ecare-
fully, indeed, than in another place. As to
those that were set aside, we may say,
“ Errare humanus est”’—to err is human;
but that we have erred intentionally I deny;
that we did not apply to the task before
us all the intelligence and good will of which
we were capable, I deny.

Let us pass now to the third Bill. That
is a particularly sore spot amongst a very
important portion of our community. That
Bill came to us for the second time, anad for
the second' time we made the same objection.
We said: There are two reasons why the Bill,
or rather the amendment to the Act, should
not pass. First, it would work an injustice.
Whereas it would bind one portion of the
community, it is evident that it could not be
binding on the other portion. Whereas it
would operate so far as capital was concerned,
it could not operate on the side of labour.
But there was another reason, which under the
circumstance was paramount, which was the
the proposed amendment was clearly uncon-
stitutional. What has happened? We have
just heard of the decision of the Privy Couneil,
rendered on the 25th of January last. What
does it say? That the views held by the
Senate were absolutely right. And now the
entire legislation has gone by the board. It
was clearly an invasion of fthe rights of the
Provinces, and so the Privy Council has
decided.

Then, honourable gentlemen, if we have
not dealt too severely with the legislation
coming to us from the other House, if in the
case of the more important Bills we had,
after all, good reasons to act as we did,
why—this is the question I want to put to
the Government—why are we visited now
with the menace that hangs over our heads?
Why this visitation?

Honourable gentlemen, it seems passing
strange that for the first time since Con-
federation we are seriously menaced; for I
consider it a serious menace. Although I do
not agree with them. I have too much respect
for many of the members of the Cabinet to
think that this is nothing but bombastic talk.
I regard it as a serious threat. Why does it
come from a Government that practically
holds its lease of life from the Provines that
most requires the protection of the Senate?

I do not like to take a sectional point of
view in discussing any measure, but here the
Constitution compels me to do so. Do not
forget, honourable gentlemen, that when the
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Senate was created sectional interests were
recognized, and the duty was imposed on
every one of us of protecting such interests;
and now it is my duty—that is why I am
speaking—it is my duty to speak for my
Province. What I say on behalf of my Pro-
vince might well be endorsed, I think, in
large measureé by members who represent
other Provinces here; but in this particular
instance I have no mandate to speak for
other Provinces. When sectional rights are
menaced 1 am authorized to act only for my
Province—or, perhaps I should say, in view
of the Constitution, for my division, since
my Province, in order that sectional rights
might be duly protected in every respect, has
been carved into divisions and each division
has been placed under the charge of one
Senator. Therefore it seems to me that it
is not only my right. but my duty, to speak
for the Province of Quebec. I say it is
passing strange that a Government whose
life depends almost entirely upon that Pro-
vince which gives it 65 members, should
go now before the country and for the first
time lift its hand against this House and
against the Constitution of this country.

But people may say: “My friend, you are
in error. Why, the Senate has always been
attacked.” Will you allow me to mention
the attacks that have been made in the
past—attacks that had nothing to recommend
them but the vocal power from which they
emarated—attacks that were clearly directed
where no harm could be done? Let me
rapidly review them.

Hon. David Mills in 1874 suggested that the
Senators should be appointed by the Pro-
vinces. Well, that matter was disposed of in
the House of Commons without even the com-
pliment of a vote.

From 1874 to 1905 nct one word was said
against the Senate. Then, in 1906 and in 1908
Mr. Meclntyre, then member of Parliament
for Perth, suggested that the tenure of office
of Senators should be modified. The matter
was disposed of, as in the first instance, with-
out even the compliment of a vote.

Then came the proposal of Sir Richard
Scott, who in 1909 wanted the Senate to be
made elective. This new proposition met
the same fate: no vote. The matter was
thrown aside.

Mr. Lancaster, member for Lincoln, in 1909
and 1910, suggested the abolition of the Senate,
and when the question was put to a vote, out
of the whole House of Commons only 22 voted
in favour of it. Mr. Lancaster was not satis-
fied, and came back in 1911 with a similar
proposition. What happened then? Not even
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the yeas and nays were called. That was the
end of the chapter.

And remember, honourable gentlemen, that
on those occasions everycne knew that the
menuce to the Senate was absolutely futile.
Everybody knew that even if such a resolution
had been passed it was of no avail.

But what have we before us to-day? It is
very much more serious. If the Government
is sincere, what has it to do? What is the
procedure to be followed? How must the
members of the Government train their guns
if they want to shoot at the Senate? There
is the procedure indicated by Sir George Ross,
and when I have read it honourable mem-
bers of this House may form their opinion
as to the value of the pelite, secretive little
menace contained in the Speech from the
Throne. Here is what Sir George Ross says:

But while the amendment to the Constitution in the
last analysis rests with the Imperial Parliament, the
preliminary stages by which it reaches the Imperial
Parliament should be followed with the utmost care and
deliberation. As I understand the Constitution, these
stages are three in number—

1. Consent of all the parties that merged their
sovereignty or any part thereof in the Constitution.

2. Approval of the Amendments proposed by both
Houses of the Parliament of Canada.

3. Ratification by an Act of the Imperial Govern-
ment.

I heard the honourable leader of the
House say, “Hear, hear” He evidently ap-
proves of what I have read; that is to say,
that a Government who really means business,
who is not trying to fool the people, but
really wants to abolish or curtail the powers
of the Senate, must follow that procedure
And they have deliberately initiated it. Now,
I am not going to be frightened, honourable
gentlemen, at the immediate consequences of
the Government’s move. I know full well
that if they hold a conference with the Prov-
inces there will be no agreement. What I do
fear is not that at all, because I have exam-
ined the record of the Senate and find no
reason for the Government’s interference and
its avowed desire to amend the Constitution.
I have looked somewhere else. I have listened
carefully to what has been going on in the
country. I have heard complaints from the
West, from many of our citizens; and they are
very respectable, many of them. Though not
deep-rooted in this country, they will, with
time, become more and more attached to the
land and to the traditions of our glorious
past, like the great mass of the people of this
country. And what have those people in the
West, or certain sections of them, said? They
have complained that the Senators refused
to grant them certain railway extensions, and
they have asked the almighty Liberal party
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to present them with the Senate’s head as
soon as it could be cut off.

What else have I heard? I have listened
and have heard from another portion of our
population, though less numerous than might
be supposed, who are also clamouring for the
removal of the Senate because, forsooth, it
prevents the adoption of legislation which is
considered to be progressive. I refer, honour-
able gentlemen, to the Trades and Labour
Congress. I have before me aow a copy of
the Gazette of this morning, in which it is
stated that a branch of this Congress, the
Canadian Railway Brotherhood, have followed
in the path of the Trades and Labour Con-
gress in their pilgrimage to Ottawa and have
asked the Prime Minister to be good enough
to remove this drag on the wheels of progress.
I need not do more, honourable gentlemen,
than point out that the very same people
who are now demanding the 1emoval of the
Senate are the people who are asking for
legislation to fix the scale of wages, the
control of labour contracts, unemployment
insurance, and old age pensions. Of course,
I understand that people holding such views
would desire the removal of the Senate. How
could they ever expect to get this country to
pass such legislation, which is now hamper-
ing a part of Europe, and Great Britain in
particular, so long as this House remains in
existence? No, they know it, and therefore,
not being able to surmount the obstacle, they
want to blow it out of the way. The Govern-
ment has heard the complaints from the West,
it has heard the requests from the Labour
Unions, and it has made these requests and
these complaints its own. Those who should
give an example in the land of respect for the
Constitution are to-day trailing hehind others
who have either little interest in the Con-
stitution of our country or who for their
own private ends will not hesitate a moment
to set it aside. Is not that a very serious
state of affairs? That, honourable gentle-
men, is the point which in my opinion we
must bear in mind. Those responsible for
the education of the masses are asking for
the removal of one of the main guarantees
given by Confederation.

Men pass through here rapidly. They leave
in many cases a happy memory, but they are
gone. Nevertheless this House has stood since
Confederation, and it is meant to stand very
much longer. It has a trust to perform, and
every man in this Chamber is a pillar of that
trust, whatever his own opinions may be. Is
it not a regrettable thing, honourable gentle-
men, to see a man like the Prime Minister
carried away by the demands of a little sec-
tion of the country; coming here after im-

prudent speeches and thinking himself obliged
to implement his promises by legislation which
may mean untold troubles in the future?
Yes, you may have a conference with the
Provinces; you may have all the deliberations
you like, it is true; but be careful and remem-
ber the minority in my Province which has
so much at stake. Why should the people
be educated to rush upon the Constitution to
tear it down? For that is what it means.
That, honourable gentlemen, is a serious crime
against the Constitution, a crime which the
Government has no right to commit. And
may I be permitted to say this—I do not
want to be personal—that those who represent
my Province in the Commons have no right
to participate in such action, because it is an
attack upon the fortress wherein, upon entering
Confederation, we have deposited our most
sacred right, that of remaining what we are.

I am sorry if I have been carried a little
farther than I intended; but perhaps I shall
be forgiven if I trespass on your time a little
further, to read to you two very illuminating
extracts, hoping and trusting that my hon-
ourable friends across the House will not
forget them. We are not far from a general
election. It may appear to be skillful for the
time being to say to the labouring classes—
or that small portion of the labouring classes
which has spoken—or to the West—or that
small portion of the West which is complain-
ing: “We are going after the Senate now.
Help us to come back to power, and then
the House of Commons will be in supreme
control. The House of Lords, that reactionary
body that has dragged after us since the time
of Confederation, will exist no more. We will
assume the responsibility of undermining Con-
federation, if necessary, in order to do your
wishes and to obey your commands.”

But these gentlemen ought to reflect and
remember that, after all, few countries have
a past equal to ours. They ought to reflect
that progress, peace, and quietness have at-
tended this country. They ought to reflect
that people have come to us from Europe,
from quarters where they could find neither
continuous peace nor justice. Why have they
come to us? Because, honourable gentlemen,
the wisdom of our forefathers laid deep and
firm the foundation of a Confederation in
which these people are glad to join. It ought
to be remembered that because of the wisdom
with which the two races of this country
have been harnessed to the wheels of progress
by Confederation, they have gone on side by
side from year to year in peace and harmony.
The Government should respect that harmony,
and, instead of hounding on the mob to scale
the walls of Confederation, their daily preach-
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ing should be a word of respect and com-
mendation for the sacred work of our ancestors.

Honourable gentlemen opposite do not need
to take my word for it. Here is what Sir
Wilfrid Laurier had to say on Confederation
and how it should be dealt with by the
statesmen of Canada. In 1907, in moving
“that an Address be presented to His Majesty
for an amendment to British North America
Act,” by which the subsides to the provinces
should be increased, he said:

It is now more than forty years since the various
Conferences took place which led to the foundation
of the Canadian Confederation, and it is now exactly
forty years since the Imperial Parliament, giving effect
to the resolutions which were adopted at the Quebec
Conference, passed the British North America Act,
which within its four corners contains the charter
of the Dominion’s rights, privileges and liberties. It
is undoubtedly a matter of legitimate gratification and
pardonable pride for us Canadians that nearly half a
century has elapsed before any necessity has arisen
for substantial alterations in the enactments of the
original instrument, and this is undoubtedly an
evidence that the work which was undertaken and
carried out by the men who arranged this Confedera-
tion was well done. In this respect we may claim
that we have been more fortunate than our neighbors,
for the ink was scarcely dry upon the Act of Union
before new Articles were added to it, and almost simul-
taneously with the Act of Union ten Amendments had
been added to the original instrument. Two more
were added soon afterwards, and there were also three
additional amendments added at a subsequent period
as a result of the great Civil War, which took place
some eighty years after the original contract was made.

And this, honourable gentlemen, is what the
Right Honourable Sir George Foster, who now
adorns this Chamber, said in answer to Sir
Wilfrid Laurier on the same subject:

I do not think the ground is well taken, because the
Constitution is once formed it must be like steel and
iron, and never change. At the same time I quite
agree with the honourable gentleman (Sir Wilfrid
Laurier), and I think I am in agreement with the
majority of the members of this House when I say
that the Constitution under which different peoples
agreed at a certain time to bind themselves to live
their national lives together under a Federal compact,
ought to be very respectfully treated, and that there
ought to be more than a common reason for dis-
turbing that Constitution. There may even be evils
and weaknesses developed, but on the other hand, it
sometimes is a question of pretty even balances, and
whether it is not better to endure these evils, and to
make head against the difficulties, rather than to tend
towards frequent change, and thereby to gradual taking
away from the sacredness and the inviolability of
the Constitution and the compact, and making them
mere matter of agreement, that is liable to be changed
from the stress of party or political or financial or
other exigencies.

May I, in closing, commend this thought
to my honourable friends across this House?
They have nothing to gain except perhaps a
transient, petty political advantage. Why
cannot they forget that? Their responsibility
will be heavy in the future. Have we not
enough real troubles of our own to attend
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to and cure? Instead of trying to change
the Constitution, and in that way disturbing
the peace of the people who congregated to
make it, why do they not attempt to give us
reasonable legislation—from the tariff point
of view, for instance? Why do they mot try
to close the artery which is now bleeding across
the line? They can do a great deal more to
help us, but especially they can avoid setting
a bad example throughout this country, an
example which may be followed by others in
the future, notwithstanding the belated efforts
of my honourable friends.

Hon. L. O. DAVID: Honourable gentle-
men, I rise to say only half of what I
originally intended to say. I think it proper
to commence by saying that I approve of
everything that has been so well said by both
of the leaders in this House with regard to the
speeches made by the honourable the mover
(Hon. Mr. Robinson) and the seconder (Hon.
Mr. Tessier) of the Address. I think proper
also to say that I share completely the feelings
of regret which have been expressed as to the
illness and absence of Sir James Lougheed, an
honourable gentleman whose ability and kindly
disposition I have so often appreciated during
the past 25 years. To the honourable the
ex-Minister of Labour (Hon. Mr. Robertson)
I may say that I think being chosen to re-
place such a great man as his leader is an
honour which he deserves. As to the hon-
ourable the leader of the House (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand), if I were not to address a
compliment to him, it would be because I
have done it too often. Perhaps, however,
I may say what a lady said once to a gentle-
man who was paying her a compliment. He
said: “Madam, I have so many times com-
plimented you that I do not think I should do
it now.” “QOh,” she said, “do it, do it: a
compliment is always agreeable, even when
one thinks it is not true.” This time, how-
ever, it would be true, and what I would say
would be sincere.

I will somewhat limit my remarks upon the
question of Senate reform, for several reasons,
one being that if I were to say everything I
intended to say I would repeat a great deal of
what the honourable gentleman from Montar-
ville (Hon. Mr. Beaubien) has so well said.
Honourable members of this House know that
during the last twenty-five years I have
brought the question of Senate reform be-
fore the House on several occasions; and on
those occasions many good speeches were
made, one of which I particularly remember
by the Honourable Sir George Ross; but no
vote was taken on the question, because after
having heard what was said by some of the
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honourable members of this House I came to
the conclusion that the opinion was that it
was better to leave things as they were, and
that any change would perhaps be jmore
objectionable than the present system. I
have always expressed the same view. I have
always said, and will continue to say up to
the last moment of my life, that any reform
the effect of which would be to abolish the
Senate or curtail its powers, and to prevent
it from amending or annulling legislation
passed by the House of Commons, would be
contrary to the spirit and good working of our
Constitution, to the intentions and declarations
of its founders, to the mission which they
wanted it to fulfil, and would be a violation
of the pact or contract agreed to by the
different Provinces when they consented to
form themselves into a Confederation.

The honourable member from Montarville
has shown that the Hon. Sir John A. Mac-
donald was of the opinion that the Senate
had been instituted to protect the minorities
and the autonomy of the different provinces.
There is no doubt that the Fathers of Con-
federation wanted to create a political body
strong enough and independent enough to
revise and amend, and even rejecl. any legis-
lation too easily or hastily adopted by the
House of Commons, often under the pressure
of influences more or less detrimental to the
general interests of the country. Their in-
tentions are clearly enunciated in the reports
of the Halifax and Quebec Conferences, and
in the speeches made in both Houses. I had'
intended to quote some of the speeches made
at the time by the Fathers of Confederation;
but I do not think it is necessary to do so
now. When Confederation was established
I was a young man. It may not be thought
that I was very young, but I was, and al-
though young, I was taking part ‘n the
political affairs of the day, especially the
question of Confederation. I attended all the
assemblies held at the time, and heard Sir
George Etienne Cartier proclaim, in his loud
voice, in order to induce the French Cana-
dians to accept the article of the Constifution
which condemned the province of Quebec
never to have more than 65 members: “ Do
not fear: there will be a guarantee, a com-
pensation, in the fact that the Province of
Quebec will be represented in the Senate by
one-third of its members.”” And that argu-
ment, that explanation, was repeated by all
the newspapers who advocated the policy of
Sir George Etienne Cartier. The Senate was
to be constituted in such a way as ‘to offer a
guarantee to the minorities and for the auto-
nomy of the provinces. That guarantee,
it is true, has been greatly reduced by the
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introduection in the Senate of the representa-
tives of the Northwest. The Fathers of Con-
federation do not seem to have foreseen the
developments of the Northwest; to have con-
sidered the effects of its representation when
it would have more population than the rest
of the country; and, in view of the declara-
tions of Cartier, it is not certain that he
would have accepted the new Constitution
if he had foreseen what is now taking place.

At all events, it cannot be denied that the
establishment of a Senate having the power
to modify and even reject legislation passed
by the House of Commons was one of the
essential conditions of the pact which took
place between the old provinces, and that
consequently no modification of that pact
should be adepted without consultation with
and the consent of each of them.

It is needless to say that the consent of the
Senate would also be required and to add
that it would not probably be disposed to be
deprived of its powers, to assent to its muti-
lation or death. The consent of the Imperial
Parliament would also be required. And be-
fore all those consents are obtained, that of
the Senate especially, much water will pass
under the Ottawa bridge. So that the Prime
Minister will have reason to say that it is not
his fault if he was unable to fulfil his promises
—that it was the fault of the Senate. It will
not be the first time that Government will
try to save themselves by making of the
Senate a bouc emissaire, or a scapegoat, and
I am surprised that they thought it opportune
to deprive themselves of that resource. But
the Prime Minister is not on a bed of roses,
and he has given proof of ability in controll-
ing the dangerous elements which threaten all
the time to destroy his government.

Now, to all the reasons given by the Fathers
of Confederation to justify the establishment
of the Senate and the granting to it of the
powers which it possesses, we must add that
the extension of popular suffrage and its effect
upon the character of the composition of lower
chambers renders more necessary than ever
the establishment of upper chambers. It can-
not be denied that in Canada, as everywhere
else chambers elected by groups and elements
are irclined to adopt legislation which requires
control. How is it that many eminent public
men do not foresee the consequences of the
existing electoral system and of the pernicious
theories and doctrines which are invading the
popular classes? Several reforms which are
advocated in order to improve the condition
cf the working people are good and just; but
unfortunately, after having been advocated
by reasonable people, they are spoiled by dang-
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erous demagogues who want to upset the
fundemental principles of society. History
teaches that such is generally the result of the
most beneficial popular movements, and we
have now striking and sad examples of that
fact, in Russia, and even in England.

Speaking of the labouning classes who are
opposed to the Senate and want its abolition,
as the honourable member from Montarville
(Hon, Mr. Beaubien) has just said, has the
Senate opposed just legislation in favour of
the lzbouring classes? What have we refused
to do that was reasonable and just? And
where is the man who would refuse in future
to do what he thought to be in the interests
of the labouring classes, provided it were not
against the interests of all other classes?

The example of England is invoked to
justify the projected change. But it must
not be overlooked that the constitution and
mission of our Senate is very different from
that of the House of Lords. The House of
Lords does not exist like the Canadian Senate
in virtue of a written Constitution and of a
special pact agreed to by the different pro-
vinces for a special object in order, as the
honourable gentleman from Montarville (Hon.
Mr. Beaubien) has just stated, to protect
the autonomy and the rights of those pro-
vinces and of the minorities. And the majority
of the Lords, composed in great part of
hereditary members, of great proprietors of
immense domains, of men proud of their
ancestral traditions, is not considered favour-
able to the reforms required by modern pro-
gress, by the needs of our time; while our
Senate is really as the honourable member
from Montarville has said, as democratic as
the House of Commons, composed in great
part of men who have been members of that
House, and consequently have been subject
to popular suffrage, have remained in contact
with the people, and have no special privi-
leges and interests to protect. There is not
then, the same reason to fear the influence of
their political and social ideas. And let us
wait. I may not see it, but you honourable
members who are still young will see it: you
will see that before long England will regret
having curtailed the powers of the House of
Lords.

At all events, I repeat that our Senate has
been established in virtue of a special con-
tract which cannot be modified without its
consent and that of each of the Provinces
which have been parties to that contract. And
that consent will not, I am sure, ever be ob-
tained.

And why all this agitation against the Sen-
ate? Only because it has judged proper, in
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the interest of the country, to save millions
of dollars required for railway branches the
construction of which was not urgent, and
because it had not the information which it
wanted to justify so great an expenditure at
a time when economy was considered neces-
sary, was required by public opinion, and
was advocated by the Government itself. As
the fact that the Senate has done what it has
deemed to be in the interest of the country
cannot be denied, it is difficult to understand
that its conduct in this instance can be used
as an argument for its abolition or the cur-
tailing of its powers. On the contrary, it is
a reason for praising the Senate for having
been independent enough to do what the in-
terests of the country required. It was not
inspired by partizan motives, since many
liberals—I know one of them, anyhow—voted
with the Conservatives on that question.

If the Senate were to be deprived of the
power of checking a measure which it thinks
dangerous and detrimental to the general in-
terest of the country, it had rather be abol-
ished, because it could not fulfil the mission
for which it was established.

I think, honourable gentlemen, I have said
enough for the present on this question, which
naturally requires great development. The
honourable member for Montarville (Hon. Mr.
Beaubien) has spoken so well and has said
so much about it that I do not think it is
necessary for me to continue on this line.

Now, a few words on some other matters.

The members of the Government have rea-
son to congratulate themselves upon the fact
that the balance of trade is in our favour and
that our exportations exceed considerably our
importations. This shows that our trade is
prosperous; but we must not forget that the
greater part of that balance consists in our
natural products, wheat and lumber especially.
But that element of prosperity is temporary,
accidental and may be in great part upset by
bad harvests. And, moreover, would mot the
country be more prosperous if industry were
more prosperous, employed more men and
gave to the different classes of our population
more money to buy its products—in other
words, increased their purchasing power.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would point
out to my honourable friend that our exports
of manufactured goods have increased con-
siderably over the preceding year.

Hon. Mr. DAVID: Yes, but what does the
honourable gentleman say of the imports of
manufactured goods from England and the
United States, which create so dangerous a
competition for our products?
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But I will not say more on that subject
until we have all the information which I
hope will be given on it. I will content my-
self with reminding the honourable members
of this House that last year I made a motion
on the question of preference and tried to
show that the importation of foreign goods
was very detrimental to some of our industries,
especially boot and shoe manufacturing, iron
and woollen goods. Well, statistics which
have been published lately show that my
assertion was well founded. But, as I have
just stated, I will wait for further information
before saying anything more on that question.
However, I trust that if the manufacturers,
especially those at the head of the industries
I have just mentioned, come before the Gov-
ernment, and if statistics show eclearly that
they are suffering from the competition of
foreign goods, the Government will do what
their interests and the interests of the country
require. I cannot believe that the Govern-
ment would refuse to do for those industries
what is absolutely necessary.

I intended dealing also with the question
of our immixture in European matters and
quarrels; but, as this question will come be-
fore the House when the Protocol is discussed,
I will reserve my remarks until then. I will
content myself with recalling that two years
ago I expressed the fear that our participation
in the deliberations of the League of Nations
might be a cause of friction and various com-
plications in our relations with England and
the United States. I think I shall be able to
show also that my fear was well founded, but
I will not say more for the present.

T wish only to answer certain remarks made
by English newspapers and by some gentle-
men in Montreal tending to show that our
advocacy of a Canadian policy was exaggerated.
I admit that the French Canadians are in-
clined to consider Canadian interests before
all others. It is a feeling which can be very
easily explained. Honourabie gentlemen, the
French Canadians have more reason than any
other people to be attached to Canada, es-
pecially those who came late into this country.
We are the heirs, the descendants, of the
great men who laboured so hard, suffered so
much, and shed their blood for the introduc-
tion into this country of Christian civiliza-
tion. From one end of Canada to the other,
from the Atlantic to the Pacific, from the
icy waters of the Hudson Bay to the flowery
shores of the Mississippi, they have left testi-
monials of their heroism. We owe whatever
we have of prosperity to the existence of
these men. The stones of our mountains,
the waters of our rivers, the trees of our
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forests, sing their praises, and those who have
read our history, especially the history of
the foundation of Montreal, must admit that
naturally we feel bound to preserve that
glorious heritage which was transmitted to
us, and to devote all our energy to the hap-
piness and prosperity of a country for which
our ancestors made such sacrifices.

Now, honourable gentlemen, much is said
of the Bonne Entente—mutval understand-
ing. People come in great numbers from the
Province of Ontario to the Province of Que-
bec in order to create a good feeling between
the two races. There are certain questions
which are the cause of division, which I will
mention later on, and which will remain the
cause of division until they are removed from
Confederation. The fact is that, whether we
are of French or of Anglo-Saxon origin, we
must be proud of our origin, proud of the
achievements of our ancestors, of the great
things done in Europe and throughout the
world by England and France; and we in
America, especially in Canada, must en-
deavour to do what they have done elsewhere.
So we must have the same object in view
in order to make Canada a happy home for
our children and for the millions of people
who are coming to live on our shores, and
who will continue to come, particularly if
they have reason to hope that here they will
not be subject to the calamities and the
troubles which afflict the European world.

When I think of the elements of progress
and prosperity which Canada possesses, T can-
not understand or approve a policy which
would injure its glorious destiny. The des-
tinies of a country founded and developed by
the two greatest nations of the world cannot
but be brilliant and glorious, provided the
people devote all their activities and energy
to the development of its natural resources.

My conclusion is that the best way of
doing our duty towards England and Canada
and to promote between the different races
and provinces of Canada the unity which is
so much spoken of, is to adopt a true Cana-
dian policy having for its special object the
welfare and happiness of Canada and the care
of its future and its destiny. We must not
forget that in the framing of our political,
international, and economic policy we must
take into consideration the fact that we are
living in America and not in Europe, and that
we have as our neighbour one of the greatest
nations of the world, a nation that supplies
us with almost all the capital we require to
develop our natural resources, and with whom
we must live in peace and harmony in the
interest even of England. Neither must we
forget that our position in America is very
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different from that of Australia or New Zea-
land.

My last words are those uttered by the
great Edward Blake in 1871 and 1872 in
speeches made in the province of Ontario—
these ought to be our motto, our device, the
inspiring spirit of our policy: “Canada first.”

Hon. J. S. McLENNAN: Honourable
gentlemen, knowing the modesty of the mover
and the seconder of the Address, I need not
add to the burden of laurels which they have
already received, except to say that I feel
satisfaction, as all do, in knowing that we
have them as members of this House—one
a man of great experience, the other, a more
recent acquisition, a man who will add to its
activities, and who will help us to defend
it from those perils which apparently await
it.

I felt in sympathy with the mover of the
Address in his somewhat optimistic view,
but recognized that it was partly due to the
tones of his voice, which were so cheery. I
cannot feel seriously concernei about the
ultimate destinies of Canada, knowing its
resources, knowing what the people of Canada
have already achieved, and I need not take
even so long a view in considering what
has happened during the last year. I under-
stand that $1,000,000 of new 'ife insurance
was written in this country every day of
1924, and life insurance is a form of saving
which certainly requires cash and the assump-
tion of obligations for the future. I find that
our securities are eagerly looked for in the
markets of the people whose whole prosperity
depends on their guessing rightly as to the
value of the securities of states or corpora-
tions. Those people are Americans, and have
good reason to know us.

But while that is true, it is also true that
there is unemployment and dull business;
there is emigration which causes those who are
actively engaged in affairs the greatest un-
easiness and dissatisfaction. But I believe
the feelings of uncertainty and uneasiness
caused by business difficulties, and which are
checking the enterprise of this country, are
not so great as the uneasiness caused by the
fact »that we do not know with any degree
of certainty the course of events in the im-
mediate future. Of these things, of course the
tariff is the most important: it touches prac-
tically every phase of business. The utter-
ances of our Ministers and the course of
legislation in the immediate past have made
for a paralysis of business. People are not
building extensions, they are not launching
out upon new ventures, and the banks are
overwhelmed with money which they find
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great difficulty in putting out in a proper
way, all because they do not know what is
going to happen. That is a most serious
feature. It seems to me that if the business
people knew definitely that there was going
to be a reduction in the tariff, whatever it
might be, and that it would remain in effect
for a certain length of time, those actively
taking part in our affairs would have more
heart and would step out morz briskly and
firmly than they can when no one feels sure
how long policies may continue or to what
they may lead. I feel certain that the honour-
able gentleman who sits opposite me (Hon.
Mr. Dandurand) and who looks perilously as
though he were asleep—I know he is not—
will not think I am speaking in an unduly
partizan. way when I say that this condition
is due to a very great extent to the absence
of a declared policy on the part of the Gov-
ernment.

That feeling extends beyond the bounds
of Canada. I have here “Commerce Reports”
for November 3rd published by the United
States Department of Commerce. It is an
admirable production and most creditable to
them, and I think that if any of my fellow
members look through it, if they have not
already done so, their reaction will be very
much like my own, namely, pride in the
fact that the independent and trained observers
of another country have so many things to
say about Canada, its resources, and the way
it does its business. On the other hand,
I think they will have the same feeling of
apprehension which I had when I observed
the strenuous and skillful efforts which this
department of the United States Government
is making to assist its merchants and exporters
and manufacturers to capture the market of
Canada. Here are the headings: “Trading
under the laws of Canada; Canadian tariff
policy and American export trade; share of
United States in foreign trade in Canada;
United States investments in Canada; Can-
adian banking.” It even goes so far as to
draw up a skeleton plan for sending travelling
salesmen through this country, !giving the
cost of railway fares, hotels, and other ex-
penses.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What is the
date of that issue?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: November 3rd,
1924.

But what I wish to call attention to is the
special article on the Canadian tariff policy
and American export trade, which was pre-
pared by Mr. Henry Chalmers, Chief of the
Division of Foreign Tariffs. He says:
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Since the return to power in 1921 of the Liberal Gov-
ernment under Mr. Mackenzie King, the Administra-
tion efforts have been spent towards a discriminating
downward revision of the tariff, in which the Govern-
ment appears to have had the support of the Pro-
gressive element.

That we can testify to.

The Canadian tariff is subject to revision each spring
when the Minister of Finance presents to Parliament
the budget embodying the general financial programme
of the Administration for the year ahead. Each of
the three budgets presented by the present Govern-
ment has carried changes in the Canadian export duties,
and almost invariably downward.

Another paragraph of the same article,
previous to the one I have just read, refers
to the establishment of branch American in-
stitutions in Canada. It is the one article
in the whole series dealing with Canada which
fails to give statistics which are complete,
and, as far as I am able to judge, accurate.
There are no statistics given as to the number
of such establishments. We know how many
there are, and how important they are, and
we are told by many people that those establish-
ments are now halting, waiting to know
whether to expand or to withdraw to their
own country, shut up the Canadian institutions
and amortize the investments they have made
in this country by charging higher prices to
Canada for the goods of the parent factories
in the United States.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend tell us what they are waiting for?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: They are waiting
to know what the policy of Canada will be.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Do we not know?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: I am speaking
only on general principles of psychology. It
seems to me that it would be very natural.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The Speech from
the Throne is pretty plain.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: I did not grasp
that there was any reassurance in that.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I think the lang-
uage is that there is to be no tariff tinkering
or changing at all.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: For this year.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes. Sc, if they
are waiting for something they have got it.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN : If that is the case,
we may find that they will at once go on with
the revival of business, which we are all hoping
will take place.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That will be the
answer to the question, when they see it.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: Nous verrons.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: They will wait
until Parliament is over.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN:
to read was this:

In fact, there are movements under way now which
a year hence may considerably curtail the advantages
of operating branch factories in Canada, at least from
the viewpoint of supplying foreign markets.

What I was going

I am puzzled as to what they could be.
I do not know, and in the presence of so
severe a critic I am going to make no guess;
but I think it might be worth while for hon-
ourable members of the Government and of
this House to ponder as to what was possible
lastt November to check the increase of
American establishments in Canada or lead
to their withdrawal, other than action on the
part of the Canadian Government.

1 admit that the task of this Government,
or of any Government in the sort of period
through which world affairs generally are now
passing, is an extremely difficult one. We are
attempting to do through parliamentary in-
stitutions a great many things for which they
are ill fitted. They grew up and developed
for a political purpose, namely, to maintain,
to extend and to obtain recognition of the
rights of the people, to safeguard those rights,
and to provide for the security of the realm
or the nation and for the equities of the people
living in it, in their relations one with the
other. Whilé no country has ever beenin-
different to the material things upon which its
existence depended, still the great purpose
through many centuries has been the obtaining
and then the maintenance of the rights of
the plain people, and parliamentary institu-
tions were the best means ever devised to
gain those objects. But now the economic
and industrial problems are more weighty and
of more importance. All the fundamental
and primary liberties having been achieved
and being now certain and solid, the industry
of a country has become the most important
matter to be dealt with for the wellbeing of
its inhabitants. @ Much of it, of course, is
carried on without relation to government.
But in the many things with which govern-
ments or parliamentary institutions, such as
we have them, must deal, the same primary
law applies as in the case of individuals,
namely, the principle of self-preservation, and
this makes it extremely difficult to obtain
effectiveness in dealing with economic
questions.

I have here in a little folder some statistics
which show how important industry has be-
come in Canada. In 1890 we exported about
$85,000,000 worth of goods. In 1923 we ex-
ported over a billion. In other words, we
increased the volume of our exports ten
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times, while our population doubled. The
point referred to by the honourable leader a
few moments ago will support my contention.
In 1890 only 6 per cent of our exports were
manufactured goods. In 1923 manufactured
goods represented 40 per cent of the total
value of our exports, and there was in addition
something like 16 per cent of goods described
as partly manufactured. I do not know
whether those would comprise pulp timber
with the bark taken off or not. At all events,
these are the figures that are given. And all
this increase has come about in 30 years, and
it will undoubtedly continue in the same pro-
portion.

It was therefore with some regret that I
observed in the Speech from the Throne no
allusion to a tariff commission, which I had
hoped from some things said towards the end
of last Session in another place would likely
be formed. It looks as if we must wait unti!
after another election before we shall have
such a commission.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But my honour-
able friend says he would be prepared for a
reduction.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: A reduction of
what?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I understood my
honourable friend to say this, that he would
rather have a reduction of the tariff than
this uncertainty.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: No, I said that
it would be better if the country knew that
there was to be a certain reduction, presum-
ing it to be a reasonable one. If such a re-
duction were fixed for a definite length of
time, the country could do better under it-—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Yes; I under-
stand.

Hon Mr. MCLENNAN: —than under the
uncertainty which now prevails.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is what I
have tried to say. That is what I under-
stood.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: As to the tariff
commission, I know that all those who are in
favour of it or all those who arc indifferent
or opposed to it, do not sit on the one side.
I have felt for many years that the whole
question, which involves not only tariffs, but
also transportation and everything else that
affects production and distribution, is an
enormously complex and difficult one, which
cannot well be dealt with by private repre-
sentations, sometimes made in good faith,
sometimes with a desire for personal ad-
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vantage. There ought to be an independent
body before whom anyone could go and
present his case for consideration, in regard to
the tariff. If consideration were given to the
consumers’ point of view, or, for example, to
the manner in which a tariff might be nulli-
fied by railway or other transportation diffi-
culties, that would be of considerable ad-
vantage to Canada.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: May I ask the
honourable gentleman a question while he is
on that point? What would he think of
a uniform tariff like that which we had at
the beginning of Confederation? Then there
would be no question of a scientific tariff.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: Coartainly I think
it would have some very distinct advantages.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: That has been
impressed on me by an address given at
MeGill by our friend Mr. Jones

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Hear, hear—Mr.
Frank P. Jones.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: He has been
enormously successful in business and has had
a wide business experience. For example, a
tariff commission could examine thoroughly
into that proposal, and if they agreed to it,
the matter would be a very simple one.

I may say incidentally, honourable gentle-
men, that I am not proposing a tanff com-
mission such as the one they have in the
United States, which fixes the rate of duty.
I think that under our Constitution that
could not well be done by such a commis-
sion.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is a perma-
nent commission, is it not?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: Yes. But the
commission of which I am speaking would
examine the facts, and the Government and
the country would know the facts on which
the Government decided that rates should
be thus and so. One of my colleagues told
me the other day that his concern had lost
a considerable amount of business because
someone had gone to the Minister and said
that such and such a thing was not manufac-
tured in Canada and the duty on that article
was taken off.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: That is what is the
matter with Canada.

Hon., Mr. McLENNAN : That may be; but
there are various ways of doing it.

As you know, honourable gentlemen, I come
from a great industrial centre where there has
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been almost complete stagnation for the last
six months, both in the steel works and in
the coal trade, which has been very poor.
The situation there has been so serious, it has
so affected the prosperity of the whole pro-
vince of Nova Scotia, that a deputation came
to the Government here a few weeks ago. It
represented the Allied Boards of Trade and the
Government of Nova Scotia. The Premier of
Nova Scotia read the whole or part of an
editorial appearing in a paper which is ordin-
arily in opposition to him, and he said, b |
can subscribe to that.” Such harmony on a
question of that kind has, I think, never before
existed in the Province of Nova Scotia. The
deputation were in a position to point out to
the Government that the rate of duty ad
valorem on coal had sunk from the position
of being somewhat on a parity with other
duties when it was imposed, down to the
level of about one-half or one-third; and the
decrease was about the same on steel.

Furthermore, improvements in the art of
combustion have created a different situation
with regard to slack coal. At the time it
was made free it was a drug on the market.
In those days we practically gave it away at
Sydney at 15 cents a ton. It was a bother:
you had ‘to get rid of it. Representations were
made that it would be no harm to allow that
into Upper Canada from the United States.
Of course, we could not send it from Cape
Breton. The situation is completely changed.
The fuel value of the fresh-mined slack is to-
day very little below the value of run-of-
mine coal.

There is still another factor. The works in
Cape Breton are suffering from the competi-
tion of steel works in Belgium and other
continental countries with depreciated cur-
rency. There is provision only for certain ad
valorem duties on goods coming from certain
countries. Sufficient recognition is mot given
to the fact that a country like ours has prac-
tically a gold standard, whereas the currency
in countries like those others is at about one-
quarter of the gold standard. Even if one’s
theory be as near to actual free trade as it
is possible to attain, one must admit that com-
petition from those countries whose currency
is depreciated is absolutely unfair, and I trust
that the Government will provide a remedy.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: What is the cure for
that?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: The cure for it is
that in imposing customs duties the valuation
should be placed at a reasonable proportion,
say 50 per cent. I think it is in the case of
the ad valorem duties, but that does not

apply to articles such as the steel we produce,
on which the duty is specifically so much a
ton.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It is specific on
coal too.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: It is specific on
coal too, and it has fallen from 25 or 30 per
cent to 7 or 8 per cent.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: May I ask the hon-
ourable gentleman a question—whether he
would prefer to have a tariff commission ap-
pointed, or a good, stiff tariff put on immedi-
ately?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: It would be in-
finitely preferable to have a tariff commission,
because I think that would be a more perman-
ent method and more closely allied to the
needs of the country, which have changed
from time to time, as the country progressed,
and which will change again as it continues to
progress. A tariff board would keep the
country informed. It would appeal to their
common sense, to their patriotism, to their de-
sire to be a fully equipped nation in every
respect. We have established our universities,
not because our children could not go away
and obtain an education elsewhere, but be-
cause we want to be a real nation, not cut
off from the rest of the world, but self-sustain-
ing and equipped with all that a nation with
ambition and high standards should have.
On that ground I believe that the people of
Canada desire to have industries established
snd maintained in our midst, and in view of
the tariffs imposed by our neighbours to the
south, this cannot be done without a policy
which provides protection. It would be justi-
fied by the results obtained in the country.

Hen. Mr. GORDON: My honeurable friend
is from the Maritime Provinces, and, I under-
stand, knows all about the steel and coal
business down there and its requirements. I
am looking for information. What I would
like to know is this: Does he not think that
business would flourish down there if a good,
stiff tariff were fixed on coal?

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: I think it would.
But I did not think the honourable gentleman
was going to ask me that question.

Hon. Mr. GORDON: Is not that what my
honourable friend is looking for? I desire
simply to ascertain whether he wanted only
a tariff commission, or wanted a good tariff.

Hon. Mr. McLENNAN: At the present
juncture, as there is no tariff cominission, we
sertainly want at once an adequate tariff; but
I would like to see the question of tariff dealt
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with in a more permanent way and more satis-
factorily to the people of this country, through
a commission.

Hon. F. B. BLACK: Honourable gentle-
men, I have listened this afternoon with a
great deal of interest to the remarks that
have been on the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne, particularly to those
made by the gentlemen from Quebec who
spoke of the constitutional aspect of any re-
form which might be suggested or proposed
of this body of which we are members. I
was very glad indeed to hear the discussion
along that line, and to get the information
brought out by the honourable gentlemen.

Personally, however, I may say that I have
never yet taken the matter of Senate reform
in a very serious way. If I have read cor-
rectly the history of Canada since Confedera-
tion, and' if I follow the various discussions
that have arisen in the other Chamber from
time to time, it seems to me that in almost
every instance when there has been a clamour
for the reform of this Chamber it has arisen
not from any spirit of demoeracy but rather
from a spirit of tyranny. Whenever mem-
bers of the other Chamber have asked for the
reform of the Senate it has been because they
were not getting just what they wanted. On
the other hand, there has never yet, so far
as I know, been any question upon which the
people of Canada have given their opinion
at the polls upon which their decisions have
been reversed by this Chamber. Such out-
breaks have always been becausa of one
Chamber resenting criticism or corrections or
restrictions being put upon it by another
Chamber which was created at Confederation
for that very purpose.

The two great races of Canada are Anglo-
Saxon and French. Both the countries from
which those races come have tried the single
Chamber idea, and after experience both na-
tions have gone back to the dual Chamber
system.  Great Britain, at the time when
Cromwell abolished the House of Lords—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Cromwell himself said
that he thought it was the divine interposi-
tion of Providence which enabled him to do
away with the House of Lords. What was
the result of that action? Cromwell had the
reins of power only a few years when he
said: “ Give me a House of Lords or T will
give up control of the public life of Great
Britain.” The result was that during Crom-
well’s regime the two Chambers were re-es-
tablished. ~The same thing occurred in
France, the mother country of the other
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branch of our Canadian Confederacy. At the
time of the French Revolution everything
was abolished. Then one Chamber was es-
tablished, and that condition continued there
until it was found to be as great a failure as
it had been in Great Britain, with the result
that they now have two Chambers, the senior
and the junior. The history of more ad-
vanced nations in modern times very clearly
indicates the necessity of two Chambers, one
acting as a balance wheel to the other.

Canada to-day is as democratic as any
other country in the world, and our second
Chamber is the essence and spirvit of demo-
cracy, whereas a single Chamber is the essence
and spirit of tyranny. It may be tyranny
from below rather than tyranny from above,
but nevertheless it is tyranny, and it would
be very unfortunate if that form of tyranny
should ever come to this country.

However, I do not believe the people have
any idea whatever of adopting the system of
one Chamber exclusively, and I do not think
that we need worry ourselves at all as o the
result if a plebiscite were taken on the ques-
tion.

As for the eastern provinces, which created
Confederation, there cannot be any doubt
that they had' the two Chambers. in their
minds at that time and will stick to that.

I desire for a brief time to make some re-
marks with regard to the Speech from the
Throne. I for one am a Conservative and
always have been. I believe in conserving
our resources. If I have a dollar I believe
in spending only ninety-five cents, and keep-
ing the other five cents in reserve. If I have
a dollar, I do not believe in spending one
dollar and five cents or one dollar and ten
cents.

I am very much pleased to notice the spirit
of optimism set forth in the Speech from the
Throne. I cannot, however, agree with those
who spoke on that subject so admirably, and
who in their addresses asked us to believe that
the spirit of economy and progress had been
carried out. If you refer to the second para-
graph of the Speech you will see, referring to
the cost of living, that “even the most rigid
economy in public expenditures will not suffice
to solve this problem.” That paragraph pre-
supposes that the present Government has
practiced the most rigid economy during the
past year. I do not propose at this late hour
and at this late time in the debate to go in-
timately into that question, but I desire to
call the attention of this House, and I wish
to ask the representative of the Government
here to call the attention of his colleagues, to
some items that were set forth in an address
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which I made in this Chamber in May of last
yvear in speaking on a question somewhat
similar to the one on which I am speaking
to-day. At that time I said:

Canada is the only Anglo-Saxon country in the
world that is still paying the peak of taxation and that
has not substantially reduced the national debt. Canada

is the most over-governed country on the face of the
globe.

Those remarks were absolutely correct and
true when made last May, and they are
quite as true to-day as they were on that
occasion, and I do not think that any mem-
ber who supports the present Administration,
or any optimist in the Dominion of Canada
to-day, is so optimistic as to say that there
has been any real reduction in the cost of
carrying on the government of Canada, or
that there has been any real effort made to
take care of our financial and industrial con-
dition, and to put this country in a better
position than it was a year ago.

As a matter of fact, last year I made some
suggestions which were not based on conjec-
ture, but upon absolute statistics and facts.
I clearly set forth at that time several means
whereby the present Government, or any
other Government, could very easily effect
a saving of about $15,000,000 in what we may
call the permanent expenses of the Govern-
ment. There is no doubt that any adminis-
tration that so desires, in view of our very
straitened financial condition, could by taking
advantage of some of those suggestions save
millions of money to the people of this coun-
try. On that occasion I made some further
suggestions whereby, if economy along other
lines were exercised, something in the neigh-
bourhood of $50,000,000 might be saved; but
I do not think that anything has been done.

We learned from listening to the addresses
made in the other Chamber on this question,
that the claim is made that the national debt
of Canada has been reduced by $2,000,000 odd
during the year. If that is so, it is a very
good thing; but the amount is so infinitesimal
that it is hardly worth consideration.

If you go on further in the Speech from
the Throne you will find that great attention
is being paid to the development of the
industries of this country. In that regard I
am going to speak only of a portion of the
Maritime Provinces, and I am not going to
go into very much detail. I am, however,
going to call your attention to certain con-
ditions as exemplified by our closed factories,
the lack of business, and so on.

Reference has been made by the honourable
gentleman from Cape Breton (Hon. Mr. Me-
Lennan) to the condition which exists in that
section of the country. A year ago in this

Chamber and in the other Chamber the at-
tention of the Government was called to the
fact that there were factories closing down all
over Canada, and yet so far as I have been
able to ascertain no effort has been made
either by a tariff or by any other means to
give employment to the workmen and to open
up those factories.

I want, however, to call attention to the
conditions in the Maritime Provinces, be-
ginning at Cape Breton, and extending through
a section of the country over to the Maine
boundary. In Cape Breton within the last
two years the Jubilee Mine has closed down
absolutely. That mine employed an average
of 500 hands, and sometimes the number went
as high as 700. The No. 1 colliery has closed
down absolutely. It employed 70 men. The
Sydney Mines steel plant, with an average of
850 employees, is closed and is not turning a
wheel. In those three industries alone in
Cape Breton 1430 employees have been put
out of business, some of whom have gone to
the United States, while others are living
almost in penury. And yet the present Gov-
ernment claims that this country is in a
splendid financial condition, and that industry
is flourishing.

But that is not all. There are thousands
of men employed principally in the mines and
in the industries connected with them in Cape
Breton. Are they working full time? No,
they are not. For the last twelve months
they have been averaging only .three days’
work per week. If the industry of this country
was as flourishing as we might reasonably
expect it to be after the various addresses
that we have heard during the last three days,
these men would be working full time. But
here they are working half-time, and trade
languishes. There is no market for the
farmers in the vicinity of the mines, and the
merchants can scarcely carry on. If you
care to look at Dun & Company’s reports you
will see the effect of this condition on the
merchants in Cape Breton.

Now we will move over to the New Glas-
gow section of Nova Scotia, which takes in
New Glasgow and Trenton and Steliarton.
It is true that that particular section is very
largely under the control of the British Empire
Steel Company. The same conditions that
exist in Cape Breton exist in New Glasgow,
Stellarton and Trenton, except that there are
not so many plants absolutely closed. The
average working time there is from two to
three days a week, and if it were not for the
fact that the wage scale is fairly good the
men employed there would be unable to keep
their families.
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Now, I want to run down to Halifax—it is
a little off the line—and call attention to
conditions there. The shipyards are idle
and doing nothing; the industries of the place
are languishing; the building trade is abso-
lutely dead. In December last year there
were 7,000 fewer men employed in the build-
ing and allied trades than were employed three
vears ago. The fact is that last December
there were 1,100 idle men absolutely out of
employment in the city, and between two
and three hundred houses vacant which at one
time had been occupied.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I may tell my honour-
curable friend that the public stone shed is
quite busy.

Hoen. Mr. BLACK: Doles, I suppose, that
the people may get something to live on by
breaking stones. That is what the progressive
policy of this Administration has done for the
city of Halifax.

Upon going to Ambherst, what do I find the
condiiions to be there? I find that four of the
leading industries are entirely closed, and not
only rhat about 2,000 men are out of employ-
ment, but that many have left the town. There
iz street after street where the shutters are
up and the doors locked.

Now we come to New Brunswick. The
same conditions exist in that province that
exist ‘n Nova Scotia. In the city of St. John,
ior instance, some five of the largest industries
are shut down entirely. The Maritime Nail
Works has shut its doors; the St. John
Foundry and Metal Company has shut its
doors; the Fowler Axe and Machinery Com-
pany has shut its doors; the Peter’s Tanneries
have shut their deors; and three of the largest
Mills in the province have not turned a wheel
in the last two years. That is what the pro-
gressive policy of the present Administration
has done for the city of St. John.

Now, the next town I am going to is on the
American border, the town of St. Stephen on
the St. Croix river. Up until last summer
there was in that town a very flourishing
little fertilizer plant. It is true that it em-
ployed only 70 men; but taking five to a
family, on the average, it makes quite a little
community in a small town. A change was
made in the tariff last year, with the result
that that factory is closed, the men have
crossed the St. Croix river to the other side;
and what is still worse and more serious is the
fact that the same firm that was making the
fertilizer in Canada and selling it in the prov-
ince of New Brunswick is now making it on
the American side and is selling it in New
Brunswick at the same price as before per ton
and per sack. The United States gets 70 of our
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good citizens, and the town of St. Stephen
ioses that many employees, all under the
administration of the present Government.

Hen. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend tell us why they moved across
the river?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Because of the change
in tke duties made by the Government the
honourable gentleman supports. They make
it in a larger factory—

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: At a cheaper rate
on the American side.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Yes, a factory that has
a market of some 60,000,000 te 80,000,000
people, and employs some 700 or 800 employ-
ees, and with better equipment, can naturally
produce the article a little cheaper.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: How could you
have avoided that?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: By leaving the tariff
exactly as it was; and it would have been a
little better if the tariff had been raised about
5 per cent.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That does not fol-
low.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: It follows just as day
follows night and night follows day. Pros-
perity comes in Canada when the tariff goes
up.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Is it not a fact
that these people moved acress the boundary
in order to get a muck larger market than
they otherwise could get, and to save the duty
by manufacturing in American territory?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: No. The fact is that
they were manufacturing for the New Bruns-
wick market purely and simply.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: And they found
that was not enough?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: They manufactured
profitably in this country until the change was
made in the duty; then they shut their doors;
and now the same stuff comes into Canada
from the United States.

U my honourable friend wants another
illustration, I will give him one nearer home.
This Government made changes in the tariff
affecting agricultural implements. It is true
that they saved the Massey-Harris and per-
haps some of the larger similar industries;
but what happened in the small towns along
the Ontario border? There were about 400
smaller industries connected with the manu-
facture of agricultural implements that made
small parts which were used by the Massey-
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Harris and the International Harvester and
some other large manufacturing plants on this
side. The little change which was made last
year permitted the larger manufacturers of
implements to go on; and that, so far as it
went, was good. They were able to do that,
and why? Because they got the raw materials
in without any duty. What happened, though,
to those men who were making the nuts and
bolts and various other parts that go into
the assembling of agricultural implements for
the larger plants? Nearly all of them are
working part time or are closed up. For the
information of my honourable friend, and
others who want to know, I expected to have
to-day the figures as to the actual number of
plants in Canada which for that and one or
two other reasons have been closed, and the
number that have been put out of business.
I shall have the details in my hands withia
a day or two and shall be pleased to submit
them then, but, in round numbers, 1,100 in-
dustries in Canada have had their output
reduced by three-quarters in the last twelve
months because of the changes made in the
tariff by the present Government at the last
Session of Parliament. I am having com-
puted also the number of employees affected,
and shall be glad to give, later on, not only
the exact number of factories closed, and the
exact number of factories that have been put
on one-half or one-quarter time, but also the
number of employees thrown out of employ-
ment by reason of the changes to which [
have referred.

There is another interesting suggestion in
the Speech from the Throne, and it relates
to the matter of transportation. I am very
much interested in transportation because,
Canada having entered so largely into public
ownership, transportation is one of the most
vital problems with which this country has
to contend. It will be a good thing, indeed,
if this Government can devise some means
whereby transportation charges or the cost
of transportation in Canada can be reduced.

Perhaps I can give you a homely illustra-
tion of what I mean by that. The farming
industry of this country is languishing, just
like our other industries. Manufacturing will
not languish without disastrous effect on farm-
ing, and transportation has had a very ma-
terial bearing on both. The lumber industry
of this country also is languishing. It is
true that the average price of lumber for the
last three years has been very much higher
than it was for any three years previous to
the war. We will say it is on the average
$450 to $ a thousand more. It may be
wondered why the lumber operators could not
make money. The fact of the matter is that

for the past three years, at least, the lumber
operators of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick
—and I think the same applies to the province
of Quebec—have not made a cent. Those
who operated on Crown Lands or Government
leaseholds were in most cases unable to earn
their stumpage. Those lumbermen who oper-
ated on private lands—and as to those I
know whereof I speak, because I am one of
them—have received in the last three years
an average price which has enabled them to
pay the cost of operation, of cutting their
lumber off their own land, and have not
had one cent for the standing trees. It is
a fair statement that so far as the province
of New Brunswick is concerned, the two or
three hundred million feet of lumber that has
gone out of that province in three years has
been an absolute dead loss of raw material.
I doubt that the proceeds from the sale of that
lumber have paid the cost of getting it to
the mills, the cost of milling it and of getting
it loaded on the cars. I do not blame this
Government for that; I am simply calling

- attention to the unfortunate condition that

exists; but if this Government can do any-
thing to lessen the cost of transportation it
will very materially help to improve that
situation.

For instance, it costs to-day approximately
89 a thousand to transport lumber from a
point in New Brunswick, say, to Toronto, and
it costs about $8 a thousand, on the average,
to get it from the same point in New Bruns-
wick to Boston. The McAdoo award shot
the railway rates all to pieces. Prior to that
it cost $3.50 a thousand less in one instance
and nearly $4 a thousand less in another in-
stance to get lumber to those respective
points. Just that difference in transportation
is an enormous profit. One-half of that dif-
ference is a fair profit to the lumbermen. By
taking some steps to lower the cost of trans-
portation of natural products, or of all pro-
ducts, this Government can confer a great
benefit on Canada.

I have instanced lumber. Let me take
another commodity, one in which the farmer
is particularly interested. I come from a
great hay-growing country. The export of hay
from my section, which is a small one, amounts
to about 15000 tons a year. A few years
ago the cost per ton to ship that hay to
one of its natural markets, Sydney, was
$3.40. To-day it costs $6.80, if I remember
aright, to send it to the same place. The
farmer to-day, in that particular section, is
getting $9 for his hay, loose. His labour costs
a great deal more than formerly. Farming
land down there is worth on the average about
$110 to $125 an acre, and it costs on the
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average $3 a ton to produce that hay. The
result is that the farmer is getting nothing
out of it. If you could give him the differ-
ence in cost of transportation between the old
rate and the present rate on hay, he would
have at least a reasonable margin of profit.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Where is that dif-
ference to come from? Somebody must pay it.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Well, instead of giving
a subsidy to a group of steamships to carry
our products across the Atlantic, for Heaven’s
sake let us have traffic in our own country
carried at a reasonable rate.

The same remarks apply to potatoes. The
farmers have been getting 32 to 40 cents a
bushel this year, and if they had a reduction
of from 5 to 7 cents per bushel in freight
it would enable them to obtain a fair profit.

I give you these figures simply to show to 2
slight degree how a reduction or control of
transportation costs might work out

My honourable friend across the way (Hon.
Mr. Belcourt) asks how the Government is
going to do this. I will tell you one thing:
if they would only follow the suggestion I
put forth last year they would save enough
money on the Canadian National Railways
alone. And, mind you, I consider that the
Government are responsible for the Canadian
National Railways. We own the system, and
the Government that control the destinies of
this country ought to control the destinies of
the different branches of the country’s organi-
zation. If they had done that they would
have saved enough to make a reduction in
freight rates throughout.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What was that?

Hon. Mr. BLACK: I have only twelve
minutes more to speak. If the honourable
gentleman will turn to pages 218, 219, 220 and
221 of last year’s Debates of the Senate, he
will find it.

There are also means whereby the present
Government might do a little less in the way
of advertising individuals and might give a
little more attention to transportation. I do
no wish to belittle Sir Henry Thornton, be-
cause I believe he is a good railway man. I
do think, though, that just as the head of
any business keeps control of those who are in
his employ and does not let them run away
with freak ideas, so should the Government
of this country keep itself a little more
closely in touch with the railway management
and see that it is not carried away with such
ideas. What in the world do the people of
Canada want to pay for radio broadcasting by
the National Railways? Yet, I understand,
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we have now in Canada six radio stations
operated by the Canadian National and cost-
ing approximately $500,000. I say approxi-
mately; some of them cost $90.000, some
$70,000—there are different amounts, but
the investment amounts approximately to
$500,000; and the annual expenditure for up-
keep of those radio stations is about $200,000,
and at 5 per cent the interest on the invest-
ment is $25,000 a year. There you have
$225,000 a year loaded on the people of
Canada in their taxes—why? It must be in
order to advertise the President or some of the
employees of the Canadian National Railways.
It does not cheapen your railway rates. I
have been on trains where the radio was in
operation, and I could not sit down quietly
and read or talk. I would have preferred not
to have it, and I venture to say that 50 or 75
per cent of the travelling public do not want
to have this thing yowling in their ears, but
want to read, or smoke, or chat with their
friends or do business. What is the purpose
of it? It is to enable certain persons to broad-
cast their views. It is the greatest advertising
scheme I ever head of, and it is not worth one
cent to the people of Canada. It was never
authorized by the taxpayers of this country
and they would be very much better satisfied,
honourable gentlemen, if that $225,000 a year
had been taken off the cost of tramsportation
on even one article, rather than spent on the
transportation of wind across the Continent of
North America.

But that is not all. If you go out to the
city of Winnipeg you will see a big electric
sign that cost the taxpayers of this country
$2,000 to put there, and when it was erected
it advertised something that did not happen,
or happened for only a few days. We thought,
in our wisdom, that it would be a good thing
to have a very fast train between Winnipeg
and Toronto. Some of us thought we ought
to put the C.P.R. out of business by running
a faster train than they could run; so we had
a train from Winnipeg to Toronto which was
a few hours quicker than the C.P.R. train,
and we put up this magnificent electric sign
at a cost of $2,000, which came out of our
pockets. After a few days the Canadian
National found that they could not very well
run that train, and they cancelled it—took
it off; but the sign is still there. It cost us
$2,000 to put the sign up, and how much
money did it cost the people of Canada to
run that freak train for three or four days,
to change the time table 2nd have new
schedules printed and do all those other
things that go with a change in the time of
a through train? Everybody knows it is ex-
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pensive. That experiment has cost the people
of this country a good many thousand dollars.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The CP.R. did
the same thing, did it not?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Not until they were
forced into it by the Canadian National sys-
tem.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
It is competition.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: Then the wiser heads
got together and decided that it was foolish.
Let me ask the honourable gentleman, does
he justify competition to kill, between the
railroads of our country? Does he justify
that?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: No; I am not try-
ing to justify that.

Hon. Mr. BLACK: That is what I would
like to know. Where will you find anyone
who would justify such competition? I have
not one cent of interest in the C.P.R. but
I want to tell you, honourable gentlemen, it
is eriminal to have our Canadian National
Railways go into direct compestition to kill
the Canadian Pacific Railway. We have these
two roads, here. Let us keep them. Cana-
dian money is invested in both. The people
of this Dominion have more money in the
C.P.R. than have the C.P.R. directors them-
selves, because we gave them land and we
gave them subsidies, and the money all comes
from our pockets. And we, after all, are
potential owners of these two roads and it is
to the interests of the residents of Canada
to see that both prosper. Naturally it is in
the interests of the people of this country to
see that the Canadian National Railways get
as fair 4 share and as fair a show as the
Canadian Pacific Railway, but it is against
the best interests of Canada to build lines
that will take away business from the C.P.R,,
simply for the sake of taking it away, as was
proposed in New Brunswick last vear. It is
likewise against the interests of the people
of this country to have a freak tra:n operated
from Ottawa to Montreal, or from Winnipeg
to Toronto, or anywhere else, simply for the
purpose of taking away business from the
other road, which, after all, is a Canadian
road. That is not good business policy. You
would never see two business houses do it.
My friend here and I may be engaged in the
same business; we will do our utmost to
build up our business to the point at which
it will pay the most, but if we have com-
mon sense and do not want to go into
bankruptey we will not begin to cut rates

There you are.

in order to take away business from each
other. That is not common sense, but that
is the sort of thing that, I am afraid, the
Canadian Government Railway Management
is doing in some instances, and that is why
I say that a very strong guard should be put
upon the Management by the Government
of the day, whoever or whatever they may
be.

There is another thing that I am told, and

.there is evidence of its correctness, namely,

that the presemt Management proposes to
expend in the city of Montreal about
$50,000,000. It is a fact that the present

Management have bought, or are at present
engaging for, blocks of land in the city of
Montreal, and look forward to engaging for
still more. It is true that Bonaventure
Station, in the city of Montreal, is not a
good station; that it is not as fine as the
station owned by the C.P.R. It is also true
that, just as soon as the finances of the
country will warrant it, the Government or
the Canadian National Railways may be
justified in making a reasonable expenditure
in the city of Montreal, but 1 for one say
that this Government or the Railway Board
are not justified in buying in that city to-
day lands that are not necessary for im-
mediate use, or in proposing thz erection of
an enormous building that will outshine that
of the CP.R. in Montreal, when the building
which we have will serve the nceds of the
present traffic. Capital expenditure for show,
or capital expenditure for better station
accommodation, in unjustifiable unless it will
bring direct financial returns, or unléss the
Company or the Government have more
money in their coffers than is needed for
ordinary purposes—unless they have so large
a revenue that they can afford to build
ornaments such as those to which I referred.

The spirit which prompts the proposed ex-
penditure of $50,000,000 or thereabouts in
Montreal was the same spirit that brought
about the purchase of a corner on King Street,
in Toronto, opposite the C.P.R. ticket office.
In the city of Toronto we have a magnificent
terminal which is not used, because of some
disagreement between the Government and
the city of Toronto, with which I am not
conversant; but only a few steps away from
the new terminal they spent an enormous
amount of money to buy a corner upon which
it is intended to erect a new building—why?
Not because it was needed any more than
a fifth wheel to a coach. Not a bit. I do
not need to tell honourable gentlemen who
know a little about Toronto that the ticket
office on that particular corner was desired
for any other reason than competitive pur-
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poses. That is not what the Canadian Na-
tional is for; not at the present time. The
people of this country are not in the humour
to enter into private fights between the presi-
dents of various railroads, or of railway gov-
erning bodies. They want economy, and until
they get economy they will not be satisfied.
This Government will not remain in control,
when they go to the people, if it is their idea
that such expenditures are what the people

of this country want; nor would any other -

Government remain in power that thought
and acted along similar lines.

There are just three things that I would
suggest to the honourable leader of tha Gov-
ernment to put above his door so that he
may see them every time he enters. When I
say the leader of the Government I not only
mean the honourable leader of tkis Chamber,
but the leader of the Government in another
place; and I think it would be well for us
all to do the same. The three things that ara
most important in Canada to-day are these:
first protection; second, transportation; and
third conservation. In those three are con-
tained the whole future destiny of this Do-
minion of Canada. In every case where the
tariff in this country has been lowered—and it
has been lowered by both Governments—we
have seen disaster follow. If free trade were
not merely a theory, but a practice the world
over, I would be a freetrader. There is not
a free trade nation in the world to-day. Great
Britain is much more protectionist io-day
than is Canada. The United States, our
neighbour to the south, have the highest wall
of protection ever recorded in the history of
mankind, so far as written history is avail-
able; and it is childish to suppose that we,
living alongside of them, can develop our
industries without protecting ourselves against
their very much greater production and very
much greater manufacturing obility.

In so far as transportation is concerned,
I have said enough, I think, and other hon-
ourable gentlemen who know more about it
have said more. We are perfectly content
to see lower ocean rates, but before we spend
the money of this country to get lower ocean
rates let us in some way try to adjust the
rates in this country so that the spirit of
Confederation may be carried out—so that
the Maritime Provinces may get that to which
they are entitled, and which belongs to them
under the pact of Confederation; so that the
West and the East may be brought together;
so that those particular sections that are
heavily discriminated against by transporta-
tion charges may have their handicap at least
ameliorated. That can be done, honourable
gentlemen. If the transportation officials and
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the Government meet together at a round
table conference, I am satisfied they can evolve
methods whereby that can be done.

It has been said that there is a spirit of
revolt in the Maritime Provinces. That is
not true. The people of the Maritime Pro-
vinces are just as loyal to this Dominion
as is any other part of Canada. There is a
time, you know, when a sore foot becomes so
sore that you cannot wear a boot. That time
is rapidly approaching in the Maritime Pro-
vinces, and it is the duty of this Government
to see that that sore is healed before the boot
has to come off. If the Government, instead
of giving us platitudes, would give us some-
thing definite in the way of economy, give
us something definite in the way of lower
transportation charges, and, more essential
still, give us some protection for our industries,
the country would return to normal and there
would be no Maritime question, there would
be no Middle West question, and no extreme
West question, but we would all be once more
a united country.

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

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

THE SENATE

Fridey, Fehruary 13, 1925.

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

RESIGNATION OF MR. JUSTICE
RUSSELL

INQUIRY

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

1. Did Mr. Justice Russell of the Supreme Court
of Nova Scotia resign?

2. On what date did he resign?

3. Is any person appointed to fill the vacancy?

4. Who is appointed?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:

1. Yes.

2. The resignation was accepted by Order
in Council dated October 1, 1924, to take
effect on the 5th October, 1924,

3. No.

4. Answered by No. 3.
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THE GOVERNOR GENERAL’S SPEECH
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Senate resumed from yesterday further
consideration of His Excellency the Governor
General’s Speech at the opening of the Ses-
sion and the motion of Hon. Mr. Robinson
for an Address in reply theretoc.

Hon. RUFUS H. POPE. Honourable gen-
tlemen, I observe that the mover and the
seconder of this resolution are not present;
but I desire to pay my tribute to them for
the ability with which they have dealt with
the very meagre programme that has been
presented in the Speech from the Throne.

We have become familiar with the fact
that the Speech from the Throne conveys
very little regarding the true condition of the
country, or the proposals that the Govern-
ment from time to time muy see fit to lay
before Parliament for consideration. I would
not say that this was the first instance in
which the programme has not been very ex-
tensive or very comprehensive. There are,
however, contained in the Speech from the
Throne certain matters that can be made of
very great importance, and that, if not judici-
ously carried out, may possibly be very
dangerous to the welfare of Canada.

On two or three previous occasions since
this Government came into power I have
taken the opportunity to urge upon them
to adopt some definite policy, fiscal and other-
wise, with reference to Canada. I assume
that I was looked upon as a partisan. It was
supposed’ that because the people with whom
I used to sympathize politically were not in
power I was desirous of criticizing, rather than
seeing the Government bring forward a pro-
gramme or policy that would mean advance-
ment and prosperity for this country. I wish
to say, honourable gentlemen, that that never
was my attitude towards any Government
in power, whether I was a supporter of it or
not. I have been as free a critic of the party
to which I belonged as to the one to which I
was opposed. And tc-day, in view of Can-
ada’s position, we must bear in mind the
necessity of doing something of a construc-
tive nature in order that this country may
progress rather than g¢ backward; and I think
it is high time that honourable members of
this House, irrespective of their party affilia-
tions, should say, with all the power they
possess, that the Government have neglected
to play the game nationally end have been
rather playing a game that is purely political.
There is nothing more disastrous tn the
country than that, after an election has taken
place and a particular party has been put
in power, it should continue to play the
DANDURAND.
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hustings game within the Cabinet councils of
Canada rather than the bold national game.
It rests entirely on the Cabinet and nowhere
else to assume the responsibility of putting
forward legislation that will redound to the
benefit of this country. Yet that Cabinet, I
say again, has become a committee of poli-
ticians, and studies matters c¢nly from the
point of view of the question, what will hap-
pen to them or theirs if thcy enact certain
legislation for the benefit of this country, if
such legislation happens to be unpopular with
some section on which they depend for their
majority. That is a great misfortune for
Canada, and it always will be a great mis-
fortune when such gentlemen as they occupy
the Treasury benches, no matter what their
name may be, whether Conservative or
Liberal; and I have no hesitation in saying
that that is the position to-day.

Since coming up here about ten days ago
I have had opportunities to observe. Having
been for many years loafing around the foot
of the Throne, as I call it, it is not very
difficult for me, on putting my ear to the
ground, to ascertain what is going on, even
inside the secret Council chamber; and my
information, which is to me satisfactory, war-
rants me in saying that the Cabinet we have
to-day is lending itself entirely to political
exigencies rather than to the requirements of
the Dominion of Canada. It 1s only neces-
sary to glance through the prozramme which
His Excellency was persuaded to deliver to
us in order to ascertain that fact. The Prime
Minister, when he was visiting the West, took
occasion to declare in the most emphatic
manner possible, and as I understand from
the newspapers, amid tremendous applause,
that this honourable body was to be dis-
pensed with, or, so altered that its usefulness
would be gone. Of course, since he has re-
turned to the Cabinet council, in which
various parts of this Canada of ours have
representatives, he has modified and remodi-
fied his plan until he is almost silent upon
it.

The honourable member from Montarville
(Hon. Mr. Beaubien) referred yesterday to
the Province of Quebee, and I assume that
he spoke for the French Canadian element.
Permit me to say to that honourable mem-
ber and to this honourable House that he
spoke for the entire province of Quebec, be-
cause the Protestants or Engiish-speaking
minority of that Province stand shoulder to
shoulder with the majority in Quebec in de-
claring that there shall be no alteration made
in the Constitution of this Senate by any
Government of Canada, that will deprive us
of the right of appealing to this honourable
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body for protection from any infringement of
the rights of minorities, whether French
Canadian or English-speaking. More than
that, let me .tell my honourable friend who
sits opposite (Hon. Mr. Dandurand), and the
Cabinet to which he belongs, that they dare
not do it, notwithstanding all the boasts made
by the Prime Minister in tha West. He
knew that he had not much to say to those
people to arouse enthusiasm, and knew he
was appealing to people who were to a large
extent comparative strangers in Canada, new-
comers who knew little of the circumstances
under which Confederation was brought about
or of the reasons why the Fathers of Confed-
eration, whether representing the majority or
the minority in the Canada of that day, con-
ceived—and, I say, rightly so—the idea of
providing a second chamber aloof from the
excitement which might influence public
opinion under certain ecircumstances. The
wisdom of creating a second chamber was
discussed from province to province and was
thoroughly understood, and nowhere was it
more insisted upon than in the Province of
Quebec. Furthermore, honourable gentlemen,
if Quebec had not been given the guarantee
that this honourable body gives it—if the
people whom I represent in the province of
Quebec had not been given such a guarantee,
there would have been no Confederation in
1867.

I stated in the city of Montreal the other
day, and I think I was right, that this
honourable body was so superior to the in-
tellect of the Right Honourabie the Prime
Minister of Canada that even though he felt
disposed to reform the Senate, he would not
know where to begin. I have no reason to
alter that remark. I observe that, with re-
gard to my speech at that meeting of ladies
in Notre Dame de Grace, Hon. Mr. Cardin,
Minister of Marine and Fisheries, has stated
that I raised the question of annexation.
Never! I never spoke of annexation upon
that occasion. The only annexation that I
know of in the Province of Quebec is the
fact that a large number of French Canadians
and English-speaking people have been forced
to go over to the New England States and
are threatening the annexation of those States
by Canadian citizens. That is the only an-
nexation that is going on in our part of the
world, and we are not very proud of it
either; and I think this Government ought
to consider legislation, fiscal or otherwise,
that would stem that tide of migration.

The other day the honourable leader of this
House presented some figures. I am not going
to deal with them particularly, because figures
have been cited over and over again by hon-
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ourable members, and there are sufficient
statistics on Hansard for anybody who desires
to read them. But, while I do not desire to
discuss figures, permit me to say this. We are
told that 186,000 or 208,000 or some other
number of persons went from Canada to the
United States last year. The number men-
tioned referred to people who paid $8 a head
and who are reported on the books of the
United States; but that does not represent all
the people who went from Canada to the
United States. The 200,000 who recorded
themselves are not more than 50 per cent of
the total number who crossed. I venture to
say that 400,000 people went to the United
States the year before last. The honourable
gentleman says that fewer have gone in the
past year. I hope to goodness the honourable
gentleman does not expect that after we have
sent away half a million people in one year
we can continue to send away that number in
the following year, and that he does not think
there is no evidence of their policy having
gone wrong just because we did not send as
many the second year as previously. When
he speaks of people coming and going between
the two countries, he refers to what is a
natural condition. People will go from Can-
ada to the United States, and people will
come from the United States to Canada. But
what we have to do is to inaugurate such a
policy that the majority will be coming from
the United States to Canada, and not going
from Canada to the United States, and until
the Government can adopt such a policy the
figures quoted to us by the honourable gen-
tleman are of no avail. They in no way re-
present the financial condition of this country.
They mean only that we do not send half a
million people to the United States every
year.

The honourable gentleman has spoken about
protection and has quoted certain figures. Let
us consider what has been the effect of the
Government’s policy for some time back on
the question of agriculture. There has been
formed in the West what is known as the
Progressive Party, who are the masters of this
Government. Rev. Mr. Hoey, whose speech
I have, tells them when and where they get
off, and says that the people of Eastern Can-
ada who support this Government deserve no
credit for whatever they may have obtained;
that the Government had to give it or go out
of business. This, again, bears out my con-
tention that the present Cabinet is a political
caucus and not a Cabinet of statesmen deal-
ing with the real requirements of Canada.
The combination formed out in the West have
demanded a policy for themselves.
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In the first place, let it be distinctly under-
stood that for every farmer in the West there
are two in Eastern Canada. The interest and
welfare of the farmers of Eastern Canada are
entitled, not to more, but to just as much
consideration as those of the farmers of West-
ern Canada. Whenever any Government of
this country makes an expenditure, no matter
what Government or whether the expenditure
is warranted or not, the money must come
from the taxes of the farmers as well as others.
You cannot build a bridge in the city of
Montreal, as you propose doing, without the
farmers contributing towards the expenditure,
whether it is made through the Administra-
tion or under the auspices of the Harbour
Commission. The wheat of the West or the pro-
ducts of the East, or both, will have to con-
tribute towards the construction of that bridge.
The same is true of everything constructed by
the Government.
as my people were, came into the Kastern
Townships, when my grandfather went there
as an United Empire Loyalist from the
United States, there was one log cabin where
the city of Sherbrooke now stands. Whoever
came there at that time came under very
primitive conditions. They took their axes
and went to work and made a log cabin
which was warm and comfortable, and made
good barns, and took their families and began
to grow stuff to feed them; they began to
erow wool and flax 'to clothe them. They
were self-centered and self-supplied men.
They had no taxes to pay. There were
no taxes. The land was given to them to
encourage them to leave the United States,
as patriots who came up to Canada to live—
given away as we have given away nearly all
we have to give away in the West, to en-
courage people to come there. Those were
the conditions under which those people
came. The soil was fertile because nature
had made it so. @ When a man cleared off
the woods all the fertility that God put there
was at his disposal. Crops grew. No taxes
were imposed until by and by a road had to be
built. =~ Then the settler was summoned to
help build it. I was very nearly fifty years
of age before I paid my road tax in cash.
It was paid in labour. Our schools, too, were
primitive and very inexpensive. But we
had to progress and go forward, it was said,
and the railroad came. The bridge was built
across the river; the roads were improved;
valuations of the farms went up; and from
the soil, which was exhausted to some extent,
hay and products that should have been fed
on the farm were carried away by the rail-
roads and steamboats by what is called im-
proved ecivilization.

S—6

When the earliest settlers,

By and by the old man left the farm.
He either sold the property or arranged
for his son to carry on and maintain him and
the rest of the family. That meant taxation.
The farm was no longer a free farm. It may
have been sold for $3,000 or $4,000. Interest
upon that money had to be earned. There
were taxes on schools and roads that had to
be paid by the family. By and by—this
story has been told to me so often that I
hate to repeat it—it was said: “Why, this
young man is not getting along as well as
the old man did.” True, because the soil
had been depleted by the old man, who had
proceeded along the original theory, as is
now being done in the West. You have in
the West some choice spots, like that around
Portage la Prairie, for instance, where there
is a deposit of soil that is the most wonder-
ful I have ever seen. Take the valleys of
the St. Lawrence and the Richelieu rivers.
We had the same thing. It was wonderful.
There was a wonderful deposit such as we did
not have on the highlands on which I lived.
Therefore our soil was exhausted more rapidly.
The tax still grew; a mortgage was put on; and
the young man could pay neither the taxes nor
the interests on the mortgage, with the result
that the farm was vacated.

Now, what had this man !to encourage
him during all this time? In 1889-90 the
Government of the day, which was then led
by Sir John A. Macdonald, for whom my right
honourable friend (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) was the Finance Minister, after dis-
cussing the question thoroughly with those
who they thought knew something of the
position, approached the question on a broad
basis. They did not sit as a political caucus,
and when we asked for an increase of pro-
tection on agricultural products we were given
three or four cents a pound on meats. That
duty has remained the same; it has never
been increased. If anything, it has been
reduced since it was put into effect in 1889,
because in those days you could buy all the
steak you wanted for 10 to 12 cents a pound.
That gave us encouragement; it gave us
heart, and for the first time in my life I
saw barrels of Canadian pork instead of pork
from Chicago sent into our lumbering camps.
My right honourable friend, realizing the posi-
tion the farmer was in, did us a great service
in 1889, and we know what came of it.
But the unrestricted reciprocity fight followed,
and in those constituencies bordering on the
states of Maine and Vermont, out of 13 seats
we carried 11, and but for the mistake should
have carried 12.

Let me say here, honourable gentlemen, that
you canmnot progress individually if you have

REVISED EDITION
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the blues from morning until night, and a
nation cannot improve and progress as it
should if it has the blues from one month’s
end to another. You must give us encourage-
ment.  Whether it spells as much as we
imagine it will, it at least gives us courage
to go forward.

Again let me refer to these same Townships,
for I am speaking for them to-day. I trust
you will excuse me if my remarks are not
nation-wide. In that same part of the country
has come the exhaustion of the soil, and to-day
we are forced up against competition with
the United States, a foreign country which,
has a surplus of products, whether garden
truck or butter or eggs or anything else, which
it has to get rid of. Those products come
earlier into the market than ours, and stifle
our trade. I will give you an illustration of
that. In the Eastern Townships we have had
the coldest November, December and January
that we have had in the last 25 years, and I
think some other parts of Canada also have
experienced a temperature below zero. If
a man who had 100 hens got 15 or 20 eggs a
day during those months, particularly De-
cember and January, it was because he gave
the hens very special attention. He had to
feed the 100 hens. But the South warms
more quickly, and about the time the man
I have spoken of should begin to realize some-
thing for his eggs, along come eggs from the
fSouth, from China and from other countries,
and prices in the markets of Montreal and
Toronto and other large centers drop. Last
week eggs went down to about 50 cents a
dozen. You know what that means in the
country. KEggs have to be shipped and sold,
and re-sold before they get to the consumer.
I venture to say that if that condition con-
tinues it will kill the industry. On the other
hand, if you want to ship eggs to the United
States you have to pay a duty of 8 cents a
dozen on all you ship. The people of that
country take care of themselves. My honour-
able friend the other day said that our con-
dition resulted from not having reciprocity.
I am glad he is alive, and I know he is alive,
but to me his voice sounded like a voice from
the grave when I remembered how reeiprocity
was buried in 1911 and in the recent Presiden-
tial election, and recalled the speech of the
President of the United States made at the
International Cattle Fair at Chicago, in which
he said: “Are we going to see our agricultural
products competed with by foreign grown
products? No, we will protect our farmers
against foreign competition.” I believe that
in a certain part of the world they are
digging to get someone out of a cave; if they
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ever start to dig to get out those who went
in for reciproecity they will have to go a good
deal deeper than in the other case. No,
reciprocity is no use: give us something
practical.

So, to return to the question of the fertility
of the soil. This is a question which I have
studied, and I say without hesitation that if
you will undertake to put back in the lands
of Eastern Canada the phosphates and the
lime that have been extracted from them for
a century or more, it will cost a great deal
more money than the building of our rail-
roads has cost us from the early days of the
Canadian Pacific Railway down to the present
time. What are we to do? What are you
going to do for us? Are you going to give
us no hope? Are we to be left as the slaves
of Rome were, without opportunity? You

-know the story of Rome. When the autocrats

and the warriors took possession of Rome,
they discovered that they could bring in grain
from their possessions in Italy and other parts
of the world, to feed their armies. They did
that, and they destroyed the Roman Empire.

Great writers of the world to-day are saying
that there is no future for our civilization,
and they are producing wonderful arguments
and the highest authorities to substantiate
these statements. I want to disagree with
those authorities; but if it is true that there
is no future for us, then we have the right
Government in power at the present moment.
If there is a possibility of giving some hope
to our farming community, do it by giving
them the markets to which they are entitled.
I refuse absolutely to believe that any foreign
nation in the world has the right to feed and
clothe Canadian citizens. That is the funda-
mental principle of prosperity; that is the
thing that energized the great National
Policy which was formulated in 1878, a policy
which produced the wonderful opportunities
of that time when our only foreign com-
petitor was the United States.

Let me say once more that when we are
giving special privileges, whether to England
or anyone else, we should get special privi-
leges in return. We have the responsibility
of upbuilding the Empire within Canada and
no further. That we love this Empire, and
cherish it, and look upon it as the most
wonderful creation of man in the civilized
world was proved from 1914 to 1918, at great
cost to ourselves in both men and money. We
do not need to repeat that: it is known
throughout England. In that respect I do
not know about the signatures the honour-
able gentleman gave the other day to that
Protocol.
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Hon. Mr. DANDURAND* I gave no sig-
nature.

Hon. Mr. POPE: You did not sign any-
thing? Did you bring it home with you?
You are a true representative of the present
Government: you did not do anything. I
congratulate you upon standing on all fours
with the rest of the Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: With the per-
mission of my honourable friend, I may ex-
plain that all that the members of the League
of Nations did was to recommend that docu-
ment, which represented the best efforts of
men of high standing, to the serious con-
sideration of their various (Governments.

Hon. Mr. POPE: And you are in duty
bound to recommend it seriously to your
Government? Well, I don’t know: I am
sorry.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: And I may say
that it has received the endorsement of such
a prominent Canadian as the Right Hon-
ourable Sir Robert Borden.

Hon. Mr. POPE: I was talking about your
Government. There is a good deal of dif-
ference between Sir Robert Borden and your
Government—the difference between daylight
and dark. You do not like me calling it a
political caucus, so I will call it a Cabinet
of tourists—you have been touring all over
the world. Mind you, I do not object to that,
because I think that if ever there was a
Cabinet that needed broadening out you have
it, and I think it is just as well that you
should be away from home as at home, be-
cause then you cannot do any damage at
home. Do not think that I am speaking in
this way because I have a jealous disposition.
I am not. I hope that we will see some re-
sults in breadth of view following these
wonderful trips abroad.

I sympathize with the farmers of the West,
for T have grown wheat and raised cattle
and hogs in the West. But they are narrow
in their vision. I appreciate their position,
but I may tell them that they are not going
to gain anything by rapping on the door
that has been closed in their faces by the
United States. They are not going to gain
anything by shipping our wheat into the
United States to be ground up with their
wheat so that the American millers may com-
pete with us in the markets of the world.
It is said that there is a man looking after
that. That is what is being done no matter
who says they are not. My opinion of any
competitor in that respect is not a very high
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one. I would not run the risk of having any
man tamper with my produce, knowing that
he was going to compete with me. It was
established 25 or 30 years ago that Mani-
toba could produce wonderful wheat, from
which more bread and better bread could be
obtained than from any other. We found at
that time that we had a cinch on the wheat
market of the world. We need not fear
Russia: she will not be back for years in
the wheat market of the world, and there is
not the slightest possibility of her again be-
coming our competitor for years to come.
Except for a fringe along the United States,
we are the northern wheat-producing country,
and the farmers in the West have grown wheat
to the limit of 89 bushels to the acre. We
have the greatest wheat fields of the world,
so far as wheat available for transportation is
concerned. Personally I would like to see the
Government give serious consideration to the
question of placing an embargo on wheat
going out of this country, and I would like
to see within Canada enough mills to grind
it up and export the flour, leaving the by-
products for the benefit of our own people.

There were times when we in Eastern
Canada paid $7, $8, $9, $10, $12, $16, $17, $18
and $20 a ton for bran. To-day we are over
the $30 mark. It is similar with oats and all
cheap grain that is used for the feeding of
stock and in the production of butter. At the
existing prices for such feeds it is impossible
to produce butter at a price which will com-
pete with the products of southern countries
like Australia and New Zealand, whose butter
is imported into the city of Montreal and sold
in the winter time for 25, 28 or 30 cents a
pound.

I want to say to this honourable body, and
I speak from experience, that no farmer in
the East can live under these conditions and
pay 100 cents on the dollar. Go to the market
and you will see what happens. The cold
storage man puts in a certain quantity of
butter. He does not need to store shiploads
of it in order to control the situation. You
come in from the Eastern Townships and you
walk up to him and say: “Mr. Armstrong,”
or whatever his name is—“I have some butter
to sell: will you buy it?” He offers to pay
me 28 cents a pound. I cannot accept 28
cents, and ask him, “Can you not do better
than that?” “No,” he says, “that is the
highest price I will pay. I know you always
produce good butter, and I will pay you 28
cents.” When bran costs over $30 a ton and
meal from $40 to $50 a ton, butter cannot
be produced profitably at 28 cents a pound.
It absolutely cannot be done, There is no-
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thing left for the farmer but to get out and
perhaps go into some slave position. He has
. no prospect. If he comes back to the buyer
the next week, he may find that butter has
gone down another cent or two and he has
to sell then because he must sell some time.
There is a bank back home that is after him
every fifteen minutes or so to pay something
or other on a note. He has no facilities for
banking, you understand. There are none, nor
is any mention made:of the subject in the
Speech from the Throne. So, as I say, the
farmer has to sell his butter at the price
offered. It is not because Australian butter
is the bulk of the supply, but there is enough
of it there to supply the market if that man
does not take 28, 26, or 25 cents a pound.
He has no protection worth anything.

Now, if the farmers of the West had a
national outlook, why did they not come for-
ward and ask us about our position? We
would very willingly and very quickly have
told them. But no, they looked upon us as
people who were building up manufacturing.
We do encourage to a certain extent the
development of industry because it improves
the home market, and the home market is
the best market in the world, I care not what
the other markets may be. Export is allright
for any surplus you have to dispose of, and
for that surplus you have to take whatever
price the outside world chooses to give you;
but the best market is the home market, and
the nearer it is to the farmer the better, and
the higher in value is his land, because it is
close to the market that takes the product.

It is the people in the East who laid the
foundation for the West. Eastern Canada
assumed tremendous obligations in the open-
ing up and development of that Western
country. I believed then, and I believe now,
that we were justified in what we did; but at
the same time I think that we farmers in the
FEast, who are just as numerous as those in
the West, are entitled to the co-operation of
that ring of gentlemen who are dictating a
lower tariff policy to the Government of the
day. I think it is unfair for them to take
the position that they have taken, that
they alone should say what ought to be the
tariff for agricultural products. What they
have got out of their proposition has amounted
to very little. Whether they get a binder for
$1 or for $50 less is of no great consequence.
They have now, and they will have for years,
a good market for their wheat. I do not
say that it will always be at $2, but their
prospects in the wheat market are good if
they do not over produce. If they do, then
it will be their own fault and nobody else’s.
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There is no country in fthe world that can
compete with them in the quality of wheat,
and if they will only produce the quality that
that part of the country grows, and will not
overdo the thing, they ought to be able to
turn a good profit. ~There is no reason why
they should overdo their production. They
should not support for one minute a Govern-
ment that does not lay before them, in the
month of March—next month—the exact world
situation in the wheat market. We are the
only people who sow wheat in our spring and
reap it in our autumn. All the wheat of
Australia and South America is now maturing,
and in thirty days’ time every fammer in
the Dominion of Canada should be able to
know exactly what proportion of the world
supply will be required from Canada, and
should govern himself accordingly. He ought to
have information that will enable him to judge
in what products there will be a shortage.
But no; instead of having a Government that
takes such interest in us we have a political
caucus going on from day to day.

Let us consider now the question of fin-
ancing the farmer. I want to deal with that
for a few moments. It is impossible for a
farmer in my part of the country to carry on
business successfully under the present system.
I am told that in some other parts of Canada
things are better; that in some other parts
a better line of credit is given to those en-
gaged in agniculture. T am glad of it, but
that is not the situation with us. Eighty
per cent of the money deposited in the
village banks is transferred to a great centre
like Montreal or Toronto. There was a time
when we could go to our neighbours and
borrow money from them. If you went to
a neighbour he would ask you, “For how long
do you want it?” If you said, “I want it for
one year,” he would say, “Well, you shall have
it.”  But the bankers do not say that. If
you are able to get some person to endorse
your note, they may conclude to let you have
the money, but they will ask you, “How
about sixty days, or ninety days?” You say,
“Really, I cannot get rid of my stock in, that
time; I cannot put it on the market.” “But,”
you are told, “these are the instructions of
the Head Office.” @ What does the Head
Office know? Do you think a head office in
the city of Montreal, or in Toronto, knows
the conditions under which we are labouring?
Do you think that those men who are
involved in high finance care what those
conditions are? I do not say that I am at
all qualified to dictate to this country, or
this Parliament, what the financial system
should be. Personally I think it should be
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in some way associated with the banks or trust
companies who are accustomed to lending
money.

People in the township of Sutton, Quebec,
have had to go to institutions in the United
States for accommodation. It is only a short
distance away. They had to borrow from
trust companies down there—some on mort-
gage, and some not—over $200,000 in that
township in the last year, in order to keep
themselves alive. That sort of thing might
mean annexation if they kept at it long
enough. It was not that they were disloyal
to Canada, but they could not get the money
from their own people. I mention that only
as one example of what is going on.

Last year, when the banking system of
Canada was under discussion, I made similar
remarks. I do not say that my word, or the
word of any honourable member of this
House, should be law, but if the Government
cannot in any way refute that contention,
they ought to give it some consideration, no
matter how insignificant may be the person
who gives utterance to it. I thought then
that it was quite sufficient to extend the bank
charters for one year, and that the bankers of
Canada should consult with the farmers of
this country and see how nearly they could
agree in formulating another plan, or some
additional plan of banking, to meet the re-
quirements of agriculture. The farmer re-
quires long-term credit, as well as short-term.
We ought to copy the banking systems of
the old-world countries of Norway, Denmark
and Germany, or, for that matter, the system
that existed in Russia when it was Russia.
Old-world methods have been copied to
some extent by the United States of America
in their new loan system for the farmers there.
They have invented nothing new, but have
had sense enough to go over to Europe, as
our people might have done, and picked out
what has been successful there, in order to
apply it to the United States of America;
and this helped by millions and hundreds of
millions of dollars the position of the farmer
in the Western United States. In the same
way we could improve the condition of both
Western and Eastern farmers in Canada.
Mark you, the value of land is not governed
altogether by the articles that the land pro-
duces. Population governs it to some extent.
Do you think that if the United States of
America had only 25,000,000 people to-day
instead of 110 or 120 million, farm land in
the central and western portions of that
country would be as valuable as it is? Non-
sense. Therefore the more people we can
keep in Canada, with fair prospects of

livelihood, the more will the land owned by
the farmer increase in value.

A gentleman who was in this city yesterday,
and who is in my opinion of very high char-
acter, and is associated with finance in
England, asked how I would recommend men
in London to invest their money. I said,
“Are you excluding mines?” He said, “Oh,
ves; I do not mean mines, or speculation of
any kind; I mean industrials.” Let me ask
any honourable member of this House, what
could I have recommended to him? The
Minister of the Interior declared, only the
day before yesterday, in another place, that
he had not given up hope of lowering the
tariff to a free trade level—or words to that
effect. Not at all; he was still ringing the
death-knell of protection in Canada. What
could I tell my friend? I asked him if he
would submit something to me for consid-
eration. He said: “What about pulp and
paper mills, and so on?” I said: “ My dear
friend, as a Canadian I would like to see
hundreds of millions of British money come
into Canada to develop this country. We
need money.” What has happened to those
mills? During the great war there was a
wonderful demand, and stock was watered
and re-watered by the millions in order to
avoid payments to the Government. Bonds
were issued for more than the assets. I said:
“The only asset lying behind those mills is
the forests which they own, which are tribut-
ary to them.” Mark you, not the forests
away off in the North, bought for the sake
of the name “territory,” but the timber
tributary to those mills. I said to my friend:
“Inspect that timber before you lend a dollar,
and if there is timber enough there to run
that mill successfully during the lifetime of
your obligation, then sit down and see what
you can do; but if there is not timber enough
behind that mill to run it successfully under
the conditions, have nothing to do with it.”
Why, honourable gentlemen? Because we are
supplying the United States with over half of
their newsprint to-day. We are competing
with ourselves. We have knocked it down
from $85 and $75 to $65 a ton. Our factories
are increasing because they have this watered
stock and this rotten financing that they have
imposed upon themselves, and the result will
be a collapse. There are to-day enough mills
for our forests.

Now, honourable gentlemen, if there had
been a scrutinizing and protecting organiza-
tion in the Government of Canada. looking
after the forests; if we had had a proper or-
ganization for the establishment of joint-stock
companies; and if the public had been pro-
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tected in that respect and the issuance of
stocks and bonds kept within reasonable
bounds, I would not have been unable to
recommend such bonds to that gentleman. I
told him that the best investment for his
money that I know of was to put it into vacant
farms in Eastern Canada, partly covered with
forests, because, as I said to this gentleman,
there is going to pe a big revival in this
country. We are going to have a new govern-
ment and a new system of protection, and
under that system of protection, first of all
our population will remain at home, and then
we shall import people from abroad. Why
should we bring in immigrants when we can-
not keep our own people in this country?

Think of the present situation. A family
of eight or ten young persons are educated
at home at an expense of a couple of thousand
dollars each; or put the figure at $1,000, or
8500, if you please. We see the brightest in-
tellects among our manhood and womanhood
lost to this country, because the young people
have gone to the United States. Theay do not
want any idiots down there; they can provide
enough of those themselves. It is our bright-
est and best that they want. Though our
loss in this respect is not such a cruel one,
yet, so far as the development of Canada is
concerned, it makes no difference whether our
young people have been buried in France or
buried in the industrial life of the United
States, instead of being at home.

The exodus is going on and on ard on.
Now, shall we go backwards, or shall we ad-
vance? I have arrived almost at the con-
clusion. Shall we go backwards or shall we
go forward? Mark, you, honourable gentle-
men, we cannot stand still. Nobody evef
did, and nothing ever does. If you dc not
advance, somebody else will, and thsugh you
may think you have stood still, yet, by com-
paraison, your position is inferior te.what it
was. If we are to go forward, I say very
frankly, we must have the Canadian
market for the Canadian producer; we
must have the Canadian people fed
and cdlothed with Canadian products.
and all the great industries of the country
livened up and in a very flourishing condition
in order that we may sell our agricultural
products. I am not bidding for a monopoly;
there is no necessity of a monopoly. We can
have a Tariff Commission which will investi-
gate world conditions and report the facts of
the financial and industrial situation, and we
can then proceed to establish industries in
this country, perhaps on a little different basis
to that which existed in 1878. By having
proper information laid before the Cabinet
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of the day, if it is anything:- but a political
caucus and can deal with the subject in-
telligently, something ought to be accom-
plished. We coyld have a Board of Rep-
resentatives to whom appeals could be made
in regard to anybody who was trying to
violate the rights of the people of Canada.
There is no difficulty in that, or in offering
every security to the people of this country.

At the next general election, which is not
far off if the Government can muster up
courage enough—I think about October we
will be called to the polls—I think every
honourable gentleman in this House will feel
as I do, because we have been challenged. I
feel that my opportunity in fthe political
field of Canada has been renewed.

It is said we are not to be trusted because
we are nominated for life. Are we the only
ones who are nominated for life? What about
the judges of the Dominion of Canada? Are
they not to be trusted because they are nomin-
ated for life, or because they previously be-
longed to political parties or were members
of Parliament or of the Cabinet? It would
be just as sensible to say that the judges
should be elected as to say that the members
of the Senate should be elected.

If we would go forward in Canada we must
have a sound protective policy, an equalizing
of conditions, We must make a survey of the
entire world from which our competition
comes—a survey of financial, labour and in-
dustrial conditions—and we must bring down
a policy based on an equalization of condi-
tions. We have an abundance of raw ma-
terials in this country. We must employ our
own people to finish. them in this country,
and this will enable them to buy the produects
of the farms of this country, and then we will
have throughout the length and breadth of
Canada a prosperity to which the people are
entitled after having made the tremendous
sacrifices which they did make in the great
contest of the World War.

Hon. C. E. TANNER: Honourable gentle-
men, I have a few observations to make be-
fore this matter is disposed of.

I think it was yesterday or the day before
that I suggested to my honourable friend the
leader of the House that the statistical
documents to which he was referring were
not quite a satisfactory evidence of stability
of policy, at any rate in regard to the prov-
incé from which I come. I referred my hon-
ourable friend to the fact that the fishing
districts in the province of Nova Scotia had
been very much depopulated, and my hon-
ourable friend, if I heard him correctly,
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suggested that that would not have been the
case if we had listened to the call of re-
ciprocity.

On that subject, honourable gentlemen, I
have only this to say: that as a Canadian, as
one who has lived in this country all his life
and who expects to live in it for the remain-
der of his life, and who hopes to see Canada
become a great nation, is it not time to call
a halt to this business of being dependent
upon the United States and behaving as
though we were an adjunct to that country ?
Cannot we stand on our own feet, or must
we forever be grovelling on our knees begging
for reciprocity? For my part I think it is
time that the Canadian people stood on their
feet and let our friends and neighbours to the
south understand that we are standing on our
rights, and that while we are quite ready to
deal with them on a fair and square basis we
feel that we can build up this country to as
great an extent as they have built theirs, and
can make it a great nation which will rival
the United States of America. But we will
never do that is we continue to keep in the
back of our heads the idea that we cannot
sell our fish or our coal or that we cannot use
our pulpwood, but must look to the United
States to be our helper and aid in every con-
tingency.

That, honourable gentlemen, was not the
mentality of my honourable friend opposite
twenty years ago, or of his then political
leader. That was not the mentality of Sir
Wilfrid Laurier in 1903 when he and my hon-
ourable friend embarked on the railway con-
struetion policy of that period. The idea of
Sir Wilfrid Laurier and my honourable friend
at that time was that they were going to make
Canada a great country, an independent coun-
try commercially and transportationally.

After hearing the remarks of my honourable
friend, I thought it would be well to turn
back to what the honourable gentleman told
the people of Canada in 1903. I am not
going to weary the House with a lot of read-
ing, but I desire to give the House this ex-
tract from the prineciples of Sir Wilfrid Laurier
in 1903. These are the words that he uttered
in Parliament at that time:

In the face of this, are the Canadian Parliament
and people going to stand on their manhood and place
us in such a position that at all times of the year,
not onlvy by one railway but by two or more, we shall
have access from January to December to our own
harbours and be able to say to our American neigh-
bours: “Take off your bonding privilege whenever it
suits vou: we are commereially independent?”’

And on the same occasion he said:

This new railway will be another link in that chain
of wunion. It will not only open territory hitherto

idle and unprofitable; it will not only force Canadian
trade into Canadian channels; it will not only pro-
mote citizenship between Old' Canada and New Canada;
but it will secure our commercial independence, and it
will forever make us free from bondage of the bond-
ing privilege.

I only want to say, honourable gentlemen;
that I think these are the principles which
should prevail to-day. Instead of hearing my
honourable friend suggest that if the fishermen
are leaving Nova Scotia it is because we made
a mistake in not accepting the reciprocity
proposal, I would like to have heard him
standing up and reiterating the sentiments
which his honourable leader expressed in 1903.

Just as rapidly as I can I want to give my
honourable friend a little more information.
There is an idea abroad, I believe, that prac-
tically all of the talk that comes from the
Maritime Provinces emanates from Conserva-
tives—that it is political propaganda. I could
give my honourable friend a great deal more
evidence to the contrary than I propose to
give him, but I am now going to give him one
or two items which I think will convince every
honourable gentleman here that it is not parti-
zan propaganda. On this question of the
fishermen of Nova Scotia T happen to have
the report of an interview given in 1923 by the
Hon. E. H. Armstrong, Premier of Nova Scotia.
14 is true that he was in favour of reciprocity,
and perhaps he is yet, but I wish to quote a
report of this interview, given in the Montreal
Gazette in April of that year, in which he
happened to refer to that very subject. He
said:

The Fordney Tariff Bill and the high freight rates,
the lack of preferential tariff and other oversights,
have so disheartened the people of Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick and Prince Edward Island that they feel
that they are symply being left out. Reciprocity, said
the Premier, would have been a simple thing for
the eommercial- expansion and future of the Maritime
Provinees. Al who know conditions in our part of
the world know this.

I am quoting him in full, as my honourable
friend will see; but I want to observe that
while he stresses reciprocity he also stresses
the importance of freight rates. In another
part of this article he says:

While dismissing any, ideas of succession how-
ever, the Premier pointed out that the people of the
Maritime Provinces feel keenly that they have not
been fairly treated by the rest of the Dominion. They
have been made to feel, he said, that they are and
should remain isolated, more or less forgotten, tolerated
at the best, and not provided for like the more
fortunate provinces to the west.

That is the intimation of the leader of the
Liberal Government in the province of Nova
Scotia. Another extract from this interview
says: Soose :

In the meanwhile there is much dissatisfaction with

conditions in general. The farmers cannot dispose of
their products, especially their potatotes. The lumber
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merchants, after being practically ruined in 1921 and
1922, are beginning to feel ground. under their feet,
since the freight cars are beginning to arrive, but their
outlook is not any too sunny.

That is the view given by the Premier of
Nova Scotia, who is, as my honourable friend
knows, a prominent Liberal.

I will read a further statement which was
furnished over his own name by the Premier
of Nova Scotia in the same year to a publi-
cation known as the Canadian Grocer. He
wrote this special article on the subject of
Nova Scotia’s problems. One of the problems
he refers to is that between Capital and Labour
in the coal mining districts of the Province,
another is the question of freight rates, and
another is the question of the fisheries. I will
read what he says after pointing out the bur-
densome rates under which the Maritime Pro-
vinces have been suffering:

The remedy for this condition undoubtedly lies
in a Canada-wide appreciation of Maritime disabilities
and a general realization that excessive freight rates
are choking out our industrial life.

That is pretty strong language coming from
the leader of the Liberal Government in the
Province of Nova Scotia.

Now I will read what he says on the fish
question :

A third problem for which Nova Scotia seeks a solu-
tion lies in the successful disposal of her enormous
annual catch of fish. The fresh fish trade has been
dislocated by reason of excessive express rates to

central Canada and the passing of the Fordney Tariff
at Washington.

So, it is apparent that in Mr. Armstrong’s
judgment the Fordney Tariff is not the only
thing to be taken into consideration. But
when the fish of the Maritime Provinces is
excluded from the United States markets by
the Fordney tariff, we have a right to look
to the markets of central Canada. As he
points out there, these matters which are
within the control of the Federal Governments
—excessive freight and express rates—have
entirely eliminated the possibility of sending
Maritime fish to the central provinces.

Now, that it may not be thought that Mr.
Armstrong is alone in the views which I have
read, I am going to read one paragraph from
the leading Liberal newspaper of Nova Scotia.
This is what the Morning Chronicle of Hali-
fax said in June, 1923:

It must continue to be the aim of the people of the
Maritime Provinces to keep this situation continually
before the railway authorities and the people of
Canada in order that relief may speedily come from
the high freight rates which are slowly strangling the
development of our industrial life in these Atlantic
provinces.

Of course, I know I shall be told that Con-
servatives are the only people who are talking
Like that in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia;

Hon. Mr. TANNER.

but I am quoting from the leading lights of
the Liberal party in Nova Scotia to show my
honourable friend and the members of this
House that these matters of Maritime im-
portance are being complained about bitterly
by Liberals as well as by Conservatives.

Let me give my honourable friend a little
further idea of how the Morning Chronicle
talks about the situation. In another issue
of July, 1923, it uses a great deal stronger
language than I see in any of the Conserva-
tive newspapers down there. It goes back to
1867 and speaks of the impasse between On-
tario and Quebeec, and says:

They could or would no longer cooperate with one
another. Apart, they were ready to fly at each other’s
throats. The aim was to provide a counterpoise by
means of the Maritime Provinces. New Brunswick was
Cajoled into the unpromising union. Nova Scotia was
dragged in by the hair of her head, according to the
figurative and expressive phrase of the time. Prince
Edward Island was lured in at a later date. Practically
every promise made to them, separately or collectively,
and every undertaking entered into with them, has
been disregarded or violated. They were promised
wider markets, and larger opportunities. Those which
they had previously enjoyed were brazenly snatched
from them.

The Intercolonial Railway was to have connected
them economically with the West. To their disadvan-
tage, almost to their ruin, it has now become a means
of robbing them for the benefit of the railway sys-
tems of the West, which prefer connections with
American maritime ports. Never has non-reciprocal
spoliation been more strikingly or more unblushingly
practised under any political arrangement in any coun-
try, on any people.

That is the kind of sentiment that is being
propogated in the Maritime Provinces by the
leading Liberal newspaper, and my honourable
friend need not be at all surprised if there
is a good deal of discontent in regard to the
conditions there.

My honourable friend also satisfied himself
by reading from certain statistical documents
to show that ‘there is no unemployment,
nor any difficulty about the cost of living.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend is in error. I stated that the unem-
ployment had been 12.6 in the United States
and 6.6 in Canada.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know any-
thing about the 12.6 or the 6.6 but I know
as my honourable friend who represents
Cape Breton knows, that never before in the
history of Nova Scotia has there been such a
desperate state of unemployment in industry
as there has been during the last year or two.
The conditions in the county of Pictou have
been appalling. In Cape Breton they have
been practically as bad. And while my hon-
ourable friend was reading those reports in
regard to employment, unemployment, and
the cost of living, I presume he had in his pos-
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session the printed statements which were pre-
sented to him, and to the Government by the
Associated Boards of Trade of the Island of
Cape Breton in December last, and which
set out, from a business and non-political point
of view, the actual conditions existing in the
Province of Nova Scotia.

Moreover, the statement of facts, particu-
larly in reference to the coal and steel in-
dustries of the Province, is unqualifiedly en-
dorsed over his own signature by the Hon. E.
H. Armstrong, Premier of Nova Scotia. He
gives his imprimatur to it. He writes on
January 6th 1925, to the Honourable the Prime
Minister of Canada:

Let me further assure you and personally impress
upon you the idea that none of those who constituted
the delegation was actuated by any other desire than
to lay before your Government and yourself the exist-
ence of facts that in the opinion of the delegation are
very disturbing and alarming, and who genuinely believe
that conditions exist that not only require a remedy
but can be remedied. May I be permitted also to add
my further personal endorsation to the views expressed
by the delegation, and to reiterate them and to urge
upon you such relief as may be afforded at the earliest
possible time.

What de this delegation ask of you? They
point out that while $120,000,000 of Canadian
money is going every year across the line to
buy coal mined in the TUnited States, the
coal mines of Canada are working either half-
time or not at all. In Nova Scotia the miners
have been getting only one, two or three days’
work a week; and while they are walking the
streets the coal from the United States is pour-
ing into Canada, and it is allowed to come in.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Anthracite.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Oh, no; bituminous.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I am only presenting
what the Premier of Nova Scotia presents,

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: What did this
delegation ask for?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: They asked for an in-
crease of the duty—a protective duty on
foreign coal.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER. Could the hon-
ourable gentleman tell us the names of some
of the delegation?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know the
names, because they are not given here. There
is simply mention of the Associated Boards of
Trade of the Island of Cape Breton. I de-
sire to put on record what they have said,
because I would like this henourable House to
know that the matter is before the Govern-

ment:

The allied coal and steel industries of Nova Scotia
have been for some years in a depressed condition.
At the present time unemployment and consequent

_distress among those dependent upon the industrics

for livelihood is more serious than in any recent period.
The prospect for the future is that there may be
even more serious depression and resultant poverty.

I submit to this honourable House that
that is a very serious statement, coming
from the people who submit it. It is pointed
out here that these correlated industries em-
ploy about 25,000 men and that practically
one-fifth of the whole population of Nova
Scotia are directly dependent upon those two
great industries, coal and steel. The situation
is pretty serious, then, as these gentlemen
point out, when those two industries are on
the verge of dissolution. “At mno previous
time,” the statement says, “ has employment
been so secarce and insecure, the future so
unpromising and the industrial community so
discouraged, as at this date.”

I said that there was $120,000,000 worth of
coal coming in, while our mines are idle. On
the question of steel and steel products it is
pcinted out in this document that there were
in Canada in 1913 twenty-two completed blast
furnaces; only six of these remained in opera-
tion in 1923, and at this time—that is, the
time of the presentation—the number in blast
does not exceed two furnaces. But while the
Canadian blast furnaces, including those in
Nova Scotia, are cold, there is coming in from
the United States $138,000,000 worth of iron
and steel products produced in that country,
and in the production of which many thou-
cands of men are given employment at good
wages, while the steel workers of Canada are
walking the streets looking for work in vain.
That is the substance of the representation
made in regard to steel.

Now I will conclude this matter by simply
reading the summary which appears on page
26 of the statement:

The deputation, to summarize their representations,
can only repeat that the condition of the allied coal
and steel industries in Nova Scotia, and the varied
interests that are dependent thereon, is truly desperate,
and they can see no hope of relief from present
difficulties, nor any hope of permanent prosperity in
Nova Scotia unless remedies are applied by the
Government, which alone has the power to take the
necessary action.

It is not possible to exaggerate the calamitous con-
sequences to Canada should coal mining in Nova
Scotia be permitted to decline until it should play no
important part in the fuel supply of the Dominion.

Not only would absence of native competition against
imported coal eventually raise the price of coal in
Canada, but a state of abject dependence upon another
country for an indispensable material, would become

permanent after Nova Scotia had ceased to give East-
ern Canada some measure of self-reliance in coal supply.

I leave that matter, honourable gentlemen,
simply repeating the remark that it is not in
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any sense a party question. It is a provincial
and national matter, upon which all persons
are agreed. If Nova Scotia particularly is to
be regarded as a partner in the Dominion of
Canada worthy of any attention at all, worthy
of being looked after and treated as a partner
in this Confederation, then the interests of
that province must be safeguarded. You
cannot have a prosperous and contented
Dominion of Canada and have one end of it
decaying and the people fleeing from it as if
it were a pestilence. Something must be done.
Those gentlemen who came here representing
the Province laid the cards on the table fairly
enough. They state just what is happening,
and they point out what is necessary. They
declare that the protection which is now
afforded by the tariff amounts to nothing; that
the slack coal, 40 per cent of the coal pro-
duced in Nova Scotia, is unprotected. The
United States send in their slack coal free
of duty, just as their anthracite comes in.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend allow me to ask him a question?
Has he a statement showing the annual dif-
ferences in the supply of coal from Nova
Scotia to Central Canada for say, ten, fifteen
or twenty years back?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not think I can
give my honourable friend that information.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What I fear is
that my honourable friend is talking of a con-
dition of things which has prevailed for a
long time. So far as I can tell, it is nothing
new.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Look at page 30
of the booklet.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Oh, yes. This gives
the production of coal for the 14 years from
1911 to 1924. I understood my honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Belcourt) to ask the propor-
tion that came up to Central Canada.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT:
would give us some idea.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: The production of
coal in 1911 was 6,208,444 tons of 2,240 pounds.
In 1924 it was 4,973,184 tons.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: What was it in
1913?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: In 1913 it was 7,203,
913 tons; and in 1914 it was 7,005,000 tons.
Since that, except in the year 1923, it has
been down to 5,000,000 and 4,000,000. In 1923
it was slightly above 6,000,000 tons.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The honourable
gentleman is of course aware of the fact that
the war took away many of the miners.

Hon. Mr. TANNER.

I suppose that

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Oh, I know.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That the pro-
duction dropped from 6,000,000 to 4,000,000
tons during the first year of the war.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Oh, yes, I know that.
The Cape Breton miners sent a splendid con-
tingent to the war.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Will my honour-
able friend (Hon. Mr. Dandurand) permit
me to correct the impression he has given?

Hon: Mr. DANDURAND: It is not an
impression, for I was a director of the Dom-
inion Steel Corporation and I know why the
production fell from six million to four mil-
lion.

Hon., Mr. ROBERTSON: The war broke
out in 1914, and in the year 1916 these mines
produced 7,276,000 tons of coal—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The production
gradually came up. %

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: —as compared
with five and a half million in 1924. So that
statement dces not hold good.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Does not the
manufacture of munitions account for the
larger production?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I am making
no - suggestions; I am. just answering the
statement of my honourable friend (Hon. Mr.
Dandurand).

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I would like to
suggest it myself.
Hon. Mr. TANNER: What I am most

concerned about i to emphasize the repre-
sentations which have come from Nova
Scotia.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend permit me? Does he attribute
the stagnation, or the falling off in production
in Nova Scotia, entirely to freight rates, or
is. it not largely attributable to the industrial
conditions generally existing throughout the
world, as well as in Canada??

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know. I
am willing to take the statement of these
gentlemen who have prepared this presenta-
tion to the Government, and the statement
of the Premier of Nova Scotia, who was until
recently Commissioner of Public Works and
Mines, in charge of the Mining Branch of the
Government of Nova Scotia, to the effect that
the mining and steel industries have been
practically on their last legs.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Will my honourable
friend allow me to ask him a question?
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Hon. Mr. TANNER: Yes.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: Is it not true that,
either on the occasion of the last Federal
Election or at some by-election, a promise
was made on behalf of the Government that
the duty would be increased?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Oh, yes.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD: How does he account
for it not having been increased?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: We have volumes
of promises like that—volumes—whole pages
of promises that the steel duties would be
readjusted. My honourable friend the leader
of the Government knows that.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON :
readjusted?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Readjusted? No.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: What about the
protectionist Government before 1921?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: If the present Min-
ister of National Defence had not given that
assurance—I have in my possession volumin-
ous speeches of his, delivered on the plat-
form—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Would my hon-
ourable friend explain to me how it was that
the preceding Government, which was tainted
with greater protectionism, did not provide
for the situation?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not know;
but, you see, last year you took the duties
off agricultural implements—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
coal.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: —for the benefit of
the farming community in the West.

I have a speech by my friend Mr. Mac-
donald, in which he made promises to the
steel-makers of Trenton. He made an accusa-
tion against the Conservatives that they had
done something like that before. He said:
“When you elect me to go up to Ottawa, I
will see to it that these duties on the steel
articles that go into the manufacture of
agricultural implements are reimposed so that
you will have plenty of work down here in
the steel plant in Trenton;” and he was go-
ing to have a duty put on anthracite coal
as well as bituminous coal coming from the
United States.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Have you any
figures to show to what extent it would
relieve the situation, or what would be
required?

Were they not

But not off

Hon. Mr, TANNER: The view held down
there is that we in Nova Scotia have a
legitimate right to a large part of the Quebec
and Ontario markets.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Assuming that,
what sort of a duty would bring relief?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I think if the duty
were raised, probably to the basis of about
1879, it would be sufficient. I do not know
whether I can put my finger on the exact
proportion now. I point this out to my
honourable friend: that at the time the duty
was imposed Nova Scotia coal could be put
in the cellar for about $3 a ton, and the duty
on the American coal was 60 cents; today,
when I buy my coal I pay $12 to have it
delivered to the side-walk, and have to pay to
have it put in.

Hon, Mr. BELCOURT: How far is that
from the mines?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: And the duty is
proportionately very much less than it was.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But that is right
next door to the mines.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I know it is.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Railway freights
cannot be blamed for increasing the price
from $3 to $12.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: That is the price
we pay. That aspect of the matter is dealt
with in this statement. They ask for an
adjustment of the duty on slack bituminous
coal to at least the present duty on round
bituminous coal, and the inclusion under the
same duty of anthracite dust and cleanings.
They ask further the imposition of the duty
upon coal used in steel making and metal-
lurgical processes, now exempt from duty.
Then they ask for the readjustment of the
duty on iron and steel products. I shall be
very pleased to let my honourable friend see
this document if he has not already seen it

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: 1 should like to
see it.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I do not wish to take
up time with details. Having directed the
attention of the House to the fact that this
important document is before the Govern-
ment, I think I have fulfilled my duty in that
respect.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Would my honour-
able friend give us his opinion as to the
extent to which the falling off of the coal
industry would be helped?
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Hon. Mr. TANNER: Oh, I would not
undertake to do that this afternoon; I have
not given sufficient study to the matter.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Would it help at
all?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Before I leave this
matter of freight rates and duties, I would
like to put in conjunction with the statement
of the Right Honourable Sir Wilfrid Laurier,
that I have read, the assurance that we had
from the Honourable W. S. Fielding in 1903.
This is the way he puts the matter:

Surely, sir, the time has come after years of decep-
tion, humbugging and trickery about the lines to the
Maritime Provinecs that faith should be kept with
these people, and they should have a through line
running on Canadian territory from ocean to ocean.

The desire to see the Canadian ports on
the Atlantic and the Pacific used for Canadian
purposes, and Canadian railways -carrying
Canadian freight to those ports instead of to
United States ports is one of the matters
which is interesting Nova Scotians and other
Maritime Province people very much indeed.

Now, honourable gentlemen, I may be
permitted to make one or two observations in
regard to a question which has been discussed
by some members of the Senate, namely, the
constitution of the Senate. I am not going
to dwell upon this question at length, but I
have been thinking about it a little, and I
would like to point out certain things. As I
see the matter, there is no paralle] whatever
between the Senate of Canada and the House
of Lords. I think that fact has been very
clearly established by members of this House
who have already spoken. This Chamber is
constituted by a statute; the House of Lords
has grown up during centuries of time. There
is nothing in writing which could be held in
any way to curtail the powers of the House
of Lords. The powers of the Senate are

clearly defined in the British North America .

Act; and now this House is being accused
of doing the very thing which it was created
to do.

I am not going to say that the Constitution
under which Canada is governed should not
be revised or reconsidered. The time may
come when it may be necessary to do that
in the public interest; but I submit that
when so serious a matter has to be taken in
hand, it should be done only for good reason
and after thorough and well-digested con-
sideration.

It is a mistake to say or to think that there
was haste in the Old Country in regard to
what is called the Parliament Act. My recol-
lection is that it came after the House of
Lords as then constituted had deliberately

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

set itself to the business of thwarting the
Campbell-Bannerman Government. At least,
that was the charge made; and my reading
rather convinces me that the allegation was
correct, because practically all the important
measures that went to the Mouse of Lords
during that period from the Campbell-Ban~
nerman Government were either mutilated
or thrown out completely; and I think his-
tory will confirm the statement that the
Campbell-Bannerman Goverrment had really
good cause for a grievance against the House
of Lords at that time. Notwithstanding that,
the Campbell-Bannerman Geovernment was
very slow to move for a reform of the House
of Lords, and I think I am right when I say
that it was not until a subsequent Govern-
ment came into office that the Parliament
Act was passed. I know I have read not very
long since, in Spender’s Life of Campbell-
Bannerman, a very interesting discussion of
the subject; and Campbell-Pannerman pre-
pared many lengthy statements in which he
expressed great fear lest worse results should
follow from reforming the House of Lords
than were already being experienced.

Now, what is the condition of affairs in
Canada? This whole matter has originated
from a little political anger. A year ago this
Chamber, in discharging the very duties which
the British North America Act intended it
to discharge land laid upon it—the safe-
guarding of the financial and public welfare—
caused the Prime Minister in his anger to
threaten what he would do to the Senate.
Is that the temper in which to approach a
questional of constitutional change? Is that
the attitude which should be taken in ap-
proaching so important a matter as changing
the British North America Act? To my
mind the genesis of the whole proposal is
wrong: it is wrong for the reason I have just
stated, and for the reason that there is no
justification for it.

What happened? The Prime Minister
went West. I have in my possession a letter
published by an honourable member of this
House, the honourable member for Edmonton
(Hon. Mr. Griesbach), in whick he takes the
Prime Minister to task for deliberately mis-
representing the action of this Chamber in
regard to the railways affecting the province
of Alberta. He shows to a demonstration
that for the sake of currying a little favour
on the question of Senate reform, the Prime
Minister went into the province of Alberta
and deliberately misrepresented the action of
this honourable House. We had the other
day the statement of the honourable mem-
ber from British Columbia (Hon. Mr. Tay-
lor) which convicted the Prime Minister of
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further deliberate misstatements in reference
to the Kelowna railway in British Columbia.

I want to say now, honourable gentlemen,
that it is not creditable to this counfry to
have a Prime Minister who goes abroad and
for the sake of a little petty, political, par-
tizan success not only undertakes to assail
honourable members of this House unjustly,
but is willing to apply the gun to the whole
constitutional provision regarding the Senate
simply because, as one honourable member
has said, he cannot get his own way. I am
impressed by the idea that a gentleman like
the Prime Minister, however worthy he may
be in other respects, is only here for a little
while—we are all here for only a little while
—but the Constitution and this institution
are here for all time; and it ic not for a man
dressed in a little brief authority to say that
he will not only chastize honourable gentle-
men because he is offended in his person by
something they have done, but will uproot
the whole institution.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Where is my hon-
ourable friend’s authority for that statement?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: I get it from the
speeches which the Prime Minister made out
West. Read what the leader of the Progres-
sive party said the other day.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Where did the
Premier say that he was going to uproot the
whole Constitution, or words to that effect?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Perhaps my figure of
speech is a little strong, but I gave expression
to what the Prime Minister really meant. He
was going to make a great change; he was
going to take the sting out of this Chamber;
he was going to make honourable members
ornaments of no use, and having no forece and
no power. I do not see any difference between
uprooting this Chamber and taking away all
its powers, One, I think, is just about as bad
as the other. He went to the West and made
these statements in British Columbia, Alberta
and other parts of the West. The leader of
the Progressive party was so impressed that
he expected, so he said the other day, a drastic
measure in regard to the Senate. But the
Prime Minister learned more wisdom when
he came East. When he got as far as Toronto,
he moderated his attack; then he went down
to Quebec, where I do not think he even
mentioned the Senate. He either forgot it,
or considered it the part of wisdom not to say
anything about it.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER : Anyway he backed
down,

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Then, when he came
back to Ottawa he produced this policy of a
conference. However, I am not going to dwell
in this matter any longer. I just want to say
that I do not take it seniously, not only
because of the reasons which I have stated,
but because I have lived through a campaign
of the same kind in Nova Scotia. In Nova
Scotia we have a Legislative Council, a Liberal
Legislative Council, with just one Conser-
vative in it. For 30 years to my knowledge
the members of the Liberal Government of
that Province have continually exerted them-
selves to stand up for a policy of abolition
of the Legislative Council, and they have
gone so far as to take from every gentleman
who passes through the doors of that institu-
tion a written undertaking, signed by him,
to vote for the abolition of that Legislative
Council. They have trunks filled with those
undertakings, all signed by good Liberals.

Hon. Mr, BELCOURT: Only Liberals?

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: There is no one
else there.

Hon. Mr. TANNER: And do you know,
honourable gentlemen, that Legislative Council
is more strongly entrenched to-day than it
was 30 years ago. There was no more intention
of abolishing it 30 years ago tham there is
to-day, and there is no more intention of
abolishing it to-day than there was 30 years
ago.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Are they still
taking written undertakings?

Hon. Mr. TANNER: Oh, yes, and the
remarkable thing is that they say these
exemplary Liberals will not vote the way they
promised to vote; they actually break their
promises.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Have they been
put to the test?

Hon, Mr. TANNER: Obh, yes, sometimes.
It is said that there are one or two con-
scientious ones who stand up as the vote is
taken, but they get well to the end of the line,
and if they see that the majority is going
to be against abolition they vote for it; but
they make sure of their calling first by watch-
ing how the vote is going. Remembering
that, and remembering that my honourable
friend in 1904, I think, was associated with
the policy of abolition or reform of the Senate,
I am sure that we do not stand in very great
danger from the present menace of the Right
Honourable William Mackenzie King.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, I rise to make a statement in
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answer to the honourable the senior member
for Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt). He asked
for information which the honourable gen-
tleman who was speaking did not have under
his hand, and made the observation that the
production of coal in Nova Scotia was prob-
ably reduced in 1924 as compared with the
war period because of the fact that the war
requirements had been diminished and na-
turally production would diminish. The total
consumption of coal in Eastern Canada in 1924
was 9,719,000 tons, of which 4,150,000 tons were
imported and 5,569,000 tons produced. In
1920, the year of peak production of all things
in Canada, the importation of coal from the
United States for the same territory was
2,628,000 tons, and the production 6,370,000
tons. In other words, with an increased total
consumption the production has dropped three-
quarters of a million tons. So that my honour-
able friend’s thought would hardly hold good
according to the facts presented in this report.

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: Is that all bitumin-
ous coal?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: All bituminous
coal.

Hon. JOHN McCORMICK: With refer-
ence to the question of the honourable gen-
tleman from Ottawa (Hon. Mr. Belcourt), it
is perhaps important to remember that when
the existing duty of 53 cents a ton was put on
bituminous coal and 14 cents on slack coal
under the tariff of 1897, the price of run-of-
mine delivered on beard ship was around $2.50,
and the price of slack coal was 60 cents. There
was a greater difference then than there is
now. That is easily understood when you
remember that the establishment of blast
furnaces in Canada has taken place since that
duty went on in 1897, and that as a result of
the establishment of the steel industry in Can-
ada the price of slack coal has increased to a
very much greater extent than the price of
run-of-mine, for the reason that in large steel
plants and in the manufacture of coke slack
coal is largely used. I have not the exact
figures as to the difference in price, but I think
that in 1897 slack coal was at 60 cents a ton
and run-of-mine at $2.50, and last year run-of-
mine coal imported from the United States
into the provinces of Ontaric and Quebec was
valued at the border by the Customs Depart-
ment at, I think, $3.20.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The difference
between Nova Scotia and TUnited States
coal?

Hon. Mr. TANNER.

Hon. Mr. McCORMICK: No, no; that
is imported coal coming into competition with
ours.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: The difference
between Nova Scotia coal and imported coal
is $3 and some cents?

Hon. Mr. McCORMICK: No. I am try-
ing to show that the duty on bituminous
coal is now scarcely any protection at all,
whereas it was a reasonable protection in 1897.
Then the price of coal was $2.50 a ton, f.o.b.
Sydney, and there was the duty of 53 cents
a ton, equal to about 20 per cent. The price
of coal to-day is $4.50 a ton, and the duty is
the same as before, namely 53 cents; so you
have a duty of not much more than 12 per
cent.

Hon. Mr. BRADBURY: If a good, stiff
duty were imposed, sufficient to shut out
American coal, would the Nova Scotia coal be
sold to the consumer at the same money that
would bring in the other coal?

Hon. Mr. McCORMICK: To the extent
that the railways could supply it. On account
of the difficulties in the way of transportation
Nova Scotia might not be able to supply the
province of Ontario. That is a large question,
and perhaps we shall deal with it later.

It must be remembered that on account of
geographical position and the increased cost
of transportation Nova Scotia is deprived of
a market in Central Canada for products that
we used to send here; for instance, coal in
the winter time. Up to the time of the
war we sent coal into the city of Montreal,
in the winter time, from places like Spring-
hill. Now we are shut out of the Montreal
market on account of the excessive cost of
transportation.

Bituminous slack coal to the amount of
3,800,000 tons came into Canada in 1923, and
that slack coal bears a duty of only 14 cents
a ton. That is a mere bagatelle; it is no
protection at all. Furthermore, a large por-
portion of that coal which is imported at a
duty of 14 cents a ton is mixed with a run-
of-mine and sold to the consumer right here
in the province of Quebec or the province of
Ontario at the same price as run-of-mine. In
that way the consumer gets a larger pro-
portion of slack coal than comes from the
ordinary mining of coal, and when it is sold
as run-of-mine the country is deprived of a
revenue of 39 cents a ton; and every ton of
that bituminous slack that comes into Canada
under those conditions is helping to deprive
the coal miners of the province of Nova Scotia
of a legitimate market in the province of
Quebec.
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Now, I do ask that in all fairness, as this
coal is used here for the same purpose as
run-of-mine coal, the same duty that is
charged against run-of-mine, namely, 53 cents
a ton, should be imposed on slack coal. I
think we are entitled to that, because the
absence of adequate protection is a hardship.
It has not been created all at once. During
the years of the war, as it has been stated
by my honourable friend, the production in
Nova Scotia was something like 6,000,000 tons.
One of our first difficulties was that the war
took away a great many of our men. I am
proud to say that in the mining section from
which I come our people realized their duty
as citizens, and in that section—Sydney Mines
and Florence and the lower end of Bras d'Or,
with a population of 12,000, there were 1,031
voluntary enlistments, almost entirely from
among the coal mining people and the workers
in the steel industry.

In another way the coal industry was hurt.
The coal that was shipped to our large market
in the province of Quebec, amounting to about
24 million tons, was carried largely, though
not entirely by a special class of ship. These
ships were commandeered into the service of
the Empire for the transportation of supplies
and munitions to Europe for the Allies during
the war, and for a couple of years after the
close of the war they were not returned.

There is also this important factor, which
I would like to impress upon honourable
members, that the wvalue of slack coal has
greatly increased as compared with what it was
in 1897. When the duty of 14 cents a ton
was imposed, that coal was worth about 60
cents a ton. Now only the same duty of 14
cents is levied on a commodity that was last
vear valued by the Customs Department at
$3.20 a ton. It is not a protection tariff at
all.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Will my honour-
able friend tell us what duty would be re-
quired?

Hon. Mr. MecCORMICK : Fifty-three cents
is what the mining people of Nova Scotia
think ought to be imposed on that bituminous
slack coal and anthracite slack and dust.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: And you want
besides that a considerable change in the
freight rate? What would that be?

Hon. Mr. McCORMICK: I do not wish

to discuss that now. Of the entire production
of coal of the province of Nova Scotia the
major portion is in Cape Bretor, the section
from which I come, and some of it is in
Pictou County. Coal is shipped during the
open season of navigation.

That is water-

borne. Transportation by water is the most
economical way of carrying it. If the duty
on bituminous slack coal, as well as on run-
of-mine, were 53 cents a ton, we might wait
for a decrease in the rail rate. It would, I
think, bring about a great deal of improve-
ment and help largely to solve the difficul-
ties of the coal mining people of the prov-
ince of Nova Scotia.

Hon. J. W. DANIEL: As a partial answer
to the question by the honourable Senator
from Selkirk (Hon. Mr. Bradbury), I may
say this, that the coal which is burned in the
power-house that supplies this building with
heat comes from New Brunswick. What price
is paid per ton I do not know, but I have
been informed that as far as quality is con-
cerned it is extremely satisfactory, and that
the Government are saving a considerable
amount of money by using the New Bruns-
wick coal instead of what they were using
before.

The motion for the Address was agreed to.

The Senate adjourned until

Tuesday,
March 10, at 8 p.m.

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 10, 1925

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

DIVORCE BILL
FIRST READING

Bill A, an Act to correct a clerical error in
Chapter 166 of the Statutes of 1924, intituled:
“An Act for the Relief of James Henry Kirk-
wood.”—Hon. Mr. Willoughby.

EXPORTS OF PULPWOOD—IMPORTS OF
ANTHRACITE COAL

INQUIRY
Hon. G. V. WHITE inquired of the Gov-

ernment:

1. How much pulpwood was exported from Canada

to the United States during the last fiscal year?
(a) from private lands?
(b) from Crown lands?

2. What was the value of the anthracite coal im-
ported into Canada from the United States during the
last fiscal year?

3. What was the value of the anthracite coal imported
from Great Britain during the last fiscal year?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:

1. (a) Exports of pulpwood from Canada
to the United States during the fiscal year
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ended March 31,
$14322,714.

(b) With the exception of Nova Scotia,
the several provinces have regulations pro-
hibiting, more or less completely, the export
of pulpwood cut from Crown lands.

With the information available it is im-
possible to determine the relatively small
proportion of the wood exported that origin-
ates on Crown lands. ]

Granted effective enforcement of provincial
restrictions, it is safe to assume that the great
bulk of pulpwood exported during the fiscal
vear 1924 originated on private lands.

2. Value of the anthracite coal imported
into Canada from the United States during
the fiscal year ended March 31, 1924: $41.-
934,241.

3. Value of the anthracite coal imported
into Canada from the United Kingdom, dur-
ing the fiscal year ended March 31, 1924: $2,-
070,865.

These answers have been prepared by the
Dominion Bureau of Statistics and approved
by the honourable the Minister of the Depart-
ment.

1924: cords, 1,444,693;

OBITUARY EXPRESSIONS

TRIBUTES TO THE LATE HON. SENATORS
BOLDUC, YEO, GODBOUT, FOWLER,
MURPHY AND COTE

BEREAVEMENT OF HON. R. DANDURAND

Hon. N. A, BELCOURT: Honourable gen-
tlemen, a very sad occurrence, which we all
deeply deplore, and to which I may be per-
mitted to make reference before I resume my
seat, has cast upon me the unusually difficult
and in this instance perilous task—and it is
all the more so because I have had but very
few moments for thought or preparation—the
task of voicing our feelings of sincere sym-
pathy and deep condolence on the departure
of so many of our colleagues. During the last
twelve months the inevitable and insatiable
Grim Reaper has been exceedingly busy in our
midst. No less than six of our colleagues in
this House have been its victims: the hon-
ourable member for the Lauzon Division in
the Province of Quebec, the late Senator Bol-
duc; the honourable member for East Prince
in the Province of Prince Edward Island, the
late Senator John Yeo; the honourable mem-
ber for the La Salle Division in the Province
of Quebec, the late Senator Godbout; the
honourable member for Kings and Albert
in the Province of New Brunswick, the late
Senator Fowler; the honourable member for
Tignish, in Prince Edward Island, the late
Senator Patrick Murphy; the honourable the
member for Edmonton, the late Senator Jean
L. Coté.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

The first named, the late Mr. Boldue, was
continuously a member of our Parliament for
nearly half a century—to be exact, for forty-
eight years; of which forty were spent as a
member of this House. He was Speaker of
the Senate for the ordinary full term, always
discharging his duties as such with ability and
perfect impartiality. Mr. Bolduc was con-
temporary, friend, or counsellor of every Prime
Minister since Confederation, from the Right
Hon. Sir John A. Macdonald. down to the
Right Hon. W. L. Mackenzie King, always
taking an active part in the conduct of public
affairs, in and out of Parliament. A strong
party man, but ever a fair opponent, a most
considerate and companionable colleague.
Few, very few, of our public men have per-
formed as long, as continuous and as faithful
duty and service to their native province and
to Canada. Of him it can with truth and
justice be said that he was at all time and
under all conditions and circumstances “vir
probus et bonus.”

The late Mr. Yeo was one of the most
affable and lovable men who ever sat in
either of the two branches of this Parliament.
He sat in both. His record for continuous
service, first in the Legislature of his native
province, then in the elective chamber of
this Parliament, and finally in this honourable
House, is probably unequalled in the political
annals of Canada. Contemporaneously with
the attainment of his majority he was elected
a member of the Legislative Assembly of
Prince Edward Island, the Province in which
he was born, and in that assembly he sat
without interruption for 33 years. For 32
years thereafter—8 in the House of Com-
mons and 24 in this House—he was an
assiduous and ever deeply interested member
of this Parliament. Altogether he rendered
65 years of continuous public service. From
the beginning he won and until the last he
retained and richly deserved, the confidence,
admiration and affection of everyone in his
own community and here, irrespective of
party, religious or ethnical affiliation. What
a noble, patriotic and inspiring example of
public service, well and faithfully performed,
our dear departed friend and colleague has
left to us all and to those who, after we have
served our time, will be called to “carry on”!

In the person of the late Mr. Godbout we
have another remarkable example of patriotic
duty long and thoroughly accomplished;
quietly, unostentatiously, but yet effectively.
His modesty, his affability, his constant wish
and will to be of service in his own com-
munity, in his professional calling and in the
larger field of parliamentary life and activity,
never failed. The dignity of his life, his gentle
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manners, deeply impressed all those with
whom he came in contact. He served 14
years in the House of Commons and 22 years
in this House and always acquitted himself
as a true and accomplished gentleman.

A keen, clear, and ever-ready debater,
whether in the House or before Committees,
was the later member for Kings and Albert
in the Province of New Brunswick, the Hon.
Mr. Fowler. Holding tenaciously to his own
views and conceptions of men and affairs,
and expressing them in vigourous and some-
times in aggressive language, he yet displayed
frequently marked independence of thought
and action, with a ready willingness to submit
to the force of logic or propriety. His co-
operation in committees, because of his pro-
fessional knowledge and experience, his habit
of probing things thoroughly, was invaluable
When he was stricken down by the illness
which terminated his life he had become a
very valuable member of the Senate.

The late Senator Patrick Charles Murphy
was an almost perfect specimen of that great
and chivalrous race whose main habitat is in
the Green Isle in the North Sea, whose sons
have penetrated to the four corners of the
earth and have taken in many parts a con-
spicuous share in the conduct of public affairs;
who have won and received very generous
support from other ethnical groups, and no-
where more so than in our own country, where
they have been very frequently selected for
political representation and honour, and more
particularly by the ethnical element to which
I have the honour to belong. His powers
of observation, his analytical mind, his wit
and humour made of him a worthy and
dangerous opponent in any debate. He, like
so many of his compatriots, always took an
active part in public affairs, and long be-
fore he came to this House he was known and
beloved by all in his own community, be-
cause of his manly qualities, his professional
ability, and his constant disposition to be of
service to everyone. His was the rare dis-
tinction of having four sons engaged in active
service during the Great War.

In the untimely death of the late Jean
Léon Coté the Senate mourns the loss of one
of its most recent members. We are again
reminded that, though death is inevitable and
certain, there is nothing more uncertain than
the time and manner of its coming. Among
the departed colleagues to whom I have re-
ferred we find both the oldest and the young-
est members of this House. The late Mr.
Coté, like most of those who are within hear-
ing of my voice, had served his country in
various ways, and in his case at times under
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very Spartan and strenuous conditions. As a
Dominion Land Surveyor and pioneer he spent
many years in the North-west portions of
Canada, in the Klondyke and in Northern
Alberta, in the Civil Service, in his capacity
as a Dominion Land Surveyor, later as a mem-
ber of the Legislative Assembly, and later
again as a member of the Cabinet of the
Province of Alberta. The intimate knowledge
acquired by him of the northern country and
its needs, and the large experience which he
had gained there, would certainly have made
of him a most valuable member of this House.
It was my privilege to have been intimately
associated with him by ties of friendship and
of business, and I always entertained the
highest conception of his probity, ability and
stability.

To the wives, children, relatives, friends and
neighbours of our departed colleagues I wish
to convey our deep sympathy, and express the
hope that they may find the courage and the
consolation which will help them to bear their
great loss.

My task, painful and difficult as it is, is
rot yet accomplished. I have no doubt what-
ever that I shall meet your wish and expecta-
tion if I take this opportunity to express for
every member of this Senate his deep and
ccrdial sentiments of sincere sympathy with
the honourable leader of the Government in
this House in the sad and cruel blow which he
has so recently received. Of all the separa-
tions upon this earth—and life contains many
for all of us—there is none to which can be
compared the loss of one’s life companion,
one’s supreme friend, counsellor and colla-
borator.

The leader in this House, whose virtues of
heart and mind, whose friendly and gentle
relations and manners are universally acknow-
ledged and who performs with never-failing
courtesy and friendly consideration for all
the difficult and exacting duties of leadership,
can rest assured that he has earned and is
to-day receiving the heartiest sympathy of
every member of this House in his over-
whelming bereavement.

Speaking for myself, it was my very good
fortune to be a lifelong personal friend of
both M. and Madame Dandurand. It was
my privilege many times to applaud the
marked literary successes which she accom-
plished and for which she received great re-
wards at home and abroad, and to be a wit-
ness of the deep respect and admiration which
she had earned by her womanly, motherly
and wifely virtues, as well as by the active
interest and share she constantly took in
public affairs within the sphere of exclusively
sane and sound womanhood.

REVISED EDITION
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The loss of our friend and colleague can
with difficulty be measured even by those who
have had the privilege of a thorough acquain-
tance with the late Madame Dandurand. It
may be a source of consolation and comfort
to him to know that we are all aware of the
indefatigable, gentle and tender care constantly
bestowed by him upon her during the many
many years of her invalidism.

We all ardently wish that he may be spared
the strength and courage which he needs now
more than ever in order to discharge the
exacting, highly responsible and arduous
functions and duties committed to him.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, may I join briefly with my hon-
ourable friend the senior member from Ottawa
(Hon. Mr. Belcourt) in a few words of con-
dolence at this time.

Death, like time, is no respecter of persons.
Since Parliament last prorogued many have
passed from our midst—among them, as my
honourable friend has said, probably the
oldest and the youngest in point of service
in parliamentary life, and in this House—men
ripe in experience and in years end men in
the prime of their usefulness.

I am sure that we all without exception
have particularly tender and friendly and
warm feelings for our late Mr. Speaker,
Senator Boldue, who during a long and useful
life was known to the Parliament and the
people of Canada for almost half a century.
The Hon. Mr. Boldue was an illustrious de-
scendant of a noble French family who con-
tributed to the settlement and colonization
of Lower Canada more than 250 years ago.
Few men enjoyed the confidence, the respect,
and indeed the affection of the people more
than he. His distinguished and conspicuous
service to the people of his own community
in Beauce County caused him to be almost
unanimously selected as their parliamentary
representative for many years. After being
called to the Senate, his kindly and lovable
disposition endeared him to all his colleagues,
so that when opportunity presented itself
he was elevated to the high and honourable
position of Speaker. Many of us have the
most pleasant and kindly recollections of his
service in that capacity. The geniality, fair-
ness and kindness which characterized his
every act, in the discharge of both his official
and his social duties, will long be remembered.
It can be truly said of him that he touched
nothing that he did not adorn.

Neither can we forget the many courtesies
extended to members of this House by Ma-
dame Boldue, who assisted her husband with
such dignity and grace.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT.

My honourable friend the senior member
for Ottawa has so fittingly referred to the
many excellent qualities and conspicuous ser-
vices of Senator Bolduc that further comment
seems superfluous, except to add that he was
a friend to all and that his memory will ever
occupy a conspicuous place in the hearts of his
colleagues.

The late Senator Yeo, the member for East
Prince, was a pioneer in the life of his own
Province, engaging in business activities that
were most useful in the development and up-
building of that part of the Dominion. For
nearly forty years he served his native Pro-
vince as a member of the Legislative Assembly
and a member of the Provincial Government,
part of the time as Speaker of the Legislature.
His services were so appreciated that he was
sent to Parliament, first to the House of Com-
mons and subsequently to this Chamber. He
rendered conspicuous service in both business
and public activities for more than half a cen-
tury, and at the close of a long life, rich
in service and honour, he, like many a staunch
ship which he built, crossed the bar and went
out to sea.

The activities and life of our late friend and
colleague Senator Godbout have been fittingly
referred to by my honourable friend. Person-
ally I did not have the honour and pleasure
of an intimate acquaintance with him—per-
haps because of his somewhat retiring disposi-
tion, and because, as my honourable friend
from Ottawa has so fittingly said, the grace
and quiet dignity with which he did his work
made him so inconspicuous among his fellows
that I was not in a position to know very much
of the late Senator’s personal usefulness. I
join, however, with my honourable friend in
eulogy of the service and kindness and genial-
ity in this House of the honourable gentleman,
and share with my honourable friend the feel-
ing to which he has given utterance.

The late member for Kings and Albert, Sen-
ator Fowler, was a man well known in the
public life of Canada, first in the House of
Commons and later in this Chamber. He
was a man who championed fearlessly any
cause in which he was deeply interested and
in which he believed. I think he could pro-
perly be described as either a loyal friend or a
worthy foe. In political life he sometimes
spoke very plainly, indeed aggressively, but
nevertheless the same genial George Fowler
was always recognized by political friends and
foes alike as a man of broad-minded principles
and big heart. As my honourable friend has
said, he was not spared to live out the usual
term of a man’s life, but was called away
while still at the height of his usefulness; and
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perhaps, we sympathize more keenly with the
friends and relatives of those who are cut
off in the prime of life than of those who have
lived to mature years.

Senator Murphy was well known both here
and in his native Province. He was in the
prime of life, cut off before his time in the
midst of an active and useful service to the
people of the community in which he lived.
Senator Murphy was born in the little island
Province, where he grew up to render useful
service in the medical profession, and later
came to this Chamber as one of the repre-
sentatives of that province. We all regret
his early passing, and extend to his widow
-and friends our most sincere sympathy.

The Hon. Mr. C6té, from his appearance,
was almost the ldast man that we would ex-
pect to be called from our midst—a man of
fine physique, sturdy in build as well as in
_ character, a man for whom one would have
expected a long period of service in this
Chamber. He was a pioneer in the Province
of Alberta and did much to unfurl the banner
of civilization in that Province, which he
knew as perhaps few other men did. His
passing has been a very distinct loss indeed
both to his native province and to Canada
as a whole.

We on this side of the House join in extend-
ing our respectful and heartfelt sympathy to
the members of the bereaved families and the
friends of the deceased Senators.

I join with my honourable friend from
Ottawa in extending most sincerely to our
respected leader in this Chamber the sympathy
of the members, particularly on this side of
the House, in the severe loss which he has
so recently sustained. Madame Dandurand
perhaps was not known intimately to many
of us. I had the honour and pleasure of
forming her acquaintance a few years ago,
some time after she had become a confirmed
invalid, and seldom does one meet a lady who
bears her physical afflictions more cheerfully
or with more fortitude and patience than
did Madame Dandurand. She was conspicuous
in good works, distinguished herself in literary
pursuits, was notable for her charitable efforts,
and words fail to express the feeling that one
would fain express to our friend the leader
of this House in this hour of his bereavement.

Hon. PASCAL POIRIER: Honourable
gentlemen, if I rise to add a few words to
what has been so well and feelingly said of
our departed colleagues, it is because two
of them hailed from New Brunswick, and
because I am the senior member of this
House from that province. Miost of the
Senators from New Brunswick have been
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spared to a ripe age; one of them, Senator
Wark, spanning a century and more. But
what are a hundred years, what are a thousand
vears, when the end has come? Everything
that has an ending is of short duration, and
time itself, by which we measure the length
of our earthly lives, is possibly but a concept;
at most it is a transition between two etern-
ities. To-morrow is not yet and yesterday is
no more. Nothing remains of [life but the
record of the acts performed during its fleeting
passage.

Our departed colleagues were true Chris-
tians, who no doubt served their Master
faithfully, and they all have gone to their
eternal reward. But they also served their
country well, and have left a heritage of
which we their survivors are the legatees
and beneficiaries, a heritage consisting of
lives spent in the performance of good and
useful works. Each of them in his own prov-
ince stood in the forefront, not only in the
performance of good works, but in all the
activities that pertained to industry, com-
merce, or the practice of liberal professions.
This much can be said of good works, hon-
ourable gentlemen, that they precede us and
remain behind us, serving as a beacon to
younger generations to be guided by. Long-
fellow has rightly said that departing we leave
behind us footprints on the sands of time.

Before taking my seat may I also extend
my most cordial and deepest condolences to
the honourable leader of this House in the
irreparable loss of his most distinguished
life-mate, Madame Dandurand.

The Hon. the SPEAKER: Honourable
gentlemen, I have the honour to inform the
Senate that I have received the following
letter:

My dear Mr. Speaker:

Will you kindly convey to my colleagues my heart-
felt thanks for the expression of their sympathy at the
demise of Madame Dandurand, and for their splendid
floral tribute.

Most sincerely yours,
R. Dandurand.

I think I should explain to the honour-
able members of the Senate that on this
occasion I thought I was expressing their
wishes in instructing the Clerk to send a
wreath as coming from all the members of
the Senate on the occasion of Madame Dan-
durand’s death, and expressing to Senator
Dandurand the sincere sympathy of the
Senate in his bereavement.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pm,
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THE SENATE

Wednesday, March 11, 1925

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

RAILWAY EARNINGS, EASTERN AND
WESTERN LINES

INQUIRY

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

1. What are the gross receipts per mile on all
railway lines west of Fort William—and what are the
gross receipts of all railway lines east of Fort
William?

2. What are the net operating expenses on the same
in each case per mile?

3. Also the gross receipts in the three Prairie Prov-
inces? ¥

4. And also the gross expenditure in the same?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: This informa-
tion is contained in a letter from the Depart-
ment of Railways and Canals, which reads:

Dear Senator Dandurand,—We have been able to
secure from the Canadian National Railways informa-
tion in answer to questions 1 and 2 of the inquiry by
Hon. Senator Casgrain which you dealt with on
Tuesday. This information I enclose herewith.

Railway accounting methods do not permit of the
compilation of receipts and expenses by Provinces, so
that it is impossible to answer, even on behalf of
Canadian National Railways, questions Nos. 3 and 4.

The Bureau of Statistics of the Department of
Trade and Commerce is unable to supply the in-
formation called for by any of the questions, so far
as Canadian Pacific returns are concerned.

The statement attached to the letter refers
only to questions 1 and 2, and is as follows:

Canadian National Railways
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1. West of Fort William.., .. .. $ 6,465 $ 6,565
East of Fort William.. .. .. 13,138 14,612

2. West of Fort William.. .. .. $ 6575 $ 6,650
East of Fort William.. .. .. 11,886 13,031

CANADA-UNITED STATES SMUGGLING
TREATY

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL

The Senate proceeded to consider the follow-
ing Resolution from the House of Commons:

That it be resolved by the House of
Commons,—That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the Treaty for the Suppression of
Smuggling Operations along the International Boundary
between the Dominion of Canada and the United
States, and Assisting in the Arrest and Prosecution
of Persons Violating the Narcotic Laws of either
Government and for Kindred Purposes, which was
signed at Washington on the sixth day of June, one
thousand nine hundred and twenty-four, and which

Hon. Mr. SPEAKER.

was signed on behalf of His Majesty in respect of
Canada by the Plenipotentiary therein named; and
that this House do approve of the same.’

Hon. R. DANDURAND: Honourable gen-
tlemen, it will be noticed that the two Resolu-
tions which are on the Order Paper relate to
international Treaties. I desire to draw the
attention of this Chamber to the fact that
these Treaties were negotiated and signed in
conformity with the resolutions of the Im-
perial Conference of October, 1923 as to pro-
cedure. It will be remembered that at that
Conference the sister nations agreed that each
nation belonging to the British Commonwealth
should have the right to negotiate its own
Treaties when they concerned matters within
its exclusive jurisdiction. Most of the matters
that we have to discuss and settle with our
neighbour to the south are matters which con-
cern Canada only,

Besides these two resolutions there are be-
fore the other Chamber two similar conven-
tions or Treaties to be dealt with by Parlia-
ment. The autonomy of the different parts
of the Empire constituting the Dominions
each having its own Parliament is thus clearly
defined. The resolution of October 1923 made
it clear that whenever a sister nation discussed
matters with a foreign power, if it appeared at
the outset or during the negotiations that
some other part of the Empire, whether Great
Britain or Australia or South Africa or New
Zealand, was interested, it should be notified in
order that it might come in and attend to the
protection of its own interests. :

The object of the first resolution which I
now move is to secure the approval of a
Treaty of co-operation between the two coun-
tries for the suppression of smuggling across
the boundary. It is quite natural that, being
in such close relationship as we are geographi-
cally with our neighbour to the south, we
should co-operate to secure enforcement and
respect for the laws of each country. There
was a Conference held in 1923 at Ottawa be-
tween officials attached to the Customs Depart-
ments of the two countries, for the purpose
of making a working arrangement under which
each country would help the other in sup-
pressing smuggling. Draft resolutions were
adopted at that Conference, and now form the
basis of the Treaty, which was signed by Sec-
retary Hughes for the United States and by
the representative of His Majesty the King
in respect of the affairs of Canada, the Min-
ister of Justice, Mr. Lapointe, on the 6th
of June, 1924,

Hon. Mr. DAVID: The British Government
were not notified?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend refers to the British Government in
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London. I cannot say whether or not they,
as well as the other Dominions were made
au fait of the negotiations. As this was a
matter exclusively within the domain of Can-
ada, there was no need to notify the outside
sister nations. I take it for granted that in
this matter of treaties, in accordance with the
resolution of October 1923, Great Britain put
itself on an absolute parity with the other
sister nations, the resolution affirming the
freedom of each sister nation to deal with
foreign affairs pertaining only to itself, and
being of a general nature and applicable to
Great Britain as well as to the Dominions.

This Treaty was ratified by the Senate of
the United States on December 12, 1924.
When approved by the Canadian Parliament
it will be ratified by Canada, and an exchange
of ratifications will follow.

Article 1 of this Treaty relates to the ex-
change of information between the officials
of the two Governments, in respect to
clearances of vessels or transportation of car-
goes of dutiable articles across the interna-
tional line. It provides. with respect to
clearances of vessels, that where there is reason
to believe that smuggling of articles prohibited
in the neighbouring country is about to take
place, the officers of the exporting country
shall give information to the neighbour in
order to assist it in preventing smuggling
operations.

Article 2 provides that where it appears,
from the size, the tonnage, or the general
character of any vessel about to clear from
a United States port or a Canadian port to
some port designated. that it would be im-
possible for the vessel to reach such destina-
tion, clearance shall be denied if the cargo
consists of goods prohibited in the neigh-
bouring country. In other words, if, for
instance, a clearance is asked for Cuba from
a port in the United States, or for the West
Indies from a port in Canada, and if it appears
to the officer that the boat is not of such a
size and tonnage as to be able to weather the
seas, and he has strong suspicions that it is
not really destined for the port designated,
it will be his duty to refuse clearance. I may
say that the Customs Department has already,
some months since, adopted regulations to
this same effect.

Article 3 of the Treaty contains a provision
for the return to the owner of property stolen
across the border and seized by Customs
officials. I will give a concrete case.
Hundreds of motor cars are taken, say, from
Rouse’s Point to Montreal. They are seized
by the Customs officials and are sold at public
auction for the benefit of the Customs, without
regard to the fact that the victim in the other

country may present himself and claim owner-
ship of the car. I have been informed that
men who had stolen cars did not hesitate to
bring them practically into the hands of the
Customs officials, in order that they might
be seized, and when the cars were seized and
sold these persons were present to buy them
back for a song; and then, when the car had
a coat of paint and a Canadian title, they
could return with it to the United States,
paying little duty on a valuable car. I
mention this instance as one of the abuses
that are cured by the Treaty. The owner of
the stolen article may follow it to Canada,
or vice versa to the United States, establish
his title, and recover it.

Article 4 relates to an exchange of informa-
tion as to names and activities of persons who
are suspected to be engaged in violations of
the laws of the two countries. It is most
important that the officers on both sides
should work hand in hand to protect our two
communities from this plague from which
both countries are suffering, and the greater
the co-operation between the officers of the
two countries the better will our own laws be
enforced.

There is another provision in the Treaty
permitting @& country that needs witnesses
from the other country—mostly officials in
cases of violations of the laws of the country
—to summon such witnesses, and permitting
those officials to answer the call. The sum-
moning country agrees to pay the expenses of
the witnesses so called.

Article 6 of the Treaty contains a provision
with respect to the conveyance of prisoners,
records and salvage where offences are com-
mitted against narcotic Jlaws. Under the
Treaty of 1908 officers of either country, in
charge of prisoners accused of specified
offences, may under certain regulations pass
with their prisoners through the territory of
the other country. The present Convention
adds offences against narcotic laws to this
specified list. It would apply to any point
where a railway or other road crosses the
boundary.

Article 7 admits of importation into the
Yukon, through American territory, of liquors
legally imported under the Yukon laws or
regulations. This is on a parity with the right
of transit, through the Panama Canal or by
the Panama railway, of alcoholic liquors. I
may say that this authorization on the part
of the United States of our aleohol to pass
from Skagway to the Yukon existed for a
number of years, but all of a sudden some of
the American officials decided that they had
no power to give such an authorization. This
arrangement makes it clear that Canada may



102

SENATE

transport its liquor under the Yukon laws or
regulations through American territory.

The Treaty will be in force for one year,
and thereafter it will be subject to thirty
days’ notice. It will come into force ten days
after its ratification.

If I am not mistaken, when we were dis-
cussing the Temperance Act a couple of years
ago, the right honourable the junior member
for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E. Fos-
ter) moved for such regulation as would pre-
vent Canadians from violating laws of the
United States. I think this is a step in the
right direction. Perhaps it does not go as far
as my right honourable friend desired, but I
believe that it will meet with the commend-
ation of this Chamber.

I move the adoption of the Resolution,
seconded by Hon. Mr. Watson.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, not for the purpose of criticism at
all, but rather for the purpose of information,
I would like to make a few observations.
Probably my honourable friend the leader of
the Government could enlighten the House
and clear up the points that I have in mind.

My honourable friend has specifically
stated that the terms of this Treaty are such
as to refer to matters that are wholly within
the jurisdiction and domain of the United
States and the Canadian Governments, and
do not affect other parts of the British Empire.
I think that is true in part of them. I see,
or think I see, a situation which might arise
wherein the British Government itself might
feel that some of its citizens were involved.

Article 1 of the Treaty provides that it is
compulsory on the part of the two Govern-
ments, upon request, to give information to
each other respecting shipments of dutiable
goods passing between the two countries. Sub-
sequent sections provide that either country
may require the witnesses from the other to
aid in the prosecution and conviction of those
who violate the laws. It occurs to me that
it might possibly happen that British subjects
who are not Canadian citizens might at some
time find themselves in the toils as a result
of a violation, or alleged violation, of the
smuggling laws, and that if, by reason of the
terms of this Treaty, the Canadian Govern-
ment through its officials were the instrument
through which British subjects who are not
Canadian citizens become involved in criminal
proceedings, and the British Government
might be concerned, at least indirectly, in the
Treaty. I would ask my honourable friend
if that point has received the consideration
of the Government.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Then, I notice that Article 1 provides that
information with reference to the dispatch of
shipments either by land or water is only
to be given upon request; but in the last
sentence of the same Article it refers to ship-
ments that are cleared for foreign ports, and
the Government seems to be under obligation
to furnish without request information respect-
ing the clearance of those vessels. Perhaps
my honourable friend could tell us why the
distinction was necessary as between the land
and the water shipments.

Again, I note that there is a wide discretion
left to the Customs Department with refer-
ence to determining what is and what is not
a sea-going vessel. It may be very difficult
exactly to define that in words, but we all
know that very small boats, indeed canoes,
have been crossing the Atlantic, as experi-
ments, sporting propositions, ete. The matter
would be simplified, I think, by some minimum
line being drawn for the guidance of Customs
officials, as the judgment of some of those
officials at some ports might differ from that
of others, and it might be wise if the Govern-
ment named some particular tonnage as the
minimum which would entitle a boat to clear-
ance to an ocean port, by which I mean
Cuba, the West Indies or Mexico.

I might also submit to my honourable friend
this question: if a boat that is regarded by
the Customs Department as capable of making
a sea voyage is cleared from a Canadian port
for Cuba, for example, and two or three days
afterwards it seeks to clear from a Canadian
port again, whether or not the fact that it
was cleared for Cuba only a few days before
would be regarded by the Government as
sufficient justification for declining the second
clearance papers sought?

I might also inquire as to a practice which
I have heard is in existence on the Pacific
coast in connection with the transportation of
liquor. I am not sure that my information
is absolutely correct, but I think it is. It
is to this effect, that the British Columbia
Government requires evidence of a boat having
cleared from the port to which it is destined;
that is to say, if a boat leaves the port of
Vancouver destined to a port in Mexico or
on the Pacific coast, before it can get a second
clearance paper from the port of Vancouver
it must produce evidence of the fact that it
has been at the port of destination mentioned
in the previous clearance papers. I am in-
formed that it frequently occurs that boats
clearing for Mexico produce papers showing
that they have been to Mexico and back
again within 48 or 60 hours of the time that
they left Vancouver on the first voyage.
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Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Were they not air boats?

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Not that I am
aware. They may have been oil burners, or
possibly alcohol burners. These are points
on which my honourable friend might give
us some information, whether provision has
been made for these emergencies.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: There are
some questions that bear on this Treaty
which only Customs officials icould answer,
and I am sorry not to have thought of hav-
ing by my side the Deputy Minister of Cus-
tons. If my honourable friend feels that the
matter is of such importance that the motion
for the adoption of the Treaty should be ad-
journed, I will gladly obtain the information
before we pass it, even if we adjourn it until
to-morrow.

I may tell my honourable friend that his
first question does not trouble me very much,
as to possible entanglements with Great
Britain’s authorities in case a British subject
who is not a Canadian citizen is involved in
the procedure between the United States and
Canada, because he could only be involved
through some action of his own on Canadian
territory, and he would be amenable to our
criminal law. Hence I cannot see that there
is any very great difficulty on that score.

As to sea-going vessels, and the importance
of fixing & minimum tonnage, of course that
problem may be somewhat difficult. A Cus-
toms officer may refuse to give clearance
papers because he believes that the vessel is
not in a position to reach the port indicated
in the clearance. In the case of a bona fide
shipper that would simply involve the neces-
sity of his producing convincing evidence that
he really intends to reach that port, and his
good faith could be shown by correspondence
which he would have. That is a matter which
will adjust itself by general practice. Like-
wise, if a vessel has cleared for Cuba and re-
turns to another port a very few days after
obtaining that clearance, a second clearance
may be refused; and I think that would be
a good stand to be taken by a Customs officer.
If in any of those cases the ship owner or
ship master felt that he had been unjustly
treated he could appeal to the Department
at Ottawa, and there establish his good stand-
ing.

That is all the information which I can
give at the present moment to my honourable
friend on those three points.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: I would not
suggest that the resolution be delayed at all,
but I thought it would be interesting if my

honourable friend could enlighten us on the
points named. The principle of fixing a mini-
mum or maximum has been pretty well es-
tablished by provincial Governments, for ex-
ample, in fixing the strength of beer. 1
thought the same principle could be followed
by saying that no boat less than a minimum
tonnage of say 50 or 100 tons should be given
any consideration as a ship suitable for de-
parture to an ocean port.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It might be
interesting to this Chamber to have some
further information on the various points
named by my honourable friend. We may
pass the resolution, but I will transmit my
honourable friend’s remarks to the Minister
of Customs and ask him to give them his
consideration.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I am sorry to hear my honourable friend use
the word “may” in the hypothetical case. If
a boat of whatever tonnage starts out to-day
from a port on the Great Lakes destined for
Cuba, and gets her clearance, and comes back
in the next three or four days and asks for
another clearance, I do not think there ought
to be any “may be” in that at all. If that is
not made imperative, the United States may
whistle for anything that may inure to their
advantage on that side; but this is a matter
that goes further than the mere matter of
Customs officers here and in the United States.
It is such a gross violation of the spirit of
the law that it leads to lawlessness wherever
it is known, and I think a Customs officer
who is guilty of that sort of thing ought to
get his dismissal papers mighty sudden.

The Resolution was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved:

.That a message be sent to the House of Commons by
one of the Clerks at the table to acquaint that House
that the Senate hath agreed to the said Resolution, by
filling in the blank space therein with the words
“Senate and.”

The motion was agreed to.

CANADA-UNITED STATES
EXTRADITION TREATY

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL

The Senate proceeded to consider the
following Resolution from the House of Com-
mons:

That it be resolved by the House of
Commons,—That it ds expedient that Parliament do
approve of the Convention between His Majesty and
the President of the United States of America for the
purpose of enlarging the list of crimes on account of
which extradition may be granted with regard to
certain offences committed in the United States or in
the Dominion of Canada under the Convention con-
cluded between Great Britain and the United States
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on the 12th July, 1889, and the 13th December, 1900,
and the 12th April, 1905, and the 15th May, 1922,
which was signed at Washington on the eighth day of
January, one thousand nine hundred and twenty-five,
and which was signed on behalf of His Majesty in
respect of Canada by the Plenipotentiary therein
named, and that this House do approve of the same.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, this is a Convention between His
Britannic Majesty in respect of the Dominion
of Canada and the United States for the
extradition of offenders against the laws for the
suppression of the traffic in narcotic drugs.
It is, in effect, an addition to the list of
extraditable cases.

As every honourable gentleman knows, no
obligation to surrender offenders against the
law of another country exists under inter-
national law, except by special treaty agree-
ment. Extradition treaties have been signed
between His Britannic Majesty and the United
States at various periods since 1842, notably
in 1889, 1900, 1905, and 1922, providing for the
surrender of persons against whom prima facie
evidence exists of certain crimes. The list of
such crimes now include murder, man-
slaughter, arson, burglary, embezzlement, per-
jury, bribery, and other specified offences. It
is now proposed, as regards Canada and the
United States, to add to the list of crimes or
offences for which extradition may be granted,
crimes or offences against the laws for the sup-
pression of the traffic in narcotics, of the
country making the request for extradition.

Previous extradition treaties between His
Britannic Majesty and the United States (1842,
1889, 1900, 1905, and 1922) applied to cases in
which the crime was committed, or, in the
other contingency, in which the offender was
found, in the United States or in any part
of the British Empire. The present agree-
ment is confined to cases in which the offence
was committed in the United States or in the
Dominion of Canada, and the person ‘so
charged is found in the Dominion of Canada
or the United States respectively.

The necessity for such an agreement arises
from the elaborate organization of drug rings
throughout the world and the dimensions to
which the traffic has developed. On this
continent there are a number of large traffickers
in narcotics in the principal cities of the
United States and also in Canada, particularly,
in our case, in Montreal, Toronto, Winnipeg,
and Vancouver. It frequently happens that
while investigation is being carried on into
operations of persons suspected of under-
ground importation or local distribution of
narcotic drugs, or a trial is under way, the
suspects in question slip across the border,
secure in the knowledge that they cannot be
extradited. It is estimated by the Depart-

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

ment of Health that ten or twelve large dealers
a year manage to escape from Canadian justice
in this way, and of course the same thing
applies, on a somewhat larger scale, to United
States traffickers hiding in Canada.

The Canadian Department of Health and
the Narcotics Division of the United States

‘Internal Revenue Service work in close co-

operation, by exchanging information, and
occasionally by intercepting shipments; about
a year ago, at the request of the Canadian
authorities, the United States intercepted at
New York a shipment of 100,000 ounces of
morphine, heroin, and cocaine, consigned to a
fictitious firm in Montreal.

There is, then, an urgent necessity for an
extradition agreement which will assist in
breaking up this traffic.

I move that the Senate concur in the
Resolution from the House of Commons.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, the same thought that was in the
mind of the honourable member for Mille
Iles (Hon. Mr. David) a few minutes ago
presents itself again, that is, as to whether
the British Government is cognizant of the
terms of this Convention. It strikes me that
the British Government, as appears from
Article 1 of this Convention, was a party to
the Extradition Treaty to which this one now
proposed is to be added. It seems to me that
it may well occur that a British subject not
a Canadian citizen may be sought by the
United States authorities, and his extradition
demanded, and under this Convention Canada
would be under obligation to deliver that
British subject to the American authorities.
It occurs to me that the British Goverment
is not altogether disinterested in this Con-
vention. Perhaps my honourable friend could
clear up that point.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would make
the same answer that I did to the first repre-
sentation of my honourable friend. A person
can only be arrested for a crime committed
in the United States when he is running away
to avoid punishment, and has taken refuge in
Canada. His extradition is sought for be-
cause he is in the Dominion of Canada, and
he is returned to the country from which he
comes, the United States, whatever his
nationality, whatever his name, whatever his
origin, If he has committed a crime in the
United States and has crossed the border, he
is followed by American justice; he is
arrested under a warrant, and the United
States Government asks for his extradition.
Then, if a prima facie case is made before
an extradition commissioner, it is the duty
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of the Dominion of Canada to return the
accused to the United States; but it is not
part of his duty to examine into nationality.
The accused is one who has committed a
cerime in the United States; his extradition
is sought, and it would be no estoppel on his
part to claim that he came from Great Britain
or France. I am speaking within the hearing
of members of the Bar, and if I am at fault
in my reading or remembrance of the law, it
will be for them to point out my error. It is
my conviction that on a prima facie case the
courts will return such a person to the coun-
try from which he comes. Likewise, if Can-
ada made a demand for extradition in a case
falling under the treaty, I believe the United
States courts would refuse to examine into
the origin of the person accused.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Would
the honourable gentleman enlighten me on
one point? Was the Treaty between Great
Britain and the United States regarding the
extradition of criminals ever approved by
Parliament, or was it necessary to have it so
approved? As I recollect, Treaties are made
by His Majesty with foreign countries and
are not, or were not formerly, necessarily
submitted to Parliament. That was the pre-
rogative of His Majesty.

If that Treaty was necessarily submitted to
Parliament before it became Jegal, ‘under
what authority does the Canadian Govern-
ment make an extension of that Treaty?
Now that the British Empire has been split
up into a thousand component parts, I can
hardly express myself as I desire. If the
Treaty was originally made between the
United States and Great Britain, how can we
patch it up by adding anything to it?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The answer is
very easy. The Treaty of 1842 was made
between His Britannic Majesty and the Presi-
dent of the United States. Under the pro-
cedure ias it prevailed at that time, the
Treaty covered the British Empire, because
at that time there were no autonomous Do-
I do not remember positively, but
I have a vague impression that the Treaty
was submitted to the British Parliament, and
that its effect carried throughout the whole
of the British Empire. Since the Dominions
have received the power to legislate in
matters appertaining to their own domain,
the authority of the Parliament of Canada
extends to matters appertaining to Canada,
and, according to my reading of the British
North America Act, there was in esse the
power in the Dominion of Canada to deal

with matters extending beyond its borders.
Those powers were not utilized, but were
gradually extended according to the needs
and desires of the Canadian Parliament.

His Majesty the King is now advised by
six or seven Cabinets in reference to matters
appertaining to those parliaments, and the
Canadian Executive has advised His Britan-
nic Majesty, King of Great Britain and the
Dominions beyond the Seas, of the negotia-
tions that were carried on, and has asked
him to appoint a plenipoteniary with full
power to sign the Treaty with the United
States in respect of Canada, so that the
instrument which is now deposited before
Parliament is an instrument signed by His
Britannic Majesty, who is the same power
that signed the treaty of 1842. The Execu-
tive of this Parliament has carried on these
negotiations and has asked His Majesty the
King, by a Canadian Order in Council, to ap-
point his delegate to sign this Treaty. His
Majesty the King, recognizing the advice of
his Canadian Cabinet, has appointed that
delegate, so that the question now before us
is the ratification by the Parliament of
Canada of a Treaty of His Majesty the King
in respect of Canada. This, as I see it, is
the working of the Constitution at this time."

I may add, with the consent of this Cham-
ber—because I am out of order in addressing
the Chamber a second time on this matter—
that in 1866 Sir John A. Macdonald and Sir
George Etienne Cartier crossed over with the
Federal Compact and asked the British Par-
liament to adopt it as a Treaty between the
four provinces of the East. When he reached
the other side, Sir John A. Macdonald asked
the British Cabinet to give Canada the name
of the “Kingdom of Canada.” He pressed
this point ardently, and at one' time he
thought he had succeeded in obtaining that
title for Canada. At the last moment, how-
ever, the Minister for the Colonies felt that
there were difficulties—not difficulties that
would arise in London, but in the country to
the south of us, and suggested the name of
the “Dominion of Canada.” He was afraid of
the name “Kingdom of Canada” perhaps be-
cause it seemed to imply a clearer division of
power, and because it would appear that the
Kingdom of Canada was an entity fully as
autonomous and independent as the realm of
England. The Minister was afraid of the
words, but I claim that he gave us the thing.

We speak of the Crown. The Crown has
two interpretations. It may mean the King
alone and it may mean the King in Council.
There is the Crown, His Majesty the King—
the emblem which draws all Britishers in
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their affection to the representative of sover-
eignty; and there is the Crown which repre-
sents the King in Council. The Xing in
Council is the real authority; he takes his
authority from Parliament, and in 1867 the
authority had passed from the King to Par-
liament. It was the British Parliament that
delegated a parcel of its authority to the Can-
adian Parliament and gave us all the powers
necessary to administer this country—to levy
taxes, to impose duties on foreign goods, even
on goods coming from the Mother Country, to
raise a soldiery, and to call to arms and or-
ganize a militia. These are the powers that
were granted by the British Parliament to the
Canadian Parliament. From that time on the
King in Council as we knew him before 1867
—the King in Council for Canada—was no
more in London, but in Canada; and, al-
though not here in person, through his del-
egate, the Governor General, Canada has had
the full powers of an autonomous nation and
has been really what Sir John A. Macdonald
desired it should be, namely, the Kingdom of
Canada.

I may say that I do not claim the initiation
of this policy for the present Government, be-
cause it was carried on by the Government of
which honourable gentlemen who face me
were members. When an Order in Council
was passed asking His Majesty the King to
appoint as Canadian plenipotentiary to Wash-
ington the Right Hon. Sir Robert Borden,
which His Majesty the King did, there was
initiated the policy which is now being car-
ried on and which was recognized and aec-
cepted by the Conference of 1923.

It is recognized that the King can be
advised by the various cabinets of the British
Dominions respecting their own affairs. We
are sister nations. If we were not a sister
nation—if we were to submit to another
cabinet, be it in South Africa, Australia, or
London—if it were necessary for us to have
our Orders in Council revised by another
Cabinet—we would still be the subjects of
the subjects of His Majesty, and would be
inferior in status to the street cleaners of
London, who can make and unmake the
Cabinet that would be ruling over us. I claim
that through the development of our own
powers we have achieved an equality with the
Parliament of Great Britain. I repeat, we are
not the subjects of the subjects of the King.
The King, His Britannic Majesty, signs a
Treaty which adds to an old treaty which
was made by His Britannic Majesty in 1842.
I submit that Australia, South Africa. New
Zealand, are doing as we are doing, and
that autonomy will make for greater umity in
the Empire.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.,

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Honour-
able gentlemen, I am one of those who are
entirely out of sympathy with the desire to
make Canada a sister nation. I humbly
venture to think that this eternal pounding
of the idea into the people of Canada, in
season and out of season, that they are not
British subjects, but simply part of an
association of nations for the time being
connected with Britain, does not make for the
continuance of the British Empire. I think
that the British North America Act was
intended to give to us, and did give, full
power to legislate with regard to Canadian
matters, and to make bargains with foreign
countries with reference to things appertaining
to Canada and to Canada alone; and I have
never thought, and could never understand
why it was thought that it was necessary to
invoke the treaty-making power to make
those bargains. We can go to New York
to-morrow and make a bargain with the United
States to construct a canal or to lend us
$5,000,000. That in no way involves the exer-
cise of the treaty-making power. Apparently
it is the view of some people now that, al-
though we may make a contract with a
foreigner, we may not make a contract with
a foreign government. I think we can, and
have always thought we could.

The point that I am interested in—it may
be academic—involves the liberty of the sub-
ject. The Canadian Government undertakes
to make a Treaty with a foreign govern-
ment whereby it assumes the right to arrest
and deliver to that foreign government a
British subject who has committed no crime
under the laws of his own country. In the
eyve of the law of his own country he is
innocent and has a right to his freedom; but
the Government of Canada makes a Treaty
and assumes the authority to take that man
prisoner and to carry him down to the
frontier and to deliver him over to the
foreign government. What authority has the
Canadian Government to do that under the
British North America Act, which is the
Constitution of this country? The Govern-
ment has authority to make laws to preserve °
the peace, order, and good government of
Canada.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: That is a case
in point.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: It has
never until lately—until .to-day if I am not
greatly in error—assumed this power to take
a citizen of this country who has committed
no crime under the laws of this country and
to carry him to the frontier and deliver him
over to a foreign country. The British Par-
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liament is, humanly speaking, omnipotent. It
has absolute control over the lives, freedom,
and property of all British subjects.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: In Great Britain,
not in Canada.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON : The world
over.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Not in Canada.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Will my
honourable friend pardon me? I say it has
that power the world over. It could to-mor-
yow pass an Act which would repeal the Brit-
ish North America Act. If it passed such an
Act it would thereby—

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
painter,

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Pardon
me a moment. I am speaking now of the
legal position. The legal position is that
Great Britain can repeal the British North
America Act to-morrow, or can pass an Act
to override the British North America Act.
That is her power. But of course Great
Britain would not exercise that power. What
the Parliament of Great Britain has made it
can unmake. I am speaking only of its power.
Now, this Parliament has no such power. It
has only the powers that are given to it by
the British North America Act. The Privy
Council is constantly oversetting Acts respect-
ing the people of this country passed by the
Dominion Parliament. I think it did so the
other day. It is constantly questioning our
authority. Ours is a written Constitution.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As between the
provinces and the Federal authority.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: No, but
it decides whether or not the British North
America Act has given us the necessary power.
That is the question that comes before it:
“Where do you find it in the British North
America Act?”

I cannot understand how any -conference
of Prime Ministers, or any resolutions passed
by Cabinets, can extend the ambit of the
British North America Act. If, 20 years ago,
it was necessary for His Britannic Majesty to
make a Treaty under which Canadians could
be extradited to the United States, I know of
no law of the British Parliament extending
that authority to us; and it appears to me
that if a Canadian placed under arrest were
to appeal under the Habeas Corpus Act, he
could raise before the Courts the whole ques-
tion of the authority of this Parliament to
grant that extradition.

And cut the

I am assuming all the time that as the
honourable the leader of the Government has
said, these Treaties are necessarily sanctioned
by Parliament in Great Britain. If they are
not necessarily sanctioned by any Parliament,
and if his Britannic Majesty may under his
own hand and seal create a law that trespasses
upon the liberty of a British subject, then it
is a mere formality to pass it here.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I think my hon-
ourable friend misunderstood if he inferred
from my statement that the British Par!iament
has of necessity to approve or ratify Treaties
made by His Majesty the King. I remember
that on the subject of the Treaty of Pars
the Prime Minister of the day, Mr. David
Lloyd George, stated that although there was
a question as to the right of Parliament to
intervene, he thought the Treaty was of such
magnitude that it ought to be submitted to
the British Parliament. I mention this be-
cause I have not affirmed that it was in
Great Britain an unquestioned doctrine.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: My im-
pression is that it is a modern prastice for
His Majesty to submit any Treaty to Parlia-
ment for ratification. I was surprised when the
honourable gentleman said that a Treaty was
submitted to Parliament as far back as 1846.
I am not speaking by the book, but my im-
pression was that it was within the last fii-
teen or twenty years at the farthest.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I said that the
Treaty of 1842 had perhaps been submitted
to Parliament, but I could not affirm it.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I de nut
wish to detain the House any longer. I have
assumed that submission to Parliament 1is
necessary under the British Constitution be-
fore a Treaty becomes law and confers, as
intended, authority to arrest a British subiect
in British dominions for some crime committed
outside; -and it appears to me that it must be
necessary, because that is a peculiar class of
Treaty, quite different from ordinary zon-
ventions between nations. If submission to
Parliament is necessary, then I have not yet
heard what authority gives the right of rati-
fication to the Canadian Parliament.

Hon. C. P. BEAUBIEN: Honourable gen-
tlemen, if the view is taken that the Dominion
of Canada through its Parliament has no juris-
diction over a person who has committed a
crime in a foreign country, what control have
we over our immigration? Suppose there
comes to this country a man who is an unde-
sirable. Has it ever been questioned that
Canada has the right to deport that man?
Here is exactly the same principle.
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But, looking at the question from a different
angle, it seems to me that there is hardly any
doubt as to Canada having this jurisdiction.
Are we not masters in our own house? Sup-
pose a man has committed a murder in the
States. When he comes into our territory,
and so long as he remains within our territory,
is he not under our jurisdiction, and have
we not a right to expel that man—to drive
him to the extreme limit of our territory?
It seems to me that we have. Now, if we
have that power, it ought to be exercised by a
certain method, that is to say, by extradition,
and this, it seems to me, is the only power
in question in this Bill.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I would draw
the attention of my honourable friend, or
rather the honourable gentleman from Ham-
ilton (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton), to the fact
that he voted for a law which gave to our
melgratlon officials the right to deny ad-
mission or to reject a British subject, and he
refused last year to have that law repealed.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: That is
because the British North America Act has
given us power to legislate regarding Canada.
But to legislate regarding the United States
is quite a different thing.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN : Well, it is the same
principle. We are not now considering
whether the power which we desire to exercise
comes through one channel or another. What
we are examining now is whether we have that
power. It seems to me that is the question.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Where
do we get the power?

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN: Whether it comes
to Canada because Canada has the right to
legislate in criminal matters, or whether it
is because Canada has the right to legislate
in regard to immigration, matters little. So
long as Canada has the power, we have juris-
diction. It is sufficient for us to know that
we are masters in our own home. If we can
refuse to accept, or if we can go further and
expel from our territory, any undesirable
person, we have a right to consider and pass
this resolution.  After all, it provides only
for the expulsion of a foreigner who comes
here and is charged with a crime. To that
we attach a procedure whereby we expel him
to the country from which he comes. That
is to say, in this case, we are going to take the
criminal, or the wouldbe criminal, and con-
duet him back to the frontier—to the extreme
limit of our territory, to which of course our
authority extends. Beyond that he falls into
the hands of the Americans, who exercise
similar jurisdiction in their own territory.

Hon. Mr. BEAUBIEN.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: May I
say one word with regard to Sir John Mac-
donald?  The honourable gentleman drew
our attention to the fact that Sir John Mac-
donald suggested that this should be the
Kingdom of Canada; and I imagine that that
precedent was cited for the purpose of show-
ing that Sir John Maedonald had in view
that we should be one of those sister nations.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: And that
we should be Canadians. Well, I would point
out also that Sir John Macdonald must have
changed his mind, for one of the famous
things that he did say was: “A British sub-
ject I was born, and a British subject I shall
die.”

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But there is no
contradiction.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: We are
going to be a sister nation. We cannot be
British subjects if we are a sister nation.

Hon. N. A. BELCOURT: Honourable
gentlemen, my honourable friend’s difficulties
seem to be purely imaginary. The power to
legislate in criminal matters carries with it the
power to enact and provide all the incidentals
of that power. Now, there can be no question
that this Parliament has been fully vested with
all the required authority to deal with erim-
inal matters. The Act of Confederation is
an Act of the Crown as well as an Act of
Parliament.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: The hon-
ourable gentleman asserts that. I am asking
for the authority.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am trying to
answer my honourable friend by pointing out
to him that not only is the Act of Confedera-
tion a delegation from the British Parliament,
but it is also a delegation by the Crown.
Whether you consider the right to negotiate
Treaties as one appertaining exclusively to
the Crown, or whether you take the posi-
tion that it belongs to both the Crown and
Parliament and that whenever a Treaty
is negotiated by the Crown it must be sub-
mitted to Parliament for ratification, I say
we are amply covered in this instance, because
by the Act of Confederation the Crown joined
with the British Parliament in giving to this
country power to legislate absolutely and
exclusively within its territory in matters of
criminal law. That carries with it the right
to make or amend Treaties in regard to ex-
tradition. Nobody has ever questioned be-
fore this hour that we had the right to make
extradition Treaties.
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Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: Nobody
ever asserted it before.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: What better as-
sertion could be made than the passing of an
Act itself? No assertion! Why, surely the
Act itself is the most solemn assertion of
that right that you could think of. It is not
merely a declaration; it is a doing of the
very thing which my honourable friend ques-
tions. And he says that nobody has ever
asserted it before.

In this instance there is another answer,
which is absolutely conclusive, and it is this,
that in regard to this Treaty the Crown has
appointed somebody in Canada to go and
negotiate it. Surely my honourable friend
will not contend that it is necessary that this
Treaty negotiated with the United States of
America shall be ratified by the British Par-
liament.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: If it
must be ratified at all, it must be ratified by
the British Parliament.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: But why should
it have to be, if the British Parliament and
the Crown united nearly sixty years ago to
give us power to do this very thing? My
honourable friend, I think, is putting up
fences purely for the pleasure of knocking
them down.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: If I have
the client, the question will be brought before
the Court.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Will this apply
to sending persons out by sea as well as by
land?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I might add this.
Nobody has questioned that power. In the
Treaty of Peace, in which my right honour-
able friend took a very prominent part, with
other Canadians, and at the different Im-
perial Conferences which have been held since,
they acted not merely by virtue of Canadian
authority, but by virtue of the direct powers
issued by the Crown. I think my honourable
friend (Hon. Mr. Lynch-Staunton) is living
in the past. Many things have happened in
the last fifty years which have apparently
passed unnoticed by him.

Hon. F. L. BEIQUE: Honourable gentle-
men, I hesitate to say what I intend saying,
because this is a very delicate question and I
have had no opportunity at all to examine
it. I am prompted only by the remarks which
I have heard.

I must say that I am entirely in accord
with the ddea of the development of our
constitutional rights. I think it is quite proper

that we should have in this Dominion the
power to make Treaties and sign those
Treaties, as is now being done in all matters
affecting exclusively the interests of the
Dominion of Canada. I think there is no
doubt at all that it is within the power of
this Parliament to pass laws which will enable
us to deliver to a foreign country any person
violating its laws, whether he be a British
subject or an alien; but if I understand the
question which has been raised by the honour-
able member from Hamilton (Hon. Mr.
Lynch-Staunton), it goes a little further than
that. The Treaty which is amended has been
passed not by this Parliament, but by the
Parliament of Great Britain. It may raise
the question as to whether such a Treaty
should be ratified by Parliament, and, if so,
by the British Parliament or by the Cana-
dian Parliament? I understand that is the
question,

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: That is
the point.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: This question may be
raised under this Treaty. A person arrested
and delivered to the United States might
question the validity of the Treaty.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: There is a pro-
vision now in our Criminal Code making
smuggling a ecrime.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: There is
no provision that I know of in the Criminal
Code covering this point. This is not a
question of smuggling: it is a question of ex-
traditing a man who has committed a crime
in the United States. It has nothing to do
with smuggling.

Hon'. W. B. ROSS: Is there any particular
necessity for passing this to-day? Is there
any reason why it cannot stand until to-mor-

-Tow?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: None whatever.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The matter is not as
easy as it looks, and I would move the
adjournment of the debate.

The motion was agreed to, and the debate

was adjourned until to-morrow.
HINDRANCE OF SENATE BUSINESS
On the motion for adjournment:

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Before the mo-
tion for adjournment is put, I crave the privi-
lege of making an observation that I think is

in order. It is five weeks to-morrow since
Parliament met. Our Order Paper is empty
to-night. We have had scarcely any legis-

lation sent over from the other Chamber.
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One recalls that during the past three years
particularly, at each Session, this matter has
been brought to the attention of the Govern-
ment, and an earnest request has been made
that there be a special effort to send to this
Chamber, as early in the Session as possible,
the legislation coming before Parliament. We
hear on the outside, and have indeed seen,
some indications of a probably early proroga-
tion—that the Government do not desire to
have a prolonged Session; but I think it is
only fair, and indeed proper, that we should
call attention to this situation, and again urge
that this House should not be put in the em-
barrassing position that it has occupied dur-
ing the past three years, of being loaded up
with important legislation during the dying
days of the Session.

I think there are a number of important
measures which will not only merit but
demand minute inspection and careful con-
sideration. I have in view particularly the fact
that last year a rather petulant pronounce-
ment emanated from the Prime Minister
only an hour before the prorogation of Par-
liament, that did not reflect any credit upon
this body or perhaps upon the Government it-
self. That pronouncement was regarded by
the country at large, I think, as a threat
against the Senate, and it was made in con-
nection with delay for which, in my humble
opinion, the Government itself was wholly
and solely responsible, the fact being that
certain important legislation, involving mil-
lions of dollars, was not enacted last year
because some of it was sent to this Chamber
within a few hours of the time when Parlia-
ment was prorogued.

I therefore beg leave to suggest to my hon-
ourable friend the leader of the Government
in this House that he should call the atten-
tion of the (Government to this matter. I
feel sure that he has much sympathy with
the view I have expressed, judging from the
observations that he made on the floor of this
House last year. With that sympathy, and
his energy, we may perhaps succeed in getting
the important legislation that is to be dealt
with during this Session sent to this Chamber
at a reasonably early date. i

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, we have just been speaking of
the Constitution which was granted us in
1867, and which was largely a replica of that
of the Mother of Parliaments. Ever since
1867, if one would look at Hansard as far
back as we had a Hansard—because in the
early years the Senate had no such record—
he would find the same complaint. There is
a situation that apparently cannot very easily

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON.

be cured. We have all made the same com-
plaint, and the representatives of Governments
have all promised to make their best efforts
to obtain early legislation.

Now, if there is something in the working
of Parliament that prevents certain important
measures from reaching the second Chamber
at such a moment as will allow it to do its
work in a regular manner, there are but two
alternatives—for the Senate to detain Par-
liament for a sufficient length of time to study
that legislation when it comes, and dispose
of it, or else to postpone it until the following
Session. There is no other alternative that I
can see.

During this Session I have examined into
the legislation appearing on the Order Paper
of the House of Commons, and I have pressed
my colleagues to send to the Senate legislation
which does not concern the financial situation
and need not be initiated in the other Cham-
ber; and I have gathered the impression that
we will not have as much legislation this
Session as we have had in preceding ones.
During the last three years the various De-
partments have inundated us with legislation
of all kinds. I have represented to my
colleagues that many amendments to the laws
relating to the various Departments which
appear before Parliament yearly, could perhaps
be brought every five years, unless of a very
pressing nature. If we cannot get the im-
portant legislation until the very last days
of the Session, the Senate will have to choose
between adjourning that legislation to another
Session or going on with it without regard
to the feelings of the Commoners who have
accomplished their work and would like
to go home.

Hon. Mr. SCHAFFNER: Could we adjourn
legislation from one Session to another? Does
not all business end with the adjournment of
the Session?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, a
Bill that does not pass the Senate must, to
become law, pass the two Houses in the fol-
lowing Session. For instance, in the case of
the Pension Bill, we passed a few clauses and
adjourned the balance.

I will make an effort to obtain from each
of my colleagues a statement as to what can
soon be forthcoming from each Department,
and I may be in a position before the end of
this week, or possibly on Tuesday next, to
make a statement to the House.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: I would like to point
out that one alternative the honourable gen-
tleman gives as a solution of the situation
does not necessarily help it. When we ad-
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journ or give a three months’ hoist to a Bill
in this House on the ground that we have not
time to consider it, the situation is not helped
at all, for if they brought that Bill up from
the Lower House again at the end of the Ses-
sion, we would be where we were the pre-
vious Session, without time to consider it. In
the case of the Bill that we postponed practic-
ally, for want of time, why is that Bill not
here now?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I can give an
answer to my honourable friend, because this
very morning I asked the Minister of Soldiers
Civil Re-establishment if he would not press
his Bill on this week. It being a money Bill,
it cannot be initiated in this Chamber. He
shrugged his shoulders and said that the
Veterans were pressing him for a hearing, and,
though his Bill was ready, he had delayed
presenting it because he was expecting a con-
ference with those gentlemen.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Which all goes to show
that we did the right thing when we did not
pass that Bill last year, because they have
not made up their minds yet what the Bill
ought to be.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Of course, the
Minister has his Bill of last year, which was
the result of the work of a House of Commons
committee. He simply embodied the conclu-
sions of that Committee in the Bill, which
reached us two or three days before the end
of last Session. That is the present Bill, I sup-
pose. He did not tell me exactly that it was
on all fours with the Bill of last year, but I
understood that it was last year’s Bill. As the
various Veterans’ Associations wanted to make
some representations to him, and very likely
to amend that Bill, he has been adjourning
from day to day the presentation of it.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: But these Veterans, if
they get caught out again this year, will have
no cause to blame this House. They should
have been here in the early days of the
Session, or before, so that the Government
might be in a position to bring in a Bill and
give us plenty of time to conmsider it. The
blame is being put on the wrong people in this
matter: this House is being blamed for what
they are not at all to blame for.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have a vague
recollection that some fifteen years ago some
very important insurance legislation reached
us almost at the end of the Session, and we
adjourned the Bill until the following Ses-
sion. At the third Session, as it was not a
money Bill, it was introduced in the Senate

when we had plenty of time to deal with it,
and I think that we made quite a good Act of
it.

Hon. Mr. POPE: When the Prime Min-
ister is going through this country threaten-
ing the existence of this Chamber, threaten-
ing to curb the Senate’s powers, I think it
is time that we had recognition in the other
place, and that legislation should come here
in time for our consideration. I know this
is a very old story, but when a political party,
headed by the Prime Minister, is threatening
the position of this House, I say it is time that
we notified them that if they want us to pass
legislation here they should certainly send
down their Bills in time for our consideration.

The Senate adjourned until to-morrow at
3 pam.

THE SENATE

Thursday, March 12, 1925

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS PROTOCOL
MOTION FOR RETURN

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER
moved :

That an humble address be presented to His
Excellency the Governor General; praying that His
Excellency will cause to be laid before the Senate
a copy of the Geneva Protocol, of the report thereon
submitted by the committees of the fifth Assembly
of the League of Nations, and of the proceedings
of the said Assembly detailing the discussion and
action taken in regard thereto, and copies of all corre-
spondence between the Government of Canada and the
Government of Great Britain or any members thereof,
in relation thereto.

He said: Honourable gentlemen, to-day
in the city of Geneva there is a notable
gathering in continuation of the sessions of
the Council of the League of Nations, at
which gathering it is supposed that the Chan-
cellor of the Government of Great Britain
will make a statement with reference to the
protocol and the attitude thereon of his Gov-
ernment and of the British Dominions. If
at Geneva there is concentrated interest these
days, and particularly this day, as to what may
be the nature of that statement and what
the future effect will be upon the Protocol,
firstly, and of the work of the League, sec-
ondly, that interest is not much less in all the
numerous chancelleries of the nations, 55 in
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number, which belong to the League, and
which, to the number of 48, gave their un-
animous adhesion to the perfected work of
last year’s Assembly in the protocol itself.
Whether very much interest is shown in
Ottawa, or in Canada, I shall leave each one
to determine for himself; but the magnitude
of the issue and of the consequences that may
be entailed, no one who gives the merest
quantum of thought to the subject can fail to
understand and to appreciate. I am not giving

_it as a matter of acrid criticism, but as an
observation, that under all these circumstances
whether the existence of a measure so hardly
come to and so thoroughly wrought out over
a series now of nearly five years, a measure in
which Canada herself is one of the nations
concerned, did not deserve at the hands of the
Government of Canada consultation and the
communication of information and possibly an
opportunity for suggestions. The Leader of the
Government has very properly declared over
and over again that he is not favourable to
committing Canada to quarrels or combina-
tions or agreements which may entail military
action, without previous consultation of Par-
liament.

Some Hon. SENATORS: Hear, hear.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
That is a proper decision to take. But the
question comes to my mind whether there
may be a more important thing than Can-
ada being involved in a war, and in regard
to which Parliament should be consulted.
There may be this importantl thing—that
Canada may be involved this very day in
weakening, maybe in striking down, that which
so many peoples of the world after long striv-
ings have come to consider as high record-mark
along the line of assured peace and of free-
dom from war, and whether or not it would
not have been in accordance with parliament-
ary and constitutional procedure and demo-
cratic government that Parliament having
been in session for more than a month, there
should have been some information given and
some consultation had as to what stand Can-
ada should take.

1 I(iion‘ Mr. CASGRAIN: Waiting for Eng-
and.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
am asking honourable gentlemen to-day if
they will kindly let me make my address. I
do hope as I go on that questions will arise
in the minds of honourable Senators, and I
would be very much obliged if they would
note them and raise them afterwards in the
course of this debate to-day or otherwise.
This is a rather important matter and some-

Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

what involved, and it breaks up the line of
one’s thought if interruptions are made and
questions asked, all of which questions I shall
be delighted to answer in so far as I may.
That much then, by the way.

- The first point that I wish to urge upon the
attention of honourable gentlemen is this:
that we keep the Protocol distinet from the
Covenant and do not fail to give to each its
due place; that is, that we should not hold
the Protocol responsible for what is in the
Covenant. If I gather aright many of the
criticisms that are made, are not well based,
because in making a criticism of the Protocol
some actually ecriticize what the Protocol
in no way new or unusual embodies,
but which has already been embodied in
the Covenant, and to which for five years
Canada and all the other nations belonging
to the League have been pledged. We must
make that distinction and hold the Protocol
responsible only for the new matter it con-
tains.

Well, then, in the first place, negatively,
the Protocol does not undertake to super-
sede the Covenant—not at all. It does not
propose to take the place of the Covenant.
It adds very little, if anything, to the obliga-
tions already taken under the Covenant; it
adds nothing to all the series of sanctions of
the Covenant. In fact, in one or two respects
it alleviates those sanctions by limiting con-
ditions.

It is well, then, to keep in our minds this
firm fact, and we shall probably grasp the mat-
ter more clearly and consecutively if we go over
a little of the ground of the Covenant itself.
In the preamble of the Covenant all those
nations that became members of the League of
Nations pledged themselves not to resort to
war. That was in the very forefront of the
Covenant. All nations that belong to the
League of Nations have taken that pledge and
have undertaken to carry it out, and for five
years they have carried it out, almost, if not
altogether, in its entirety.

After the declaration not to resort to war,
the Covenant prepared the paths by which
war was to be avoided by providing for the
settlement of international disputes by other
methods than war. Let us see what those
were. The nations pledged themselves to have
recourse to arbitration, to the judgments of
the court, and to the mediation and good
offices of the Council of the League of Nations.
Those were the three media through which it
was proposed to lessen if not entirely to avoid
ocecasion for war in the settlement of disputes.

In the matter of arbitration, that was volun-
tary under the Covenant; in the matter of
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submission to the Court, that was voluntary
as well. Arbitration was provided, but it was
for those subjects which seemed to the parties
themselves to be susceptible of arbitration.

Resort to law was provided or was to be pro-
vided by the Court of International Jus-
tice; but it was open to the parties themselves
whether they would submit their disputes to
that International Court. To make it easier
for them, and to lead the way, the Covenant
itself specified four different lines of subjects
as being particularly susceptible to reference to
the Permanent Court of Justice when it should
be formed. First, there was the interpretation
of a Treaty; secondly, any question of inter-
national law; thirdly, any fact which, upon its
being established, might lead to a breach of
international obligation; and fourthly, any
penalty which was necessary as a reparation
for such a breach of international obligation
But in all those cases it was for the parties
themselves to submit their case to the Court
or not as they thought right.

All questions except those were to come
before the Council of the League, and it
was arranged what course they should follow.
The two disputants were to make their state-
ments, their pleaders were to appear for them,
and their case was to be thoroughly presented
to the Council. The first duty of the Council
when it had called them together and heard
their case, was to say to them in effect: “Now,
gentlemen, cannot you settle this between
yourselves? Here are our good offices. We
counsel you to settle. We point out ways
by which we think you can reasonably settle
this. Will you not settle it and have the
finish of it here and now?” If the Council was
successful in that, it ended the case, and its
report was given accordingly. If not success-
ful, the Council made its report and recom-
mendations which if unanimous settled the
dispute, If, however, the Council failed to reach
a unanimous report, the case fell to the ground
and the parties were left to fight it out. At
that point peace methods ceased and war was
permissible. If, however, one party to the
dispute raised the question that it was a
matter which belonged by international law
to the domestic jurisdiction of the state, then
the question had to be determined by the
Permanent, Court, and if the Permanent Court
held that it was a matter which by inter-
national law fell under the domestic jurisdic-
tion of the nation, that ended it: it gave
that decision and the case dropped then and
there. There was an absolute veto upon the
Council taking up and deciding cases which
under international law fell within the juris-
diction of the nation or of the state itself.

S—8

Now, the Protocol takes the matter up at
the point where it was left undecided be-
cause the report of Council failed of unan-
imity, and the parties were left perfectly free
to go to war. The Protocol comes in there
with its added declarations—and I may as
well give you the two primary declarations
of the Protocol. In the Covenant the nations
pledged themselves not to resort to war, but
in the Protocol they declared: (1) that a war of
aggression constitutes an international crime;
(2) that arbitration should be compulsory for
all disputes between nations.

These were the two points where the Pro-
tocol overtopped and outdistanced and sup-
plemented the Covenant itself, and we must
bear those two declarations in mind. I say
that it struck high-water mark in the history
of the world, and that no more forward and
no more courageous statement was ever made
by the community of nations in the history
of the wide world than was made there; and
it was made, not in a moment of excitement,
but as the evolution and outcome of five
years of work under the Covenant, of ob-
servation of the loopholes that still exist and
of the measures that were still necessary to
strengthen it in order that it might achieve
the great purpose for which it was formed.
No wars of aggression—Arbitration for all Dis-
putes,—these were the high notes struck.

Following these declarations the nations
say, in the Protocol: “The dispute shall not
be allowed to grow into war; it must be
arbitrated.” So they direct the Council to
take the matter up again and persuade the
parties to submit their case to judicial settle-
ment or arbitration. If that cannot be done
and if one of the parties asks for arbitration,
then the Council has to see that arbitrators
are appointed, if possible, by consent between
the two, or without that consent, and the
process of settlement would go on to award.
But if neither of the parties asks for arbitra-
tion, the Council again takes the dispute into
consideration, and if it reachesa unanimous de-
cision of its members, excluding the represen-
tatives of the disputants, its decision is final
and must be complied with. If, however, the
decision of the Council fails of unanimity the
case is not allowed to drop. The Council
then, of its own motion and by its own power,
names and organizes an Arbitration Board,
submits the dispute thereto,and the signatory
nations pledge themselves to abide by that
award and carry it out. So that under the
Protocol no case goes to war; every case must
be settled in the way I mention, being dis-
posed of either by arbitration or by the
Permanent Court, or by the Council itself by
unanimous vote.
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Just at this moment one other thing comes
in, and I wish to state it clearly. There is
an addition made under the Protocol which
deals with the cost of any war, or of measures
which the League of Nations take in order
to restrain the recalcitrant member if it goes
to war, by assessing the cost upon the ag-
gressor who goes to war against the spirit
and obligation of the League of Nations.
That settles beforehand, and advertises be-
forehand, to any would-be aggressor nation
which breaks its obligations and goes against
the spirit of the world, as represented in the
League of Nations, that it must pay the cost,
and the community of nations outside of
itself which is in the League of Nations will
see to it that the recalcitrant member does
rot impose his will upon the other member
state which has accepted the award in good
faith and fulfilled its obligations.

I think that very fairly shows the difference
between the Protocol and the covenant on
the matter of obligations. When we come
to the matter of sanctions, I find, in talking
to an opponent of the Protocol, that often
his objections would have been just as apt
if there had been no Protocol, being based
upon the obligations and sanctions already
in the Covenant. It is true that a great
many people have not waked up yet to the
fact that there are sanctions in the Covenant
of the League of Nations, or what those
sanctions are, and how far they lead, and
how they are to be carried out. But it may
be truly said that the Protocol has not added
one single sanction to those which already
existed in the Covenant, and does not call
for any sanction on malfeasance by any mem-
ber of the League of Nations other than
those that are laid down in the Covenant,
and which have been accepted as obligations
by every present member of the League.

I find also that there is an inadequate under-
standing of the real status of the Council.
For instance, it is quite natural, when one
hears that the Council is composed of ten
men, to say: “Well, I have very strong
objections to having my country put
under the direction of ten men in any Coun-
cil, no matter where it is, to tell it as a
nation what it has to do, and put into force
these different sanctions.” It does seem ex-
treme, looked at from that angle; but do not
let us rob the Council of its real importance
and weight. That Council is not -simply ten
individuals, no matter how highly gifted,
how experienced, or how wise they may be:
that Council is ten of-the foremost nations
belonging to the League of Nations, The
Council is not simply made up of individuals
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brought together ad hoc on this occasion or
that occasion, in order to decide something
as to sanctions: it is a permanent session of
ten of the foremost nations belonging to the
League, and representing every nation that
belongs to the League, with delegated author-
ity to carry out their wishes, which have been
expressed in the form of pledges and sanc-
tions and obligations by those nations them-
selves.

Then, this also should be taken into account
—that those ten nations are not simply repre-
sented on one occasion. They are consecutive
and quasi permanent: they meet every two
months, and when they are not in meeting
they are in constant diplomatic communication
with each other. In the secretariat they have
the finest body of advisers and servants, of
undoubted ability and experience, who are all
the time following matters with which the
Council has to deal; and between the Secre-
tariat and themselves there is constant inter-
course as to what is going on. ~ They are not
brought up to the discussion of a new question
and a decision upon it without preparation.
Neither are those ten nations without immense
powers—diplomatie, financial, commercial and
otherwise. Their diplomats are in the courts
of every country in the world. Between those
55 nations that belong to the League there
is constant communication and confident and
intimate knowledge and relationship.

What I want to impress upon myself and
my fellow Senators is this: that it is an ex-
traordinary body that will take its measures
and make its recommendations, not on the spur
of the moment, but as growing out of their con-
stant and uniform knowledge of and versatility
in and adaptation to the work which they are
carrying on; therefore it is not likely that they
will recommend measures which are impossible
or unreasonable, because they know that when
they recommend them they are the nations
which are mainly responsible for carrying them
out, and they will be very careful indeed as to
the measures they recommend when sanctions
are to be put on.

Now, what are these sanctions? Not the
sanctions of the Protocol, but the sanctions of
the Covenant. They are progressive. If an
aggressor nation has to be disciplined, if it
will not stand by its obligations, but makes
war upon its neighbour, then the Council, those
ten nations, with all their power and influence,
may recommend what shall be done, and along
these lines. In the first place, to sever at
once all trade and financial relations. Does
that mean much to a nation? All at once
the nation faces the fact that if it does not
settle its dispute peaceably, but goes to war,
it is liable as a nation to a complete severance
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of all trade and financial relations with the
other 54 members of the League. That is a
tremendous certainty for a nation to face and
consider before it goes to war. But that
can be followed by the prohibition of all fin-
ancial, commercial or personal intercourse be-
tween the nationals of the offending state and
the nationals of the other members of the
League or of non-members. Taking those two
penalties alone, if these are settled and are
known, and the belief is prevalent that the
League of Nations will stand by them in good
faith as they pledged themselves to do, what
a restrictive and in most cases absolutely pro-
hibitive influence it is against war, and how
seldom requiring execution! Could any nation
of all that combination of nations lightly face
such a penalty as a result of its going to war?
Suppose a nation, say Turkey, persists and
goes to war with say Bulgaria. We are not
to leap to the conclusion that on the moment
the Council will send out an order and
say, for instance, to Canada: “We want you
to send over one-quarter of your fleet and a
third of your army at once;”—and similarly
to other member states. That is not the
thing that would be done. Anyway, the
Council has no further power than simply
to advise or recommend what ought to be
done, and then it lies with the state itself to
do or not that thing which the Council ad-
vises or recommends. In the last analysis the
nation itself must be its own judge, and
decide for itself whether or not it will comply
with those recommendations; but its faith
and fealty, and respect for its own reputation,
all tend to the point of its accepting its part
‘of the responsibility so far as it is advised
to do so by the Council of the League.

Well, when those first measures fail—if
they all fail—there will follow the call for
interruption of intercourse with the offending
nation. If it be a power which has ocean
ports, the navy will come into operation for
the purposes of a blockade. But a blockade
does not mean a naval war, and may be
effective without a shot being fired, the great
probability being that it would never go any
further than that, but that merely the proper
and efficient show of force would bring the
obedience of the aggressive nation.

But let us look at it in a reasonable way.
Here are 55 nations. In some way or other
the idea has been broached, and is prevalent,
that the very moment these sanctions are to
be imposed, the Britich fleet will be levied
upon to do all the work, and will therefore
have to take away portions of its force from
the proper purpose of looking after its own
widely distributed Empire. But in the first
place it is the League of Nations Council

S—8%

which proposes and advises the measures that
are to be taken. Great Britain is a member of
that Council. It is of the essence of the
compact that the nations loyally co-operate
with each other, so that then and there those
nations, when making up their minds as to
what shall be done, know that it can reason-
ably be done, and that each one takes its
proper share,

I said a little while ago that the Protocol
softens the sanctions of the Covenant. It
does in this way that whereas the Covenant
says that these sanctions are to be put on,
that the Council is to recommend them it does
not give any leeway at all. The Protocol does.
It says that these arrangements will be recom-
mended with a view to the “geographical po-
sition and to the situation of the armaments
of each nation in the League.” In that case
Great Britain, being a member of the Counecil,
and a prominent member, is at the centre of
things, as to what it is recommended to do
in the first place, and therefore what is feasible
and right to be done. Anyway I do not think
Canada should take the bit in her teeth and
should declare that she will assume no sanc-
tions, because she is afraid that she will be
called upon to do her reasonable part in carry-
ing out the obligations of the League of Nations.
Imagine these ten nations at Geneva looking
over the ground. Great Britain is there. It
is not thinkable that she would recommend
that an unreasonable thing should be asked
from New Zealand, or from Canada, or from
Australia. She is there, and that reasonable
guarantee is there that nothing unreasonable
would be demanded.

But suppose you take that mitigating clause
of the Protocol into consideration. What
demand could the Council of the League of
Nations make upon Canada? She has no fleet.
She has a fraction of a standing army and a
small militia. But take into account also the
geographical position. Where may this trouble
break out? It may be a war of Hungary
against, we will say, Rumania. A portion of
territory was taken from Hungary and now
constitutes a portion of the state of Rumania.
It might be that Hungary would push for the
possession of that territory and, despite all
these sanctions, might go to war with Rumania.
There is where the seat of war is. In that
case the armies of the contiguous members
of the League of Nations would be the armies
that the Council of the League of Nations
would naturally look to for turning Hungary
from her designs upon Rumania. No fleet would
be ‘called into requisition at all. Two or three
vessels could keep open the ports of Rumania.
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Similar possibilities would apply to the vast
majority of the different nations amongst
whom wars might break out. Each one has
to be judged upon its own geographical
situation and environments. These would
point to the measures that are to be taken,
and by whom.

I do not wish to labour that point further.
I cited merely one instance or two with
reference to it, in order to lead our minds
along the practical lines of what might be
supposed to take place in the carrying out
and in the imposition of these different
sanctions.

Perhaps it might be well to state here one
other thing that the Protocol has done, in the
way of definition and clarification, because
this has been the chief purpose of the Protocol.
What constitutes an aggressor, and who is to
form the judgment as to who is the aggressor?
Under the Covenant that was a duty which
fell upon the Council, and a decision could
be reached only by an unanimity of agree-
ment amongst the members of the Council.
Anyway, it was a very invidious task to throw
upon the Council, and it was also in some
moaasure a dangerous power to put into its
hands. The Protocol overcomes that by
defining an aggresso In the definitions
nearly every possible case is compassed, and
only in some mere fraction of cases, if any,
is the final duty thrown upon the Council of
the League of Nations.

An aggressor, for instance, is anyone who
resorts, against the covenant, to war against
another member of the League of Nations.
When, for the purposes of shielding and
restricting from war, delimitization zones are
laid out between nations which have not yet
become very friendly towards each other,
and placed under the care of the League of
Nations, as they may be, any nation who
violates those delimitization zones is an
aggressor. Then, any nation is an aggressor
who refuses to submit his dispute to arbitra-
tion, or to the Court, or to the Council. Any
nation is an aggressor who, when an award
or decision has been given, refuses to carry
it out or makes war upon the other party,
who submits to and accepts the award or
decision.

Thus the way is made plain for the League
of Nations and the Council. The aggressor
is defined, and it becomes an easy matter
then to direct the penalties and carry out the
sanctions. But if there be any case at all
which is not defined and comes to the Council,
then the Council has to decide that by a
unanimous vote. But, whilst it is deciding
that question, the Protocol hedges around
the two parties to the dispute by what are
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really armistice conditions, which must take
effect between the two and must be kept
inviolate until the dispute is ended; and any
nation which, under those circumstances, and
before that decision is given, or immediately
after, goes to war, is an aggressor nation.
Anyway, the Protocol has lifted a difficulty
out of the way and has made clear what was
a very troublesome piece of business for the
Council under the Covenant.

The Protocol, as I said at the first, is not
meant to supersede the Covenant. It is really
meant to clarify and strengthen it in these
ways of organization and of definition, and it
is the bounden duty of every signatory to
support the incorporation of those amend-
ments into the covenant itself, so that in
the end we may not have two documents
which are confusing, as they are now, but
may have one document, the Covenant, as it
would be amended by the Protocol.

I do not wish to take up too much time.
and I am hopeful that my introductory re-
marks will lead to a thoroughly well-informed
and intelligent discussion of this great ques-
tion; for it is a great question. But there are
two or three objections with which I wish to
deal briefly.

The first is the question of the status quo.
Men say to me, “I do not like this Protocol.”
“Why?” “Because it says there must be
no such thing as aggressive warfare, and con-
sequently you are arranging a document, and
putting the League of Nations behind it,
which makes it necessary that for all time
to come the exact boundaries of the present
states in Europe must be kept as they are.”
That status quo is not made by the Protocol:
the status quo was made by the Peace Con-
ference and was embodied in the Coven-
ant. Article 10 puts it as plainly as can
be. So do not blame the Protocol for that.
We have been living five years under that
status quo as embodied in the Covenant,
and now I ask you, as reasonable men, what
else could have been done but to guaran-
tee the sacredness of boundaries and the
political existence of the new states which
were set up by the Peace Conference? Can
you tell me? What else could have been
done? Where would any one of those suec-
cession states be to-day if they had not been
guaranteed that when the Peace Conference
set them up, with their metes and bounds,
they would be protected in those metes and
bounds? Otherwise there would have been no
security; there would have been almost im-
mediate chaos.

“But,” says someone, “they cannot always
exist.” It is not necessary that they should
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always exist. But there are only two ways
of changing them. One is to change them
by the arbitrament of war; and the moment
you commence that you have a Europe, and
maybe a world, in chaos. Poland has her
30,000,000 people. Away back in history she
was a free nation.
and then all the multiplied sufferings of a
nationality ground under the heel of three
tyrannous powers. Now the spirit of old Po-
land comes back and is incarnated in 30,000,000
people, with their boundaries set. Are you
going to allow any one nation in Europe to
break up these boundaries? Do you expect
that it can be done without an internecine
war? And who would divide the spoils?

Similar considerations apply to Czecho-
Slovakia—to all the succession states. How
can you change them? Certainly not by war.
But in the Covenant itself there is a way
opened up, and in the advancing good feeling
and sympathetic sentiment and reasonable
community of ideals of the world of nations
there is hope that, in the future, whatever
there is that may tend to affect the ulti-
mate peace of Europe and of the World
may be in one way or another softened and
reduced to conditions which will be more
equable and more in favour of rectifications
along the lines of peace. Article 19 of the
Covenant opens up the way, and the Covenant
imposes. obligations and duties to protect the
rights and soften the hardships of minorities;
and the multiplied peaceful and soothing in-
fluences of the League of Nations will bring
the nations more closely together; and if in
the vears of the future—not now—it comes
te be felt and known that there are inequali-
ties and differences which it would be better
for the nations to overcome of their own
good-will and by the advice of their sister
nations, we may look for an improvement.
But you cannot look for it in the din and
horror of warfare. To attempt that, or to
leave it open to that, would, as I have said,
bring chaos into Europe and probably another
great world war.

Then, there is the Russian problem.
People say: “But Russia is not in the League
of Nations. What is going to happen if
Russia refuses to come into the League and
determines to win back those territories which
she formerly possessed, however poorly she
ruled them?” You do not get out of that
impasse whether you have a Covenant or
Protocol or do not. Russia is liable to come
back if you have no Protocol, or if you had
no Covenant. But if ever she attempted
to come back against those countries which
have now obtained their liberties and have
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had their metes and bounds set, it could be
done only at the cost of a European war.
Russia may say: “I want Lithuania, I want
Esthonia, T want Latvia, and I want my strip
of Poland.” What does that mean? It means
that Russia would then, if allowed, march
straight into Poland and she would be neigh-
bours, cheek by jowl, with 60,000,000 Ger-
mans who have not yet learned to love the
French as brothers should love each other.
Now, whether you have a Protocol or not,
such an attempt as that on the part of Russia
would inevitably lead to war. Does the
Protocol help to lessen the danger? I con-
tend that it does, because Russia sees the
situation in full. If the Protocol passes and
under it the 55 nations loyally co-operate
with each other, Russia knows that an attempt
of that kind on her part would be doomed
to failure. Does the fact of the Protocol
make it less likely that Russia would rush
into that kind of warfare? I think it does,
with all the sanctions and all the mighty
massing of power. Russia is, after all, but one
country in the world, and is not economically
or financially able to go very far in the
sustenance of war against such odds. There-
fore 1 take it that the Russian problem
would be easier.

But let us consider the situation as it re-
lated to the British Empire. Russia may at-
tack on the east, or may attack on the west.
For years past the British Empire has been,
and probably it will be for years to come,
within the shadow of a menace from Russia
in the Far East. Without the Protocol, if
Russia attacked pants of the British Empire
in the East, the British Empire alone would
have to repel the attack; but with the Pro-
toco! and its goodwill and its loyal co-opera-
tion, if Russia attacked the Brtish Empire in
the East, all the nations of the League would
array themselves with Great Britain against
Russia. It seems to me that the Russian
peril is restricted and minimized, and not en-
larged.

Then, there comes the Empire side of this
matter. Here we are, outside Dominions and
a Mother Country. Will this Protocol, if it is
established and becomes workable, help in
keeping and making firmer those relations
that exist between us, or will it have the
effect of disturbing those relations and weak-
ening them and maybe of destroying them?
Let us ‘carefully look at that question. We
Overseas Dominions have been members of
the League of Nations for five years; we have
had upon us all those obligations for five
vears, just as Great Britain has. At any time
within those five years, if sanctions had been
called for. we should have had to have taken
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our responsibilities. And why should we not?
Does Canada have great aspirations to wear
a national name and to pride herself upon
her independence in all her affairs, and her
status as a nation, and does she propose to
have it all without any responsibilities? If she
is going to be a nation, she must grow to a
nation’s stature and take her obligations
as a nation. And I do not think she objects
to doing that: I do not think she is in the
position of wanting to eat her cake and have
it as well, and saying: “I want to take all of
the advantages, and none of the burdens.”

Is it or is it not of advantage to Canada?
Is Canada in favour of aggressive warfare?
Whom does she propose to attack? In any
disputes which may arise between her and the
United States, is Canada looking forward to
having full liberty to march over and settle
the matter by war? If she has trouble with
Japan, is she anxious to keep herself free
to fight out the issue? Or does she fear trouble
with the Eskimos in the far north, and desire
to keep herself free to march her army thither-
ward? Surely, of all nations in the world,
Canada is the last that wants to keep open
the possibility of aggressive warfare. She
has everything to lose by aggressive war-
fare and everything to gain by its being
banned from the face of the earth. With-
out the Protocol and without the Covenant,
in a dispute between herself and the United
States, she would have to depend on her-
self. In a dispute with Japan she would
have to depend on herself. If she still re-
mained British, as I believe she always will,
she would have the advantage of help from
the British power; but outside that she would
not have the help of the world of nations.
But under the Protocol in any aggressive
warfare made by any other country in the
world upon Canada, the might of the League
of Nations would be lovally co-operating in
her defence and support.

Surely Canada would have nothing to fear,
in the first place, by a declaration against
aggressive war, and, in the second place, a
declaration in favour of settling disputes by
arbitration and peaceful means, What other
method is there that is so reasonable? What
other method is there that is so desirable, so
little burdensome and costly? What other
method is there which takes off in the long
run the menace and the cloud of possible war?
Wars do not benefit Canada. If you think
that a war does benefit Canada, sum up the
totality of the last war. A big price for wheat
for a little while, extravagance of living, pro-
fiteers in abundance, great gains made, huge
wages paid; and then, 60,000 dead and casual-
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ties by the hundred thousands, and a load and
burden of debt which three generations will
not see lifted from the shoulders of the Cana-
dian people. Surely there is nothing which
is priceless enough as a bone of contention
between Canada and any other country to
make her hanker to have it settled by the
arbitrament of war. Look at these differences
that take place between nations—what are
they? It is a boundary sometimes that they
quarrel and dispute about. What boundary
strip in the wide world is worth a world
war? Every thinking man knows that the com-
mon interests of humanity to-day compared
with a hundred years ago are infinitely greater.
Then you could not have invoked such a
sentiment as the solidarity and community
of nations. To-day you cannot invoke any-
thing greater, for under present conditions
and future improvements, with the highly
sensitized world system there is not a nation
anywhere which does not feel the consequences
of war to the very centre of its social and
economic being.

So, when you come to analyse it, take for
instance the mere matter of Serbia and
Austria. What was the dispute? A boundary
line; some matter of a quarrel as to some-
body being shot. It was important in its way;
but if you had had a 55-nation League of
Nations at that time, in the form of com-
bination and community in which they are
to-day, nobody believes that Germany would
ever have gone to war. The most expe-
rienced men amongst our statesmen and
diplomatists are absolutely of that opinion.
It does not seem as if there is anything so
valuable that a dispute about it could not
and ought not to be settled by peaceful means
rather than by the terrible arbitrament of
war, which in the future will be a hundred-
fold more ghastly than it has been in the
past.

And so for the British Empire: it is liable
to be attacked on all the seven seas. It ha
under the Protocol something to gain and
nought to lose—that whenever it is attacked
by an aggressor, it has at its side the accord-
ant and loyal support of other nations be-
longing to the League.

And now one word with reference to im-
migration. No later than this morning I read
in one of the despatches what seemed to be
a serious statement, that probably people
should not rush to the conclusion that the
Protocol was doomed; that we have not
heard the last of it by a long way, and
that a good many moons would wane before
its fate was sealed; but what Great Britain
was especially anxious for, with regard to her
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Overseas Dominions and herself, was the right
to control their own immigration. Why, that
is the clearest of all temets of international
law—that the control of immigration—who
shall enter your front door and go out at
your back door—is within the will of the
master of the house. Japan has never con-
tested that; no nation that I know of has
ever contested that. Japan practices it to-
day in the case of China, and Japan does
not object to that as a proposition. It does
seem odd that so much space should be
given to the enunciation of a fear on the
part of Great Britain and her Overseas Do-
minions that the Protocol would deprive them
of their control of immigration, Surely on
that score we have no trouble.

I am going to read to you what was given
as the British legal statement on that amend-
ment as it now stands with reference to the
jurisdiction of a country over its own domestic
affairs. Sir Cecil Hurst, who was the legal
adviser of the Foreign Office at the time this
was being discussed, was asked by the British
Delegation to give them an opinion upon it
This is what he gave:

It is the understanding of the British Delegation
in accepting this amendment that the text now
adopted, which it is supposed to add to Article 5,
safeguards the right of the Council to taka such
action as it may deem wise and effectual to safe-
guard the peace of nations in accordance with the
existing provisions of Article 11 of the Covenant. We
accept it because we believe that it does not confer
new powers or functions on either the Council or
the Assembly. Those powers are already defined in
the Covenant as it exists to-day, and we do not
add to them by this text.

I could quote scores of opinions from Brit-
ish jurisconsults along the same line, but this
is sufficient to show the trend.

There is only one little thing in the whole
of the Protocol that troubles me, and I do
not believe it is much of a trouble.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Before my honour-
able friend resumes his seat, would he tell
us why it is that the British Government is
hesitating apparently a great deal with regard
to the nature and effect of the Protocol, and
apparently is not prepared to accept it?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
I think my honourable friend probably knows
as much about that as I do. I could not
hazard an opinion. Neither in the British
House of Parliament or elsewhere has the
British Government as yet stated through
Mr. Chamberlain what is the nature of its ob-
jections. To-day may bring out something
of that—I do not know. But I will tell
you what is significant. One cannot take
up a United States newspaper which dis-

cusses this question, or scarcely any other
paper from a foreign country, in which it is
not stated with apparent conviction that the
British Government is hesitating because of
the opposition of the Overseas Dominions

to the Protocol. Now, I do not know
whether that is so or not. We will know by
and by. I think we ought to have known
before.

There is just one point I was a little
doubtful about and cannot clear up in my
own mind: that is, as to what would be the
position of a member after it had gone to
the Court, where the question of domestic
jurisdiction was raised by the opponent state
—say an immigration question—and had been
turned down on it, and then came again to
the League of Nations under Article 11 and
put its plea in this way: “There is yet not
a good feeling between us and our sister state,
and we call your attention to the fact and
ask you to notice it and consider it, and to
do something if you can to alleviate the situa-
tion.” The Council has no authority at all
to reopen a question as to jurisdiction on
immigration, which was decided by the Per-
manent Court. What it can do is simply to
use its good offices to smooth over relations
between those countries, if possible, to pre-
vent recurring troubles between the two.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: Could it not take
it up again by unanimous consent?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
Once a decision is given they cannot traverse
that decision; and there we remain at the
present time. If the Council on that last
notice by the state says:“ No, we cannot have
anything to do with the jurisdiction ques-
tion: that has been settled: all we can do is
to try to make things as agreeable as pos-
sible between you,” I do not know what is
the position of that state which has been
turned down by the Court and which does
not get redress from the Council. I would
like to see that made more plain. You see,
the opinions of Sir Cecil Hurst and others
are along the same line. Other opinions are
that it then might possibly be justified in
going to war.

My position with reference to the Protocol
is not an extreme one. I do not think that
humanity in its most concentrated form ever
made a perfect piece of work. It makes a com-
paratively perfect and workable arrangement.
The Protocol is a result of five years’ ex-
perience and travail towards a great objec-
tive, which is permanent peace and the elimin-
ation of war. It embodies conclusions after
five years of experience. It may be that
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there are some things, maybe several things,
about it which could be made better by
another year’s consideration, and by an ex-
amination of objections such as will come,
and a trial to obviate them, or to find methods
somehow or other of bettering them in order
to make it as nearly perfect as possible.
My impression is that neither to-day nor
later will the British Government kick over
the Protocol. Neither do I think the Over-
seas Dominions have taken that position.
What I do hope and think and believe will
take place is that the matter will be post-
poned, and that suggestions, conversations
and amendments will take place, and that at
the next yearly meeting of the League of
Nations at Geneva the matter will come up
for review. I have faith to believe that
these two declarations against aggressive war-
fare and in favour of arbitration for the
settlement of all disputes. having once been
thrown aloft for a weary world to gaze upon
and gather hope from, will never be taken
down. It may take more time than we think
just now, but ultimately the great objective
will be achieved.

Now, I want to read to you, in conclusion,
the closing words of Dr. Benes, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Czecho-Slovakia, wh)
was the rapporteur of the third committee.
when he laid this report finally before the
Assembly :

Our purpose was to make war impossible, to kill
it, to annihilate it. To do this, we had to create
a system for the pacific settlement of all disputes
which might ever arise. In other words, it meant
the creation of a system of arbitration from which
no international dispute, whether juridical or political,
could escape. The plan drawn up leaves no loop-
hole; it prohibits wars of every description and lays
down that all disputes shall be settled by pacific
means.

But this absolute character which applies to the
system of arbitration should also apply to the whole
of the scheme, in regard to all questions of prineiple.
If there were one single gap in the system, if the
smallest opening were left for any measure of force,
the whole system would collapse.

To this end arbitration is provided for every kind
of dispute, and aggression is defined in such a way
as to give no cause for hesitation when the Council
has to take a decision.

These reactions led us to fill in the gaps in the
Covenant, and to define the sanctions in such a way
that no possible means could be found of evading
them, and that there should be a sound and definite
basis for the feeling of security.

Finally, the Conference for the Reduction of Arma-
ments is indissolubly bound up with this whole system;
there can be no arbitration or seeurity without dis-
armament, nor can there be disarmament without
arbitration and security.

The peace of the world is at stake.

The Fifth Assembly has undertaken a work of
world-wide political importance which, if it succeeds,
is destined profoundly to modify present political eon-
ditions. This year great progress in this direction has
been made in our work. If we succeed, the League

Hon. Sir GEORGE FOSTER.

of Nations will have rendered an inestimable service
to the whole modern world. Such success depends
partly upon the Assembly itself and partly upon in-
dividual Governments. We submit to the Assembly
the fruit of our labours; a work charged with the
highest hopes. We beg the Assembly to examine our
proposals with care, and to recommend them to the
various Governments for acceptance.

Those two reports, one by Benes and the
other by Politis, were accepted and embodied
unanimously by the 48 nations represented at
the League Assembly at Geneva.

Hon. J. P. B. CASGRAIN: Honourable
gentlemen, you will understand that after a
flow of eloquence such as we have just heard,
especially when I do not agree with all that
has been said, it is very hard indeed to get up
and reply to the right honourable gentleman,
especially when I have had no previous pre-
paration, except that I have followed the
doings of the League of Nations ever since
its inception. I was a fervent adherent of
the League of Nations when it started, for
I thought it would do an immense deal of
good; but now, after five years, I fail to see
that it has done very much. The war ended
five years ago, and nobody expected that we
would go into another war in such a short
time.

In Montreal a military man of very high
standing, a general from Italy, who had charge
of a division during the war, said to me:
“Nobody need think of a war for at least
ten years, because war requires preparation.
If war should come from anywhere, it would
come probably from Germany, as it is anxious
to get back not only Alsace and Lorraine
but also the fertile part of Poland that was
lost to it. However, remember that in order
to make war the troops must be fed. and
Germany is not in a position now, and will
not be for some years, to declare war, though
she is making preparations.”

Certainly it is not the League of Nations
that has prevented war during the last five
years; nor was it before the Great War, as
there was then no League of Nations; yet the
world went on in peace for a long time. The
right honourable gentleman talked about a
war with the United States, but we have had
112 years of peace with that country without
a League of Nations. So it does not need
the League of Nations to keep peace. When
we look over the world, we see some very
strange developments. Here we have people
talking about peace, and saying there will
be no more war, while other people think
that is a utopian idea and that as long as
there are men on the earth there will be war.

But what is the British Empire, of which
the right honourable gentleman is an ornament,
doing at the present moment? I have the
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figures before me. It is actually proposing
to spend $50,000,000 to establish a naval base
at Singapore, and I have a long article, which
I have not time to read, showing that Japan
says that if Britain insists on building that base
at Singapore, Japan will also have to build
one near there. Does that look like peace?
The greatest and most expensive fortress ever
heard of is now to be bult at Singapore.
More than that, some people in this country
wanted us to contribute to that Singapore
base. That did not go, at any rate with this
Government, and I do not think it will; but
does it look like peace when Britain is pro-
posing to spend $50,000,000 just now in that
way? I do not speak of the wonderful air
armaments that are being prepared ; the biggest
airships ever known are now being devised.
The right honourable gentleman said at
first that we must distinguish the Protocol
from the Covenant. I was surpriced at this,
because he had been championing and singing
the praises of the Covenant ever since its in-
ception. I would like to ask, what is the
matter with the Covenant? Has the Cove-
nant gone all wrong? Not at all; as far as
the right honourable gentleman is concerned,
the Covenant was good enough, but ap-
parently it is not so now. Here is now the
Protocol. Well, the Protocol is simply an
amplification of Article 10, which the right
honourable gentleman did not mention.
Article 10 contains the whole kernel of the
Covenant of the League, and it says that if
any one country wants to act aggressively
against the territorial integrity of any of the
powers, then all the others will come to arms
and say, “No, don’t disturb those boundaries.”
Every honourable gentleman has read the
proposition made by England, that she was
prepared to give guarantees to France against
aggression from Germany as far as Alsace and
Lorraine were concerned, but she woss not
prepared to guarantee that all the boundaries
of all the countries that have been carved
out in the eastern part of Europe would
always be maintained. For instance, there
is that famous corridor running from Poland
to Danzig—a strip of territory about 30 miles
wide passing right through Germany, cutting
off part of Germany, and then making Danzig
a neutral city. Well, everybody knows that
at present Danzig is not a neutral city: it is
a regular arsenal, and the Germans are just
biding their time to drive the Poles away
from Danzig, League of Nations or not,
Protocol or not. Those who invented that
corridor might have been great statesmen, but
they were certainly not familiar with human
nature. Do honourable gentlemen think that
a powerful country like Germany would have

a territory ten leagues wide for its full length
running to the sea and cutting them off?

The right honourable gentleman said that
the Covenant was not perfect. I am sure it
is not perfect in the matter of delimitation of
those boundaries. The whole Treaty of Ver-
sailles wos made very much to suit and please
Mr. Woodrow Wilson, at that time President
of the TUnited States. The treaty-makers
thought that they would do a great thing if
they got the United States in, so they gave
in to Mr. Wilson. Mr. Clemenceau said that
he did not know how often he had given in
to the President of the United States, because
he was anxious to have that couatry in; it
had made a lot of money from the war—it is
said that it now has two-thirds of the gold of
the world in its vaults. President Wilson was
always a schoolmaster, and he simply took
a map snd made limits without any topo-
graphical features; that is to say, there was
never a high mountain or a river to constitute
a real boundary mark. It seems to me that in
making that Treaty of Versailles they allowed
almost anything; they even allowed Canada,
New Zealand, and any other country that
wanted to to sign it, to do so. Nobody asked:
“Are you a sovereign state? What are you
doing here? Why do you want to sign this?”
People stood by and let England march in
with all her Dominions behind her, and people
were signing who had never been heard of
before. But the absurdity of it will come out
some day. The people were all so glad to
finish the war that somebody in the United
States said: “We have no objection at all
to the King of England having seven votes,
but we want a vote for every one of our 48
states. some of which have a larger popula-
tion than all Canada, and much more than
New Zealand, the Free State of Ireland,
Australia, or South Africa.”

The right honourable gentleman was in
Montreal the other day, and I got a elipping
from a paper which referred to a report that
if the Protocol was not killed by Britain, she
would insist on thoroughly remodelling it.
The paper adds:

This bears out our contention that Sir George E.
Foster was mistaken when he told a Montreal audience
that the fate of the Protocol rested with Canada,
and that if Canada did not endorse it, it would fall
through.

Did honourable gentlemen know that we
were so important as that? Here are these
55 nations wanting something, but because
Canada does not rush to ratify that Protocol,
the whole thing is going to fall through. But
what about other people? Could not any-
body else make any falling through? The
paper adds:
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The idea that Canada should go ahead of Great
Britain and endorse the Protocol is of course absurd.
It might place Great Britain in an awkward position,
and make Canada look ridiculous.

It seems to me that England is not very
much in favour of the Protocol, as far as we
can see, but is simply trying to pass the buck
to the Dominions, and saying: “We cannot
say anything about that now; we have to
consult the Dominions.”

There were many other occasions when
England made propositions without consulting
us. Why should they consult us more to-day
than they did then? Only the other day,
at Lausanne, they made a Treaty and did
not consult us at all, and the Prime Minister
of this country said, “We will have nothing
to do with it.” Well, he can say that, but
to make sure on this matter I took the trouble
of writing to Mr. Lloyd George, who has
been Prime Minister of England and ought
to know something of that sort of thing.
I asked: “Do you think it will make any
difference with the Lausanne Treaty whether
Canada signs or not?” He wrote back and
said: “No, I don’t think it makes any differ-
ence; I think the Treaty was finished when
King George and his Government ratified it;
but of course it is open to Canada to make
an independent Treaty with Turkey.” People
seem to forget that we are at war with
Turkey. I do not forget it, because I had
a son who was near the Turkish guns for
nine months. As we did not participate
in the Treaty at Lausanne, we are still at
war with Turkey. Some people say that
we are a nation—that we sign Treaties. Well,
the best thing we could do would be to send
somebody over to Turkey to sign that Treaty,
otherwise we will still remain at war. It does
not hurt us much, and I suppose members
of this House do not recognize that we are
still at war with Turkey.

Now, the Protocol is an amplification of
Article 10, or I take it to be such. If Article
10 is really what it says, I do not know but
that I might be in favour of the League of
Nations, because then there would be some-
thing in it worth while. That is to say, the
League of Nations would create a super-state,
a state that would have an army and a navy,
like a court with a sheriff, to execute its
judgments. In international matters an army
and navy are the sheriff.

Peace is based on good-will, and that is
all very well, but the League seems to be
made for angels, and not for men as we know
them. If this Protocol would amplify Article
10, and give it more strength, as the right
honourable gentleman says it would, where
would the Right Hon. Charles Doherty come

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

in? When he went to the League of Nations,
he was the one who proposed to strike out
Article 10 absolutely. But that did not carry,
though there was a great deal of discussion
on it. ;

Then our own Sir Lomer Gouin went there,
and at first he got along beautifully. He pro-
posed an interpretation of Article 10 to be
embodied in the Covenant, an interpretation
according to his liking, to make the Article
say what it did not say; for there would be
no use for an interpretation which would
make the article say what it actually did say.
Whenever lawyers desire to insert an inter-
pretation clause, the purpose is to make the
document say something other than what
people read in it. However, it went through
and was referred to a committee, and the
newspapers said that it had been carried. Then
it came back to the Assembly. But, lo and
behold, of the 55 nations in the Assembly—if
there were 55—all were in favour of it except
one. And which one was that? The repre-
sentative of Persia. Well, evidently the
representative of Persia was put up by one of
the big Powers.

The right honourable gentleman (Right
Hon. Sir George E. Foster) has harped and
harped upon those 55 nations. What are
those 55 nations? I claim, honourable gentle-
men, that there are in this world only eight
nations that might be called independent
sovereign states. There are Great Britain,
China, Japan, Russia, Germany, France, Italy,
and the United States of America. Those
are the eight nations. As for the others, well,
they exist by good-will, provided there is not
a squeal out of them. These little mations
are just the ones that we hear of as flocking
to Geneva, because there they can assemble
with important statesmen. Nay, even colonies
like ours go there; and, upon my word, our
statesmen, inhaling the balmy breezes of Lake
Leman and sipping the sparkling wine of
France, think whilst they are there that they
are really representing a sovereign state.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: The honourable
gentleman is leaving out the Irish.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The Irish are there
too, and I trust to them to break up the
Covenant.

Everybody knows that in the world there are
just 1,600 million people. That is the number
you find given in any geography. Great
Britain has 400,000,000. China has about the
same number. There is already half of the
world’s population. Japan has 100,000,000.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
China has how many?
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: It is said to have
between three and four hundred million. The
estimates vary. We are told it is very hard
to ascertain the population. Some geographies
say there are more people than that, and some
say there are less. Let us assume the po-
pulation is between three and four hundred
million. I am talking only in millions.
Russia has 175,000,000. That is the popula-
tion given by the geographies before the war;
but during the war, and under the magnificent
rule they have in Russia, the Bolshevik rule,
they must have lost a very large number of
people. They have massacred a great many
of their own people under that beautiful
system of Bolshevism. On the other hand,
there is the natural increase to offset that.
However, I have put down the number stated
in the geographies—175,000,000. Then, there
is Germany with 70,000,000, France with 40,-
000,000, Italy with 35,000,000, and finally the
great republic to the south, the United States
of America, with 120,000,000; making a total
of 1,340,000,000 out of the 1,600,000,000 in the
world. So those eight are the nations that
have some real say, and have the money.

People talk about Poland. Well, where is
the currency of Poland to-day? It is a very
fertile country, as everyone knows, but it
has a people who apparently could never
govern themselves very well. We remember
that Poland was once a great country, when
King Louis XV of France, a great King, was
glad to marry the daughter of the King of
Poland; but the Poles do not seem to have
progressed, and there is a spirit of carelessness
amongst them.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: They are doing
very well just now.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: So much the better.
I am glad of it.

If you take 1,340,000,000, the population of
those eight nations, from the 1,600,000,000 in
the world, all you have left is 260,000,000,
divided amongst 48 nations. The British
Empire may be considered as seven nations.
Taking them out of the 55, we have 48 nations
left. If we divide 260,000,000 amongst those
48, we find an average population of 5,500,000.
Yet we hear a great deal about 55 nations.
Persia is one of them, and it has not paid its
fees to the League of Nations for I do not
know how long. Then there is Liberia. I
would like to know how many white men
there are in Liberia? That is in the League
of Nations and is counted as one.

People talk about arbitration and about
the nations minding the League. How can
they talk in that way in the face of what
happened at Corfu? There was Mussolini

bombarding Corfu. If ever there was an
attack, a brutal attack, it was that. What did
the League of Nations do about it? They
tried to remonstrate, but Mussolini absolutely
refused arbitration, and told Sir Eric Drum-
mond: “If you insist on arbitration, if you
attempt to interfere with us, we will withdraw
altogether from the League of Nations.” A
few weeks later Sir Eric Drummond left
Geneva and went over there and explained
to Mussolini that he might do just as he
pleased, provided Italy would remain in. It
is a sort of go-as-you-please arrangement, you
can see.

Another thing we are told is that the League
of Nations is going to decide who is the
aggressor. Who began the war? That is some-
thing that nobody seems to be able to find
out. The Germans say now that it was the
French who started it. We are reminded of
La Fontaine’s fable of the wolf and the sheep.
According to the wolf, it was the sheep that
was the aggressor. At any rate, once the
Jeague of Nations has declared a certain
country to be an aggressor, what is going
to happen? All the expenses of the war are
going to be charged to the aggressor. We
have won the late war, and there was no
doubt about Germany being the aggressor, and
the whole world was in league against Ger-
many. Are we collecting much from Germany?
Have we collected much in the past five
years? And will they pay? No.

Hon, Mr. BELCOURT: The Germans have
overpaid the first instalment that they agreed
to pay.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: If the honourable
gentleman is satisfied with the collection, very
well. 2

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: That is the fact.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Then, why are the
French kicking so much, complaining that
they cannot get any reparations? Take up
any French newspaper from the other side
and you will see nothing else. According to
the French newspapers, the whole trouble is
that France has not received any reparations.
It might afford them some comfort if the hon-
ourable gentleman would assure them that
they had been paid, though they never knew
it;

Would honourable gentlemen be surprised
to know that there are more white people
outside the League than there are in it? That
is a broad statement to make, but it is true.
There are 55 nations in the League, but they
are mostly blacks. I have the figures here
and will quote them if you wish. Of coun-
tries that are not in the League you have



124

SENATE

Russia with 175,000,000 people, Germany with
70,000,000, and the United States with 120,-
000,000. There are 365,000,000 people that are
not in the League at all—more people, by
100,000,000, than are living in those 48 little
nations,

Now, let us consider the number of white
people represented in the League. England
has about 60,000,000. We do not count the
French negroes in South Africa, because they
would double the number, but France has
40,000,000 white people. Then, there is Italy,
with 35,000,000. For South America I have
put down the number as 60,000,000. Then
there are the Poles. In what remains of
Austria there are say 8,000,000 or 9,000,000
people. Estimates vary, and the population
may be perhaps only 6.000000. Then, there
are the Kingdoms of the Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes, Rumania, ete. Put down another
75,000,000, which is a generous estimate. That
makes a total of 270,000,000 white people in
the League, as against 365,000,000 that are
still out.

The right honourable gentleman (Right
Hon. Sir George E. Foster) spoke a good deal
about the Covenant. Tt must have been
amended since the issue of the document which
I borrowed from the Library a few minutes
ago, and in which it is stated that there are
only nine members in the Council. There
were France, England, Japan and Italy, and
a place for the United States, and there were
four other members to be selected by the
League.

These four Members of the League shall be selected
by the Assembly from time to time in its disere-

tion. . . . Representatives of Belgium, Brazil, Spain
and Greece shall be Members of the Couneil.

So if you make a calculation you will see

that the number is eight, because the United.

States did not come in. Now, my right hon-
ourable friend tells us that there are ten. I do
not see how they have added the other two.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The Assembly
increased the number of selected members
from four to six.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Mussolini also told
Sir Eric Drummond: “Do not come and
speak to me about that League of Nations.
it is good for only one thing.” I may’ men-
tion that an article by Stephen Lauzanne is
my authority for this. Mussolini said: “ That
League is all for England and France. They
have all the good positions in it and we
Italians have no good positions there at all,
and we get nothing out of it. So we are not
very much in favour of it, and we will get
cut 1f you do not approve of our actions.”

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN.

I have just been reading ‘the budget of the
League, and I observe that Sir Eric Drum-
mond fares very well in it. How much do
you think goes for the frais de representation
in the Secretariat of the League? They have
translators galore, but for the last five years,
cven in the English version, they have used
the expression, “frais de représentation.” It
has never been translated for the benefit of
the English people. It must be something
pretty bad when they do not want to let the
English people know about it. I have trans-
lated the expression in this House before. It
means giving a good time to everybody and
having a good time yourself. I find in the
budget of this year that the frais de repre-
sentation for one department alone, that of
the Secretariat, are 150,000 gold francs, or
$30.000. They are going to have a very good
time with that amount.

When Great Britain desires certain matters
not to go before the League of Nations, I sup-
pose Sir Eric Drummiond is tipped off and
they do not appear on the agenda. Egypt
appealed for protection to the League of
Nations. It had declared a sort of indepen-
dence. Then the Sirdar was murdered, and
Great Britain asserted itself, sending battle-
ships with some troops to Egypt. I may men-
tion that Egypt does not belong to the League
of Nations. But that does not matter: it
is a small country and was supposed to be
protected. @ What redress did Egypt get?
When the meeting was held the Egyptian
question was not put on the agenda; so it
could not be discussed.

Now, I see they have been meeting in
Rome. There is another queer thing about
this League of Nations. They have all their
paraphernalia in Geneva, but I suppose they
like to ‘'travel and have a good time. as
someébody else is paying for it, and they go
from place to place. Now, if I am correctly
informed, they are sitting in Rome. Why
Rome? What is the matter with Geneva?
If you were to see how expensive are their
palaces and their offices at Geneva you would
wonder why they should go to Rome or any
other place. They have at Geneva 150 steno-
graphers. At any rate, they are sitting in
Rome.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
They are not sitting in Rome. What is the
use of saying that?

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: What is
place in Rome now?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
do not know what is taking place.

taking
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Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: Mr. Austen Cham-
berlain has gone down there. He passed
through Paris only the other day.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
do not know what the Pope is doing, or what
Mussolini is doing. I know the Council of
the League of Nations is sitting in Geneva.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I am very glad to
be corrected. I saw that Mr. Austen Cham-
berlain had gone down to Rome.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
have not taken the trouble to deny or to
question the veracity of many of the state-
ments that have been made by my honour-
able friend. I felt that if I did I would cut
the speech into a thousand slivers.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I hope the right
honourable gentleman will, for my own bene-
fit.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: I
have never heard a man speaking for the
same length of time father so many unvera-
cious statements as my honourable friend.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: I shall be very
glad indeed if the right honourable gentle-
man will be good enough to correct me. I
assure him that I am absolutely sincere, and
I would like nothing better than to be put
right.

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER: But
vou will not stay night if you are put right.

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: The important
thing is to be put right and given a chance
to stay right. Now, here is a statement I
made: I said there were more white people
outside the League than in it. Does the
right honourable gentleman deny that state-
ment?

Right Hon. Sir GEORGE E. FOSTER:
The honourable gentleman might just as well
say to me: “There is a moon in the sky:
will you deny that?”

Hon. Mr. CASGRAIN: But that is no
answer. Get your geography and look it up.
However. I must say that I like interruptions
better than the right honourable gentleman.
At the very beginning it would have been
much easier to ask him questions as he went
along, but I refrained from doing so.

As to the question of boundaries, the Pro-
tocol means that if they are disturbed it
will be a case of war in which not only the
people of Europe but we also will be em-
broiled. Canada was not in favour of Article
10 of the Covenant, and through its repre-
sentative asked to have that Article elimin-

ated. Subsequently Sir Lomer Gouin, belong-
ing to another Government, went over and
tried to have it amended. Notwithstanding
all this we find a Protocol which is an am-
plification of something we did not want. I
was very glad to hear the right honourable
gentleman state at the conclusion of his
speech—he himself admitted it—that at this
present Session the Protocol would not pass,
but there would be amendments. It will be,
like most matters of the League, postponed
till the Greek Kalends, and nothing will come
of it except wind.

Hon. P. POIRIER: Honourable gentle-
men, I see in this afternoon’s paper that
Right Hon. Austen Chamberlain has delivered
a memorable speech to the League of Nations,
outlining the attitude that Great Britain is
taking on this momentous question. I beg
leave to move the adjournment of this dis-
cussion until Tuesday next, to allow time for
this House in the meanwhile to deal with
the resolutions, which are possibly more press-
ing than this rather academic discussion.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Before the
motion of my honourable friend is put, may
I be allowed to make a statement? I have
no special mandate to make it, but it arises
out of the question which was put to the
right honourable gentleman the junior mem-
ber for Ottawa (Right Hon. Sir George E.
Foster) as to the reason why Great Britain
was likely to refuse to adhere to the Protocol.
The right honourable gentleman said that it
had been persistently rumoured that Great
Britain was hampered by the attitude of the
Dominions. I do not know anything as to
the action of the sister Dominions, but I may
make this statement, that Great Britain was
not in the least degree influenced by the
Dominion of Canada in determining its course
in this matter.

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

LIQUOR SEIZURES IN NOVA SCOTIA
MOTIONS FOR RETURNS

Hon. Mr. TANNER moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a return
to include copies of all correspondence, statutory
declarations, statements and other documents in the
possession of the Department of Customs and Excise
relating to the seizure in December, 1924, of intoxicat-
ing liquors claimed by Neil M. MacDonald, hotel
keeper of Reserve Mines, County of Cape Breton,
N.S.

The motion was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. TANNER moved:

That an Order of the Senate do issue for a return
to include copies of all correspondence, statutory
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declarations, statements and other documents in the
possession of the Department of Customs and Excise
relating to the seizure of intoxicating liquors at the
premises of Lambert Matthews of Edwardsville, Cape
Breton County, N.S., in December, 1924.

The motion was agreed to.

CRIMINAL CODE BILL—PRINTER'S
LIABILITY

FIRST READING

Bill 3, an Act to amend the Criminal Code
(Printer’s Liability) —Hon. Mr. Planta.

DIVORCE BILL
CLERICAL ERROR

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved the sec-
ond reading of Bill A, an Act to correct a
clerical error in Chapter 166 of the Statutes
of 1924, “An Act for the Relief of James
Henry Kirkwood.”

He said: Honourable gentlemen, this is a
short Bill, and the explanation of it is as
follows. During last session John Henry
Kirkwood applied to Parliament for a Bill of
Divorce. The Bill was recommended by the
Senate Committee on Divoree, but through
error it was prepared in the name of James
Henry Kirkwood, and was passed by both
Houses of Parliament in that form. The pur-
pose of the present Bill is to correet the
clerical error of last session by substituting the
name “John” for the name “James.”

Clause 2 of the Bill makes it retroactive
to the 19th of July, 1924, the date of the Royal
Assent to the Bill of last Session. This is
necessary owing to the fact that the petitioner
has since re-married.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I suppose my hon-
ourable friend will see that the proper
evidence is given, and that the preamble is
proved.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY : As to the error
in the name?

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: As to identity.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The Clerk of
the Committee has made quite an investiga-
tion, and has statutory declarations before
him. This matter has not been before the
Committee.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I suppose when
you have it before the Committee the proper
evidence will be given?

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The Clerk of
the Committee has been satisfied, but if you
want the matter to come before the Com-
mittee again, I have no objection.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I suppose the
Bill will be referred to the Committee.
Hon. Mr. TANNER.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I think it
would be in any event. I am content that
the Bill should go before the Committee after
it gets its second reading.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I am only point-
ing out that some evidence will be required.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: The Clerk
would not have gone this far if there had not
been evidence.

Hon. Mr. McMEANS: What is the effect
of a man being married under the name of
James when his name is John?

Hon. Mr. DANIEL: It all refers to the
same man, I suppose.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: My honourable
friend will remember that this is introduced
as a public Bill. I do not see how he is going
to arrange for the proof. The Bill will go
before the Committee of the Whole.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Yes, that is
quite true. .

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: I think my honour-
able friend had better let it stand.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: After the
second reading I will move that it be referred
to the Divorce Committee.

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

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY moved, by leave
of the House, that the Bill be referred to the
Committee on Divorce.

The motion was agreed to.

CANADA-UNITED STATES
TION TREATY

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL

The Senate resumed from yesterday the
debate on the motion of Hon. Mr. Dandurand
for concurrence of the Senate in approving
the following Resolution from the House of
Commons:

That is be resolved by the House of
Commons,—That it is expedient that Parliament do
approve of the Convention between His Majesty and
the President of the United States of America for
the purpose of enlarging the list of crimes on account
of which extradition may be granted with regard to
certain offences committed in the United States or in
the Dominion of Canada under the Convention con-
cluded between Great Britain and the United States
on the 12th July, 1889, and the 13th December, 1900,
and the 12th April, 1905, and the 15th May, 1922,
which was signed at Washington on the eighth day
of January, one thousand nine hundred and twenty-
five, and which was signed on behalf of His Majesty
in respect of Canada by the Plenipotentiary therein
named ; and that this House to approve of the same,

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentle
men, I have only a very short statement to

EXTRADI-
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make about the motion now before the House,
and have no desire at all to offer any cap-
tious ‘criticism. Yesterday 1 was a little
puzzled to know whether we were legislating
in the right of Canada or were simply passing
a resolution, which you might call a friendly
one, which would operate as notice that we
were consenting and agreeing to what was done
under and by virtue of Imperial legislation.
I do not know where we get the legal auth-
ority to make a Treaty of a Convention in
our own right, nor can I quite see what is the
legal effect of merely passing a vote of this
kind, The easiest way I have of getting at
the matter is to go back and see how this
was done ten or fifteen or twenty years ago.

As T understand it, under the Extradition
Act of 1870, which took the place of the old
Extradition Act of 1842, and which is still
operative, although it may have been amended
in some small particulars, when a Convention
was made with a foreign country in reference
to the extradition of criminals, the Imperial
Government would pass an Order in Council
setting out the terms of the Convention—
the crimes for which men could be taken out
of the country and for which we could claim
extradition from the foreign country. That
Order in Council had to be laid before the
Imperial Parliament within some ten or fif-
teen days of the opening of the next Session,
and also had to be published in the London
Gazette, a publication corresponding to our
Canada Gazette. When that was done it had
the force of law.

What I would like to know about this is
whether the Convention that we are asked
to approve was brought about by proceedings
under the Act of 1870. In other words, who
authorized our Minister of Justice to go to
Washington? Was it the Canadian Govern-
ment in its own right, or was it His Majesty
King George on the advice of his Imperial
Tixecutive? If Mr. Lapointe went to Wash-
ingfon on appointment from His Majesty the
King, he would occupy exactly the same posi-
tion as would Mr. Balfour or Lord Bryce, and
would have perfectly good standing.

Now the Convention has been made. Has
it been passed by Order in Council of the Im-
perial Government, and has it been gazetted
in the London Gazette? If it has not, I do
not quite well see how it has become effec-
tive. I can understand very well why the
British Government should say to us: “The
power is here in the Imperial Government;
we will consult with you, and if you have any
suggestions to make we will appoint your
man and let him arrange your Convention:
then we will pass the Order in Council and

publish it in the Gazette. You can then lay
it before your Parliament for approval or dis-
approval. If your Parliament expresses its
disapproval we will not gazette it; if it ex-
presses approval, the thing goes.” What has
been done is perfectly legal up to the time
of making the Convention; it is a sort of
modus vivendi; but I do not understand that
there is any Imperial Act changing the British
North America Act and enabling us to take
this Convention and put the stamp of law
upon it. I would like to know from the
Leader of the Government how Mr. Lapointe
came to go to Washington. Was there an
Order in Council of this Government? If
there was, was it the only order? Has there
been anything done in England, and if so,
what?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I can only give
my honourable friend the official knowledge
that has been imparted to me. It is that an
Order in Council has been passed by the
Canadian Cabinet asking his Majesty the King
to give authority to somebody to sign a
Convention with the United States. His
Majesty the King has been pleased to appoint
the present Minister of Justice to represent
him, and to sign this Convention. That being
s0, I do not see that there is any difficulty—
except that we may examine into the con-
stitutional phase of it—in accepting the docu-
ment on its face. It is His Majesty, in
respect of the Dominion of Canada, and the
President of the United States—the one re-
presented by Secretary Hughes and the other
by the Minister of Justice—who have come
together and signed this Convention. All
that is asked of the Canadian Parliament is
that it give its approval to the Convention
itself—to the act performed by the delegate
of His Majesty the King of Great Britain and
of the Dominions beyond the Seas. My hon-
ourable friend thinks that under the Act of
1870, which forms the basis of the extradition
rights between the United States and Canada,
some further procedure must follow—among
other things, the printing of the notice of this
Convention in the London Gazette.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: The laying before the
Imperial Parliament of the Convention.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: You
must get an Order in Council in England.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Certainly, there must
be an English Order in Council.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Without enter-
ing into the constitutional question at this
moment, this could take place only in Great
Britain, if my honourable friend is right, which
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I am not prepared to admit. But if he is
right, and if the British authorities had to
pass an Order in Council and publish our sup-
plementary Convention in the London Gazette,
surely that would not be done before the
Parliament of Canada had expressed its ap-
proval of an act which is to apply exclusively
to Canada. However, the representation
which my honourable friend makes as to the
procedure will be examined by the Department
of Justice, and a memorandum on the point
he raises will be prepared and presented to this
Chamber. It need not in the meantime stop
our approving the convention signed by His
Britannic Majesty and the United States.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Perhaps it might be
interesting to the members of this House if
I read some clauses in the Act of 1870, chapter
52 of 32-34 Victoria:

An Act for amending the Law relating to the
Extradition of Criminals.

(2) Where an arrangement has been made with any
foreign State with respect to the surrender to such
State of any fugitive criminals, Her Majesty may, by
Order in Council, direct that this Act shall apply in
the case of such foreign State.

So you must have an Order in Council
there. Then:

Her Majesty may, by the same or any subsequent
order, limit the operation of the order, and restrict
the same fugitive criminals who are in or suspected
of being in the part of Her Majesty’s dominions
specified in the order, and render the operation thereof
subject to such conditions, exceptions and qualifica-
tions as may be deemed expedient.

Every such order shall recite or embody the terms
of the arrangement, and shall not remain in force
for any longer period than the arrangement.

Every such order shall be laid before both Houses
of Parliament within six weeks after it is made, or,
if Parliament be not then sitting, within six weeks
after the then next meeting of Parliament, and shall
also be published in the London Gazette.

Honourable gentlemen will see that there
are three things necessary—the Order in
Council setting out the terms of the Conven-
tion, the laying before the Imperia! Parlia-
ment, and the publication in the Gazette.

The honourable gentleman did not tell us
what this Government is going to have done.
Assuming that we are just testing the opinion
of the Parliament of Canada on the matter,
this motion could go without any more dis-
cussion, because then it could go to the
Imperial authorities to see that the Order in
Council was passed, that the Convention was
laid before Parliament, and that it was pub-
lished in the Gazette. So far as I can see,
that is the authority, and that is the way in
which it ought to be done.

What I do not know is, where we get
authority to legislate here and turn this into
law; and I would like the honourable gentle-
man to let us have that authority before we

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

pass this resolution. I can very well under-
stand that, when Canada is trying to get as
much autonomy as possible, it may be wise
to invent some kind of a modus vivendi
which, while we have not secured changes in
our Constitution that enable us to make
Treaties or Conventions with foreign coun-
tries, might permit the Imperial Government
to say: “We can get around that by asking
you to tell us what you want, and the man
you want to appoint, and then we will do
all these things for you, and in substance you
will get what you want, although the form
will be following Imperial legislation.”

The difficulty arises entirely out of the
mistaken notion, as I think, that Canada is a
nation. I have never sympathized at all with
that notion. I think Canada is a colony. It
is very much like a boat that is being towed
by a steamer: it has to follow the wake of
the steamer. If it is to go at right angles
to the course of the steamer, the only thing
to do is to cut the painter and get it clear.
I am not quite sure, either, that it is wise to
keep instilling into the minds of our people
the idea that Canada is a nation. This is
one illustration that it is not a nation. But
the question can be tested in another way.
We have been talking about sending an
ambassador to Washington; but did anybody
ever hear of Washington talking of sending
an ambassador to Canada?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But they may
when we do send one.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: They may send a
Consul, and a very good Consul, but I think
it is a quite improbable and almost impossible
thing that the United States would send an
ambassador here, another to Australia, and
still another to New Zealand. They would
get very much tangled if they did.

There is another phase of this matter of
encouraging people to think that Canada is a
nation: It may cause trouble. I remember
when there was some talk about our am-
bassador not being received at Washington,
and I heard a good deal of ill-will expressed
towards the United States at the very
suggestion that they would not receive a
Canadian ambassador. I think one of the
important things that any Government should
bear in mind is to see that the existing good-
will between ourselves and the United States
is preserved at all hazards, and that nothing
that could possibly be avoided should be done,
that would create ill-will, or give any
ground for raising a ecry of ill-will.

I think we might just as well stand where
we are in regard to this Resolution. If we
are simply pasing it as part of a modus
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vivendi between ourselves and the British
Government, and that Government is going
to put it into law and make it effective, I
can understand where we are; but if we are
trying to legislate for ourselves, I would like
to see where we get authority to legislate.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: But we are not
legislating.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: That is what I want to
know.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: My honourable
friend knows that this is not a Bill which is
before the House: it is simply a resolution
of approval.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Do I understand that
the British Government will be simply asked
to take this as an expression of opinion from
this Government, and put it into legal shape?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I am not ready
to say that my friend’s contention is right.
He does not affirm it himself as being right:
he wants to be informed, so he is not laying
down the law.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: No, I am not laying
down the law. I am not the one to lay down
the law. The honourable gentleman himself
is our oracle: we are entitled to get responses
from him, and we do. Some of them are
very good ones; but I would like to know
from him what we are doing about this reso-
lution. What does it mean? Is it an expres-
sion of opinion, or is it something that will
go to the British Government with a request
to take the necessary legal steps to make the
Convention a law? I think it is up to the
honourable gentleman to give us some informa-
tion on that. ;

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: I would
draw the attention of the honourable leader
of the Government to the fact that the British
Government never made a Treaty under the
authority of this Act with any foreign Gov-
ernment regarding extradition of criminals.
All they did was to make an arrangement,
and that arrangement was crystallized in an
Order in Council, and was authorized by
statute of the American Government or other
foreign Government. It went through the
same procedure: they passed an Act of their
Legislature, or else had some Order in Coun-
cil—if they make such things over there—
authorized by statute. The clause which has
just been read begins with the words, “ Where
an armangement has been made with any
foreign state,” ete.

Now, there is nothing in this Act requiring
that agreement to be submitted to Parliament
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for its approval—that is the point: we are
simply inventing a new practice here. It has
to be laid on the Table in the House of
Parliament in England for approval. But that
is not required under this Act. Why, then,
should there be any approval by us?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I would like to call
attention to a phase of the Imperial Act to
which reference has been made, which should
be borne in mind. It is section 18 of chapter
5 of the Statutes of 33-34 Victoria, from which
extracts have already been read:

18. If by any law or ordinance, made before or
after the passing of this Act by the legislature of
any British possession, provision is made for carrying
into effect within such possession the surrender of
fugitive eriminals who are in or suspected of being
in such British possession, Her Majesty may, by the
Order in Council applying this Act, in the case of
any foreign State, or by any subsequent order, either
suspend the operation within any such British posses-
sion of this Act, or of any part thereof, so far as it
relates to such foreign State, and so long as such law
or ordinance continues in force there, and no longer.

There is another direction, but I need not
further quote.

Then, if we refer to chapter 155 of the
Revised Statutes of Canada, 1906, we find in
section 4:

In the case of any foreign State with respect to
which the application to the United Kingdom of the
Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom, passed
in the year 1870 and intituled ‘“ An Act for amending
the Law relating to the Extradition of Criminals.”

—that is the Act in question—

—and any Act or Acts amending the same, is made
subject to any limitation, condition, qualifieation or
exception, etc.

Now, on referring to the Orders in Council
passed in England under the Imperial Act,
chapter 52 of 33-34 Victoria, I find, for in-
stance, in the Statutes of 1902, which contain
one of those Orders in Council, this:

Whereas by the Extradition Acts, 1870 to 1895, it
was amongst other things enacted that, where an
arrangement has been made—

Then it quotes from the Imperial Act, and
after citing the Convention it goes on:

And whereas the ratifications of the said Convention
were exchanged at Washington, etc.

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with the advice
of His Privy Council, and in virtue of the authority
committed to Him by the said recited Aects, doth
order and it is hereby ordered that from and after
the thirteenth day of July, one thousand nine hundred
and one, the said Acts shall apply in the case of the
United States and of the said Convention with the
President of the United States of America.

Provided always—

—and this is the clause to which I direct
special attention—

Provided always, that the operation of the said Acts
shall be and remain suspended within the Dominion
of Canada so long as an Act of the Parliament of
Canada passed in one thousand eight hundred and
eighty-six—
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—it is the Statute of 1886, which is embodied
in chapter 155 to which I have referred—
—and entitled “ An Act respecting the Extradition of
Fugitive Criminals *’ shall continue in force there, and
no longer.

Therefore it seems to me that the position
is this. An Imperial Act was passed in 1870
applying to the British Empire at large, but
with the restriction that if any of the British
possessions chose to legislate for themselves,
the Act would not apply to those British pos-

sessions: it would be the Act of the British

possessions that would apply; and that is what
has taken place, We, having passed an Act
of our own, the matter is governed by the Act
which was passed by us, which is chapter 155
of the Revised Statutes of Canada. Then of
course the question arises, as a matter of
procedure, whether the Convention was en-
tered into regularly. The question comes up
as to the mode of publishing the Convention
—whether it should be by Order in Council
published here or by Order in Council pub-
lished in England.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Is the Act you have
just been reading from a Canadian Act or
an Imperial Act?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: It is an Order
in Council.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I read from the Im-
perial Act to which the honourable member
referred. Then I referred to our own Act
which, by section 18 of the Imperial Act, is
to supercede the Imperial Act so far as that
is concerned. Then I referred to one of the
Orders in Council which were passed in Eng-
land under their Imperial Aect, which I take
to be the form adopted for all those Orders
in Council. It appears from that Order in
Council that the Imperial Act is suspended
so long as the Canadian Act is in force. So
it is quite clear that the matter is not gov-
erned by the Imperial Act, but is governed
by the Canadian Act, that is, by Chapter 155,
which commences by saying this, in Part 1,
section 3:

3. In the case of any foreign state with which there
is an extradition arrangement, this Part shall apply
during the continuance of such arrangement.

Then, in section 4:

In the case of any foreign State with respect to
which the application to the United Kingdom of the
Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom—

That is, the Act passed in 1870—then, the
provisions of this Act shall not apply, but
the Canadian Act applies.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: How does it bring the
Convention into force according to this Can-
Hon. Mr. BEIQUE.

adian Act? By the statute, or by Order in
Council, or publication in the Gazette?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I think the Canadian
Act provides for the bringing into force by
Order in Council, and it could be a Canadian
Order in Council.

Hon. Mr. LYNCH-STAUNTON: By an
Order in Council of Canada?

Hon, Mr. BEIQUE: Of Canada. I was
first under the impression that it would have
to be by an Imperial Order.

Hon, W. B. ROSS: Was the Canadian Act
to which the honourable gentleman referred
a Canadian Act relating to extradition?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Yes, chapter 155
of the Revised Statutes of 1906.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: The matter is rather
involved, but on examining it closely I am
inclined, for my part, to think that it is
clearly governed by the Canadian Act, because
in all the Orders in Council passed in England
under the Imperial Act of 1870, or amending
Acts, there is always this provision—

Provided always, that the operation of the said
Acts—

—that is, the Imperial Act of 1870 and
amendments—

—shall be and remain suspended within the Dominion
of Canada so long as an Act of the Panliament of
Canada passed—

—in such and such a year—I would say now,
so long as chapter 155 of the Revised Statutes
of Canada—

—shall continue in force there, and no longer.

That is, it puts it under the Canadian Act.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: What provision is there
in the Canadian Act of Parliament for
approval of it? What is the necessity for
approval?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: I take it to be per-
fectly unnecessary,

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Bringing this
Convention before Parliament for approval is
a question of policy, and the Convention is
before us. Honourable gentlemen will see
by Article 2:

The operation of the present Convention is confined
to cases in which the offences mentioned in the
preceding Article having been committed in the United
States or in the Dominion of Canada, the person
charged with the offence is found in the Dominion
of Canada or in the United States respectively.

I tried to meet the Minister of Justice,
but unfortunately he was out of the city
to-day. I have examined the correspondence
with the British authorities concerning the
supplementary extradition Convention be-




MARCH 12, 1925

131

tween the United Kingdom and the United
States which came into force in 1922, but
which had its origin in the preceding year.
On the 17th of December, 1921, an Order
in Council, P.C. 4583, was passed by the
Canadian Cabinet asking His Majesty the
King to name a representative to sign the
Convention which permitted of the placing
of the 16th offence in the list of extraditable
offences: Wilful desertion, or wilful non-sup-
port of wife or dependent children. The
whole correspondence between London and
Canada bore on the Order in Council re-
quired to be passed by Canada in order to
authorize the signature of this Convention
As the American Ambassador, Mr. George
Harvey, had been authorized by the United
States to sign, His Majesty The King, on
the Order in Council of December 1921,
appointed Lord Curzon of Kedleston to sign
the Convention. The Convention was signed
by Lord Curzon and Ambassador Harvey on
the 15th day of May, 1922, by virtue of the
Canadian Order in Council passed on the
17th of December, 1921.

I find that the present Convention is prac-
tically on all fours with the terms of that
Convention of 1922. Article 2 of our present
Convention, which I have read, is taken word
for word from Article 2 of the Convention
which was signed in 1922, but authorized by
our Canadian Order in Counecil of Decembert
1921.

The officials of the Department of Justice
had no doubt whatever as to the right of Can-
ada to initiate the procedure by Order in
Council, but they felt that the matter needed
to be examined if a memorandum was to be
prepared. That is why I have stated to my
honourable friend that, even if his contention
were true, there should be no harm in Par-
liament declaring that it agrees with the action
of His Majesty The King in adding that 17th
Clause to the extraditable offences. However,
it will be for the Department of Justice to
consider the discussion which has taken place
and prepare a memorandum, which I shall have
very great pleasure in bringing before this
Chamber.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, a child can ask a question which
it takes many wise men to answer. Inad-
vertently I raised a question yesterday, and it
has brought out a very illuminating and
interesting debate. When asking the question
I had in mind an incident that oeccurred two
or three times in this House with reference to
another Bill. The point had been raised that
there was in this country a complaint about
British subjects not Canadian citizens being
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deportable without trial, and it occurred to me
that there was another piece of legislation in
which a similar question might arise and cause
a conflict of opinion, if not of jurisdiction, as
between the Canadian and British Govern-
ments. I desire that we should at least try
to avoid any possibility of a dispute of this

‘sort arising, just as the honourable mem-

ber from Middleton (Hon. W. B. Ross) has
pointed out, and that there should be nothing
but the most friendly relations between our
own people and the people of the Mother-
land.

Now, I am entirely satisfied and content
with what has occurred in the way of explana-
tion, except that I would like to ask my
honourable friend from De Salaberry (Hon.
Mr. Béique) about one point. Did the
Imperial Order in Council which he has just
read refer to a particular amendment to an
extradition Treaty, or was it general in its
application? If general in its application, I
think we are quite safe. If it refers. to a
particular action or Aect, I still think that the
same procedure that was followed in that case
would necessarily have to be followed in the
present instance.

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE: T have only to repeat
this, that the Imperial Order in Council put-
ting into effect the Imperial Act of 1870 sus-
pends its operations in any British possessions
that have legislation on the subject. Thus
it puts the Imperial Act of 1870 into operation
only in such British possessions as have not
themselves legislated. As we have legislated,
it is our legislation which governs in the
matter.

Under our Ilegislation—and now I am
answering the honourable member from Mid-
dleton (Hon. W. B. Ross)—Section 8 of
Chapter 155 of the Revised Statutes of
Canada says:

The publication in the Canada Gazette of an extra-

dition arrangement, or an order in council, shall be
evidence of such arrangement or order.

So it seems to me that publication here
would be sufficient.

I must say that until this afternoon, when I
looked into the matter more closely, I was
under the impression, like the honourable
member from Middleton, that the matter was
governed entirely by the British Imperial
Act; but when I saw Section 18 of the
Imperial Act I changed my mind. I see that
the matter is governed really by the Canadian
Act.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I may inform
my honourable friend that the officials of the
Department of Justice have told me that they
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were working in a most harmonious way with
the British authorities on all these matters.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: May I say this,
which perhaps may be a more direct answer
to my honourable friend who leads on the
other side (Hon. Mr. Robertson)? The Order
in Council referred to in the British Act of
1870 is of general application.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: That was the
question,

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: In this sense that
under the law passed by Parliament in 1870,
Treaties or Conventions might be entered into
with different parts of the world. The publi-
cation of which my honourable friend from
Middleton (Hon. W. B. Ross) speaks is the
publication of an Order in Council ratifying
a Convention or Agreement of some kind made
with some other power. That is the Order
in Council which is contemplated by the
Statute of 1870, and that is the Order in
Counecil which would ratify any particular
Treaty or Convention and which would be
published in the Royal Gazette. So that pro-
vision is of general application. A special
disposition having been made for Canada, as
explained by my honourable friend from De
Salaberry (Hon. Mr. Beique), that is an
entirely 'different thing from the general
operation of the Statute, under which some
special Order in Council would have to be
passed to ratify any special agreement entered
into with another power.

Hon. Mr. ROBERTSON: The reason I
asked the question of my honourable friend
from De Salaberry was that I understood him
to say that the Order in Council quoted was
dated 1901, and I thought it probably referred
to some Convention that had been entered
into just as this one is proposed to be. I
thought that Order in Council referred to the
particular document, and that if such was the
case this document should be handled in a
similar manner. If the application of the
Order in Council was general, then I was quite
content.

Hon. Mr. BELCOURT: There can be no
question of our having to publish this Con-
vention in the Royal Gazette. There may be
a question of having to publish it in the
Canada Gazette; as to that I am not sure.
But it seems to me that it was never con-
templated by the British Act that there should
be any publication in the Royal Gazette of
anything but an Imperial Order.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: What is the object of
this Resolution?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: For the Parlia-
ment of Canada to express its approval.

Hon. Mr. ROSS:

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Simply its ap-
proval.

Hon.

Just an opinion?

Mr. ROSS: Not legislation?
Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Oh, no.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I would like
to move the adjournment of the debate, un-
less you are anxious to pass the Resolution
to-day. I am satisfied with the explanation
of the honourable member for De Salaberry
(Hon. Mr. Béique).

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Then I would
suggest that we pass it, because, as there is
nothing left on the Order Paper for to-mor-
row, I intend to move the adjournment of the
House till Tuesday.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: I did arrive
at the same conclusion. We were looking
at it perhaps at the same time.

The Resolution was agreed to.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND moved:

That a message be sent to the House of Commons
by one of the Clerks at the table to acquaint that
House that the Senate hath agreed to the said Reso-
lution, by filling in the blank space therein with the
words ‘‘ Senate and.”

The motion was agreed to.

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

—

THE SENATE

Tuesday, March 17, 1925

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

Prayers and routine proceedings.

JUDICIAL VACANCIES
INQUIRY

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

1. What are the dates chronologically since January
1st, 1922, that vacancies occurred in the Superior, Dis-
trict and County Courts of Canada?

2. On what dates respectively was each of the said
vacancies filled, and who were the persons respectively
appointed to fill such vacancies?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The following
reply is furnished by the Department of
Justice:
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Supreme Court of Ontario:

Sutherland, J. Vacancy caused by death—
May 23, 1922. Filled October 7, 1922. Ap-
pointee—R. Smith.

Meredith, C. J. Vacancy caused by death—
August 21, 1923. Filled August 31, 1923.
Appointee—Sir W. Mulock.

Maclaren, J. Vacancy caused by retirement
—December 15, 1923. Not filled.

County Courts of Ontario:

Carleton—Gunn, J. Vacancy caused by
death —January 10, 1922. Filled February
15, 1922. Appointee—J. A. Mulligan.

Victoria—McMillan, Jr. J. Vacancy caused
by death—August 24, 1922. - Not filled.

Wentworth—Snider, J. Vacancy caused by
retirement—March 29, 1923. Filled March
29, 1923. Appointee—W. T. Evans.

Huron—Dickson, J. Vacancy caused by
death—December 17, 1923. Not filled.

Northumberland and Durham—Ward, J.
Vacancy caused by retirement—August 23,
1924. Filled August 23, 1924, Appointee—
M. G. Cameron.

Bruce—Greig, J. Vacaney caused by retire-
ment—January 29, 1925. Not filled.

CUSTOMS AND EXCISE INSPECTIONS
MOTION FOR RETURN
Hon. Mr. TANNER inquired of the Gov-

ernment :

1. On what dates during 1923 and 1924 did the Chief
Inspector of Custom and Excise Department visit the
cities of Toronto, Montreal, Winnipeg, Quebec, Van-
couver, respectively, for inspectorial purposes?

2. On what dates, during 1923 and 1924, did any
assistant inspector from the Chief Inspector’s office
at Ottawa visit the said ecities respectively for in-
spectorial purposes?

3. Who were the assistant inspectors who made the
visits?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: The answer I
have from the Department is: “As it will
take some time to compile this information,
this Inquiry should be made a motion for a
return.” So I would ask that it be changed
accordingly. )

Agreed to as a motion for a Return.

STEAMSHIP CLEARANCES
INQUIRY

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

What is the number of steamships that cleared for
ports outside of Canada during 1924—(a) with cargo
alone; (b) with passengers alone; (c¢) with cargo and
passengers, from Montreal, Quebee, Vancouver, Hali-
fax and St. John respectively?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: As it will take
some time to obtain this information, this
inquiry should be changed into a motion for
a return.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND.

Hon. G. D. ROBERTSON: Honourable
gentlemen, may I suggest that perhaps this
step ought not to be taken in the absence
of the honourable gentleman in whose name
the question stands. It does not appear to
me to be any more difficult to bring down the
information in answer to the question, when the
information becomes available, than it would
be to make a return. Perhaps it is desired
to remove the inquiry from the Order Paper.
I would suggest that at least it should stand
until to-morrow, or until the honourable mem-
ber is present.

The inquiry stands.

LIQUOR SEIZURES IN NOVA SCOTIA
INQUIRIES

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

1. Was the Department of Customs and Excise in-
formed of a seizure in December, 1924, at the premises
of Lambert Matthews of Edwardsville, Cape Breton
County, N.S., of quantities of intoxicating liquors of
which D. V. Mancini claimed to be owner?

2. Did the Department intervene in the matter and
take any steps to cause the release of the intoxicating
liquors to the alleged owner thereof?

3. Did the Department cause the said intoxicating
liquors to be released to the alleged owner, and if so,
for what reasons and when?

4. What descriptions and quantities of intoxicating
liquors were included in the seizure?

5. By whom and under what authority was the seizure
made?

6. If the intoxicating liquors have not been released,
is the matter closed or is it still under the considera-
tion of the Department?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:

1. Yes.

2. Department is acting upon the seizure
as provided by the Customs Act, and no steps
have been taken by the Department to cause
the release of the intoxicating liquors to the
alleged owner thereof.

3. No.

4. 25 half octaves rum; 10 cases gin; 2 cases
brandy; 32 cases whiskey; 3 bags whiskey.

5. Angus Young, under his authority as
Special Officer of Customs and Excise, the
charge being that the goods had been smuggled
into Canada.

6. Case not yet decided.

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

1. Was the Department of Customs and Excise in-
formed of a seizure in December, 1924, of intoxicating
liquors claimed by Neil M. MacDonald, hotel keeper of
Reserve Mines, County of Cape Breton, N.S.?

2. Did the Department intervene in the matter and
take any steps to cause the release of the intoxicating
liquors to the alleged owner thereof?

3. Did the Department cause the said intoxicating
liquors to be released to the alleged owner, and if so,
for what reason, and when?
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4. What descriptions and quantities of intoxicating
liquors were included in the seizure?

5. By whom and under what authority was the seizure
made?

6. If the intoxicating liquors have not been released,
is the matter closed or is it still under the consideration
of the Department?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:

1. Yes.

2. Department is acting upon the seizure
as provided by the Customs Act and no steps
have been taken by the Department to cause
the release of the intoxicating liquors to the
alleged owner thereof.

3. No.

4. 31 kegs said to contain rum; 4 cases said
to contain whiskey.

5. Angus Young, under his authority as a
Special Officer of Customs and Excise, the
charge being that the goods had been smug-
gled into Canada.

6. No decision has been rendered.

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

Subsequent to the periods covered in answers of the
Government (Senate Hansard, June 3rd, 1924, page
354) to the present date—

(a) What is the value and quantity of intoxicating
liquors entered or stored in bonded warehouses in the
City of Halifax, N.S.?

(b) What is the value and quantity of intoxicating
liquors in such bonded warehouses at the time men-
tioned and stored therein since which has been ex-
ported ?

(e) To what countries were the liquors exported?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: I have a note

asking that this be changed into a motion for
a return. This may stand.

The inquiry stands.

HALIFAX BONDED WAREHOUSES
INQUIRY

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

Since December 18th, 1923,—

(a) What persons or companies in the City of
Halifax, N.S., have been authorized by the Department
of Customs and Excise to conduct bonded warehouses
for intoxicating liquors?

(b) When was each one authorized?

(c) Were such bonded warehouses approved or re-
commended by the Government of Nova Scotia or per-
sons representing such government?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND:
Name of Proprietor
of Bond
J. E. Morse & Co .. ..
The Condran Co. Ltd..
Naval Stores Officer H. M.

Date
authorized
25th Feb., 1920
21st Aug., 1924

Pockyardy 0w o 2nd May. 1921
Franco-Canadian  'Tmport
Godxun 17th Mar., 1923

Scotia Import & Export Co.
Hon. Mr. TANNER.

25th Nov., 1921

Royal Mail Steam Packet
Clo.0r sl iy
Forsyth & Davidson.. .. ..
Board of Vendors Commis-

gioners; (Sann: Shske i
Furness Withy & Co. Ltd..
Atlantic Import Co. Ltd..
H. R Silver Tibdi . . odats

(b) Answered by (a).
(e) Yes.

THE LATE HON. SENATOR BENNETT
TRIBUTES TO HIS MEMORY

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: Honourable
gentlemen, I am -sorry to have to inform the
Senate of the demise of one of its members:
the Honourable Mr. Bennett is no more. He
was with us full of life to the last day of
the last Session. He was an active member
of this House. He gave the greater part
of his life to public affairs, having been
returned to the House of Commons for the
first time some 33 years ago, and from that
time he sat almost continuously in that
Chambe